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Abstract
Th e purpose of this study is to analyze the infl uence of ethical leadership, work 

culture, and public service motivation on  risk aversion and its impact on  organiza-
tional citizenship behavior. Risk aversion is  the prudence of  public employees so  as 
not to violate laws and regulations. Risk aversion variable is  treated as a consequent 
variable of ethical leadership, work culture, and motivation based on portfolio theory. 
Th e theory sees risk aversion as  a  contextual behavior, rather than as  an individual 
characteristic. Th is study was designed with a quantitative descriptive design in a sam-
ple of 130 civil servants in the Tapin District Government, South Kalimantan Province, 
Indonesia. Th e analysis was carried out by structural equation modeling. Th e result-
ing model has a GFI 0.910; CFI 1,000; and RMSEA 0,000. Th e study found that ethical 
leadership has a positive eff ect on risk aversion but does not have a signifi cant impact 
on organizational citizenship behavior; work culture has a positive eff ect on risk aver-
sion and organizational citizenship behavior; public service motivation does not af-
fect risk aversion but has a  signifi cant eff ect on organizational citizenship behavior; 
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and risk aversion has a positive effect on organizational citizenship behavior. This 
study has implications regarding the importance of the government to develop ethi-
cal leadership and a professional work culture in order to encourage the compliance 
of civil servants in the legislation. Th is research has a high originality value because 
it  is the fi rst in examining the determinants and antecedents of  risk aversion in  the 
context of public employees. 

Keywords: ethical leadership; work culture; public service motivation; risk aver-
sion; organizational citizenship behavior.
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 Background

Employees in the public service environment have long been known to have 
a tendency for risk aversion (Dur & Zoutenbier, 2013; Buurman, Delfgaauw, Dur 
& van den Bossche, 2012). Risk aversion is a person’s tendency to be very care-
ful in taking risks (Leahy, 2001). Risk aversion is in fact one of the main reasons 
to pursue a career in public service: it provides a fi xed income, a relatively stable 
career and a decent old age guarantee, in contrast to working in a private organi-
zation which is full of uncertainty. In other words, being a public servant is seen 
as a profession that is safe from risk. In the context of ongoing work, risk aversion 
can be seen as an attempt to be very careful not to violate the laws and regulations.

Civil servants in Indonesia are risk averse. Hongdiyanto (2014) found that 
a  large proportion of  Indonesians seek civil servant jobs because they want 
to have a stable income and pension package. Similarly, Loso (2008) used sam-
ples of 300 fresh bachelor graduates from three universities and found that the 
reasons to pursue a civil servant profession included salary (59.9%), better fu-
ture (56.6%), pension package (91.1%), senior benefi ts (69.9%), and well-being 
(67.8%). Th ese all convey a  risk averse attitude based on  economic situation 
(Di Mauro and Musumeci, 2011). In addition, 67.2% of the samples chosea civil 
servant profession because they perceived this profession to have a high status 
in society, indicating a social risk averse attitude.

Risk aversion could be  a  positive thing for the public service in  terms 
of  making sure the government is  running well. Nevertheless, the Indone-
sian government has decreased the number of civil servants for efficiency rea-
sons. In 2012, there were 4.6 million civil servants in Indonesia while in 2017, 
there were only 4.3 million – a decrease in  the number of civil servants per 
1,000 inhabitants from 19.7 to 18.5; lower than the Philippines and Vietnam 
(Tjiptoherijanto, 2018). The decreasing trend resulted in fiercer competition 
in gaining a public servant profession. Since part of the government efficiency 
is contributed to by individual civil servants’ performance, there is a question 
about what role risk aversion plays in civil servant performance. Is risk aver-



9

Aqli Z., Ujianto, Syafi ’i Ach. Public Employees’ Risk Aversion and Organizational Citizenship Behavior...

sion actually detrimental for today’s more private-like government adminis-
tration (Clark, 2016) in Indonesia? 

While risk aversion may explain why someone chose a civil servant position, 
the same reason could also come into play in terms of  maintaining the posi-
tion of someone who is already in a civil servant position. Th is is intuitive, since 
bad behaviour would result in loss of salary, future prospects, etc., which were 
the main reasons for choosing the profession. Yet, Indonesian public service 
is known to have a high level of corruption. In 2018, it was proven that 2,357 civil 
servants were guilty of  corruption, not to  mention the unreported cases from 
around the archipelago (BBC, 7 September 2018). Corruption is extremely risky 
behaviour that should not be committed by an individual with high risk aver-
sion. Meanwhile, corruption was cited as  the negative predictor of public sec-
tor effi  ciency (Adam, Delis & Kammas, 2011). Was the high level of corruption 
in public service linked to either low risk aversion or high risk aversion, as sug-
gested by the Costa and Mainardes (2015) study? If it was, what organizational 
factors drive this risk taking behavior? 

Unfortunately, risk aversion variables are very rarely used to predict orga-
nizational performance, including organizational citizenship behavior (Leahy, 
2001). Th is variable is rarely used because risk aversion is assumed to be an in-
dividual characteristic variable rather than a conditional variable (Deckop et al, 
2004). Portfolio theory from Leahy (2001) confi rms that risk aversion is not an in-
dividual characteristic variable, but a conditional variable. Aversion of a risk is in-
fl uenced by individual working conditions, in this case stressful working condi-
tions, for example due to  the existence of  many regulations that regulate how 
a person must behave. Th erefore, Leahy (2001) places risk aversion as a compo-
nent of an employee’s depressive decision dimension. Depressed employees will 
tend to  take an  aversive position on  risk while non-depressed employees tend 
to be risk-neutral and even risk-taking. Th is was proven by Guiso, Sapienza, and 
Zingales (2018) who found that risk aversion varied with time and increases sub-
stantially aft er a crisis.

In line with this, it is important to consider what factors infl uence risk aver-
sion in public employees. It can be said that there is no research that attempts 
to examine the factors that infl uence risk aversion in employees in the public 
sector. One study did examine the predictors of risk aversion in college students, 
and found that having a father who worked in the public sector increased the
risk aversion of their children (De Paola, 2013). Th e reason for this lack of re-
search has been explained above, namely due to errors in taking a theoretical 
perspective. If portfolio theory is used, there should be many studies that try 
to examine what variables infl uence risk aversion.

Th ere are several variables that can possibly predict risk aversion, such 
as  ethical leadership, work culture, and public service motivation. Each rep-
resent factors from a  team, organizational, and individual level. Ethical lead-
ers, as  the name implies, would lead their followers to  the ethical behaviour. 
Ethical norms, in  addition to  legal-institutional norms, is  another restriction 
on public service employees, and potentially an even more risk averse attitude. 
Th is is supplemented by the preferred work culture chosen by the organization. 
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From the individuals’ side, public service motivation off ers another restriction 
on the behaviour of public sector employees. Simultaneously, these three fac-
tors could limit risk taking behaviors, maintaining civic servants in their correct 
path of behaviors and increasing risk aversion. 

Th e same three factors also can directly contribute to  organizational citi-
zenship behaviors. Organizational citizenship behavior is  “individual behavior 
that is voluntary, not directly or explicitly recognized through a formal incentive 
system, and in aggregate encourages eff ective organizational functioning” (Pod-
sakoff , MacKenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000). Included in  the category of orga-
nizational citizenship behavior is helping colleagues with their work, protecting 
the interests of the organization, giving advice, promoting the organization, and 
so on (Vigoda-Gadot & Beeri, 2011). Organizational citizenship behavior is high-
ly expected because it increases organizational effi  ciency and increases the likeli-
hood of the organization achieving its goals (Popescu, Fistung & Popescu, 2012). 
In addition, this activity can improve individual, group, and organizational per-
formance (Rayner, Lawton & Williams, 2012).

In itself, organizational citizenship behavior is ethical, hence it would be 
promoted by ethical leaders. Good work culture also should promote citizen-
ship behavior because it increases organizational efficiency. Individual public 
service motivation, by  definition, would focus on  increasing public service 
quality, and one of  the key predictors of  public service quality is  organiza-
tional citizenship behavior.

To test the proposed relationship above, this research was conducted 
on one of the local governments in Indonesia, namely the Regional Govern-
ment of Tapin Regency, South Kalimantan Province. The research was carried 
out at the local government level because the local government was the worst 
public servant in Indonesia. The Indonesian Ombudsman found that 42.3% 
of 3,427 community reports in 2017 were directed at the poor service of local 
governments. This has continued to occur since 2015 (Rochmi, 2018). If the 
government tries to encourage extraordinary public services, it is very neces-
sary for the government to maintain the compliance of public employees with 
the legislation, and this means that it is important for the government to in-
crease employee risk aversion. Researchers put forward three variables that 
have the potential to increase employee risk aversion, namely ethical leader-
ship, work culture, and public service motivation. Work culture and public 
service motivation are common variables in public management in Indonesia, 
while ethical leadership is a new variable that can provide a novelty for this 
research. 

Th eoretical Review
Ethical Leadership
Th e concept of leadership has been greatly developed with many concep-

tions. Th e commonly used leadership concept is  transformational leadership. 
Even so, Li (2013) views transformational leadership as a starting point towards 
a  leadership concept that is  more oriented to  ethical aspects. Ethical aspects 
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are important in public service because public employees are responsible to all 
of the citizens and become a refl ection of the quality of services provided by the 
ruling government.

In line with the aim of capturing the ethical aspects of  leadership broad-
ly, the concept of  transformational leadership develops into authentic trans-
formational leadership. Th e concept of  authentic transformational leadership 
was further developed into authentic leadership by Avolio and Gardner in 2005 
(Li, 2013). Th ey get rid of the transformational concept of authentic leadership, 
making authentic leaders truly lead others according to  morality and under-
stand their subordinates honestly and accurately, regardless of whether the sub-
ordinate must be transformed or not.

The concept of  ethical leadership then emerged through the thought 
of Brown et al (2005) based on social learning theory. Brown et al (2005) de-
fine ethical leadership as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate con-
duct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promo-
tion of such conduct to  followers through two-way communication, reinforce-
ment, and decision-making”. Riggio et al (2010) criticize Brown et al’s (2005) 
definition as not capturing a complete ethical concept. A person who behaves 
maliciously and cruelly can be seen as an ethical leader by the definition inso-
far as these behaviors are considered normatively feasible in the organization 
he  leads. Ethically, leaders should be  based on  a  universal ethical concept. 
Riggio et al (2010) refer back to the notion of ethics as something that is the 
principle of right and wrong in life. Ethical leaders are none other than leaders 
who demonstrate and uphold these universal principles. Riggio et  al (2010) 
further explore what principles are seen as  universal ethical principles and 
find four principles of goodness, namely prudence, simplicity, fortitude, and 
justice. In line with this, Riggio et al (2010) define an ethical leader as “a leader 
whose personal characteristics and actions align with four cardinal virtues 
of prudence, temperance, fortitude, and justice”.

Monahan (2012) takes a  diff erent approach. Monahan (2012) conducted 
surveys on  leaders in organizations to fi nd out practitioners’ opinions on  the 
meaning of ethical leadership. Monahan (2012) found that executives generally 
view that ethical leadership is nothing but “leaders having good character and 
the right values or being a person of strong character” (Monahan, 2012).

Work Culture
Most studies use organizational culture variables to predict organizational 

citizenship behavior. Even so, there is also the concept of work culture, at least 
at  the practitioner level. A  specifi c concept for Indonesia was issued through 
the State Apparatus Empowerment Ministerial Decree No. 25 / Kep / M.PAN / 
4/2002 concerning Guidelines for the Development of a Work Culture in  the 
State Apparatus, which was updated through the Minister of State Apparatus 
Empowerment and Bureaucratic Reform Regulation No. 39 of 2012 concern-
ing Guidelines for the Development of Work Culture. In this regulation, work 
culture is  defi ned as  “the attitudes and behaviors of  individuals and groups 
based on values   that are believed to be true and have become the nature and 
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habits of carrying out daily tasks and work”. In summary, work culture is de-
fi ned as “a person’s perspective in giving meaning to work”. Work culture is also 
derived from the concept of organizational culture so that indicators of work 
culture will depend on  their respective organizations. In  fact, this regulation 
provides a number of steps that need to be taken to develop work culture indica-
tors for each government institution.

Public Service Motivation
Regarding motivation, the literature has developed motivational concepts 

that are specifi c to public employees. Th is concept is called the Public Service 
Motivation (PSM). PSM is an intrinsic motivation variable that measures the 
extent to which a civil servant’s motives are in carrying out public services. Mo-
tivation is  individual, so  it can capture predictors that determine the perfor-
mance of civil servants from the personal aspect, as a complement to a universal 
work culture and collective ethical leadership.

Th ere are three types of public service motivation, namely rational, nor-
mative and aff ective motivation. Rational reasons are motives for maximizing 
one’s personal interests. Th is reason is operationalized in the form of  interest 
in public decision making. Th e normative reason is  the commitment to serve 
the public interest, achieve social justice, and carry out civil duties. Aff ective 
motivation is patriotism and self-sacrifi ce (Naff  and Crum, 1999).

Hypotheses

Risk aversion in  the scope of  portfolio theory applies to  all types of  em-
ployees, regardless of whether they are a public or private worker. For public 
employees who have an initial mindset of risk aversion, risk aversion behavior 
can depart not from a depressive situation at work, but rather it has just become 
a generally accepted norm. Civil servants are faced with a  large responsibility 
because the clients served have the potential to cover all citizens. In addition, 
public employees also have strict regulations in various aspects of service so that 
regulations become part of their daily work. With this, risk aversion is impor-
tant to prevent violations of regulations.

In line with this, the positive influence of risk aversion can occur on per-
formance, including organizational citizenship behavior. This positive rela-
tionship can occur because organizational citizenship behavior is  an effort 
to encourage the achievement of public service goals. Therefore, it can be hy-
pothesized that:

H1: Risk aversion positively aff ects organizational citizenship behavior
Ethical leadership has long been seen as a predictor of organizational citi-

zenship behavior (Mayer et al, 2009; Shin, 2011; Kalshoven et al, 2011). Ethical 
leadership can have an  eff ect on  organizational citizenship behavior because 
employees learn socially from the example given by the leader and provide re-
wards to  leaders and coworkers (Brown and Trevino, 2006; Toor and Ofori, 
2009). As a result of strengthening the social goodness of leaders, organizational 
citizenship behavior emerges (Kacmar et al, 2011; Kacmar et al, 2013). In line 
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with this, when dealing with a low public service situation, ethical leaders should 
try to encourage employees to comply with the laws and ethics of public servic-
es. Th ese two things are restrictive and encourage public employees not to take 
risks by violating regulations. Th erefore, ethical leadership should increase risk 
aversion. On this basis, the following hypotheses are put forward:

H2: Ethical Leadership has a positive eff ect on risk diversion
H3: Ethical leadership has a  positive eff ect on  organizational citizenship 

behavior
A good work culture should make employees more oriented towards serv-

ing the community. Th is is  realized in  the form of compliance with laws and 
regulations that have been designed in such a way as to improve public services. 
Employees can also be required to be more careful to avoid taking risks in serv-
ing the public interest. Even so, there has not been a more in-depth study of the 
impact of work culture on risk aversion. Researchers argue that employees will 
be  more aversive to  risk because they are faced with a  low public perception 
of the performance of public employees. Th ey will increasingly stick to the leg-
islation to produce better public services than before. Th erefore, the fourth and 
fi ft h hypotheses are:

H4: Work culture has a positive eff ect on employee risk aversion
H5: Work culture has a positive eff ect on organizational citizenship behavior
Anderfuhren-Biget et  al (2010) found that public service motivation in-

creases overall work motivation. Ritz et  al (2016) conducted a  meta-analysis 
of 239 previous studies on  the motivation of public services. Th ey found that 
public service motivation has an impact on job satisfaction, job choices in the 
public sector, individual performance, organizational commitment, early retire-
ment intention, person organizational fi t, organizational citizenship behavior, 
organizational performance, work motivation, work eff ort, use of performance 
data, stress related to employment, choice of intrinsic work, work commitment, 
mission valence, extrinsic incentive choices, choice to  contribute, organiza-
tional attractiveness, quality of  work, and responsiveness. Th e organizational 
citizenship behavior variable has a high level of agreement. Of the eight stud-
ies that examined the eff ect of public service motivation on organizational citi-
zenship behavior, all found positive eff ects. Meanwhile, related to work stress, 
which is a predictor of risk aversion according to portfolio theory, there are four 
studies. Th ree of these studies showed negative eff ects while one did not show 
a signifi cant relationship.

However, the relationship between PSM and risk aversion is  unclear. 
If it is seen that risk aversion is the eff ect of depression, in accordance with portfo-
lio theory, the motivation of public services should have a negative eff ect. Mean-
while, if risk aversion is seen as a form of compliance with laws and regulations, 
voluntary or forced, PSM should encourage employees to be more compliant with 
the regulations because they refl ect good public services. We are more likely to see 
that there is a positive relationship between PSM and risk aversion, in accordance 
with the characteristics of employees in the public environment. In line with this 
opinion, it is hypothesized that:

H6: PSM will have a positive eff ect on risk aversion
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Previous research generally found that public service motivation has a posi-
tive and signifi cant eff ect on organizational citizenship behavior (Ritz et al, 2016; 
Kim, 2009). Ritz et al (2016) found eight studies that examined the relationship 
between public service motivation on organizational citizenship behavior and all 
eight studies agreed that there was a positive relationship between public service 
motivation and organizational citizenship behavior. In line with this, it is hypoth-
esized that:

H7: Public Service Motivation has a positive eff ect on Organizational Citi-
zenship Behavior

Research Methodology
Participants
One hundred and ninety-two public employees (192) who worked in  the 

Tapin District Government were contacted for their willingness to complete the 
research questionnaire. Th e fi nal result is 130 respondents (N = 130). Respon-
dents consisted of 21% women and 79% men. Th e highest number of respondents 
have high school education (45%). Th e remaining 11% have diploma education, 
8% have junior high school education, and 36% have bachelor degrees. Th ere are 
only six respondents with very low working experience (0–2 years). Meanwhile, 
the number of respondents with a high tenure of 10 years or more was 75 people. 
As for the rest, the number of respondents with 3–5 years of work was as many 
as 23 people and those with a working period of 6–9 years was as many as 26 peo-
ple. In  percentage terms, the most worked period is  10 years or  more, namely 
57.7%, followed by a 6–9 year work period of 20.0% and a 3–5 year work period 
of 17.7%. Employees with a working period of 0–2 years are the least with a per-
centage of only 4.6%.

Research Instrument
Measurement of risk aversion uses the Risk Aversion scale from Leahy (2001) 

modifi ed into three items: threat, uncertainty, and risk taking. Organizational 
citizenship behavior was developed using instruments from Niehoff  and Moor-
man (1993) with fi ve indicators: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, 
courtesy, and civic virtue. 

Th e ethical leadership instrument, developed from Brown et al (2005), con-
sists of four items: critical attitude, rational attitude, autonomous attitude, and 
fair attitude. Meanwhile, the work culture variable is measured using fi ve indi-
cators: basic assumptions about work, attitudes toward work, behavior when 
working, work environment, and work ethic. To measure the PSM, we use the 
public service motivation instrument from Perry (1996) with three indicators: 
rational, normative and aff ective motives. All instruments are measured in the 
fi ve Likert Scale.

Analysis 
We use CFA (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) to determine the validity 

of the scales. CFA allows for calculating the feasibility of indicators in latent 
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variables to be a real indicator which actually contains one latent variable to be 
measured. All variables are examined for validity using CFA with minimum ac-
ceptance requirements based on the CFI model match indicator. CFI was cho-
sen because it  prevents incorrect calculations due to  small samples. CFI has 
a threshold of> 0.9. 

Before testing the hypothesis, a  model suitability test is  carried out using 
a structural equation model with a maximum likelihood estimate (ML – Maxi-
mum Likelihood). Model compatibility was tested using Goodness of Fit index 
(GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approxima-
tion (RMSEA) (Rigdon, 1996).

Results
Description of the Sample
Based on the results of the questionnaire, it was found that the description 

of respondents’ ratings on the ethical leadership variables showed high ethical 
leadership. Th is was indicated by an average score of 4.08. Indicators of ethical 
leadership that were rated highest by respondents were regarding critical atti-
tudes, with an average value of 4.20, while the lowest indicator of ethical leader-
ship was rational attitude, namely with an average value of 4.00.

Respondents’ assessment of  the work culture variable has a  mean score 
of 3.98. Th e indicator of work culture that was rated highest by respondents was 
the basic assumptions about work, namely with an average value of 4.11, while 
the indicator of work culture that was rated lowest by respondents was the be-
havior when working, with a mean score of 3.80.

PSM is perceived as high, indicated by an average score of 3.68. Public ser-
vice motivation indicators that were rated highest by respondents were regard-
ing aff ective motives, with an average score of 3.83, while public service motiva-
tion indicators that were rated lowest by respondents were normative motives, 
with a mean score of 3.47.

Concerning Risk Aversion, employees at Tapin Regency gave a mean score 
of 3.75. Th e highest risk aversion indicator was the attitude to face threats, with 
an average value of 3.86, while the lowest risk aversion indicator was the cour-
age to take risks, with an average score of 3.59.

Respondents’ assessment of  organizational citizenship behavior variable 
shows a high value, indicated by the average score of 3.95. Th e highest indicator 
of organizational citizenship behavior by respondents was on conscientiousness 
and civic virtue, each with an  average score of  4.08, while the lowest indica-
tor of organizational citizenship behavior by respondents was altruism, namely 
with an average value of 3.70.

Measurement Model
CFA tests results on exogenous constructs consisting of ethics leadership, 

work culture, and public service motivation as  well as  endogenous variables 
consisting of risk aversion and organizational citizenship behavior, indicating 
that all indicators have loading factor values greater than 0.50, so that the in-
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dicators are valid in refl ecting the latent constructs and can be used for further 
analysis. Th e GFI value was more than 0.90 indicating an exogenous and endog-
enous construct formed by indicators that fi t with the data.

Hypothesis Testing
Th e results of hypothesis testing are displayed in Table 1 and Figure 1. Th e 

fi rst hypothesis of the current study is on the relationship between risk aversion 
and OCB. It was hypothesized that a positive relationship would exist between 
risk aversion and OCB. Th e hypothesis was strongly supported. Risk aversion 
was positively related to OCB. 

Table 1
Study Variables Estimates by Model Paths 
(GFI = .910, CFI = 1.000 RMSEA = .000)

Model Paths β p

RA ← EL .346 ***

OCB ← EL .085 .383

RA ← WC .37 5 ***

OCB ← WC .260 *

RA ← PSM .056 .540

OCB ← PSM .269 **

OCB ← RA .250 *

Notes: GFI =  Goodness of  Fit Index; CFI =  Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA =  Root mean square error 
of approximation; RA = Risk Aversion; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behavior; EL = Ethical Leadership; 
WC = Work Culture; PSM = Public Service Motivation.

***p is signifi cant at .000 level; 

**p is signifi cant at .01 level; 

*p is signifi cant at .05 level.

Th e second hypothesis advanced in this study centered on the relationship 
between ethical leadership and risk aversion. It was proposed that with the ethi-
cal leadership, employee risk aversion will increase. Th is hypothesis was sup-
ported by the fi ndings of the current study. Th e relationship was indeed posi-
tive. Th e third hypothesis is on the relationship between ethical leadership and 
OCB. Th is hypothesis however is not supported by the fi ndings. 

Th e next set of hypotheses expected that Work Culture will infl uence Risk 
Aversion and OCB positively. We fi nd support for both hypotheses. However, 
for the last set of hypotheses, which expected that PSM will infl uence Risk Aver-
sion and OCB positively, we only found support for PSM and OCB relationship. 
No signifi cant relationship was found between PSM and Risk Aversion. 



17

Aqli Z., Ujianto, Syafi ’i Ach. Public Employees’ Risk Aversion and Organizational Citizenship Behavior...

Figure 1: Statistical Model (GFI = .910, CFI = 1.000 RMSEA = .000)

Notes: RA  =  Risk Aversion; OCB =  Organizational Citizenship Behavior; EL  =  Ethical Leadership; 
WC = Work Culture; PSM = Public Service Motivation; CA = Critical Attitude; RA = Rational Attitude; 
AA = Autonom Attitude; JA = Justice Attitude; ASW = Assumption about Working; ATW = Attitude on Working; 
BTW = Behavior on Working; EN =  Work Environment; ET = Work Ethos; RM = Rational Motive; 
NM = Normative Motive; AM = Aff ective Motive; TH = Th reat; UN = Uncertainty; RTC = Risk Taking Courage; 
AL = Altruism; CO = Conscientiousness; SP = Sportsmanship; CR = Courtesy; CV = Civic Virtue.

Discussion

In line with the hypothesis, risk aversion has a  positive eff ect on  OCB. 
Risk aversion research on organizational citizenship behavior has never been 
done. Th e only research that comes close to resembling this study was the study 
of Deckop et al (2004) who found that risk aversion moderated the relationship 
between incentives and organizational citizenship behavior negatively. Th at is, 
the higher the risk aversion, the lower the infl uence of  incentives on  organi-
zational citizenship behavior. Th is means that employees with high risk aver-
sion will still be trying less to achieve organizational citizenship behavior even 
though they have been given incentives for that behavior. Conversely, employees 
with low risk aversion will enjoy expressing organizational citizenship behavior, 
especially if this behavior receives incentives or recognition from the organiza-
tion. Th is causes the lower risk aversion and higher eff ect of incentives on citi-
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zenship behavior. Th e fi nding that risk aversion has a positive eff ect on OCB 
in  the present study is  contrary to  this fi nding but it  is understandable given 
that risk aversion is very important in the context of public services. Under this 
condition, risk aversion will encourage other employees to remain in the corri-
dor of the legislation. Th e resulting collectivity is important in order to support 
good public services in accordance with regulations.

Th e fi nding that ethical leadership has a positive impact on risk aversion 
shows that ethical behavior by superiors provides support for employees to take 
action on ethical risk aversion. Employees become aware of what should be done 
and what should not be done so  that they do not dare to  take risks in doing 
something that is  not feasible legally or  ethically, which can cause problems 
in providing public services.

Even so, the results of the present study are not in line with previous studies 
which found positive eff ects of ethical leadership on organizational citizenship 
behavior (Mayer et  al, 2009; Shin, 2011; Kalshoven et  al, 2011). Th e current 
study found that ethical leadership has no eff ect on organizational citizenship 
behavior. Th is can be caused by ethical leaders more oriented on task perfor-
mance and not paying attention to  ethical issues in  contextual performance 
such as organizational citizenship behavior.

Meanwhile, work culture has a positive eff ect on risk aversion. Th e higher 
the work culture, the higher the risk aversion of employees. In  line with this, 
work culture also has a positive eff ect on OCB. Th e positive infl uence of work 
culture on OCB shows that work culture is oriented towards achieving goals, 
and this can be done through OCB. A good work culture will produce profes-
sional trust that can help in resource exchange, social exchange, communica-
tion, cooperation between employees, innovation, and organizational function-
ing (Jones and George, 1998; Putnam, 1993).

PSM is not found to aff ect risk aversion. Th is result is counterintuitive be-
cause motivation should support employees in being obedient of the rules. Th is 
situation can be explained if the PSM is double edged for risk aversion. On the one 
hand, motivation encourages employees to work as best they can in accordance 
with the regulations that apply to their profession. On the other hand, motivation 
also encourages employees to take risky initiatives if the existing regulations have 
not been suffi  cient for them to provide meaningful public services.

Th e positive relationship between PSM and OCB can be explained by the 
existence of  the civic virtue concept, which is an indicator of OCB. Th is con-
cept developed in an academic setting at the April 1984 meeting of the National 
Council of  the American Public Administration Society (Upton, 1989). Th is 
council stated that civic virtue is a heroic love for the public interest, serving 
justice, willingness to  sacrifi ce wealth and comfort for the welfare of  society, 
and unite the soul in providing public services. A person who has high PSM 
will try to provide public goods (Upton, 1989). For them, job satisfaction comes 
from helping others, and almost the only thing that is important in their work 
is doing something that is benefi cial to the community or organization (Upton, 
1989). Th erefore, the public goods, also called public service ethics, has a strong 
relationship with the PSM. 
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Conclusion

Th is study contributes to the ethical leadership and work culture literature 
by highlighting the role of risk aversion. When leaders act according to gener-
ally accepted norms, employees will perceive additional rules that should not 
be violated, which in turn makes them more aversive to risk. Meanwhile, a pro-
fessional work culture helps in increasing risk aversion because it affi  rms profes-
sionalism characterized by adherence to regulations that guide the profession.

Th is study has implications for the importance of public service organiza-
tions to take steps that make public employees more compliant with the legisla-
tion through increased risk aversion. Th e government can train leaders to be-
come ethical leaders who are able to keep employees compliant with legal and 
ethical rules. In addition, a positive work culture must be further instilled so that 
employees can better understand that compliance with regulations is very im-
portant in order to provide good public services.

Although it  has theoretical and practical implications as  above, this re-
search still has its limitation. Because this study uses cross-sectional design, 
it  is not possible for researchers to make a complete causal conclusion about 
the infl uence of ethical leadership, work culture, and public service motivation 
on the risk aversion and organizational citizenship behavior. It is possible that 
organizational citizenship behavior actually becomes the motive for employees 
to comply with the organization, thereby increasing risk aversion because it is 
indebted to the organization, in accordance with social exchange theory. Th at 
is, there is a possibility that OCB infl uences risk aversion, rather than risk aver-
sion aff ecting organizational citizenship behavior. Nicholson-Crotty, Nichol-
son-Crotty, and Fernandez (2016) even show that organizational performance 
have some infl uence on risk averse behavior. As a result, the hypothetical model 
proposed by  this study can be better examined using repeated measurements 
or  through longitudinal designs, where data is  collected several times over 
a fairly long time interval.

Another limitation is the relatively small amount of respondents. There 
are only 130 respondents used in this research. Th e sample size could explain 
some insignifi cant relationships in this research. Hence, future research should 
be done to replicate with a larger sample size, especially in the fi eld of the impact 
of PSM on the risk aversion.
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