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Previous research has indicated that organizational justice perceptions can reinforce
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs). However, little attention has been paid to
the role of the facets of organizational justice and their unique contribution to OCBs.
Furthermore, the mechanisms that potentially explain this relationship are unclear. The
first aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between multifocal
organizational justice facets (i.e., distributive, procedural, and interactional) and OCB
levels focusing on interpersonally focused (OCBI) and organizationally focused (OCBO).
Second, the study examined whether psychological capital mediates the organizational
justice-OCB relationship. Employees working in an Iranian oil company (n = 200) were
analyzed through structural equation modeling. The results demonstrated that from the
facets of organizational justice, interactional justice was positively associated with
interpersonally focused (OCBI). Moreover, psychological capital mediated the
relationship between procedural justice and citizenship behaviors at both OCB levels.
The results suggest that increasing OCB among employees is not only a social interaction
phenomenon but also includes employees’ instinct motivation aspects. Therefore,
granting employees enough authority and control over their jobs and communicating
with them based on appreciation will create better circumstances to exhibit prosocial
behavior.
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs) are defined as discretionary or voluntary
activities. These spontaneous behaviors are not directly part of the contractual tasks of
employees and collectively promote the effective functioning of the organization (Organ,
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1988). Some examples of OCBs are taking the initiative for extra work, collaborating with
colleagues, and sharing ideas (Motowidlo & Scotter, 1994). Although OCBs have been
investigated for decades (Harvey et al., 2018), what contributes to the willingness to participate
in discretionary acts beyond standard work duties is not thoroughly identified. Kabasakal et al.
(2011), in their cross-cultural examination of OCB between different societal cultures (Canada,
Iran, and Turkey), highlighted the role of contextual attitudes, dispositional attributes, and
cultural values as the main antecedents of OCBs.

It has also been suggested that organizational justice (i.e., an employee’s perception of fairness
and fair treatment in the organization) might be one of the facilitators of OCB (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001). However, there is still no clear consensus on how organizational justice
dimensions (i.e., distributive, procedural, and interactional) contribute to explaining OCBs. Earlier
research has typically utilized only a particular dimension of organizational justice (Pan et al.,
2018; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Yadav & Gupta, 2017). However, the present study investigates all
three justice dimensions, providing a comprehensive view of organizational justice. Prior studies
have also revealed that each justice dimension is positively connected with OCB (Cohen-Charash
& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013), but association strength varies between studies.

In some studies, distributive justice, which refers to employees’ perceptions of the fairness of
outcomes, is a weaker predictor for OCBs, compared to procedural justice, or the fairness of
decision-making processes, and interactional justice, which includes the fairness of interpersonal
behavior (Ball et al., 1994; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Young, 2010). However,
in other studies, distributive justice is the strongest facilitator of OCB (Nadiri & Tanova, 2010).

One of the reasons for these contradictory findings may be related to cultural distinctions and
sample differences. As the majority of psychological research (including justice and OCB studies)
has been conducted among so-called “WEIRD’ societies and countries, that is, western, educated,
industrialized, rich, and democratic societies and employees (Henrich et al., 2010), scholars have
called for more country-specific studies to perceive the relationship based on different cultures
(Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015; Erturk, 2007; Gupta & Singh, 2013), especially among countries in the
Middle East region (Chou & Lopez-Rodriguez, 2013; Suliman & Kathairi, 2013). One of the giant
industries in the Middle East region is related to the oil and gas sector, which produces the main
source of energy supply in today's world. At the end of 2020, this region contains 48.3% of the
world's proven oil reserves and nearly half of all known natural gas reserves (Geneva Report,
2022). This study targets the personnel working in Iran's oil industry. Since this sector plays a
dominant role in Iran's economy and has been providing the majority of the country's national
income for many years. Therefore, expanding the perception of organizational justice in
relationship with constructive behaviors in this working context will be effective in improving the
performance of oil production companies in the long run. Accordingly, expanding the cultural
diversity of the research area broadens the generalizability of results and knowledge about possible
cultural differences (Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015; Gupta & Singh, 2013; Somech & Khorana, 2017).

The current study is not limited to investigating the direct associations between organizational
justice and OCB levels but rather focuses on clarifying potential specific mechanisms that might
explain their relationship. As it is known that personality characteristics may also have an impact
on OCB (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2004), we investigated whether psychological capital
(PsyCap: i.e., an individual’s positive psychological state is determined by hope, self-efficacy,
resiliency, and optimism (Luthans et al., 2007) mediates the relationship between organizational
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justice facets and OCB levels. Thus, our study examines whether organizational justice facilitates
personal resources and whether these resources are related to OCB.

This study contributes to the justice and OCB literature in three crucial ways. First, we test the
linkage of justice and OCB concepts in a new cultural context among Iranian employees. Second,
the study sheds light on the relationships between organizational justice facets and OCB levels.
Third, the study investigates the possible mediator role of PsyCap in the justice-OCB relationship.
Our findings may support practitioners with a broader understanding of employee behavior. In
particular, examining the effect of the different types of justice and the mediating role of personal
capacities on employees' cooperative and prosocial behaviors will assist HR professionals in
making fundamental decisions about OCB development and provide valuable information on how
to create more positive behaviors at individual and organizational levels.

Literature Review

Organizational Justice and OCB

The links between organizational justice and OCB are typically explained through theories of
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), social exchange (Blau, 1964), and organizational justice
(Greenberg, 1987). Slattery et al. (2010) describe social exchange theory as based on the “principle
of reciprocity or exchange of favors, which shapes individual behavior, attitude, and actions in a
social interaction” (p. 1544). Therefore, our theoretical perspective in this study is drawn from
social exchange theory. Here OCB is depicted from both interpersonal and organizational-based
levels (Organ, 1988). The dimensions of altruism and courtesy characterize individual and
interpersonal-focused OCB, and conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship represent
organizational-focused OCB (Williams & Anderson, 1991).

Distributive justice is based on the principles of equity theory (Adams, 1963), and employees
interpret fairness in reward distribution by identifying a balance between their contribution and
the rewards they receive (Tziner & Sharoni, 2014). Regarding procedural justice, employee
participation in the decision-making process is significant. This determines that the organization's
decision-making procedures are consistent, accurate, unbiased, correctable, and ethical and reflect
employee concerns (Gaudet et al., 2014). Interactional justice is more related to the interpersonal
level, how supervisors treat their employees, and how they share information and explain
decisions that affect employees (Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1993; Tyler & Bies, 1990).
Cropanzano et al. (2002) presented that procedural justice is more relevant to the exchange
between employees and their organization, as interactional justice mainly refers to the exchanges
between employees and supervisors.

According to social exchange theory, employees “will direct their reciprocation efforts toward
the source of any benefit they receive” (Skarlicki & Latham, 1996, p. 166). When employees
perceive fairness in the distribution of rewards based on their work input transparent procedures
for allocating resources and rewards, and reciprocal respectful treatment, these perceptions can
create a sense of obligation to give something back to the company (Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005). This may manifest itself, for example, in OCB behaviors. It is plausible that if personnel
feel that the reward obtained is greater than their dedication, then employees will try to
compensate for it by performing tasks beyond their work role. According to Niehoff and Moorman
(1993), when employees emotionally perceive injustice in resource allocation and incentive
distribution decisions, they may be less likely to engage in extra-roles behaviors. Afterward, they
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choose to withhold the frequency of OCBs so as not to affect their formal reward system in the
future (Guangling, 2011).

Empirical results support this theoretical argument presented above, as prior research has
shown that facets of organizational justice are related to OCB. Meta-analyses summarizing
scholars' work in a Western context suggest that both distributive and procedural justice facilitate
OCB (Schilpzand et al., 2013). The results of a survey from two European countries (Spain and
Austria) featuring 1,435 employees on permanent and temporary contracts in 138 organizations
indicated that distributive justice was significantly and negatively related to OCB-1 among both
permanent and temporary employees; however, procedural justice was positively related to OCB-
I and OCB-O among the permanent employees, but not among the temporary employees (Sora et
al., 2021). Among the dimensions of justice, interactional justice had a positive association with
OCB-l and OCB-O in both temporary and permanent employees; however, the effect of
interactional justice on performance outcomes was greater in the temporary sample than in the
permanent sample (Sora et al., 2021).

The results of another survey conducted among 120 academic staff in India showed that there
is no significant relationship between distributive justice and OCBI and OCBO. However,
procedural and interactional justice facilitated OCBI and OCBO levels (Srivalli & Vijayalakshmi,
2015). Moreover, findings based on 150 staff and supervisors from several public sectors in
Pakistan specified that distributive and interactional fairness were related to interpersonal, and
organizational citizenship behavior, but procedural justice was not associated with OCB (Hassan
et al., 2017). Besides these studies, there is evidence that perceptions of interactional justice are
significantly related to the intention of performing specific organizationally beneficial activities
(Williams et al., 2002). However, studies conducted among Pakistani and Saudi Arabian
employees have demonstrated the importance of interactional justice in developing OCB over
other dimensions of justice (Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015; Hassan et al., 2017). The same result also is
in line with the Iranian context. For instance, the result of a study among 420 employees working
in one of the Iranian Oil and Gas Exploitation Companies revealed that procedural and
interactional dimensions of justice were correlated with OCB while the relationship between
distributive justice with OCB was not significant (Mokhtari et al., 2015). The research findings of
another study in Iran also indicated that there was a meaningful relationship between
organizational justice perception and OCB, and among the three dimensions of justice,
interactional justice had the highest correlation with OCB compared to distributive and procedural
justice (Raminmehr et al., 2010). The explanation for this may be related to cultural values in the
Middle East, which are characterized by in-group collectivism in the form of strong family ties
(Thornhill & Fincher, 2014). This social or relational value is an important virtue that may be
extended to the workplace in a collectivist orientation (Hassan et al., 2017).

To conclude, although previous studies have produced evidence for all facets of organizational
justice and OCB, these associations might vary depending on the cultural context and corporate
culture. Based on the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and studies presented above, it is
expected that:

Hiany: Employees' perceived distributive justice is positively related to a) OCBI and b) OCBO.
H.@en): Employees' perceived procedural justice is positively related to a) OCBI and b) OCBO.
Hs@any: Employees' perceived interactional justice is positively related to a) OCBI and b) OCBO.
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Organizational Justice and PsyCap

Fairness perceptions are potentially important for OCB behavior, as described above. Meanwhile,
it is plausible to claim that employees' optimism, positive expectations of success, and resilience
can thrive in a fair work environment (Hur et al., 2016; Rego & Cunha, 2008; Viseu et al., 2015).
In their meta-analysis, Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) examined whether distributive,
procedural, and interactional injustice is connected to emotions, cognitions, and performance.
They concluded that perceptions of individual fairness had an impact on individual emotions and
cognitions as well as their behavior (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). This meta-analysis study
revealed that procedural justice had the strongest relationship with important employee outcomes
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).

Baldwin (2006) also argues that “fairness is a largely subjective construct, which captures
more basic elements of the social structure in which these other characteristics operate” (p.1). The
core dimensions of organizational justice are incorporated into social relations, employee
empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), and self-worth enhancement (Kim
& Beehr, 2020). Employee participation in the decision-making process with respectful
communication paves the way for effective regulation of emotions and acquisition of cognitive
flexibility (a sense of adaptability in response to the environment).

In fair working conditions, employees have more chances to reflect on their capacities and
develop positive personal competencies, individuals' internal strengths, and positive psychological
states. This is exemplified in work undertaken by Park et al. (2016), which examined the impact
of organizational justice on self-leadership and work engagement. They claimed that
organizational justice constructs empower employees by creating a sense of self-control,
achieving a state of motivation and self-direction, and enforcing a sense of self-worthiness.

Broaden-and-build theory can be utilized to explain the relationship between organizational
justice and positive organizational outcomes (Barclay & Kiefer, 2014). This theory posits that
positive emotional experiences lead to positive cognition-broadening- one's awareness and
encouraging novel, exploratory thoughts and actions- which allows individuals to build and
expand subsequent resources, which might be physical, intellectual, psychological, or social
(Fredrickson, 2001, 2002, 2004). It can be concluded that the perception of fairness that stimulates
positive emotions leads to the expansion of the cognitive context, which in turn facilitates the
development of positive personal resources.

Based on the theory, we expect that perceived fairness as a positive organizational experience
will evolve positive cognition so that individuals can develop and employ their PsyCap as a
positive psychological resource. Therefore, we argue that there is a positive relationship between
organizational justice and individual PsyCap. There is some empirical support for the justice-
PsyCap relationship. For example, Totawar and Nambudiri (2014) found a positive relationship
between organizational justice dimensions with PsyCap among Indian employees. Furthermore, a
study among Portuguese teachers showed that perceptions of distributive and interpersonal justice
facilitated the level of PsyCap (Viseu et al., 2015). Turgut and Agun (2016), in their research on
employees of distinct industries in Istanbul, identified that the concept of PsyCap positively
correlated with organizational justice. Consequently, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Haa: Employees' perceived distributive justice is positively related to PsyCap.

Hab: Employees' perceived procedural justice is positively related to PsyCap.

Hac: Employees' perceived interactional justice is positively related to PsyCap.
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PsyCap and OCB levels

Broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2002) can also be applied to illustrate the relationship
between PsyCap and OCB. Scholars have argued that PsyCap generates positive emotions and
that individuals utilize these positive emotions “for proactive extra-role behaviours such as sharing
creative ideas or making suggestions for improvement” (Avey et al., 2011, p. 133).

Employees who are optimistic, resilient, and capable of performing tasks may work beyond
their job description (Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994). This link also has been demonstrated at a
team level. Somech and Khotaba (2017) found that teams described by optimism, hope, and
resilience were more likely to exhibit prosocial behaviors that maintained their positive emotional
state. In their study of 293 employees working in an Indian diverse service sector industries, Gupta
et al. (2017) displayed that PsyCap is significantly correlated with two levels of OCB. The
research by Beal et al. (2013), which considered PsyCap, resistance to change, and OCBs among
employees from a government organization, confirmed a positive association between PsyCap
and OCBs. The recent study conducted by Jin et al. (2022) among nurses working in six Chinese
tertiary hospitals showed a positive and significant correlation between psychological capital,
work engagement, and nurses’ organizational citizenship behavior. In a similar study among
Italian employees working in the private and public sectors, Giancaspro et al. (2022) suggested a
positive relationship between PsyCap and extra-role behaviors. By drawing on the theory and
empirical studies, we proposed that:

Hs(a&b): There is a positive relationship between PsyCap and a) OCBI and b) OCBO.

Mediation Role of PsyCap

In this study, we also investigated the mechanism of whether PsyCap will mediate the relationship
between organizational justice facets and OCB levels. To explain the tested mediation
relationship, an integration of self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci,
2000) and broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 1998) was employed to illustrate the
intervention role of PsyCap. SDT suggests that the need for personal growth is the main intrinsic
motivation in humans. This three-dimension theory introduces the innate psychological needs of
competence, autonomy, and relatedness as the main intrinsic motivators which can stimulate goal-
directed behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1985).

In support of relatedness in the SDT, Carmona-Halty et al. (2019) demonstrated in their study
that high school students in three Chilean educational institutions who perceived a sense of
relatedness with their teachers were more likely to manifest higher levels of PsyCap. Returning to
the organizational justice constructs, we assume that justice dimensions incorporate into innate
psychological needs of self-determination. Cropanzano et al. (2001) have also suggested that
justice perceptions fulfill employees’ psychological needs. Accordingly, organizational justice
reinforces employees' individual development and self-efficacy through fulfilling the innate needs
raised by SDT.

The findings of 166 employees in a Norwegian banking corporation showed that pay and
employees’ perceived distributive justice regarding access to fair monetary distribution were
unlinked to employees’ need satisfaction and intrinsic work motivation; however, procedural
justice regarding pay had an impact on these variables (Olafsen et al., 2015).

In our study, we hypothesize that SDT implementation may not be directly related to monetary
situations or extrinsic motivation and other types of justice and that procedural and interactional
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justice may have the potential to connect to the main intrinsic work motivation. Specifically,
procedural justice supports employees to take control of their work by participating in the critical
decision-making process. In these circumstances, employees have their voice in decision-making
processes and perceive that the organization considers their need for autonomy. The consequences
of needs satisfaction lead employees to expand their internal strength and experience greater self-
control and confidence, which affects their proactive behaviors. Therefore, based on the internal
motivation perspective, a strong sense of self-control and self-efficacy serves as a trigger to engage
in extra-role behaviors (Tabernero & Hernandez, 2011).

The results of an empirical study on 350 employees at multimedia organizations operating in
Malaysia showed that PsyCap partially mediated the relationship between distributive, procedural,
and interactional justice and OCB (Nandan & Azim, 2015). The design of our current study design
expands insights from justice dimensions in the form of intrinsic motivation toward distinct
perspectives on OCB behaviors. Here, we assume that procedural and interactional justice in the
form of intrinsic motivation can have more potential and long-lasting effects on engaging
employees in the self-regulatory process to develop prosocial behavior. However, PsyCap is not
expected to mediate between extrinsic rewards and the OCB relationship. Returning briefly to the
broad and built theory, as pointed out in previous sections, this theory also has the potential to
explain the expansion and conversion of positive emotions generated as a result of fair workplaces
into other resources. Therefore, the following hypotheses are set:

He@en): Psychological capital mediates between procedural justice and a) OCBI and b) OCBO.
H-z@en): Psychological capital mediates between interactional justice and a) OCBI and b) OCBO.

All of the tested hypotheses are presented in Figure 1.
Figure 1
Theoretical Model

Psychological Capital
(PsyCap) 43,

Organizational Justice
(QJ) Mediating role of PsyCap o N _ _
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
o : (Hs@ab) & Hiap)) .
Distributive Justice toward Individuals (OCBI)
Procedural Justi
rocedurat JUstice Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Interactional Justice 0OJ with OCBI & OCBO toward Organization (OCBO)
(H1@ab), H2@ab), H3@an)

Method

Participants

This study investigated employees working in an Iranian oil refining company. Iranian National
Oil Company is one of the organizations whose employees have the greatest effect on
improving organizational performance, and research on human issues is very crucial to this
organization. The studied company is an operational, technical, and manufacturing facility with
4000 permanent and temporary employees. Employees with permanent employment contracts
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were selected as the target group of the study, and simple random sampling was utilized.
Permission was obtained from the company's human resources department to contact personnel
directly to distribute the survey and collect data.

A total of 300 questionnaires were sent out via electronic mail in 2015. Altogether 200
questionnaires were returned with a response rate of 66.6%. The demographic information of
the respondents is presented in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, all of the participants were men.
Most of the participants were between 26 and 35 years old. The majority of the participants
(52%) had a Bachelor's degree. Regarding marital status, 79.5% were married, and 20.5% were
single. The majority of participants worked in specialist (35%) or managerial positions (15%),

and participants had typically worked at the company for between 1 to 5 years.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Sample (N = 200)

Variable Frequency %
Age 21-25 5 25
26-30 59 295
31-35 55 275
36-40 25 125
41-45 19 9.5
46-50 29 14.5
51-55 6 3
Over 55 2 1
Total 200 100
Educational Level Diploma 28 14
Associate of Art 16 8
Bachelor 104 52
Master 50 25
Doctorate 2 1
Total 200 100
Marital Status Married 159 79.5
Single 41 20.5
Total 200 100
Position Level Executive Manager 3 15
Senior Manager 2 1
Head of Department 25 125
Senior Expert 38 19
Expert 70 35
Technician 25 125
Administrative 15 7.5
Other 20 10
Total 200 100
Tenure <1 5 2.5
1-5 59 295
6-10 53 26.5
11-15 17 8.5
16-20 17 8.5
21-30 46 23
>30 3 15
Total 200 100
Measures

The organizational justice scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993) was used to
measure distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Distributive justice was measured
with three items such as “I think that my level of pay is fair”. Procedural justice was measured
with four items such as “Management’s decisions regarding my job are made in an unbiased
manner”. Interactional justice was measured with six items, such as “When decisions are made
about my job, my supervisor treats me in a truthful manner”. The response scale for all the items
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ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach's alpha was .83 for
distributive justice, .87 for procedural justice, and .90 for interactional justice.

OCBI and OCBO were measured based on Williams and Anderson's (1991) and Podsakoff
etal.'s (1990) OCB measures

OCBI subscales included altruism (“I help make other workers productive”), and courtesy

(“My supervisor informs me before taking any important actions’). OCBO subscales included
conscientiousness (“I always complete my work on time”), sportsmanship (“I do not complain
about work assignments”), and civic virtue (“I stay informed about developments in the
company”). All items were scored on a 5-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree). The Cronbach alpha was .63 for the OCBI and .65 for the OCBO. Cronbach'’s alpha was
.63 for OCBI and .65 for OCBO.

The Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ) was used to measure PsyCap (Luthans et
al., 2007). The PCQ includes a total of 19 items to measure hope (e.g., “At the present time, I
am energetically pursuing my goals”, optimism (“I am optimistic about what will happen to me
in the future as pertains to work™), resilience (“I usually manage difficulties one way or another
at work™), and self-efficacy (“I feel confident in helping to set targets/goals in my work area”).
The items were scored on a 5-point rating scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
Cronbach's alpha for the scale was .91.

Data Analysis

The hypothesized direct associations were tested through Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
utilizing AMOS software. The parameters of the models were estimated by using maximum
likelihood. In the first phase, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was tested for organizational
justice, PsyCap, and OCB. The following indicators were used to test the goodness of fit of the
model: chi-square (x?), relative chi-square (y?/df), CFI (comparative fit index), TLI (Tucker-
Lewis index), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and RMSEA (root mean square error of
approximation). CFI values above .90 indicate an acceptable fit with the data. RMSEA with
values up to .06 indicate a satisfactory adjustment, and values up to .10 are acceptable (Byrne,
2010). Before running the main analysis, data were examined for multivariate data analysis for
linearity, normality, and multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2006). In this study, age, marital status,
and tenure were regarded as control variables. In the second phase of the analysis, the
hypothesized mediating effects were tested. Because Baron and Kenny's (1986) traditional
approach to testing mediation has drawbacks (Gkorezis, 2016), this study tested mediation
using the bootstrapping approach. In total, 5000 bootstrapping samples with a 95% confidence
interval (CI) were used.

Results

Descriptive Results

Table 2 indicates the correlations between all the investigated variables. As shown, all
dimensions of organizational justice were correlated significantly with OCBI and OCBO
dimensions. The highest correlation was evident between interactional justice and OCBI (r =
52, p <.01). Furthermore, the relationships between procedural and interactional justice and
PsyCap were significant (r = .34-.36, p < 0.01, as well as the relationships between PsyCap and
OCBO (r=.62, p<.01).
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Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between the Variables

M SD skewness kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Control Variable

1. Age 357 161 .67 -.58

2. Marital Status 1.20 040 147 17 -.30™

3. Tenure 366 164 41 -1.26 .88 -.33"

Independent Variables:

4. Distributive justice 700 263 .21 -.56 .04 -.02 -01

5. Procedural Justice 10.90 333 -15 -.30 -.00 -.05 -.10 .28

6. Interactional Justice 18.14 5.67 -.19 -57 -.06 .01 -15" 337 .70™

Dependent Variables:

7. 0CBI 8.00 2.00 21 -.88 A1 -12 .09 .20™ .35™ 52"

8. 0CBO 15.65 243 .23 .08 18" -7 .20™ 217 .26™ .36™ 527
Mediator Variable:

9. PsyCap 65.66 10.27 -.09 .05 20" -20" 217 .04 .34 .36™ 51 .58™

Note. **Correlations are significant at the p < .01 level (two-tailed) and *p < .05 level

CFA results for all study constructs are shown in Table 3. The range of factor loadings,
AVE, and Cronbach’s alphas are shown in Table 4. As shown, the goodness-of-fit criteria were

met.
Table 3
Goodness-of-fit indices for the tested CFA models

Constructs x2 df y2ldf IF1 TLI CFI RMSEA
Organizational Justice Dimensions 108.65 55 1.97 .96 .93 .96 .06
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) 285.55 124 2.25 .90 .85 .90 .07
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour

toward individuals and organization (OCBI & 29.61 13 2.27 .92 .87 .92 .07

OCBO)
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(Podsakoff et al. 1990)

“I always find fault with what the organization is doing”. (R)
“I do not complain about work assignments”.
“I stay informed about developments in the company™.

Table 4
Items Loadings, Convergent Validity, and Cronbach Alpha Coefficients
Latent Variables Items Loadings AVE u
Distributive Justice “I believe my level of pay is fair”.
(Niehoff & Moorman, “I consider my workload to be quite fair”. .70-.90 .80 .83
1993) “Generally, the rewards I receive here are quite fair”.
“The decisions our organization makes in the level of organization are in an unbiased
manner”.
. “Our organization makes sure that all employees' concerns are heard before job decisions are
Procedural Justice "
(Nichoff & Moorman, " : : N 67-85 79 87
1993) Our organization has procedures to collect information for making decisions accurately and
thoroughly™.
“Our organization has procedures that are designed to allow the requests for clear explanation
or additional information about a decision”.
“When decisions are made about my job, my supervisor considers personal needs with the
Interactional Justice greatest care”.
(Niehoff & Moorman, “When decisions are made about my job, my supervisor treats me with a truthful manner”.
1993) “When decisions are made about my job, my supervisor shows concerns for my rights as an
employee”.
“Concerning decisions made about my job, the manager discusses with me the implications
L .70-.83 .76 .90
of the decisions™.
“When making decisions about my job, my supervisor offers reasonable explanations that I
understand clearly”.
“When making decisions about my job, the manager offers explanations that make sense to
me”.
“My manager explains very clearly any decisions made about my job”.
PsyCap: “I feel confident analyzing a long-term problem to find a solution”.
Self-efficacy “I feel confident representing my work area in meetings with management”.
(Luthans et al., 2007) “I feel confident contributing to discussions about the company’s strategy”. .65-.83 .75 .85
“I feel confident helping to set targets/goals in my work area”.
“I feel confident presenting information to a group of colleagues™.
PsyCap: Hope “If I should find myself in a jam, I could think of ways to get out of it”.
(Luthans et al., 2007) “At the present time, I am energetically pursuing my goals”.
“There are lots of ways around any problem that [ am facing now”. 60-78 68 8
“Right now, I see myself as being pretty successful at work.
“I can think of many ways to reach my current goals”.
“At this time, | am meeting the goals that I have set for myself”.
“T usually manage difficulties one way or another at work”.
PsyGap: Resilience “I can be “on my own”, so. to speak, at ‘work‘ if I have to”.
(Luthans et al., 2007) “T usually take stressful things at work in stride”. » . 44-73 .61 .75
' “I can get through difficult times at work because I've experienced difficulty before”.
“I feel I can handle many things at a time at this job”.
PsyCap: Optimism :I’alway's l(')ol'< on the bright s.ide of things regz'lrding my job”.' . .
(Luthans et al., 2007) 'm optlmlstl? a‘bout V\./hat will happen to me'm thg fgtux:e as it pertains to work”. .60-.65 .61 .64
“T approach this job as if “every cloud has a silver lining”.
“I help make other workers productive”.
OCBI: “My supervisor informs me before taking any important actions”.
(Podsakoff et al. 1990) “Our Supervisor consults with me or other people who might be affected by his/her actions  .32-.80 .35 .60
or decisions”.
“I am always on time”.
“I maintain a clean workplace”.
OCBO: T always complete my work on time”. 30-75 32 6

Direct and Mediation Relationships
The SEM model in which all constructs were estimated together showed an adequate fit to the

data (x? (564.51) = 253, TLI = .85, CFl = .87, RMSEA = .07). Figure 2 depicts this SEM Model.
Table 5 summarizes the results of the tested hypothesis based on the final model that includes
all the assumed relationships and control variables. Among the hypothesized direct links
between organizational justice and OCB levels, only the relationship between interactional
justice and OCBI was significant, thereby supporting Hypothesis 3a. Hypotheses 1(agb)-2(a&b)
were not supported by the results, as neither procedural nor distributive justice was linked with
OCBI and OCBO.
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Table 5
Standardized Regression Weights of the Hypothesized Model (Hypotheses Testing of Direct Effect)

Standardized

Hypothesis Variables Regression Weights Estimate SE p
Hia Distributive justice — OCBI .09 .07 .06 22
Hip Distributive justice — OCBO 14 .04 .02 .10
Haq, Procedural justice — OCBI -.29 -.34 .18 .06
Hap Procedural justice — OCBO -.24 -11 .07 14
Hsa Interactional justice — OCBI 74 .84 .18 .00
Hsp Interactional justice — OCBO .10 .03 .06 .61

Haa Distributive justice — PsyCap -.09 -11 .08 15
Hap Procedural justice —PsyCap .30 .54 .24 .02
Hac Interactional justice —PsyCap 22 .24 21 .24
Hsa PsyCap — OCBI .32 .29 .08 .00
Hsp PsyCap — OCBO .76 .20 .06 .00

Only the association between procedural justice was significant for the tested direct effects
between organizational justice and PsyCap. Therefore, hypothesis 4, was supported.
Consequently, hypotheses 4, and 4. were not confirmed. Moreover, the hypothesized
relationship between PsyCap with OCBI and OCBO was significant and positive. Hypotheses

Hs(en) Were also supported.
Figure 2
SEM Model
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Results of the mediation effects with the significance-tested bias-corrected bootstrap
confidence interval as shown in Table 6 indicated that PsyCap mediated the relationship
between procedural justice with OCBI and OCBO. Thus hypotheses 6 &1 Were supported. The
results also showed that procedural justice was related to PsyCap, which increased both OCBI
and OCBO. The results did not support other hypothesized mediating effects (i.e., Hypotheses
T(a&b)-

Table 6
Indirect Effects of Procedural, Interactional Justice and OCB via PsyCap

Standardized

Hypothesis Path Indirect Lower Upper qu-FaIIEd Result
. Bounds Bounds Significance
Estimates
Hea Procedural justice — PsyCap— OCBI 15 .003 .50 .03 Full Mediation
Hep Procedural justice — PsyCap— OCBO 27 .018 .56 .04 Full Mediation
Hza Interactional justice — PsyCap— OCBI .06 -.009 .01 .07 No Mediation
Interactional justice — PsyCap— o
H7o OCBO A1 .016 .02 .07 No Mediation
Discussion

This study examined the relationship between three dimensions of organizational justice
(distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) with OCB beneficiaries (OCBI and OCBO)
among lIranian employees. The results showed that from the facets of organizational justice,
only interactional justice was positively and directly associated with OCBI. Moreover,
psychological capital mediated the relationship between procedural justice with OCBI and
OCBO.

Our results highlight the impact of interactional justice on OCBI. Prior literature suggests
that the relationship between justice facets and OCB is contingent upon cultural contexts (Farh
et al., 1997; Konovsky et al., 1995; Rego & Cunha, 2008). Employees in an individualistic
culture may be expected to be more sensitive to injustice, especially if they feel this equity
hinders their personal goal achievement (Giacobbe-Miller et al., 2003; Li & Cropanzano, 2009;
Morris et al., 1999). However, in a collectivist culture, employees may be willing to tolerate
greater injustice (Gupta & Singh, 2013). Collectivistic cultures are more inclined to equality
rules to avoid individual conflict and to maintain interpersonal harmony (Gupta & Singh, 2013).
Moreover, taking part in OCB requires time and energy, which is not compatible with achieving
personal goals and priorities in individualistic societies (Cohen & Avrahami, 2006). In this line,
findings of research on OCB among 220 young executives in Canada, Iran, and Turkey
attributed to the cultural characteristics of each country; for instance, collectivistic values could
explain citizenship behaviors for Iranian and Turkish respondents better than the Canadian
sample (Kabasakal et al., 2011).

As mentioned, the employees investigated here are drawn from a collectivist culture where
most individuals would hold interdependent communal values. A reason that may explain the
relationship between interactional justice with OCBI and not OCBO may be related to the
important role of supervisors in effectively communicating with administrative and operational
employees. Here, the company has a hierarchical organizational structure. In this top-down
structure, supervisors act as “intermediaries” between organizations and employees in
disseminating managers' messages to different levels of the working system. Therefore, it is
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plausible that employees have a higher tendency to interact with direct supervisors and target
their citizenship behavior towards supervisors or individual beneficiaries in this particular
working environment due to their high level of perceived distance from the high-ranking
company decision-makers.

Our results also demonstrated that procedural justice had a positive relationship with
PsyCap and mediated the relationship between procedural justice with OCBI and OCBO. Deci
and Ryan (2000) believe that distributive justice regulates behavior based on specific external
contingencies such as seeking rewards. However, procedural and interactional justice include
the interaction of self-hood with others and how to assist individuals in integrating to gain more
value and create a meaningful working space. Procedural justice supports the basic
psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness as outlined in SDT theory. As
a result of satisfying these basic social needs, positive emotions thrive in employees, which are
appropriate to shape personal strengths or PsyCap. Murphy and Tyler (2008) also indicated that
employees’ perceptions of procedural justice were related to frequent positive emotions such
as happiness. Previous studies have also signified the impact of procedural justice on affect and
emotion as intrinsic motivation (Zapata-Phelan et al., 2009), which can stimulate personal
capacities that lead to improved task performance (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; Zapata-Phelan,
et al., 2009).

The three categories of intrinsic/cognitive, extrinsic/material, and social/affective work
values can be considered the main drivers for cultivating OCB (Alderfer, 1972; Elizur, 1984;
Pryor, 1987; Borg, 1990). Among these categories, social/affective or intrinsic/cognitive work
goals are better predictors of developing citizenship behaviors in countries with collectivistic
values (Kabasakal et al., 2011). Social relations in the workplace are valued in collectivist
attitudes, which can be conducive to interactional justice. In addition, procedural justice can be
well aligned with intrinsic/cognitive work goals that are strong motivators for OCB behaviors,
whereas extrinsic/material work goals embedded in distributive justice are not well associated
with OCB.

Limitations and Future Study

The presented study has several limitations that should be considered. The first limitation is the
cross-sectional nature of the data, which leaves us unable to test the causal relations between
the constructs. The associations found are only theoretical and need to be confirmed using
longitudinal data or laboratory experiments. The fact that the sample is male-dominated and
drawn from a single area of industry constitutes the second limitation of the current study.
Therefore, these relationships should be tested among other occupational sectors with data sets
with equal gender distribution. It is recommended that organizational fairness studies in
multicultural contexts or merged companies be used to elaborate on whether diverse and
changing situations can make a difference in the perception of justice among employees and
their response to prosocial behaviors.

Organizational justice research will benefit from improved consistency in measuring
organizational justice. The current study adopted three-factor models to measure organizational
justice, considered the most common approach. However, to understand the relationship
between organizational justice, PsyCap, and OCB in different cultures, it will be effective that
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items of ‘voice justice’ from procedural justice and ‘interpersonal’ and ‘informational justice’
from interactional justice be included in the organizational justice framework.

Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) believe that “differences in the conceptualization of
justice allow the reader a unique opportunity to compare and contrast the same issue from two
points of view” (p.310). Moreover, the overviews of procedural and interactional justice items
alleviate the problem of multicollinearity in the data analysis process. Identifying the distinct
roles of relational judgments (procedural and interactional justice) in organizational contexts
and designing appropriate and valid items to accurately measure each justice construct allows
organizational justice research to benefit from a clearer connection with other concepts and
organizational structures. Although distributive justice did not have a significant relationship
with organizational citizenship behavior in this research, its role in OCB activation cannot be
ruled out.

Inter-organizational justice is a new area in organizational justice and focuses on
interactions between the three types of justice. Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) refer to the
overall view derived from their meta-analysis that distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice are highly related and distinct constructs.

According to the wider literature on organizational justice, there are interactions among the
three types of justice: procedural and distributive (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996), procedural
and interactional (Skarlicki & Folger, 1996). Therefore, research on the synergetic effect of
organizational justice dimensions on cooperative behaviors may contribute to exploring the
indirect effect of distributive justice on OCB behaviors. For instance, in their research focus on
inter-organizational justice, Zayed et al. (2020) revealed that interactional justice mediated
between distributive justice perceptions and all dimensions of OCBs, but it has only an indirect
effect on altruism, sportsmanship, and courtesy through procedural fairness. Therefore, it may
be possible in our study that distributive or procedural justice act as suppressor variables that
increase the predictive validity of international justice in a regression equation, and they are not
directly related to OCB. Additionally, measuring autonomy, competence, and relatedness of
SDT in more diverse and cultural settings is recommended in future empirical studies on
organizational justice with prosocial behaviors. Lastly, although this study utilized a standard
form of a questionnaire in measuring OCBI and OCBO, the low alpha and loadings for these
factors require further attention in future studies. In particular, exploring specific measurement
items for OCBI and OCBO or other types of OCB behaviors, such as organizational safety
citizenship behavior, can help researchers solve screening and data cleaning issues encountered
in the data analysis process.

Conclusions and Practical Implications

This study provides new cultural insights to executives, managers, and supervisors to identify
the relationship between justice, positivity, and organizational citizenship behaviors. This
information may help supervisors decide how to promote OCBs. The findings may also support
practitioners in understanding employee behavior in different cultural contexts. Here, the
research presents data showing how cooperation in the making-decision process and fair
treatment in communication promote employees’ capacities to build up a stronger personal
identity associated with positive organizational behaviors.
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Understanding the integration of justice, positive psychological identity, and positive work-
related outcomes can benefit all work groups, and helps to understand how aligning the positive
self with the social self can benefit work life. Moreover, the relationship between procedural
justice and psychological capital may highlight the importance of cognitive flexibility that
assists supervisors in solving work problems and making appropriate decisions. In decision-
making, managers should avoid cognitive rigidity and bias in their important decisions and
provide open communication to all their employees. Including all the members in the decisions
process expands diversity, which leads to better decision-making. This inclusion of employee
perspectives in the decision-making process may demand more time and complexity to evaluate
different opinions, but it can enhance creativity and critical thinking and expand fresh
perspectives on the task or problem at hand. In this condition, cognitive flexibility is facilitated
because an issue is examined from different angles, cognitive bias can be avoided, and tolerance
of other viewpoints can be cultivated among team workgroups. Opening the space for the
participation of employees from different work positions with diverse cultural backgrounds in
the decision-making process can facilitate the formation of personal strength and lead to the
development of citizenship behaviors.
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