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Abstract: In the last decade, leaders’ behaviour in performance management has been gaining in-
creasing attention, arguing that it is beneficial in terms of improved employee attitudes, behaviour,
and performance in the public sector. However, empirical support for such claim is still scant. Given
the relevance of work engagement and organisational justice in the public sector and acknowledg-
ing a worldwide employee engagement crisis, the paper aims at revealing the linkage between lead-
ers’ behaviour in performance management, organisational justice, and employee engagement in
the public sector. In doing this, quantitative data were collected in a survey from employees work-
ing in the public sector in Lithuania (299 responses). The findings showed that goal setting and
feedback had a significant and positive effect on employee engagement, supporting the theoretical
notion that leaders’ behaviour in performance management was crucial in engaging people. As it
was expected, goal setting and feedback had a positive effect on organisational justice; meanwhile,
organisational justice significantly and positively predicted employee engagement. Turning to the
mechanism by which leaders’ behaviour influences work engagement, it seems that organisational
justice partly mediated the relationships between goal setting and employee engagement and fully
mediated the relationships between feedback and work engagement. These findings affirm that
public sector should strive for improving the leaders’ behaviour in performance management as it
in turn might impact overall organisational performance.

Keywords: performance management; leaders’ behaviour; goal setting; feedback;
work engagement; organisational justice; public sector

1. Introduction

Responding to the call of the politicians and citizens to demonstrate the effectiveness
and impact on complex problems (Blackman et al. 2012), the public sector has been a sub-
ject of transformation for a couple of decades (De Vries and Nemec 2013; Teeroovenga-
dum et al. 2019). With the aim to underpin the crises of confidence in the public sector
(Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Hood 1991, 1995) and to enhance the government perfor-
mance, the New Public Management (NPM) approach was introduced to public sector
organisations (Diefenbach 2009). Generally, NPM reflects global reorganisation of public
sector organisations (Buick et al. 2015) by making them much more “business-like” (Die-
fenbach 2009). The core idea of NPM was a stronger performance orientation, with em-
phasis on higher labour productivity, establishing standards and measures of perfor-
mance, and a focus on outcomes rather than inputs (Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Hood
1991; Lynn 1998). As a result, more attention has been devoted to employee performance
management. Relying on the prior studies (Buchner 2007; Pulakos 2009; Aguinis 2014),
debates in the field of public sector employee performance management mainly focus on
two areas: the ways to best manage employee performance (West and Blackman 2015)
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and the benefits for the organisations and employees from well-designed and established
performance management (Aguinis and Pierce 2008; Aguinis et al. 2011). This paper be-
longs to the last stream of research addressing some of these benefits such as the outcomes
of performance management. By focusing on goal setting and feedback as the components
of leaders” behaviour in performance management, the paper emphasises the role played
by line managers as leaders (Schwarz et al. 2020), and argues that performance manage-
ment is a much broader concept in comparison to performance appraisal (Aguinis 2014).

Although the ultimate objective of performance management implies increased per-
formance, the researchers argue that performance can be considered as a distal outcome
of the process (Gruman and Saks 2011). Consequently, previous studies have analysed
more proximal outcomes of performance management, in terms of cognitive, affective and
conative outcomes, such as affective commitment (Norris-Watts and Levy 2004) and turn-
over intention (Van Waeyenberg et al. 2017). More recently, work engagement has started
to attract attention, referring to it as to the positive result of performance management;
however, still there is a dearth of studies that focus on performance management as the
antecedent of work engagement in public organisations (West and Blackman 2015; An-
drews and Mostafa 2019; Awan et al. 2020). Furthermore, this happens despite the rele-
vance of the concept of work engagement (Ancarani et al. 2018), as disengaged employees
are costly to public organisations due to their potential to negatively influence public ser-
vice delivery (Andrews and Mostafa 2019). Moreover, engaged employees approach the
tasks associated with their job with a sense of self-investment, passion, and energy, and
this might translate into higher levels of their in-role and extra-role performance (Chris-
tian et al. 2011), which in turn has the potential to enhance the government performance
as a whole. In general, the prevailing conclusion in the literature claims that very limited
attention has been given by public administration scholars to antecedents of work engage-
ment in public service organisations (Mostafa and El-Motalib 2020). Along these lines, the
paper addresses the mentioned gap while dealing with leaders’ behaviour in performance
management as the determinant of work engagement in the public sector.

Going further, previous studies in management field argue that the relationship be-
tween the two constructs might not be of direct nature only (Jiang et al. 2012; Alfes et al.
2013; Zhang et al. 2020). The general call encourages the researchers to explain the mech-
anism through which one construct impacts another (Paauwe 2009), analysing the poten-
tial for mediating or moderating processes. This paper responds to the mentioned call
presuming that organisational justice plays a mediating role in the relationship between
leaders” behaviour in performance management and work engagement in the public sec-
tor. The argumentation of such a claim lies in several aspects. First, as employees increas-
ingly tend to judge the decisions made by organisations by asking the question “Was that
fair?” (Colquitt et al. 2001), the relevance of organisational justice per se increases. Next,
because of the potential of organisational justice to explain a wide range of employee be-
haviours (Greenberg 1990), higher or lower work engagement level might be justified.
Further, there is some empirical evidence in the public sector (albeit scant) demonstrating
that the rising organisational justice perception increases employee work engagement
(Ozer et al. 2017). Finally, to the best knowledge of the authors of this paper, there is no
paper analysing the mediating effect of organisational justice in the relationship between
leaders’ behaviour in performance management and work engagement in the public sec-
tor.

The aim of this paper is to reveal the linkage between leaders’ behaviour in perfor-
mance management, work engagement, and organisational justice in the public sector. In
doing this, the paper seeks to answer the following: (a) What do we mean by leaders’
behaviour in performance management? How is performance management described in
terms of goal setting and feedback provision to employees? (b) How can work engage-
ment and organisational justice be characterised? (c) Will goal setting and feedback pro-
vision to employees result in a positive effect on work engagement in the public sector?
(d) Will leaders’ behaviour in performance management impact the organisational justice?
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Will organisational justice make an impact on the work engagement? (e) What is the role
of organisational justice exploring the linkage between leaders’ behaviour in performance
management and work engagement?

In order to answer these questions, this paper analyses data from the survey carried
out in the public sector in Lithuania. The questionnaires were distributed online while the
sample consisted of public sector employees employed by state or municipal public sector
organisations. For testing the hypotheses, multiple regression analyses were conducted.

The paper contributes to the literature in several ways. Firstly, the contemporary lit-
erature on performance management is calling to revise the performance management by
broadening its meaning and incorporating in it not only performance appraisal, but also
performance agreement, performance facilitation, and feedback (Armstrong 2018). The
paper contributes to such a call by focusing on leaders’ behaviour in performance man-
agement in terms of goal setting and feedback for employees. Secondly, some researchers
(Rubin 2009) argue that, “little scholarly effort has been invested in exploring the relation-
ships between organisational justice and the outcomes in public sector settings” (Choi
2011, p. 186). The current paper seeks to narrow this gap by exploring whether and how
organisational justice impacts work engagement in the public sector. Thirdly, the search
and analysis of the direct linkage between the two constructs do not allow for presenting
the holistic model. For such a model, a mechanism is needed to explain the way the impact
occurs. The current paper is designed to explore the mechanism by which leaders’ behav-
iour in performance management influences the work engagement. The mediating role of
organisational justice is analysed. Fourth, two theories, namely social exchange theory
(SET) (Blau 1964) and conservation of resources theory (COR) (Hobfoll 1989) are used for
explaining the relationship between leaders’ behaviour in performance management and
organisational justice and work engagement. Both theories are well suited for explaining
the mentioned relationship. SET suggests that social behaviour is the result of an exchange
process, where two aspects (cost and benefit) are involved. Accordingly, each employee
compares benefits and costs and bases the action decision on the expectation that it will
maximise profit (Zhao and Detlor 2021). Meanwhile, COR theory describes the motivation
that drives the employees to both maintain their current resources and to pursue new ones
(Hobfoll 1989).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Theoretical part gives an over-
view of the literature on performance management in the public sector and describes work
engagement and organisational justice. Later, the hypotheses are developed. Then, the
research method applied is described. The empirical results and discussion come further.
Finally, conclusions are drawn.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Leaders Behaviour in Performance Management in the Public Sector

Although literature provides several definitions of performance management (for re-
view see Armstrong 2018), the essence of the construct is well revealed by the suggestion
that “performance management is the continuous process of improving performance by
setting individual and team goals which are aligned to the strategic goals of the organisa-
tion, planning performance to achieve the goals, reviewing and assessing progress, and
developing the knowledge, skills and abilities of people” (Armstrong 2018, p. 7). Moreo-
ver, it is assumed that managers in the public sector should behave mainly as transforma-
tional leaders, exercising moderate transactional relationships with their employees, thus,
ensuring integrity and ethics in the performance of their tasks (Orazi et al. 2013).

Apparently, two characteristics serve as keystones for better understanding what
performance management is about, namely, an ongoing process and alignment with stra-
tegic goals (Aguinis 2014). Ongoing process implies a never-ending process of setting
goals, observing performance, and giving and receiving coaching and feedback (Aguinis
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2014). Due to ongoing nature, performance management is far broader than just perfor-
mance appraisal (Teeroovengadum et al. 2019; Claus and Briscoe 2009). The second char-
acteristic highlights the link between employee performance and organisational goals and
thereby all employees are not only encouraged to contribute to strategic direction of the
organisation, but also are allowed to see that contribution explicitly (Aguinis 2014; Becker
etal. 2011).

Thus, performance management aims at identifying, measuring, and developing the
employee performance through a cycle comprising several stages (Aguinis and Pierce
2008). The literature review allows concluding that there are numerous models of perfor-
mance management; however, generally, they consist of a sequence of stages or activities
such as performance agreement/goal setting, performance monitoring/facilitation, perfor-
mance appraisal and feedback, and improved performance (Armstrong 2018). As the
scope of performance management is broad, the paper limits its focus further on two com-
ponents only: leaders’ behaviour in performance agreement by goal setting, and perfor-
mance feedback. From previous literature it seems that organisations in general, and es-
pecially in the public sector, mostly struggle with the mentioned aspects of performance
management (Van der Hoek et al. 2018), as less than a third of employees believe that their
organisation’s performance management process assists them in improving their perfor-
mance (Pulakos 2009). The next paragraphs briefly explore each of these components.

Generally, leaders’ behaviour performance agreement involves the negotiation of
goals that employees will attain. Thus, employees’ goals are set during performance plan-
ning (Van Waeyenberg et al. 2017). A goal can be defined as the object or aim of an action,
usually within a specified time limit (Locke and Latham 2002). More specifically, goal is
the object or aim of an action that, therefore, serves as the standard against which one
compares his or her performance (Locke and Latham 1990; Locke and Latham 2020). In
other words, goals define the desired outcomes or performance that should be realised
(Van der Hoek et al. 2018).

In the 1990s, Locke and Latham developed a goal-setting theory, explaining an indi-
vidual’s performance by looking at the goals that are set. The concept of a goal is predi-
cated on observing the actions of living organisms (Locke and Latham 2020). The goal-
setting theory is based on the notion that conscious human behaviour is purposeful (Lat-
ham and Locke 1991). Thus, goal setting can be used as a motivational technique (Yearta
et al. 1995).

According to the goal-setting theory, goals affect performance through four causal
mechanisms (Locke and Latham 2002). First, goals serve a directive function. They direct
an employee’s attention and effort towards goal-relevant activities, leaving goal-irrele-
vant activities offside. Second, goals have an energising function. Thus, high goals lead to
greater effort than low goals. Third, goals also affect persistence. As such, when partici-
pants are allowed to control the time they spend on a task, hard goals prolong the effort.
Fourth, goals affect action indirectly by leading to the discovery, arousal, and use of task-
relevant knowledge and strategies (Locke and Latham 2002).

The effective use of goal-setting theory was supported by the identification of goal
setting components by Lee et al. (1991). Lee et al. (1991) proposed 10 goal setting compo-
nents, namely supervisor support/participation; goal stress; goal efficacy; goal rationale;
use of goal setting in performance appraisal; tangible rewards; goal conflict; organisa-
tional facilitation of goal achievement; dysfunctional effects of goals; and goal clarity.

The empirical part of the paper focuses on several components of goal setting,
namely goal rationale, goal clarity, organisational facilitation of goal achievement, and
use of goal setting in performance appraisal. The mentioned components are highly rele-
vant seeing that due to political or other reasons even organisational goals might sound
quite complicated and unclear (Blackman et al. 2012; Diefenbach 2009). In such situations,
leaders in the public sector nonetheless remain responsible for the quality of goals setting.

Goal clarity refers to clear expression (formulation) of goals and clear prioritisation
of the agreed goals. Goal rationale expresses the logic of the goals, as the employee should
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understand clearly why some goals are set for them, to perceive how performance is being
measured and obtain regular feedback on performance quality. Organisational facilitation
of goal achievement may involve the provision of additional equipment, time, money, or
people for proper goal execution. Goal setting in performance appraisal can be used to
increase both goal acceptance and motivation of employees (Lee et al. 1991).

Feedback is yet another essential component of leaders’ behaviour in performance
management. Ilgen et al. (1979) treat feedback as a special case of the general communi-
cations process in which a sender conveys a message to the recipient; the message typi-
cally contains information about the recipient. Turning to performance feedback, mainly
there are two sources, supervisors and co-workers. As the majority of research has focused
on the supervisor feedback, given that supervisors have more formal authority over work
outcomes (Dahling et al. 2017), this paper does the same.

According to Armstrong (2018), feedback is “a provision of information to people on
how they have performed in terms of results, events, critical incidents and significant be-
haviours” (p. 117). Feedback usually contains informal behavioural expectations that
managers desire from their subordinates and unambiguous performance evaluations of
the subordinates (Kluger and DeNisi 1996). Feedback can be positive, constructive, and
negative (Armstrong 2018). Positive feedback occurs when employees are informed about
how well they have performed. Feedback is constructive when it provides employees with
advice on how to do better, how they can improve their behaviours and results. Negative
feedback is that which tells employees that they have performed badly (Armstrong 2018).
In general, feedback does not aim at changing employees into what their managers would
like them to be, but rather aims at providing them with information about their behav-
iours and performance (Diefenbach 2009; Banfield and Kay 2012). Several aspects of feed-
back messages have been proposed in previous studies (Steelman et al. 2004; Rosen et al.
2006; Guo and Ling 2020), including feedback quality, feedback availability, source cred-
ibility, and feedback delivery. These aspects are the analysis object of the current paper
and are briefly explained below.

Source credibility is conceptualised as the feedback source’s expertise and trustwor-
thiness. Source expertise covers knowledge of the feedback recipient’s job requirements,
knowledge of the employee’s actual job performance, and the ability to judge that job per-
formance accurately. Trustworthiness addresses the fact whether an employee trusts the
feedback source to provide accurate performance information (Steelman et al. 2004). Feed-
back quality is an important part of the interpersonal communication between leaders and
followers (Guo and Ling 2020). Feedback quality refers to consistency and usefulness of
the message (Steelman et al. 2004). Moreover, feedback quality can determine the willing-
ness of an employee to respond to the feedback (Ilgen et al. 1979). As regards the feedback
delivery, the feedback recipient’s perceptions of the source’s intentions in giving feedback
will affect the reactions and responses to the feedback (Steelman et al. 2004). The general
rule is that the more considerate the feedback source is when providing feedback, the
more likely an individual is to accept and respond to such feedback (Steelman et al. 2004).
Speaking of the source availability, it captures the extent to which feedback sources are
accessible (Young and Steelman 2014). There is a need to get the information available in
informal day-to-day communications at work seeking to meet the goals (Steelman et al.
2004). Thus, in general, all the mentioned feedback aspects are highly relevant addressing
feedback, especially in the public sector where quite often it is formal, not constructive,
and does not identify the ways to improve the performance for the employee (Blackman
et al. 2012).

Summing up, although the focus on leaders’ behaviour in performance management
is not new, the content, relevance, and added value of performance management, espe-
cially in the public sector, still need investigation, especially linking them to employee
attitudes and behaviour.
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2.2. Work Engagement

According to the Gallup survey, 85% of employees worldwide are not engaged or are
actively disengaged in their job (Mann and Harter 2016; Gallup 2017). Throughout West-
ern Europe, employee engagement level is just 10% of the employed population, while in
Eastern Europe only 15% of the employed population feel engaged (involved in and en-
thusiastic about their work) (Gallup 2017). Moving to the public sector, the results demon-
strate that US federal government workers were less engaged and more disengaged than
their counterparts in the US private sector (Ander and Swift 2014). Given this focus, the
enhancement of work engagement is an issue, challenge, and ambition.

This paper follows the work engagement definition provided by Schaufeli et al.
(2002), which defines work engagement “as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of
mind that is characterised by vigour, dedication, and absorption” (p. 74). In this context,
engagement refers to a more persistent and pervasive affective cognitive state that is not
focused on any particular object, event, individual, or behaviour. Thus, engagement is
conceptualised as a three-dimensional construct. Vigour is defined by high levels of en-
ergy and mental resilience while working, willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and
persistence even when faced with difficulties. Dedication is characterised by the sense of
enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, significance, and challenge. Absorption refers to being
fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s work, where time passes quickly and
one has difficulties with detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli et al. 2002). This paper
follows the work engagement definition provided by Schaufeli et al. (2002).

2.3. Organisational Justice

In recent years, organisational justice has gained increasing attention as it can explain
a wide range of employee behaviour (Greenberg 1990; Mylona and Mihail 2019; Farid et
al. 2019). Organisational justice is a personal evaluation about the ethical and moral stand-
ing of managerial conduct (Cropanzano et al. 2007). Organisational justice refers to the
perception of justice that an organisation’s participants rate to decide whether the organ-
isation is fair from their perspective or point of view (Cuguero-Escofet et al. 2019). The
distribution of resources, decision-making processes, or interpersonal behaviours are only
a few of the workplace concerns relevant to organisational justice (Ozer et al. 2017). Or-
ganisational justice refers to several forms of perceived justice, and each of these provides
an answer to the question “what is fair” (Greenberg 1990).

Usually, organisational justice is conceptualised as a four-dimensional construct,
namely distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice. Distributive jus-
tice refers to the fairness of outcomes for individuals in comparison with what the indi-
vidual perceives to be a fair evaluation (Farndale et al. 2011). Colquitt et al. (2001) state
that distributive justice exists to the extent that the allocation of an outcome is consistent
with the goals of a particular situation. Procedural justice refers to the individual’s per-
ception of the fairness of the process carried out (Farndale et al. 2011). Interpersonal justice
refers to the degree to which people are treated with dignity, politeness, and respect by
third parties when decision processes and decisions themselves are implemented. Finally,
informational justice refers to the extent to which the employees feel they have adequate
information about why procedures were used in a certain way or why outcomes were
distributed in a certain manner (Colquitt et al. 2001).

2.4. Linking Leaders’ Behaviour in Performance Management, Work Engagement, and
Organisational Justice: Hypothesis Development

The development of hypotheses is based on SET (Blau 1964) and COR theory (Hobfoll
1989). SET is among the most influential conceptual paradigms for understanding work-
place attitudes and behaviour (Blau 1964; Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005; Cook et al. 2013),
while COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) may clarify the dynamic relationship between various
types of resources (i.e., feedback) and work attitudes (i.e., engagement).
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Blau (1964) viewed social exchange as a process of central significance in social life
and as underlying the relations between groups as well as between individuals. Within
the aim of this paper, the relationship between employee and line manager while imple-
menting performance management are of interest. According to Blau (1964), “Social ex-
change <..> refers to voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by the returns
they are expected to bring and typically do in fact bring from others.” (p. 91). One of the
basic ideas of social exchange theory is that relationships evolve over time into trusting,
loyal, and mutual commitments (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). To do so, stakeholders
must observe certain “rules” of exchange and reciprocity is probably the best-known ex-
change rule (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005).

COR theory proposes a model of individual motivation because the acquisition and
accumulation of resources are considered to be a pivotal drive that initiates and maintains
people’s behaviour (Salanova et al. 2010).

As it was mentioned previously, the current paper limits its focus on two components
of leaders behaviour in performance management, namely goal setting and feedback. Due
to this, the hypotheses are further developed having these components in mind.

2.4.1. Leaders’ Behaviour in Performance Management and Employee Engagement

Consistent with the SET, it could be claimed that work engagement may be inter-
preted as the individual response to the exchange for goal clarity, rationality, and facilita-
tion while achieving and using goals for appraisal (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). When
goals are ambiguous and unclear, difficult to achieve or the reasons behind them are not
clear, employees must work harder to understand the relationship between the activities
they undertake and the resulting performance (Andrews and Mostafa 2019). Under such
circumstances employees are more likely to show lower engagement because they are not
certain whether investment in certain activities will be time and effort well spent (An-
drews and Mostafa 2019; Jung 2014).

Turning to empirical evidence, their number is quite limited. For instance, Andrews
and Mostafa (Andrews and Mostafa 2019) found a negative relationship between goal
ambiguity and work engagement for senior public managers.

Concerning feedback and work engagement linkage, Salanova et al. (2010) apply the
COR theory and argue that people try to acquire resources at work that they value, such
as feedback about their performance and, accordingly, feedback as a job resource initiates
a motivational process that may lead to work engagement. In a longitudinal study, Xan-
thopoulou et al. (2009) found that job resources, including feedback, were positively asso-
ciated with engagement approximately 18 months later. Gruman and Saks (2011) con-
clude that positive feedback is likely to promote engagement.

In the light of the mentioned explanations, it is suggested that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Goal setting will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Goal rationale will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Goal clarity will be positively related to employee engagement.

Hypothesis 1c (H1c). Organisational facilitation of goal achievement will be positively related to
employee engagement.

Hypothesis 1d (H1d). Use of goal setting in performance appraisal will be positively related to
employee engagement.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Feedback will be positively related to employee engagement.

Hypothesis 2a (H2a). Source credibility will be positively related to employee engagement.
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Hypothesis 2b (H2b). Feedback quality will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 2¢ (H2c). Feedback delivery will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 2d (H2d). Source availability will be positively related to employee engagement.

2.4.2. Leaders’ Behaviour in Performance Management and Organisational Justice

Latham et al. (2005) argue that employee perception of fairness is the key element in relation
to effective performance management. As such, leaders’ behaviour in performance management
could act as a driver enhancing the organisational justice. For instance, Cropanzano et al. (Cro-
panzano et al. 2007) argue that the components of performance management, in terms of
reward systems and performance appraisal, can promote the organisational justice. El-
icker et al. (2019) argue that when looking at feedback, more specifically at source credi-
bility, it is important to consider perceptions of fairness. Therefore, the paper hypothesises
the following, concerning the linkage between performance management and organisa-
tional justice:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Goal setting will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 3a (H3a). Goal rationale will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 3b (H3b). Goal clarity will be positively related to organisational justice.

Hypothesis 3¢ (H3c). Organisational facilitation of goal achievement will be positively related to
organisational justice.

Hypothesis 3d (H3d). Use of goal setting in performance appraisal will be positively related to
organisational justice

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Feedback will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 4a (H4a). Source credibility will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 4b (H4b). Feedback quality will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 4c (H4c). Feedback delivery will be positively related to organisational justice.
Hypothesis 4d (H4d). Source availability will be positively related to organisational justice.

2.4.3. Organisational Justice and Employee Engagement

Drawing upon SET, previous research has indicated that organisational justice would
be directly associated with the quality of social exchange between various stakeholders
and in turn might lead to engagement (Kashyap et al. 2007; Biswas et al. 2013; Ghosh et
al. 2014). Further, organisational justice perceptions may be looked upon as resources
(COR theory), which may be instrumental in increasing work engagement because of their
functional role in goal accomplishment (Ghosh et al. 2014).

The previous findings strongly support the relationship between the organisational
justice and engagement. Maslach and Leiter (2008) have demonstrated that fairness is as-
sociated with engagement. Similarly, Saks (2006) revealed that procedural and distribu-
tive justice were positively related to organisational engagement and job engagement. Ad-
ditionally, Moliner et al. (2008) found positive correlations between the three components
of justice and engagement. Ghosh et al. (2014) while exploring public sector banks in India
found that distributive, procedural, and interactional justice were related to work engage-
ment. More recently, Ozer et al. (2017) found that rising organisational justice perception
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statistically increases employees” work engagement in the health care sector. Thus, given
the foregoing, it is suggested that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Organisational justice will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 5a (H5a). Distributive justice will be positively related to employee engagement.
Hypothesis 5b (H5b). Procedural justice will be positively related to employee engagement
Hypothesis 5¢ (H5c). Interpersonal justice will be positively related to employee engagement
Hypothesis 5d (H5d). Informational justice will be positively related to employee engagement.

2.4.4. Organisational Justice as a Mediator in the Linkage of Leaders’ Behaviour in Per-
formance Management and Employee Engagement

Previous studies support the notion that organisational justice has a mediating role
explaining a wide range of employee behaviour. For instance, Farndale et al. (2011) found
that employee experiences of high commitment performance management practices and
their level of commitment were strongly mediated by perceptions of organisational jus-
tice. This paper anticipates that such a mediating role could be possible in the performance
management field, addressing the linkage between goal setting and engagement; and
feedback and engagement.

The employees perceive the extent to which goals are set and feedback is provided
as being fair or not and equitable or not (Maslach and Leiter 2008), and such perceptions
of fairness could create a mediating effect of justice between performance management
and engagement. Thus, the hypotheses are as follows:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Organisational justice will mediate the relationship between goal setting and
employee engagement.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Organisational justice will mediate the relationship between feedback and
employee engagement.

Following the mentioned hypotheses, a theoretical research model is provided in Fig-
ure 1.

Organisational justice

H5

Per

He, H7
ormance managemen
HY H1

Goal setting

Work engagament
H2

\ 4

Feedback

Figure 1. Theoretical research model.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample and Data Collection

The quantitative study was conducted in Lithuania, which is a special country, since
it survived a long period of occupation, thirty years ago restored its independence and
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fifteen years ago joined the European Union (EU) (Liobikiené et al. 2020). After the resto-
ration of independence in 1990, the institutional system that made up the public sector
was not recreated and it remained “inherited” as a product created by the socialist
planned economy (Lietuvos Respublikos Vidaus Reikaly Ministerija 2020). As such, a
multitude of different reforms was proposed by Lithuanian authorities or the European
Commission in order to increase its efficiency and for it to correspond to the needs of the
citizens. It is noteworthy that the reforms mainly focused on the areas of organisation and
management of government, service delivery, and digitalisation as well as civil service
and human resource management (Nakrosis 2018). Although over the last four years, peo-
ple’s trust in the public sector institutions has grown (Lietuvos Respublikos Vidaus
Reikaly Ministerija 2020), the most important barrier of public sector innovation in Lithu-
ania is the lack of sufficient human or financial resources (Raipa and Giedraityte 2014).
Incidentally, according to the International Civil Service Effectiveness Index, Lithuania is
the 20t among 38 countries and two places below the average. Among the EU countries,
Lithuania holds the 11t position (Lietuvos Respublikos Vidaus Reikaly Ministerija 2020).

Lithuania is a unitary state with two levels of government— central government and
local governments (Nakrosis 2018). In 2018, a total of 4120 organisations operated in the
public sector, of which 751 or less than one fifth, belonged to the state public sector, and
the municipal public sector owned 3369 or more than 80% of organisations (VieSojo
Sektoriaus Poky¢iai: Mazéja Darbuotojy ir Organizacijy, o Atlyginimai Auga 2019). In
2018, the average number of employees in the public sector was 354,000 or 25% of all Lith-
uanian employees (Lietuvos Respublikos Vidaus Reikaly Ministerija 2020).

As it was mentioned in the Introduction, in order to gather the data and to test the
hypotheses, the target group of this research consisted of employees working in the public
sector in Lithuania. Data were collected using a convenience sampling. Convenience sam-
pling is a type of nonprobability sampling where members of the target population that
meet certain practical criteria, such as easy accessibility, availability at a given time, geo-
graphical proximity, or the willingness to participate are included for the purpose of the
study (Etikan et al. 2016). Forty-five central and local public sector organisations were
chosen randomly. Calls were made and emails were sent to human resource managers of
these organisations asking them to contribute to the research and distribute the electronic
questionnaires to employees of their organisations. While distributing the questionnaires,
information about the purpose of the survey and a link to a survey were sent. The cover
page of the questionnaire contained the information about the anonymity and voluntary
nature of the research. Due to the way of disseminating the questionnaire, it was impos-
sible to estimate the number of persons the questionnaires were sent to and the response
rate. Data collection took more than two months. Finally, 299 questionnaires were col-
lected. According to the numbers of the employees working in the public sector in Lithu-
ania (354,000), this number of responses reflected an acceptable bias of 5.8%, which indi-
cated the reliability of the data.

The socio-demographic characteristics of the sample are reported in Table 1.

Table 1. Respondents’ profile.

Number Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 64 21.4
Female 235 78.6

Age

Till 24 years old 10 3.3
35-34 years old 41 13.7
35-44 years old 84 28.1
45-54 years old 87 29.2
55—pre-retirement age 65 21.7
Working retirees 12 4.0

Position
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Holding a managerial position 56 18.73
Holding another position 243 81.27

Asitis seen from Table 1, 235 of respondents were women. Only 56 respondents held
a managerial position.

3.2. Measures

Data were collected using questionnaires in Lithuanian, which were first drafted in
English. Once the English questionnaire was ready, the items were translated into Lithu-
anian and then back into English for verification, i.e., to make sure the original and trans-
lated English items matched.

Goal setting was measured using the scale of Lee et al. (1991), which employs four
dimensions of goal setting, namely: goal rationale (4 items), goal clarity (5 items), organi-
sational facilitation of goal achievement (5 items), and use of goal setting in performance
appraisal (9 items). Feedback was measured using the scale of Steelman et al. (2004), tak-
ing four dimensions, namely source credibility (5 items), feedback quality (5 items), feed-
back delivery (5 items), and source availability (5 items) into account. Work engagement
was measured using a widely used 17-item version of Utrecht's Work Engagement Scale
(Schautfeli et al. 2006). Organisational justice was measured using the Colquitt’s (Colquitt
et al. 2001) organisational justice scale, which includes 20 items. All items are provided in
Appendix A. The respondents rated items for all of these measures on a 5-point Likert-
type scale (1—“strongly disagree”, 5—“strongly agree”).

3.3. Data Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using the statistical package IBM SPSS Statistics
Standard v.23. All measures were subjected to reliability analysis. In case of goal setting,
Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated as follows: o = 0.846 for goal rationale; o = 0.697
for goal clarity; a = 0.747 for organisational facilitation of goal achievement; and « = 0.900
for use of goal setting in performance appraisal. Regarding feedback, Cronbach’s alpha
was a = 0.519 for source credibility; a = 0.588 for feedback quality; a = 0.721 for feedback
delivery; and a = 0.675 for source availability. Cronbach’s alpha for work engagement was
a=0.907. Turning to organisational justice, Cronbach’s alpha was a = 0.805 for distributive
justice; o0 = 0.928 for procedural justice; a = 0.897 for interpersonal justice; and o = 0.911
for informational justice. As all Cronbach’s alpha coefficients exceeded 0.7, all measures
were considered acceptable for the analysis (Nunnally 1978).

Respondents” demographics were summarised using descriptive statistics. As the
data had a skewed distribution, the Spearman’s coefficient was used as a measure of bi-
variate correlations between the main variables of the study. Multiple regression analyses
were conducted to examine the relationships between constructs. Results were considered
statistically significant at a 5% (p < 0.05) significance level.

4. Results and Discussion

The means, standard deviations for the scales and correlation matrix are provided in
Table 2.

As it is seen from Table 2, the mean of ratings of goal setting is 3.61, meanwhile, feedback
(mean 3.52) has been rated slightly lower. According to the respondents, they are highly engaged
in work (mean = 3.69). Finally, organisational justice has been evaluated as sufficiently highly
expressed (mean = 3.56).

Referring to Table 2, a positive correlation between goal setting and work engagement (0.508,
p < 0.01) and organisation justice (0.804, p < 0.01) has been revealed. The same situation has been
observed with respect to feedback, seeing that there are positive correlations between work engage-
ment (0.411, p < 0.01) and organisation justice (0.706, p < 0.01).

To test the study hypotheses, multiple regression analyses were conducted (Table 3).
The results are discussed further.
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations.

Constructs Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Goal rationale 3.5978  0.76155
3.8353 0.59838 0.387
2. Goal clarity
*%
3. Organisational facilitation of goal 35880 0.63085 0573 0.495
achievement . #
4. Use of goal setting in performance 3.5392  0.67750  0.646 0.415 0.633
appraisal *x *x o
3.6148  0.55058  0.802 0.633 0.821 0.913
5. Goal setting
*% *% ** *%
3.4950  0.76795  0.559 0.387 0.588 0.536 0.640
6. Distributive justice
32179  0.57896  0.472 0.363 0.637 0.648 0.683 0.656
7. Procedural justice
*% *% *% *% *% *%
4.0443  0.64921 0.449 0.369 0.498 0.547 0.591 0.443 0.424
8. Interpersonal justice
*% *% *% *% *% ** **
3.7344  0.73108  0.531 0.401 0.532 0.649 0.678 0.489 0.503 0.750
9. Informational justice
3.5677 0.54411 0.619 0.467 0.701 0.741 0.804 0.797 0.828 0.774 0.840
10. Organisational justice
34890 0.52989  0.553 0.355 0.546 0.599 0.653 0.550 0.541 0.574 0.660 0.716
11. Source credibility
3.6288 0.47442 0.528 0.298 0.528 0.630 0.646 0.481 0.509 0.527 0.610 0.656 0.713
12. Feedback quality
3.5318 0.63766  0.423 0.251 0.393 0.527 0.524 0.397 0.374 0.530 0.544 0.560 0.536 0.484

13. Feedback delivery

ok

ok

Ex3

ok

sk

EE3

ok

sk

sk

ok

sk

sk
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34609 0.61210 0.373 0.222 0.336 0.334 0.393 0.303 0.263 0.339 0.319 0.372 0.356 0.359 0.631

14. Source availability
% % % % *% % % *k *k % *3k *% %

3.5276  0.44871  0.579 0.346 0.554 0.643 0.682 0.530 0.515 0.609 0.653 0.706 0.784 0.776 0.850 0.770
15. Feedback

ok ok EX3 Ex3 sk Ex3 Ex3 sk sk Ex3 sk EE3 EX3 EX3

3.6953  0.49263  0.404 0.403 0.481 0.400 0.508 0.378 0.315 0.457 0.452 0.485 0.388 0.370 0.295 0.276 0.411
16. Work engagement

EX3 % % % % % % 3 3 E%3 * % EX3 ok %

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 3. Regression analysis.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
isational isational isational isational
Engagement Engagement Engagement Engagement Org;ﬁ;stiact;ona Org;z:’;lct;ona Orga]l;lsst';i::ma Orga]zlsi?ctlona Engagement Engagement
Hla-H1d H1 H2a-H2d H2 H3a-H3d H3 Haa—Had Ha H5a-H5d H5
Goal rationale 0.136 * 0.134 **
Goal clarity 0.191 ** 0.085 *

Organisational facilitation of

. 0.269 *** 0.317 ***
goal achievement

Use of goal setting in perfor-
mance appraisal

Goal setting 0.508 *** 0.804 ***

Source credibility 0.220 ** 0.422 ***

Feedback quality 0.157* 0.253 ***

Feedback delivery 0.019 0.214 ***

Source availability 0.130 -0.005

Feedback 0.4171 *** 0.706 ***

Distributive justice 0.181**
Procedural justice 0.003

0.062 0.419 ***

Interpersonal justice 0.237 **

Informational justice 0.184 *

Organisational justice 0.485 ***
R2 0.286 0.258 0.185 0.169 0.655 0.646 0.587 0.498 0.261 0.235
Total F 29.465 *** 103.084 *** 16.690 *** 60.254 *** 139.583 *** 541.467 *** 104.262 *** 295.147 *** 25.203 *** 91.247 ***
Adjusted R2 0.276 0.255 0.174 0.166 0.650 0.645 0.581 0.497 0.251 0.232

% <0.01. % p <0.05.* p <0.1.
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The results (Table 3) indicate that goal rationale (0.136, p < 0.05), goal clarity (0.191, p
<0.01), and organisational facilitation of goal achievement (0.269, p < 0.01) are predictors
of employee engagement. However, no statistically significant relation has been found
between the use of goal setting in performance appraisal and employee engagement. As
it was expected, there is a direct link between goal setting and employee engagement
(0.508, p < 0.001). Thus, the hypotheses Hla, H1lb, Hlc, and H1 have been confirmed (no
support for H1d).

H2 suggests a positive relationship between feedback, as a component of perfor-
mance management, and employee engagement. As it is seen from Column 4 (Engage-
ment H2a-H2d) and Column 5 (Engagement H2) of Table 3, the results indicate that
source credibility (0.220, p < 0.01) and feedback quality (0.157, p < 0.05) have a positive
relationship with work engagement. In cases of feedback delivery and source availability,
a statistically significant relation has been found. As it was expected, there is a direct link
between feedback and work engagement (0.411, p < 0.001). Thus, the hypotheses H2a,
H2b, and H2 have been confirmed (no support for H2c and H2d).

H3 proposes that goal setting, including goal rationale (H3a), goal clarity (H3b), or-
ganisational facilitation of goal achievement (H3c), and use of goal setting in performance
appraisal (H3d) will be positively related to organisational justice. As it is seen from Table
3, all these hypotheses have been confirmed. As regards the hypothesis H4, only H4d has
not been confirmed.

H5 proposes that organisational justice, including distributive (H5a), procedural
(H5Db), interpersonal (H5c), and informational justice (H5d), will be positively related to
employee engagement. As it is seen from Columns 10 and 11 in Table 3, only procedural
justice has not affected employee engagement. Thus, hypotheses H5a, H5c, H5d, and H5
have been confirmed.

Summary of hypotheses and findings are provided in Appendix B.

Mediating effects of organisational justice. According to Baron and Kenny (1986),
three conditions must be met to establish mediation. First, the independent variable (in
this paper—goal setting and feedback) must be related to the mediator (in this paper—
organisational justice). Second, the mediator (in this paper —organisational justice) must
be related to the dependent variable (in this paper —employee engagement). Third, a sig-
nificant relationship between the independent variable (goal setting and feedback) and
the dependent variable (work engagement) will be reduced (partial mediation) or be no
longer significant (full mediation) when controlling for the mediator (organisational jus-
tice).

In order to test the mediation model in which organisational justice mediates the re-
lationship between the goal setting and employee engagement and feedback and em-
ployee engagement, additional regression analyses were conducted (Table 4).

Table 4. Mediating effects of organisational justice.

1 2 3
Engagement H6 Engagement H7

Goal setting 0.333 ***
Organisational justice 0.217 **
Feedback 0.136
Organisational justice 0.388 ***
R2 0.274 0.244
Total F 55.953 *** 47.859 ***
Adjusted R2 0.269 0.239

1 <0.001, ** p<0.01.

As is it seen from Table 3 (Column 3) and Table 4 (Column 2), the addition of organ-
isational justice to the equation has increased the variance explained from 25% to 26%,



Economies 2021, 9, 15

15 of 24

and the goal setting is further statistically significant at the p < 0.001 level, indicating a
partial mediation relationship. Thus, hypothesis H6 has been partly confirmed —organi-
sational justice partially mediates the linkage between goal setting and work engagement.

The situation is different in case of feedback. As is it seen from Table 3 (Column 5)
and Table 4 (Column 3), the addition of organisational justice to the equation has in-
creased the variance explained from 16% to 23%, and the feedback is no longer statistically
significant, indicating a full mediation relationship. Thus, hypothesis H7 has been con-
firmed —organisational justice fully mediates the linkage between feedback and work en-
gagement.

As it was mentioned before, the results provide support for most of the hypotheses.
Further, interpretations of some findings are provided considering the existing theoretical
insights and empirical studies.

Turning to hypothesis H1, the findings revealed that goal setting served as a deter-
minant of work engagement. More specifically, employee understanding why some goals
are set for them (goal rationale), goal clarity, and organisational support for goal achieve-
ment led to higher work engagement. Such findings could be interpreted having SET in
mind. As it was mentioned before, SET posits that in interdependent relationships, trans-
actions between parties rely mainly on reciprocity rules (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005).
The reciprocity norm specifies that favourable treatment received by one party obligates
another party to provide favourable treatment in return. On the other hand, when nega-
tive treatment is demonstrated, lower attitude or poor behaviour would be reciprocated
(Huang et al. 2016). In case of the current research, work engagement can be interpreted
as the positive employee response to the exchange for goal clarity, rationality, and facili-
tation while achieving goals (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). One more point that needs
attention, especially from the practical research relevance point of view, is related to clar-
ity and ambiguity of terms and processes in general. According to Andrews and Mostafa
(2019), the more difficult it is to interpret the goals, the more likely it is that employees
will misunderstand and misdirect their efforts towards unproductive or unimportant
work activities, and this in turn may lower work engagement. A study of 4000 senior pub-
lic managers in 10 European countries demonstrated that there was a negative relation-
ship between goal ambiguity and engagement, i.e., ambiguous organisational goals may
place demands on senior managers that weaken their engagement (Andrews and Mostafa
2019).

Turning to hypothesis H2, the findings revealed that feedback drove work engage-
ment. Generally, feedback is often considered as a key element of performance manage-
ment (Teeroovengadum et al. 2019). It is indispensable in the daily supervisor-to-subor-
dinate exchange process as information delivered via feedback can inform the employees
of how well they are achieving their performance goals (Steelman et al. 2004; Guo and
Ling 2020). The findings could be interpreted having the COR theory in mind. Following
the COR theory (Salanova et al. 2010), feedback is one of job resources that stimulates
personal growth and development, and initiates a motivational process that in turn leads
to work engagement, as was the case in the current research. The findings are in line with
the results of a study by Xanthopoulou et al. (2009), which revealed that employees who
received feedback were more likely to be vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed in their work
tasks over the course of time.

As it was mentioned before, the findings demonstrated that feedback quality pre-
dicted work engagement (H2b). Feedback quality refers to consistency and usefulness of
a feedback message (Steelman et al. 2004). There seems to be a consensus in the literature
arguing that feedback quality provides information that can improve employee attitudes,
behaviours, and performance (Blackman et al. 2012; Guo and Ling 2020). Thus, the current
results reflect the common notion in the earlier literature as regards feedback quality and
work engagement linkage.

As it was anticipated by hypothesis H3, goal setting, including all four aspects,
served as a driver for organisational justice. Understanding how people make judgments
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about justice in their organisations is a major issue, especially developing an understand-
ing of organisational behaviour (Maleki and Taheri 2012). Diefenbach (2009) argues that
performance management in the public sector, when it is based on explicit targets, stand-
ards, performance indicators, measurement, and control systems, makes it possible to rely
more on ‘facts” and have a rational basis. Such ambition is related to organisational justice
as it is concerned with “the ways in which employees determine if they have been treated
fairly in their jobs” (Moorman 1991, p. 845). Consequently, having a clear formulation and
prioritisation of goals (goal clarity), having an understanding why some goals are set (goal
rationale), receiving time, financial or human support for proper goal execution (facilita-
tion of goal achievement), and using goals for performance appraisal create a feeling for
justice among the public sector employees.

In case of hypothesis H4, feedback, including source credibility, feedback quality,
and feedback delivery, had a potential to predict increased work engagement. In case of
source availability (H4d), no statistically significant relationship was found. There are no
doubts that feedback is needed to improve performance (Kingsley Westerman et al. 2018).
However, to start improving their performance employees must believe that the deliverer
of the information is a credible source (Kingsley Westerman et al. 2018). Further, feedback
requires quality, i.e., usefulness and consistency of the message. Next, the extent to which
feedback delivery is tactful and considerate is also highly important. Relying on the cur-
rent research results, when employees perceive feedback as credible, high quality, and
tactful, their perception of organisational justice increases.

Generally, organisational justice is a very important aspect in social interactions as
drawing upon SET (Blau 1964) the social exchange is based on equity exchange (Cuguero-
Escofet et al. 2019). The findings allow for concluding that when employees have higher
perception of justice in a public organisation, they are also more likely to feel obliged to
give more of themselves through greater levels of engagement (Cropanzano and Mitchell
2005). Such a conclusion might be reinforced by previous research. For instance, the sur-
vey of 210 employees of public sector banks in India revealed that distributive, proce-
dural, and interactional justice predicted work engagement (Ghosh et al. 2014). Ozer et al.
(2017) found that rising organisational justice perception statistically increased employee
work engagement in the health care sector. Thus, the present research supported the mes-
sage that organisational justice was an important predictor of positive work attitudes of
employees, including work engagement (Greenberg 1990; Choi 2011; Mylona and Mihail
2019; Farndale et al. 2011) dominating in earlier studies.

5. Conclusions

The paper aimed at exploring the relationship between leaders” behaviour in perfor-
mance management, work engagement, and organisational justice in the public sector.
The findings revealed that goal setting and feedback, as two components of performance
management, impacted the work engagement in the public sector. Moreover, such an im-
pact was mediated by organisational justice.

The paper provides several practical implications for leaders and human resource
management practitioners. The empirical results of this research support the idea that the
public sector cannot deny the role of performance management treating it as a less im-
portant human resource management aspect (Aguinis 2014). In line with the findings,
goals should be set and feedback should be provided to employees in an appropriate man-
ner as performance management promotes both work engagement and organisational jus-
tice. Goals for employees working in the public sector should be rational and clear. More-
over, goal achievement should be facilitated by various means in terms of time, co-work-
ers, equipment, or money. Finally, goals should be discussed during performance ap-
praisal. Turning to feedback, source credibility is of high importance, implying that man-
agers (feedback source) are obliged to have knowledge of employees’ actual performance
on the job and job requirements as well as the ability to accurately judge the performance
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of each job. Source credibility increases when employees trust the manager to possess ac-
curate performance information. Feedback quality goes up when feedback is consistent
across time, specific, and useful. Feedback delivery with respect to employee and manager
being available for feedback are also important parts of feedback the manager cannot ig-
nore. Summing up, a well-executed goal setting and feedback can be beneficial for the
public sector by increasing organisational justice and work engagement.

Actually, while seeking to be more effective, organisational justice and work engage-
ment are highly relevant for the public sector as they lead to different employee behav-
iours in terms of delivering service quality, behaviour with citizens, or even leaving the
organization. For instance, employees, depending on their justice perceptions, are likely
to behave in different ways. As stated by Ozer et al. (2017), when “employees perceive
distributive injustice they react against the results of the decisions taken by the organiza-
tion; if they perceive procedural injustice they may react against the entire organization;
when they perceive interactional injustice they may react against their administrators” (p.
78). Such behaviours are not beneficial for the public sector and need to be managed. Fol-
lowing the results of the current research, one of such management tools refers to perfor-
mance management, including goal setting and feedback.

The paper has several limitations to consider when interpreting the mentioned find-
ings. The paper uses a sample only from the employees working in the public sector. Due
to this fact, there is no possibility to compare the situation in the public sector in terms of
leaders’ behaviour in performance management, organisational justice, and work engage-
ment with the situation in private business. Thus, further research could be conducted
including both private and public settings.

Further, the paper uses a sample from a single country; it has a limitation due to its
restrictive generalizability. In order to overcome this, future research could be extended
to a whole region. Moreover, as the paper incorporates two components of performance
management, future research could include more components, for instance performance
monitoring.

In conclusion, this paper challenges the researchers and managers to move towards
more sophisticated assessments as to how and why performance management affects the
employee attitudes and behaviour, which might lead to better organisational perfor-
mance.
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Appendix A. Survey Items
Goal rationale (Lee et al. 1991):

1. My boss tells me the reasons for giving me the goals I have.

2. My boss clearly explains to me what my goals are.

3. Tunderstand how my performance is measured on this job.

4. Igetregular feedback indicating how I am performing in relation to my goals.

Goal clarity (Lee et al. 1991):

1. Tunderstand exactly what I am supposed to do in my job.
2. T'have specific, clear goals to aim for on my job.
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3. If I have more than one goal to accomplish, I know which ones are most important
and which are least important.
4.  The other people I work with encourage me to attain my goals.

Organisational facilitation of goal achievement (Lee et al. 1991):

1. This organisation provides sufficient resources (time, money, co-workers, equip-
ment) to make the goal setting work.

2. The goals I have on this job are challenging but reasonable (neither too hard nor too
easy).

3. Organisation policies here help rather than hurt goal attainment.
4. Work team in this organization work together to attain goals.
5. During performance appraisal interviews, my boss schedules a follow-up meeting so

that we can discuss progress in relation to the goals.
Use of goal setting in performance appraisal (Lee et al. 1991):

1. In performance appraisal sessions with my boss, he stresses problem-solving rather
than criticism.
2. During performance appraisal interviews, my boss:

(2a) explains the purpose of the meeting to me

(2b) asks me to tell him/her what I have done that deserves recognition

(2c) asks me if there are any areas of the job on which he or she can assist me

(2d) tells me what he or she thinks I have done that deserves recognition

(2e) if there are any problems with my performance, never brings up more than two
of them at once

(2f) listens openly to my explanations and concerns regarding any performance
problems

(2g) comes to agreement with me on steps to be taken be each of us to solve any
performance problems

(2h) makes sure that at the end of the interview I have a specific goals or goals in
mind I am to achieve in the future

Source credibility (Steelman et al. 2004):

My supervisor is generally familiar with my performance on the job.

In general, I respect my supervisor’s opinions about my job performance.

With respect to job performance feedback, I usually do not trust my supervisor (R).
My supervisor is fair when evaluating my job performance.

I have confidence in the feedback my supervisor gives me.

0 X NG

Feedback quality (Steelman et al. 2004):

The performance feedback I receive from my supervisor is helpful.

My supervisor gives me useful feedback about my job performance.

I value the feedback I receive from my supervisor.

The feedback I receive from my supervisor helps me do my job.

The performance information I receive from my supervisor is generally not very
meaningful (R).

Feedback delivery (Steelman et al. 2004):

AR e

1. My supervisor is tactful when giving me performance feedback.

2. My supervisor is supportive when giving me feedback about my job performance.

3. When my supervisor gives me performance feedback, he or she is considerate of my
feelings.

4. My supervisor generally provides feedback in a thoughtless manner.

5. My supervisor does not treat people very well when providing performance feed-
back (R).
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Source availability (Steelman et al. 2004):

My supervisor is too busy to give me feedback (R).

My supervisor is usually available when I want performance information.

I'have little contact with my supervisor (R).

I interact with my supervisor on a daily basis.

The only time I receive performance feedback from my supervisor is during my per-
formance review (R).

ARl

Work engagement (Schaufeli et al. 2006):

At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.
Time flies when I am working.

At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.

I am enthusiastic about my job.

When I am working, I forget everything else around me.
My job inspires me.

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
9. Ifeel happy when I am working intensely.

10. Iam proud of the work that I do.

11. Iam immersed in my work.

12. I can continue working for very long periods at a time.
13. To me, my job is challenging.

14. I get carried away when I am working.

15. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.

16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.

17. At my work, I always persevere, even when things do not go well.

PN T WD

Organisational justice (Colquitt et al. 2001):

Procedural Justice. To what extent 1. Have you been able to express your views and
feelings during performance management procedures? 2. Have you had influence over
the outcome arrived by performance management procedures? 3. Have performance
management procedures been applied consistently? 4. Have performance management
procedures been free of bias? 5. Have performance management procedures been based
on accurate information? 6. Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by per-
formance management procedures? 7. Have performance management procedures up-
held ethical and moral standards?

Distributive Justice. To what extent 1. Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have
put into your work? 2. Is your (outcome) appropriate for the work you have completed?
3. Does your (outcome) reflect what you have contributed to the organization? 4. Is your
(outcome) justified, given your performance?

Interpersonal Justice. To what extent 1. Has your line manager treated you in a polite
manner? 2. Has your line manager treated you with dignity? 3. Has your line manager
treated you with respect? 4. Has your line manager refrained from improper remarks or
comments?

Informational Justice. To what extent 1. Has your line manager been candid in his/her
communications with you? 2. Has your line manager explained the procedures thor-
oughly? 3. Were line mangers’ explanations regarding the procedures reasonable? 4. Has
your line manager communicated details in a timely manner? 5. Has your line manager
seemed to tailor his/her communications to individuals’ specific needs?
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Appendix B. Summary of Hypotheses and Findings

Table Al. Summary of hypotheses and findings.

Hypothesis Relationships Findings
H1. Goal setting will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H1a. Goal rationale will be positively related to employee engagement Positive Supported
H1b. Goal clarity will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
Hic. Organisational facilitation of goal achievement will be positively related to Positive Supported
employee engagement.
H1d. Use of goal setting in performance appraisal will be positively related to em- B No relationship
ployee engagement.
H2. Feedback will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H2a. Source credibility will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H2b. Feedback quality will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H2c. Feedback delivery will be positively related to employee engagement. - No relationship
H2d. Source availability will be positively related to employee engagement. - No relationship
H3. Goal setting will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H3a. Goal rationale will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H3b. Goal clarity will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H3c. (.)rg{mzsat'zom'zl facilitation of goal achievement will be positively related to Positive Supported
organisational justice.
H3q. LI'se of igoal' setting in performance appraisal will be positively related to or- Positive Supported
ganisational justice.
H4. Feedback will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H4a. Source credibility will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H4b. Feedback quality will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H4c. Feedback delivery will be positively related to organisational justice. Positive Supported
H4d. Source availability will be positively related to organisational justice. _ No relationship
HS5. Organisational justice will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
Hb5a. Distributive justice will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H5b. Procedural justice will be positively related to employee engagement. _ No relationship
Hb5c. Interpersonal justice will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported
H5d. Informational justice will be positively related to employee engagement. Positive Supported

He6. Organisational justice will mediate the relationship between goal setting and
employee engagement.

Partly confirmed
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H7. Organisational justice will mediate the relationship between feedback and em-

Confirmed
ployee engagement.
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