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Abstract

This study acknowledges the role of high-involvement work practices (HIWPs) in pro-
moting proactive behavior among public organization employees, addressing the need to
obtain further insights into the mechanisms and identify contingencies (i.e., both condi-
tional and individual factors) that might impede the effectiveness of such practices. This
builds on emerging empirical studies in the public management literature by drawing on
social exchange theory and social cognitive theory to empirically test the impact of HIWPs
on employees’ proactive behavior, using data collected through a two-wave, time-lagged
survey design with a one-month interval from Turkish public organizations. The mediating
role of public relations values was also examined, along with the moderating roles of role
breadth self-efficacy and employees’ use of normative public values. Relying on 554 data
obtained from Turkish public organization employees, this study finds that HIWPs posi-
tively impact employees’ proactive behavior and public relations values. Public relations
values positively impact employees’ proactive behavior and partially mediate the link
between HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior. Role breadth self-efficacy moderates
the positive relationship between HIWPs and public relations values, with the relationship
being stronger for employees with high role breadth self-efficacy than for those with low.
Employees’ use of normative public values moderates the positive link between public
relations values and employees’ proactive behavior, with the relationship being stronger
for employees with high use of normative public values than for those with low. The main
theoretical and practical implications of the study’s outcomes are outlined and discussed,
along with important future research directions. The findings highlight the importance of
human-centric organizational practices in fostering public value in VUCA-D environments.
By enabling proactive behavior, public organizations can enhance adaptability, support
value co-creation with citizens, and strengthen trust in public service systems.

Keywords: high-involvement work practices; public relations values; role breadth;
self-efficacy; employees’ use of normative public values; proactive behavior

1. Introduction
In public organizations, nurturing employees’ proactive behavior is critical to improv-

ing adaptability and service delivery amid bureaucratic and institutional constraints [1,2].
While management scholars have long called for the adoption of high-involvement work
practices to improve organizational functioning (e.g., Mehmood et al. [2]), the extant litera-
ture on employees’ proactive behavior in the public sector has largely focused on leadership
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roles and lean innovation [3,4]. Unfortunately, although high-involvement work practices
are crucial for improving public sector service provision and delivery [5], prior studies in
the public sector have largely ignored the investigating high-involvement work practices
(exception [2]). Moreover, while there are emerging studies on high-involvement work
practices in the public sector [2,5], we still know little about how they influence employees’
proactive behavior in the public sector, and even less about how this process can be initiated
and supported. Thus, this study aims to investigate the influence of HIWPs on employees’
proactive behavior in public service.

Contemporary public organizations operate within a VUCA-D environment character-
ized by volatility, uncertainty, complexity, ambiguity, and rapid digital transformation [6,7].
These dynamics have intensified following the COVID-19 pandemic, which accelerated the
adoption of digital technologies and hybrid work systems across public services [8]. As
a result, traditional bureaucratic structures are increasingly challenged, requiring public
employees to demonstrate adaptability, initiative, and proactive engagement in addressing
complex and evolving service demands.

In this context, there is a growing shift toward a human-centric perspective in public
administration, often referred to as “new humanism,” which emphasizes the central role of
civil servants as active agents in creating public value [9,10]. Rather than being passive im-
plementers of policies, public employees are increasingly expected to interpret, adapt, and
co-create services that respond to citizens’ needs. This shift underscores the importance of
understanding how internal organizational practices can foster value-driven and proactive
behaviors among employees in public service settings.

HIWPs are defined as a set of management practices designed to promote greater
employee involvement in operational problem-solving, input, and decision-making power,
encompassing elements such as work processes, work outcomes, rewards that follow, and
work system knowledge [2,11]. In general, prior studies have demonstrated that human
resource practices not only impact but can also shape employee proactive behavior [12].
Although proactive work behavior may vary in response to different human resource
practices, the common ground is that it is a form of social exchange. From this standpoint,
previous studies highlight that high-involvement work practices can stimulate such so-
cial exchange between employees and employers in public service [13]. While emerging
research acknowledges that high-involvement work practices can stimulate employees
to work proactively for the collective benefits of the organizations, themselves, and the
customers [2], the mechanism by which HIWPs influence employees’ proactive work be-
havior remains poorly understood. Moreover, research calls have highlighted the need to
explore the cultural and psychological processes that transmit human resource practices
into employee proactive outcomes [14,15]. A potential mechanism worth investigating
is public relations values. In this study, public relations values refer to the set of beliefs
internalized by individuals within an organization that shapes their identities and atti-
tudes, going beyond self-interest to focus on the wider public interests, driven by internal
motivation [16].

HIWPs, such as education and training, participative decision-making, and performance-
based rewards, are designed to empower employees and promote a sense of ownership and
mutual obligation [17–19]. In the public sector context, where public service values and
mission are at the core of operational activities [20], such practices may not only reinforce
motivation but also stimulate more meaningful normative commitment that corresponds
with public relations values [12,21]. From this standpoint, when individuals internalize
values that prioritize societal welfare and transparency, they are more likely to engage
in proactive behaviors that transcend formal job descriptions [22]. Hence, public rela-
tions values represent a theoretically grounded yet unexplored mechanism through which
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high-involvement work practices translate into employees’ proactive behavior. Accord-
ingly, in response to the identified research calls, this study examines public relations
values as the mechanism by which HIWPs may affect employees’ proactive behaviors in
public organizations.

Furthermore, while recognizing the potential significance of human resource practices,
we are aware that investigating their main effects rarely fully captures the complexities
of organizations, underscoring the need for a more nuanced approach [23,24]. Based
on this, recent research calls for more effort to identify contingencies, both conditional
and individual factors, that strengthen or constrain the effectiveness of human resource
practices [2]. In the context of public organizations, high-involvement work practices are
particularly essential because public relations work depends heavily on relational values
such as transparency and also on professional judgment [25]. Despite this, existing studies
often assume that high-involvement work practices have universal impacts across all in-
dividuals, overlooking individual employees’ psychological capacities that could shape
how such practices are experienced (e.g., Flinchbaugh et al. [26]; Islam et al. [27]). To fill
this void, this study investigates role breadth self-efficacy as an individual contingency
factor that can interact with high-involvement work practices to influence public relations
values. Moreover, this study investigates employees’ use of normative public values as
a moderating condition that can interact with public relations values to influence employ-
ees’ proactive behavior. Both are highly relevant to the context of public organizations,
which will be further discussed in the subsequent sections.

Based on the research calls and identified research gaps, this study constructs
a research model (Figure 1) and draws on social exchange theory and social cognitive
theory to examine the influence of HIWPs on employees’ proactive behavior, with public
relations values as a mediating variable. The moderating roles of role breadth self-efficacy
and employee’ use of normative public values were further examined using data collected
from Turkish public organizations.

Figure 1. Research model.

In sum, this study offers several key contributions to the existing literature. First,
it advances the current body of knowledge by providing empirical evidence that high-
involvement work practices (HIWPs) directly influence employees’ proactive behavior
using data collected from Turkish public organizations. Understanding this relationship is
critical for extending human resource practices and theories in bureaucratic contexts, while
also highlighting the role of employees as active, value-driven agents in human-centric
public service systems [2].

Second, although prior research has established a link between high-involvement work
practices and employees’ proactive behavior [2], the underlying mechanisms in public
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organizations remain largely underexplored. This study addresses this gap by identifying
public relations values as a key mediating mechanism through which HIWPs influence
proactive behavior.

Third, this study contributes to the literature on individual and conditional factors
shaping human resource practices and employee outcomes [23] by examining the conditions
under which HIWPs are more or less effective in fostering proactive behavior. Specifically, it
investigates the moderating roles of role breadth self-efficacy as an individual contingency
and employees’ use of normative public values as a contextual condition. Given the
ambiguity surrounding such contingencies, and the recognition that the effectiveness of
human resource practices depends on contextual conditions [23,24], this study provides
a more nuanced understanding of how these relationships operate, particularly within
complex and uncertain (VUCA-D) public sector environments.

Finally, this study extends the applicability of social exchange theory by offering
new insights into the role of HIWPs in shaping employee behavior within the Turkish
public sector. It integrates organizational practices, value internalization, and proactive
behavior in a conceptual model that enables value co-creation in contemporary public
administration contexts.

2. Underpinning Theories and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Social Exchange Theory (SET) and Social Cognitive Theory (SCT)

The basic tenet of SET is the tangible and intangible exchange between groups, parties,
or organizations to secure reciprocal benefits [28]. Based on this, the exchange of resources
between individuals can be regarded as a reciprocal exchange of behavior [2]. From this
perspective, Jiang et al. [29] highlight that individuals not only reciprocate the positive
treatment they receive from their organizations, such as training, performance rewards, and
involvement in decision-making, but they also exchange resources with their organizations
because of higher trust levels. Based on this, scholars are adopting SET as a theoretical
foundation to investigate the influence of high-involvement work practices on different
employee outcomes [29,30]. However, employee proactive behavior has received less
attention. SET suggests that employees perceive human resource practices as an investment
in them and, consequently, reciprocate with positive behaviors and attitudes [31]. In this
vein, it is reasonable to infer that public organization employees’ proactive behavior reflects
their dedication, arising from their involvement in high-involvement work practices. Thus,
SET is considered a suitable theory for explaining the relationship between HIWPs and
proactive work behavior.

Social cognitive theory (SCT) [32] is among the most important theories for under-
standing human behavior. SCT is widely used in human resource management and
organizational psychology to explain how individuals perceive and react to workplace
practices, especially in fostering self-initiated behavior [33]. SCT posits that beliefs, per-
ceptions, and expectations shape individuals’ behavior. SCT emphasizes how self-efficacy
influences behavior, motivations, and performance [34]. The theory argues that indi-
viduals are not only influenced by internal factors or external stimuli; rather, they are
self-reflecting, self-organizing, and self-regulating agents who proactively participate in
their own development [32]. This perspective makes SCT a well-suited theory for inves-
tigating organizational contexts where employees exercise self-direction and initiative
to improve work processes. SCT also emphasizes that personal factors include not only
self-efficacy and cognitive abilities but also values, attitudes, and emotional states [35].
These internal elements affect individuals’ perceptions and reactions to external stimuli,
acting as interpretive frameworks for evaluating organizational practices. Based on this,
recent studies use SCT to understand employee outcomes relating to human resource
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management practices by exploring individual contingencies and cognitive factors [36].
From a public value perspective, organizational practices and employee behaviors are
central to the creation of value for society [9,37]. The current study aims to use these
two theories to offer new insights into how, and under what conditions, high-involvement
work practices can be used to promote employees’ proactive behavior in the context of
public organizations.

Taken together, SET offers the relational and social foundation that explains how em-
ployees respond to organizational investments through reciprocal attitudes and behaviors,
while SCT serves as a complementary theory that explains how employees cognitively
interpret such experiences and why individuals may differ in their responses to the same
workplace conditions. While SET posits that employees will reciprocate supportive prac-
tices (i.e., HIWPs), SCT explains the cognitive conditions under which this reciprocity
translates into internalization and engagement in proactive behaviors.

2.2. HIWPs in Public Organizations

Public sector organizations globally are under increasing pressure to provide high-
quality services to citizens while simultaneously addressing strict bureaucratic structures
and swiftly changing societal expectations [38]. Given these challenges, researchers are
increasingly focusing on HRM practices to improve employee performance, engagement,
and motivation [39,40]. Among these practices, HIWPs have emerged as a viable approach
to improve employee behaviors and attitudes that can contribute to the effectiveness of
organizations [2]. HIWPs are a coherent set of HR policies designed to improve employee
participation in decision-making and equip them with the information, skills, and auton-
omy required to enhance organizational processes [2,11]. By improving communication,
participation, and empowerment, these practices foster commitment, trust, motivation, and
performance, while also enhancing employees’ emotional and physical investment in their
organization [2].

Although HIWPs have conceptual similarities with high-commitment work systems
and high-performance work systems, they differ in that they prioritize employees’ participa-
tion and involvement in organizational processes instead of solely focusing on performance
outcomes. This particular distinction makes HIWPs markedly relevant in public organiza-
tion settings, where employee involvement in public service values and citizen welfare is
critical [41]. Moreover, HIWPs’ usefulness in public organizations presents both opportu-
nities and challenges (e.g., Yang et al. [42]). Public organizations operate within a unique
institutional context characterized by bureaucratic constraints and a priority on public
interest over profit maximization [12]. Recent empirical research indicates that HIWPs can
significantly improve employees’ outcomes in public firms [2,18,19]. Further, emerging re-
search demonstrates that HIWPs can promote proactive behavior among public servants [2].
Proactive behavior is required to deliver citizen-centered, high-quality services.

2.3. High Involvement Work Practices and Employee Proactive Behavior

High-involvement work practices are key to ensuring employees’ success by boosting
their motivation and competencies in the workplace [25,43]. Organizations adopt high-
involvement work practices to enhance employees’ competencies through knowledge,
rewards, information, and power [18,19]. These practices not only facilitate improvements
in employee performance but also in firm performance by providing opportunities for
growth, including training and development [44]. Based on this, firms integrate high-
involvement work practices as an investment in their human capital to improve individual
morale and confidence to achieve organizational goals [45].
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Employee proactive behavior is defined as self-initiated, anticipatory actions taken by
employees to promote improvement or change in their work environment [46]. Employee
proactive behaviors are beneficial because such behaviors lead to the development of new
products and services [47]. Moreover, organizations commonly adopt high-involvement
work practices to achieve strategic objectives and become more effective through workforce
proactive activities [48]. Despite this, the exact direct link between HIWPs and employees’
proactive behavior remains under-researched in the extant literature.

Several consequences of high-involvement work practices have been demonstrated in
the extant literature, but there is limited discussion on their impact on employees’ proac-
tive behavior [44,49]. Within the SET framework, high-involvement work practices can be
viewed as firm investments that boost a sense of value and skills [2], hence initiating a social
exchange process. Moreover, high-involvement work practices strengthen the connections
between employees and employers by synchronizing their objectives, resulting in improved
behaviors and attitudes among employees [50]. For example, when organizations invest in
their employees through supportive practices, employees interpret this as an indication of
organizational support and care, leading them to reciprocate with positive behavior and
attitudes [2]. Unlike the private sector, where high-involvement work practices typically
focus on profit-driven outcomes [49], in the context of public organizations, they are im-
plemented to boost responsiveness to public needs and accountability, thereby addressing
issues such as high turnover and low morale [51].

Within the SET framework, this study argues that in the public organization context,
high-involvement work practices can initiate a cycle of mutual benefits and strengthen
social exchanges by signaling organizational support and trust, leading employees to be
more proactive in their responses. Moreover, this study argues that high-involvement
work practices can trigger a distinctive form of reciprocity in the bureaucratic settings
of public organizations, empowering employees to contribute personally by enhancing
public service.

Furthermore, high-involvement work practices are particularly relevant in digitally
transforming public organizations. By fostering information sharing, participative decision-
making, and continuous skill development, HIWPs enable employees to adapt to digitally
mediated work environments and evolving service delivery models [52]. Such practices en-
hance employees’ capacity to respond proactively to technological changes and contribute
to more agile and responsive public services. Thus, we posit that:

H1. High involvement work practices positively relate to employees’ proactive behavior.

2.4. High Involvement Work Practices and Public Relations Values

In general, public organizations heavily adhere to administrative human resource man-
agement practices; still, they face numerous communication barriers that hinder employee
participation [43,53]. In contrast to other human resource practices, high-involvement
work practices include empowering employees with information sharing, participatory
decision-making, skill development, and fair reward systems [17–19]. These practices
facilitate employees’ access to organizational values, resources, influence over their work,
and information. Within the SET framework, such support is perceived by employees,
promoting positive behaviors and attitudes towards the organization and its objectives,
thereby fostering equity in exchange interactions.

Public values embody the internalization of organizational norms that prioritize ethical
conduct, societal responsibility, and the compatibility of individual identity with organi-
zational public value [54]. Such values are not strictly self-serving but guide individuals
towards public interests, boosting trust, legitimacy, and relational quality both inside and
outside organizations [55]. SET posits that when organizations adopt high-involvement
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work practices, employees interpret these practices as signals of organizational fairness,
support, and respect for their contributions [56,57]. Such interpretations can boost their
affective bonds and motivate them to internalize organizational values, such as public rela-
tions values that focus on the common good over narrow self-interest. Based on this, this
study argues that through the reciprocal interactions established by SET, high-involvement
work practices can shape individuals’ beliefs relating to organizational priorities and pro-
mote the internalization of values that underlie public attitudes and identity. Based on the
discussion above, we posit that:

H2. High involvement work practices positively relate to public relations value.

2.5. High Involvement Work Practices, Public Relations Values, and Employees’ Proactive Behavior

Proactive behavior in public service also plays a critical role in enabling value co-
creation between public organizations and citizens. Co-creation emphasizes collaborative
processes in which multiple stakeholders contribute to the design and delivery of pub-
lic services [58,59]. Employees who engage in proactive behaviors—such as suggesting
improvements, anticipating citizens’ needs, and initiating change—help create more respon-
sive and participatory service systems. Thus, fostering employee proactivity represents
an important pathway through which public organizations can enhance co-creation and
improve service outcomes.

Prior studies have demonstrated that internalized organizational values positively
impact innovative behavior, engagement, and employees’ sense of belonging [60–62]. For
instance, individuals perceiving greater organizational value congruence demonstrate
greater involvement in discretionary actions [63], suggesting that public relations values
may serve as an antecedent of employees’ proactive behavior in public organizations.
Moreover, values, when internalized, function as the guiding principles that shape em-
ployees’ actions and decision-making [64]. From this standpoint, earlier studies highlight
that those values, once firmly internalized by employees, provide a motivational and
cognitive framework that guides behaviors consistent with them (e.g., Meglino et al. [65]).
Consistent with SET, employees embedded in a value-exchange environment are more
likely to exhibit positive work behaviors, such as proactivity. Additionally, it has been
highlighted that internalized values minimize the psychological distance between organi-
zations and, making individuals more likely to engage in self-initiated activities that align
with public and organizational interests [66]. Similarly, participatory strategies that involve
employees in decision-making help identify and reinforce public values [67], suggesting
that high-involvement work practices may likewise ingrain public relations values within
the workforce. These are theoretical explanations that require empirical validation.

Furthermore, once internalized, public relations values can encourage proactive behav-
ior by redirecting employee attention from personal benefits to broader impacts. Employees
who exhibit strong public relations value may view opportunities for improvement and
initiatives not solely in terms of personal benefits but also in relation to organizational and
societal objectives. This internalization of public-oriented values can encourage employ-
ees to anticipate needs, develop innovative solutions, and proactively pursue objectives
that serve a wider range of stakeholders [68]. Research on values within organizational
settings indicates that internalized values can shape innovative outcomes and discretionary
behaviors when employees experience alignment between organizational practices and
their personal value systems [69], suggesting that public relations values can serve as
the bridge between organizational practice antecedents and work outcomes. Consistent
with the SET framework, this study proposes that high involvement work practices foster
an environment in which employees feel valued and empowered, encouraging them to
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comply with organizational principles. Consequently, these internalized values (i.e., public
relations values) shape intentions and attitudes that stimulate employees to undertake
proactive behaviors that align with organizational and public interests. Based on the above
discussion, we posit the following:

H3. Public relations values positively relate to employees’ proactive behavior.

H4. Public relations value mediates the relationship between high-involvement work practices and
employees’ proactive behavior.

2.6. The Moderating Roles of Role Breadth Self-Efficacy and Employees’ Use of Normative
Public Values

Employees’ responsiveness to organizational practices and their engagement in public
relations values may be strengthened by individual contingencies. To meet organizational
goals, many organizations expect employees to transition from passively executing nar-
rowly defined tasks to proactively taking on broader emerging roles [70]. Despite that, such
a behavioral change requires key psychological states that give employees a view of their
responsibilities and roles consistent with these expectations [71]. Moreover, individual
contingencies, such as employees’ values and abilities, may shape their engagement with
public values, public service, and public interests [72]. The confidence to undertake im-
provement beyond the assigned responsibilities is reflected in the concept of role breadth
self-efficacy [73]. Role breadth self-efficacy is defined as the degree to which individuals
consider themselves capable of executing integrated tasks that extend beyond established
technical requirements [73]. Despite this, the role of role breadth self-efficacy as an individ-
ual contingency that highlights differences in individual psychological states to explain
variability in the effectiveness of high-involvement work practices in embedding public
relations values in public organizations remained unresearched.

The more confidence a public service employee has in their ability to go beyond
routine tasks, the more public-oriented value they possess, and the more they may engage
in implementing new values under high-involvement work practices, thus catalyzing the
conversion of high-involvement work practices into public relations values. Specifically,
while high-involvement work practices establish an enabling environment for positive
organizational and employee outcomes [2], social cognitive theory posits that the trans-
lation of human resource practices into value and behavioral outcomes is contingent on
individual cognitive determinants such as self-efficacy [36]. From this standpoint, individ-
uals with high role breadth self-efficacy not only perceive that they can undertake basic
routine tasks but also feel confident that they can align with organizational values and
engage with stakeholders [74]. Within the social cognitive theory framework, involved and
empowered employees develop deeper inner beliefs regarding their roles and their impacts
both within and outside the organization. Given that high-involvement work practices
promote learning, the perception of autonomy, and internal support [18,19], they can also
provide a conducive environment for nurturing employees’ public-oriented values.

In the context of public organizations, this study proposes that public organization
employees with high role breadth self-efficacy are likely to seize opportunities presented
by high-involvement work practices to internalize and implement public relations values.
Such employees display confidence in assuming more communicative roles and making
decisions that align with public interests [75]. On the other hand, employees with low role
breadth self-efficacy may under-leverage the potential of high-involvement work practices
to catalyze the understanding of public values, perceiving these opportunities as beyond
their comfort zones or capabilities despite organizational support. Further, consistent
with SCT, this study argues that employees with high role breadth self-efficacy are better
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positioned to capitalize on organizational support from high-involvement work practices.
They are likely to possess the necessary confidence to interpret high-involvement practices
as genuine opportunities rather than additional risks or burdens.

While public relations values and employees’ use of normative public values are both
rooted in the wider public-value tradition, they are conceptually distinct constructs. Public
relations values involve employees’ internalization of organizational embedded values that
support good causes and social contributions benefiting broader society [54]. On the other
hand, employees’ use of normative public values relates to the extent to which they actively
apply these values, such as citizen responsiveness, social responsibility, and public benefits,
in their work-related decision-making. Hence, public relations values capture organiza-
tional value alignment, whereas employees’ use of normative public values reflects their
application in decision-making in their everyday tasks [76]. This distinction clarifies their
respective roles in the research model. Here, employees’ use of normative public values
is theorized as a moderating condition, as it may determine whether internalized public
relations values are more likely to translate into proactive behavior. Normative public
values reflect an employee’s inherent orientation to engage in actual actions that support
public benefits [55]. It is anticipated that employees who consistently apply normative
public values in their roles are more likely to act on internalized public relations values by
initiating improvements, anticipating community needs, and engaging in discretionary
behavior that promotes public service outcomes. In contrast, when employees use norma-
tive public values only minimally, internalized public values may be less likely to foster
proactive behavior.

Furthermore, SCT posits that personal factors include not only self-efficacy and cog-
nitive abilities but also values, goals, attitudes, and emotional states [35]. Such elements
shape how individuals interpret and react to environmental cues, framing their evaluation
of organizational practices. Within the SCT framework, values provide stable criteria for
aligning behaviors with priorities and personal identity. From this standpoint, public
organization employees who internalize public values to from an identity centered on
public value fundamentally shape their motivation and behavior in this direction. Ac-
cordingly, the study further highlights that individuals who integrate these values into
their decision-making are more likely to dedicate themselves to the interests of citizens
and the organization’s public mission. Moreover, an individual’s autonomy to integrate
normative public values into their decision-making indicates a positive self-perception
as an accountable public servant and control over their work [76], which is needed for
proactive behavior. Within the social cognitive framework, values function as cognitive
orientations that legitimize the pursuit of outcomes. Within social cognitive theory, this
study proposes that the interaction between organizational values (i.e., public relations
values) and an individual’s normative public values may shape employees’ observed proac-
tivity. Therefore, for public organization employees with high normative public values, the
organizational internalization of public relations values is more likely to align with these
individuals’ cognitive frameworks, thereby strengthening the perceived attractiveness of
proactive behaviors that benefit the public interest. On the other hand, at low levels of
normative public values, the internalization of public relations values may be less attractive
and less likely to translate into proactive behavior because individuals may place less
cognitive weight on outcomes that benefit the public interest. Based on the discussion
above, we posit the following:

H5. Role breadth self-efficacy moderates the positive relationship between high-involvement work
practices and public relations values, with the relationship being stronger for employees with high
role breadth self-efficacy than for those with low.
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H6. Employees’ use of normative public values moderates the positive link between public relations
values and employees’ proactive behavior, with the relationship being stronger for employees with
high use of normative public values than for those with low.

3. Method
3.1. Sample and Procedure

This study employs a quantitative research approach to collect data from frontline
employees of major public service organizations in major municipalities in Türkiye. These
frontline employees play a critical role in public service organizations by serving as the
intermediary between internal operations and external customers, thereby playing a crucial
role in service delivery. Members of the research team sought permission from the organiza-
tions to gain access to the targeted respondents. Consequently, public service organizations
and frontline employees were provided with a detailed explanation regarding the study’s
objectives and data collection procedures. They were assured that the data collected would
be kept confidential and used solely for academic purposes. The inclusion criteria for the
survey were: (1) participants must be full-time employees, and (2) have at least 3 years of
work experience.

Prior to data collection, a pilot test was conducted with 25 respondents to evaluate
the reliability of the adopted measures. Based on the survey participants’ feedback, minor
modifications were implemented to improve the clarity of the questionnaires. Data was
collected from frontline employees working in local government under the administration
of the district-level government. The simple random sampling method was employed
for data collection. This sampling method was used because it provided every frontline
employee an equal chance to participate in the survey, without bias or favoritism, thereby
improving the representativeness of the sampled public service organizations. In each
sampled public service organization, employees’ contact details were collected to distribute
questionnaires. Questionnaires were administered via both paper and electronic formats,
based on respondents’ preferences, to minimize response bias.

A two-wave, time-lagged survey design with a one-month interval was employed for
data collection, between February and March 2025. This study employed this approach with
a one-month interval, as it should be long enough to allow for the temporal separation of the
observed variables and to minimize common method bias, while not masking any existing
relationship [77]. High-involvement work practices studies in public service organizations
have considered this approach reasonable for capturing their influence on employees’
outcomes (e.g., Mehmood et al. [2]). Accordingly, data were collected for various constructs
at different time intervals. Moreover, collecting responses regarding the independent
and dependent variables further reduces the possibility of common method bias [78]. In
addition, testing mediation models requires at least two survey waves [79]. Based on this, at
time T1, questions related to high-involvement work practices and public relations values
were administered. At time T2, questions relating to role breadth self-efficacy, employees’
use of normative public values, and proactive behavior were distributed.

Out of the 1005 questionnaires administered, 572 responses were recovered. After
excluding incomplete responses, a final sample of 554 valid responses was retained (re-
sponse rate: 55.12%). The characteristics of the sample are tabulated in Table 1. In terms
of gender, 282 (50.90%) were male and 272 (49.10%) were female. Regarding age, 6.68%
of respondents were below 25 years old, 98 (17.69%) were aged 25–34, 101 (18.23%) were
35–44, 202 (36.46%) were 45–54, and 116 (20.94%) were 55 or older. In addition, the majority
of the respondents had at least 6 years of work experience, 503 (90.79%).
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Table 1. Sample information.

Characteristics (n = 554) Classification Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 282 50.90

Female 272 49.10

Age

Below 25 37 6.68

25–34 98 17.69

35–44 101 18.23

45–54 202 36.46

55 and above 116 20.94

Educational qualification

Below graduate degree 41 7.40

Graduate degree 428 77.26

Above graduate degree 85 15.34

Experience (years)

3–5 51 9.21

6–10 63 11.37

11–15 398 71.84

Above 15 42 7.58

3.2. Instruments

The survey was administered in Turkish. Using the back-translation technique, the
English version of the survey was translated into Turkish by two bilingual language experts.
Consequently, two English professors back-translated the survey into English.

HIWPs were measured using 9 adopted items from [80]. A sample item is “Adequate
training is provided to ensure that employees are competent in their role”.

Public relations values were measured with 5 adopted items from [81,82]. The par-
ticipants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree or disagree with each state-
ment. A sample item is “Increase in public impression that my organization supports
good causes”.

Role breadth self-efficacy was measured with 7 items adopted from Parker [73].
A sample item is: “Designing new procedures for your work area”.

Employees’ use of normative public values was measured using three adopted items
from Galloway and Edwards [83] and Nalbandian and Edwards [84]. The respondents
rated the extent to which they apply or consider values relating to social responsibility,
citizen responsiveness, equity, and public benefits in their work. A sample item is “I make
decisions in my job based on what is best for the community or citizens”.

Employee proactive behavior was measured with seven adopted items from
Parker et al. [85]. A sample item is: “Suggesting ideas for improvements to the manager,
supervisor, or others”.

3.3. Analytical Procedure

Data analysis was conducted in a multi-process employing SPSS 25 and AMOS 24.
Firstly, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to evaluate the measurement model.
CFA was used to examine the extent to which the measurement items captured their
underlying constructs and to ensure the data fit the research model. Consequently, model
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fit indices and related diagnostic statistics obtained from the CFA were used to evaluate
the reliability and validity of the measurement model prior to hypothesis testing.

Secondly, the Hayes PROCESS macro 5.0 plug-in [86] was used to test the proposed
hypotheses (H1–H6). Specifically, Model 4 was used to examine the path coefficients for
direct and mediation effects in the research model. Model 21 was used to examine role
breadth self-efficacy and employees’ use of normative public values as moderators in the
framework. Bootstrapped confidence intervals (CIs) using 5000 resamples were computed
to examine the direct, indirect, and conditional direct effects to determine their significance.
The results of the analyses are reported in the subsequent sections. A significant effect
is indicated when zero does not lie between the confidence intervals. The rationale for
choosing the PROCESS macro over SEM is that it provides a graphical illustration of
moderated relationships. Additionally, it provides overall moderated mediation results
that indicate whether the research framework is rejected or accepted [87].

4. Analysis and Results
4.1. Common Method Bias (CMB)

Given that both the predictor and response variables were measured using self-
reported data from the same respondents [88], procedural and statistical measures were
adopted to mitigate the possibility of CMB in the data collected. Firstly, a mixed-mode
data collection strategy (electronic and on-site) was adopted to mitigate mono-method
bias. Furthermore, informed consent, voluntary participation, and complete anonymity
of the respondents were employed to minimize evaluation apprehension. Moreover, the
measurement items were spaced across sections and randomized [89], and the adoption of
well-established measures enhanced content validity.

Secondly, Harman’s one-factor test was employed to assess the possibility of CMB
in the collected data. The results of the single-factor test revealed that no single factor
accounted for the majority of the variance, with the highest single factor accounting for
20.04% of the total variance. Hence, the data collected cannot be attributed to a single factor,
indicating that CMB is not a major concern in this study [77].

Lastly, a common latent factor (CLF) was adopted, and the results further indicated
that a one-factor model demonstrates a poor fit compared with the research framework
(χ2/df = 5.667, RMSEA = 0.309, NFI = 0.523, IFI = 0.589, TLI = 0.575, and CFI = 0.549).
Based on the results of the statistical measures adopted, CMB is not a serious problem in
this study.

4.2. Measurement Model

CFA was performed to assess the convergent validity and reliability of the variables.
Tables 2–4 present the results of the CFA and discriminant validity. Specifically, for the
measurement model, the results of the goodness-of-fit indices are well within the acceptable
ranges (χ2/df = 2.184, RMSEA = 0.044, NFI = 0.917, IFI = 0.953, TLI = 0.949, and CFI = 0.953).

Table 2. Reliability and validity estimation.

Variables Items
Coding SFL SMC Cronbach’s

Alpha AVE CR Normal Distribution
Skewness Kurtosis

High involvement work
practices 0.910 0.531 0.910

HIWP1 0.759 0.576 0.051 −0.034

HIWP2 0.760 0.578 0.117 0.057
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Table 2. Cont.

Variables Items
Coding SFL SMC Cronbach’s

Alpha AVE CR Normal Distribution
Skewness Kurtosis

HIWP3 0.721 0.520 −0.034 −0.109

HIWP4 0.688 0.503 −0.024 −0.401

HIWP5 0.777 0.603 −0.499 −0.271

HIWP6 0.687 0.509 −0.295 −0.199

HIWP7 0.723 0.523 −0.150 −0.401

HIWP8 0.735 0.541 −0.284 −0.302

HIWP9 0.702 0.511 −0.034 −0.200

Public relations values 0.914 0.683 0.915

PRV1 0.833 0.695 −0.211 −0.011

PRV2 0.805 0.648 −0.099 −0.377

PRV3 0.796 0.633 −0.013 −0.228

PRV4 0.844 0.713 −0.202 −0.011

PRV5 0.851 0.724 −0.109 −0.459

Role breadth self-efficacy 0.878 0.516 0.881

RBSE1 0.617 0.500 −0.301 −0.522

RBSE2 0.692 0.504 −0.403 −0.217

RBSE3 0.649 0.509 −0.510 −0.303

RBSE4 0.757 0.573 −0.421 −0.099

RBSE5 0.773 0.598 −0.404 −0.049

RBSE6 0.763 0.582 −0.399 −0.183

RBSE7 0.759 0.576 −0.023 −0.183

Employee use of
normative public values 0.868 0.689 0.869

NPV1 0.842 0.710 −0.031 0.044

NPV2 0.852 0.725 −0.150 0.089

NPV3 0.796 0.633 −0.252 0.303

Employees’ proactive
behavior 0.891 0.543 0.892

EPB1 0.817 0.668 −0.010 −0.400

EPB2 0.743 0.552 0.069 −0.414

EPB3 0.794 0.631 −0.101 −0.338

EPB4 0.809 0.654 −0.298 −0.419

EPB5 0.719 0.516 −0.359 0.029

EPB6 0.629 0.510 −0.410 −0.350

EPB7 0.622 0.504 −0.345 −0.491
Note: SMC = squared multiple correlation, AVE = average variance extracted, CR = composite reliability,
SFL = standardized factor loadings, HIWP = high involvement work practices, PRV = public relations val-
ues, RBSE = role breadth self-efficacy, NPV = employee use of normative public values, EPB = employees’
proactive behavior.
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Table 3. Descriptive and discriminant validity.

Variables M Std.
High

Involvement
Work Practices

Public
Relations

Values

Role Breadth
Self-Efficacy

Employee Use of
Normative

Public Values

Employees’
Proactive
Behavior

High
involvement

work practices
3.880 0.627 (0.729)

Public relations
values 3.927 0.631 0.392 ** (0.826)

Role breadth
self-efficacy 3.297 0.712 0.349 ** 0.518 ** (0.718)

Employee use of
normative public

values
3.037 0.777 0.450 ** 0.379 ** 0.496 ** (0.830)

Employees’
proactive
behavior

3.906 0.633 0.391 ** 0.397 ** 0.416 ** 0.536 ** (0.737)

Note: ** = Correlation is significant at p < 0.01 (two-tailed), Std. = standard deviation, M = mean, values in bold
parentheses are square root of AVEs.

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis results (model fit indices).

Indices Cut-Off Results

χ2/df <3 2.184

RMSEA <0.08 0.044

NFI >0.9 0.917

TLI >0.9 0.949

IFI >0.9 0.953

CFI >0.9 0.953
Note: χ2/df = chi-square/degrees of freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation;
NFI = Normed Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit In-
dex. The model fit indices indicate an acceptable/good fit of the measurement model.

Furthermore, validity was assessed using both convergent and discriminant validity,
while reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s α, average variance extracted (AVE), and
composite reliability (CR) as recommended by Hu and Bentler [90]. Table 2 presents the
summary statistics for the measurement scales. All standardized factor loadings were above
0.6 (Figure 2) (ranging from 0.617 to 0.852), composite reliability for the constructs was
above 0.7 (ranging from 0.881 to 0.915), and the AVE values were above 0.5 (ranging from
0.516 to 0.689). Moreover, Cronbach’s α values ranged between 0.868 and 0.914. Consistent
with these results, the measurement scales can be considered reliable and consistent.

Next, discriminant validity was assessed using two established criteria. It was con-
firmed that all inter-construct correlations were significantly different from 1 (demonstrated
in Table 3). Also presented in Table 3, the square root of all AVEs was higher than the
intercorrelation between two constructs. This demonstrated that discriminant validity is
ensured in this research [91]. Furthermore, data normality was evaluated using Skewness
and Kurtosis. Following Lei and Lomax [92], the results of data normality in Table 2
demonstrate that |Skewness| < 2 (0.010 and 0.510) and |Kurtosis| < 3 (0.011 and 0.522).
These results fall well within the recommended threshold, indicating that the data collected
obeyed normal distribution.
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Figure 2. Standard factor loadings.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing
Direct and Mediation Effect

Table 5 presents the results of Model 4 from the Hayes PROCESS macro, which ex-
amines the direct and mediating effects. The first proposed hypothesis was that high
involvement work practices would predict proactive behavior among public service em-
ployees. The results indicate a positive relationship between high-involvement work
practices and proactive behavior (β = 0.323, t = 7.739, p < 0.001). There is a positive rela-
tionship between high-involvement work practices and public relations values (β = 0.410,
t = 9.649, p < 0.001). There is a positive relationship between public relations values and
proactive behavior (β = 0.198, t = 5.384, p < 0.001).

Using the bootstrapping procedure [93], the results of the bias-corrected percentile
confidence intervals with 5000 resamples (demonstrated in Table 5) indicate a significant
indirect effect. The indirect effect of public relations values was 0.081, with a bootstrapping
lower-level confidence interval of 0.046 and an upper-level confidence interval of 0.119.
Since zero is excluded from the confidence intervals, a significant indirect effect is observed.
Furthermore, as shown in Table 5, the addition of public relations values as a mediator
did not alter the significance of the relationship between high-involvement work practices
and proactive behavior. Hence, public relations values partially mediate the link between
HIWPs and proactive behavior. Consistent with these results, H1, H2, H3, and H4 were
all supported.
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Table 5. Direct hypotheses and mediation estimates.

Bootstrap 95% CI

B SE t ρ LL UP R2

M1: mediator variable model Outcome: Public relations values

Intercept
High involvement work practices

0.000 1.313 1.906 0.131

1.610 0.151 0.000 0.327 0.494

10.669

0.410 0.043

9.649

M2: response variable model Employees’ proactive behavior

Intercept 1.681 0.150 11.202 0.000 1.386 1.976 0.182

High involvement work practices 0.323 0.042 7.739 0.000 0.241 0.405

Public relations values 0.198 0.037 5.384 0.000 0.126 0.271

Total, direct, and indirect effect of X on Y (Bootstrap, 5000 resamples)

Total effect 0.404 0.040 10.168 0.000 0.326 0.482

Direct effect 0.323 0.042 7.739 0.000 0.241 0.405

Indirect effect
(High involvement work practices on

employees’ proactive behavior
through public relations values)

0.081 0.019 0.046 0.119

Note: LL = lower level; UP = Upper level = Upper level, CI = confidence interval.

4.4. Moderation Effects

To probe the roles of role breadth self-efficacy and employees’ use of normative public
values, Model 21 of Hayes’ PROCESS macro was used. In the analysis, all continuous
variables were mean-centered to prevent issues with multicollinearity. The results of the
analysis as shown in Table 6, in Model 1 of Table 6, high involvement work practices had
a positive influence on public relations values (β = 0.242, t = 5.193, p < 0.001, [0.151, 0.334]),
and this relationship is moderated by role breadth self-efficacy (β = 0.101, t = 2.199, p < 0.05,
[0.046, 0.102]). In further probing the significant interaction effect, we followed Aiken
et al.’s [94] recommendation for simple slope test. As shown in Table 6 and Figure 3, the
significant interaction effect was plotted at +1SD (high), mean, and −1SD (low) of role
breadth self-efficacy on the aforementioned relationship. Figure 3 illustrates that at a low
level of role breadth self-efficacy, the relationship between high-involvement work practices
and public relations values is not significant (β = 0.095, t = 1.588, p > 0.05, [−0.022, 0.212]).
However, at a high level of role-breath self-efficacy, the link between HIWPs and public
relations values (β = 0.142, t = 2.835, p < 0.05, [0.037, 0.205]) is significantly stronger. Thus,
H5 is supported.

Furthermore, public relations values have a positive influence on employees’ proac-
tive behavior (β = 0.092, t = 2.622, p < 0.01, [0.023, 0.162]). In addition, employees’ use
of normative public values moderates this relationship (β = 0.099, t = 2.094, p < 0.05,
[0.085, 0.159]). Figure 4 shows that for employees with low use of normative public values,
the link between public relations values and employees’ proactive behavior is not signifi-
cant (β = 0.073, t = 1.664, p > 0.05, [−0.013, 0.159]), whereas for public service employees
with a high level of use of normative public values, this link (β = 0.110, t = 2.596, p ≤ 0.01,
[0.022, 0.161]) is significantly stronger. Thus, H6 is supported.
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Table 6. Moderation paths.

Moderation Results
Bootstrap CI 95%

B SE t p LL UP R2

Model 1: mediator variable model Outcome: Public relations values

Intercept 0.006 0.032 0.191 0.849 −0.056 0.068 0.204

High involvement work practices 0.242 0.047 5.193 0.000 0.151 0.334

Role breadth self-efficacy 0.376 0.051 7.371 0.000 0.276 0.476

High involvement work practices x Role
breadth self-efficacy (interaction) 0.101 0.044 2.199 0.043 0.046 0.102

Conditional direct effect of high involvement work practices on employees’ proactive behavior at different levels of
role breadth self-efficacy

Role breadth self-efficacy (−1SD) 0.095 0.060 1.588 0.113 −0.022 0.212

Role breadth self-efficacy (mean) 0.121 0.043 2.483 0.004 0.030 0.255

Role breadth self-efficacy (+1SD) 0.142 0.057 2.835 0.013 0.037 0.205

Model 2: outcome variable model Outcome: Employees’ proactive behavior

Intercept 3.403 0.029 119.290 0.000 3.347 3.459 0.323

High involvement work practices 0.118 0.043 2.776 0.006 0.035 0.202

Public relations values 0.092 0.035 2.622 0.009 0.023 0.162

Employee use of normative public values 0.261 0.032 8.183 0.000 0.198 0.323

Public relations values x Employee use of
normative public values (interaction) 0.099 0.039 2.094 0.046 0.085 0.159

Conditional direct effect of public relations values on employees’ proactive behavior at different levels of employee
use of normative public values

Employee use of normative public values
(−1SD) 0.073 0.044 1.664 0.097 −0.013 0.159

Employee use of normative public values
(mean) 0.092 0.035 2.577 0.010 0.026 0.194

Employee use of normative public values
(+1SD) 0.110 0.043 2.596 0.010 0.022 0.161

Index of moderation mediation

0.001 0.005 −0.012 0.011
Note: Co = control variables Bootstrap sample = 5000.

Lastly, while the interaction effects associated with role breadth self-efficacy and
employees’ use of normative public values were statistically significant; the effect sizes,
particularly for the employees’ use of normative public values, were relatively modest.
However, consistent with prior studies (e.g., [2]), interaction effects usually account for
a smaller proportion of the explained variance than direct effects. Importantly, zero did
not lie within the bootstrapping confidence intervals for both interaction effects, providing
evidence of robustness despite the results obtained.
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Figure 3. The moderating effect of role breadth self-efficacy on the link between high involvement
work practices and public relations values.

Figure 4. The moderating effect of the role of employee use of normative public values on the
relationship between public relations value and employees’ proactive behavior.

5. Discussions and Implications
5.1. Discussion of Findings

This study responds to several research calls on the outcomes of HIWPs in public
organizations at the individual level, focusing on important internal stakeholders (i.e., the
employees). Drawing on social exchange theory and social cognitive theory, this study
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examined the influence of HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior, using data collected
from employees of Turkish public organizations. The mediating role of public relations
values was also examined. Further, this research also explored role breadth self-efficacy
and employees’ use of normative public values as moderators to gain insights into how
they shape the relationships among other variables.

A positive direct relationship was found between HIWPs and employees’ proactive
behavior. This finding aligns with the findings of previous studies in other sectors and
reinforces the growing recognition that employee involvement and empowerment are criti-
cal determinants of their ability and willingness to act proactively. A possible explanation
for the consistent pattern of these results is that, in the context of public organizations,
where bureaucratic structures generally constrain individual autonomy, the presence of
high-involvement work practices can be markedly significant in facilitating proactive ten-
dencies, as they form a social exchange (i.e., a mutually beneficial relationship) where
employees engage in proactive behavior in return for favorable conditions and support
from the organization.

High-involvement work practices positively relate to public relations values. This
particular finding aligns with previous studies linking human resource practices to im-
proved prosocial identities and organizational identification [95,96] and contrasts with
prior studies that view public relations values primarily as an antecedent of individual
moral reasoning (e.g., Schauster et al. [97]). While this factor remains important, the current
research demonstrates that high-involvement work practices are a critical determinant of
public relations values. Consistent with social exchange theory, the positive link between
high-involvement work practices and public relations values could be explained by the
reciprocal relationship between organizations and individuals. In the public organization
context, this reciprocal relationship appears to translate into internalized values for public
interests, demonstrating that public relations values are not solely influenced by individual
attributes but also internal work systems within an organizational exchange relationship.

Public relations values positively relate to employees’ proactive behaviors. This
specific finding aligns with previous studies linking values and value orientations to
extra-role behaviors (e.g., Uçanok Tan [98]). An explanation for this finding, beyond
providing only direct organizational benefits [96,99], is that employees driven by public
relations values may act proactively because they perceive such behaviors as consistent with
organizational identity and obligations to public interest. Public relations value mediate
the direct relationship between HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior. Within the
framework of social exchange theory, the indirect role of public relations values suggests
that proactive behavior is not simply a direct response to good work practices, but is instead
translated through deeper, value-driven orientations. Consistent with social exchange
theory, this finding indicates that employees may view proactive behavior as part of
a reciprocal exchange with the organization and with public interests, suggesting that
employees’ proactive behavior serves as a return on the organization’s investment in
high-involvement work practices.

Role breadth self-efficacy moderates the positive relationship between high-involvement
work practices and public relations values, with the relationship being stronger for employ-
ees with high role breadth self-efficacy than for those with low. A possible explanation is
that employees with high role breadth self-efficacy could view high-involvement work prac-
tices as empowerment opportunities for meaningful public relations enactment, strengthen-
ing value internalization. Consistent with the social exchange framework, this moderation
result suggests that high role breadth self-efficacy employees may view high-involvement
work practices as worthwhile opportunities for meaningful reciprocity, allowing them to
participate in a holistic exchange by extending their efforts to broader institutional objec-
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tives, such as improving public relations values. Conversely, low role breadth self-efficacy
employees could interpret such practices as invasive or irrelevant to their capabilities,
leading to dwindled reciprocity and less effective alignment with public relations values.
This contingency is consistent with social exchange theory’s emphasis on perceived compe-
tence in exchanges [100]. Higher role breadth self-efficacy strengthens public organization
employees’ confidence in their abilities to reciprocate proficiently, bolstering the pathway
from high-involvement work practices to public relations values.

Employees’ use of normative public values moderates the positive link between public
relations values and employees’ proactive behavior, with the relationship being stronger
for employees with high use of normative values than for those with low. This moderation
can be explained by social exchange theory, in which individuals’ use of value orientations
shapes the enactment of proactive behaviors. Specifically, public organization employees
who strongly endorse normative public values are more likely to view public relations val-
ues as an avenue for broader reciprocity, in which their proactivity (i.e., proactive behavior)
not only meets immediate obligations but also serves societal benefits, thereby strength-
ening the positive relationship. On the other hand, employees with low normative public
values may constrain reciprocity to mere in-role compliance because public-relations values
may diverge from self-interested motivations, diminishing the connection to proactivity.

The findings of this study suggest that employees’ proactive behavior acts as micro-
foundation of public value co-creation, linking internal organizational practices with
broader societal outcomes [101]. By fostering proactive behavior, public organizations
can enhance their capacity to respond to citizens’ needs and improve service delivery in
complex environments.

Moreover, the internalization of public relations values strengthens ethical decision-
making and trust within public organizations. Employees who align with public-oriented
values are more likely to engage in transparent, accountable, and citizen-focused behaviors,
which are essential for building and maintaining public trust [102].

In VUCA-D environments, where uncertainty and complexity dominate, proactive
employees become critical assets for organizational resilience. The results indicate that high-
involvement work practices provide the structural and psychological conditions necessary
for employees to navigate ambiguity, respond to emerging challenges, and contribute to
adaptive public service delivery [6].

5.2. Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study extend and enrich the public management literature in
several ways. First, despite the significance of public employees’ proactive behavior
in promoting the meaningfulness of public service tasks and enhancing public services
for citizens [2,103], studies on proactive behavior in public organizations have still at-
tracted far less attention than in the private sector [47,104]. Although the recent study
by Mehmood et al. [2] enriches our understanding of the importance of high-involvement
work practices in public organizations, focusing solely on mechanisms is insufficient
to account for the implications of human resource practices. By situating our research
within public organizations’ involvement of public employees in participative decision-
making and by offering empirical evidence that high-involvement work practices directly
impact employees’ proactive behavior, this study extends and redefines existing theo-
retical assumptions. Moreover, this specific finding provides additional support for the
salience and relevance of proactive behavior to public organizations, as demonstrated
in the limited previous public management literature [2], indicating the desirability of
public organization employees engaging in proactive behavior to support ongoing public
service improvements.
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Second, the existing studies in the public management literature have, by and large, con-
centrated on individual antecedents such as employee commitment [2], self-efficacy [105], and
felt responsibility [106]. This study extends the growing body of research on the precursors
of proactive behavior beyond the predominant individual antecedents by identifying pub-
lic relations values as a critical determinant of public organization employees’ proactive
behavior. Thus, this study demonstrates that public organization employees’ proactive
behavior is not solely a function of “who they are” but also “what the organization stands
for”, extending theoretical models of proactivity by aligning them more deeply within the
organization’s value system, instead of viewing them simply as individual phenomena.

Third, this study reveals public relations as a critical mechanism that underlies the
relationship between HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior. While a prior study
demonstrated that high-involvement work practices influence individual workplace out-
comes in public organizations, the mechanism underlying this impact is largely unstud-
ied [2]. Drawing on social exchange theory, by connecting high-involvement work practices
to public relations values and demonstrating that public relations values serve as the
mechanism through which high-involvement work practices influence employee proactive
behavior, this study responds and addresses the research calls by Mehmood et al. [2] and
Alikaj et al. [14]’s call for more studies to extend our understanding of the “black box”
between human resource practices and employee outcomes. By doing so, this study demon-
strates that high-involvement work practices operate not only through employee internal
states (i.e., individual cognition and motivation) but also through an institutionalized
value system.

Fourth, role breadth self-efficacy and employees’ use of normative public values
were significant moderators of the proposed relationships as delineated in the research
model. Drawing on social cognitive theory, this study establishes a new research path for
role breadth self-efficacy by demonstrating its contextual conditional role, rather than its
predictive [107] or mediating [108] roles in prior studies. Specifically, this demonstrates
that under the influence of high-involvement work practices, role breadth self-efficacy
is an individual-contextual booster that motivates employees to act beyond their self-
interests [16], leading to greater openness to public relations values. Moreover, this study’s
finding that employees’ use of normative public values further strengthens the relationship
between public relations values and employees’ proactive behavior, not only adds to
the public organizations literature but also contributes to the generic human resource
management literature in the public sector. In other sectors, such as the health sector,
public values are enacted and espoused. By emphasizing normative public values, such as
responsiveness to citizens, public organizations can encourage their employees to use them
more frequently, thereby further strengthening the positive impact of public relations values
which shape employees’ proactive behaviors Thus, this study uncovers a new individual-
boundary condition that boosts the proposed relationships in the public management
literature. By doing so, this study advances SCT by addressing the neglect of values in SCT
research. Specifically, empirical studies on the application of SCT have mainly focused on
cognitive capabilities [109,110], overlooking value orientations. This study demonstrates
that employees’ use of normative public values moderates the conversion of public relations
value to proactive behavior. In doing so, this research demonstrates that values serve as
an active cognitive buffer, shaping which behaviors individuals consider worthwhile and
appropriate in the context of public organizations.

5.3. Practical Implications

The outcomes of this research suggest that the public sector organizations should con-
sider developing high-involvement work practices that encourage employees’ proactivity
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in their public service tasks. Thus, it is critical to develop practices such as collaborative
problem-solving, participatory decision-making, and e empowerment, allowing public-
sector employees to contribute to key decisions. When individuals are actively involved in
shaping organizational activities, they tend to feel a sense of responsibility and ownership,
which can lead them to take proactive steps to seize opportunities for improvement and
address public service challenges. Prior studies highlight that transparency and infor-
mation sharing promote employee proactivity [111,112]. Thus, public organizations can
enhance high-involvement work practices by providing employees with access to relevant
and timely information that enables them to anticipate potential challenges and propose
effective solutions for public services. Moreover, transparency in decision-making proce-
dures, organizational objectives, and feedback mechanisms can help public organization
employees build confidence in taking initiative, as they understand that their prospective
actions will align with broader organizational values and objectives.

The finding that public relations values serve as a bridge between HIWPs and employ-
ees’ proactive behavior offers a roadmap for public organizations to foster responsive and
proactive behavior among employees through these specific human practices and orga-
nizational values. Public relations values, through their internalization, move employees
to act beyond their self-interests [16]. In the context of a public organization, such values
should be firmly defined in the organization’s vision, mission, and daily operations. When
these values are embedded in and visible within organizational norms, they serve as a basis
for employee guidance, making proactive behaviors such as taking initiative and solving
problems more likely.

By demonstrating that role breadth self-efficacy is conducive to higher levels of em-
ployees’ internalization of public relations value under high-involvement work practices,
these findings suggest that public organizations could benefit from a internalization of
public relations values by focusing human resource policies on nurturing role breadth self-
efficacy among their workforce. Thus, public organizations’ interventions should focus on
nurturing and enriching jobs, providing positive empowerment, and involving employees
in continuous public service change initiatives and organizational improvements. More-
over, to effectively improve employees’ role breadth self-efficacy, organizational practices
that promote decision-making latitude and job mastery should be implemented rather than
adding routine or non-challenging tasks to their current roles [85].

Lastly, this study provides valuable insights regarding the interaction between public
relations values and employees’ use of normative public values in stimulating stronger
employee proactive behavior. Public organizations should grant and encourage employee
autonomy to act with respect, equity, and responsiveness when carrying out public service
tasks. Moreover, based on the interaction between public relations values and employees’
use of normative public values, although human resource practices may take time to be
developed, employees’ use of normative public values can act as a cost-effective way
to nurture the internalization of public relations values and, in turn, promote improved
employee proactivity. Thus, training supervisors on granting autonomy to employees is
essential. As this study’s findings suggest, public relations values are embedded to guide
employees’ behavior in public service tasks and are more strongly influenced by employees’
use of normative public values. Thus, public organizations may rely on employees who
are already high in normative public values and direct intervention efforts toward those
with low normative public values to improve proactive behavior in public service activities.
Further, VUCA-D environments reward organizations that can quickly detect emerging
challenges, leverage diverse perspectives and knowledge, and experiment with solutions.
As demonstrated by this study, proactive behavior constitutes adaptive capacity. Hence,
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public organizations should systematically design organizational systems that leverage
and enable proactivity in organizational adaptation.

6. Conclusions
This study empirically investigates the influence of HIWPs on public relations values

and employees’ proactive behavior and uncovers the indirect role of public relations
values in the relationship between HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior in public
organizations. Specifically, this research offers insights into the mediating role of public
relations values on the relationship between HIWPs and employee proactive behavior.
Additionally, this study significantly extends existing knowledge on role breadth self-
efficacy and employees’ use of normative public value, which moderate the relationships
between HIWPs and public relations values, and between public relations values and
proactive behavior. Overall, this study makes several contributions to the literature by
addressing gaps in research on public organizations.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The current research has certain limitations that offer avenues for future research.
First, although this study obtained data using a two-wave, time-lagged survey design
with a one-month interval to test the proposed research model, we cannot establish causal
inference. Thus, future research could adopt alternative research designs, data collection
methods, and analysis methods (e.g., longitudinal designs or text mining of social media)
to investigate how the implementation of high-involvement work practices may alter
employees’ proactive behavior over time in public organizations.

Second, this research proposed and tested the mediating mechanism of public relations
values in the link between HIWPs and employees’ proactive behavior. Other mediating
mechanisms might be relevant. For instance, rather than an organizational value system,
from a behavioral standpoint, employees’ perceptions of high-involvement work practices
could influence their motivation, ability, and opportunities to work effectively, which could,
in turn, affect their proactive behavior. In this regard, career development prospects and
thriving at work could be explored as potential mechanisms.

Lastly, other contingencies might be relevant in further advancing the findings of this
study. Specifically, this study offers limited insights into the extent to which role breadth self-
efficacy benefits the internalization of public relations values and employees’ proactivity in
public organizations. Moreover, when organizations do not reward employees’ proactivity
as a crucial work target, individuals may not capitalize on their role breadth self-efficacy
to bring about the required proactivity that supports public service improvements. Thus,
investigating the contingency role of reward expectancy will advance our knowledge.
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