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Abstract 

Organizational justice has been preferred for its instrumental, relational and deontic approaches. 

It is a lens through which employees gather important information about the allocation of 

resources, interpersonal treatment, organizational procedures and eventually frame cognitive as 

well as emotional reactions. However, the existing literature is more focused on the distal 

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes but less attentive to underlying proximal motivations. 

On basis of extant literature review and arguments grounded in the Social information 

Processing theory, Social Identity Theory and Conservation of Resources Theory, this study 

identifies that Self-Concepts (Individual, Relational and Collective) and Psychological Capital 

act as explanatory mechanism for the influence of organizational justice on job satisfaction, job 

performance, turnover intentions, OCBI and OCBO. This research model expands the scope of 

organizational justice research and views it as a social context between organization and 

employees that leads him/her to feel satisfied with their jobs, deliver good performance, stay 

with their organizations and display discretionary behaviors. But the influence of organizational 

justice on job Performance, job satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI, Turnover Intentions is not direct: in 

this process the employee takes cue from the fairness conditions and formulates his/her relational 

self-concept as well as Psychological Capital capabilities. Thus relational self-concept fully 

mediates between interactional justice and job performance, OCBI while partially mediates 

between Interactional justice and Job Satisfaction as well as OCBO. Furthermore, Psychological 

Capital partially mediates between Interactional Justice and Turnover Intentions, OCBO while it 

fully mediates between Interactional Justice and Job Performance, OCBI.  

Main objective of this study was to test a theoretical and structural model that hypothesizes 

mediation of tripartite self-concepts and Psychological Capital in the influence of Organizational 

justice on job satisfaction, job performance, OCBO, OCBI and Turnover Intentions. In addition, 

this study also identified direct relations between the study variables; of these the influence of 

interactional justice on both Psychological Capital and Relational self-concepts are important 

hypotheses, because there is almost no literature available in this context. 

A survey based methodology was used to test the model; standardized scales were used as 

measures for the twelve study variables. A pilot study was conducted to test the scale properties. 
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A sample of 518 employees was drawn from the education, Telecommunication sector, oil and 

gas sectors. The model was tested by following the steps of Structural Equation Modelling. 

The findings of this study advance available knowledge on the selected job outcomes and 

provide impetus to research in this domain by identifying relational self-concept and 

Psychological Capital as intervening variables. The study thus extends the application of both 

relational self-concept and Psychological Capital as organizational variables capable of 

translating the effects of interactional justice on these five job outcomes.  

 

Key words: Interactional Justice, Psychological Capital, Self-Concepts, Job Satisfaction, OCBO, 

Organizational Justice. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background 

Justice is one of the most fundamental imperatives of the workplace which guides its norms and 

values related to instrumental rewards, social interdependence and identity concerns (Lind, 2001; Van 

den Bos & Van Prooijen, 2001; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Cosier & Dalton, 1983). It remains a subject 

of constant interest, starting from organizational entry via personnel selection, remaining in vogue with 

career development and ending with organizational exit by layoffs (Ambrose and Cropanzano, 2003; 

Lazar, Zinger and Lachterman, 2007; Hemingway and Conte, 2003). Organizational justice incorporates 

distributive, procedural and interactional dimensions such that distributive Justice is guided by self-

interest and focuses on calculative evaluation of employees while procedural Justice helps in 

understanding the basis of social behavior and interactional Justice pertains to the way that authority 

figures such as supervisors treat employees (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986). Overall, organizational justice 

serves four main purposes. First, it offers control as it lessens the uncertainty in unstable situations (van 

den Bos & Lind, 2002; Colquitt, Rodell, Jessica, 2011). Second, it shapes the beliefs, feelings, attitudes, 

behaviors and social identity of employees (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Third, it outlines the procedures that 

grant voice or determine outcomes (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Avery & Quinones, 

2002; Greenberg, 1993). Lastly, organizational justice helps employees’ explore self-relevant variables 

such as employee affect, self-concept and self-regard (Cropanzano et al., 2001; Brockner, Heuer, 

Magner, Folger, Umphress, van den Bos, et al., 2003). Of all the aforementioned justice outcomes, its 

last contribution deserves special attention as it is least explored and resonates with recent organizational 

focus on members’ self-concerns and needs (McAllister & Bigley, 2002; Brockner et al., 2003).  
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Some of the self-concerns of employees are primarily derived from their concern for affiliation 

(Deci & Ryan, 1991), identification (Glynn, 1998), belongingness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), 

familiarity and mutual dependence (Brewer & Roccas, 2001). Organizational justice impacts this self-

focus through two ways, namely Self-Concept and Psychological Capital. The variable self-concept 

refers to the descriptors or labels that an individual attaches to him- or herself, often related to physical 

attributes, behavioral characteristics, and emotional qualities. It offers a frame to shape the self-

definition of employees in to individual, relational or collective levels and thus influence their attitudinal 

or behavioral outcomes (Goffman, 1974; Boal and Bryson, 1988; Cooper et al 2010). Second, it impacts 

employees’ through Psychological Capital which is a psychological, multidimensional resource that 

contains hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism i.e., the HERO within (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 

2007). Its core facilities of hope, optimism, resilience and self-efficacy gives them a future orientation, 

positive outlook and a focus on goal attainment that leads to important work related outcomes (Luthans, 

Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Combs, 2006; Luthans, 2002; Hobfoll, 2002).  

Although there is sufficient evidence to prove the positive outcomes of  each of the self-relevant 

concerns, namely, Self-concept and Psychological Capital, yet, there  still remains less support for the  

utilization of a self-exploratory focus between Organizational justice and work outcomes (Fenigstein, 

Scheier and Buss, 1975). For instance, few studies have used the knowledge of self-concept to the 

literature pertinent to organizational justice (Skitka, 2003; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Brockner, De Cremer, 

van den Bos, & Chen, 2005; De Cremer & Tyler, 2005; Johnson, 2005; Lord & Brown, 2004). 

Moreover, a small set of research explains the link between organizational justice and Psychological 

Capital (Rego, et al., 2009a; Totawar et al, 2014). Finally, most of the extant research uses the 

composite variable of Organizational justice with very limited evidence of the simultaneous influence of 

all its three aspects (distributive, procedural and interactional justice) on self-defining variable such as 
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Self-Concept and Psychological Capital (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Totawar and Nambudiri, 

2014).  

This study makes an attempt to contribute to literature that brings together Organizational justice, Self-

Concept, Psychological Capital and employee work outcomes work such as Job Performance, OCBO, 

OCBI, Job satisfaction and Turnover Intentions. Job performance is typically defined as behaviors under 

the control of the individual that advance the goals of the Organization (Rotundo and Sackett 2002). 

Organization Citizenship Behavior-Individual (OCB-I) focuses on individuals and caters to interpersonal 

facilitation that includes cooperation, consideration and assistance to help coworkers deliver 

performance. Its allied concept, Organization Citizenship Behavior-Organization (OCB-O) specifically 

pertains to organizations and is focused on job dedication which includes self-motivation to work hard, 

take initiative and follow guidelines to support organizational objectives. Job satisfaction is a work 

attitude that represents a sense of inner feeling or pride when performing a certain task or job (McShane 

& Von Glinow, 2000). The outcome variable, Turnover Intention is the extent to which an employee 

intends to discontinue service with an organization (Faragher, 2008).   

The study observes the influence of organizational justice on employee work related outcomes 

through the dual mediation of Self-concept and Psychological capital and is important for three main 

reasons. First, it studies the less observed underlying mechanisms between organizational justice and 

employee work output (Zapata-Phelan, Colquitt, Scott, & Livingston, 2008; Colquitt et al., 2001). The 

earlier emphasis on the ‘phenomena based roots of justice’ research had inhibited researchers to 

understand the science behind employees’ reaction to justice (Balder and Tylor, 2005). Second, it shifts 

the focus of organizational justice research from theoretical issues to an implementation focus, such that 

it utilizes mediators, self-concept and Psychological Capital, that might be intervened to promote 

organizational justice (Greenberg, 2009). Third, it uses Social Information Processing Theory to explain 
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Organizational justice as a contextual factor that is promoted over individual perceptions in the 

formation of needs, attitudes, and behaviors of individuals (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978; Camac, 1992; 

Thompson, 1995; De Dreu & Boles, 1998; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2002; De Dreu, Beersma, Stroebe, & 

Euwema, 2006; De Dreu, 2007).  

 

1.2. Research Gap/Rationale of the Study 

1. Models of organizational justice are categorized in to Judgment and Use stages (Folger and 

Cropanzano, 2001). Judgment stage deals with the formation of fairness perceptions whereas the use 

stage discusses the influence of these perceptions on subsequent attitudes and behaviors, Lind (2001). A 

comparison of these stages reveal that the judgment stage has drawn sufficient interest while the Use 

stage has failed to grab adequate empirical support (Folger and Cropanzano 1998, 2001).  

2. Moreover, organizational justice and its outcomes have mostly been attentive to conscious and 

controlled mechanisms. This research tries to correct the above mentioned concerns and concentrate on 

the underlying mechanisms between organizational justice and employee relevant outcomes through the 

paths of self-relevant resources such as psychological capital and self-concept.  

3. The proposed mediators between organizational justice and employee work related outcomes 

are significant from theoretical as well as practical aspects. From a theoretical angle, this study extends 

and diversifies the positioning of both relational and collective self-concepts as the relational dimension 

of self-concept has mostly been discussed within the area of interpersonal relations while its collective 

aspect has captured the attention of intergroup research (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Cooper & Thatcher, 

2010; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Andersen & Chen, 2002; Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006).  

4. Another theoretical contribution is that this study tries to confirm the mediating link of unique 

self-concepts between explicit justice dimensions and outcomes. For instance, it adheres to the specific 
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orientation of each justice dimension and links distributive justice with individual self-concept, 

procedural justice with collective self-concept and interactional justice with relational self-concept (Lord 

et al, 1999; Selenta et al, 2004).  

5. It also makes an attempt to explore antecedents of Psychological Capital, which is a growing 

area of scholarly interest and is still under significant examination. It offers a diverse research 

perspective which is outside the domain of Psychological Capital paradigm and thus helps expand the 

scope of current Psychological Capital literature (Dawkins et al, 2013; Avey, Reichard, 2011).   

6. From a practical approach, this research is among the few studies of organizational justice that 

have mediators which are prone to intervention as well as development (Totawar and Nambudiri, 2014). 

The mediating variables of Self-Concept and Psychological Capital may specifically be targeted to 

improve the impact of organizational justice on certain aspects of employee functioning. For instance, 

individual, relational or collective self-concepts may be primed to enhance individual, team or group’s 

contributions (Edmondson and Roloff, 2009). Similarly, Psychological Capital may be used to lower 

turnover intentions, cynicism, job stress and deviance while improve other work related outcomes, such 

as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organization citizenship behavior, job performance 

(Luthans, Avolio, Avey, et al., 2007; Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & Peterson, 2010; Avey, Reichard, 

Luthans & Mhatre, 2011). To sum up, this study is significant not only from the perspective of 

organizational justice but also from the choice of its mediators which may be controlled or manipulated 

to achieve the desired work outcomes. 

7. Lastly, in terms of a theoretical framework, the research model examines organizational 

justice through the overarching theory of Social Information Processing. Only a few studies have taken 

up this theory to understand Organizational justice as a social cue which prompts important work 

outcomes, such as turnover intentions, Organizational Citizenship behavior, job satisfaction and job 

performance (Goldman, 2001). 
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1.3. Problem Statement  

Organizational justice impacts employees’ work related outcomes through direct as well as 

indirect means. It offers a reduction in uncertainty, justifies procedures, clarifies social standing and 

helps evaluate one-self. If employees perceive fair distribution, they develop an individual self-concept. 

In case of procedural fairness, the employees nurture a collective self-concept while for interactional 

fairness, the employees develop relational self-concepts. Organizational justice also offers a positive 

outlook and thus gives hope to employees. It helps them absorb the hardships and hence makes them 

resilient. The dimensions of organizational justice also offers efficacy as well as optimism. Hence, the 

three facets of organizational justice, namely, distributive, procedural and interactional justice 

dimensions help develop better psychological resources of employees. This research thus tries to 

understand the underlying relationship between organizational justice and employee work related 

outcomes, through the mediation of tripartite self-concepts (individual, relational and collective) as well 

as Psychological Capital.  

 

1.4. Research Questions 

This research model explored the linkage between three justice dimensions, three self-concepts 

and Psychological Capital, through the mentioned research questions: 

1. Do the justice dimensions(distributive, procedural and interactional) relate to employee work 

associated outcomes (OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

2. Do the three dimensions of Organizational Justice (distributive, procedural and interactional) relate 

to individual, relational and collective self-concepts? 

3. Do the three dimensions of Organizational Justice (distributive, procedural and interactional) relate 

to Psychological Capital? 
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4. Do the various dimensions of self-concept relate to employee work associated output (OCB-O and 

OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

5. Does the Psychological Capital relate to explicit employee work associated output (OCB-O and 

OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

6. Do the three self-concept dimensions mediate the association between organizational justice and 

employee work associated output (OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over 

Intentions)? 

7. Does Psychological Capital mediate between organizational justice and employee work associated 

output (OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions)? 

 

1.5. Objectives of Study 

The research model proposed in this thesis expands the scope of organizational justice literature.  

Employees perceive organizational justice as a credible source of information to comprehend uncertain 

and ambiguous work environment (Zalesny & Ford, 1990; Bazerman, Schroth, Shah, Diekmann, and 

Tenbrunsel, 1994; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). They try to resolve uncertainties by taking up to define 

themselves in individual, collective terms (Pratt, 1998; Haslam, 2001) or summon their psychological 

resources. Organizational Justice may, therefore, activate varied self-concepts that may eventually lead 

to a variety of work related outcomes. It may also help develop Psychological resources and effectively 

deal with hindrances (French et al., 2006), instill hope, have a future orientation and incorporate a 

coping mechanism. Such resources may therefore, carry a synergistic effect and eventually act like 

psychological capital (Avey, Reichard, et al., 2011). Hence, the present study observes organizational 

justice as an important element of the social environment which activates self-related information to 

explain job attitudes, behaviors and perceptions such as job satisfaction antisocial behavior, intentions to 
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quit, performance and reaction to organizational change (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Zalesny & 

Ford, 1990; Pfeffer, 1980; Goldman, 2001; Griffin, 1983; O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1985). Specifically, the 

aims of this research are as follows: 

1. To assess the effects of justice dimensions (distributive, procedural and interactional) on employee 

work associated outcomes (OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over 

Intentions) 

2. To identify the effect of Organizational justice dimensions (distributive, procedural and 

interactional) on individual, relational and collective self-concepts. 

3. To measure the impact of Organizational justice dimensions (distributive, procedural and 

interactional) on Psychological Capital 

4. To investigate the effects of tripartite self-concepts on explicit employee work associated outcomes 

(OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

5. To analyze the effects of Psychological Capital on explicit employee work associated outcomes 

(OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

6. To understand the mediation of the three self-concepts (individual, relational, collective) between 

organizational justice and employee work associated outcomes (OCB-O and OCB-I, job 

performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions) 

7. To assess the mediation of Psychological Capital between organizational justice and employee work 

associated outcomes (OCB-O and OCB-I, job performance, job satisfaction, Turn over Intentions)? 

 

1.6. Significance of the study 

This research explored the underlying mechanisms between organizational justice and outcomes 

through the dual mediation of self-concept and psychological capital.  It has contributed to literature 
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from multiple aspects. First it has made use of the convergence perspective and utilized an “Imposed 

Etic” paradigm through application of western-based organizational behavior theories and frames of 

reference in a non-westernized context (i.e., Pakistan) (Berry 1969, 1989; McGaughey & De Cieri, 

1999). The study tried to examine not only the theoretical validity of North American constructs but also 

sought an empirical support for the explanatory variables (Aycan, Kanungo, & Sinha, 1999; Ramesh & 

Gelfand, 2010; Sturman, Shao, & Katz, 2012). 

Second, it has used a time-lagged research design which improved investigation of the state-like 

nature of Psychological Capital and Self-Concept. This is an important contribution as the impact of the 

self-concept on work attitudes and behaviors has mostly been tapped through a limited number of 

experimental studies (RE Johnson et al, 2006). Moreover, Psychological Capital has also been captured 

mostly through cross sectional studies and rarely with longitudinal studies (Dawkins, S; Martin, A, 

Scott, Jenn, Sanderson, 2013). This research used Structural equation Modelling (SEM) to estimate in a 

single analysis, interconnection between variables along with model fit, error and modification indices 

that indicate missing paths and enhance overall fit of the model (Clapp-Smith et al, 2009).  

Third, it explored the underlying link between organizational justice and self-concept as well as 

Psychological capital. For instance, it explored the association between organizational justice and 

bottom up processes and thus focused on the underlying mediators such as the Self-concept and 

Psychological Capital that may interplay between organizational justice and work related outcomes.  

Fourth, this research tried to expand the nomological network of Psychological capital literature 

by exploring it through a relatively lesser studied antecedent of Organizational justice. It thus used a 

diverse approach which expanded the scope of research pertinent to the area of Psychological Capital 

(Avey, Reichard et al, 2011).  

Fifth, the study took in to account all of the self-concepts, namely, the individual relational and 

the collective self-concepts as self-relevant knowledge of cognition, personality, and social psychology. 



29 

 

All these self-concepts are differentially activated by a distinct justice dimension, namely distributive, 

procedural and interactional justice (Kihlstrom and Klein, 1994). In doing so, it added diversity to the 

positioning of relational self and collective self-concepts, as the former has mostly been discussed 

within the sphere of social interactions whereas the later has been the focus of categorization processes 

in intergroup studies (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Cooper & Thatcher, 2010; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; 

Andersen & Chen, 2002; Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006). 

Lastly, from a managerial perspective, given the ‘open to control’ nature of the two intervening 

variables (relational self-concept and Psychological Capital), it renders a significant tool in the hands of 

managers to control the outcomes of their employees. Moreover, controlling relational self-concept and 

psychological capital is much easier as compared to directly controlling justice perceptions. 

Conclusively, this study extends significant contributions to the organizational behavioral literature by 

identifying the intervening variables as well as their applications.  

 

Chapter Summary 

Organizational Justice is a pervasive concept as people spend so much time at work, have so 

many concerns at stake that it makes them sensitive to this information (Greenberg, 2004). The degree to 

which individuals recognize justice in the organization, has been associated with positive outputs such 

as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, performance and organizational citizenship behavior 

(Colquitt et al., 2001; Aryee et al., 2002; Erdogan & Liden, 2006). Moreover, Justice can also effect 

Self-Concept and Psychological Capital. For instance, if employees find that they have been devoid of 

procedural justice, they become defensive about their concerns and seek a group oriented self-concept. 

Similarly, if they receive an unfair and irregular performance appraisal, they experience a lower self-

efficacy. Such employees further lose hope if they are not allowed any autonomous decision making but 
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are rather subject to very strict commanding orders by their boss (Luthans, Youssef, et al, 2007; Rego et 

al, 2010). This study combines both these above mentioned evidences and builds on the Social 

Information Processing theory which purports that organizational justice may impact job outcomes 

through Self-Concept and Psychological Capital. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

From an extensive theoretical perspective, this research examines the organizational justice 

through the overarching theory of Social Information Processing. On a fine scale, it applies the Social 

Identity theory (SIT) to explicate the relationship between self-concept and work outcomes (SIT theory: 

Ashforth & Mael, 1989). It further uses the Conservation of resources (COR) theory to explain the effect 

of Psychological Capital on attitudes and behavior of employees (Hobfoll, 2002). In a way, this research 

follows the suggested integration of COR with social information processing theory to promote better 

understanding of employee work outcomes (Halbesleben et al, 2014). 

 

2.1. Organizational Justice 

Organizational Justice impacts important work-related outcomes such as job satisfaction, 

supervisor satisfaction, organizational commitment, employee affect, citizenship, counterproductive 

behaviors and job performance (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Adams, 

1965; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Cropanzano, Weiss, Suckow, & Grandey, 2000; 

Greenberg, 1990; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). It also allocates resources and highlights the related 

procedures (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Adam, 1965). Moreover, it makes employees 

experience equal opportunity by granting them voice and explanations. Organizational justice further 

ensures that employees receive all necessary information as well as respectful social interaction with 

superiors (Bies& Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1993).  

Researchers mostly agree upon three main aspects of justice, namely, Distributive, Procedural 

and Interactional Justice (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993). Each of the justice dimensions have unique 

capacities which make them give out symbolic messages that carry self-relevant implications. For 
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instance, procedural justice grants voice, respect and appreciation that helps improve self-regard (Koper, 

van Knippenberg, Bouhuijs, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1993; Shroth & Shah, 2000; De Cremer, 2002). Hence, 

if we were to observe a pattern for these three justice dimensions, we can safely say that distributive and 

procedural justice dimensions incorporate the instrumental and relational approaches which focus on 

distributive outcomes or social standing. The third dimension, Interactional justice promotes 

relationships pertinent to social exchange (Moorman, Blakely & Niehoff, 1998; Pilliai, Schriescheim, & 

Williams, 1999; van Knippenberg et al, 2007). These approaches are more focused on the self than 

competing research approaches of deontic justice which highlight internalized ethical principles (Turillo, 

Folger, Lavelle, Umphress, & Gee, 2002;  Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2005; Gillespie & 

Greenberg, 2005). 

Researchers searched for a temporal order for each of these justice dimensions by manipulating 

the order in which diverse types of information were offered to participants (Van den Bos, Vermunt, and 

Wilke, 1997). They found that the temporal order of data made no difference on subsequent employee 

attitude and behaviors. Hence, employees in an organizational context encounter justice information as 

and when it happens and react to it with work related outcomes (Lind, 2001).  

The differentiation amongst the three justice aspects hold true with varied effects across cultures 

(Greenberg, 1993; Colquitt et al, 2001; Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Kim and Leung, 2007; 

Ambrose and Schminke, 2009). Each of these dimensions differ in its relative ambiguity and facilitates a 

different interpretation and information (Avolio et al., 2004; Gardner et al., 2005). Interestingly, 

emerging research shows that distributive justice is associated with personal-referenced outcomes (e.g., 

pay satisfaction), procedural justice is inclined towards system-referenced outcomes (e.g., organizational 

commitment), and interactional justice leans towards dyadic-referenced outcomes such as citizenship 

behavior oriented towards one’s supervisor. Putting it differently, distributive and procedural justice, put 

together, refer to the operational allocation in organizations while interactional justice pertains to 
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interactive treatment meted by authority figures in the organization (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; 

Masterson et al., 2000; Bies, 2001; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 

2001). 

Overall, Distributive, Procedural and Interactional Fairness help people to derive information 

which may pertain to control, belonging, meaning and positive self-regard (Tyler & Blader, 2002; 

Brockner, Heuer, Magner, Folger, Umphress, van den Bos, et al., 2003; Fry, 2003; Fry, Vitucci, & 

Cedillo, 2005;  De Cremer & Blader, 2006; Folger & Salvador, 2008). Hence, on one hand, these may 

prime different levels of the self from an individualistic, relational or collectivistic standpoint (SIT 

theory: Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Pratt, 1998; Haslam, 2001). On the other hand, these may foster 

employees’ internal resources of hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy, so as to help them gauge 

their present as well as future self-oriented perceptions     (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978; Baker, 1998; 

Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Luthans et al., 2007;Goleman, 2001; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 

Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). As both these types of self-relevant information, namely 

self-concept and psychological capital are malleable and open to development, they might play a crucial 

role as interventions between organization justice and employee work related outcomes (Seligman & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 2000; Snyder, 2000; Luthans, 2002a, 2002b; Seligman, 2002; Snyder & Lopez, 2002; 

Luthans & Avolio, 2003). 

 

2.1.1. Distributive Justice  

Distributive justice discerns fairness in employee work outcomes (Adams, 1965; Homans, 1961). 

Employees gauge this justice dimension from a personal stance and compare their outputs (e.g., salary, 

benefits) with their inputs (e.g., experience, education). They even compare themselves with their co-

workers or organizational peers so as to assess their efforts (Wenzel, 2004). Fair and effective 
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distribution of outcomes may be gauged through three rules, namely: equity, equality and need. The 

equity rule contends that outputs should be distributed as a function of an employee’s inputs (e.g., past 

performance, experience) whereas the equality rule promotes that employees should receive the same or 

equal output, irrespective of their input.  Finally, the need rule supports that individuals should receive 

outputs founded on need (Leventhal, 1976; Conlon et al., 2004).  

Of all the three rules, Equity Theory has more often been used to explain distributive Justice. It 

describes that employees assess distributive justice, more through perception and less through 

objectivity. It therefore, makes employees gauge not only their outcome concerns, but also predictability 

of their outcomes (Skitka, 2003; Adams, 1965; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998;   Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 

1996). For instance, when employees receive predicted outcomes, they feel satisfied where as if they 

receive unfair outcomes, they either question the distribution rules or the enacting authorities of these 

rules.  

 

2.1.2. Procedural Justice 

Procedural Justice helps in understanding the basis of social behavior (Cropanzano et al., 1998; 

Van den Bos, Bruins, Wilke & Dronkert, 1999). Employees perceive procedural fairness when they have 

the information as well as opportunity to influence choices (Thibaut &Walker, 1975;   Korsgaard, 

Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Price, Lavelle, Henley, Cocchiara, & 

Buchanan, 2006).  

One of the most powerful theories to describe it is the relational model of authorities, based on 

the group value model (Lind & Tyler, 1992). People seek fairness for two reasons.  First, they wish to 

reap the rewards of fairness and second, they want to be considered as part of a group.  When employees 

enjoy a good relationship quality with their group, they achieve a feeling of self-worth at the individual 
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level while a sense of social identity at the collective level (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Lind & Tyler, 

1988; Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Lind, Tyler, & Huo, 1997; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & 

Ng, 2001; De Cremer et al., 2005). 

 

2.1.3. Interactional Justice 

Interactional justice pertains to the way that authority figures such as supervisors treat employees 

(e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986). For instance, if employee are treated with respect and dignity, this may not 

only result in beneficial consequences for the supervisor-subordinate relationship but also for the 

organization itself (Masterson et al., 2000; Byrne, 2005).  

Literature deals with Interactional Justice in multiple ways. Some researchers advocate 

interactional justice to be a sub-concept of procedural justice (Tyler & Bies, 1990; Konovsky & 

Cropanzano, 1991; Moorman, 1991; Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997) while others regard it as a 

distinctive justice construct (Barling & Phillips, 1993; Leung, Chiu, & Au, 1993; Skarlicki & Folger, 

1997; Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Bies, 2001). Another group of researchers interrelate interactional 

justice with procedural justice as they contend that one construct includes the fairness of formal 

arrangements and procedures in the organization whereas the other variable caters to their enactment.  

 

2.2. Organizational Outcomes 

Employees value Organizational justice due to some of its important work related outcomes such 

as satisfaction with one’s job and supervisor, organizational commitment, employee affect, citizenship, 

counterproductive behaviors and job performance (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Greenberg, 1990; 

Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000;  

Cropanzano, Weiss, Suckow, & Grandey, 2000).  
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2.2.1. Job satisfaction 

This construct draws substantial attention in the management writings and is described as ‘‘a 

pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job 

experience.’’(Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Locke, 1976, p. 1300). It comes in two aspects; 

global or overall satisfaction and satisfaction with some specific aspect of work such as organization, 

and working conditions, co-workers, career opportunities, supervisor (Locke, 1976; Cook, Hepworth, 

Wall, & Warr, 1983; Weiss, 2002; Schleicher, Watt, & Greguras, 2004; Hausknecht et al., 2008). This 

categorization is also labeled as externally and internally focused job satisfaction. Externally focused 

satisfaction reflects the general attitude of employees with their jobs, whereas internally focused 

satisfaction lets employee derive pleasure from working with colleagues in his or her work unit (Dineen 

et al., 2007). Job satisfaction has a positive emotional as well as attitudinal orientation (Spector, 1985; 

Igbaria, Parasuraman, & Badawy, 1994; Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969).  

 

2.2.2. Turnover Intentions 

Turnover intention is described as an employer’s resolve to quit his job and look for another job 

with a new employer. Several studies have observed positive and statistically significant associations 

between intentions to leave and actual leaving behavior (Hom et al., 1992; Griffeth et al., 2000; 

Schwepker, 2001; Van Breukelen et al., 2004).   

Employees leave an organization when they face threats to job and its related aspects (Arnold 

and Feldman, 1982; Baysinger and Mobley, 1983; Cotton and Tuttle, 1986). However, employee stick 

with their organization if they receive interventions related to job enrichment or representative job 

previews   (McEvoy and Cascio, 1985). 
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2.2.3. Job Performance 

Job performance has been broadly classified in to task and contextual aspects (Motowidlo and 

Van Scotter, 1997).Task or in-role job performance pertains to actions that are part of employees’ 

formal role obligations whereas the contextual performance consists of discretionary activities that are 

not usually prescribed. An employee delivers task performance when he/she contributes directly to the 

technical core of the organization’s process or indirectly supports it through the needed material or 

service (Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1997). The other aspect, contextual performance is directed 

towards the individuals or organizations. Both job or task and contextual performance or Organization 

Citizenship Behavior are important considerations as supervisors consider them when they gauge overall 

performance ratings of employees (Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 

1996).  

Literature cites that job and contextual performance have varied antecedents. For instance, job 

performance comes with self-efficacy, experience, job knowledge and ability whereas, contextual 

performance is a function of job satisfaction, trust in leaders, political skill and certain personality 

variables such as extraversion, conscientiousness and agreeableness (Williams and Anderson, 1991;   

Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996; Dirks and Ferrin, 2002; Chan and 

Schmitt, 2002; Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris and Hochwarter, 2008). 

  

2.2.4. Organizational Citizenship Behavior  

OCB has been a subject of interest in a number of researches, both with reference to employees 

and organizations (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Blakely et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2009). It contributes 

towards the effectiveness of an organization and goes above and beyond the formal role requirements 

(Organ, 1988; Smith et al., 1983). Employees display OCB when they help coworkers, volunteer for 
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extra duty, represent the organization at public events and resolve conflicts (Organ, 1990; Blakely et al., 

2005). Its documentation can be crucial for the functioning of an organization as its spells out job 

requirement that cannot be stated in advance (George and Brief, 1992).  

Researchers settle for the observation that OCB is a multidimensional variable (Organ, 1988; 

Graham, 1989; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Moorman and Blakely, 1995). Some scholars have suggested a 

four dimensional where as others have projected a two dimensional model of OCB (Graham, 1989; Van 

Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996).  The two dimensional OCB model incorporates focus on individuals and 

organizations, OCB-O and OCB-I. OCB-O specifically pertains to organizations and is focused on job 

dedication which includes self-motivation to work hard, take initiative and follow guidelines to support 

organizational objectives (Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996). OCB-I focuses on individuals and caters 

to interpersonal facilitation that includes cooperation, consideration and assistance to help coworkers 

deliver performance. The alternative four dimensional model of OCB spells out a more elaborate 

description than its two dimensional counterpart and includes helping others, taking initiative, showing 

diligence and loyalty. Employees help each other when they perform job duties, display personal 

industry and individual initiative when they perform tasks more than the job requirement. Lastly, loyalty 

implies that employees endorse their organizational vision to others (Moorman and Blakely, 1995).  

Organizational citizenship Behavior has been found to be associated with job satisfaction, 

perception of fairness and perceived organizational support (Smith et al., 1983; Bateman and Organ, 

1983; Williams and Anderson, 1991; Konovsky and Folger, 1991; Moorman, 1991; Organ and 

Moorman, 1993; Organ and Ryan, 1995; Aquino, 1995; Konovsky and Organ, 1996; Moorman et al., 

1998; Blakely et al., 2005; Blakely et al., 2005). Some of the dispositional variables that cast an impact 

on OCB include conscientiousness, positive affectivity (PA) and negative affectivity (Organ and Ryan, 

1995; Moorman and Blakely, 1995; Konovsky and Organ, 1996; Blakely et al., 2005).   
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2.5. Organizational Justice and Outcomes 

2.5.1. Distributive Justice and Work Outcomes 

Distributive justice is guided by self-interest and focuses on calculative evaluation of employees. 

Employees believe that if their organization is fair in its employment relationship, it will reward them 

with favorable distributions (Clay-Warner et al. 2005). They, therefore, feel satisfied with their job in 

general, and compensation and benefits, in particular (Austin and Walster, 1974; Folger and Konovsky, 

1989; Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993; Martin and Bennett 1996).  

When employees’ feel dissatisfied with distributive justice, they may display work withdrawal 

behaviors or increase their level of absenteeism (Hom, Griffeth and Sellaro 1984; Gellatly 1995; 

Hendrix, Robbins, Miller and Summers 1998; Mossholder et al., 1998; Fields, Pang and Chiu 2000; 

Cohen-Charash and Spector 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng 2001). Such dissatisfaction 

with distributive justice may creep in when employees compare their outputs when their inputs and 

detect an inequity in their employment relationship. As for its time frame, distributive justice is not just 

limited to the present moment but is also extended in to the future. For instance, a longitudinal study of 

salespersons found that employees quit their jobs when they either experienced unfavorable 

compensation in the short run or foresaw some inequitable distribution in the long run (Sager1991; 

Ambrose and Cropanzano, 2003).  

When employees perceive fair distribution of resources, it fosters trust and good faith which 

further leads to job performance (Mcfarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978; 

Adams, 1963, 1965). Distributive justice also makes employees perform citizenship behaviors which 

falls outside their formal role requirement (Adams, 1965; Organ, 1990). However, if the employees 

perceive unfairness in outcomes, they may still fulfill their job descriptions but lower their level of job 

performance, withhold any kind of OCB and even display retaliatory behavior, to adjust their input 
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portion (Williams 1999; Moorman 1991; Skarlicki and Folger 1997). This relationship has also found to 

be true in case of hotel employees who were more willing to perform citizenship activities when they 

perceived fair and equitable compensation by their organization (Hendrix et al., 1998; Moorman et al., 

1998; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Williams et al., 2002).  

Distributive justice has chiefly been explained by two main theories. From a Social Exchange 

standpoint, employees display citizenship behavior to pay back their organization while from the equity 

theory angle, employees compare their output with their input. Resultantly, if employees feel well 

compensated, they step beyond formal job obligations and display volunteer behaviors (Blau, 1964; 

Adams, 1965).  This research applies the stand point of SIP which presumes that individuals adapt their 

attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs according to their social environment (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). 

Resultantly, it studies the social environment surrounding the individual behavior and hence, provides a 

framework to understand the individual behavior (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978).  

In accordance with the core premises of social information processing theory, employees observe 

their work environment and pick up the appropriate behavioral patterns so as to adjust themselves 

(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). As Organizational justice dictates organizational imperatives and shapes up 

the work environment, it thus serves as the contextual factor which fosters introspection through a focus 

on self-relevant variables and eventually lead to work related outcomes (Smith and De Coster, 2000; 

Strack and Deutsch, 2004; Bies, 2001; Blader and Tyler, 2005; Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978; Camac, 

1992; Thompson, 1995; De Dreu & Boles, 1998; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2002; De Dreu, 2007; De Dreu, 

Beersma, Stroebe, & Euwema, 2006). We may thus hypothesize the following: 

H1 (a): Distributive Justice is negatively associated with Turnover Intentions. 

H1 (b): Distributive Justice is positively linked to Job performance. 

H1 (c): Distributive Justice is positively linked to Job satisfaction. 

H1 (d): Distributive Justice is positively linked to OCB-O. 
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H1 (e): Distributive Justice is positively linked to OCB-I. 

 

2.5.2. Procedural Justice and Work outcomes 

Procedural justice conveys a sense of control in the environment and leads to a decline in 

absenteeism, turnover intentions but an increase in job performance (Cobb et al., 1995b; Greenberg, 

1990; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). As long as employees receive procedural fairness, 

they are less likely to exhibit counterproductive reactions and may even ignore rewards which do not 

meet expectations (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Compared to distributive justice, Procedural justice has 

been associated with more variance in management evaluations, greater commitment to the organization, 

job satisfaction, pay raise satisfaction and perceived conflict (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; Folger & 

Konovsky, 1989; Ball et al., 1994; Williams, 1999; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, 

Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Tekleab, Bartol, and Liu 2005). However, when it comes to turnover 

intentions, Procedural justice is a better predictor than interactional justice (Masterson et al., 2000). 

When employees experience procedural fairness from organizational authorities, namely, their 

supervisors, it makes them feel a part of their organization. They therefore, perceive their employment 

relationship as less of an economic exchange and more of a social exchange which makes them go 

above and beyond the call of duty to exhibit extra-role behavior (Organ 1990; Blau, 1964). Hence, 

procedural fairness may inspire both in-role and extra role job performance (Alexander & Ruderman, 

1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Williams, 1999; Bulent, 2000; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 

Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; Moorman & Byrne, 

2005). In-role job performance pertains to job related duties while extra role refers to additional efforts 

made by employees in course of their work outcomes, most commonly termed as citizenship behaviors 

(Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCB behaviors are comparatively more discretionary and therefore, less 
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attached to formal rewards than task behaviors. Employees can either enact these behaviors on a 

proactive (e.g., offering assistance to a coworker) or reactive basis (e.g., responding to a request for 

assistance) (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Finally, it has been observed that procedural justice directs 

citizenship behavior beneficial to the organization (OCBO) while interactional justice guides citizenship 

behaviors beneficial to the supervisor (OCBS) (Malatesta & Byrne, 1997; Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000; 

Masterson et al., 2000).   

Social information processing approach promotes that each new social encounter brings in 

several stepwise mental mechanisms which process this social information (Crick & Dodge, 1994, 1986, 

2006). An external social cue activates these mental mechanisms which are then translated in to a 

behavioral response. The step wise process of mental mechanism includes that social cues may first be 

encoded, interpreted, clarified through goals, and then ultimately constructed in terms of response and 

decision (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Each step contributes towards the next step. For instance, as soon as an 

individual receives social cues, he/she interprets context of the situation.  The individual then looks up 

previous responses to the situation from his/her database supported by long term memory, evaluates 

them and finally, comes up with a response to the situation (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Hence the following 

may be hypothesized: 

H2 (a): Procedural Justice is negatively related to Turnover Intentions. 

H2 (b): Procedural Justice is positively related to Job performance. 

H2 (c): Procedural Justice is positively related to Job satisfaction. 

H2 (d): Procedural Justice is positively related to OCB-O. 

H2 (e): Procedural Justice is positively related to OCB-I. 
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2.5.3. Interactional Justice and Work outcomes 

If employees are treated well by their supervisors, they may decrease their turnover intentions 

and absence while increase their group esteem, affective commitment, display trust and job satisfaction 

(Gellatly, 1995; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Barling & Phillips, 1993; Colquitt et al., 2001). 

Literature cites that Interactional justice is more predictive of OCB than distributive and procedural 

justice dimensions. This justice dimension incorporates two components, namely, interpersonal 

sensitivity and appropriate information sharing (Colquitt, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Moorman, 

1991). Interpersonal sensitivity component relates to the treatment that an employee receives within an 

organization (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Colquitt et al., 2001). The other 

aspect, information sharing component, gives justifications for certain business decisions and explains 

the procedural decisions when they are either framed or executed (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1990b). 

A good relationship with one’s supervisor that involves information sharing and feedback, 

respectful treatment may help in successful job performance (S, Williams, 1999; Cohen-Charash & 

Spector, 2001). As this aspect of justice make employees feel secure about their environment, they, 

therefore, trust their supervisors and reciprocate with extra role behaviors, OCB (Moorman, 1991; 

Masterson et al., 2000; Mayer and Gavin, 2005). Hence, we may hypothesize the following: 

H3 (a): Interactional Justice is negatively linked with Turnover Intentions. 

H3 (b): Interactional Justice is positively associated with Job performance. 

H3 (c): Interactional Justice is positively associated with Job satisfaction. 

H3 (d): Interactional Justice is positively associated with OCB-O. 

H3 (e): Interactional Justice is positively associated with OCB-I. 
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2.6. Self-Concept 

The self-concept is a complex construct that stores all knowledge pertinent to the self, such as 

qualities, social characteristics and objectives (Markus & Wurf, 1987; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Lord & 

Brown, 2004). It is an extensive autobiographical knowledge structure that organizes memory, combines 

information with meaning and is important for regulating both cognition and behavior (Markus, 1977; 

Higgins, 1996; Kunda, 1999; Oyserman, 2001; Lord and Brown, 2004). Thus the self-concept embodies 

knowledge related to cognition, personality, and social psychology (Kihlstrom and Klein, 1994). 

Although it is like a storehouse that holds all self-related knowledge, yet it is not possible to access all of 

this information at one time. Instead, different working self-concepts may be activated through unique 

sources at varied periods (Markus and Kunda, 1986; Markus and Wurf, 1987).  

Research on self-concept has traditionally defined it as a dichotomous taxonomy of individual 

and collective (independent and interdependent) aspects (Brockner, Chen, Mannix, Leung, & Skarlicki, 

2000; Paul, Costley, Howell, Dorfman, & Trafimow, 2001; Holmvall & Bobocel, 2004; Brockner et al., 

2005). However, recent theory has proposed three levels of the self-concept, namely, the individual, 

relational, and collective levels (e.g., Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Lord et al., 1999). The individual level 

views the self as separate from others, the relational level defines association through relationships, 

while the collective self-concept incorporates membership in large collections (Lord, Brown, & 

Freiberg, 1999; Kuhnen & Oyserman, 2002; Gelf and Smith, Raver, & Nishii, 2006; Brewer & Chen, 

2007).  

The individual self-concept incorporates a strong need for autonomy and a weak desire to 

establish relationships with other employees (Hui & Villareal, 1989; Heine, Lehman, Markus, & 

Kitayama, 1999; Yuki, 2003). Individuals with a relational self-concept have a robust desire to uphold 

relationships, join in activities enjoyed by their relationship partners, and hence, achieve satisfaction 
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through helping important others (Kashima & Hardie, 2000). Lastly, individuals with a collective self-

concept orientation seek more conformity and less uniqueness, so may join groups similar to other 

members (Bond & Smith, 1996; Yamaguchi, Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995).  

Some of the observed precursors of self-concept are environmental stimuli, such as an 

organization’s culture or its leaders. For instance, transformational leaders can influence the self-concept 

of followers and change it from being an individual to a collective self-concept (Shamir, House, & 

Arthur, 1993; Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998; Lord et al., 1999; Brown, 2000).  

 

2.7. Organizational Justice and Self-Concept 

Scholars have proposed that organizational justice has a social basis and provides a framework 

for evaluating social situations. Hence, it not only influences the feelings, thoughts and actions of 

individuals but also molds attitude towards institutional authorities, group cooperation and social 

identification (Tyler & Smith, 1997; Pratt, 1998; Tyler, 1999; van den Bos & Lind, 2002).  

Previous studies of organizational justice have demonstrated that perceived impartiality of 

rewards, organizational processes and interpersonal treatment are associated with individual attitudes 

and behaviors (Aryee et al., 2002; Moon et al., 2008; Holtz & Harold, 2009). However, researchers in 

recent times, have stressed upon the importance of utilizing knowledge of the self-concept to the 

organizational justice literature (Skitka, 2003; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Lord & Brown, 2004; Brockner, 

De Cremer, van den Bos, & Chen, 2005; De Cremer & Tyler, 2005; Johnson, 2005). This phenomenon 

could be described through the Social Information Processing theory which holds that individuals are 

active perceivers whose interpretations depend upon their embedded social contexts. Hence, justice-

related processes may be taken as a social framework which highlights varied aspects of the self-concept 
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(e.g., Lord, Brown, & Freiberg, 1999; Selenta, Lord, & Brown, 2004). Each of these self-concepts, 

namely, individual, relational and collective, may, in turn, lead to unique inspirations and attitudes 

(Holmvall and Bobocel, 2008; Fehr and Gelfand, 2010; Johnson and Saboe, 2011).  

Literature has promoted links between specific justice dimensions and self-concepts, such as 

distributive justice and individual self-concept, procedural justice and collective self-concept as well as 

interactional justice and relational self-concept (Johnson et al., 2006). Each of these links is explained as 

follows: 

 

2.7.1. Distributive Justice and the Individual Self-concept  

Distributive justice focuses on a personal referenced outcome and highlights a comparison of 

input and output ratios (Adams, 1965). An employee perceives distributive justice when his/her 

contributions and rewards are matched to that of the colleagues or significant others. This tendency to 

contrast leads to an individualistic self-concept which highlights social contrasts and focuses on salient 

attributes, such as compensation, titles, or even the size and location of one’s office (Stapel & Koomen, 

2001). Hence distributive justice with a focus on organizational rewards will lead to individual self-

concept which has a strong requirement for independence and weak demand to form relationships.  

Social Identity theory explains the linkage between self-concept and work related outcomes. SIT 

posits that people look for similar characteristics in other people. For instance, if an employee finds that 

he/she shares something in common with another colleague, may it be gender or religious affiliation, 

he/she may identify with that person (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel and Turner, 1985; Turner, 1975, 1984). 

Research describes that this sense of identification would help the individual define himself/herself not 

only as an individual but also as an associate of social group, i.e., as  “we” rather than “I” (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986; Ttimer, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987; Hogg, 2003). Hence identification at 
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the social level serves three main purposes. First, it categorizes individuals on some mutually agreed 

basis as they tend to share a common fate or meaning (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  Second, it redefines 

them and lends them an identification (Olkkonen and Lipponen, 2006). Third, it helps them to strive 

towards a common goal or target (Turner et al., 1987).  

When employees categorize themselves on some basis and define their identities, it may have a 

cognitive, affective, evaluative and conative component. For instance, its cognitive component may 

associate them with the organization on a mental level, affective part may connect them on an emotional 

level, evaluative component may link with a positive or negative value while a conative constituent may 

highlight identification with the organization (van Dick, 2001; van Dick & Wagner, 2002; van Dick, 

Wagner, & Lemmer, 2004; van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher, & Christ, 2004; van Dick, Hirst, Grojean, & 

Wieseke, 2007). As employees discover deeper commonalities with their organization, they may 

develop a stronger sense of identification and therefore, better affiliation at each of the cognitive, 

affective, evaluative and conative levels (Chreim, 2002). We may thus hypothesize the following: 

H4: Distributive Justice is positively related to an Individual Self Concept. 

 

2.7.2. Interactional justice and Relational Self-Concept  

Perceptions of interactional justice are a function of the value of interpersonal treatment (such as 

deference and esteem) that individuals get from authority figures such as supervisors (Bies, 2001). In 

fact, it has been noticed that employees are not only sensitive to the worth of their own treatment but are 

also observant about the treatment meted out to their colleagues. It means that they are not only 

adversely effected by their own experience of mistreatment but also influenced by witnessing the bad 

treatment received by significant others (Bies & Tripp, 2001; Turillo, Folger, Lavelle, Umphress, & 

Gee, 2002). Hence, when employees encounter interactional justice they experience a sense of shared 
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trust or encouragement from immediate supervisors or peers which leads to a relational self-concept. 

Research suggests that relational self-concept is formed when a person interacts in a personalized way, 

takes care of both the needs as well as standpoint of another person (Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 

1991; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Brickson & Brewer, 2001). This particular self-concept helps define 

employees in terms of detailed role relationships with coworkers in the work environment (Sluss & 

Ashforth, 2007; Johnson et al., 2006; Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), reduce uncertainty related to the self 

and broadens ones’ repertoire of identities to include relationships (Aron & McLaughlin- Volpe, 2001). 

Hence, a positive treatment from supervisor imbibes employees with a sense of belongingness and helps 

them form interpersonal connections (Cheney, 1983, and Pratt, 1998). Thus we may hypothesize the 

following:  

H5: Interactional Justice is positively related to formation of a Relational Self Concept 

 

2.7.3. Procedural Justice and Collective Self-Concept 

Procedural justice is mostly explained through instrumental as well as non-instrumental 

approaches. The instrumental approach focus on outcomes whereas the non-instrumental theories use 

symbolic and informational consequences (Lane, 1988; Lind and Tyler, 1988).  

One such non instrumental model is the group engagement model which highlights that when 

employees seek membership in a group, they evaluate the fairness of their group procedures. Such 

employees also gauge the status of their groups and if they find them to be of a high status and even 

enjoy high personal standing within it, they merge their sense of self with the group and cultivate a 

collective self-concept. A collective self-concept makes employees regard their immediate self-interest 

less favorably than their collective self-interest and thus makes them act co-operatively by devoting their 

time and energy towards the working of the group (De Cremer, 2002; Tyler & Blader, 2003). Hence 
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Procedural fairness attaches employees to groups and organizations as it incorporates group policies, 

procedures and thus imbibes a collective self-concept orientation (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Folger & 

Konovsky, 1989;; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Masterson et al., 2000; Johnson et al., 2006).  

Given that both instrumental and non-instrumental approaches are valid explanations for the 

application of procedural justice, we take a non-instrumental stance and promote the symbolic 

interactionism perspective of procedural justice. We thus hypothesize that when employees are satisfied 

with the procedures enacted in their organization, they feel involved and like to consider themselves as 

affiliates of the work group, such that the following may be proposed: 

H6: Procedural Justice positively relates to a Collective Self Concept 

 

2.8. Self-concepts and Outcomes 

Self-concept is a key construct in social science research and predicts important sequential 

behaviors within children, adolescents and adults in a number of contexts such as education and sports 

(Zeleke, 2004; Chanal et al., 2005; Simpkins and Davis-Kean, 2005; Chanal et al., 2005 Bornholt and 

Piccolo, 2005; Egbochuku and Obiunu, 2006). Studies in education report that peer counseling improved 

self-concepts of adolescent students while in sports, the self-concept of elite athletes contributed to their 

swimming feat (Marsh and Perry, 2005; Egbochuku and Obiunu, 2006). Research has further reported 

that positive self-concept and internal locus of control causes an improvement in children suffering from 

asthma (Burkhart and Rayens, 2005).  

Extant studies in Organization Behavior prove that self-concepts shape employees preferences 

for exchange (Flynn, 2005), choice of organization targets such as workgroups, co-workers (Cooper and 

Thatcher, 2010), reactions to injustice, comparison of  social processes, perception about leaders and 

even aesthetic inclinations (Cross et al, 2003; Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De Cremer and 
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Hogg, 2004; Gore and Cross, 2006; Johnson et al, 2006; Zhang, Feick and Price, 2006;  Guimond et al, 

2007; Holmvall and Bobocel, 2008). Hence self-concepts, in general, lead to important work related 

outcomes.  

Self-Concepts in particular, namely, the individual, relational and collective self-concepts either 

contradict or complement each other and cause differential outcomes (e.g. Cooper and Thatcher, 2010; 

Sluss et al., 2011). For example, studies have shown that employees with individual self-concepts place 

strong stress on individualistic ways of working and attach less importance to team work (Ybarra and 

Trafimow, 1998). Such employees may only choose to engage in volunteer behavior when they fear for 

their survival. For instance, these employees may display both OCB-O and OCB-I for the sake of their 

performance appraisal, image building or promotion (Hui, Lam, & Law, 2000). Employees with an 

individual self-concept or unique identity may also have an effect on job and life satisfaction as it is 

dependent upon their individual evaluation (Stamps, 1997; Judge et al., 1998).  

Employees with a collective self-concept may also display important employee work related 

outcomes but for some different reasons. For instance, employees with such self-concept may share 

organizational concerns, appreciate procedurally just organizational policies and merge their identities 

with that of their organization. They may thus display an advanced level of job satisfaction, effective 

inter-group relations and lesser level of turnover plans (Abrams, Ando, & Hinkle, 1998; Van 

Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000; Van Knippenberg and Sleebos, 2001; Richter, West, Van Dick, & 

Dawson, 2006). An external threat or a transformational leader may rekindle their collective identity and 

make them display in-role or an extra role act (Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler and Blader, 2001; Sherif & 

Sherif, 1953; Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, & Chen, 2005; Lambert, 2000; Moorman, Blakely, & 

Niehoff, 1998; Turnley, Bolino, Lester, & Bloodgood, 2003; Johnson et al., 2006). 

The association between the various self-concepts and employee outcomes are not just limited to 

some specific parts of the world but are rather extended to numerous countries. For instance, some of the 



52 

 

individual and relational self-concepts have been reported with outcomes of knowledge sharing in 

Germany, employee commitment in the United Kingdom, and apparel consumption in the US and 

Taiwan (Kimmerle et al., 2008; Thomas and Peters, 2009; McGuire and McLaren, 2009; Wu and Chan, 

2011).Hence, the following hypotheses may be proposed: 

H7 (a): Individual Self Concept is positively related to Job satisfaction 

H7 (b): Individual Self Concept is positively related to job outcomes Job Performance 

H7(c): Individual Self Concept is positively related to OCBO 

H7 (d): Individual Self Concept is positively related to OCBI 

H7 (e): Individual Self Concept is negatively related to turnover intentions 

H8 (a): Relational Self Concept is positively related to Job satisfaction 

H8 (b): Relational Self Concept is positively related to Job Performance 

H8 (c): Relational Self Concept is positively related to OCBO  

H8 (d): Relational Self Concept is positively related to OCBI 

H8 (e): Relational Self Concept is negatively related to turnover intentions 

H9 (a): Collective Self Concept is positively related to Job satisfaction 

H9 (b): Collective Self Concept is positively related to Job Performance 

H9 (c): Collective Self Concept is positively related to OCBO  

H9 (d): Collective Self Concept is positively related to OCBI 

H9 (e): Collective Self Concept is negatively related to turnover intentions 

 

2.9. Organizational Justice and Job Outcomes: Mediation of Self-Concepts 

The Individual, Relational and Collective self-concepts may mediate between distributive, 

interactional and relational justice on account of three main reasons. First, the self-concept is not a fixed 
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unit but rather a vibrant configuration that gets shaped up by the social surroundings (Kihlstrom & 

Cantor, 1984; Markus & Nurius, 1986; Higgins, 1987; Linville, 1987). For instance, organizational 

justice or a transformational leader may be a cause of variation in each of the self-concepts. Second, 

different self-concepts namely, individual, relational and collective dimensions can differentially effect 

processes and outcomes (e.g. Cooper and Thatcher, 2010; Sluss et al., 2011). Lastly, practitioners may 

target a specific self-concept to achieve a distinct outcome. For instance, relational self-concept may be 

stimulated by emphasizing similarities between team members or an individual self-concept may be 

activated by emphasizing uniqueness of individuals (Edmondson and Roloff, 2009). Hence, these 

mediation hypotheses may be given as follows: 

H10 (a): Individual Self Concept mediates between Distributive Justice and Job satisfaction 

H10 (b): Individual Self Concept mediates between Distributive Justice and Job Performance 

H10 (c): Individual Self Concept mediates between Distributive Justice and OCBO 

H10 (d): Individual Self Concept mediates between Distributive Justice and OCBI 

H10 (e): Individual Self Concept mediates between Distributive Justice and Turnover Intentions 

H11 (a): Relational Self Concept mediates between Interactional Justice and Job satisfaction 

H 11(b): Relational Self Concept mediates between Interactional Justice and Job Performance 

H11 (c): Relational Self Concept mediates between Interactional Justice and OCBO 

H11 (d): Relational Self Concept mediates between Interactional Justice and OCBI 

H11 (e): Relational Self Concept mediates between Interactional Justice and Turnover Intentions 

H12 (a): Collective Self Concept mediates between Procedural Justice and Job satisfaction 

H 12(b): Collective Self Concept mediates between Procedural Justice and Job Performance 

H12 (c): Collective Self Concept mediates between Procedural Justice and OCBO 

H12 (d): Collective Self Concept mediates between Procedural Justice and OCBI 

H12 (e): Collective Self Concept mediates between Procedural Justice and Turnover Intentions 
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2.10. Psychological Capital 

It is a second order, multidimensional construct containing hope, efficacy, resilience, and 

optimism i.e., the HERO within (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). It has been recognized as a ‘state-

like’ construct in the positive psychology literature, where in, its component Hope signifies the belief 

that individuals can realize goals. The second aspect, Efficacy is the belief in one’s own abilities to 

effectively complete tasks. A third factor, Resilience reflects the capability to cope and rebound from 

adversity and the last dimension, Optimism is linked to making positive prospects for future events. 

Taken together, these four psychological resources reflect that individuals will not only appraise events 

positively but also protect against workplace stressors (Luthans & Jensen, 2005). Moreover, 

Psychological Capital also helps employees stay motivated in their efforts to succeed (Luthans, Avolio, 

Avey, & Norman, 2007). 

Organization Behavior literature positions Psychological Capital as malleable, relatively constant 

across time and open to development. It is separated from steady traits such as intelligence, relatively 

unwavering traits and characteristics such as the Big Five personality traits, Core Self Evaluations, pure 

states such as moods and emotions (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Schmidt &Hunter, 2000; Judge & Bono, 

2001; Luthans, Avolio, Avey et al, 2007; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, et al, 2010; Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & 

Peterson, 2010). 

Social Psychologists believe that the psychological reserves within the construct of 

Psychological Capital should be studied collectively, as these do not act in seclusion but back up  each 

other through a shared process which helps them cope with stressful situations (Fredrickson, 2001; 

Youssef & Luthans, 2007; Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007; Hobfoll, 2002). Psychological Capital, as a 

central construct with shared variance of each of the four components, has been found to predict 
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performance and satisfaction, better than any of its individual constituents (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2005, 

2007). 

Studies have found some of the antecedents of Psychological capital as authentic leadership, 

transformational leadership and a fair organizational climate (Clapp-Smith et al., 2009; Gooty et al., 

2009). Organizational climate is marked by a lack of rigidity, reflexivity, effort and clarification of 

organizational goals (Patterson, 2005). Such antecedents inspire employees with extraordinary levels of 

Psychological Capital as they make the work environment both meaningful and valuable (Liao and 

Chuang, 2007).  

2.11. Organizational Justice and Psychological Capital 

Organizational justice has rarely been linked with self-relevant cognitions. The little that has 

been observed in this context is that unfair practices create situational cues and therefore, are prone to 

activate traits (Tett & Gutterman, 2000).  However, limited studies have observed the impact of 

organizational justice on state-like positive psychological resource capacities (e.g., efficacy, hope, 

optimism, and resilience) which are relatively malleable and exposed to development (Luthans, Youssef, 

and colleagues 2007a).   

From a social information processing perspective, Organizational Justice which incorporates 

instrumental and relational approaches, may be taken as a contextual factor which promotes social 

exchange, material gain or symbolic messages about self-relevant implications in the shape of cognition, 

affect and behavior (Thibaut and Walker 1975).  These self-relevant effects may either be in the form of 

self-worth or social standing which might lead to a change in Psychological Capital or Self-Concept 

(Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005).   



56 

 

Organizational Justice may be an important precursor of Psychological Capital for a number of 

reasons. First, Psychological capital is activated when employees perceive support from colleagues 

through a supportive organizational climate that has transparent distributive, procedural or interactional 

policies (Gibbs and Cooper, 2011). Second, Psychological capital has proven to be flexible, open-to-

development and an individual difference variable, so could be enhanced by interventions (Luthans, 

Avey, & Patera, 2008; Luthans, Avey, et al., 2010). Hence, it may be used with organizational justice to 

effect work outcomes. Third, it is a motivating mechanism that is useful in clarifying employee attitudes, 

behaviors and performance (Luthans et al, 2008).   

COR theory, one of the highly quoted theories in Organization Behavior literature, explains the 

association between Psychological capital and work outcomes (COR; Hobfoll, 1989). It is based on the 

precept that individuals have a motivation to conserve their current resources and acquire new resources. 

Resources are linked with the personal experiences and situations of individuals and could be all those 

objects, states, conditions, that people value (Hobfoll, 1988). For instance, based on experience, one 

person may value time spent with family as a valuable resource while another person who has suffered 

an abusive relationship, may perceive it as a threat to his/her self-esteem.  

The conservation of resources theory promotes two basic tenets. The first one gives priority to 

resource loss while the second one, renders importance to resource investment. The first tenet highlights 

that loss of resources causes more of a psychological harm, than their subsequent gain. COR theory 

establishes the supremacy of Loss salience and recommends that losses will stand out from similarly 

valued gains (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Thoits, 1983; Taylor, 1991; Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999; 

Stein & Cropanzano, 2011). For instance, if an employee loses or gains his/her pay, the harmfulness of 

the loss will stand out from the helpfulness of the gain.  

Research has mostly associated loss of resources with experience of burnout, depression and 

physiological outcomes (Kessler, Turner, & House, 1988; Shirom, 1989; DeVente, Olff, Van 
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Amsterdam, Kamphuis, & Emmelkamp, 2003; Melamed, Shirom, Toker, Berliner, & Shapira, 2006).  

This observation supports the assertion that employees will avoid loss of resources due to its negative 

effect. For instance, employees who suffer from abusive supervision, feel strain, so avoid any interaction 

with the supervisor so as to avoid any further loss of resources (Whitman, Halbesleben, & Holmes, 

2014).  

The second principle of resource investment promotes that people invest resources for three main 

reasons. First, they wish to protect loss of resources, second they want to recover from loss and third, 

they desire to gain resources (Hobfoll, 2001a). Thus employees cope through an investment in resources 

so as to avoid resource losses in future (Vinokur & Schul, 2002; Ito & Brotheridge, 2003). 

COR theory is not just limited to the experience of stress and strain, but also explains the link 

between resource losses and job satisfaction, job performance and offensive relationship between 

colleagues (Hochwarter, Laird, & Brouer, 2008; Wheeler, Halbesleben, & Whitman, 2013).  For 

example, it was observed that if employees experience emotional exhaustion, they would withhold task 

performance but continue making an investment in contextual performance, directed towards supervisor 

and coworkers (Halbesleben and Bowler, 2007). It is expected that employees hope for reciprocity but 

wish to slow down resource loss, hence, get discouraged by emotional exhaustion yet continue to 

display some form of organization citizenship behavior.   

Resource investments is a complicated process that is influenced by several psychological 

effects. Individuals who gain resources might have a better chance to acquire or invest additional 

resources (Hobfoll, 1998, 2001a). Hence this theory promotes a resource spiral gain as well as resource 

spiral loss as both stem from investment in resources. In short, COR theory promotes that when 

individuals value resources such as objects, states, conditions, they protect as well as acquire these to 

survive in organizations. 
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2.11.1. Distributive Justice and Psychological Capital 

Distributive justice theories in general, and equity theory in particular, focus on the fairness of 

outcomes distributed by the organization, such as pay and promotions (Adams, 1965). If employees 

receive favorable outcomes from a distributive perspective, it increases their self-efficacy and improves 

their view of organization, thus leading to a change in their Psychological Capital (Bell and Staw, 1989; 

Bandura, 1989; Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). Distributive justice may thus target some of the 

individual factors that are more malleable, such as Psychological capital, than personality traits 

(Homans, 1961; Adams, 1965; Walster et al., 1978; Brockner et al., 1985, 1986; Barclayetal, 2005).  

H13: Distributive Justice is positively associated with employee’s Psychological Capital.   

 

2.11.2. Procedural Justice and Psychological Capital 

People use Procedural Justice as a critical connection between themselves and the social setting 

in more than one ways. First, procedural justice acts as an informational basis, reduces self-uncertainty 

and updates about social standing, i.e., employees’ respect and value in the organization (Sedikides & 

Strube, 1997; McGregor, Zanna, Holmes, & Spencer, 2001; Sedikides & Gregg, 2003). It thus informs 

employees not only about a global assessment of their own worth (Baumeister, 1998) but also updates 

them about the subjective evaluation of others through opinions, attitudes and approvals. Second, 

procedural justice grants voice to employees which helps promote their self-validation and improve their 

self-worth (Koper, van Knippenberg, Bouhuijs, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1993; Koper et al., 1993; Tyler et 

al., 1996; Sedikides & Strube, 1997; Tyler & Smith, 1998; Shroth & Shah, 2000; McGregor, Zanna, 

Holmes, & Spencer, 2001; De Cremer, 2002; Sedikides & Gregg, 2003). Hence employees in a 

procedurally just organization are more likely to hold control than their counterparts in a distributive fair 

organization (Moon, et al 2008). 
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One of the most prominent theories to describe Procedural Justice is the Group Value model, 

which contends that if people are treated with respect, it enhances self-esteem at the individual level and 

grants value at the group level (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1994; Tyler &Degoey, 1996). Hence, 

Procedural Justice may help alter one’s confidence, self-image and thus lead to a variation in ones’ 

Psychological Capital, as hypothesized below: 

H14: Procedural Justice is positively related to an employee’s Psychological Capital 

 

2.11.3. Interactional Justice and Psychological Capital 

Interactional Justice refers to an enactment of fair procedures and structures within the 

organization (Bies, 2001, 2005). This dimension along with Procedural Justice, offers a more inward 

focus than distributive justice (Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990; Lind & Tyler, 1988).  Supervisors may 

promote interactional justice through both formal as well as informal ways.  They may offer 

interpersonal appraisals, formal training programs, mentoring and coaching through a combination of 

indirect experiences, social encouragement, positive feedback, group support, reverence and trust. These 

approaches may in turn help employees develop a can-do- attitude or undergo a psychological arousal 

that would promote positive cognition, emotion and self-efficacy of employees (Fredrickson, 2001, 

2003b; Leary, 2012; Wallace and Tice, 2012). Hence we may propose the following: 

H15: Interactional Justice is positively related to an employees’ Psychological Capital 

 

2.12. Psychological Capital and Work Outcomes 

The core constructs of Psychological Capital, namely, hope, optimism, resilience, and self-

efficacy have been categorized as psychological and personal means (Avey, Luthans, & Jensen, 2009; 

Bandura, 1997; Hobfoll, 2001). These resources help employees gain strength, remain engaged and 
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absorbed with goal attainment activities (Hobfoll, 2002). Positive dimensions of psychological capital 

have been associated with perceived employee empowerment, retention, small levels of stress 

symptoms, unconventional job search behaviors, reduced levels of involuntary and voluntary 

absenteeism, diminished levels of deviant behavior and cynicism,  increased levels of positively 

expressed emotion, engagement, organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Luthans & Jensen 

2005; Larson & Luthans 2006; Avey et al., 2006;  Luthans et al. 2007a; Avey et al., 2008a;  Avey et al., 

2009).  

Latest research has explored a new interest in positive psychology which has led  scholars to 

focus  on the association between Psychological Capital and job performance (Gooty et al., 2009; 

Luthans, Avolio et al., 2007; Luthans, et al, 2008; Peterson, et al., 2011). Several studies suggest a 

moderate to strong positive linkage between Psychological Capital and in-role employee performance. 

This relationship can be explained by two theories, namely, the Conservation of Resources Theory 

(COR) and self-regulation theory. On one hand, COR suggests that individuals who have better 

psychological resources, such as hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy, enable employees to 

counter, replenish obstacles and perform better at work   (Avey, Wersing, & Luthans, 2008; Gooty et al, 

2009; Luthans et al., 2010; Hobfoll, 2011). On the other hand, Self-regulation theory promotes that 

individuals with strong Psychological Capital are known to retain the cognitive capability of self-

regulation which gives them the initiative, energy and self-discipline required to reach their goals 

(Luthans & Youssef, 2007; Bandura, 1997). Hence, may it be COR or the Self-Regulation theory, both 

suggest that employees with an advanced degree of psychological capital, not only perform well but are 

also proactive in their search for growth, imagination and variability in their jobs (Luthans et al., 2007). 

Additionally, Psychological Capital also help employees engage in discretionary behaviors such 

as assistance, sportsmanship, resourcefulness, faithfulness, submission, civic virtue and self-



61 

 

development, unrelated to the formal organizational reward system. (Organ & Near, 1985; Luthans et 

al., 2007; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Employees help coworkers and the organization for the sake 

of an optimistic future. For instance, they may stay late to help a coworker or support a new comer to the 

organization, attend organizational events at their discretion or do volunteer effort in the society so as to  

promote the effective operation of their organization (Organ, 1988; Lee and Allen, 2002). Hence, 

Psychological Capital has been conceptually associated with work results such as job performance and 

extra role behaviors (e.g., Luthans, 2002a, 2002b; Wright, 2003; Luthans & Jensen 2005, Larson & 

Luthans 2006, Luthans et al. 2007a; Sweetman, Luthans, Avey, & Luthans, 2010). Thus consistent with 

previous research, I propose that psychological capital will negatively impact turnover Intentions and 

positively effect in-role employee performance, job satisfaction,  OCBO and OCBI, such that the 

following may be proposed: 

H16 (a): There is a negative relationship between psychological capital and turnover intentions.  

H16 (b): There is a positive association between Psychological capital and in-role job performance.  

H16 (c): There is a positive association between Psychological capital and job satisfaction.  

H16 (d): There is a positive association between Psychological capital and OCBO.  

H16 (e): There is a positive association between Psychological capital and OCBI.  

 

2.13. Organizational Justice and Psychological Capital: Mediating Role  

Luthans, Norman, et al. (2008) found that Psychological Capital fully mediated the association 

between supportive organizational climate and work performance. Taking cue from the Conservation of 

Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1988; 1989), this study has chosen psychological capital as a mediating 
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variable between Organizational justice and work outcomes.  It proposes the mediation of Psychological 

capital for four main reasons. First, psychological capital has been established to effect a number of 

variables like job satisfaction (Larson and Luthans, 2006; Luthans, Norman, Avolio and Avey, 2008), 

absenteeism (e.g. Avey, Patera and West, 2006), employee welfare (e.g. Avey, Luthans, Smith and 

Palmer, 2010), employee performance (e.g. Combs, Clapp-Smith and Nadkarni, 2010; Luthans et al., 

2008) and organizational commitment (Larson and Luthans, 2006; Luthans et al., 2008). Second, 

Psychological Capital is a state-like concept that can be evolved (e.g. trained) over time, as opposed to 

trait-like constructs which tend to be steadier (Fredrickson, 2001; Saks, 1994; Luthans et al., 2008). 

Third, the construct of Psychological capital determines an extent of positive psychological change and 

previous researchers have found it to fully mediate the linkage between supportive organizational 

climate and work performance (Luthans, Norman, et al., 2008; Avey et al., 2008b). Lastly, taking a 

social information perspective, it may be suggested that Organizational justice would cast the same 

positive impact as a supportive organizational climate. Hence, we may propose the following 

hypotheses:  

H17 (a-e): Psychological Capital mediates between Distributive Justice and job outcomes 

(Turnover Intentions, Job satisfaction, Job Performance, OCB-O, OCB-I) 

H18 (a-e): Psychological Capital mediates between Procedural Justice and job outcomes 

(Turnover Intentions, Job satisfaction, Job Performance, OCB-O, OCB-I) 

H19 (a-e): Psychological Capital mediates between Interactional Justice and job outcomes 

(Turnover Intentions, Job satisfaction, Job Performance, OCB-O, OCB-I) 

 

 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213058614000059#bib0480
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Chapter Summary 

This research applies the Social Information Processing (SIP) as the overarching theory to 

explain the complete model. In addition, it uses the Social identity theory (SIT) to explain the link 

between Self-concepts and outcomes while Conservation of Resources theory (COR) to discuss the 

association between Psychological Capital and Work outcomes. Hence, SIP explains the overall link 

while SIT and COR discuss the sub links. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter focuses on the suitable method for realizing the aims of the research study. The 

main aim of this research was to observe as well as understand the mediation of Self-concept and 

Psychological Capital between Organizational justice and work related outcomes. Its conceptual model 

was therefore, developed on the basis of available literature and the relationship between the key 

variables was examined through a survey questionnaire.  

This researcher used a quantitative data gathering technique wherein the survey questionnaire 

was created on the basis of formerly authenticated scales.  The final conceptual model was analyzed 

through Structured Equation Modelling (SEM) using the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) 

software. The primary aim of this statistical method is that it permits the researcher to perfect and 

forecast connections between constructs in the hypothesized way.  

3.2. Research Approach Utilized in this Study 

This research study was performed to detect the link between organizational justice and 

employee work outcomes through the dual mediation of self-concept and psychological capital. Based 

on several theories and models in the area of organizational justice, a hypothesized model of 

organizational justice and mediators, Self-Concept as well as Psychological Capital was established. In 

order to empirically examine and authenticate the hypotheses in the proposed model, this research 

applied the positivist (quantitative) method for four important reasons. First, its hypotheses have been 

formulated after a detailed exploration of literature in the field and were verified by gathering data 
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through self-administered questionnaires. This allowed the investigator to stay isolated from the problem 

at hand (Hussey and Hussey, 1997).  Second, the position of the researcher remained neutral throughout 

the research process. Third reason for this approach is that it allowed inexpensive gathering of data and a 

strong theoretical concentration. The last motive is that it provided easily comparable data (Hussey and 

Hussey, 1997). Based on the above mentioned details, it can be argued that this research was steered 

from a positivist’s viewpoint to review the underlying connection between organizational justice and 

outcomes.  

3.3. Design of the Study 

A research design aids a researcher to draw borders for the study through a definition of study 

locations, type of investigation and unit of analysis related to the study. It is a plan to explore and attain 

answers to research queries (Cooper and Schindler, 2001). In the first stage of the study, the researcher 

reviewed the literature and previous empirical studies to find a background data about the research issue. 

She then identified constructs as well as formulated hypotheses which then crystallized the research 

problem and further led to a test of an integrated model (Churchill, 1995). The next step employed a 

descriptive research design in order to explore the demographic details of the respondents and 

substantiate the frequencies, percentages, mean and standard deviation of the used concepts. However, 

as descriptive study is limited in its approach, therefore, the researcher combined it with explanatory 

research to define the linkage between variables of the model (Zikmund, 2000).  

The research employed a quantitative data gathering technique by using the survey method. The 

survey questionnaire was fashioned on the basis of previously verified scales. It had a total of seventy 

five items of which twenty items were identified as part of the independent variable, twenty seven items 

as part of the mediator variables and twenty eight items as part of the dependent variables. The survey 
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method was primarily adopted for four main reasons.  First, it is aimed to straight away deal with the 

respondents’ thoughts, perceptions (Yin, 1994; Zikmund, 2003). Second, it offers an accurate, cost-

effective and efficient way of evaluating data about the sample. Third, it empowers the researcher to 

deduce generalisation about the findings (Creswell, 1994). Fourth, survey technique can easily be 

ordered for a large sample (Churchill, 1995; Sekaran, 2000; Zikmund, 2003).  

As for its collection, the research data was gathered with three time waves and over a span of 

seven months. The researcher gained access to multiple organizations through her personal and 

professional links. In the first wave, questionnaires were sent out which captured demographics, self-

reports of independent variable Organizational Justice dimensions. In the second wave which followed 

after a lapse of 3 months, data of the mediating variables, self-concept and psychological capital, was 

collected through self-reports. In the third wave which followed after another 3 months, response was 

taken for dependent variables i.e. turnover intentions and job satisfaction through self-report, job 

performance and OCB-I, OCB-O through peer report.  

This research used self-reports for independent, mediator variables and the outcome variable of 

job satisfaction as well as turnover intentions. It sought independent measures (peer reported data) for 

rest of outcome variables such as behaviors related to job performance, OCB-O and OCB-I. As self-

reports lead to common method bias and social desirability issues in OB research, hence, the study 

utilized two procedural remedies (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003; Podsakoff, Mackenzie 

& Podsaakoff, 2012). First, it created a temporal separation in the measurement of predictor variable, 

mediators as well as the criterion variable. Second, it varied the sources of data collection for predictor 

and criterion variables through utilizing both self and peer reports.  
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3.4. Population  

Literature defines the target population as the total collection of subjects, marked by research objectives. 

However, there is variation between the studied population and the one that is accessible for sampling 

(Burns and Bush, 1995; Zikmund, 2000). For this study, each person who works in an organization at 

the upper, middle or lower level of management became a member of the population and thus the 

employee who works in private or public sector organization of the twin cities of Rawalpindi/Islamabad 

was chosen. Unfortunately, no available data identified employees all over Pakistan. Hence, the 

researcher had to choose from an infinite population and administer survey questionnaire, either 

personally or through her representative, at a number of organizations to recognise the subjects for this 

research. The researcher, therefore, had to adopt a convenience sampling method to choose participants 

for her quantitative research study (Miles and Huberman, 1984; Miller, 1991; De Vaus, 1996).  

3.4.1. Sampling 

Sampling selects representative individuals for a research study and its results may be 

generalised if the selection is close enough to the population (Gay and Airasian, 2000). But it is 

impractical for the researchers to carry out a valuation of the entire group of chosen population, hence, 

they reduce the participants in to a manageable unit so that they get representative findings (Teddie and 

Yu, 2007). This research used convenience sampling and selected units of individuals to answer the 

relevant research study questions. The sample size obligation in this research was based on the 

requirements of SEM which necessitated at least 5 participants per construct and no less than 100 

individuals per data analysis. The researcher assumed a very conservative response rate and distributed 

2400 questionnaires to the participants so as to get the necessary sample size. She finally received a   

time lagged data set of 518 which was the final sample size of this study.  
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3.5. Data Collection Procedure 

This method includes collecting opinions and useful information about the research questions or 

topic from target participants (Churchill, 1987). The study collected data through a personal 

administration of the survey instrument. However, it also used the services of a personal representative 

in situations where it was impossible to approach the respondents due to paucity of time or resources. It 

tried to capture data from employees of numerous occupations as well as cadres. For this purpose, the 

study attached a cover letter with the instrument which summarised the following details: First, it 

explained the rationale and scope of research which was part of an inquiry about employees’ perception 

of Organizational justice, Self-concepts, Psychological Capital and their resultant attitudinal and 

behavioral outcomes. Second, it assured the respondents that their information shall be kept confidential. 

Third, it asked the respondents to voluntarily participate in the research study and provided them with 

the primary researchers’ contact information (telephone number and email address) for relevant 

inquiries. 

In wave 1, each respondent was provided with self-report version of the instrument which was 

printed on yellow paper for clarity purpose. It had an individual cover letter and respondents were 

reminded about the self-reporting part through instructions as well as colour coding of the report. In 

wave 2 which followed after a lapse of 3 months, it used the same yellow coloured survey instrument to 

collect self-reported data of mediator variables, self-concept and psychological capital. In Wave 3, the 

peer report version was printed on green paper. Respondents were required to ask one of their peers, to 

fill out the peer-report version on their behalf. It was clearly specified that the peer report had to be filled 

out by a peer who was in a position to comment on their colleague’s job behavior. Respondents were 

asked to hand in completed copies of the self-reported versions at time 1, 2 and peer reported version at 

time 3. The researcher and her representatives, also took care to ensure that 1, 2 and 3 versions of the 
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survey were numbered similarly so that the responses (self and peer version) could be matched with 

each other. The self and peer report surveys alongside with their respective covering letters are shown in 

Appendix A. 

3.5.1. Scale Adaptation 

The researcher used nominal as well as ordinal scales in this study (i.e., Likert Scale). Nominal 

measures established the respondent’s demographic characteristic such as gender, etc. Ordinal or Likert 

scales, mostly based on five to seven points, were used in questions that investigated respondent’s 

perceptions about organizational justice, Self-Concept, Psychological Capital and employee work 

related outcomes.  

3.5.2. Pilot Study 

 A Pilot study was carried out before the actual data collection stage so as to test instruments and 

remove any inaccuracies. It was carried out within the service sector of Rawalpindi/Islamabad and with 

a smaller sample size of 100. The results of the pilot study authenticated the instruments chosen for the 

study.   

3.5.3. Response Rate and Non Response Bias 

This study had a response rate of 22.5% which means that out of the 2400 distributed 

questionnaires, only 541 questionnaires were returned. Out of these returned questionnaires, some 23 

responses were discarded because four(4) of them were returned completely blank, six (6) had been 

returned with all the same answers for the Likert scale items, thirteen (13) questionnaires were partially 

answered with some parts such as demographic questions, left blank. Therefore, only 518 questionnaires 
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remained available for further data analysis thus bringing the final response rate down to 21.6% for this 

particular study. 

The researcher was unable to compare the demographic information of respondents with non-

respondents. Hence she assumed that people who failed to fill the questionnaires were more of 

procrastinators where as those who co-operated were more like those individuals who answered right 

away (Babbie, 1990). 

 

3.6. Demographic Characteristics 

The survey was circulated among employees in three different sectors, particularly higher 

education, banks and telecommunication sector organizations.  

In our sample, only forty Four (44%) percent were male respondents whereas the remaining were 

female (56%) with an overall ratio of 4 to 6 male to female participants. The mean age of the sample 

was 33.6 (SD=7.7) years. Results reveal that the bulk i.e., 71.8% of respondents was aged between 25-

34 years, followed by 14.7% of respondents, aged between 35-44 years. A big number of the 

respondents had a Master’s degree (59.5%) followed by PhDs (25.7%). Our sample had a typical 

working experience of 6 (SD=5.8) years and had worked with at least 2 organizations over the course of 

their employment period. Overall, our sample had a major representation from the Government sector.  

Results of respondents’ gender, age, education, organizations, occupation, tenure with current 

organization, total service are shown in table 1. 

Insert Table 1: Results of participants’ gender, age, education, organizations, occupation, tenure with 

current organization, total service. 
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3.7. Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument contained three main sections. The first part asked participants about their 

Personal identification details. The second part mixed question items for different constructs to ensure 

response consistency and minimize biasness (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). The third and last part of the 

instrument asked participants for their demographic data such as gender, age, marital status and 

education.  

The researcher distributed a total of 800 questionnaires to collect data for time period 1, of which 

she received back 640 questionnaires, which yielded a response rate of 80%. After a gap of 3 months, 

she again distributed the same number of questionnaires, i.e., 800 at time period 2. This time, she 

received back some 580 questionnaires out of a total of 800, which yielded a response rate of 72.5%. 

The researcher finally sent out some 800 questionnaires after a gap of another three months. This time 

she received back some 541 questionnaires which yielded a response rate of 67.6%. After receiving 

questionnaires for time period 1, 2 and 3, the responses were checked for incomplete questionnaires, 

ones with missing peer reports and was found that there was a total of 518 complete useable pair of 

responses (21.6% net effective response rate) available for longitudinal research. 

3.8. Measures 

The researcher did not translate the questionnaire in to the native language Urdu as English is 

understood by majority of the working population in Pakistan (Khan, Abbas, Gul &Raja, 2015; Raja et 

al., 2004). It is imparted as a compulsory language in Schools as well as Universities. The questionnaires 

utilized well established measures and were personally administered. In places, where it could not be 

personally administered, researcher or her representative clarified concerns of respondents in connection 

with their understanding of items in the questionnaire. Over all, both the researcher as well as her 
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representative personally observed that respondents had a good comprehension of the questionnaire 

items. 

3.8.1. Organizational Justice 

Organizational Justice was determined using self-reports to a 20 item measure established by 

Colquitt (2001). It was found to have three distinct empirical and conceptual dimensions namely, 

Procedural, interactional and distributive justice (Colquitt, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). 

             Distributive justice considered the extent to which respondents gauged their work outcomes as 

fair and was computed using four elements. Procedural justice was calculated with seven items which 

catered to the respondents’ perceived fairness of pay and other work outcomes. The last dimension of 

Interactional Justice was measured through nine items and evaluated the extent of respect to which 

superiors treated their subordinates. The rating Scale had anchors of 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= 

Strongly Agree and a high score mean mirrored high distributive, procedural and interactional justice.  

Insert Table 2: CFA of Organizational Justice 

The researcher carried out a CFA to distinguish between the first and second order, single-factor, 

two-factor and the three-factor representations of Organizational Justice. The CFA comparing various 

models clearly showed that the first order, full three factor model (χ2=424.284, df= 154, CFI=0.953, 

NFI=0.929, GFI=0.924, AGFI=0.896, RMSEA=0.058) fits the data better than the two factor 

representation (χ2=2280.750, df=169, CFI=0.634, NFI=0.618, GFI=0.579, AGFI=0.476, 

RMSEA=0.155), one factor model(χ2=3093.244, df=170, CFI=0.494, NFI=0.482, GFI=0.490, 

AGFI=0.370, RMSEA=0.182) and second order three factor model(χ2=1079.582, df=167, CFI=0.842, 

NFI=0.819, GFI=0.805, AGFI=0.755, RMSEA=0.103).  



73 

 

Sample items included, ‘ Does your pay/pay increase reflect the effort you have put into your 

work?’ and ‘Is Your Pay/Pay increase justified, given your performance?’ for Distributive Justice, ‘Have 

You been able to express your views and feelings during procedures?‘ and ‘Have those procedures 

upheld ethical and moral standards?‘ for Procedural Justice and ‘Has your boss or any other authority 

involved in executing the procedures or determining the pay/pay increases, treated you in a polite 

manner’ and ‘Has he/she refrained from improper remarks or comments?’ for Interactional Justice.  

Complete scales with respective factor loadings are provided. Both the Distributive Justice Scale 

and Interactional Justice scale had reliabilities of 0.89 while the Procedural justice scale had reliability 

of 0.86. 

Insert Table3: Standardized Regression Weights of Organizational justice dimensions 

 

3.8.2. Psychological Capital 

Psychological Capital was calculated using the 12 items Psychological Capital questionnaire 

where in the responses were assessed through a 6-point Likert-scale with anchors varying from 1 = 

strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = somewhat agree, 5 = Agree, to 6 = strongly 

agree (PCQ, Luthans,Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). This scale helped gather reports about the hope, 

resilience, self-efficacy, and optimism found in individuals. Some of the Sample items were: (a) 

efficacy: ‘I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings with  management’ and ‘I feel 

confident contributing to discussions about the organization’s strategy’; (b) hope: ‘If I should find 

myself in a jam at work, I could think of many ways to get out of it’ and ‘At this time, I am meeting the 

work goals that I have set for myself’; (c) resilience: ‘I can be “on my own,” so to speak, at work if I 



74 

 

have to’ and ‘I usually take stressful things at work in smooth way’; and (d) optimism: ‘I always look on 

the bright side of things regarding my job’ and  ‘I’m optimistic about what will happen to me in the 

future as it pertains to work’.       

Insert Table 4: CFA of Psychological Capital                                                                      

I carried out a CFA to distinguish between the first order and second order representative models 

of Psychological Capital. The CFA comparing various models clearly showed that the second  order 

model with four sub items of Hope, Efficacy, resilience and Optimism(χ2= 109.924, df=50, 

CMIN/df=2.198, NFI=0.949, CFI=0.972, GFI=0.966, AGFI=0.948, RMSEA=0.048) fits the data better 

than the first order four factors model (χ2= 106.914, df=48, CMIN/df=2.227, NFI=0.951, CFI=0.972, 

GFI=0.968, AGFI=0.947, RMSEA=0.049) and first order 12 factors model (χ2= 454.527, df=54, 

CMIN/df=8.417, NFI=0.791, CFI=0.810, GFI=0.864, AGFI=0.803, RMSEA=0.120). 

The Internal consistency of the Psychological Capital Scale was 0.865 while that of the 

subscales, Efficacy, Hope, Resilience and Optimism was 0.771, 0.797, 0.665, and 0.725, respectively. 

Several studies share these measurements not only for the internal reliability of Psychological Capital 

but also for each of its sub dimensions (Luthans, Avolio, Avey et al, 2007; Hughes, 2008; Clapp-Smith 

et al, 2009; Luthans et al, 2010; Luthans et al, 2011).  Complete scale with respective factor loadings are 

provided in appendix A. 

Insert Table 5: Standardized Regression Weights of Psychological Capital 

3.8.3. Self-Concept Scale 

Chronic Self-concept was calculated using the Levels of Self-Concept Scale (LSCS; Selenta & 

Lord, 2005) which is an explicit indicator of self-concept strength. Each of the Individual, Relational 
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and Collective level of self-concept was assessed with five items which ranged from 1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree, and a high score mean on any given scale reflected high individual, 

relational and collective self-concept. 

Individuals who score high on the Individual Self-Concept scale are interested to show their 

uniqueness and personal success while those who score high on the Relational Self-Concept measure are 

motivated to work towards the welfare of a specific person (e.g., a friend or sibling). Lastly, the 

Individuals who score high on the collective scale of Self Concept are inspired to identify with the 

welfare of their groups. Some of the examples of items from the individual, relational, and collective 

subscales are, ‘I have a strong need to know how I stand in comparison to my coworkers,’ and ‘I value 

friends who are caring, empathetic individuals’ and ‘When I become involved in a group project, I do 

my best to ensure its success’.   

Insert table 6:  CFA of Self-Concept Scale 

I carried out a CFA to distinguish between the first order (single-factor, three-factor) and second 

order model of Self-Concept. The CFA comparing various models clearly showed that the first order, 

three factor model (χ2=215.240, df =84, CMIN/df=2.562, NFI=0.928, CFI=0.955, GFI=0.947, 

AGFI=0.924, RMSEA=0.055) fits the data better than the one factor first order model (χ2=887.896, df 

=90, CMIN/df=9.866, NFI=0.703, CFI=0.724, GFI=0.766, AGFI=0.688, RMSEA=0.131), two factor 

first order model (χ2=374.775, df =89, CMIN/df=4.211, NFI=0.875, CFI=0.901, GFI=0.903, 

AGFI=0.870, RMSEA=0.079).  

The Internal Consistency Reliability for the Self-Concept Scale was 0.864, for Individual Self-

Concept scale was 0.795 while it was 0.828 for Relational and 0.815 for Collective Self- Concepts.  A 
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comparison of the fit indices for first and second order models of Self-concept, is given in Table 6 and 

the Complete Self-Concept scale with respective factor loadings are provided in Table7.   

Insert Table 7: Standardized Regression Weights of Self-Concept Scale 

3.8.4. Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction was gauged with self-reports to Hoppock’s (1935) scale. The measure comprised 

four multiple choice questions, each of which had seven answer options. Respondents were asked to 

mark the choice that best reflected their feelings. One of the questions were, “Which one of the 

following shows how much of the time you feel satisfied with your job?” response options range from 1) 

never, 2)Seldom, 3)Occasionally, 4)About half of the time, 5) a good deal of the time, 6)Most of the 

time,  to 7) All the time. Scores on each item were averaged to form a job satisfaction score such that a 

higher score reflected high job satisfaction. Reliability of this measure in the current study was 0.788.  

3.8.5. Job Performance and Citizenship Behaviors 

Job Performance, OCBI and OCBO were measured using peer reports to a 21 item measure 

developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). Seven items each tapped into in-role performance, OCBI 

and OCBO. In-role Job Performance refers to the supervisors’ assessment of every employees´ 

performance in their work-group. The rating Scale had anchors of 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly 

Agree and a high score mean reflected high job performance, OCBI or OCBO. Sample items included, 

‘Adequately completes the assigned duties’ and ‘Performs tasks that are expected of him/her’ for job 

performance, ‘Attendance at work is above the norm’ and ‘Conserves and protects Organizational 

Property’ for OCBO, ‘Help others who have heavy workloads’ and ‘Takes a personal interest in other 

employees’ for OCBI. 



77 

 

Insert Table 8: CFA of Job Performance and Citizenship Behavior 

The CFA comparing various models clearly showed that the first order, three factor model with 

three items removed from Job Performance, five items removed from OCBO and two items removed 

from OCBI(χ2=126.970, df=40, CMIN/df=3.174, CFI=0.961, NFI=0.944, GFI=0.957, AGFI=0.928, 

RMSEA=0.065) fits the data better than the full three factor model (χ2=1418.180, df=185, 

CMIN/df=7.666, NFI=0.659, CFI=0.688, GFI=0.748, AGFI=0.686, RMSEA=0.114). Some of the items 

from Job Performance that did not load on to any of the factors above a modest cut off point of 0.30, 

included, “Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform” and “Engages in activities that will 

directly affect his/her performance”. Some of the OCBO items that had to be eliminated to improve the 

factor structure and scale reliabilities were, “Takes Underserved work breaks (reverse coded)”, “Great 

deal of time spent with personal phone conversations (reverse coded)” and “Complaints about 

insignificant things at work (reverse coded)”. Finally, the two items that had to be removed from OCBI 

were, “Takes a personal interest in other employees?” and “Passes along information to co-workers?” 

All retained item of the scale with their respective factor loadings are provided. The job 

performance scale had an improved reliability of 0.74 in case JPP6 was deleted. The OCBI scale had 

reliability of 0.81 while the reliability of the OCBO measure went up to 0.70 when one of the items, 

OCBO7 was deleted. 

Insert Table 9: Standardized Regression Weights: In Role and Extra Role Performance Scale 

3.8.6. Turnover Intentions 

It was measured through three (3) items turnover intention scale taken from Michigan 

Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann et al, 1979). Responses were recorded on 5 point 
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Likert scale which ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The scale has shown good 

Reliability at 0.710.  

3.8.7. Treatment of Variables 

In Organization behavior, differences in demographic variables such as gender, age and job 

tenure influence the dependent variables (Xie & Johns, 1995). Hence these variables were gathered 

through self-reports and included in the study. Gender was measured as a dichotomous variable and 

coded 1 for males and 2 for females. Age was assessed in 5 groups where in 1=18-24, 2=25-34, 3=35-

44, 4=45-54, 5=55 and above. Tenure was measured through years of service. 

3.9. Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations is an important aspect of any research even though it is difficult and needs 

careful consideration (Busher and Clarke, 1990).  Studies have recommended that the researchers should 

not only be sensitive to identify an ethical issue but also be responsible enough so as to avoid mistakes 

(Eisner and Peshkin, 1990).  

In this research study, ethical issues were taken seriously to ensure reliability of the research. 

Thus the survey questionnaire had a cover letter which stated the purpose of the study, name and address 

of the researcher, to gain confidence of the respondents (Cooper and Schindler, 2001). Further, the study 

only reported aggregate results to ensure confidentiality and privacy of the respondents’ information. 

The study also clarified that the data was solely collected for purpose of academic research and 

fulfilment of requirements of a PhD thesis. 
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter deliberated upon the fitting methodology and statistical techniques employed in this 

research. Consistent with the topic, the present study adopted a quantitative (positivist) approach where 

in, it first searched the literature, then chose a suitable theory and finally constructed appropriate 

hypotheses and model. In addition, the study also applied a longitudinal approach. It used the survey 

tool to collect data. The rationale for using survey method is that it deals more directly with the 

respondents’ thoughts, feelings and perceptions and hence, offers an accurate, quick, economical and 

efficient information about the sample. It also enabled the researcher to draw generalization about the 

findings of research. 

The data was collected through a questionnaire where in the items were adopted from previous 

research. Maximum care was taken to ensure that the questions remain simple so that the respondents 

could follow them with ease. In terms of its administration, the questionnaire was given to the users 

personally as well as through the help of a representative. Established research strongly recommends a 

pilot study so as to validate instrument and ensure its accuracy. In accordance, a pilot test was conducted 

before administering the final questionnaire survey.  

The study used SPSS 16.0 software package to analyse the quantitative data gathered through the 

questionnaires. This software package is widely accepted and used by researchers in different disciplines 

It screened the data through coding, treatment of missing data, identification of outliers and normality 

test. It also performed descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, mean values and standard 

deviations. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter describes the outcomes of this study which is divided in to five sections. The first 

section reports the hypotheses proposed in the research. The second section supports the response rate 

achieved and non-response bias. The third section gives descriptive statistics of items of measured 

constructs. The fourth section offers findings of Confirmatory factor analysis while the last section 

expresses results of hypotheses tested in this study. 

The study proposed nineteen hypotheses which aim to draw connections between three 

dimensions of organizational justice, three dimensions of self-concept, Psychological capital and work 

consequences such as Job Performance, Job satisfaction, turnover intentions, OCB-O and OCB-I.   

 

4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Construct Items 

4.1.1. Distributive Justice 

Distributive Justice was measured using self-reports to a four item scale advanced by Colquitt 

(2001). It gauged the extent to which respondents perceive their work outcomes as fair. It was gathered 

through a five point Likert Scale, where 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree and a high mean 

score reflected high distributive justice. The mean rating of distributive justice was between 

3.08(±1.074) and 3.16(±1.109). Results show that all items related to distributive justice were rated as 

near neutral by the respondents. 
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4.1.2. Procedural Justice 

Procedural Justice gauged the extent to which respondents perceive the fairness of pay and 

allocation of other work outcomes. Perceptions about Procedural Justice was gathered through self-

report measures developed by Colquitt (2001), marked by a five point Likert Scale, where 1= Strongly 

Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree and a high mean score reflected high procedural justice. The mean 

rating of Procedural Justice was between 2.81(±1.094) to 3.11(±0.958). Results depict that all items 

related to Procedural Justice were rated as near neutral by respondents, except PJ2 (Have you had 

influence over the pay/pay increases arrived at by those procedures?) and PJ6 (Have you been able to 

appeal against the pay/pay increase arrived at by those procedures?). 

 

 

4.1.3. Interactional Justice 
 

Interactional Justice assessed the respect and dignity, accorded by individuals, responsible for 

enacting procedures. Perceptions about Interactional Justice was gathered by nine items through self-

report measures developed by Colquitt (2001), marked by a five point Likert Scale, where 1= Strongly 

Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree and a high mean score reflected high Interactional justice. The mean 

rating of Interactional Justice was between 3.52(±0.971) to 4(±0.886). Results show that all items related 

to Interactional Justice had a high mean score. One particular item, IJ3 had a score of 4 which implies 

that a large majority of respondents agree with this assertion, which has positive implications for 

interactional justice. In IJ3, respondents are asked about the supervisor’s behavior, “Has (he/She) treated 

you with respect”? A high mean score for this particular item means that a vast majority of the 

respondents feel that their supervisors treat them with respect and dignity. 
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4.1.4. Individual Self-Concept 

The Individual Self-Concept was calculated using the Levels of Self Concept Scale (LSCS; 

Selenta and Lord, 2005) through five items which range from 1= Strongly Disagree, 5= Strongly Agree. 

Individuals who score high on the Individual Self-Concept scale are inspired to depict their uniqueness 

and personal success. Table 13 gives descriptive results of measured items of this construct. The highest 

and lowest mean ratings of the items were 3.30 (±1.009) and 4.02 (±0.936). The table depicts that SC4 

had a better than average score. This particular item in the ISC scale mentioned, “I feel best about 

myself when I perform better than others”. This again pinpoints towards a self confidence in one 

abilities which is the hallmark of an individual self-concept. 

 

4.1.5. Relational Self-Concept 

The Relational Self-Concept was measured using the Levels of Self Concept Scale (LSCS; 

Selenta and Lord, 2005). It was measured by five items which range from 1= Strongly Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= Neither Disagree/Nor Agree, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree. Individuals who score high on 

the Relational Self-Concept scale are able to demonstrate their motivation to work for the welfare of 

other person/persons, namely friend or sibling. Table 14 presents descriptive results of measured items 

of this construct. The highest and lowest mean ratings of the items were 4.06 (±0.798) and 4.28 (±0.807) 

which depicts that SC9 had a better than average score. This particular item in the RSC scale mentioned, 

“Caring deeply about another person such as a close friend or relative is important to me”. This 

pinpoints towards an expansion of the self-concept to include close friends or siblings, which is what 

relational self-concept is all about. 
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4.1.6. Collective Self-Concept 

The Collective Self-Concept was measured using the Levels of Self Concept Scale (LSCS; 

Selenta and Lord, 2005). It was measured by five items which range from 1= Strongly Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3= Neither Disagree/Nor Agree, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree. Individuals who score high on 

the Collective Self-Concept scale are motivated to identify with their selected groups. Table presents 

descriptive results of measured items of this construct. The highest and lowest mean ratings of the items 

were 4.14 (±0.809) and 4.32 (±0.733). The table depicts that SC12 had a better than average score. This 

particular item in the CSC scale mentioned, “When I become involved in a group project, I do my best 

to ensure its success,” which pinpoints towards the respondents’ collective Self-Concept which 

energizes them to give importance to their group and its’ related activities.  

 

4.1.7. Psychological Capital 

Psychological Capital was measured using the 12 items Psychological Capital questionnaire 

(PCQ, Luthans,Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). The responses for Psychological Capital were taken on 6-

point Likert-scale with anchors ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat 

Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Agree, 5 = Agree, to 6 = Strongly Agree. The PCQ gathered self-reports about 

individuals’ hope, resilience, self-efficacy, and optimism. Table highlights descriptive results of 

measured items of this construct. The highest and lowest mean ratings of the items were 4.53 (±0.78) 

and 4.69 (±0.84). In summary, it seems that respondents measure the highest on Efficacy scale which 

implies that they have an inherent self confidence in their abilities.  

 

 



84 

 

4.1.8. Job Satisfaction 

 
Job satisfaction was calculated with self-reports to Hoppock’s (1935) scale. The measure 

comprised of four multiple choice questions, each of which had seven answer options which ranged 

from 1=Never, 2=Seldom, 3=occasionally, 4=About Half of the Time, 5= A good Deal of the Time, 6= 

Most of the Time, 7=All the Time. Respondents were asked to mark the choice that best reflected their 

feelings. Scores on each item were averaged to form a job satisfaction score such that a higher score 

reflected high job satisfaction. The highest mean rating of 5.13(±1.148) was reported for JS2, “Choose 

one of the following statements which best tells how well you like your job?” The low mean score rating 

observed was 4.62(±1.611) for item JS3, “Which one of the following best tells how you feel about 

changing your job?”  

 

4.1.9. Job Performance Scale 

Job Performance was measured using peer reports to a seven item measure established by 

Williams and Anderson (1991). The rating Scale had anchors of 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly 

Agree and a high score mean reflected high job performance. The highest mean rating was observed for 

Job Performance at 4.19(±0.689) and the lowest mean rating was observed at 3.20 (±1.185) with JPP6 

which asked if the respondents engaged in activities that directly affect his/her performance. A near 

neutral score for this option implies that respondents are not very clear about the truth of this option.  

 

4.1.10. Organization Citizenship Behavior (Organization) 

OCBO was measured using peer reports to a seven item measure developed by Williams and 

Anderson (1991). The rating Scale had anchors of 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree and a 

high score mean reflected high citizenship behavior pertinent to the organization. The highest mean 
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rating was observed for OCBO at 4.03(±0.865) and the lowest mean rating was observed at 

3.43(±1.124).  

 

 

4.1.11. Organization Citizenship Behavior (Individuals) 

OCBI was measured using peer reports to a seven item measure developed by Williams and 

Anderson (1991). The rating Scale had anchors of 1= Strongly Disagree and 5= Strongly Agree and a 

high score mean reflected high citizenship behavior pertinent to the individual. Most of the scores for 

OCBI were centred on the neutral score. The highest mean rating was observed for OCBI at 

3.95(±0.865) and the lowest mean rating was observed at 3.43(±1.036).  

 

4.1.12. Turnover Intentions 

It was measured through three (3) items turnover intention scale taken from Michigan 

Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann et al, 1979). Responses were recorded on 5 point 

Likert scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The findings show that the highest value 

lies with item TOI1 at 3.14(±1.23) and the lowest value resides with item TOI3 at 2.71(±1.15).  

 

4.2. Data Normality for Individual items 

Normality is one of the foremost conditions for the establishment of Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM) and its violation may affect the process of estimation or the interpretation of results. It 

compares the shape of data distribution with the normal distribution (Hair et al, 2006). This study 

diagnosed Normality of data through two methods, namely, a visual manner and a graphical analysis. 
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Overall, it used the histogram, normal Q-Q plots and found the observed data values to be normally 

distributed.  

Insert Figure 2-11: Histograms 

Insert Figure 12-21: Q-Q Plots 

The data of the study was collected through a survey instrument. All of the valid responses were coded 

into SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences, version 16.0) for statistical analysis. The data was 

analyzed through two types of data analysis: descriptive and inferential analysis. Descriptive analysis 

was performed using SPSS while inferential analysis was achieved through structural equation 

modelling (SEM) analysis using Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) software version 16.0.  

4.3. Descriptive Analysis 

The descriptive statistics of the data was explored to access the overall health of data set. Table 

22 offers the descriptive statistics (i.e., means and standard deviations), bivariate correlations of the 

scales used. Unless otherwise noted, all scales were measured using 5-point Likert scales. The 

researcher only utilized tested scales for this study so as to minimize the scale item ambiguity 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003; 2012). 
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Table 22:  Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.ISC  3.61 0.74 (0.79) .308** .301** .040 .068 .115** .169** -.120** .271** .007 -.089* -0.006 
2. RSC  4.19 0.62 .308** (0.83) .681** -.046 -.074 .163** .012 .051 .329** .209** .231** 0.137** 
3. CSC  4.22 0.59 .301** .681** (0.82) -.008 .013 .213** -.048 .138** .391** .174** .118** 0.061 
4. DJ  3.70 0.70 .040 -.046 -.008 (0.89) .647** .242** -.230** .243** .207** -.071 .004 0.070 
5. PJ  3.00 0.76 .068 -.074 .013 .647** (0.86) .337** -.180** .190** .219** -.051 -.065 0.035 
6. IJ  3.11 0.96 .115** .163** .213** .242** .337** (0.89) -.219** .259** .322** .046 .055 0.144** 
7.TOI  2.93 0.95 .169** .012 -.048 -.230** -.180** -.219** (0.71) -.500** -.163** -.102* -.126** -0.036 
8. JS  4.82 1.12 -.120** .051 .138** .243** .190** .259** -.500** (0.79) .273** .103* .144** 0.040 
9.Psy cap  4.61 0.63 .271** .329** .391** .207** .219** .322** -.163** .273** (0.87) .174** .178** 0.169** 
10.JPP  3.85 0.51 .007 .209** .174** -.071 -.051 .046 -.102* .103* .174** (0.74) .577** 0.402** 
11.OCBO  3.73 0.60 -.089* .231** .118** .004 -.065 .055 -.126** .144** .178** .577** (0.70) 0.475** 
12.OCBI  3.75 0.65 -0.006 0.137** 0.061 0.070 0.035 0.144** -0.036 0.040 0.169** 0.402** 0.475** (0.81) 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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The means for distributive justice (M=3.70, SD=0.704), Procedural Justice (M=3.00, SD=0.761), 

Interactional justice (M=3.11, SD=0.958), Individual Self-concept (M=3.61, SD=0.736), Relational 

Self-concept (M=4.19, SD=0.622), Collective Self Concept (M=4.22, SD=0.599), Psychological Capital 

(M= 4.61, SD=0.629), OCBO (M=3.73, SD=0.601), OCBI (M=3.75, SD=0.653), Job satisfaction 

(M=4.82, SD=1.124), Job Performance (M=3.85, SD=0.508), TOI (M=2.93, SD=0.947). 

4.4. Pearson’s Correlations between Latent Factors/Constructs 

This is one of the primary steps of analysis which highlights linearity as well as the level of 

correlation in data (Field, 2006). The researcher tested it through the application of Bivariate Pearson’s 

Correlations and found that all latent factors are positively and significantly correlated with each other, 

only with few exceptions.  

The highest correlations obtained in the current study were between relational and collective 

self-concept (r=0.681), followed by distributive and procedural justice(r=0.647) and then between 

OCBO and Job Performance(r=0.577). However, the correlation between Individual self-concept and 

Relational as well as Collective Self-concept has been found to be r=0.30, which is a weak association, 

also supported by literature (Kashima and Hardie, 2000; Selenta and Lord, 2005; Johnson and Saboe, 

2011).   

In terms of the associations between the three components of organizational justice, distributive 

justice positively correlated significantly with Procedural Justice (r=0.647), correlated significantly 

positively with Interactional Justice (r=0.242). Procedural justice positively correlated significantly with 

Interactional Justice (r=0.337). 

As for the association between the individual justice dimensions and mediator variable, 

Psychological capital, distributive justice correlated significantly positively with Psychological Capital 

(r=0.207), procedural justice correlated significantly positively with Psychological Capital (r=0.219) and 
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interactional justice correlated significantly positively with Psychological Capital (r=0.322). But for the 

link between the three dimensions of organizational justice and the three dimensions of self-concept, 

only interactional justice correlated significantly positively with Individual self-concept (r=0.115), 

relational self-concept (r=0.163) and collective self-concept (r=0.213). 

In terms of outcome variables, Distributive Justice negatively correlated significantly only with 

TOI(r= -0.230), positively correlated significantly with Job satisfaction(r= 0.243).  Procedural justice 

also negatively correlated significantly only with TOI(r=0.180) and Job satisfaction (r= -0.190). 

Interactional Justice negatively correlated significantly with TOI(r= -0.219), Job satisfaction(r=0.259) 

and OCBI(r= 0.144).  

With reference to their own individual relationship with outcome variables, the mediator, 

Psychological capital negatively correlated significantly with TOI(r= -0.163), positively correlated 

significantly with Job satisfaction(r=0.273), positively correlated significantly with OCBI (r=0.169), 

correlated significantly positively with OCBO (r=0.178), correlated significantly positively with Job 

Performance (r=0.174).  

The other mediator, Individual Self-Concept correlated significantly positively with TOI (r= 

0.169), correlated significantly negatively with Job satisfaction (r= -0.120), correlated negatively with 

OCBO (r= -0.089). The relational self-concept correlated significantly positively with job performance 

(r=0.209), correlated significantly positively with OCBO(r=0.231) as well as OCBI(r=0.137). Finally, 

the collective self-concept correlated significantly positively with job satisfaction (r=0.138), job 

performance (r=0.174) and OCBO (r=0.118).   

Lastly, the outcome variable TOI is negatively correlated significantly with job satisfaction(r= -

0.500), negatively correlated with job performance (r= -0.102), negatively correlated significantly with 

OCBO(r= -0.126). Job satisfaction is positively correlated with job performance(r=0.103) and 
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OCBO(r=0.144). Job Performance is positively correlated significantly with OCBO(r=0.577) and 

OCBI(r=0.402). OCBO is positively correlated significantly with OCBI(r=0.475). 

 

4.5. Data Analysis Method 

Statistical techniques not only establish the reasonableness of the theoretical model but also 

highlight the influence of explanatory factors on the dependent variable (Corley, 1978). This research 

undertook to recognise and investigate the factors that mediate between organizational justice and 

employee work related outcomes. It applied two different statistical software tools so as to understand 

the relationship between variables. The first tool, Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was 

used to analyze the preliminary data, whereas the other tool, the Analysis Moment of Structures 

Software (AMOS) for Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used for both measurement and 

structural model analyses to assess the hypothesized model.  

 

4.5.1. Preliminary Data Analysis 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 16.0 was used to analyze the quantitative 

data gathered from the survey instrument. This software package is widely acknowledged by researchers 

in different disciplines including social sciences, business studies and information systems research 

(Zikmund, 2003). It was, therefore, used to screen data in terms of coding, missing values (i.e., using 

ANOVA) and normality (i.e., histograms and Q-Q plots).  

Additionally, SPSS was also applied for gathering descriptive statistics such as frequencies, 

percentages, mean values and standard deviations. These analyses summarised the demographic profile 

of the respondents as well as each variable so as to get preliminary evidence about the health of data 
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(Sekaran, 2000). Furthermore, this quantitative survey mainly utilised nominal and ordinal scales for 

data collection so as to transform data in to a suitable format (Kline, 2005).  

 

4.5.2. Normality 

Normality is defined as the “shape of data distribution or an individual metric variable and its 

correspondence to the normal distribution” (Hair et al, 2006; p. 79). In case it is violated, it may affect 

the approximation or results, especially in SEM analysis. For instance, it may overestimate the chi-

square value or underestimate fit indices and standard errors of parameter estimates (Hair et al, 2006). 

Normality is diagnosed through visual check or graphical analyses such as the histogram and the Q-Q 

plot that compares the observed data with the normal distribution. After performing this test, the 

researcher then applied factor analyses and structural equation modelling to carry out inferential 

statistical analyses.  

 

4.5.3. Factor Analysis 

Factor Analysis (FA) techniques chooses a sizeable set of variables and condenses them to a 

reduced set of components, known as factors (Hair et al, 2006). This technique analyses the structure of 

correlations among a large number of measurement items or variables. Its main purpose is to understand 

the structure of a set of variables, construct a questionnaire to measure any underlying variables and 

reduce a data set to a more manageable level (Field, 2006). The researcher, therefore, first identified 

latent dimensions of data and then explained the test item (variable) through factors. It ultimately 

reduced the data and summarized it as well (Hair et al, 1995).  
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On the same lines, a confirmatory factor analysis technique involves combining variables on 

precise set of factors to test hypotheses (Hair et al., 2006, p.105).  In this research study, the 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to test and confirm association between the observed 

variables under each hypothesized construct (Zikmund, 2003; Hair et al., 2006). 

 

4.5.4. Structural equation Modelling (SEM) 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was chosen as a statistical methodology to explain 

linkages among the multiple dependent and independent variables simultaneously (Hair et al, 2006). To 

be precise, SEM was selected as it is an influential as well as meticulous statistical procedure to tackle 

complex models (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001; Hair et al, 2006). Hence, it examines the cause and effect 

relationship between constructs with multiple measurement items (Hair et al, 2006). SEM was 

performed through a two-step approach where in the first step, the measurement model was evaluated to 

examine the uni-dimensionality, validity and reliability of latent constructs using CFA. In the next step, 

the structural model procedure was utilized to examine the hypothesized linkages between the latent 

constructs in the proposed research model (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).  

 

4.5.5. Measurement Model Specification and Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out using Maximum Likelihood Estimation on 

the measurement model which comprised of twelve factors, namely Distributive Justice, Procedural 

Justice, Interactional Justice, Individual self-concept, Relational Self-Concept, Collective self-concept, 

Psychological Capital, Job satisfaction, Job Performance, OCBO, OCBI and TOI to assess the 

dimensionality, reliability and validity of measures (Hair et al, 1998; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). The 
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researcher applied two broad approaches to evaluate the measurement model. First, she considered the 

Goodness of Fit (GOF) criteria indices and then evaluated the validity and reliability of the measurement 

model. 

 

4.5.6. Goodness of Fit Indices 

Structural Equation Modelling has three main types of fit measure indices: absolute fit, 

incremental fit and parsimonious fit indices (Hair et al, 1998). The absolute fit indices gauge the ability 

of the overall model fit and include the likelihood ratio statistics chi-square (χ2), in association with root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the goodness of fit index (GFI) (Hair et al, 1998).  

The incremental fit indices compare the proposed model to some baseline model and includes normed fit 

index (NFI) and comparative fit index (CFI) (Hair et al, 1998; Hair et al, 2006). The parsimonious fit 

indices evaluate the estimated model for simplicity and includes the adjusted goodness-of-fit index 

(AGFI). (Hair et, al, 1998). Results of the fit measures and their recommended levels are given in Table 

23. 

Table 23 provides summarised results of the initial CFA. The results revealed that chi square 

statistics (χ2= 4043.214, df= 1874, CMIN/df=2.158) was significant at p<0.05 indicating that fit of data 

to the model was not up to the mark and should be rejected. However, chi-square statistics should not be 

considered as a sole indicator to evaluate the specification, as this statistics is not only sensitive to the 

sample size but to multivariate normality. Thus, other fit indices i.e., GFI, AGFI, CFI and RMSEA were 

utilized to judge the specification of the model.  

Results revealed the value of GFI=0.797, AGFI=0.774, CFI=0.860 and RMSEA=0.047 (Table 23). 

These results specified further refinement of the model as these were inconsistent with the recommended 

values of the fit indices of a priori specified measurement model.  
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Table 23: Summarised Results of the initial CFA 

 Absolute Fit Measure Incremental Fit 

Measures 

Parsimony 

Fit Measure 

 χ2 Df χ2/Df GFI RMSEA NFI CFI AGFI 

Criteria   1< χ2/Df<3 ≥0.90 <0.05 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 

Obtained 4043.214 1874 2.158 0.797 0.047 0.769 0.860 0.774 

Where χ2=Chi-Square; df =Degree of Freedom; GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; RMSEA=Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; NFI=Normated Fit Index; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted 

Goodness of Fit Index. 

Given that the goodness of fit indices of the initial run of CFA (e.g., χ2, GFI, AGFI) were not 

within the recommended level, the model was refined and re-specify to achieve a better fit and improve 

discriminant validity(Kline, 2005).  

The model refinement procedure applied criteria as recommended by researchers. It suggested 

that Factor loading (i.e., standardised regression weights in AMOS 16.00) value should be greater than 

0.5, Squared multiple correlations (SMC) should also be greater than 0.5 and standard residual values 

should be within the threshold (above 4 or below -4) (Kline, 2005; Shammout et al., 2007; Hair et al 

2006). Finally, modification indices (MI) with high covariance and regression weights should be deleted 

(Byrne, 2001; Hair et al, 2006). 

Following these recommendation criteria, the result of the initial CFA run was examined to 

judge any problematic element. The results indicated that standardised regression weights of all 

measurement items except TOI3 was above the recommended level (>0.5) (Hair et al, 2006). TOI3 was 

thus removed from the measurement model. It was further proved that standard residual values fall 

within the recommended range (above 4 or below -4). Finally, the researcher correlated the error terms 

with high modification indices, to improve the chi square value. To sum it up, measurement model was 

re-run (Byrne, 1998; Kline, 2005; Hair et al, 2006). 
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The revised results demonstrate a better fit to the data and improved goodness of fit indices. The 

measurement model after correlating the modification indices for high error terms indicated that the 

absolute fit measures, i.e., GFI and RMSEA were 0.833 and 0.039. The incremental fit measures, i.e., 

NFI and CFI were 0.810 and 0.905, respectively. The parsimony fit measure, i.e., AGFI was 0.812. 

Some of these values were quite close or above the cut-off criteria (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). 

Additionally, the ratio of χ2/df was 1.796, which was within the acceptable threshold level (1< 

χ2/df<3.0). These goodness of fit indices, therefore, confirmed that the model adequately suited the data.  

 

Table 24: Revised Model 

 Absolute Fit Measure Incremental Fit 

Measures 

Parsimony 

Fit 

Measure 

 χ2 Df χ2/Df GFI RMSEA NFI CFI AGFI 

Criteria   1< χ2/Df<3 ≥0.90 <0.05 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 

Obtained 3329.964 1854 1.796 0.833 0.039 0.810 0.905 0.812 

Where χ2=Chi-Square; df =Degree of Freedom; GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; RMSEA=Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; NFI=Normated Fit Index; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted 

Goodness of Fit Index. 

Additionally, other estimation criteria show that model fits the data adequately well with 

standard regression weights greater than 0.5, standard residual within the threshold level(+4 and -4), and 

critical ratios values, above 1.96. In short, the results confirmed that model fitted the data and did not 

require any further refinement. This established unidimensionality of the model (Byrne, 2001; Hair et al, 

2006).  

Insert Table 25: Insert Standardized Regression Weights: All Variables 
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4.5.7. Assessment of Reliability and Validity of Constructs 

In this research study, reliability of the measures was gauged by observing the consistency of the 

respondent’s answer to all items (Nunnally, 1978). Hence, Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients 

measured the internal consistency of each measure while construct reliabilities calculated overall 

reliability of each of the latent constructs (Fornell and Lacker, 1981; Hair et al, 2006). 

Table 26: Cronbach Alphas’ Reliability Coefficients of Each Measure 

S. No. Constructs  Reliability Items  

1 Distributive Justice 0.89 4 

2 Procedural justice 0.86 7 

3 Interactional justice 0.89 9 

4 Individual Self-Concept 0.79 5 

5 Collective Self-Concept 0.82 5 

6 Relational Self-Concept 0.83 5 

7 Turnover Intentions 0.71 3 

8 Organizational citizenship behavior(OCB)-I 0.81 7 

9 Organizational citizenship behavior(OCB)-O 0.70 7 

10 Job Performance/Employee In-Role Performance 

When one item, JPP6 is deleted 

0.74 6 

11 Job satisfaction 0.79 4 

12 Psychological Capital 0.87 12 

The construct reliabilities vary from 0.69 for OCBO to 0.89 for Interactional Justice. The construct 

reliabilities for all the twelve constructs are equal to or greater than the minimum acceptable level of 

construct reliability (>0.7) for each construct.  
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4.5.8. Average Variance Extracted 

Average variance Extracted was computed by applying its suggested formula (Fornell and 

lacker, 1981; Hair et al, 2006). As a rule of thumb, an AVE >0.50 indicates convergent validity. Again, 

all constructs have an average variance extracted >0.50.  

 

4.6. Validity 

Construct Validity can be observed by assessing convergent validity, discriminant validity and 

nomological validity.  

4.6.1. Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity gauges the extent to which observed variables of a particular construct share 

variance (Hair et al, 2006). It is determined by the Factor Loadings of constructs, average variance 

extracted (AVE) and construct reliability (CR). The researcher applied a minimum cut off criteria for 

standardised regression loadings>0.5, AVE>0.5 and reliability>0.7 to evaluate the convergent validity 

(Hair et al, 2006). Results depict that all the standardised factor loadings (standardised regression 

weights) were above the minimum cut off point (>0.5), the critical ratios (t-values) were higher than 

1.96(p<0.001) and the average variance extracted was greater than 0.5 which points towards a high level 

of convergent validity of the latent constructs used in the model. 

Table 26: Convergent Validity (AVE Table) 

Results showed that all the standardised factor loadings (standard regression weights) were 

above the minimum cut off point (>0.5), the critical ratios (t-values) were higher than 1.96(p<0.001) and 

the average variance extracted was greater than or equal to 0.50. Overall, the results confirmed a 

satisfactory level of convergent validity of the latent constructs used in the model. 
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4.6.2. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity denotes the extent to which a latent construct is truly different from other 

latent constructs (Hair et al, 2006). Discriminant validity was observed by comparing the average 

variance extracted for each construct with its corresponding squared inter-construct correlations (SIC) 

such that if the AVE estimate is larger than the SIC estimate, it shows  a strong discriminant validity 

(Hair et al, 2006).  

 

Table 27: Construct Reliability, AVE and MSV for each construct used in this study. 

 CR AVE MSV ASV 

ISC 0.787 0.527 0.163 0.050 

DJ 0.897 0.686 0.551 0.076 

PJ 0.855 0.558 0.551 0.082 

IJ 0.884 0.558 0.162 0.060 

Psy Cap 0.863 0.613 0.231 0.103 

OCBO 0.732 0.578 0.296 0.072 

OCBI 0.785 0.523 0.392 0.073 

JS 0.778 0.570 0.307 0.069 

TOI 0.836 0.720 0.307 0.045 

JPP 0.847 0.584 0.392 0.078 

RSC 0.824 0.584 0.436 0.114 

CSC 0.810 0.563 0.536 0.116 

Where, CR=Composite Reliability, AVE=Average Variance Extracted, MSV=Maximum Shared 

Variance, and ASV=Average Shared Variance.  

All the construct reliabilities are greater than 0.7 and range from 0.73 for OCBO to 0.89 for 

Distributive Justice. Results show that overall, the AVE estimates of all the constructs were greater than 

their corresponding MSV which establishes a high level of discriminant validity of the constructs. In 

addition, it proves that the measured items have more in common with their associated latent constructs, 

than with other latent constructs; thus providing strong proof for the discriminant validity. 
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4.6.3. Nomological Validity 

Nomological Validity is the extent to which a construct conducts itself within a system of 

associated constructs (Bagozzi, 1980). It was tested by exploring the correlations between constructs in 

the measurement model (Hair et al, 2006). This type of validity can be demonstrated if the CFA latent 

constructs were linked to other latent constructs, as per the requirements of the theoretical model.  

This study found that the twelve constructs proposed in this research study were all positive and 

significant as proved through the construct correlations (estimates), which demonstrated adequate 

nomological validity (Hair et al, 2006).  

Insert Table 28: Nomological Validity 

Insert Table 29: Covariance 

Results in table revealed that all of the correlations were positive and significant, with the 

exception of some correlations between distributive justice and job performance. Overall, the 

correlations satisfied the theoretical model and thus upheld the nomological validity (Hair et al, 2006). 

In summary, the CFA results indicated that the measures utilized in the measurement model possessed 

adequate reliability, convergent, discriminant and nomological validity. 

 

4.7. Structural Model Evaluation and Hypothesis Testing 

This section offers results of hypotheses testing. Table depicts hypotheses represented by 

nineteen casual paths (H1-H19) that were used to test the association between the latent constructs. The 

latent constructs utilized in the proposed theoretical model (as described in chapter3) were classified in 

to exogenous and endogenous constructs. Exogenous constructs happen to be the distributive, 

procedural, interactional justice, while endogenous constructs are identified as individual, relational, 
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collective self-concepts, psychological capital, job satisfaction, job performance, turnover intentions, 

OCBO and OCBI. The hypothesized structural model was evaluated through an examination of the 

Goodness of fit indices and other parameter estimates. The results of these parameter estimates 

suggested that eleven out of nineteen hypothesized paths were significant, thus demonstrating support 

for the eleven hypotheses.  

Insert Table 30:  Hypothesised Relationships 

Construct Code Hypotheses Hypothesised 

Relationships 

Distributive Justice DJ H1 DJ-->JS 

DJ-->TOI 

Procedural Justice PJ H2 PJ --> JS 

PJ --> TOI 

Interactional Justice IJ H3 IJ -->JS 

IJ -->TOI 

IJ-->OCBO 

H5 IJ-->RSC 

H14 IJ-->Psycap 

 

H11 RSC mediates between 

IJ and OCBO, TOI 

Individual Self-

Concept 

ISC H7 ISC-->TOI 

ISC-->JS 

Relational Self-

Concept 

RSC H8 RSC-->JS 

RSC-->JPP 

RSC-->OCBO 

RSC-->OCBI 

Collective Self-

Concept 

CSC H9 CSC-->JS 

CSC-->JPP 

CSC-->OCBO 

CSC-->OCBI 

Psychological Capital  Psy Cap  H16 PsyCap-->JS 

PsyCap-->TOI 

PsyCap-->JPP 

PsyCap-->OCBO 

PsyCap-->OCBI 

H17 PsyCap mediates 

between IJ and JS, 

OCBO, TOI 

The fit indices shown in Table indicate that the hypothesized structural model offer a good fit to 

the data. Leaving apart, the ratio chi-square (χ2=4145.798; DF=1880; p=0.000) which was significant 
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(p<0.001); the rest of the other fit measures showed that model adequately fit the observed data. The 

absolute fit measures i.e., GFI and RMSEA were 0.798 and 0.048 which indicated good fit of model. 

The incremental fit measures i.e., NFI and CFI were 0.763 and 0.854 respectively, which again showed 

adequate fit and the parsimony fit measure i.e., AGFI was 0.776. In addition to these indices, the   

χ2/df=2.205   was within the threshold level i.e., 1.0 <χ2/df<3.0 backing up these findings. 

Table 31: Results of Hypothesized Structural Model 

 Absolute Fit Measure Incremental 

Fit Measures 

Parsimony 

Fit 

Measure 

 χ2 Df χ2/Df GFI RMSEA NFI CFI AGFI 

Criteria   1< χ2/Df<3 ≥0.90 <0.05 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 

Obtained 4145.798 1880 2.205 0.798 0.048 0.763 0.854 0.776 

Where χ2=Chi-Square; df =Degree of Freedom; GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; RMSEA=Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; NFI=Normated Fit Index; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted 

Goodness of Fit Index. 

The structural model assessment is also carried out through the coefficient parameter estimates. 

These parameter estimates were utilised to produce the estimated population covariance matrix for the 

structural model. The model was defined by 63 measurement items that defined the twelve latent 

constructs. The covariance matrix amongst the constructs was applied to test the model. It was observed 

that when the critical ratio (CR or t-value) is greater than 1.96 for an estimate (regression weight), then 

the parameter coefficient value is significant at the 0.05 levels (Hair et al.2006). Hence, a total of 

nineteen (19) causal paths were examined in this research study through an examination of their path 

estimates and CR values. The t-values for eleven (11) causal paths estimates, were above the 1.96 

critical values at the significant level p≤0.05 while the t-value for remaining one (1) were found 

statistically insignificant. The overall structural model is depicted in fig and parameter estimates are 

described in table 32.  

Insert Table 32: Regression Weights 
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Results described in table indicate that eleven (11) out of nineteen (19) hypothesized paths 

between independent and dependent variables were significant. For instance, the hypothesized paths 

between Interactional justice and Psychological Capital; Interactional Justice and Relational Self-

concept; Interactional justice and work outcomes; Psychological capital and work outcomes were 

statistically significant at p<0.05. The hypothesized paths between procedural justice and OCBI; 

Interactional Justice and job performance; Procedural justice and job performance indicated that their t-

values failed to meet the cut-off point required for statistical significance.  

Table 33: Hypotheses Testing 

Construct Code 

Name 

Hypotheses Relationship Standardised 

Regression 

Weights(β) 

Supported 

Distributive 

Justice 

DJ H1 DJ-->js 0.370 Yes 

DJ-->toi -0.302 Yes 

DJ-->JPP -0.106 No 

DJ-->OCBO -0.002 No 

DJ-->OCBI -0.071 No 

H4 DJ-->ISC 0.048 No 

H13 DJ-->Psycap 0.059 No 

 H2 

 

PJ-->js -0.254 yes 

PJ-->toi 0.215 yes 

PJ-->JPP 0.086 no 

PJ-->OCBO 0.116 no 

PJ-->OCBI 0.064 no 

 H6 PJ-->CSC 0.040 no 

H15 PJ-->Psycap 0.125 no 

Interactional 

Justice 

IJ H3 

 

 

 

IJ --> js   0.192 yes 

IJ -->toi -0.124 yes 

 IJ-->JPP -0.086 no 

 IJ -->OCBO -0.138 yes 

 IJ --> ocbi -0.031 no 

 H5 IJ --> RSC 0.202 yes 

 H11 RSC mediates between 

IJ and OCBO, TOI 

 yes 

 H14 IJ -->Psycap 0.353 yes 

 

Self-Concept 

 

ISC 

 

H7 

ISc-->js -0.313 yes 

ISc-->toi 0.334 yes 

 ISc-->JPP -0.052 no 

 ISc-->OCBO -0.084 no 



103 

 

 ISc-->ocbi -0.064 no 

  H8 RSc-->js -0.116 yes 

   RSc-->toi 0.059 no 

   RSc-->JPP 0.294 yes 

   RSc-->OCBO 0.367 yes 

   RSc-->ocbi 0.293 yes 

  H9 CSc-->js 0.181 yes 

   CSc-->toi -0.030 no 

   CSc-->JPP -0.112 yes 

   CSc-->OCBO -0.300 yes 

   CSc-->ocbi -0.218 yes 

Psychological 

Capital 

Psy Cap H16 Psycap --> js 0.340 yes 

 Psycap--> toi 0.243 yes 

 Psycap --> JPP  0.307 yes 

Psycap--> OCBO  0.353 yes 

Psycap --> ocbi 0.301 yes 

  H17 PsyCap mediates 

between IJ and JS, 

OCBO, TOI 

 yes 

The results for hypotheses testing reveal that eleven hypotheses were positive and statistically 

significant, so were accepted, while eight hypotheses were found statistically insignificant hence, were 

rejected.  

As shown in Figure of Structural Model, the main model estimations revealed that 11 out of 19 

hypotheses were significant while 8 were not significant. The following positively significant 

hypotheses that were supported are elaborated as follows: 

Hypothesis (H1): Distributive Justice will be positively related to Job satisfaction and negatively 

related to Turnover Intentions 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for DJ to JS is 0.370 with critical ratio of  

4.485, DJ to toi is -0.302 with CR of -3.695, suggesting that these path are statistically significant at the 

p=0.001. The result indicated that the distributive justice has a strong positive effect on job satisfaction 

and negative effect on Turnover intentions. 
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Hypothesis (H2): Procedural Justice will be positively associated with Job satisfaction and 

negatively linked to Turnover Intentions 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for PJ to JS is -0.254 with critical ratio of  -

2.808, PJ to TOI is 0.215 with CR of 2.361, suggesting that these path are statistically significant at the 

p=0.05. The results thus indicate a reverse relationship such that procedural justice has a strong negative 

influence on job satisfaction and positive influence on Turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis (H3): Interactional Justice will be positively related to Job Satisfaction, negatively 

associated with turnover intentions and OCBO. 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for IJ to JS is 0.192 with critical ratio of 

3.210, IJ to OCBO is -0.138 with CR of -2.334. Finally, the standardised regression weight and Critical 

ratio for IJ to TOI is -0.124 with CR of -2.061, signifying that these path are statistically significant at 

the p=0.05. The result indicated that the interactional justice has a strong positive effect on job 

satisfaction, negative influence on OCBO and Turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis (H5): Interactional Justice will be positively related to Relational Self-Concept 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for IJ to RSC is 0.202 with critical ratio of 

3.711, signifying that this path is statistically significant at the p=0.001. The result indicated that the 

interactional justice has a strong positive influence on relational self-concept implying that if there was 

an increase in interactional justice, it would promote relational self-concept. 

Hypothesis (H14): Interactional Justice will be positively associated with Psychological Capital 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for IJ to Psychological capital is 0.353 with 

critical ratio of 5.485, signifying that this path is statistically significant at the p=0.001. The result 



105 

 

indicated that the Interactional justice has a strong positive effect on Psychological Capital implying that 

if there was an increase in Interactional justice, it would promote Psychological Capital. 

Hypothesis (H7): Individual Self-Concept will be positively linked to Job Satisfaction and 

negatively associated with Turnover Intentions. 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for ISC to JS is -0.313 with Critical ratio of  

-5.962 and from ISC to TOI is 0.334 with critical ratio of 6.402, suggesting that these paths are  

statistically significant at the p=0.001. The result indicated that the ISC has a strong positive effect on 

TOI and a negative influence on Job satisfaction, implying that if there was an increase in ISC, it would 

promote intentions to quit and decrease job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis (H8): Relational Self-Concept will be positively associated with job satisfaction, in-role 

and extra-role job performance (JPP, OCBO and OCBI) 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for RSC to JS is -0.116 with critical ratio of   

-2.407, significant at p=0.05 level. The standardised regression weight for RSC to OCBO is 0.367 with 

Critical ratio of 6.989, for RSC to OCBI is 0.293 with CR of 5.071, for RSC to JPP is 0.294 with critical 

ratio of 5.534, all significant at 0.001 level. The result indicated that the RSC has a strong positive effect 

on JPP, OCBO and OCBI and a negative influence on JS, implying that if there was an increase in RSC, 

it would promote JPP, OCBO, OCBI and discourage Job Satisfaction. 

Hypothesis (H9): Collective Self-Concept will be positively linked to job satisfaction, job 

performance, OCBO and OCBI. 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for CSC to JS is 0.181 with critical ratio of 

3.728, significant at 0.001. The standardised regression weight for CSC to job performance is      -0.112 

with critical ratio of -2.272, significant at 0.05 level. The standardized regression weight for CSC to 

OCBO is -0.300 with Critical ratio of -6.111, for CSC to OCBI is -0.218 with CR of -4.047, both 
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significant at 0.001 level. The result indicated that the CSC has a negative influence on OCBO, OCBI, 

and Job Performance, implying that if there was an increase in CSC, it would lead to a decrease in 

OCBO, OCBI and Job performance. The results further indicate that CSC has a positive influence on 

Job Satisfaction.  

H16: Psychological Capital will be positively linked to Job Outcomes (Job Satisfaction and 

Turnover Intentions, Job Performance, OCBO and OCBI) 

The standardized regression weight and critical ratio for Psychological Capital to JS is 0.340 

with critical ratio of 5.426 and for Psychological Capital to TOI is -0.243 with critical ratio of       -

4.101, implying that these path are statistically significant at the p=0.001. The results indicated that the 

Psychological Capital has a strong positive effect on JS and negative effect on TOI implying that if there 

was an increase in Psychological Capital, it would promote Job Satisfaction and discourage Turn over 

Intentions. 

Further,  the standardized regression weight and critical ratio for Psychological Capital to JPP is 

0.307 with critical ratio of 4.995, Psychological Capital to OCBI is 0.301 with critical ratio of 4.558, 

Psychological Capital to OCBO is 0.353 with critical ratio of 5.856, signifying that these path are 

statistically significant at the p=0.001. The result indicated that the Psychological Capital has a strong 

positive effect on JPP, OCBO and OCBI, implying that if there was an increase in Psychological 

Capital, it would promote JPP, OCBO and OCBI. Hence overall, Psychological Capital is positively 

associated with Job satisfaction, Job Performance, OCBO, OCBI and negatively related with Turnover 

Intentions.  
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4.8. Mediation Hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 11: Relational Self-Concept will mediate the association between Interactional Justice 

and Job Satisfaction and OCBO 

Insert Table 34: Standardized Regression Weight and Critical Ratio 

 Proposed Casual 

Relations 

SE 

Standardised 

Regression 

Weights(β) 

CR p 

H3 IJ-->js 0.192 3.210 *** 

IJ-->toi -0.124 -2.061 0.039 

IJ-->JPP -0.086 -1.418 0.156 

IJ-->OCBO -0.138 -2.334 0.020 

IJ-->OCBI -0.031 -0.483 0.629 

H5 IJ-->RSC 0.202 3.711 0.001 

H8 RSC-->JS -0.116 -2.407 0.016 

 RSC-->toi 0.059 1.197 0.231 

 RSC-->JPP 0.294 5.534 *** 

 RSC-->OCBO 0.367 6.989 *** 

 RSC-->OCBI 0.293 5.071 *** 

The above table shows that the standardized regression weight and critical ratio for IJ to JS is 

0.192 with critical ratio of 3.210, IJ to OCBO is -0.138 with CR of -2.334, suggesting that these path are 

statistically significant at the p<0.05. It further depicts that standardized regression weight and critical 

ratio for IJ to RSC is 0.202 and 3.711, significant at p=0.001. Finally, standardized regression weight 

and critical ratio for RSC and JS is -0.116 and -2.407, for RSC and OCBO is 0.367 and 6.989 at p<0.05 

level. Hence we can conclude that RSC partially mediates between Interactional justice and Job 

Satisfaction, Interactional justice and OCBO, fully mediates between Interactional Justice and Job 

Performance, as well as OCBI.  
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Hypothesis 17: Psychological Capital will mediate the relationship between Interactional Justice 

and Job Outcomes (Job Satisfaction, Turnover Intentions, Job Performance, OCBO and OCBI). 

Table 35: Mediation of Psychological Capital between Interactional Justice and Job Outcomes (Job 

Satisfaction, Turnover Intentions, Job Performance, OCBO and OCBI). 

 Proposed Casual 

Relations 

SE Standardised 

Regression 

Weights(β) 

CR p 

H3 IJ-->js 0.192 3.210 *** 

 IJ-->toi -0.124 -2.061 0.039 

 IJ-->JPP -0.086 -1.418 0.156 

 IJ-->OCBO -0.138 -2.334 0.020 

 IJ-->OCBI -0.031 -0.483 0.629 

H14 IJ-->PsyCap 0.353 5.485 *** 

H16 PsyCap-->JS 0.340 5.426 *** 

 PsyCap-->TOI -0.243 -4.101 *** 

 PsyCap-->JPP 0.307 4.995 *** 

 PsyCap-->OCBO 0.353 5.856 *** 

 PsyCap-->OCBI 0.301 4.558 *** 

 

As the above Table reveals that IJ leads to JS, TOI, OCBO, and IJ also significantly leads to 

Psychological Capital, whereas Psychological Capital further leads to JS, TOI, JPP, OCBO and OCBI, 

we can conclude that Psychological Capital partially mediates between Interactional Justice and 

Turnover Intentions, Interactional Justice and OCBO, fully mediates the association between IJ and job 

performance as well as OCBI. 

 

4.9. Modifying Structural Model by Removing Non-Significant Paths 

As discussed in the previous section, following hypotheses (i.e. H4, H6, H13 and H15) were 

statistically not significant and thereby were rejected. The details of the rejected hypotheses are as 

follows: 

H4: Distributive Justice is related to an Individual Self-Concept 
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The standardised Regression weight and Critical ratio for DJ to ISC is 0.048 and 0.956 at p>0.05 which 

implies that this path is not significant and hence, distributive justice does not promote an Individual 

Self-Concept. 

H6: Procedural Justice is related to a collective Self-Concept 

The table depicts that the standardised Regression weight and Critical ratio for PJ to CSC is 0.040 and 

0.757 at p>0.05 which implies that this path between Procedural Justice and Collective Self-Concept is 

not significant and hence, procedural justice does not promote a Collective Self-Concept. 

H13: Distributive Justice will be positively linked to an employee’s Psychological Capital 

The standardised Regression weight and Critical ratio for Distributive Justice to Psychological Capital is 

0.059 and 0.682 at p>0.05 which implies that this path between Distributive Justice and Psychological 

capital is not significant and hence, distributive justice does not promote Psychological Capital. 

H15: Procedural Justice will be positively linked to an employee’s Psychological Capital 

The standardised Regression weight and Critical ratio for Procedural Justice to Psychological Capital is 

0.125 and 1.292 at p>0.05 which implies that this path between Procedural Justice and Psychological 

capital is not significant and hence, Procedural justice does not promote Psychological Capital. 

Finally, the model was revised in order to achieve parsimony that helped realise a better fit for the data. 

Hence, the structural model was re-specified by eliminating four not significant paths i.e., H4, H6, H13 

and H15, which improved fit to the data. Results of reviewed structural model are presented in table 36. 
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Insert Table 36: Revised structural model 

Construct Code 

Name 

Hypotheses Relationship Standardised 

Regression 

Weights(β) 

Supported 

Distributive 

Justice 

DJ H1 DJ-->js 0.108 Yes*** 

DJ-->toi 0.099 Yes*** 

Procedural 

Justice 

 H2 

 

PJ-->js 0.153 Yes** 

PJ-->toi 0.143 Yes* 

Interactional 

Justice 

IJ H3 

 

ij --> js   0.110 Yes*** 

ij-->toi 0.100 Yes* 

H5 ij --> RSC 0.044 Yes*** 

H14 ij -->Psycap 0.052 Yes*** 

 

Self-Concept 

 

ISC 

 

H7 

ISc-->js 0.100 Yes*** 

ISc-->toi 0.094 Yes*** 

  H8 RSc-->js 0.104 Yes* 

   RSc-->JPP 0.058 Yes*** 

   RSc-->OCBO 0.086 Yes*** 

   RSc-->ocbi 0.061 Yes*** 

  H9 CSc-->js 0.119 Yes*** 

   CSc-->OCBO 0.099 Yes*** 

   CSc-->ocbi 0.068 Yes*** 

Psychological 

Capital 

Psy Cap H16 Psycap --> js 0.124 Yes*** 

 Psycap--> toi 0.112 Yes*** 

 Psycap --> JPP  0.057 Yes*** 

Psycap--> OCBO  0.084 Yes*** 

Psycap --> ocbi 0.060 Yes*** 

***Significance at 0.001 level (two tailed), ** significance at 0.01 level (two tailed), * significance at 

0.05 level. 

Table 37: Goodness of Fit Indices Revised Structural model 

 Absolute Fit Measure Incremental Fit 

Measures 

Parsimony 

Fit 

Measure 

 χ2 Df χ2/Df GFI RMSEA NFI CFI AGFI 

Criteria   1< 

χ2/Df<3 

≥0.90 <0.05 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 ≥0.90 

Obtained 4110.3113 1891 2.174 0.801 0.048 0.765 0.857 0.781 

Where χ2=Chi-Square; df =Degree of Freedom; GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; RMSEA=Root Mean 

Square Error of Approximation; NFI=Normated Fit Index; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted 

Goodness of Fit Index. 
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Results shown in table for the revised structural model indicated that all of the hypotheses i.e., 

H1, H2, H3, H5, H7, H8, H9, H14 and H16 were statistically significant. Furthermore, the fit indices in 

table 37 specified that the hypothesized structural model was improved after deletion of non-significant 

paths (n=4). Leaving apart, the ratio chi-square (χ2=4110.3113; DF=1891; p=0.000), other fit measures 

depicted fine fit for the observed data. The absolute fit measures i.e, GFI and RMSEA were 0.801 and 

0.048 which  specified good fit of model, incremental fit measures i.e, NFI and CFI were 0.765 and 

0.857 respectively, which showed adequate fit and the parsimony fit measure of AGFI was 0.781, which 

was also close to the cut off range(i.e., >0.9). Additionally, the χ2/df=2.174 was within the threshold 

level (i.e., 1.0<χ2/df<3.0), which reinforced these findings. In short, it could be argued that a 

parsimonious and well-adjusted model could be achieved after removing non-significant paths.  

 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter showed the results of this research study. It incorporated numerous statistical 

procedures to screen the data for normality issues. It was important to carry out such screening tests as 

structural equation modelling (SEM) is very sensitive to such issues. Results revealed that there were no 

missing valuesThe researcher further utilized the Q-Q plots and found the data to be normally 

distributed. 

The researcher applied the structural equation modelling using AMOS version 16.0 to evaluate 

the measurement and structural models in this study. This analysis was performed in two stages. In the 

first step, the measurement model was assessed through the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) which 

revealed that this model needed to be rectified. The revised results of the model revealed that goodness 

of fit indices were upgraded and the revised model demonstrated an improved fit to the data. After this 

stage, each latent construct was then assessed for its reliability and convergent, discriminant, 
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nomological validity. The results depicted that all constructs qualified for reliability as well as for each 

of the convergent, discriminant and nomological validities.  

Thereafter, the hypothesized linkages between latent constructs was evaluated through the 

structural model. These hypotheses were examined through the goodness of fit indices and parameter 

estimate coefficients to gauge the fitness of structural model with the data. The results supported that the 

hypothesised structural model provided good fit to the data as only four out of thirteen hypotheses were 

found statistically insignificant and hence, rejected. Consequently, the structural model was revised for 

parsimony by removing non-significant paths.  
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CHAPTER 5 

5.1. DISCUSSION 

This study makes an attempt to contribute to literature that brings together three dimensions of 

Organizational justice, three Self-Concepts, Psychological capital and employee work associated 

outcomes such as Job Performance, OCBO, OCBI, Job satisfaction and Turnover Intentions. The 

research model proposed that perception of fairness among employees may get them to seek out 

unconscious and bottom-up processes through a recognition of their self-identity and psychological 

resources (Psychological Capital), to improve their work outcomes. It therefore, tested the linkage 

between organizational justice and employee work outcomes through the dual mediation of tripartite 

self-concepts and Psychological Capital. It applied the Social Information Processing theory as the 

overarching theory and further used Social Identity and Conservation of Resources theories as detailed 

explanatory theories.  

Out of the three main objectives of this research, the first one had been to study the less observed 

underlying mechanisms between organizational justice and employee work outcomes. Second one was 

to shift the focus of organizational justice research from theoretical issues to an implementation focus. 

Last one was to apply Social Information Processing Theory to explain Organizational justice as a 

contextual factor that, sometimes, is given precedence over individual perceptions, in the formation of 

needs, attitudes, and behaviors of individuals.  

The hypothesized model in the current study projected that distributive and interactional justice 

are positively associated with job satisfaction and negatively linked to turnover intentions. Interactional 

Justice is also negatively associated with OCBO. Perceptions of interactional justice are shaped when 

supervisors share the details of procedures, provide justification for processes, and treat employees with 



114 

 

respect. Hence, interactional justice positively increases the quality of the employee-supervisor 

exchange relationship, and effects outcomes such as job satisfaction (Bies, 1985; Bies and Moag, 1986; 

Folger and Bies, 1989; Tyler and bias, 1990). Interactional Justice also observes a negative relationship 

with OCBO which is not unique to this study, but has also been observed in a meta-analysis (Colquitt 

etal, 2001). It might be inferred that when employees enjoy close association with their supervisor, they 

feel secure enough and find it irrelevant to display any sort of citizenship behavior.  

Compared to distributive and interactional justice, Procedural justice, has an opposite link with 

job satisfaction and turn over intentions such that when procedural justice increases, job satisfaction 

declines and turn over intentions increases. The demographic profile of this sample suggests that 

majority of respondents (72%) fall in the age bracket of 25-34 years. Hence a possible explanation for 

this observation might be that these young employees may feel wary of the procedures and get 

discouraged by their enforcement. 

Interestingly, out of all the three justice dimensions, this research found major associations for 

Interactional Justice, followed equally by Procedural and Distributive Justice. There might be two 

possible reasons for this particular association. First, interactional justice mirrors the social impact of the 

justice process and is one of the most effective manners to manage the perception of fairness in 

organizations (Moorman, 1991). Second, this type of justice focuses on interpersonal treatment such that 

employees are not only sensitive to their own treatment, accorded by other organizational members but 

are also mindful of the treatment received by others (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Bies, 2001; Turillo, Folger, 

Lavelle, Umphress, & Gee, 2002). As my sample had 56% female participants, these selected group of 

employees may not only be sensitive to their own perception of fairness but also cognizant of others’ 

treatment. 
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This research did not find an empirical evidence for the hypothesized linkage between 

distributive justice and individual self-concept, procedural justice and collective self-concept, but 

figured out a positive relationship between interactional justice and Relational self-concept.  This 

relationship can be explained through three reasoning. First, Interactional Justice is supervisor focused 

so when supervisors share organization related information with employees and also treat them in a 

polite and professional manner, employees expand their self-definition and build a relational self-

concept (Chiaburu, 2007). Thus supervisors impact employees’ relational self-concept on the same lines 

as leaders, who prime their followers’ self-concept levels (Paul, Costley, Howell, Dorfman, & 

Trafimow, 2001; Lord & Brown, 2004; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, DeCremer, & Hogg, 2004). 

Second, this link may be explained on the basis of an East Asian cultural outlook which stresses upon 

social connectedness between people. As this study has been conducted in a South Asian country 

(Pakistan), interactional justice not only brings out the nuances of interaction between supervisors and 

subordinates, but also promote their interdependent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Lastly, 

this observation could also be explained by the demographics of the sample which has a majority of 

females (56% females) who tend to court more of relational self-concepts than individual self-concepts 

(Gabriel & Gardner, 1999; Johnson, R. E., Selenta, C., & Lord, R. G. 2006). 

The study also found a linkage between Interactional Justice and Psychological Capital. 

Interactional justice facilitates communication between supervisors and subordinates which optimizes 

benefit for both parties and thus helps build social capital (Drucker, 1981). It thus paves the way for a 

psychological strength based resource, namely Psychological Capital. 

It was found that the Individual self-concept has a negative association with job satisfaction and 

a positive linkage with turnover intentions. The individual self-concept reflects the exclusive nature of a 

person and incorporates individualistic features that distinguish one person from the other (Brewer and 
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Gardner, 1996; Sedikides and Brewer, 2001; Anderson and Chen, 2002; Chen et al, 2006). Thus an 

employee with an individual self-concept may thus feel less satisfied with his/her job and be more 

concerned with personal entitlement and therefore, ready to quit (Judge et al., 1998).  

Findings reveal that relational self-concept has a negative association with job satisfaction but a 

positive link with Job Performance, OCBO and OCBI. This evidence draws support from previous 

research which proves persons with a high relational self-construal, hold close relationships to express 

and seek verification for themselves. Hence, such interpersonal attachments with close relationship 

partners may lead to both in-role as well as extra role job performance (Cross et al., 2000; Cross, Morris, 

& Gore, 2002). The negative association between a relational self-concept and job satisfaction is in 

agreement with literature which promotes that individuals with relational selves will be inspired to 

uphold pleasant relationships with fellow employees which might leave them to be less pleased with 

their jobs (Judge et al., 1998). 

Lastly, individual self-concept has the least job outcomes while relational and collective self-

concepts have the greatest number of employee work related outcomes. This might be due to a culturally 

dictated norm which makes the individual self-concept less popular than the relational and collective 

self-concepts. Interestingly, relational and Collective self-concept share the same employee work related 

outcomes but in an opposite directions. For instance, Relational Self-Concept orchestrates an 

interdependent self-system and displays a positive association with JPP, OCBO, OCBI but a negative 

relationship with Job Satisfaction. Collective Self-Concept, on the other hand, has a negative 

relationship with OCBO, OCBI, JPP but a positive relationship with Job Satisfaction. The positive link 

between RSC and OCB can be explained through existing literature which argues that when individuals 

are focused on others, they may take charge so as to help the organization perform well (Korsgaard et 

al., 1996, 1997; Moon, 2001; Epley, Caruso, & Bazerman, 2006; Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004).  
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The same argument could be cited for CSC and OCB but our research found this relationship in 

opposite direction which implies that Collective self-concept may decrease OCB. This observation could 

be explained by the fact that employees with a collective self-concept, value group differences more 

fervently than organizational differences (Marx, Stapel and Muller, 2005; Johnson and Chang, 2006).  

They thus develop very solid biases for their own groups. Hence employees with a collective self-

concept may only be stimulated in contexts which have implications for their in-groups (Earley, 1993). 

This may be a plausible reason for the negative relationship between collective self-concept and job 

performance as well as citizenship behaviors.  

Lastly, the other mediator, Psychological Capital is positively related to job satisfaction, job 

performance, OCBO and OCBI but negatively linked with Turnover Intentions. Interestingly, as per the 

finding of this study, Psychological Capital is well equipped to explain all of the five suggested job 

outcomes such as Job Performance, Job Satisfaction, OCBO, OCBI and Turnover Intentions.  

As for the mediation of self-concept between organization justice and employee work related 

outcomes, only Relational Self-concept mediates between interactional justice and job satisfaction, Job 

performance, OCBO as well as OCBI. This empirical result is supported from two observations. First, it 

follows the broad outlook of previous research which supports that self-identity may mediate justice-

based effects on attitudes and behaviors (Lind, 2001; Tyler & Blader, 2003). Second, it supports the 

observation that Eastern culture is more characterized by interpersonal associations or relational self-

concept than by in-group linkages or collective self-concept (Yuki, 2003).  As the current research has 

been carried out in Pakistan, the results give both a hint of Collectivism and Eastern culture which 

explains the tilt towards a relational self-concept. Moreover, Psychological Capital also mediates the 

association between IJ and job performance, TOI and OCBO, OCBI. To look for a common variable, 
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both Relational self-concept and Psychological Capital mediate between Interactional Justice and Job 

Performance as well as OCBO and OCBI. 

5.2. Limitations of the Study 

The research used self-concepts which are multilayered and flexible (Markus and Kunda, 1986; 

Turner, 1985). Researchers proposed that self-identity operates primarily at implicit levels (Lane & 

Scott, 2007; Johnson & Saboe, 2011). However, this study used measurement techniques that captured 

content at explicit or conscious levels (e.g., scaled survey items) and did not use any implicit processes, 

such as the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al, 1998), Semantic Priming tasks (SP; e.g., 

Wittenbrink, Judd and Park, 1997), etc. Such an approach may have underestimated justice-based effects 

involving self-concepts. Another limitation is the capture of turnover data, solely through its 

perceptions. This limitation could have been avoided if it was coupled with some objective data such as 

actual turnover behavior (Cohen-Charash et al, 2001).  

Past research has suggested that gender moderates reactions to perceived justice (Desmarais and 

Curtis, 1991; Farmer and Fyans, 1980; McFarlin, Frone, Major and Konar, 1989). For instance, it has 

been reported that men tend to be more perceptive of distributive justice than women (Brockener and 

Adsit, 1986). However, this study predominantly used female respondents which limited the 

generalization of its findings to males. Hence, future studies may include a balance distribution of males 

and females along with full time and part time employees, to report objective results. 

 

5.3. Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to understand the less explored science behind each of the three 

dimensions of organizational justice through the self, mainly the three self-concepts and Psychological 
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Capital. It utilized a time lagged data collected through the quantitative approach. The results suggest 

that distributive justice has a personal focus and therefore links positively with job satisfaction but 

negatively with turnover intentions. It is interesting to observe that the study found the same relationship 

between Procedural Justice and job satisfaction as well as turnover intentions but in an opposite 

direction which implies that procedural justice may hold different meaning to each employee.  The 

results further indicated that Interactional justice is more personal oriented than procedural justice and is 

therefore, associated positively with job satisfaction, negatively with OCBO and turnover intentions.  

When it comes to the three self-concepts, the individual self-concept has a positive relationship 

with turnover intentions but a negative effect on job satisfaction. The Relational self-concept has a 

positive effect on job performance, OCBO, OCBI but a negative link with job satisfaction. The opposite 

holds true for the Collective Self-concept which reaffirms the difference in each of their orientations. 

Out of the three justice dimensions, only relational self-concept fully mediates between 

interactional justice and job performance, OCBI while partially mediates between Interactional justice 

and Job Satisfaction as well as OCBO. Furthermore, Psychological Capital partially mediates between 

Interactional Justice and Turnover Intentions, OCBO while it fully mediates between Interactional 

Justice and Job Performance, OCBI.  

Overall, the study found Interactional Justice to have a strong presence as compared to other 

justice dimensions which reaffirms its interactive nature. It further advanced available knowledge on the 

selected job outcomes and provided impetus to research in this domain by identifying the intervening 

variables. Conclusively, this study extends significant contributions to the organizational behavioral 

literature by identifying the intervening variables as well as their applications. 
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5.4. Future Research Directions 

This research contributed in a number of ways. First, it used a tripartite self-concept which 

included individual, relational and collective selves rather than just the dichotomous taxonomy of 

independent and interdependent selves (Sedikides & Brewer, 2001; Holmvall & Bobocel, 2004; 

Brockner et al., 2005). Second, it utilized a tripartite conceptualization of organizational justice with 

Distributive, Procedural and Interactional aspects, which is quite uncommon as most of the studies have 

not observed all three types of justice, concurrently (Brewer and Gardner, 1996).  

Another solid feature of this study is its time lagged character which helped avoid Common 

Method variance and frame it in terms of cause and effect relationships. Moreover, the research assessed 

the main variables at three different points in time, after a gap of at least three months each time and 

used variant sources such as self and peer reports (Taris, 2000). However, the results still need to be 

taken with some carefulness as the study has been non-experimental in nature.  

This study was conducted amongst employees largely drawn from the service sector companies 

of Pakistan, where in the participants were predominantly female. Such a choice may create problems 

for generalization of research as the results may or may not be applicable to other contextual settings or 

organizations. Future researches may therefore, target various kinds of organizations and more diverse 

samples. The findings of this study may also be validated with some qualitative methods such as closed 

group interviews which may enable the researcher to posit causal linkages with greater assurance.  
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5.5. Managerial Implications 

This study makes vital contributions to research and practice in the domain of Organizational 

Justice. First, it argues that the causal influence of Organizational justice on OCBO, OCBI, TOI and Job 

Performance can be better explained through the mediating influence of Psychological Capital. This is 

primarily because Psychological Capital acts as a bridge between an organizationally controlled factor 

(Organizational Justice) and the individual level variables (OCBO, OCBI, TOI and Job Performance, 

Job Satisfaction). Finally, the “state-like capacity” and “open to control” nature of Psychological capital 

makes it a crucial tool in the hands of the managers to influence the development and performance 

enhancement of employees (Luthans et al, 2006; Luthans et al, 2007b).  

Next it explains the mediation of self-concept between organizational justice and employee work 

outcomes (OCBO, OCBI, TOI and Job Performance, Job Satisfaction). Self-concept is important from 

multiple standpoints of cognition, personality and social psychology as it helps individuals know 

themselves as well as others and also regulate social interactions. Its multidimensional nature can impart 

valuable knowledge to executives which may help them influence the thoughts and actions of 

subordinates (Lord and Brown, 2004).  

The study further elaborates upon the differential effects of the three justice dimensions, each of 

which helped improve their decision making for decision outcomes (distributive justice), 

implementation of rules (procedural justice) and treatment of employees (interactional justice). As this 

study has observed the highlighted role of interactional justice, it can guide managers to actively treat 

their employees with respect and kindness. It further recognizes the unique linkage between interactional 

justice and the less studied area of relational self-concept and points towards important work related 

outcomes (Lord and Brown, 2004; van knippenberg et al, 2004; Johnson et al, 2006).  
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              International Islamic University 

              Faculty of Management Sciences 

          

Dear Participant,                                                                                                               

Date: ____________ 

This study is part of a PhD thesis that is coordinated by the Faculty of Management Sciences at 

International Islamic University (Islamabad, Pakistan). This questionnaire is part of an inquiry about 

employees’ self-concepts, organizational justice and how this is connected to differences in attitudinal 

and behavioral outcomes.  

 

Would you be so kind to fill out this questionnaire and send it back to the Principal Investigator (Sadia 

Jahanzeb, Assistant Professor, Fatima Jinnah Women University)? Before answering the questions 

please read the instructions carefully and answer all the questions even if they seem repetitive. 

Remember that there is no right or wrong answer.  

 

The Principal Investigators (Sadia Jahanzeb and Dr Bashir Khan) assure all analyses will be dealt with 

in a confidential way.  

 

This inquiry consists of two parts. Today, you are participating in part – 1. Second part of this study will 

follow in about two months from today. Before you proceed to the next segments of this questionnaire, 

you are kindly requested to enter personal identification information below. All information provided in 

this section will only be used to match your responses in part -1 to part -2. Once your two responses 

have been matched, all personal identification information will be deleted from our records. Hence any 

personal identification of responses will become impossible. 

 

If you have further questions, feel free to contact Sadia Jahanzeb, Department of Public Administration, 

FJWU at sadiaj@fjwu.edu.pk or 03005139000.  

 

Once again thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Sadia Jahanzeb 

 Personal Identification Information  

Full Name ____________________________________________________________  

Email Address (preferably official/work email address) _________________________________  

NIC/Employee Number*: _______________________  

Organization __________________________________________________________  

Department ___________________________________________________________ 

Name of Your Current Supervisor_________________________________________  
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Statements in Section – 1 indicate some autobiographical concepts people might have about 

themselves. Please indicate by encircling to what extent the following statements characterize you. 

There are 5 possibilities. 

 

1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree 

/Nor Agree 

4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

1. 2

1 

I thrive on opportunities to demonstrate that my abilities or talents are 

better than those of other people. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. 2

2 

I have a strong need to know how I stand in comparison to my 

coworkers. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. 2

3 

I often compete with my friends. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. 2

4 

I feel best about myself when I perform better than others. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. 2

5 

I often find myself pondering over the ways that I am better or worse off 

than other people around me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. 2

6 

If a friend was having a personal problem, I would help him/her even if it 

meant sacrificing my time or money. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. 2

7 

I value friends who are caring, empathic individuals. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. 2

8 

It is important to me that I uphold my commitments to significant people 

in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. 2

9 

Caring deeply about another person such as a close friend or relative is 

important to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. 3
0 

Knowing that a close other acknowledges and values the role that I play 

in their life makes me feel like a worthwhile person. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. 3
1 

Making a lasting contribution to groups that I belong to, such as my work 

organization, is very important to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. 3
2 

When I become involved in a group project, I do my best to ensure its 

success. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. 3
3 

I feel great pride when my team or group does well even if I’m not the 

main reason for its success. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. 3
4 

I would be honored if I were chosen by an organization or club that I 

belong to, to represent them at a conference or meeting. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. 3
5 

When I’m part of a team, I am concerned about the group as a whole 

instead of whether individual team members like me or whether I like 

them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section – 2 points to some of the distributive and procedural aspects of your job. The response scale is as 

below: 

1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree 

/Nor Agree 

4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

          Please encircle the appropriate choice.  

1.  Does your pay/pay increases reflect the effort you have put into your 

work? 

1 2 3 4 5 
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2.  Is your pay/pay increases appropriate for the work you have completed?  

 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Does your pay/pay increases reflect what you have contributed to the 

organization? 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Is your pay/pay increases justified, given your performance? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Have you been able to express your views and feelings during those 

procedures? 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Have you had influence over the pay/pay increases arrived at by those 

procedures? 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Have those procedures been applied consistently? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Have those procedures been free of bias? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Have those procedures been based on accurate information? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

10.  Have you been able to appeal against the pay/pay increases arrived at by 

those procedures? 

1 2 3 4 5 

11.  Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section – 3, refers to some of the items that refer to your boss or any other authority involved in 

executing the procedures or determining the pay/pay increases. Answer choices include:  

1. Strongly Disagree  2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree 

/Nor Agree 

4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

 

For each statement, please indicate by encircling the appropriate answer choice that best describes your  

Situation. 

1.  

 

Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Has (he/she) treated you with dignity? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Has (he/she) treated you with respect? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely manner? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to individuals’ 

specific needs? 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section-4 asks for intentions related to your Job. Please encircle the appropriate choice. 

1. 3

6 

It is highly likely that I will look for a new job in the next year. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. 3

7 

I often think about quitting/ I often think about leaving the 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. 3

8 

If I may choose again, I will choose to work for the current 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section-5 relates to satisfaction with your job. Which one of the following shows how much of the 

time you feel satisfied with your job?  

1. Please encircle the most appropriate choice, which are: 

1. Never. 

2. Seldom. 

3. Occasionally. 

4. About half of the time. 

5. A good deal of the time. 

6. Most of the time. 

7. All the time. 

 

2. Choose one of the following statements which best tells how well you like your job. 

1. I hate it. 

2. I dislike it. 

3. I don’t like it. 

4. I am indifferent to it. 

5. I like it. 

6. I am enthusiastic about it. 

7. I love it. 

 

3. Which one of the following best tells how you feel about changing your job? 

1. I would quite this job at once if I could. 

2. I would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much as I am earning now. 

3. I would like to change both my job and my occupation. 

4. I would like exchange my present job for another one. 

5. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better job. 

6. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange. 

7. I would not exchange my job for any other. 

 

4. Which one of the following shows how you think you compare with other people? 

1. No one dislikes his job more than I dislike mine. 

2. I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs. 

3. I dislike my job more than most people dislike theirs. 

4. I like my jobs about as well as most people like theirs. 

5. I like my job better than most people like theirs. 

6. I like my job much better than most people like theirs. 

7. No one likes his job better than I like mine. 
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Section-6. This section pertains to Psychological Capital. Answer choices include:  

1. Strongly 

Disagree  

2. Disagree 3. Somewhat 

Disagree 

4. Somewhat 

Agree 

5. Agree 6. Strongly Agree 

 

For each statement, please indicate by encircling the appropriate answer choice that best describes 

your situation.

1. 4

6 

 I feel confident analyzing a long-term problem to find its 

solution 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. 4

7 

 I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings 

with management.              

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. 4

8 

 I feel confident contributing to discussions about the 

organization’s strategy. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. 4

9 

I feel confident helping to set targets/goals in my work area.          1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. 5

0 

I feel confident contacting people outside the organization (e.g.  

Clients, suppliers, customers) to discuss 

problems.                                           

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. 5

1 

I feel confident presenting information to a group of colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. 5

2 

If I should find myself in a jam at work, I could think of many 

ways to get out of it.                                           

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8.  At the present time, I am energetically pursuing my work 

goals.          

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9.  There are lots of ways around any 

problem.                                              

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10.  Right now I see myself as being pretty successful at 

work.                      

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11.  I can think of many ways to reach my current work goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12.  At this time, I am meeting the work goals that I have set for 

myself.        

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13.  When I have a setback at work, I have trouble recovering from it 

and moving on®. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. 1 I usually manage to overcome difficulties one way or another at 

work.           

1 2 3 4 5 6 

15.  I can be “on my own,” so to speak, at work if I have 

to.                               

1 2 3 4 5 6 

16.  I usually take stressful things at work in smooth 

way.                                     

1 2 3 4 5 6 

17.  I can get through difficult times at work because I’ve experienced 

difficulty before.                                                    

1 2 3 4 5 6 

18.  I feel I can handle many things at a time at this 

job.                              

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19.  When things are uncertain for me at work, I usually expect the   

best 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

20.  If something can go wrong for me work-wise, it will. (R)        1 2 3 4 5 6 

21.  I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job.      1 2 3 4 5 6 
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22.  I’m optimistic about what will happen to me in the future as it 

pertains to work.                                                                            

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23.  In this job, things never work out the way I want them to. 

(R)                    

1 2 3 4 5 6 

24.  I approach this job as if “every cloud has a silver lining.” 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Section-7 pertains to Perception of Support from your Organization 

1. Strongly 

Disagree  

2. Moderately 

Disagree 

3. Slightly 

Disagree 

4. Neither 

Disagree/ 

Nor Agree 

5. Slightly 

Agree 

6. Moderately 

Agree 

7. Strongly 

Agree 

 

Please encircle the appropriate choice  

1 The organization values my contribution to its well-being.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 The organization fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. (R)  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 The organization would ignore any complaint from me. (R)  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4 The organization really cares about my well-being.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 Even if I did the best job possible, the organization would fail to 

notice. (R)  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6 The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work.  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7 The organization shows very little concern for me. (R)  

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 The organization takes pride in my accomplishments at work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In the end, please provide us with some demographic data below:  
 

Your Current Job Title ____________________________________________________  

 

Tenure with present organization ____________________________________________________  

 

How many organizations have you worked with in total ________________________________  
(Including your present organization)  

 

Total Years of Service______________  
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Gender:   Male  

                 Female 

 

Age Group (Years):   
o 18 – 24  
o 25 – 34  

o 35 – 44  

o 45 – 54  

o 55 and above  

 

 

 

 

Marital Status:          

o Single               

o Married     

o Widowed 

o Divorced 

  

Education: 

o Matriculation/O – Level  

o Intermediate/A – Level  

o Bachelors 

o Masters  

o Any Other(Please Mention)

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation! The survey that you have just completed is the first part of my inquiry 

and the second part will follow in about 2 months from now. Your participation in this survey is a great 

support for the researchers and is highly valued and appreciated



 

160 

List of Tables 

Insert Table 1: Results of Participants’ Gender, Age, Education, Organizations, Occupation, 

Tenure with Current Organization, Total Service 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender 
Male 226 44 

Female 292 56 

Age 

18-24 32 6.2 

25-34 372 71.8 

35-44 76 14.7 

45-54 32 6.2 

55 and above 6 1.2 

Education 

Matric/O-Level 3 0.6 

Intermediate/A-Level 0 0 

Bachelors 74 14.3 

Masters 308 59.5 

Others 133 25.7 

Sectors 

Banks  13 42 

Institutions of Higher Education  9 31 

Telecom Sector Organizations  8 27 

Tenure with 

Current 

Organization 

1 78 15.1 

2 48 9.3 

3 62 12 

4 51 9.9 

5 70 13.6 

6 56 10.9 

7 45 8.7 

8 36 7.0 

9 16 3.1 

10 14 2.7 

11 4 .8 

12 5 1.0 

13 3 .6 

14 1 .2 

15 3 .6 

16 2 .4 

17 4 .8 

18 6 1.2 

20 3 .6 

22 1 .2 

25 1 .2 

28 3 .6 

29 1 .2 

33 1 .2 
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34 2 .4 

38 1 .2 

42 1 .2 

Total Service 

1 30 5.8 

2 22 4.3 

3 32 6.2 

4 43 8.4 

5 67 13 

6 62 12.1 

7 56 10.8 

8 41 7.9 

9 20 3.9 

10 38 7.4 

11 13 2.5 

12 15 2.9 

13 7 1.4 

14 4 .8 

15 13 2.5 

16 5 1.0 

17 11 2.1 

18 5 1.0 

19 1 .2 

20 13 2.5 

22 1 .2 

23 1 .2 

24 2 .4 

25 2 .4 

27 1 .2 

28 3 .6 

29 1 .2 

30 2 .4 

32 2 .4 

34 3 .6 

40 1 .2 

42 1 .2 

 

Insert Table 2: CFA of Organizational Justice 

Org Justice Chi square 

χ2 

df CMIN/Df CFI  NFI GFI AGFI RMSEA 

First Order Model          

Three Factor 424.284 154 2.755 0.953 0.929 0.924 0.896 0.058 

Two Factor(DJ, PJ and 

IJ) 

2280.750 169 13.496 0.634 0.618 0.579 0.476 0.155 

One Factor 3093.244 170 18.196 0.494 0.482 0.490 0.370 0.182 

Second Order Model  1079.582 167 6.465 0.842 0.819 0.805 0.755 0.103 
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Insert Table3: Standardized Regression Weights of Organizational Justice Dimensions 

   
Estimate 

DJ4 <--- DJ .791 

DJ3 <--- DJ .880 

DJ2 <--- DJ .887 

DJ1 <--- DJ .751 

PJ7 <--- PJ .712 

PJ6 <--- PJ .668 

PJ5 <--- PJ .766 

PJ4 <--- PJ .607 

PJ3 <--- PJ .667 

PJ2 <--- PJ .679 

PJ1 <--- PJ .602 

IJ9 <--- IJ .741 

IJ8 <--- IJ .729 

IJ7 <--- IJ .747 

IJ5 <--- IJ .632 

IJ6 <--- IJ .753 

IJ4 <--- IJ .560 

IJ3 <--- IJ .619 

IJ2 <--- IJ .635 

IJ1 <--- IJ .590 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Insert Table 4: CFA of Psychological Capital    

Psy.  Cap Chi square 

χ2 

df CMIN/DF NFI CFI  GFI AGFI RMSEA 

Second Order          

Four Factors 109.924 50 2.198 0.949 0.972 0.966 0.948 0.048 

First Order         

Four Factor 106.914 48 2.227 0.951 0.972 0.968 0.947 0.049 

12 Factor Model 454.527 54 8.417 0.791 0.810 0.864 0.803 0.120 
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Insert Table 5: Standardized Regression Weights of Psychological Capital 

   
Estimate 

effi <--- Psychological Capital .739 

hop <--- Psychological Capital .876 

res <--- Psychological Capital .746 

opt <--- Psychological Capital .765 

PC6 <--- effi .618 

PC3 <--- effi .775 

PC2 <--- effi .819 

PC12 <--- hop .687 

PC11 <--- hop .804 

PC10 <--- hop .699 

PC7 <--- hop .661 

PC17 <--- res .586 

PC16 <--- res .785 

PC15 <--- res .538 

PC22 <--- opt .735 

PC21 <--- opt .774 

 

 

 

 

Insert table 6:  CFA of Self Concept Scale 

Self-Concept Chi square 

χ2 

df CMIN/df NFI CFI  GFI AGFI RMSEA 

First Order 

Model  

        

Two 

Factor(ISC, 

RSC and 

CSC) 

374.775 89 4.211 0.875 0.901 0.903 0.870 0.079 

One Factor 887.896 90 9.866 0.703 0.724 0.766 0.688 0.131 

Second Order 

Model  

        

Three Factor 215.240 84 2.562 0.928 0.955 0.947 0.924 0.055 
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Insert Table 7: Standardized Regression Weights of Self-Concept Scale 

   
Estimate 

RSC <--- SC .944 

CSC <--- SC .894 

ISC <--- SC .427 

SC6 <--- RSC .701 

SC7 <--- RSC .722 

SC8 <--- RSC .692 

SC9 <--- RSC .754 

SC10 <--- RSC .643 

SC11 <--- CSC .747 

SC12 <--- CSC .769 

SC13 <--- CSC .623 

SC15 <--- CSC .627 

SC14 <--- CSC .640 

SC1 <--- ISC .661 

SC2 <--- ISC .729 

SC3 <--- ISC .602 

SC4 <--- ISC .688 

SC5 <--- ISC .565 

 

 

 

 

 

Insert Table 8: CFA of Job Performance and Citizenship Behavior 

Job Performance(In 

role and Extra Role) 

Chi square 

χ2 

df CMIN/df NFI CFI  GFI AGFI RMSEA 

First Order Model          

One Factor (Job 

Perf+OCBO+OCBI) 

1968.530 189 10.416 0.527 0.549 0.673 0.600 0.135 

Two Factor 

Model(Job Perf, 

OCBO+OCBI) 

1595.996 188 8.489 0.616 0.643 0.729 0.667 0.120 

Three Factor(Job 

Perf, OCBO, OCBI) 

126.970 40 3.174 0.944 0.961 0.957 0.928 0.065 

Full Three Factor 

Model 

1418.180 185 7.666 0.659 0.688 0.748 0.686 0.114 

 



 

165 

Insert Table 9: Standardized Regression Weights: In Role and Extra Role Performance Scale 

   
Estimate 

JPP1 <--- F1 .815 

JPP2 <--- F1 .856 

JPP3 <--- F1 .754 

JPP4 <--- F1 .641 

OCBO1 <--- F2 .705 

OCBO2 <--- F2 .819 

OCBI1 <--- F3 .576 

OCBI12 <--- F3 .704 

OCBI13 <--- F3 .625 

OCBI14 <--- F3 .697 

OCBI15 <--- F3 .663 

 

Table25: Standardized Regression Weights: All Variables 

   Estimate 

eff <--- Psycap .738 

hop <--- Psycap .871 

res <--- Psycap .711 

opt <--- Psycap .802 

DJ4 <--- DJ .789 

DJ3 <--- DJ .875 

DJ2 <--- DJ .894 

DJ1 <--- DJ .747 

PJ7 <--- PJ .672 

PJ6 <--- PJ .690 

PJ5 <--- PJ .731 

PJ4 <--- PJ .674 

PJ3 <--- PJ .670 

PJ2 <--- PJ .673 

PJ1 <--- PJ .620 

IJ9 <--- IJ .680 

IJ8 <--- IJ .665 

IJ7 <--- IJ .648 

IJ6 <--- IJ .740 

IJ5 <--- IJ .669 

IJ4 <--- IJ .623 

IJ3 <--- IJ .683 

IJ2 <--- IJ .709 

IJ1 <--- IJ .668 
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   Estimate 

OCBO1 <--- OCBO .748 

OCBO2 <--- OCBO .772 

PC7 <--- hop .661 

PC10 <--- hop .701 

PC11 <--- hop .802 

PC12 <--- hop .688 

PC2 <--- eff .815 

PC3 <--- eff .776 

PC6 <--- eff .622 

PC15 <--- res .542 

PC16 <--- res .779 

PC17 <--- res .589 

PC21 <--- opt .774 

PC22 <--- opt .736 

OCBI1 <--- OCBI .599 

OCBI12 <--- OCBI .719 

OCBI13 <--- OCBI .642 

OCBI14 <--- OCBI .660 

OCBI15 <--- OCBI .625 

JS1 <--- js .610 

JS2 <--- js .802 

JS3 <--- js .631 

JS4 <--- js .682 

TOI2 <--- toi .912 

TOI1 <--- toi .780 

JPP1 <--- jpp .829 

JPP2 <--- jpp .867 

JPP3 <--- jpp .727 

JPP4 <--- jpp .608 

SC6 <--- RSC .680 

SC7 <--- RSC .701 

SC8 <--- RSC .697 

SC9 <--- RSC .755 

SC10 <--- RSC .639 

SC1 <--- ISC .661 

SC2 <--- ISC .730 

SC3 <--- ISC .607 

SC4 <--- ISC .676 

SC5 <--- ISC .581 

SC11 <--- CSC .706 

SC12 <--- CSC .788 
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   Estimate 

SC13 <--- CSC .627 

SC14 <--- CSC .608 

SC15 <--- CSC .656 

 

Table 27: Convergent Validity 

Item Construct Estimate AVE 

eff  .738  

hop  .871  

res  .711  

opt Psycap .802 0.613 

DJ4  .789  

DJ3  .875  

DJ2  .894  

DJ1 DJ .747 0.686 

PJ7  .672  

PJ6  .690  

PJ5  .731  

PJ4  .674  

PJ3  .670  

PJ2  .673  

PJ1 PJ .620 0.558 

IJ9  .680  

IJ8  .665  

IJ7  .648  

IJ6  .740  

IJ5  .669  

IJ4  .623  

IJ3  .683  

IJ2  .709  

IJ1 IJ .668 0.558 

OCBO1 
 

.748  

OCBO2 OCBO .772 0.578 

OCBI1  .599  

OCBI12  .719  

OCBI13  .642  

OCBI14  .660  

OCBI15 OCBI .625 0.523 

JS1  .610  

JS2  .802  

JS3  .631  
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JS4 js .682 0.570 

TOI2 
 

.912  

TOI1 toi .780 0.720 

JPP1  .829  

JPP2  .867  

JPP3  .727  

JPP4 jpp .608 0.584 

SC6  .680  

SC7  .701  

SC8  .697  

SC9  .755  

SC10 RSC .639 0.584 

SC1  .661  

SC2  .730  

SC3  .607  

SC4  .676  

SC5 ISC .581 0.527 

SC11  .706  

SC12  .788  

SC13  .627  

SC14  .608  

SC15 CSC .656 0.563 

  

Insert Table 29: Covariance 

   
Estimate 

DJ <--> PJ .742 

DJ <--> IJ .268 

PJ <--> IJ .402 

DJ <--> Psycap .238 

DJ <--> OCBO .114 

DJ <--> OCBI .040 

DJ <--> js .297 

DJ <--> toi -.214 

DJ <--> JPP .000 

DJ <--> RSC -.067 

DJ <--> ISC .033 

DJ <--> CSC -.009 

PJ <--> Psycap .307 

PJ <--> OCBO .124 

PJ <--> OCBI .041 
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Estimate 

PJ <--> js .222 

PJ <--> toi -.138 

PJ <--> JPP .021 

PJ <--> RSC -.089 

PJ <--> ISC .058 

PJ <--> CSC .017 

IJ <--> Psycap .397 

IJ <--> OCBO .064 

IJ <--> OCBI .133 

IJ <--> js .315 

IJ <--> toi -.166 

IJ <--> JPP .088 

IJ <--> RSC .189 

IJ <--> ISC .140 

IJ <--> CSC .250 

OCBO <--> Psycap .256 

OCBI <--> Psycap .224 

Js <--> Psycap .353 

toi <--> Psycap -.165 

JPP <--> Psycap .236 

RSC <--> Psycap .389 

Psycap <--> ISC .345 

Psycap <--> CSC .481 

OCBO <--> OCBI .544 

OCBO <--> js .163 

OCBO <--> toi -.102 

OCBO <--> JPP .518 

OCBO <--> RSC .252 

OCBO <--> ISC .089 

OCBO <--> CSC .129 

OCBI <--> js -.017 

OCBI <--> toi -.052 

OCBI <--> JPP .626 

OCBI <--> RSC .175 

OCBI <--> ISC .039 

OCBI <--> CSC .110 

Js <--> toi -.554 

Js <--> JPP .136 

Js <--> RSC .037 

Js <--> ISC -.157 

Js <--> CSC .154 
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Estimate 

toi <--> JPP .015 

toi <--> RSC .038 

toi <--> ISC .227 

toi <--> CSC .012 

JPP <--> RSC .234 

JPP <--> ISC .108 

JPP <--> CSC .223 

RSC <--> ISC .404 

RSC <--> CSC .858 

ISC <--> CSC .380 

 

Insert Table 32: Regression Weights 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Psycap <--- DJ .038 .055 .682 .495 

Psycap <--- PJ .102 .079 1.292 .196 

Psycap <--- IJ .297 .054 5.485 *** 

CSC <--- PJ .037 .048 .757 .449 

ISC <--- DJ .036 .038 .956 .339 

RSC <--- IJ .165 .044 3.711 *** 

eff <--- Psycap 1.000 
   

hop <--- Psycap .973 .096 10.145 *** 

res <--- Psycap .701 .088 8.014 *** 

opt <--- Psycap 1.155 .107 10.772 *** 

OCBO <--- Psycap .583 .100 5.856 *** 

OCBI <--- Psycap .318 .070 4.558 *** 

Js <--- Psycap .664 .122 5.426 *** 

TOI <--- Psycap -.475 .116 -4.101 *** 

JPP <--- Psycap .342 .069 4.995 *** 

OCBO <--- DJ -.002 .083 -.025 .980 

OCBI <--- DJ -.048 .058 -.833 .405 

Js <--- DJ .464 .104 4.485 *** 

TOI <--- DJ -.379 .103 -3.695 *** 

JPP <--- DJ -.076 .058 -1.310 .190 

OCBO <--- PJ .157 .119 1.321 .187 

OCBI <--- PJ .055 .082 .669 .503 

Js <--- PJ -.407 .145 -2.808 .005 

TOI <--- PJ .345 .146 2.361 .018 

JPP <--- PJ .078 .083 .943 .346 

OCBO <--- IJ -.191 .082 -2.334 .020 

OCBI <--- IJ -.027 .056 -.483 .629 

Js <--- IJ .317 .099 3.210 .001 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

TOI <--- IJ -.204 .099 -2.061 .039 

JPP <--- IJ -.081 .057 -1.418 .156 

OCBO <--- RSC .624 .089 6.989 *** 

OCBI <--- RSC .319 .063 5.071 *** 

Js <--- RSC -.235 .097 -2.407 .016 

TOI <--- RSC .118 .099 1.197 .231 

JPP <--- RSC .337 .061 5.534 *** 

OCBO <--- CSC -.448 .073 -6.111 *** 

OCBI <--- CSC -.208 .052 -4.047 *** 

Js <--- CSC .319 .086 3.728 *** 

TOI <--- CSC -.053 .085 -.618 .537 

JPP <--- CSC -.113 .050 -2.272 .023 

OCBO <--- ISC -.120 .066 -1.804 .071 

OCBI <--- ISC -.058 .046 -1.259 .208 

Js <--- ISC -.530 .089 -5.962 *** 

TOI <--- ISC .564 .088 6.402 *** 

JPP <--- ISC -.050 .047 -1.076 .282 

PJ7 <--- PJ 1.000 
   

PJ6 <--- PJ 1.117 .083 13.426 *** 

PJ5 <--- PJ 1.007 .064 15.699 *** 

PJ4 <--- PJ .984 .079 12.509 *** 

PJ3 <--- PJ .984 .075 13.041 *** 

PJ2 <--- PJ 1.050 .082 12.770 *** 

PJ1 <--- PJ .948 .079 12.018 *** 

IJ9 <--- IJ 1.000 
   

IJ8 <--- IJ .969 .059 16.412 *** 

IJ7 <--- IJ .981 .069 14.259 *** 

IJ6 <--- IJ 1.133 .082 13.805 *** 

IJ5 <--- IJ .893 .069 12.864 *** 

IJ4 <--- IJ .950 .078 12.158 *** 

IJ3 <--- IJ .926 .072 12.788 *** 

IJ2 <--- IJ .967 .072 13.435 *** 

IJ1 <--- IJ .933 .075 12.410 *** 

OCBO1 <--- OCBO 1.000 
   

OCBO2 <--- OCBO .668 .064 10.479 *** 

PC7 <--- hop 1.000 
   

PC10 <--- hop 1.016 .077 13.211 *** 

PC11 <--- hop 1.074 .074 14.596 *** 

PC12 <--- hop 1.111 .085 13.069 *** 

PC2 <--- eff 1.000 
   

PC3 <--- eff 1.037 .066 15.780 *** 
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Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

PC6 <--- eff .825 .063 13.179 *** 

PC15 <--- res 1.000 
   

PC16 <--- res 1.383 .140 9.875 *** 

PC17 <--- res 1.116 .123 9.060 *** 

PC21 <--- opt 1.000 
   

PC22 <--- opt .885 .067 13.279 *** 

OCBI1 <--- OCBI 1.000 
   

OCBI12 <--- OCBI 1.134 .078 14.503 *** 

OCBI13 <--- OCBI 1.112 .105 10.604 *** 

OCBI14 <--- OCBI .958 .094 10.153 *** 

OCBI15 <--- OCBI 1.107 .109 10.124 *** 

JS1 <--- js 1.000 
   

JS2 <--- js .912 .065 13.981 *** 

JS3 <--- js .900 .101 8.942 *** 

JS4 <--- js .832 .089 9.379 *** 

JPP1 <--- JPP 1.000 
   

JPP2 <--- JPP .986 .048 20.724 *** 

JPP3 <--- JPP .808 .046 17.403 *** 

JPP4 <--- JPP .687 .049 13.925 *** 

SC6 <--- RSC 1.000 
   

SC7 <--- RSC 1.031 .070 14.811 *** 

SC8 <--- RSC 1.050 .083 12.650 *** 

SC9 <--- RSC 1.150 .086 13.347 *** 

SC10 <--- RSC .929 .080 11.646 *** 

TOI2 <--- TOI 1.000 
   

TOI1 <--- TOI .921 .081 11.429 *** 

SC1 <--- ISC 1.000 
   

SC2 <--- ISC 1.092 .087 12.535 *** 

SC4 <--- ISC .913 .079 11.557 *** 

SC3 <--- ISC 1.100 .092 11.938 *** 

SC5 <--- ISC 1.078 .095 11.332 *** 

SC15 <--- CSC 1.000 
   

SC14 <--- CSC .831 .063 13.251 *** 

SC13 <--- CSC .969 .068 14.193 *** 

SC12 <--- CSC .764 .060 12.680 *** 

SC11 <--- CSC .734 .066 11.064 *** 

DJ4 <--- DJ 1.000 
   

DJ3 <--- DJ 1.090 .049 22.160 *** 

DJ2 <--- DJ 1.159 .051 22.640 *** 

DJ1 <--- DJ .959 .053 18.121 *** 
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Figure 22: Structural Model 
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Figure 23: Final Structural Model 
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Definition of Key Terms 

Self-concept Self-concept refers to the descriptors or labels that an individual 

attaches to him- or herself, often related to physical attributes, 

behavioral characteristics, and emotional qualities. 

Self-Concept is composite concept whereas self-Efficacy is belief 

regarding one’s ability and is domain specific. 

Self-Efficacy Self-efficacy is defined as “one’s confidence in his or her ability to 

mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action 

within a given context” (Bandura, 1997, 2000, 2007; Bandura and 

Locke, 2003; Luthans and Youssef, 2004). 

Resilience Resilience is defined as “the capacity to bounce back from adversity, 

uncertainty, failure, or even positive but seemingly overwhelming 

changes such as increased responsibility” (Luthans and Youssef, 

2004, p. 153).  

Hope The process of thinking about one’s goals, along with the motivation 

to move toward (agency) and the ways to achieve (pathways) those 

goals (Synder, 1995). 

Optimism The value from the range of values available that produces the 

maximum gain for the purpose under consideration (Synder, 1995). 

Organizational 

Commitment 

The strength of an individual’s identification with, and involvement 

in, the values and goals of the organization (Porter, Steers, Mowday, 

& Boulian, 1974). 

Intent to leave  The extent to which an employee intends to discontinue service with 

an organization (Faragher, 2008). 

Job satisfaction A work attitude that represents a sense of inner feeling or pride when 

performing a certain task or job (McShane & Von Glinow, 2000).   

Job performance Job performance is typically defined as behaviors under the control 

of the individual that advance the goals of the Organization (Rotundo 

and Sackett 2002). 

Psychological Capital It is a second order, multidimensional construct containing hope, 

efficacy, resilience, and optimism i.e., the HERO within (Luthans, 

Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). 

Distributive Justice Distributive justice is guided by self-interest and focuses on 

calculative evaluation of employees. 

Procedural Justice Procedural Justice helps in understanding the basis of social behavior  

Interactional Justice Interactional justice pertains to the way that authority figures such as 

supervisors treat employees (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986). 

Organization 

Citizenship Behavior-

Individual 

OCB-I focuses on individuals and caters to interpersonal facilitation 

that includes cooperation, consideration and assistance to help 

coworkers deliver performance. 

Organization 

Citizenship Behavior-

Organization 

OCB-O specifically pertains to organizations and is focused on job 

dedication which includes self-motivation to work hard, take 

initiative and follow guidelines to support organizational objectives.  

 
 


