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Abstract
Scholars have relied on various approaches and methods to explain why
organisations enter into a merger relationship, and how organisational initiatives
impact employees' work outcomes. However, minimal attention has been directed
towards the study of the relationship between Organisational Justice (OJ) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) in the post-merger period. The
objective of this study was to examine how Organisational Justice affects
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour in the context of mergers in the UAE. The
study relied on quantitative research method, social exchange mechanisms, and
organisational justice theory to achieve the intended objectives. A total of 15
hypotheses were identified on the basis of the research model. Data was gathered
from 323 employees working in merged organisations in the UAE through online
questionnaires. Structural Regression (SR) modeling via AMOS 23 was used to test
the direct relationship hypotheses.
The

study

showed

that

perceived

organisational

justice

affected

organisational citizenship behaviour through positive social exchange mechanism.
Through the two positive Social Exchange Mechanisms, LMX was found to mediate
the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice and
Distributive Justice) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) but not that of
Interactional Justice and OCB-O. Also, Perceived Organisational Support (POS)
mediated the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural
Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour (OCB-O and OCB-S). The Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO),
the negative Social Exchange Mechanism, did not mediate the relationship between
perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and
Distributive Justice) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB-O and OCBS). We also found the moderating effect of Supervisor’s Organisation Embodiment
(SOE) on the relationship between organizational justice (Procedural Justice,
Distributive Justice, and Interactional Justice) and LMX in such a way that the
relationship is stronger when SOE is high than when it is low. However, the results
also indicate that SOE did not moderate the relationship between Perceived
Organisational Obstruction (POO) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour-

viii
Organisational (OCBO). Evidence from this research adds to existing literature and
provides vital insights that HR practitioners can use to improve performance and
competitiveness in the post-merger period in the UAE. The study adds to the
research on human resource management by exploring the relationship between
organisational justice and Organisational citizenship behaviour. Moreover, it
highlights key areas that human resources practitioners should endeavour to examine
even as they work towards a successful merger. From a managerial perspective, the
results of the study can assist HRM practitioners and managers to come up with
policies and interventions that promote positive actions, perceptions, behaviours, and
attitudes in the post-merger period.

Keywords: Organisational Justice, Organisational Citizenship Behaviour, Supervisor
organisational embodiment, perceived organisational obstruction, Leader member
exchange, perceived organisational support, Social Exchange Mechanisms.
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)Title and Abstract (in Arabic

أثر العدالة التنظيمية المتصورة ( )OJعلى سلوك االنتماء المؤسسي ( )OCBفي فترة
ما بعد االندماج
الملخص

أظهرت البحوث والدراسات السابقة عددا ً من األساليب والطرق المختلفة لتسليط الضوء
على األسباب التي تدفع المؤسسات لالندماج وتأثيرات ذلك على المبادرات التنظيمية المصاحبة
لها وعلى أداء وعمل الموظفين .إال أن هذه البحوث لم تتطرق بشكل كبير ومحدد إلى دراسة
العالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية وسلوكيات الوالء المؤسسي للموظفين في الفترة التي تلي مرحلة
الدمج .وقد تم إعداد هذه الدراسة بهدف التأكد من وجود رابط بين العدالة التنظيمية وسلوكيات
الوالء المؤسسي في أبرز المؤسسات التي تعرضت للدمج في دولة اإلمارات العربية المتحدة.
استندت الدراسة على نتائج أساليب البحث الكمي وأساليب وآليات التبادل االجتماعي ونظرية
العدالة التنظيمية لتحقيق أهدافها المنشودة ،حيث تم تحديد  15فرضية كأساس لمنهجية البحث،
واستخدام الشبكة العنكبوتية إلعداد وإرسال استبيانات وجمع البيانات المطلوبة من  323موظفًا
يعملون في مؤسسات تم دمجها في الدولة .وقد تم استخدام معادلة تحليل االنحدار االحصائية
 Structural Regressionفي برنامج  AMOS 23الختبار فرضيات العالقة المباشرة.
وأظهرت الدراسة أن العدالة التنظيمية المدركة تؤثر على سلوك الوالء المؤسسي عند
استخدام أسلوب عمل إيجابي للتبادل االجتماعي  .Social Exchangeكما أظهرت الدراسة أنه
عند استخدام أسلوبي عمل إيجابيين للتبادل االجتماعي ،تم العثور على تأثير وسيط ل LMX
في العالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية المدركة (العدالة اإلجرائية والعدالة التوزيعية) وسلوك الوالء
المؤسسي ) .(OCBمن جهة أخرى ،لم تكن هناك عالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية المدركة والعدالة
التفاعلية  .OCB-Oإضافة إلى ذلك ،كان هناك تأثير وسيط للدعم المؤسسي المدرك )(POS
في العالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية المدركة (العدالة اإلجرائية  ،العدالة التوزيعية والعدالة
التفاعلية) وسلوك الوالء المؤسسي ) .(OCB-O, OCB-Sوعند استخدام أسلوب عمل التبادل
االجتماعي السلبي ،لم يكن هناك تأثير وسيط للعائق المؤسسي المدرك ) (POOفي العالقة بين
العدالة التنظيمية المدركة (العدالة اإلجرائية ،العدالة التفاعلية والعدالة التوزيعية) والوالء
المؤسسي ) (OCB-Oو ).(OCB-S

x

وقد أظهرت الدراسة وجود تأثير تفاعلي للتجسيد اإلشرافي المؤسسي ) (SOEعلى
العالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية (العدالة اإلجرائية ،العدالة التوزيعية ،والعدالة المتبادلة) و LMX
حيث تكون العالقة أقوى كلما كان مستوى التجسيد اإلشرافي المؤسسي مرتفعاً ،وبالرغم من
ذلك ،أشارت نتائج الدراسة إلﯽ أنه لم يكن هناك تأثير تفاعلي للتجسيد اإلشرافي
المؤسسي ) (SOEعلى العالقة بين العائق المؤسسي المدرك ) (POOوسلوك الوالء المؤسسي
– للمؤسسة ).(OCB-O
ساهمت األدلة المستخدمة في هذه الدراسة في إثراء األدبيات والدراسات السابقة من
خالل تسليط الضوء أكثر على الطرق واألساليب التي يمكن لموظفي الموارد البشرية توظيفها
لالرتقاء بمستويات أداء العمل وزيادة القدرة التنافسية في مؤسسات الدولة خالل فترة ما بعد
االندماج .وتشكل الدراسة اضافة نوعية في البحوث والدراسات المتعلقة بإدارة الموارد البشرية
حيث تبين وجود عالقة بين العدالة التنظيمية وسلوكيات الوالء المؤسسي .وعالوة على ذلك،
توضح الدراسة أبرز العوامل الرئيسية التي ينبغي لموظفي الموارد البشرية أخذها بعين
االعتبار من أجل تحقيق اندماج ناجح .أما من ناحية المنظور اإلداري ،تساهم نتائج الدراسة في
تقديم الدعم للعاملين في إدارات الموارد البشرية من مدراء وموظفين للقيام بتطوير وإعداد
مجموعة من السياسات والضوابط التي تعزز اإلجراءات واالنطباعات والسلوكيات اإليجابية في
فترة ما بعد االندماج.
مفاهيم البحث الرئيسية :العدالة التنظيمية ،سلوك االنتماء المؤسسي ،التجسيد اإلشرافي
المؤسسي ،العوائق المؤسسية.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Research Background and Overview
The concept of Organisational Justice (OJ) has been used by scholars to
demonstrate how employees perceive fairness at the workplace and how such
perceptions are related to different aspects such as commitment, job satisfaction, and
performance (Colquitt, 2012; Mohamed, 2014). Major corporate changes such as
mergers and acquisitions serve as a trigger for perceptions of OJ. Mergers and
acquisitions are accompanied by organisational changes like restructuring, lay off,
salary revisions, changes in job titles, and other aspects. All these events which
happen in the aftermath of mergers influence employees’ perceptions of OJ. For
instance, if an enterprise decides to lay off half of its workforce unfairly, the
remaining employees may feel a sense of injustice (Sobieralski & Nordstrom, 2012).
The negative feelings associated with unfairness may result in unproductive
attitude towards the enterprise. Also, it will lead to the loss of productivity as
employees will no longer see the need to help the organisation to achieve its
objectives (Colquitt, 2012; Sobieralski & Nordstrom, 2012). In some cases,
organization attempt to reduce the size of the workforce to cut cost or conform to the
market and structural changes following a merger or acquisition. The approach is
considered to be a defensive strategy that is intended to reduce the cost of operation,
make an organization productive and increase profitability. However, the perceived
results may not be achieved by an organization at all times, especially when it results
in adverse perceptions on vicarious justice. Research shows that layoffs may create a
large class of unemployed people while also leaving the survivors worried about
their future (Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985; Wille, 1994). Wille (1994) noted that
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survivors of downsizing may only remain productive and loyal to an organization as
long as the working environment is appropriate and when the wages are enough to
meet their needs. In addition, the performance of the survivors will only be
maintained or increased when they believe that the organization will provide career
development opportunities (Brockner et al., 1985). If downsizing results in
environment that does not conform to their needs and perceptions, the survivors will
be less loyal to the enterprise. In addition, their level of productivity is likely to
diminish as they look for new opportunities in the market. The issue of vicarious
justice will come in when the employees who are left behind feels that they were
treated unjustly when their colleagues were laid off (Mondak, Hurwitz, Peffley, &
Testa, 2017). In this concept of third-party justice, the surviving employees will
develop negative behaviours, emotions and attitudes that will adverse effect the
operations of the organization. In addition, they will be less motivated and may not
go the extra mile to assist an enterprise to achieve its objectives (Mondak et al.,
2017). Therefore, the manner in which an organization manages its workforce during
merger process may affect the productivity of employees and the success and
competitiveness of the enterprise in the post-merger period.
The UAE continues to create the necessary infrastructure and implement
policies that will allow it to improve its economy and become one of the fastest
developing countries globally. For instance, the nation came up with the 2021 vision
that focuses on creating a knowledge-based economy. Furthermore, the UAE has
strived to create a favourable environment for local and international businesses to
grow.

However, the growing level of competition and globalization is forcing

enterprises to embrace a variety of changes that can enable them to succeed in the
market. In particular, mergers and acquisitions have emerged as one of the
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organisational changes that enterprises engage in to expand their market share and
enhance profitability (Gomes, Mellahi, Sahadev, & Harvey, 2017). The mergers also
provide opportunities for enterprises to proliferate and strengthen their capabilities.
Thus, a struggling company can partner with successful organisations to enhance its
assets. It is, however, worth noting that in this regard employees can significantly
influence the success of mergers (Gomes et al., 2017; Kansal & Chandani, 2014).
Firms strive to create value and increase market share through mergers.
Others view mergers as a way of acquiring new technologies, entering foreign
markets, and diversifying their portfolios (Faulkner, Teerikangas, & Joseph, 2012).
In the recent years, cross-border deals, in particular, have become a common and
population approach for achieving competitiveness in the regional and global market
(Cartwright & Schoenberg, 2006). Although experts and researchers have made
numerous attempts to explore how to undertake and improve the integration process,
merger failures continue to be reported around the world. These failures occur when
the organisations do not succeed in generating the desired added value, achieving
financial goals, and reporting the desired returns (Ellis, Reus, & Lamont, 2009b).
For a long time, mergers have been analyzed in the context of strategic and
financial management with studies examining these two critical aspects of business
operations. However, research and investigations in these areas have not provided
conclusive evidence on the driving forces between the failure and successes of
mergers (Mirc, 2014). In the recent years, research has shifted towards the human
resource side of the question with the majority of studies examining the human
factors behind the success or failures of mergers and acquisitions (Mirc, 2014). Not
surprisingly, the studies have reported that mergers often lead to significant human
integration challenges and factors that will influence their success. The employees in
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the merged firms are required to change their ways of work to meet new demands
and accept to work with new members into the teams towards common goals. The
manner in which these groups view the integration process and react to it may affect
the success or failure of the merger. Other studies have reported that the perception
of employees about OJ may affect the integration process and influence the success
of the strategic process (Dokotri, Ezekiel, & Pam, 2016; Gomes et al., 2017). Gomes
et al. (2017), in particular, reported that there was a strong correlation between
perceived OJ and commitment. Such trends create the need to study and examine
how OJ affects work outcomes following a merger.
It is worth noting that mergers tend to involve the coming together of
employees with diverse backgrounds. These employees use their abilities,
experience, and skills to assist the merged enterprises to succeed in realizing their
business goals. Unfortunately, such mergers can bring about issues of fairness and
justice as certain groups may feel that they are being treated unfairly or that their
rights are being violated (Dokotri et al., 2016; Khan, Soundararajan, Wood, &
Ahammad, 2017). In the end, employees’ perception about the degree of fairness will
determine the success of the merger and the ability of the two organisations to
achieve their business goals and objectives and the degree of employee commitment
in the post-merger period (Dokotri et al., 2016). Therefore, there is a need for
present-day studies to examine how perceived OJ affects employees’ work outcomes.
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) is one of the critical employees’
work outcomes that can influnce the success of modern enterprises. It encompasses
the constructive and desirable things that employees do out of their own volition to
help an organisation in realizing its goals while also supporting other members of
staff (Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCB determines the extent to which employees
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will go to help an organisation to realize its objectives and become competitive in the
market (Williams & Anderson, 1991). In an attempt to understand organisational
citizenship behaviour, researchers have concentrated on a number of factors and
issues such as perception of fairness (Colquitt et al., 2001), job satisfaction (Williams
& Anderson, 1991), and attitudinal predictors of employee behaviour (Williams &
Anderson, 1991). In the present study, the focus will be on examining how OCB is
affected by the level of organisational justice in the post-merger period. It is
imperative to focus on the context of mergers to gather insights that can help
organisations to successful transition from operating as separate entities to a single
unit. In addition, mergers are complex affairs that involve two or more organisations
with different backgrounds and human resource structures coming together.
Consequently, the success of such arrangements can be influenced by various factors
such as Organizational Justice and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour
As during merger context, employees are oversensitive to organisation’s and
supervisor’s actions. Employees develop unique perceptions of the extent to which
supervisor’s identity and actions relate to those of an organisation (Eisenberger et al.,
2010). These perceptions can be explained on the basis of the concept of Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment (SOE). Eisenberger et al. (2010) state that SOE is the
degree to which employees identify the values and decisions of the organisation with
the values and decisions of the supervisors. The more similar the organisation and
supervisors are perceived, the fewer employees will differentiate between the two
(Eisenberger et al., 2010). Even when the employees have frequent and personal
interactions with the supervisors, they will still strive to assess the extent to which
they act as the agents of the organisation (Chen, Wen, Peng, & Liu, 2016). In this
regard, SOE plays a key role in explaining the relatinships that exist between
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supervisors and suborniates. We suggest that SOE may act as a boundary condition
between OJ-SE mechanisms and SE mechanisms - OCB relationships. This SOE has
received less attention, hence, the current study intends to fill the gap by examining
how SOE moderates the relationships between OJ –SE mechanisms and SE
mechanisms – OCB relationships.
Some researchers have examined the link between OJ and various variables
such as reciprocal relationships and the behaviour of employees (Eisenberger et al.,
2010; Gibney, Zagenczyk, & Masters, 2009; Williams & Anderson, 1991). The
concept of social exchange has also emerged as an important concept that helps in
understanding the idea and extent of fairness in an organisation. Blau (1964)
identified two primary types of exchange. The first form was economic exchanges
that were viewed to be contractual and had predetermined consequences. Social
exchanges, in contrast, are discretionary and founded on reciprocal obligations.
Under the social exchange theory, there are two primary relationships in an
organisation.

These

are

employee-supervisor

relationships

and

employee-

organisation relationships. The relationships that employees develop with the
supervisors are often referred to as the leader-member exchange (LMX) (Graen &
Scandura, 1987). On the other hand, those between the employee and the
organisation are referred to as perceived organisational support (POS) (Eisenberger,
Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). In some cases, employees develop a
perception that the enterprise operates in a manner that hinders their wellbeing,
growth and development which refers to Perceived Organisational Obstruct (POO)
(Gibney et al., 2009). These perceptions may affect the extent to which employees go
to contribute to the realization of corporate goals.
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In the current study, it was, SE mechanisms helped in examining and
understanding the complex relationship between OJ and OCB in the context of
mergers. The SE mechanism was critical in the research as it provided avenues for
understanding the relationship between OJ and OCB through the potential impact of
and association with other concepts like LMX, POS, and POO. The examination of
the concepts of LMX, POS, and POO is critical when it comes to the study of the
relationship between OJ and OCB in the post-merger period as it generated vital data
that can helped merger organisations to leverage on their human resources to achieve
corporate goals.
1.2 Research Questions
The present study focused on coming up with answers and empirical
research evidence related to the following research questions:
1. How do perceptions of OJ translate into OCB?
2. What are the positive and negative Social Exchange mechanisms between OJ
and OCB?
3. Which Social Exchange mechanism (positive or negative) are stronger
between the relationship of OJ and OCB?
4. Under what conditions the relationships between (i) OJ and social exchange
mechanisms (ii) social exchange mechanisms and OCB are strengthened or
weakened?
1.3 Significance of Research
Recent developments in OJ research have focused on examining fairness
during the everyday operations and process. In particular, researchers have explored
how procedural, distributive, and interactional justice influence the everyday
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operation of business and performance of employees (Eisenberger et al., 2010;
Gibney et al., 2009). Perhaps as a result of the diversity of justice theories,
researchers have also attempted to organize and integrate the various research efforts
and theories on OJ (Beugré, 1998; Greenberg, 1987). The current study intended to
expand the understanding of the concept of OJ by exploring how it affects
organisational citizenship behaviour in the context of mergers. Therefore, the main
deliverables of this research were:
1. Providing valuable findings that will help merged enterprises in the nonwestern context in understanding the effects of OJ on OCB throught the
Social Exchange Mechansims in the post-merger period.
2. Creating a detailed report that provides lessons which can be used in
managing any potential merger and ensuring that it succeeds.
3. Publishing the findings of the study in journals and international reports
and presenting them in conferences.
Change is an issue for both small and large enterprises and organisations
from time to time. It is a common phenomenon in many nations that organisations
and business systems undergo rapid change in response to a wide range of social,
political and economic factors. In the post-change period, business operations and
practices may become ambiguous, and some employees may struggle to adapt
(Gomes et al., 2017). Also, organisations become dependent on their existing
structures, systems, and values to successfully go through the change process. Such
events are a potential driver of research into factors and issues that may affect the
ability of companies to undergo a change process successfully. One of the areas that
scholars have focused on to understand the factors that influence day-to-day
operations and success of enterprises is Organisational Justice. In particular, attempts
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have been made to define OJ and highlight its association with a broad range of
organisational citizenship behaviour (Fischer, 2013). The current study had important
theoretical and managerial contributions in relation to the UAE and non-western
world in general.
In terms of theoretical contribution, this was the first study in the UAE to use
OJ theory and social exchange mechanisms to explore how the perceived OJ affects
organisational citizenship behaviour in the context of mergers in the UAE. Moreover,
the study utilized a unique integrative theoretical model of OJT and SET to explore
concepts of OJ and organisational citizenship behaviour and offer a significant
contribution to the OJ literature. Also, the current study provides more exposure on
the negative aspects of SE based on POO which plays a mediating role, the
comparison of both the positive and negative SE mechanisms, as well as examine the
boundary conditions of SOE as a moderator.
From a managerial contribution perspective, the significance of the current
study lied in the fact that it provided critical information that can help organisations
in dealing with the challenges that occur after mergers. Many studies in western
nations have reported that the business environment has changed significantly in
terms of processes, systems, and methods of operation. Today, companies must look
for ways of managing the issues that affect their everyday operations and processes
to remain competitive and achieve desired goals and objectives (Colquitt, 2012;
Suliman, 2007; Suliman, 2013). Therefore, the current study met this need by
providing vital insights that organisations can use to manage mergers and remain
competitive. In addition, it demonstrated how companies could rely on the concept of
OJ to respond to change and ensure that employees contribute to the realization of
short-term and long-term business goals and objectives.
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1.4 Research Context: The United Arab Emirates
The UAE is the vibrant and oil-rich nation that has experienced significant
transformation in the last decade. Through the effective exploitation of the oil
resources, the nation has changed from a large dessert land into one of the most
prosperous and developed countries in the world (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016).
Furthermore, the country has used its natural resources prudently to achieve a high
standard of living (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). The country provides excellent
opportunities for investors and businesses to thrive and achieve their short-term and
long-term goals. Therefore, it was critical to study the manner in which businesses
conduct their operations and take up merger opportunities in the market. In addition,
it was imperative to examine the issue of mergers within the context of various
organisations such as banking sector, oil and gas companies, petroleum sector,
education as well as governmental organisations.
The UAE is one of the major nations in the Middle East region that have
witnessed the greatest amounts of merger and acquisition activities in the recent
decade (Andrea, 2015). The level of merger activity in the country is largely driven
by the changes in the oil prices and the desire to diversify the country’s economy and
sources of income (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). The merger activities have occurred
in a wide range of sectors including financial services, energy-based industries, and
the quasi-governmental owned enterprises. The merger between the First Gulf Bank
and the National Bank of Abu Dhabi as well as the coming together of the Mubadala
Development Company and the International Petroleum Investment Company, for
instance, shows the desire by the local enterprises to consolidate their operations and
expand their market shares (Majid & O’Connor, 2017).
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1.4.1 UAE Labour Market and Employment Conditions
According to the International Labour Organisation and the World Bank
reports released in 2014, the UAE is one of the fastest growing economies in the
world (World Bank, 2015). About 78 percent of the nation’s population is aged 15
years and above (World Bank, 2015). In 2014, the country witnessed a 3.6 percent
reduction in unemployment rates (World Bank, 2015). An annual report that was
published in the year 2016 showed that the UAE’s labor force stood at 6,302,500 in
2014 (World Bank, 2015). This population of workers has significantly contributed
to the growth and development of the country by providing labor required in various
sectors (Central Bank of UAE, 2014). For a long time, the UAE has dependent on
foreigners and expatriates to provide the labor required in different sectors. In the
early 1990s, however, the government stated the Emiratization policy geared towards
reducing the dependence on foreigners and creating new job opportunities for
citizens (Central Bank of UAE, 2014). Despite this being the case, several companies
and organisation are yet to embrace the policy. Furthermore, many organisations in
different sectors such as manufacturing, banking, and construction continue to rely
on expatriates to achieve their business goals and meet the needs of their customers
(Ministry of Human Resources and Emiratization, 2015). However, the government
remains committed to ensuring that companies create quotas for citizens and reduced
dependence on foreign employees.
In the UAE, employment issues and relations are usually regulated by the
UAE labor law called Federal Law No. 8 of 1980. This law is binding to all
employees working within the UAE irrespective of their nationality (Keane &
McGeehan, 2008). However, there are certain categories of individuals such as
security units, members of the armed forces and domestic workers who are excepted
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from the laws (Keane & McGeehan, 2008). In addition, the laws may not apply to
some of the free zones such as Jebel Ali Free Zone. The Federal Law No. 8 of 1980
gives employment priority to the UAE nationals (Keane & McGeehan, 2008). Where
the locals are not available to take up such opportunities, preference is given to Arab
nationalities. Finally, non-nationals cannot be employed in the country without the
relevant approvals by the Labour Department.
The other critical factor that relates to the labor market in the UAE is the
issue of employment opportunities for different genders. The Federal Law No. 8 of
1980 gives equal employment opportunities for male and female citizens (Keane &
McGeehan, 2008). However, people are only permitted to get into the job market
after reaching the age of 18 (Andrea, 2015). Although male and female citizens are
given equal work opportunities in the market under the labor law, one cannot fail to
recognize the impact of the Islamic laws and culture. Like most other Arab nations,
the UAE strives to align its laws with the Islamic norms, practices, and culture.
Furthermore, citizens are expected to abide by the Islamic laws and norms even
when in the work environment (Andrea, 2015). In this regards, females are not
allowed to work during night shifts except those in specific groups like the nursing
profession. Furthermore, they are entitled to a maternity leave with full pay
depending on the agreement with the employer. These benefits are meant to allow
female workers to find time to take care of their families and chores.
The labor market in the UAE is dynamic and highly competitive. Both small
and large organisation strive to recruit individuals who can contribute to the
achievement of both short term and long term business goals (Keane & McGeehan,
2008). While doing so, however, the organisations are expected to comply with the
existing labor laws and guidelines. Furthermore, enterprises are expected to develop
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policies and practice guidelines that are in line with the labor laws (Central Bank of
UAE, 2014). Thus, regulation is critical to the functioning of the labor market. The
duty of ensuring effective compliance with labor laws is given to the Ministry of
Human Resources and Emiratization (Ministry of Human Resources and
Emiratization, 2015). Agents from this ministry often carry out inspections to ensure
that organisations do not contravene the labour laws and regulations. The Ministry
usually comes up with annual reports addressing their inspection findings and other
vital statistics related to the labor market (Ministry of Human Resources and
Emiratization, 2015). Some of the areas that the ministry focuses on including the
number of employees, working conditions, occupational health and safety, injuries,
penalties, and labor law violations (Keane & McGeehan, 2008; Ministry of Human
Resources and Emiratization, 2015). The reports help in identifying areas that require
further inspections and regulations to improve the labor market.
1.4.2 UAE Economic Conditions
The UAE is one of the largest economies in Asia. In the Arab world, UAE
comes second after the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia in terms of the size of the economy
(Central Bank of UAE, 2014). Like most nations in the region, the country's
economy depends largely on its oil and petroleum resources (World Bank, 2017). In
particular, about one-third of the UAE GDP comes from oil. In the last three decades,
the UAE has experienced significant development in terms of GDP and other
measures of economic growth such as the quality of life (Central Bank of UAE,
2014). The growth is attributed to the nation's rich oil reserves that allow it to earn
foreign exchange through trade in oil and oil products. However, the recent
fluctuations in oil prices have forced the nation to look for avenues for diversifying
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its economy. Dubai, for instance, has managed to minimize dependence on oil by
promoting trade in various sectors and commodities.
In the last decade, the UAE has witnessed significant growth in its GDP. In
2018, for instance, the nation’s GDP increased to AED 223.6 billion ($60.87 billion)
in the first quarter of 2018 which is about 9 percent increase compared to Q1 2017
which was AED 205.1 billion ($55.84), giving to the updated figures from the
Statistic Centre-Abu Dhabi (SCAD). The growth is attributed to the UAE’s rich oil
reserves that earn it direct income will also supporting other sectors of the economy.
However, the government has been working to increase the role and contribution of
non-oil sector in the GDP growth (World Bank, 2017). The process entails creating
favorable opportunities for trade and developing the relevant economic and social
infrastructure around the nation (Central Bank of UAE, 2014). Besides, it entails
improving the education and health sector and enhancing the political and legislative
climate in the country.
In the current dynamic scenario, mergers are one of the best alternatives that
a firm can follow to achieve corporate restricting and growth. Also, mergers can help
organisations to gain substantial prominence in different markets and regions.
According to Ghosh and Dutta (2016), mergers occur when two or more
organisations come together to form a single business entity. The move enables
businesses to exploit economies of scale and take advantage of the market
opportunities that were previously associated with the merged enterprises. With
many organisations realising that they can gain a competitive advantage by becoming
a large and integrated firm, the role of mergers in the business sector has gained
significant prominence (Kemal, 2011). Besides, the trend has made mergers an
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essential global phenomenon and a reliable strategic choice for organisations that
want to achieve growth and expansion.
The UAE is regarded as an open and vibrant economy with a sizable annual
trade surplus and high per capita income. However, gas and oil account for about 25
percent of the nation’s GDP (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). Since the discovery of gas
and oil, the UAE has achieved significant transformation from a small desert nation
into a modern and prosperous country with a high standard of living (Joseph &
Fernandez, 2016). The country provides excellent opportunities for investors and
businesses to thrive and achieve their short-term and long-term goals.
Mergers and acquisitions are regarded as universally Supported tools for
growth and development for companies, including those operating in the UAE
market. The rational motive behind the move is the advantages that come in the form
of rapid growth, allied tax benefits, improved market position, and synergies (Joseph
& Fernandez, 2016). Thus, the UAE firms and enterprises that engage in merger
activities expect to improve their business standings as well as operating, financial
and economic performance in the post-merger period (Hassan & Yu, 2007). The
expectations are based on the fundamental tenet of the theory of merger and
acquisition that argues that there is usually a positive gain to both the acquirer and
the targeted organisation(Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). In the last decade, Gulf
Cooperation Council nations such as the UAE have been experiencing merger and
acquisition activities that are transforming the economies significantly (Joseph &
Fernandez, 2016).
In particular, the activities are quickly changing the nations from oil and gas
producers to economies that are driven by modern technology and dependent on a
wide range of sectors that include engineering, ICT, real estate and financial services
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(Hassan & Yu, 2007; Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). Factors such as globalization, the
desire to realize higher rates of return on investments and the need to diversify risks
are also driving organisations in the UAE to take part in mergers (Joseph &
Fernandez, 2016).
Like in any other nation, mergers provide an excellent opportunity for the
UAE businesses to achieve significant growth and expand their market shares.
Available research evidence shows that the country’s stock market favours in-house
development and growth (Claessens, Djankov, & Klingebiel, 2001; Hassan & Yu,
2007). Also, researchers argue that the UAE is a robust market in which
organisations pursue internal growth strategies instead of cross-border consolidation
(Hassan & Yu, 2007). The primary barrier to consolidation through mergers in the
country is the weak and fragmented regulatory policies and frameworks. In other
cases, macroeconomic instability, as well as the lack of international and institutional
investors, prevent organisations from taking the route of cross-border consolidation
and mergers (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). It is for this reason that some organisations
in the country are limited in terms of liquidity and size. Paltrinieri (2015) noted that
the constriction of market capitalisation, as well as the trading values in the
stock exchanges in the UAE, demonstrate some of the challenges that the nation
faces as it strives to develop its economy. These changes and challenges provide
sufficient grounds for mergers in the country.
Studies have examined how organisations in various sectors in the UAE
rely on mergers to achieve their business goals and short-term and long-term
objectives. A descriptive analysis of the UAE and various sectors like banking
and oil and gas demonstrates that the country’s market is not only strong but also
highly developed in terms of technology, structure, size, and level of integration
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into the global economy (Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). The trend is attributed to a
broad spectrum of factors that include the nation’s favourable economic
conditions, government intervention, wealth cushioning to prevent financial
shocks, and existing financial regulatory frameworks (Joseph & Fernandez,
2016). Organisations in the financial sector view mergers as an avenue for
increasing liquidity, market share, and trading volumes (Joseph & Fernandez,
2016). Similarly, mergers allow organisations to reduce their non-monetary
transaction costs and achieve better control over the cost of capital (Ismail,
Abdou, & Annis, 2011; Joseph & Fernandez, 2016). Thus, mergers are critical to
the development and integration of the UAE financial sector.
1.4.3 UAE 2021 Vision
The UAE has been working hard to achieve its long-term economic goals and
cement its place as one of the fastest developing nations in the world. Recently, the
nation came up with the 2021 vision that focuses on creating a knowledge-based
economy that is flexible, diverse and dependent on skilled locals (Government.ae.,
2016). The 2021 Vision focuses on six critical areas that include education, economy
and healthcare, security and police, housing, and government infrastructure. By
improving these areas, the nation hopes to create a strong federation that is
competitive and lead by knowledgeable citizens (Government.ae., 2018).
Furthermore, the government intends to use the vision to improve the quality of lives
of the locals. It is also imperative to state that the UAE intends to use the 2021
Vision as a foundation for increasing the number of UAE citizens in private sector
employment and ensuring that they contribute to the development of the study
(Government.ae., 2016). This vision is in line with the Emiratization policy that has
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continuously strived to increase the employment quotas for the locals in the private
sector. For this to be achieved, however, the government must strive to train locals
and provide new opportunities for education and professional development
(Government.ae., 2018). The efforts are expected to pay off by contributing to the
development of a knowledge-based economy that is not only competitive but also
reliant on the UAE citizens.
1.5 Conclusion and Organisation of the Dissertation
Chapter 1 of this dissertation sets out the objectives, and deliverables of the
study. Moreover, it defines and gives a background of the concept of Organisational
Justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional) and Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour (OCB-Organisational and OCB-Supervisor) in the context of mergers.
Next, Chapter 2 reviews previous studies on the subjects of OJ (distributive,
procedural, and interactional), OCB (OCB-Organisational and OCB-Supervisor),
Social Exchange mechanisms (LMX, POS, and POO) and SOE. The review of
existing literature helped in developing research hypothesis that facilitated in coming
up with appropriate answers to the formulated research questions. The next section,
Chapter 3, contains a description of the methodology that was used in the study. It
sets out the research design, operationalization and measurement of the constructs,
sources of data, collection procedures, and analysis techniques. The subsequent
section is Chapter 4 that presents the descriptive analysis, data analysis strategy, Data
cleaning, normality, linearity test, homoscedasticity test, multicollinearity, common
method bias, reliability analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, descriptive statistics
and correlations, structural model and hypotheses testing. Finally, Chapter 5 contains
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the key findings based on the data results, theoretical implications of the study,
managerial implications, limitations and directions for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviews literature related to the relationship between
organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour via the Social
Exchange Mechanisms in the post-merger period in the UAE. The chapter starts by
examining the history and conceptualization of organisational justice. Next, it
examines literature on the direction relations identifies existing gap with a particular
focus on the relationship between OJ and OCB through SE mechanisms. The
subsequent sections look at the indirection relations that are mediated by SE
mechanisms and the boundary condition of SOE which plays the role of moderation.
2.2 History and Conceptualisation of Organisational Justice (OJ)
The interest in the issue of organisational justice is not a new phenomenon. A
careful review of the existing body of research literature, reveals that the concepts of
justice and fairness have been featured in organisational literature for decades. As
early as 1949, Fayol (1949) mentioned the idea of justice when exploring the topic of
authority and responsibility. In particular, the author reported that the practice of
using sanctions in industrial and organisational management has its origin in the idea
of justice.
Traditionally,

organisational

justice

has

been

viewed

to

be

a

multidimensional concept that is made up of distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). In addition, most
early studies on organisational justice focused on differentiating distributive justice
from procedural justice. Thibaut and Walker (1975) used evidence from previous
studies to identify events and factors that could be grouped into either procedural or
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distributive dimension of justice. Greenberg (1986), on the other hand, noted that
managers need to think about the times when they perceive that unfair or fair
performance evaluations and rating contributed to negative organisational outcomes.
The author added that the process should be followed by the categorisation of the
events and assessments as either distributive or procedural dimension of justice.
Once researchers were convinced that they could differentiate the two forms
of justice, their focus shifted to the examination of whether the two important
constructs varied in terms of their predictive validity. The process entails focusing on
various parameters and elements such as the level of organisational commitment, pay
satisfaction, outcome favourability, and trust in supervisors (Bies & Moag, 1986).
Regression analyses done by such scholars revealed that procedural justice variables
were reliable predictors of organisational outcomes and behaviour, while distributive
justice were excellent predictors of pay satisfaction (Bies & Moag, 1986).
In the early 1990s, scholars shed light on the social side of fairness and
examined its impact on the performance of organisations. During this period, there
was a shift from the equity-based understanding of organisational justice to
interpersonal dimensions such as dignity and respect. Moorman (1991), for example,
explored the various dimensions of procedural, interactional, and distributive justice.
The researcher noted that interactional justice could be understood based on
justification, respect, truthfulness, propriety and not procedural constructs such as
consideration and process control. Such constructs continue to form the basis of
current understanding of the concept of organisational justice. Moorman's (1991)
ideas and concepts were used to investigate and determine the high inter-correlations
among the various types of justice.

Greenberg (1993) noted that the interpersonal

relationships that take place within an organisation or group shaped employee's
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perception of justice. In addition, the relationships affected how employees engage
each other and contribute to the realisation of organisational goals. When the
interpersonal relationships are fair and favourable, employees will feel the need to
improve their performance and remain committed to an organisation.
Different models and theories have been developed and used to examine
issues related to organisational justice. One such theory is the fairness model that
holds that people judge the fairness of associations and relationships by comparing
the inputs and outcomes to standards that are derived internally (Greenberg &
Cropanzano, 1993). In this framework, fairness can be judged by looking at a
standard of equity or comparing inputs and outcomes to those of another person
(Greenberg & Cropanzano, 1993). The other commonly used framework is the
fairness heuristic theory that focuses on how people perceive and react to the results
of their interactions with those in authority (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, 2001a).
Central to the heuristic theory is that employees look at the fairness of procedures
and outcomes based on their interactions with an organisation and its agents
(Árnadóttir, 2002). There are other scholars who rely on the deontic perspective to
understand organisational justice. In this case, attention is on the need to explore the
ingredients of justice by looking at moral accountability of the involved parties
(Colquitt et al., 2005). The model holds that people often have a principle and moral
obligation to uphold and safeguard the norms of organisational justice. Therefore,
they will strive to uphold the obligation by ensuring that the actions, perceptions, and
views are not only just but also fair.
The field of organisational justice has received significant attention in
business and management literature because organisational attitudes and employee
behaviour can directly influence perceptions about fairness (Colquitt et al., 2005;
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Elma, 2013; Roch & Shanock, 2006). According to Colquitt et al. (2005),
organisational justice is a vital concept in the current business environment. This
concept proposes that employees who believe that they are being treated in a fair
manner will have a positive and desirable attitude towards their work (Tremblay &
Simard, 2018). Thus, enterprises that intend to gain a competitive edge in the market
and achieve their short-term and long-term goals must work hard to promote positive
perception about fairness (Colquitt et al., 2005). Indeed, the prevailing norms of
reciprocity can also predict that an individual who gets fair treatment by the
organisational authorities will be willing to provide reciprocal favours to the
employer (Colquitt et al., 2005; Wat & Shaffer, 2005). In other cases, the
understanding of the perceptions about fairness provides a basis for an enterprise to
come up with measures that will promote desirable behaviour (Wat & Shaffer, 2005).
In other words, an organisation can learn about the effects of perception of unfairness
and develop mechanisms for managing and preventing it in the workplace (Bies,
1989; Colquitt et al., 2005; Khattak, Khan, Fatima, & Shah, 2018). In the long run,
the organisation will be in a better position to promote positive outcomes such as
commitment.
Recently, studies have examined the link between the three elements of
organisational justice and different work outcomes (Colquitt et al., 2005; Elma,
2013; Roch & Shanock, 2006). Deborah, Shao, Jones, and Liao (2014) stated that
organisational justice focuses on how individuals judge the actions of other people
and the organisations where they work. Also, it strives to explain how people's
judgment of fairness can shape their behaviours and attitude. A fundamental
phenomenon in organisational justice is the desire for actions and decisions that are
fair to all the involved parties (Chen, 2010; Colquitt & Rodell, 2015; Deborah et al.,
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2014; Greenberg, 1987). Therefore, employees will always concentrate on
determining whether the decisions and actions of the organisation and supervisors are
fair to them or not. Such perceptions will directly or indirectly influence how
employees contribute to the realisation of organisational goals and objectives
(Khattak et al., 2018). A recent study by Omar, Salessi, Vaamonde, and Urteaga
(2018) states that OJ has been debated widely in terms of structure and its vital
dimensions. Evidence from the study indicated that OJ is a multidimensional
construct that affects the work and actions of employees in an organisation (Omar et
al., 2018). Going forward, the various dimensions of organisational justice that have
emerged over the years will be explained in the subsequent section of the review.
2.2.1 Procedural Justice (PJ)
Procedural justice is an employee's perception of justice in the organisational
process, including decision-making processes and organisational procedures to
determine employees' work outcomes (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Leventhal,
1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The concept of procedural justice was introduced by
Thibaut and Walker (1975) with the primary focus being on the reactions to legal
procedures.

Leventhal (1980) extended the concept and applied it to non-legal

contexts such as those in organizations. The move went a long way in broadening the
lists of factors that affect procedural justice beyond the usually idea of process
control. It is imperative to state that Leventhal (1980)’s theory of procedural justice
revolved around six major elements related to the idea of perceived fairness. The
authors stated that organizations should strive to develop procedures that (1) can be
applied consistently to people over a period, (2) free from any kind of bias, (3)
facilitate the collection of accurate information that can aid decision making process
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(4) possess reliable mechanisms for correcting distorted and flawed decisions (5)
conform with prevailing and personal standards of morality or ethics (6) and consider
the views of different groups affected by the decisions. These factors will determine
the degree to which individuals perceive existing procedures as fair and just.
Suliman and Al Kathairi (2012) assert that procedural justice touches on
people's understanding and perception of fairness of procedures used by an enterprise
or organisation to determine the outcomes that employees get in the workplace.
Taking this into account, it is apparent that procedural justice could shape how
employees carry out their duties in an organization and interact with those in
managerial positions colleagues and managers.
A considerable number of studies have explored the association between
management practices and organisational justice (Colquitt & Judge, 2004; Babic,
Stinglhamber, & Hansez, 2015). However, minimal attention has been directed to the
link between procedural justice and mergers. In addition, researchers have shown
that human factors, as well as the uncertainty created by merger-and-acquisition
processes can negatively impact on employee performance, reactions, and the level
of cooperation. In the process, these factors can endanger the integration process
(Melkonian, Monin, & Noorderhaven, 2011). In the context of mergers, some
researchers have described procedural justice as perceptions of employees that the
governance structures used to manage acquisitions and mergers are fair (Brebels, De
Cremer, & Van Dijke, 2011; Colquitt, 2001; Ellis, Reus, & Lamont, 2009a;
Greenberg, 1987; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The primary
assumption behind procedural justice in the context of mergers is that the
commitment to an organisation is strengthened when the procedures promote fairness
in the organisations (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Melkonian et al., 2011).
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2.2.2 Distributive Justice (DJ)
The earliest theories of justice in organisations focused on distributive justice
and equity theory (Adams, 1965). The distributive justice refers to the fairness in the
distribution of rewards and resources in an enterprise (Colquitt, 2001). In addition, it
touches on the fairness of individual outcomes like pay raises, benefits, and salary.
Organisational justice was viewed as fairness in the decision of who gets what, or
distributive justice, and the fairness of the mechanisms for distribution (Hoy &
Tarter, 2004). The fairness of outcomes addresses the organisation's reward system
and is related to the equity theory proposed by Adams (1965) that is commonly
discussed in the literature on organisational justice. Adams' equity theory examines
and explains the relationship between the distribution of rewards and individual
contributions (Hopkins & Weathington, 2006). The concept of distributive justice
emerged in 1949 with the development of the idea of relative deprivation (Merton,
1949). The authors Colquitt et al. (2005) noted that if an individual perceives that his
or her input is treated differently from a referent employee, he or she is likely to
experience distributive injustice.
Studies have shown that distributive justice is an effective predictor of
employees’ behaviour and attitudes after organisational change processes such as
mergers and uncertain events (Daly & Geyer, 1994; Lind, 2001; Melkonian et al.,
2011; Van den Bos, 2001b). Since mergers are macro events that are usually
implemented by top management, distributive justice will influence how employees
perceive and react to the change process (Gomes et al., 2017). Additionally, it may
determine whether employees will show desirable and cooperative behaviours during
the changes that occur in the post-merger period (Gomes et al., 2017). In this sense,
distributive justice comes out as an important factor that will influence the success of
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mergers by shaping employee’s attitudes and behaviours in the post-merger period
(Gomes et al., 2017; Melkonian et al., 2011).
2.2.3 Interactional Justice (IJ)
Interactional justice has been described as the perception of employees about
the fairness of the interactions that are brought about by the formal procedures and
decisions in an organisation (Bies & Moag, 1986). In addition, Greenberg (1987)
noted that decision makers usually behave fairly when they strive to treat those
affected by their actions and decisions correctly. Furthermore, such people usually
enact policies and procedures fairly (Folger & Bies, 1989; Moorman, 1991). In this
case, proper interpersonal treatment and interactions involve showing truthfulness,
courtesy, and respect during communication. The process often encompasses five
behaviours: adequately considering employee's input, avoiding personal biases, using
precise decision-making criteria consistently, providing timely feedback, and giving
justifications for decisions. These factors play a significant role in shaping
employees' perceptions of fairness and influence their attitudes towards an
organisation and its leadership (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Korsgaard,
Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995).
Moorman (1991) explored the concept of organizational justice and
highlighted the significance of the interactional aspect of it. The author argued that
the interactional justice focused on the supervisors in an organization and could be
measured on the basis of a six-item scale. The scale strived to evaluate the fairness of
the interactions between employees and the supervisors as the former strives to
enforce the formal guidelines and procedures (Moorman, 1991). Moreover, the items
touched on the interpersonal behaviors and traits of the supervisors. Some of the
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other areas that the scale touched on include consideration of the employee
viewpoint, suppression of personal bias, provision of timely feedback about a
decision and its implications, treatment with consideration and fairness, showing
concept about employee rights, and dealing with subordinates in a truthful way
(Moorman, 1991).
In the context of mergers, interactional justice has been described as the
perception of employees that they are shown dignity and respect in their interactions
with colleagues and management (Gomes et al., 2017). The authors noted that the
feeling of being treated with dignity and respect is likely to impact commitment in
the post-merger period. Also, they added that interactional justice is important as it
allows managers to promote positive interactional norms and encourage employees
to reciprocate fairness with desirable work behaviours and attitudes. For
organisations to benefit from mergers, they usually undertake significant cost-cutting
measures that can have detrimental effects on organisational justice (Ellis et al.,
2009a; Gomes et al., 2017). Although the processes are necessary to achieve desired
outcomes, a lack of communication between the organisation and employees can
lead to the feeling of unfairness, mistrust, and stress (Ellis et al., 2009a). On the
contrary, perceptions of fairness in the enterprise can be created through
engagements and positive interactions between employees and managers. Thus,
interactional justice plays a significant role in the success of mergers.
2.2.4 Organisational Justice Research in the UAE
Organisational justice is key to the understanding of human behaviours and
transactions in the organisational settings (Ibrahim & Perez, 2014). Although
extensive research effort has been witnessed in the West, it is only until recently that
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researchers have started to focus on organisational justice in other cultures and
regions such as the Arab world. Recently, attempts have been made to explore the
topic of organisational justice in the UAE.
Ibrahim and Perez (2014) studied the impact of various dimensions of
organisational justice on perceived organisational commitment and employee’s
satisfaction. Using a sample population of 174 employees drawn from 28 UAE
service organisations, the researchers noted that organisational justice (procedural,
distributive, and interactional) affected employee’s satisfaction and organisational
commitment. Suliman (2013), on the other hand, examined the link between
distributive, procedural and interactional justice and innovation in the UAE’s
governmental sector. The study revealed that the three dimensions of organisational
justice had a positive and significant impact on innovation climate and the readiness
of employees to embrace and try out new ways of doing things in the UAE. Suliman
(2007), like Suliman (2013), reported that organisational justice could impact work
performance and job satisfaction in the UAE organisations. Based on the results, the
researchers concluded that UAE organisations need to focus on enhancing the three
dimensions of organisational justice to promote job satisfaction and improve
performance.
In other cases, researchers have examined organisational justice in the UAE
by focusing on its direct and indirect effects on organisational citizenship behaviour.
Al Afari and Elanain (2014) explored the manner in which the three dimensions of
organisational justice affected organisational citizenship behaviour and turnover
intention among UAE workers in the healthcare sector. The researchers reported that
interactional justice, procedural justice, and distributive justice shaped and
determined organisational citizenship behaviour and turnover intentions by changing
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employee attitudes and behaviour. In addition, Elanain (2010) studied the effects of
organisational justice and work outcomes in the UAE. The researcher reported a
stronger correlation between procedural justice and organisation commitment
compared to organisational commitment and distributive justice. From these results,
it is evident that researchers have considered the three dimensions of organisational
justice while studying its effects in the context of the UAE organisations.
This section of the review provided an overview of organisational research in
the UAE. Although attempts have been made to understand the concept of OJ in the
UAE, minimal research has relied on SE mechanisms to analyse its effects. The
following section will highlight the theoretical framework of SET that was used in
this study to examine and analyze the concept of organisational justice.
2.3 Social Exchange Mechanisms
2.3.1 Social Exchange Theory
The concept of social exchange has emerged as an important concept in
workplace behaviour research and literature. The root of SET can be traced to the
1920s where it was used on various disciplines such as anthropology (Malinowski,
1922) and social psychology (Mauss, 1925). Although various SET views have
emerged over the years, scholars agree that the subject revolves around a wide range
of interactions that can create a sense of obligation. In addition, the interactions are
seen to be contingent on the actions of other people. Blau (1964) identified two
primary types of exchanges. The first form was economic exchanges that were
viewed to be contractual and had predetermined consequences. Social exchanges, in
contrast, are discretionary and founded on reciprocal obligations.
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SET suggest that the workplace is defined by complex that involve a range of
organisational concepts and variables (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The different
relationships existing between employees, supervisors, and an organisation have
been used to examine different issues and aspect of performance and success. Karam
et al. (2018), for instance, used the justice and social exchange theories to show that
OJ and POS affect the kind of trust employees have in their supervisors. In the long
run, this kind of perception will influence OCB and the level of commitment to the
enterprise and the supervisors. While the study provides vital evidence on the topic
of OJ, it does not show it relates to OCB in the context of mergers. Moreover, social
exchange theory literature sets out two primary relationships in an organisation.
These

are

employee-supervisor

relationships

and

employee-organisation

relationships. The relationships that employees develop with the supervisors are
often referred to as the leader-member exchange (LMX). On the other hand, those
between the employee and the organisation are referred to as perceived
organisational support (POS). Having looked at the theoretical framework of SET,
the following sections will look at LMX, POS, POO, and SOE.
2.3.2 Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
LMX can be described as the quality of relationships that exist between
supervisors and employees (Graen & Scandura, 1987). It is critical to state that "each
party in an LMX must offer something the other sees as valuable, and each must see
the exchange as reasonably equitable and fair" to continue it (Graen & Scandura,
1987). According to Power (2013), LMX tend to focus on the quality as well as the
nature of relationship between leaders or managers and subordinates. The ideal is for
managers and leaders to develop as many positive relationships as possible with
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employees to encourage a sense of organisational citizenship and job satisfaction as
well as increased productivity (Power, 2013). There are additional research studies
that have reported that quality LMX relationships can motivate employees to show
positive behaviours and tendencies such as organisational citizenship behaviours and
like in-role behaviour (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden,
1997). Wayne et al. (1997) noted that the LMX theory talks about the manner in
which leaders develop relatinships and exchanges with one another and their
subordinates. In addition, it highlights the quality of such relationships and how they
influence performance, access to resources, decision making, and responsibility.
Such relationships are often based on the level of respect and trust within the
workplace.
Research show that leader’s actions and behaviours are not always the same
for all their subordinates (Eden, 1992). The significance of the potential differences
has attracted the interest of researchers and contributed to more studies being done
on the concept of LMX. The model considers leadership as a variable that is made up
of different kinds of relationships that link the leader to followers. The quality of
these associations is often affected by the degree of mutual support, respect, loyalty,
and trust. The LMX theory postulates that leaders tend to form diverse relationships
with in-group and out-group subordinates. The in-group consist of followers who
appear to be favoured by the leader (Eden, 1992). These people received more
attention and consideration from the leader compared to the rest of the team. In
addition, they are more likely to be granted access to organisational resources
compared to their other groups. The out-group, on the other hand, is made up of
people who are not satisfied by the leader. This category of workers tends to get
minimal attention and access to valued resources from the leader. The LMX model
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provides a basis for understanding the differential treatments these two groups of
people may receive in the same workplace. Murphy and Ensher (1999) noted that in
the LMX model, leaders tend to differentiate among various classes of followers.
Those who show significantly high levels of self-efficacy are more likely to be
likable and favoured compared to others. In other cases, the perceived similarities
between the leader and the follower will determine the quality of the leader-member
exchanges.
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) noted that leadership becomes more effective
when the leaders and their followers are in a position to gain meaningful access to
organisational resources and develop mature partnerships. The dyadic relationships
between these two classes of employees will influence the extent to which they
collaborate to help the organisation realize positive outcomes. In this sense, the
leaders who understand the importance of LMX know that there is a need to avoid
creating out-groups in the organisation. Instead, the focus should be on maximizing
the size and composition of the in-group. Murphy and Ensher (1999) noted that
through the understanding of the significance of LMX, leaders can influence
employees to show organisational commitment and loyalty that is beyond their
contractual obligations. In addition, they can motivate workers to leverage their skills
and the available resources for the benefits of the organisation.
2.3.3 Perceived Organisational Support (POS)
POS refers to the quality of employee-organisation relationships and is based
on the degree to which employees believe that an organisation values their
contributions and cares about their growth and wellbeing (Eisenberger et al., 1986).
In most instances, the development of POS occurs through employees' judgment of
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how an organisation treats them. In addition, it entails using such subjective
judgments to estimate their "effort-outcome expectancy” (Eisenberger et al., 1986, p.
501). In this regard, it is critical to say that employees will reciprocate the support
they receive from an organisation by working hard to ensure that short-term and
long-term business goals are realized (Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997).
In other instances, researchers have viewed perceived organisational support
as the extent to which employees believe that an organisation sees and values their
contributions and takes the necessary measures to ensure their wellbeing (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002).

In the context of the organisational support theory, the

development of perceived organisation support in the workplace is usually
encouraged by the employee’s tendency of assigning human characteristics to the
organisation. In this regard, employees personify the organisations and see it as an
entity that is capable of giving disfavours and favours (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002). It is also important to state that the organisational support theory tends to
examine the psychological process that underlies the impact of perceived
organisational support. On the basis of reciprocity norm, it is argued that the
perceived organisational support should result in a felt obligation to care about the
welfare of the organisation and the desire to help it to achieve its short-term and
long-term goals. Secondly, the theory of organisational support postulates that
respect, approval and care that is implied by perceived organisational support should
always fulfil the socio-emotional needs of workers (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Also, it should motivate workers to see themselves as part of the organisation and
help it to move in the right direction. In this sense, the perceived organisational
support acts as a significant factor that can influence organisational membership and
social identity (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).

Thirdly, organisational support
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should serve as a factor that strengthens employee’s belief that the organisation in
question recognises, appreciates, and rewards performance. When this happens,
employees will go out of their ways to perform better to get access to the rewards
that are linked to improved performance. In the long run, the process will have
favourable outcomes for both the organisation and the employees (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002).
A review of existing body of research evidence shows that the concept of
perceived organisational support is usually explained on the basis of social exchange
theory. In particular, the social exchange theory is at the core of all the primary
psychological processes that underlie the concept and the consequences of perceived
organisational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). When an organisation provides
resources and support to employees, the subordinates, in return will reciprocate
through effort, commitment as well as citizenship behaviour (Eisenberger et al.,
1986). In this case, the organisation benefits from the better performance of
employees. The employees, on the other hand, will feel motivated and appreciated by
their organisations. Therefore, the norm of reciprocity will lead employees to show
citizenship behaviours that will eventually lead to the wellbeing of the organisation
as a whole (Cho & Treadway, 2011).
Williams and Anderson (1991) concur by stating that organisations are
always out to achieve a competitive edge in the market. Furthermore, they strive to
identify ways of improving the performance of workers and meeting the specific
needs of their customers (Coyle‐Shapiro, 2002). The effort and contribution of
employees will directly influence the ability of the organisation to achieve these
goals (Williams & Anderson, 1991). However, such results cannot be realised in
cases where employees believe that the organisation does not value their contribution
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and care about their wellbeing (Bolino & Turnley, 2003). Thus, it is critical for both
small and large enterprises to understand the significance of perceived organisational
support and take actions that will improve it in the workplace.
2.3.4 Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO)
Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) is regarded as the negative
aspect and dimension of social exchange (Gibney et al., 2009). POO refers to a
person's belief that the organisation where he or she works hinders and interferes
with the achievement of his or her goals (Gibney et al., 2009). In this case, the
individuals believe that the organisation is a major detriment to their well-being.
Gibney et al. (2011) stated that POO reflects and shows employee’s appraisal of the
harmful or detrimental nature of their relationships and interactions with the
employer. Also, it encapsulates the employee’s view and perception of the treatment
that they get from the employer (Gibney et al., 2011). The authors concur by stating
that POO views organisations as a source of negative treatment. Thus, it fills the gap
that exists in employer-employee social exchange research and literature.
POO is based on the expectation of employees that an organisation will be
willing to reward work and meet the needs of those who help it to achieve its goals
(Gibney et al., 2009). In addition, it is influenced by the employee’s views regarding
the extent to which the employer values their contributions in the workplace and
cares about the wellbeing of members of staff. Taking this into account, the author
stated that POO demonstrates the fact that employees tend to personify organisations
and develop beliefs based on the extent to which they receive support, care, and
reward in exchange for their input and services.
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Gibney et al. (2009) noted that the concept of POO was introduced to expand
the social exchange perspectives of employee behaviour and the relationships that
exists in the place of work. In addition, the construct has been used to understand the
manner in which employees view an organisation as a potential source of harm and
negative treatment. The authors added that POO touches on the beliefs of the
employees that the employer hinders and obstructs the accomplishment of their goals
and detriments their wellbeing. In this regard, POO is a construct that helps
researchers and practitioners to understand the negative actions and behaviours that
may affect performance in the workplace. It is also imperative to state that POO is a
complex variable that must carefully be studied and measured to predict
misbehaviour among members of study. In addition, it requires the use of a valid
scale for measuring the extent of obstruction, verifying difference between related
constructs, and determining how the perceptions affect actions and organisational
outcomes.
2.3.5 Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE)
Eisenberger et al. (2010) reported that employees develop unique perceptions
on the extent to which supervisor’s identity and actions relate to those of an
organisation. These perceptions can be explained on the basis of the concept of
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE). SOE is also viewed as the degree to
which employees identify the values and decisions of the organisation with the
values and decisions of the supervisors. The more similar the organisation and
supervisors are perceived, the less employees will differentiate between the two
(Eisenberger et al., 2010). The higher the degree of SOE, the more the worker
believes that the supervisor’s beliefs are similar and in line with those of the
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organisation. When the degree of SOE is high, employees tend to consider the ideas
and actions of supervisors to be in agreement with those of the organisation.
Furthermore, they believe that supervisors make accurate and definitive decisions
that will help the organisation to achieve its business goals and objective
(Eisenberger et al., 2010). This trend contrasts significantly with the pattern of
behaviour in a situation where the level of SOE is low. In such instances, employees
and supervisors may not have a positive working relationship. Others will go out to
look for information on the critical issues related to their employer and the place of
work (Eisenberger et al., 2010).
SOE is an SE construct that was also introduced to account for the broad
variation in the association between LMX and organisational outcomes and factors
such as commitment and perceptions about fairness in the workplace (Eisenberger et
al., 2010). The construct looks at the degree to which the employees identify with the
supervisors in the organisation. In some cases, SOE may affect the views of the
employees regarding POS and POO since supervisors may come out as proxies for
the organisation (Eisenberger et al., 2010). When the supervisors are seen to be a
hindrance to the growth and development of employees, there is the likelihood that
similar judgments may be passed about the organisation. In this regards, SOE
becomes a construct that can mix-up perceptions of LMX, POO, and POS.
Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley (2008) employees tend to cognitively
examine and assess their relationships in an organisation while also evaluating the
degree of identification within various social contexts. In addition, they evaluate the
relationships with various people, including the supervisors because of social
contexts (Ashforth et al., 2008; Chen et al., 2016). The level of SOE will depend on
the extent to which the supervisors shares identity with the nature of the organisation
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in question. In such cases, the employee is likely to perceive attention, treatment,
support, respect, and compliments from the supervisors as those coming from the
organisation.

It

is also important to state that the sense-making behaviour of

employes as well as their cognitive evaluation of various information can affect
interactions with supervisors (Chen et al., 2016). In addition, it affects the extent to
which employees will develop a sense of belongingness in an organisation. Even
when the employees have frequent and personal interactions with the supervisors,
they will still strive to assess the extent to which they act as the agents of the
organisation (Chen et al., 2016). In this regards, SOE plays a key role in explaining
the relatinships that will exist between supervisors and suborniates. In addition, it
provides vital isnights into the factors that may push employees to work towards
organisational objectives.
Eisenberger et al. (2010) claimed that SOE demonstrates the extent to which
employees identify with supervisors and other staff members within an enterprise.
Furthermore, it demonstrates how employees view the organisation and supervisors
on the basis of shared identity and beliefs (Eisenberger et al., 2010). The greater the
degree of SOE, the more employees perceive that supervisors share the organisation's
values and characteristics. In addition, greater SOE implies that employees will
experience positive influence and impact from their supervisors in terms of
encouragement and attention. For instance, when the SOE is high, a compliment
from the supervisor tends to be viewed as a compliment from the enterprise
(Eisenberger et al., 2010).
The following section of the review examines the concept of Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
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2.4 Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB)
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour has received significant academic and
research attention over the years. Most researchers view it as the extra-role behaviour
that can help an organisation to become competitive and achieve its business goals
and objectives. Bolino, Turnley, Gilstrap, and Suazo (2010) described organisation
citizenship behaviour as a construct that includes everything constructive and
positive that employees go out of their volition that supports colleagues and benefits
the organisation. According to Agarwal (2016), OCB is the practice of taking part in
actions and activities that are not part of the formal job descriptions but bring
additional benefits to an organisation as a whole. It underscores the role of
employees in helping organisations to achieve their goals and objectives. Organ
(1988) described OCB as the discretionary behaviours that are neither formally
prescribed nor officially rewarded by the organisation but are essential for
organisational effectiveness. Common OCB include helping co-employees in their
work, offering to help people to accomplish their job and punctuality. Therefore,
OCB enhances both the psychological and social environment where employees
carry out their duties (Coyle‐Shapiro, 2002; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990).
In order to fully understand the concept of organisational citizenship
behaviour, researchers have identified the key features that define it. Previous studies
show that three primary features depict organisational citizenship behaviour
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Organ, 2006b). First, it is something that is voluntary in
that employees show it out of their own discretion and choice (Podsakoff et al.,
2006b). Thus, an organisation may not be able to directly force employees to show
organisational citizenship behaviour. Instead, it can only provide a conducive setting
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that will motivate workers to show such traits (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Organ,
2006a; Podsakoff et al., 2006b). Secondly, organisational citizenship behaviour
brings positive benefits such as commitment, improved performance, and teamwork
(Podsakoff et al., 2006a; Podsakoff et al., 2006b).
It is also important to assert that employees who show organisational
citizenship behaviour tend to extend a helping hand to their colleagues. Besides,
these employees come together to find solutions to the problems that may be
affecting an organisation and preventing it from achieving the desired goals and
objectives (Podsakoff et al., 2006). Finally, organisational citizenship behaviour
touches on a wide range of areas and issues within the enterprises including
performance, teamwork, supervision, and productivity (Podsakoff et al., 2014).
Despite the multiple definitions by various researchers, the commonly held
understanding among researchers is that employees can engage in desirable actions
that are not within their contractual obligations (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). OCB is mainly studied in the context of OCB
directed at supervisors (OCB-S) and OCB directed at organisations (OCB-O) as two
distinct conceptualisations that emerged from the work of scholars such as Organ
(1988, 1990), and Williams and Anderson (1991).
Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, and Blume (2009) stated that even though
organisation citizenship behaviour is a spontaneous construct, an organisation can
work hard to improve it with the intention of the realisation of better performance. In
the end, such efforts will place the organisation in a better place to compete in the
market and achieve its goals. Thus, it is common to find that employees show
organisational citizenship behaviour by going the extra mile to post satisfactory
results. Others record performances that are beyond average workers as they strive to
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improve customer satisfaction and levels of productivity. According to Cho and La
(2014), OCB can affect the performance, it can also promote resource sharing,
cooperation and knowledge sharing among the employees in the context of mergers
which will result in a greater synergy. As noted earlier, researchers have examined
different dimensions of OCB. The following part of the review will focus on OCB –
Organisational and OCB-Supervisor.
2.4.1 OCB – Organisational
OCB – Organisational refers to the behaviours directed towards benefiting an
organisation (Williams & Anderson, 1991). They include sportsmanship, civic virtue,
and conscientiousness, employee efficiency, productivity among employees, and
organisational turnover (Agarwal, 2016; Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCB-O
relates to the things that employees will choose to do out of their accord and outside
the set out contractual duties and obligations to benefit the organisation. The
discretionary behaviours are meant to help the organisation to achieve desired
outcomes and positive results such as competitiveness in the market and increased
revenue (Agarwal, 2016; Colquitt et al., 2001; Williams & Anderson, 1991).
However, the organisation in question may decide to recognize and reward the
positive attitudes, behaviours, and actions of the employees. The primary intention is
to encourage workers to continue engaging in acts and behaviours that will drive the
enterprise forward and make it competitive in the local and international markets.
Hui, Organ, and Crooker (1993) noted that OCB-O relates to the purposeful
decision by employees to show desirable attitudes and behaviours that extends
beyond their prescribed and contractual roles. Those who show OCB- Organizational
strive to achieve their goals by complying with existing organizational standards and
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helping the enterprise to succeed and record improved performance. Williams and
Anderson (1991) added that OCB-O can be demonstrated through a wide range of
behaviours that are directed towards the company in general. The common
behaviours include adhering the informal rules to maintain order, giving notice when
not coming to work, and limiting cases of absenteeism (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994;
Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). It is also imperative to state that OCB-O tends to
capture the employee’s purposeful decision to accept and internalize the
organization’s procedures, rules, and regulations and avoid any behaviour that can
adversely affect the enterprise (Williams & Anderson, 1991). These traits are
regarded as OCB-O because not every employee respects the organizational rules
and procedures even though they are expected to do so.
2.4.2 OCB – Supervisor
OCB-supervisors refer to organisational citizenship behaviour that is directed
towards supervisors (Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCBS touches on behaviours and
activities such as cheerleading efforts, peacekeeping, courtesy, and altruism. These
behaviours can help in exploring and understanding how organisational justice
affects organisational outcomes. The kind of relationships between employees and
supervisors will determine how the members of staff will go about their everyday
duties (Deborah et al., 2014). It is also important to state that OCB-supervisor can be
rewarded by the managers in an organisation with the goal of ensuring that
employees engage in positive actions. Furthermore, the decision by managers to
reward OCB-Supervisor may promote commitment and success in the organisation
(Deborah et al., 2014). Such employees will work towards developing a positive
relationship with the supervisors so that they can work towards common goals.
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Organ and Ryan (1995) noted that there are a wide range of dispositional
factors that may affect how people behave and act towards managers and leaders in
an organization. Some of the common issues include negative affectivity, positive
affectivity, and conscientiousness. These orientations may affect the manner in
which employees will treat other people in the place of work, including their
supervisors (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Therefore, they are
central to the understanding of the concept of OCB-S. While addressing the issue of
OCB-S, Cheung (2013) noted that since supervisors are the people who closely
interact with the employees, subordinates tend to reciprocate their respect and
concern by showing goodwill. In such instances, employees who demonstrate
positive attitudes such as assisting the supervisors and working with the rest of the
team to ensure that group goals are realized.
Having examined the concept of organisational justice and organisational
citizenship behaviour, we are now going to examine the underlying social exchange
mechanisms between organisational justice and employees’ work outcomes.
2.5 Hypotheses Development
2.5.1 OJ and Social Exchange Mechanisms
Organisational justice has emerged as one of the areas that organisations can
focus on as they work towards improving and promoting organisational citizenship
behaviour. Al Afari and Elanain (2014) remarked that the utilisation of
organisational justice in improving organisational citizenship behaviour is a
relatively new area of research. Despite this being the case, a significant amount of
empirical research has been done on the practice. The Social exchange mechanisms
has come in handy in examining the significance and influence of organisational
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justice in the workplace (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, &
Taylor, 2000). The two concepts emphasise on the exchanges and transactions that
take place among workers and their effects on organisations (Cropanzano & Rupp,
2008). In addition, they hold that the transactions are significantly shaped by the
relational and social contexts in which they occur. Thus, the integration of insights
from social exchange theory into organisational justice literature helps in examining
and understanding some of the issues that affect modern-day enterprises.
2.5.1.1 Organisational Justice and LMX
Leadership is an important social process that can be understood effectively by
looking at the social exchange that occur in the leader-member interactions. Leaders
develop and create relations with subordinates differently based on their performance
at work, relationships, and traits. In the recent years, there has been a considerable
effort to explore the role and impact orgainstational justice on various organisational
outcomes (Kumar & Singh, 2011). Although fairness in the place of work has been
linked to favourable job attitudes and better performance, practice progress in
organisation justice literature tends to be limited to the ambiguities associated with
fairness perceptions (Kumar & Singh, 2011). Similarly, literature suggests that the
quality of LMX determines whether employees are satisfied as valuable and
productive members of an enterprise. Graen and Scandura (1987) noted that one of
the requirements for developing and maintaining high-quality relationships is
ensuring that every party sees the exchanges as fair. Thus, organisational justice is an
important concept when it comes to the study and understanding of LMX.
Employee’s views and opinions about the extent of fairness in the place of
work can also affect the way they relate with supervisors. Researchers also argue that
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justice is one of the main factors that contribute to the creation of strong and high
quality LMX (Eden, 1992). When employees perceive that their work is assessed and
rewarded fairly, they will endeavour to build strong relationships with their superiors
and co-workers and become in-group members (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The
continuity in the in-group membership will depend on the perceptions of the workers
on the degree of procedural, distributive and interactional justice.
Previous studies have shown that organization justice is one of the strong
predictors of the level and extent of LMX within an organization. Also, research
shows that when employees feel that their contribution is evaluated and rewarded
fairly, they will form strong relations with the supervisors so that they can be viewed
as in-group members (Mahmood, Faiza, & Khan, 2015). Such employees based their
views about the LMX in an organization on the sense of quality in the place of work.
The process entails comparing their treatment with other people and those working in
different settings. The outcome of the evaluation process will determine whether
employees will strive to build strong relations with the supervisors. Available
research evidence shows that all the elements of organizational justice (procedural,
distributive, and international justice) affects the level of LMX (Scandura, Graen, &
Novak, 1986). However, distributive justice appears to have the strongest effect on
LMX quality (Mahmood et al., 2015). The trend is attributed to the fact that
employees tend to contribute towards the realization of organizational objectives and
the development of strong relationships with the supervisors on the basis of the
fairness of the treatment and rewards in the place of work (Mahmood et al., 2015;
Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). When the level of procedural, distributive, and
international justice rises, there will be a strong relationship between the employee
and the supervisors. In addition, communication will flourish between the workers
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and supervisors. Based on these results, the first hypothesis for this study was
developed.
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and LMX.
H1.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and LMX.
H1.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and LMX.
H1.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and LMX.
2.5.1.2 Organisational Justice and POS
The relationship between organisational justice and other outcomes are
usually understood in terms of and on the basis of social exchange. Among the
theories that rely on social exchange mechanisms to explore employee-organisation
relationships is the organisational support theory (Fu & Lihua, 2012).

The

organisation support theory strives to examine the favourable reaction of employees
to the positive valuation by the organisation in question. The relationship is often
explored on the basis of the POS that revolves around the perception of the manner
in which an organisation values the contribution of employees and cares about their
wellbeing (Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000; Fu & Lihua, 2012). The level of POS in an
enterprise will contribute to the development of a sense of belonging and obligation
towards the organisations. Furthermore, it can generate an expectation of reward for
better effort and help in meeting the social-emotional needs of workers. According to
Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002), organisational justice is regarded as one of the
strongest antecedents of POS. The authors’ argument is based on the fact that
employees view fair organisational treatment as a sign that their employer cares
about them (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
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The possible relationship between the different elements of organizational
justice (procedural, distributive and interactional justice) and POS has been
examined in previous studies. The interest is motivated by the realization that
employees often view fair treatment by an organization and its agents as an indicator
of POS and the care received from the company. There are some studies that have
examined

the

relationship

between

organisational

justice

and

perceived

organisational support by focusing on the three elements of justice (procedural,
distributive and interactional justice) while others focus on each of them at every
given time. Fu and Lihua (2012) conducted a study to explore the relationship
between POS and the three dimensions of organisational justice (distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interactional justice). The researchers utilised data obtained
from 520 professional managers working in the manufacturing and service industries
in China. The researchers concur that organisational justice (distributive, procedural,
and interactional justice) had a positive impact on POS in the service industry
samples. Roch and Shanock (2006) concurred with the above conclusions by stating
that fairness in the place of work tends to increase employee’s perceived
organisational support. In particular, fairness in the workplace shows that
organisations care about the wellbeing of their employees (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002; Roch & Shanock, 2006). By demonstrating distributive justice, procedural
justice, and interactional justice, organisations can enhance the feeling of POS
among employees and increase their capacity to manage work demands (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002).
An early study that was done by Fasolo (1995) showed that giving employees
the chance to influence the decision-making procedures could be interpreted as an
indication of care and support by the enterprise. In addition, the authors noted that
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fair procedures were an indication that the enterprise respects the rights of its
workers. Also, fair procedures (procedural justice) can be an indication that an
organisation respects the rights of its employees, and this will contribute positively to
POS (Fasolo, 1995; Moideenkutty, Blau, Kumar, & Nalakath, 2001). Taken together,
the findings show a positive relationship between procedural justice and POS
(Moideenkutty et al., 2001). Other studies have also noted that distributive justice
and fair pay had a strong and positive correlation with POS. The studies stated that
distributive justice influenced employees to make inferences and develop perceptions
about the willingness of the enterprise to reward, support and help them (Fasolo,
1995; Loi, Hang‐Yue, & Foley, 2006). In some cases, employees can also be keen on
the fairness of outcomes received from the organisation (distributive justice) as or
outcomes lead to a strong perception that an organization values and cares for its
workers. It is also important to state that such inferences will result in perceptions
that the organisation values employee’s contributions (Adams, 1965; Colquitt et al.,
2005; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Finally, other studies have explored the relationship between organisational
justice and perceived organisational support by focusing on interactional justice
(Cheung, 2013; Kernan & Hanges, 2002). A study by Cheung (2013), for instance,
concluded that there was a positive correlation between interactional justice and
POS. While expounding on the association, the researchers claimed that fair actions
and practices such as treating employees with respect and dignity could make
employees feel valued by their employers (Cheung, 2013).
Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POS.
H2.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and POS.
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H2.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and POS.
H2.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and POS.
2.5.1.3 Organisational Justice and Perceived Organisational Obstruction
The relationship between organisational justice and perceived organisational
support has been understood from the perspective that employees and organisations
are partners in the employee–organisation relationship (Stinglhamber, Cremer, &
Mercken, 2006). In this partnership, organisations are partners who provide
employees with social and material reward in exchange for their loyalty and work
(Eisenberger et al., 1986). Empirical research evidence shows that employees who
perceive fairness and supportive relationship within an organisation will have
favourable attitudes

(Eisenberger et al., 1986). In other words, employees will

perceive little POO when they feel that the organisation treats them fairly.
The various dimensions of justice (procedural, distributive and interactional)
can also be used to examine and study the relationship between organisational justice
and perceived organisational obstruction. However, minimal research appears to
have been done regarding the relationship between the POO and the different
categories of OJ (procedural, distributive and interactional) partly due to the fact that
POO is a new construct that was introduced in 2009 by Gibney and his co-authors to
explore the belief among employees that an organization is obstructing, hindering, or
interfering with the accomplishment of their personal and professional goals. A study
that was done by Gibney et al. (2009), however, showed that the fairness of
procedures and outcomes can reduce perceived organisational obstruction by
promoting openness and sensitivity to the needs of employees. However, unfairness
makes employees believe that the organisation is not supporting their well-being and
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success (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). In the study, the respondents talked about the
unfairness and challenges associated with the promotion procedures in an
organization. The practice of denying all qualified candidates the chance to be
interviewed for a new position (promotion and recruitment procedures) made
employees to feel that the enterprise was not fair and was hindering their professional
growth. In this regards, it was evident that there was a negative relationship between
procedural justice and POO (Gibney et al., 2009). However, further investigations
are required to explore the relationship between the other elements of organizational
justice (distributive and interactional) and POO.
Hypothesis 3: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POO.
H3.1: There is a negative relationship between Procedural Justice and POO.
H3.2: There is a negative relationship between Distributive Justice and POO.
H3.3: There is a negative relationship between Interactional Justice and POO.
Moving forward, the next section of the review examines the relationship between
social exchange mechanisms and organisational citizenship behaviour.
2.5.2 Social Exchange Mechanisms and OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S)
2.5.2.1 LMX and OCB
LMX theory is a relationship-based framework to leadership and it focuses on
the dyadic relationship that exists between leaders and subordinates. This particular
theory usually suggests that leaders develop different kinds of exchanges with their
subordinates. It is the quality of such exchanges that will influence the responsibility,
performance, and decisions of the subordinates (Imran & Fatima, 2013). In other
cases, researchers use LMX to explain the development and growth of vertical
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dyadic relationship and influence in the place of work. Furthermore, the theory has
been used to improve team performance with regards to the selection and
development of informal training opportunities in leadership (Imran & Fatima,
2013). Thus, leaders who are able to develop a positive relationship with their
subordinates in the place of work are better placed to succeed in their roles and
contribute to the realization of organisational goals. In other instances, researchers
have asked questions regarding what defines and constitute a good employee in the
current complex and dynamic workplace (Imran & Fatima, 2013).
The concept of OCB has featured significantly in these studies. Research
shows that OCB entails the constructive and positive things that employees do out of
their volition to benefit the company and assist the co-workers (Khalid, Muqadas,
Farooqi, & Nazish, 2014). In most instances, employees who show OCB may not be
the top performers. However, these employees are known to go the extra mile and
beyond the normal effort to ensure that they do a satisfactory job. In such cases, the
organisation will benefit from improved performance, customer satisfaction,
efficiency, and productivity (Khalid et al., 2014). Furthermore, such organisations
will be better placed to reduce the rates of absenteeism and turnover. Therefore, OCB
is a desirable trait that is valued by an organisation and its top managers.
Available research evidence shows that there is a positive relationship
between Leader-Member exchange and organisational citizenship behaviour.
According to Wang, Chu, and Ni (2010), high-quality LMX has a positive influence
on organisational citizenship behaviour among workers. The authors added that highquality LMX gives employees a reason to engage in OCB so that they can contribute
to the overall organisation effectiveness. Imran and Fatima (2013) concur by stating
that high-quality LMX motivates employees to pay attention to the good relationship

53
with supervisors and work together to ensure that the organisation achieves its goals.
High-quality LMX can motivate employees to engage in OCB to receive high
rewards and support. The findings from such studies demonstrate the positive
relationship between LMX and OCB (Imran & Fatima, 2013; Khalid et al., 2014).
Additionally, they show that organisations can encourage employees to engage in
OCB by improving the quality of LMX in the workplace.
In organisational management literature, distributive, procedural, and
interactional justices are 3 main dimensions of justice that can impact organisational
citizenship behaviour. That is, they are considered to be the dimensions of justice
that represent employees' and people's perception of whether specific outcomes,
procedures, and information flow are fair or not. However, the relationship between
OJ-OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S) can also be mediated by LMX. In this sense, the
outcome of people’s perceptions and judgments of procedures, and informational and
the tendency to engage in OCB are mediated by the quality of LMX in the place of
work (Byrne & Cropanzano, 2001; Deborah et al., 2014). In the end, the justice
perceptions will influence whether employees will show extra-role behaviours that
lead to desirable organisational outcomes such as increased productivity. However,
the relationship between OJ and OCB may also be mediated by the level of LMX
since the relationships that exists in the place of work influence employee behaviour.
Khalid et al. (2014) stated that LMX may have an indirect effect on OCB (OCB-O
and OCB-S). The author also stated that OJ (procedural, distributive, and
interactional) have a positive relationship with OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S). It is for
this reason that organizations strive to improve the attitude of employees towards
OCB practices to realize corporate goals (Khalid et al., 2014). Since LMX has an
indirect effect on OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S) and OJ positively influences OCB, then
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it follows that LMX relationships are critical to maintaining the positive relationship
between OJ (procedural, distributive and interactional) and OCB (Khalid et al.,
2014). In addition, LMX and OJ may simultaneously affect OCB (OCB-O and OCBS) (Khalid et al., 2014).
Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between leader-member exchange
(LMX) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB-O and OCB-S).
H4.1: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-O.
H4.2: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-S.
Hypothesis 7: LMX mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Organisational and Supervisor).
H7.1: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H7.2: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H7.3: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H7.4: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H7.5: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H7.6: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
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2.5.2.2 POS and OCB
POS and OCB have featured in several OJ studies. Muhammad (2014)
conducted a study to explore the relationship between POS, OCB and organisational
commitment in Kuwait. Data was collected from 261 employees working in nine
different Kuwaiti organisations. The enterprises were drawn from the financial and
banking sector. The results of the study showed that there was a positive relationship
between POS and OCB. Another study by Jain, Giga, and Cooper (2013) explored
the

association

between

organisational

citizenship

behaviour,

perceived

organisational support, and organisational stressors. The sample was made up of
operators from call centre organisations in India. A total of 402 operators completed
questionnaires to provide data needed to answer the formulated research questions.
There is a category of studies that have examined the relationship between
perceived organizational support and OCB-O. The studies have reported that there is
a positive relationship between POS and OCB-O (Duffy & Lilly, 2013; Muhammad,
2014). The results are attributed to the fact that employees view the support of the
organization as an indication that they are valued. The studies indicate that the
various aspects and factors linked to POS such as compensation system, leadership
practices, and employee empowerment motivate workers to engage in extra-role
practices and behaviours that are directed towards the enterprise (Muhammad, 2014;
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). When the employees feel that they are supported,
they will engage in positive extra-role behaviours directed to the organization (OCBO) to ensure that specific goals are realized (Duffy & Lilly, 2013).
Neves and Eisenberger (2014) conducted a study to explore the association
between perceived organisational support and organisational citizenship behaviour
(OCB-O). In this study, the concept of organisational citizenship behaviour was
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analysed based on the tendency of employees to engage in risk taking actions that
can help the enterprise to achieve its goals and meets the needs of customers. The
results of the study showed that perceived organisational support had a direct effect
on organisation citizenship behaviour. It was noted that employees felt motivated to
take calculated risks that can help the organisation to achieve its objectives when the
level of POS was high. Based on the findings, it was concluded that enterprises
should work towards supporting their employees to achieve their goals and gain
competitive edge in the market. The high level of POS will encourage desirable
actions and behaviours that are critical to the success of the enterprise.
Chiang and Hsieh (2012) also conducted a study to examine the effect of
perceived organisational support and psychological empowerment on job
performance by focusing on the hotel industry. According to the authors, hotels have
been under immense pressure to compete with their rivals while also responding to
the rapid changes in the market. The process entails inspiring employees to perform
at optimal levels and fulfil their responsibilities. To this end, Chiang and Hsieh
(2012) carried out a primary research to assess how perceived organisational support
and psychological empowerment affected organisational citizenship behaviour
(OCB-O) and job performance. A sample made up of 513 employees drawn from the
Taiwan hotel industry took part in the study. The results showed that perceived
organisational support had a positive effect on organisational citizenship behaviour.
In other cases, the focus has been on the manner in which POS affects the
extra-role behaviours that are directed towards the supervisors (OCB-S). Research
shows that there is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-S (Logan &
Ganster, 2007; Pohl & Paillé, 2011). In other words, high levels of perceived
organizational support will motivate workers to engage in positive behaviours and
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actions that are directed at the supervisors. In this sense, the employees see the
supervisor as an extension of the organization (Muhammad, 2014). As a result, the
support received from the enterprise will be reciprocated by showing extra-role
behaviour to the supervisors who are regarded as the agents of the enterprise. In this
regards, it is apparent that there is a significant and positive association between POS
and OCB-S.
Pohl and Paillé (2011) conducted a study that showed the positive effect of
that perceived organisational support on organisational citizenship behaviour. Using
a sample population of 202 nurses in two hospitals located in northern parts of Italy,
the researchers were able to investigate the manner in which organisational support
motivated workers to show positive attitudes and behaviours in the place of work.
The results showed that employees in hospitals that supported their staff members
reported higher levels of organisational citizenship behaviour compared to their
counterparts who did not feel valued by the employers. Similar results came out of
the research by Cheung (2013) where it was stated that social exchange processes
that improved the level of organisational support are critical to the success of an
organisation. In the long run, employees will have an obligation to show positive
attitude and behaviour towards the enterprise and its members (Cheung, 2013). A
Turkish study by Karavardar (2014) also demonstrated the positive link between
perceived organisational support and organisation citizenship behaviour. Using a
sample population drawn from enterprises in the fast food sector, the authors found
that enterprises that are linked to high levels of perceived organisational support
often benefit from the positive behaviour of their employees. In addition, those who
work in such organisation show better job performance, commitment, and desire to
help the enterprise to become competitive in the market. Finally, a meta-analysis by
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Ahmed, Nawaz, Ali, and Islam (2015) supported the existence of a positive and
significant relationship between perceived organisational support and organisational
citizenship behaviour. The findings of the study demonstrated that high level of POS
motivated workers to go beyond their contemporary tasks and levels of performance.
Furthermore, it gives employees the desire to help the enterprise to respond to the
specific and changing needs of customers.
Organ (1990) noted that perceptions of justice have a critical role in
influencing and promoting organisational citizenship behaviours. Williams, Pitre,
and Zainuba (2002) claimed that when employees perceive justice, they will develop
a positive state of mind and become motivated to engage in organisational
citizenship behaviours. Therefore, enterprises need to focus on creating a fair
workplace to motivate employees to participate in organisational citizenship
behaviour and contribute to the achievement of organisational goals. However, the
relationship between the two variables can be mediated by the degree of POS
(Williams et al., 2002). POS influences the views that employees will have about the
organisation, including those related to the level of fairness. Such perceptions will
shape the tendency to engage in OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S).
Overall, existing literature suggests that perceived organisational support
plays a key role in promoting organisation citizenship behaviour. Moreover, it
motivates employees to go beyond the usual performance and duties to achieve
specific goals. Accordingly, the following two hypotheses were formulated and
tested in this study.
Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Support (POS) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB-O and OCB-S).
H5.1: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-O.
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H5.2: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-S
Hypothesis 8: POS mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Organisational and Supervisor).
H8.1: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H8.2: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H8.3: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational
H8.4: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H8.5: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H8.6: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
2.5.2.3 POO and OCB
Since POO revolves around the perception about an organisation hindering
employee's goals and the behaviours, it will determine whether employees will
engage in organisational citizenship behaviour or not. The literature suggests that
employees usually develop beliefs about the extent to which organisations support
them or prevent them from achieving their goals and desires (Gibney et al., 2009).
Based on the positive reciprocity norm, employees will help an organisation to
succeed in return for the commitment of the organisation to their wellbeing (Gibney
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et al., 2009). Similarly, employees will not be willing to support an organisation that
is not committed to their goals and wellbeing. Rather than demonstrating
organisational citizenship behaviour, employees who experience perceived
organisation obstruction will focus on finding ways of overcoming the dissatisfying
environment (Gibney et al., 2009). Also, perceived organisational obstruction has
been linked to reduced effort and interest in work. These are behaviours that are
negative and discourage OCB.
In the post-merger period, organizations strive to streamline their operations
to achieve competitive edge in the market. Furthermore, attempts are made to
motivate employees to act and work in a manner that will lead to the realization of
corporate goals (Gibney et al., 2009). However, the extent to which employees go to
help an enterprise to succeed in the post-merger period will depend on their
perception on the level of support and obstruction. When employees feel that the
organization and its agents are not hindering their progress, wellbeing, and
development, they are likely to engage in extra role behaviours and practices that
lead to optimal results. In addition, they will show extra-role behaviours directed to
the organization in a manner that leads to better results in the workplace.
OCB is a critical element in the social exchange theory that is based on
volition and choice. In addition, it is regarded as an important form of reciprocation
for favourable treatment within an organisation. It implies that the level of support
provided by an organisation will influence the extent to which employees go beyond
their conventional roles to contribute to the realization of business goals. Therefore,
employees expect the employer to make discretionary effort to support them and
their colleagues as they carry out different tasks. In some cases, however, high level
of POO makes it difficult for employees to stretch beyond their job specifications
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and requirements to achieve specific goals. Gibney et al. (2009) noted that POO
could reduce the level of organisational citizenship behaviour. It can lead to
undesirable attitudes and actions such as neglect and loss of interest in work. The
author added that POO could lead to retaliatory behaviours towards an enterprise that
does not value its employees and support them. The negative aspect of reciprocity
caused by high levels of POO can be a significant source of poor performance,
harmful treatment of co-workers, and lack of motivation (Eisenberger et al., 2014;
Gibney et al., 2009). The following hypotheses were tested in this study to dig deeper
into the relationship between perceived organisational obstruction and organisational
citizenship behaviour.
The association between POO and OCB-S has also attracted the attention of
researchers. The negative nature of POO aligns with the negative attitude that
employees show to their supervisors when they do not feel supported and valued. In
this regards, POO is regarded as a variable that can significantly affect the level of
OCB-S (Mackey et al., 2018). Therefore, there appears to be a significant negative
association between POO and OCB-S.
Hypothesis 6: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational
Obstruction (POO) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H6.1: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-O.
H6.2: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-S.
Hypothesis 9: POO mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and Distributive Justice) and OCB
(Organisational and supervisor).
H9.1: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
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H9.2: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H9.3: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H9.4: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H9.5: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H9.6: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
Having discussed the relationship between Social Exchange Mechanisms and
OCB, the next section looks at the moderating role of SOE.
2.5.3 Moderating Role of SOE on OJ and SE Mechanisms
A moderator variable refers to the third variable in a study that affects the
relationship between the independent and the dependent variable. Thus, the inclusion
of a moderator variable in this study helped in exploring it affects the strength of the
relationship between a specific dependent variable and an independent variable.
SOE has dominated research on the relationship between an organisation and
its employees. In this perspective, organisations and supervisors are viewed to be two
important partners who complement each other. It is the duty of the organisation to
give employees both social and material reward in exchange for their effort, work,
commitment, loyalty, and positive attitude. The employees, on the other hand,
reciprocate by helping the enterprises to meet the needs of their customers and
achieve their business goals (Eisenberger et al., 2014). Empirical research implies
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that employees who perceive an organisation to be in support of their growth and
development will strive to show favourable attitudes and help it to become
competitive. Those who lack such feelings, in contrasts, focus on their minimum job
requirements and avoid extra-role behaviours (Eisenberger et al., 2014). Early social
exchange research assumes that the unsupportive and negative relationship between
employees and employers are the same (Eisenberger et al., 2014) . Current studies,
however, go beyond the assumption to examine the manner in which SOE can
moderate and affect the relationship between variables such as organisational justice
and SE mechanisms.
Studies have shown that a positive relationship exists between procedural
justice and LMX. However, this relationship can be moderated by SOE in such a
way that it becomes stronger when SOE is high. SOE reflects on the extent to which
employees identify the values and decisions of the organisation with the values and
decisions of the supervisors. (Eisenberger et al., 2014) reported that employees
interpret high-quality LMX relations as support from the organisation. In the end,
they will strive to repay the organisation by being dedicated to their work. In
addition, the study reported that employees tend to perceive the organisation as
responsible for the kind of treatment that they get from their supervisors. Finally,
SOE will influence LMX and perceptions of procedural justice in an organisation.
Hypothesis 10: SOE moderates the positive relationship between Procedural justice
and LMX in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high than when
it is low.
Organisations require the input of their workers to succeed in their
endeavours and gain significant competitive edge over their rivals. Research has
shown that the lack of support from the side of an organisation may affect the level
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of motivation, performance, and loyalty among workers (Eisenberger et al., 1986;
Tansky & Cohen, 2001). In cases where the employees feel that they have been
neglected by the employer, they are likely to show reduced effort and interest in their
duties. Furthermore, some employees may end up using company time and resources
to carry out personal business (Tansky & Cohen, 2001). It is such retaliatory
behaviours and tendencies that deny an organisation the ability to compete with other
enterprises. Furthermore, it can affect the extent to which the organisation will
satisfy the needs of its customers. It implies that a company that is a source of
obstruction will not be able to benefit from the skills, effort, and knowledge of its
employees (Tansky & Cohen, 2001). Instead, they will constantly face reciprocal
behaviours that can compromise their competitiveness in the market. In contrast, an
organisation that supports its workers and encourage fairness in the procedures is
likely improve performance, motivation, and effort among employees.
POS revolves around the quality of employee-organisation relationships
measured based on the degree to which employees believe that the organisation
values their contributions and cares about them (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Thus,
distributive justice can positively influence perceived organisational support. It
implies that high level of perceived organisational support may influence employees
to feel that there is improved degree of distributive justice in the workplace. These
employees will feel motivated to help the organisation to achieve business goals,
increase profit margins and meet the needs of customers. However, this positive
relationship between POS and distributive justice can be moderated by SOE. SOE
plays a moderator role in the above relationship by determining whether employees
will have faith in the vision and decisions of supervisors. In addition, high SOE will
strengthen the positive relationship between distributive justice and POS by
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motivating employees to believe that supervisors share the organisation's
characteristics and values.
Hypothesis 11: SOE moderates the positive relationship between distributive justice
and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high compared
to when it is low.
Organisational support theory and literature show that employees usually
develop general perceptions related to the degree to which an organisation values
their effort and cares about their development and wellbeing (Gibney et al., 2009).
Others look for employers who will create a conducive setting for them to succeed
(Eisenberger et al., 2010). Based on this concept of reciprocity, researchers have
found out that factors and variables like perceived organisational support and
perceived organisational obstruction can cause workers to develop a feeling of
obligation to contribute the welfare of the enterprise. In addition, these views will
influence how employees take measures that will ensure that an organisation
achieves its goals. Employees may strive to meet the feeling of indebtedness by
putting more effort into their work and showing a high level of commitment and
loyalty (Gibney et al., 2009). Research shows that perceived organisational support
can motivate employees to develop desirable traits and behaviours that will enable
the enterprise to achieve its goals (Gibney et al., 2009).
SOE can significantly moderate the negative relationship that exists between
interactional justice and POO. In particular, interactional justice can shape the views
of employees about the extent to which an organisation supports their goals and
efforts. Low level of interactional justice can make it difficult for employees to
believe that an organisation supports their efforts and goals. It is, however, worth
noting that such trends are only possible when employees identify and relate with
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supervisors and other staff members within an enterprise (Eisenberger et al., 2010).
In this regard, SOE will moderate the negative relationship between interactional
justice and POO by making it stronger when SOE is low.
Hypothesis 12: SOE moderates the negative relationship between Interactional
justice and POO in such a way that the relationship is stronger when the level of SOE
is low compared to when it is high.
Employees prefer working in an organisation that supports their goals, efforts
and values their contribution. Therefore, managers and supervisors must work hard
to demonstrate to employees that their input is valued and appreciated (Colquitt et
al., 2001). One method of realising this goal is by improving the level of interactional
justice in the organisation. The process entails ensuring fairness in the interpersonal
relationship and the communication processes in an enterprise (Colquitt et al., 2001).
The positive relationship between interactional justice and POS becomes stronger
when SOE is high than when it is low, since SOE ensures that employees get positive
influence from supervisors.
Hypothesis 13: SOE moderates the positive relationship between interactional justice
and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high compared
to when it is low.
The next task in the review is to examine the moderating role of SOE. In this case,
the focus is on determining how SOE moderates the relationship between Social
Exchange mechanisms, and OCB.
2.5.4 Moderating Role of SOE on Social Exchange Mechanisms and OCB
The manner in which SOE moderates the relationship between SE
mechanisms and OCB is critical in the context of mergers. This argument is based on
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the fact that SOE relates to the extent to which employees identify with supervisors
and other staff members within an enterprise (Eisenberger et al., 2010). In particular,
researchers have noted that employees tend to form a perception about the extent of
the supervisors shared identity with the enterprise (Eisenberger et al., 2010). The
greater the degree of SOE, the more employees, perceive that supervisors share the
organisation's values and characteristics. In addition, greater SOE implies that
employees will experience positive influence and impact from their supervisors in
terms of encouragement and attention. For instance, when the SOE is high, a
compliment from the supervisor tends to be viewed as a compliment from the
enterprise (Eisenberger et al., 2010). In such instances, the employees will develop
the motivation to help the supervisor and the organisation to achieve a specific set of
goals. Furthermore, they will work with other stakeholders such as customers and
suppliers to ensure that the organisation successfully transitions after a merger.
Perceptions of POO are critical in predicting OCB- Organisational.
Researchers contend that POO can discourage employees from going the extra mile
to support the success of an organisation or reciprocating the organisation by
working towards increased performance and productivity (Gibney et al., 2009).
Eventually, it will affect organisational outcomes such as efficiency and productivity
(Gibney et al., 2009). Consequently, organisations that seek to succeed in the current
market must work hard to manage perceived organisational obstruction and support
OCB- Organisational. One way of achieving the goal is to improve SOE so that they
can motivate employees to believe in the supervisors and the goals of the
organisation and demonstrate organisational citizenship behaviour.
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Hypothesis 14: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and OCBOrganisational in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is low
compared to when it is high.
OCB-supervisors can go a long way in helping an enterprise to achieve its
goals. Perceived Organisational Obstruction, on the other hand, can make it difficult
for employees to help an enterprise achieve its organisational goals (Gibney et al.,
2009). It is also worth noting that the degree of SOE in a company can influence
perceived organisational obstruction and OCB-supervisors. In particular, it
determines whether employees will believe that supervisors share the organisation's
values and characteristics or not (Gibney et al., 2009).
Hypothesis 15: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and OCBSupervisor in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is low compared
to when it is high.
2.6 Theoretical Model
The relationship between the study variables is shown in the theoretical
model in Figure 2.1 below. In addition, the Operational Model was designed based
on the developed research hypotheses as illustrated in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.1: Theoretical Model
2.7 Operational Model
The operational model was established based on the integrated theories of OJ
and SE and the developed hypothesis is shown in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2: Operational Model

70

71
2.8 Conclusion
This chapter examined the literature on the connection between
organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour via the SE
mechanisms. Next, it examined the concepts that may affect the relationship between
the two primary variables leading to the formation of 15 main hypotheses and their
sub-hypotheses. Moreover, the chapter explored the role of SE mechanisms as
mediator variables and SOE as a moderator variable. The subsequent section of the
study set out the research methodology used to gather and analyse data.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
3.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on setting out the research design and illustrating the
operationalization and measurement of the constructs used in the study. In addition,
this chapter strives to identify the sources of data, data collection procedures, and
analysis techniques adopted in the present case.
3.2 Research Epistemology and Methodology
To achieve our research goals, we relied on positivism as the underlying
epistemological position. Crowther and Lancaster (2008) argued that positivism is
based on the notion that science is the only way through which people can learn
about the truth. Also, it adheres to the idea that people can only gain factual
information and knowledge through observations (Kawulich, 2012). Therefore, the
role of the researcher, in this case, revolves around collecting the data through an
objective means. In addition, the researcher is expected to gather sufficient data to
ensure that the research findings are not only quantifiable but also observable
(Babbie, 2010; Gulati, 2009). Positivism relies on measurable observations that can
lead to statistical analysis. Also, researchers have mentioned that positivism is a
research view point that is in accordance with the belief that knowledge only comes
from scientific methods and human experience (Babbie, 2010; Kawulich, 2012).
Therefore, the researcher in positivism studies is independent of the study itself. The
separation of the researcher from the study ensures that a study presents objective
and quantifiable results that can help in understanding an issue of interest (Babbie,
2010).
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Positivist studies usually use a deductive approach to research. In a deductive
approach, the focus is

on building

hypotheses based on existing theory and

knowledge and coming up with a research methodology to test the hypotheses
(Pellissier, 2008; Snieder & Larner, 2009). While using positivism as the research
paradigm and embracing the deductive approach, researchers should take into
account the five most important principles of positivism as a philosophy. First, it is
important to remember that there are no significant differences in the logic of
inquiries across sciences (Babbie, 2010). Second, the study should focus on
explaining and predicting a particular phenomenon (Babbie, 2010; Gulati, 2009).
Third, the research should be done on the basis of empirically observable evidence.
Fourth, positivism holds that science is different from common sense (Babbie, 2010).
Thus, common sense should not be allowed to introduce bias in research findings.
Finally, science needs to be based on logic at all times.
In this study, we used a quantitative research method to explore our research
questions. According to Creswell (2013), quantitative research involves using
statistical and numerical data to study an issue of interest. In such studies, researchers
use quantitative methods, such as surveys, structured observation, and experiments to
gather numerical and statistical data that can be used in answering the formulated
research question (Heyck & Simon, 2005). The quantitative methodology focuses on
general findings and discoveries that are based on a given research question within
natural conditions (Creswell, 2013). Moreover, it uses the deductive approach in
order to test the relationship that exists between research and theory (Creswell,
2013). Other scholars have pointed out that the quantitative method uses positive
orientation and objective and an external view of reality. In other words, it takes an
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“outsider’s” perspective that is distant from the data gathered during the study
(Deshpande, 1983).
There is a wide range of approaches and research designs that can be used in
obtaining data and information needed to explore quantitative relationships in a
study. In the field of social science, cross-sectional research is one of the methods
that researchers used to make empirical observations and analyse quantitative
associations (Creswell, 2013). The cross-sectional study can be described as a form
of observational research that entails analysing data that is gathered from a
population or a representative sample at a given point in time (Creswell, 2013). In
the current study, the comprehensive cross-sectional survey was utilized to examine
the quantitative relationship between the variables of interest. The survey was
reviewed by two researchers for clearness, specificity, and comprehension. The two
reviewers assessed the questionnaires and measures to determine their face validity.
In addition, we conducted a pre-test involving a limited number of respondents to
determine the strengths and flaws of the design and test the content validity of the
questionnaire. After compiling the questionnaires, it was important to translate the
questions into Arabic through the forward-backward translation approach set out in
Brislin (1980). This method allowed the researchers to focus on conceptual
translations and ensure that the questionnaires could be understood by a broader
audience. Moreover, it allowed for the use of clear, and simple language in the
questions that were sent to the respondents.
3.3 Data Source and Research Procedure
We started with pilot study phase, an online survey was sent to 10 people
from different fields such as academic field, professional field, colleagues, and
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friends. The goal was to obtain the feedback on the survey to amend and rectify
before sending the online survey link out to the participants. Based on the outcomes
of the pilot study, the researcher was able to fine tune to actual online survey before
sending it to the respondents. It is also imperative to state that the online survey was
available in both languages English and Arabic. The respondents were allowed to
choose the preferred language before proceeding to respond to the survey questions.
The following questions were used in the online survey in the pilot study phase.
•

How long did you take to fill out the survey (in minutes)?

•

Which language did you use to fill out the survey (English /Arabic)?

•

Did you face any difficulties or lack of clarity in any of the eleven
questions?

•

Do you have any comments and recommendations about any aspect of the
survey?

After a week, the researcher had received feedback from a majority of the
respondents who took part in the pilot study. The information obtained through the
pilot study was crucial as it helped in improving and fine-tuning the actual survey.
The respondents indicated that the survey was too long and that the number of
questions needed to be reduced.
The survey conducted in this study was approved by the UAE University
Ethical Committee.

In April 2018 the survey link in the present research was

developed using QuestionPro Tool. We identified merged organisations in Abu
Dhabi and Dubai from which the sample population was to be obtained. Only those
who had joined the organisation before the merger were selected to take part in the
study. We then contacted the potential respondents through email. In addition, we
also sent an introduction letter, consent form, a support letter from the university, and
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a copy of the questionnaires. The respondents were introduced to the study and
enlightened about their role. The search for respondents was limited to people who
had joined the enterprises before the merger. A total of 12 employers in Abu Dhabi
and Dubai were contacted from different economic sectors of the UAE. A formal
request indicating the purpose and the confidentiality of the research, along with a
short brief about it was sent to the HR managers of the contacted organisations. In
addition, the researcher sent a soft copy of the survey for assessment. Furthermore,
Non-disclosure agreement (NDA) was signed with merged organisations before the
internal communication went out to their participated employees. A total of 434
responses were gathered between 29 April and 6 June 2018. Due to the filter
question, total of 332 who answered with “yes” joined the organisation before the
merger, while 102 participants responded with “No”. The responses provided by
these respondents were used as the basis for achieving the objectives of the present
study.
After identifying and selecting the respondents, the online survey was
distributed through different channels that included emails, WhatsApp and LinkedIn.
The targeted organisations helped in identifying those who took part in the study. In
this study, we collected data through an online survey link to answer the formulated
research questions. The online survey link was sent to the participants who were
working in merged organisations through email. We expected every participant to
help in measuring the variables of the research by responding to the survey. The
variables that were measured include OJ (procedural, distributive, and interactional),
LMX, perceived organisational support, perceived organisational obstruction, SOE,
and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCBO and OCBS). If a participant failed
to respond to the questionnaire within two weeks, we sent a reminder and asked the
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respondent to look at the questionnaire. Up to five reminders were sent to
participants. It is also imperative to point out that we considered control variables
such as age, gender, educational background, years of experience, job title, number
of years in the company, and the sector in which the participants worked, in the
study. Finally, demographics were placed at the end of the survey.
The responses from the participants were kept anonymous and confidential.
Since the study involved an online survey, the source of the responses could not be
traced, which helped in keeping the responses anonymous and confidential. All the
responses were valid as it is an online survey in which it was mandatory to answer all
the questions. Furthermore, the respondents could not skip questions or submit the
survey unless all the questions had been completed to avoid any missing data as all
fields were mandatory. Initially, we intended to work with a minimum sample
population of 350 employees at different levels. Due to unavoidable constraints and
limitations, we managed to collect data from 332 respondents who had joined their
respective organisations before the merger.
3.4 Measures
We used existing measures available in the literature to operationalize our
model constructs. We also had a filter question that helped in determining the
suitability of the participant to take part in the study. The filter question was “Did
you join before the merger? If yes, kindly fill out the survey.” Apart from the filter
question, additional nine constructs were used in the survey. The list below sets out
each of the constructs that were measured in this study.
Distributive Justice Construct: Distributive justice was one of the independent
variables that were measured in the present study. In particular, distributive justice
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was measured based on the four items of justice set out in Colquitt (2001)’s paper.
The four-item scale measured the extent to which the rewards that employees get are
perceived to be related to their inputs and performance. The following questions
were used to measure distributive justice construct.
1. Do your outcomes (salary raise, promotion, bonus, training, etc.) reflect the
effort you have put into work?
2. Is your outcome (salary raise, promotion, bonus, training, etc.) appropriates
for the work you have completed?
3. Does your outcome (salary raise, promotion, bonus, training, etc.) reflect
what you have contributed to the organisation?
4. Is your outcome (salary raise, promotion, bonus, training, etc.) justified,
given your performance?
Procedural Justice Construct: The second independent variable was the
concept of procedural justice. In this case, procedural justice was measured on the
basis of the seven-items developed by Colquitt (2001). The following questions were
used to measure procedural justice construct.
1. Have you been able to express your views and feelings during the
procedures?
2. Have you been able to influence the outcome attained by those procedures?
3. Have those procedures have been applied constantly?
4. Have those procedures have been free from bias?
5. Have those procedures have been based on accurate information?
6. Have you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by those procedures?
7. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?
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Interactional Justice Construct: The third independent variable was the
interactional justice. This construct was measured on the basis of a six-item scale that
could determine the extent of fairness in the interactions that accompany an
organisation's formal guidelines and procedures (Moorman, 1991). The items
included questions related to interpersonal behaviours of supervisors such as
kindness, and consideration of employee’s needs and rights (Moorman, 1991). The
following questions were used to measure interactional justice construct.
1. Your supervisor considered your viewpoint.
2. Your supervisor was able to suppress personal biases.
3. Your supervisor provided you with timely feedback about the decision and its
implications.
4. Your supervisor treated you with kindness and consideration.
5. Your supervisor showed concern for your rights as an employee.
6. Your supervisor deals with you in a truthful manner.
OCB-Organisational: The first dependent variable was OCB-Organisational.
This construct was measured based on the nine items obtained from (Williams &
Anderson, 1991). The participants were requested to rate the different statements
related to behaviours that may be beneficial to the organisation. The items included:
1. Made innovative suggestions to improve the organisation.
2. Supported organisation goals.
3. Kept informed about organisation activities and issues.
4. Attended non-required functions that help the organisation’s image.
5. Oriented employees even if it is not required.
6. Went out of the way to help new employees.
7. Maintained and protected organisational property.
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8. Adhered to informal rules advised by the origination to maintain order.
9. Gave advance notice when unable to come to work.
OCB-Supervisor: The second dependent variable was OCB-supervisor which
was measured based on the 5 items set out in (Williams & Anderson, 1991). The
process entails asking the participants to respond to statements related to behaviours
in the workplace that may be beneficial to the supervisor. The five items that were
used in this case are listed below.
1. Supported handed-over responsibilities when your supervisor is absent.
2. Helped your supervisor when he/she has a heavy workload.
3. Assisted your supervisor with his/her work (when not asked).
4. Took a personal interest in your supervisor.
5. Passed along work-related information to your supervisor.
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) construct: LMX was measured based on
the scale developed by Eisenberger et al. (2010). The process entailed was using the
12-item scale. In particular, participants were asked to rate 12 statements related to
the quality of relationships that exist between employees and their supervisors. The
12 items used in this study are listed below.
1. I like my supervisor very much as a Manager's character.
2. I respect my supervisor’s knowledge of and competence on the job.
3. My supervisor would defend me from others in the organisation if I made an
honest mistake.
4. I am impressed with my supervisor’s work knowledge.
5. My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend.
6. My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with.
7. I do not mind working my hardest for my supervisor.
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8. I admire my supervisor’s professional skills.
9. My supervisor would come to my defence if I were “attacked” by others.
10. I am willing to make extra efforts, beyond those normally required to meet
my supervisor’s work goals.
11. My supervisor defends my work actions to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.
12. I do work for my supervisor that goes beyond what is specified in my job
description.
Perceived Organisational Support Construct (POS): POS was the first
mediator variable in the survey. The construct was measured based on the 6 items
developed in the study by Eisenberger et al. (2001). A 5-point Likert Scale ranging
from 1 to 5 (Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) was used in assessing the
constructs. The items are listed below.
1. My organisation takes a pride in my accomplishments.
2. My organisation really cares about my well being.
3. My organisation values my contributions to its well-being.
4. My organisation strongly considers my goals and values.
5. My organisation always shows concern for me.
6. My organisation is willing to help me if I need a special favour.
Perceived Organisational Obstructions Construct (POO): POO was the
second mediator variable. POO was measured using the scale developed in the study
by Gibney et al. (2009) which are in total of fourteen items. A 5-point Likert-type
scale with endpoints of 1 and 5 for Strongly Disagree and Strongly Agree
respectively, was utilized. The items adopted for this construct are listed below.
1. My organisation hinders the attainment of my personal goals.
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2. My organisation hinders the attainment of my professional goals.
3. My organisation interferes with the accomplishment of my personal
goals.
4. My organisation interferes with the accomplishment of my professional
goals.
5. My organisation obstructs the realization of my personal goals.
6. My organisation obstructs the realization of my professional goals.
7. My organisation is a detriment to my well-being.
8. My organisation gets in the way of my performance.
9. My organisation blocks my personal goals.
10. My health suffers because I work for this organisation.
11. When I think about going to work, I feel sick.
12. I think the organisation makes my work more difficult than necessary.
13. My goal attainment is thwarted by the organisation
14. My organisation frustrates me.
Supervisors organisational Embodiment (SOE) construct: The final construct
was SOE that played the role of a moderator variable. The SOE construct was
measured using a 9-item scale developed by Eisenberger et al. (2010).

The

participants were asked to respond by rating statements related to their supervisors in
the places of work. The items are listed below.
1. When my supervisor encourages me, I believe that the organisation is
encouraging me.
2. When my supervisor is pleased with my work, I feel that the organisation is
pleased.
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3. When my supervisor compliments me, it is the same as the organisation
complimenting me.
4. When my supervisor pays attention to my efforts, I believe that the
organisation is paying attention to my efforts.
5. My supervisor is characteristic of the organisation.
6. My supervisor and the organisation have a lot in common.
7. My performance assessed by my supervisor matches my performance
assessed by the Organisation.
8. My supervisor is representative of the organisation.
9. My supervisor is perceived as a symbol of the organisation.
The last section of the survey strived to identify each respondents'
demographic profiles. At this point, the respondents were asked a set of questions
related to their gender, age, educational background, the business sector where they
work, job titles, years of full-time work experience, and when they joined their
current organisations. Table 3.1 gives a summary of the summarizes the
measurement tools that were utilized in the survey.
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Table 3.1: Measurement Tools Used to Develop the Survey
No

Variable

1. Distributive
Justice

2. Procedural
Justice

3. Interactional
Justice

Measurement Section
Relevant Question
Tool
Colquitt
Item 1- 1. Do your outcomes (salary raise,
(2001)
4
promotion, bonus, training, etc.)
reflect the effort you have put into
work?
2. Is your outcome (salary raise,
promotion, bonus, training, etc.)
appropriates for the work you have
completed?
3. Does your outcome (salary raise,
promotion, bonus, training, etc.)
reflect what you have contributed to
the organisation?
4. Is your outcome (salary raise,
promotion, bonus, training, etc.)
justified, given your performance?
Colquitt
Item 5- 5. Have you been able to express your
(2001)
11
views and feelings during the
procedures?
6. Have you been able to influence the
outcome attained by those
procedures?
7. Have those procedures have been
applied constantly?
8. Have those procedures have been
free from bias?
9. Have those procedures have been
based on accurate information?
10. Have you been able to appeal the
outcome arrived at by those
procedures?
11. Have those procedures upheld
ethical and moral standards?
(Moorman, Item
12. Your supervisor considered your
1991)
12-17
viewpoint.
13. Your supervisor was able to
suppress personal biases.
14. Your supervisor provided you with
timely feedback about the decision
and its implications
15. Your supervisor treated you with
kindness and consideration
16. Your supervisor showed concern for
your rights as an employee
17. Your supervisor deals with you in a
truthful manner.
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Table 3.1: Measurement Tools Used to Develop the Survey (Continued)
No

Variable

Measurement Section
Relevant Question
Tool
4. OCB(Williams & Item
18. Made innovative suggestions to
Organisational Anderson,
18-26
improve the organisation.
1991)
19. Supported organisation goals.
20. Kept informed about organisation
activities and issues.
21. Attended non-required functions
that help the organisation’s image
22. Oriented employees even if it is not
required
23. Went out of the way to help new
employees
24. Maintained and protected
organisational property.
25. Adhered to informal rules advised
by the origination to maintain order
26. Gave advance notice when unable
to come to work
5. OCB(Williams & Item
27. Supported handed-over
Supervisor
Anderson,
27-31
responsibilities when your
1991)
supervisor is absent.
28. Helped your supervisor when he/she
has a heavy workload.
29. Assisted your supervisor with
his/her work (when not asked)
30. Took a personal interest in your
supervisor.
31. Passed along work-related
information to your supervisor.
6. Perceived
Eisenberger Item
32. My organisation takes a pride in my
Organisational et al. (2001) 32-37
accomplishments
Support (POS)
33. My organisation really cares about
my well being
34. My organisation values my
contributions to its well-being
35. My organisation strongly considers
my goals and values
36. My organisation always shows
concern for me
37. My organisation is willing to help
me if I need a special favour
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Table 3.1: Measurement Tools Used to Develop the Survey (Continued)
No

Variable

Measurement Section
Relevant Question
Tool
7. Perceived
Gibney et al. Item
38. My organisation hinders the
Organisational (2009)
38-51
attainment of my personal goals
Obstructions
39. My organisation hinders the
(POO)
attainment of my professional goals
40. My organisation interferes with the
accomplishment of my personal
goals.
41. My organisation interferes with the
accomplishment of my professional
goals
42. My organisation obstructs the
realization of my personal goals
43. My organisation obstructs the
realization of my professional goals
44. My organisation is a detriment to
my well-being.
45. My organisation gets in the way of
my performance.
46. My organisation blocks my personal
goals.
47. My health suffers because I work
for this organisation.
48. When I think about going to work, I
feel sick.
49. I think the organisation makes my
work more difficult than necessary.
50. My goal attainment is thwarted by
the organisation
51. My organisation frustrates me
8. LeaderEisenberger Item
52. I like my supervisor very much as a
Member
et al. (2010) 52-63
Manager's character.
Exchange
53. I respect my supervisor’s
(LMX)
knowledge of and competence on
the job
54. My supervisor would defend me
from others in the organisation if I
made an honest mistake
55. I am impressed with my
supervisor’s work knowledge.
56. My supervisor is the kind of person
one would like to have as a friend.
57. My supervisor is a lot of fun to
work with.
58. I do not mind working my hardest
for my supervisor.
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Table 3.1: Measurement Tools Used to Develop the Survey (Continued)
No

Variable

9. Supervisors
organisational
Embodiment
(SOE)

Measurement Section
Tool

Eisenberger
et al. (2010)

Item
64-72

Relevant Question
59. I admire my supervisor’s
professional skills.
60. My supervisor would come to my
defence if I were “attacked” by
others.
61. I am willing to make extra efforts,
beyond those normally required to
meet my supervisor’s work goals.
62. My supervisor defends my work
actions to a superior, even without
complete knowledge of the issue in
question.
63. I do work for my supervisor that
goes beyond what is specified in my
job description.
64. When my supervisor encourages
me, I believe that the organisation is
encouraging me.
65. When my supervisor is pleased with
my work, I feel that the organisation
is pleased.
66. When my supervisor compliments
me, it is the same as the
organisation complimenting me.
67. When my supervisor pays attention
to my efforts, I believe that the
organisation is paying attention to
my efforts.
68. My supervisor is characteristic of
the organisation
69. My supervisor and the organisation
have a lot in common
70. My performance assessed by my
supervisor matches my performance
assessed by the Organisation
71. My supervisor is representative of
the organisation
72. My supervisor is perceived as a
symbol of the organisation
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3.5 Control Variables
Another important parameter in a study is a control variable. The control
variable is usually held constant to test the actual or relative relationship between the
independent and the dependent variables (Miah, 2016). The control variables in the
study included gender, age, educational background, the business sector where they
work, job titles, years of full-time work experience, and when they joined their
current organisations.
3.6 Conclusion
This study used a sample population of employees working in 12 merged
organisations in Abu Dhabi and Dubai. Only those who had worked with the
respective organisations before the merger were eligible to take part in the research.
Suitable measures that could be used to obtain data needed to answer the research
questions were developed and included in the questionnaires. A total of 434 (332 and
102 responses, yes and no respectively) surveys were completed in 40 days through
different channels such as emails, WhatsApp and LinkedIn. The sample
characteristics identified in the present chapter was used in the subsequent stage to
examine the hypothesis and develop answers to the research questions. The
responses gathered from the participants were subjected to analysis to assist in
assessing the impact of OJ on OCB through the SE mechanisms in the context of
UAE mergers.
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis and Results
4.1 Introduction
This chapter describes the data screening and preparation that ensured the
quality of the responses and their subsequent use in the statistical analysis. This is
followed by a descriptive profile of the survey respondents and a statistical analysis
of the measurement and structural models (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2017;
MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007). First, the data
screening included checking for accuracy, missing data analysis, the presence of
outliers, verification of the distribution assumptions and testing of common method
bias (CMB) to ensure that the data was accurate, complete and suitable for a
multivariate statistical analysis. Second, Cronbach alpha is used as an indicator of
reliability of the scale measurement (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014). Finally,
validity of the measures was considered, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
used to test it (Hair et al., 2017). Finally, outputs of the statistical analysis are used to
examine the research hypothesis and to explain the findings in the context of research
objectives.
4.2 Descriptive Analysis
This section presents background information about respondents which is the
representative sample of the population. The goal is to provide a brief account of the
profile of the study sample. Frequency analysis is used to distribute the participants
according to the following characteristics:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Gender of respondent
Age of respondent
Education
Experience
Job Title
Sector

90
The first descriptive analysis starts with the gender of respondents Figure 4.1
shows that nearly half of the respondents (53.25%) were males and 46.75% were
females.

46.75%

53.25%

Male

Female

Figure 4.1: Research Sample by Gender
Second, in terms of age, more than half of the respondents were 35 years or
older [56.9%], 41.49% of the respondents aged between 25-34 years old, and very
few were between 18-24 years old (1.55%). Figure 4.2 summarize the distribution of
sample by age.

60
50

Frequency

40
30
20
10
0
18 to 14 years

25 to 34 years

Age 35 or older

Figure 4.2: Research Sample by Age
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Figure 4.3 shows that nearly half of the participants (45.51%) have earned
bachelor’s degrees. 120 participants (37.15%) were having master degree.
Approximately 6.19% of the survey participants (20 participants) received higher
diploma, 16 respondents (4.95%) have diploma includes equivalency. Only 2.48%
earned high school and 2.17% reported that they have PhD degree.
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Figure 4.3: Research Sample by Education Level
Regarding to experience, as Figure 4.4 shows that only one respondent
(0.3%) had less than 1 year’s work experience. 13 respondents were having between
1 and 3 years work experience (4%). 8.7% of the respondents were having between 4
and 6 years work experience (28 respondents). 18.3% of the respondents were having
between 7 and 9 years work experience (59 respondents). 35.29% of the respondents
were having between 10 and 15 years work experience (114 respondents). Finally,
108 respondents (33.44%) were having more than 15 years’ work experience.
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Figure 4.4: Research Sample by Experience
In terms of job function, as Figure 4.5, the majority of participants were
seniors (38.08%), managers (35.60%) and directors (14.86%). Only 11.46% were at
the entry level. This job distribution reflects both the organisational hierarchy and the
respective populations.
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Figure 4.5: Research Sample by Job Function

Director
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Finally, Figure 4.6 reveals that nearly half of the respondents (45.8%) in this
survey were working in the Semi-Governmental sector, 96 of the respondents
(29.7%) were working in the Private sector and 24.5% of the respondents were
working in the Governmental sector.

29.72%
45.82%

24.46%

Private

Government

Semi Government

Figure 4.6: Research Sample by Sector
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Table 4.1: Sample Characteristics
Sample Details
Item
Gender

Description
Male
Female

Frequency
172
151

%
53.3
46.7

Age

18-24 Years

5

1.5

25-34 Years

134

41.5

35 Years or Above

184

57

High school graduate

8

2.5

Diploma includes equivalency
Higher Diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
PhD Doctorate

16
20
147
120
7

5.0
6.2
45.5
37.2
2.2

Less than 1 Year

1

0.3

1-3 Years

13

4.0

4-6 Years

28

8.7

7-9 Years
10-15 Years
15 Years or More

59
114
108

18.3
35.3
33.4

Entry Level
Senior
Manager
Director

37
123
115
48

11.5
38.1
35.6
14.9

Private
Government
Semi Government

96
79
148

29.7
24.5
45.8

Education

Experience

Job

Sector

4.3 Data Analysis Strategy
The data analysis process began at the cleaning stage. The process of cleaning
the data after they have been collected is an important step to be undertaken before
initiating the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). First, the data were checked for
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any errors and omissions, to guarantee that it achieves the required quality standards.
The information collected from the respondents was subjected to statistical analysis
to help in answering the research questions. In the second stage, a common latent
factor analysis in CFA using AMOS 23 was conducted to assess the percentage of
variance clarified by a common latent factor. The CFA model included all the
constructs and presented a common latent factor. The responses obtained through the
online survey were carefully arranged and taken through a confirmatory factor
analysis process. The third stage of the analysis was the testing of direct effect
hypothesis using AMOS 23. At this phase, we performed a structural analysis based
on the SR model to test the direct hypothesis. The final stage entailed testing of
mediation and moderation hypotheses using the Process Macro by Hayes and
Preacher (2014).
4.3.1 Missing Data
Missing data is a common problem in data analysis. The effect of the missing
data depends in their pattern, size (the amount that is missing) and the underlying
reason why they may be missing (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Different solutions
are available to deal with the missing data. First, nothing might be done, and this
option might be used if the missing data are very few and non-random. Second, the
missing data might be replaced by the mean of the used scale. Third, it might be
chosen to delete the questionnaire or the affected variables. The latter option is
advised if the sample size is large or when the respondents have chosen not to answer
all the questions in the survey. Furthermore, this option is advised if the constructs
that is having missing data are not crucial to the research (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). As mentioned above, a careful analysis of missing values was carried out. No
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cases of missing data have been reported, as the completed surveys were the only
ones to be taken further, since these have given enough replies and all survey fields
were mandatory to complete. In the present study, our data set comprised 332
respondents, which have given feedback for the following analyses.
4.3.2 Aberrant Values
Aberrant values or impermissible values refer to mistakes that might take
place in entering the row data (Hair et al., 2014). Calculating the maximum and
minimum values of each variable could define the aberrant values. Since all of the
elements in the current study were measured using a Likert scale from 1 to 5, any
value below 1 or greater than 5 (outside this range) was dealt with as aberrant value
and given special treatment. In-depth inspection detected no aberrant values in the
data of the current study.
4.3.3 Outliers
Outliers are odd values compared to the rest of the study data. As outliers can
distort the results of a statistical analysis by increasing error variance, reducing the
power of statistical tests and biasing estimates of substantive interest (Osborne &
Overbay, 2004). Also, the outliers should be located and treated (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013). Survey answers that are having odd high or low values that are
classified as hugely different from the other normal responses for the same questions
are called outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The Outliers might misrepresent the
outcomes of the statistical analysis (Osborne & Overbay, 2004).
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), there are two kinds of outliers
that are called "univariate" and "multivariate" outliers. The first one refers to the
responses that give odd and extreme value in one question. The latter refers to
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responses with odd combinations of answers to two or more questions (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2013).
To evaluate the existence of multivariate outliers, the analysis of Mahalanobis
distance has been conducted using AMOS to identify any multivariate outliers within
the data. Mahalanobis’ distance is a tool for assessing how far each response is from
the centre of all the constructs’ distributions (i.e. the centroid in multivariate space)
(Mahalanobis, 1927). The Mahalanobis distance test has identified 9 cases that is
having an outlier (Table 4.2).
Table 4.2: Multivariate Outliers Test Results (Mahalanobis Distance Method)
Observation number

Mahalanobis d-squared

p

308
124
53
123
160
120
204
184
41

42.017
41.483
40.216
39.461
37.393
37.365
31.971
31.494
31.286

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

The most common use for the Mahalanobis distance is to find out the
multivariate outliers, which reflects unusual combinations of two or more constructs.
For traditional univariate statistics, it is usual to compute the number of standard
deviations an observation is from the centre of a dataset and use this value to find out
various statistics about it. Extending to multivariate situation, Mahalanobis proposed
a distance deviation from the centre of the data (Brereton, 2015).
To assess the multivariate outliers, Mahalanobis Distance was compared with
Chi-Square distribution with degrees of freedom equal to the number of independent
variables at a significance level of p<0.001. In total 9 cases were found to exhibit the
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presence of multivariate outliers (see Table 4.2). All 9 cases were removed to avoid
any bias in the subsequent statistical analysis. Therefore, the analysis has been
conducted using the remaining analysis with 323 cases.
4.4 Normality
Normality is a symmetric "bell-shape" curve defined by mean (average) and
variance (variability). Previous researches suggest that checking for normality is
essential in most multivariate analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). However, other
researchers suggest that true normality is uncommon or unreal, since much authentic
data is not normal (Blanca et al., 2013; Micceri, 1989). Moreover, Reinartz,
Haenlein, and Henseler (2009) suggest that the maximum likelihood estimators
(MLE) used in structural equation modelling (SEM) are relatively robust to
violations of normality assumptions (Reinartz et al., 2009). Since this study used
SEM to analyse the study data through the Partial Least-Square (PLS) technique,
normality concerns were more relaxed. In any case, PLS does not depend on or
assume data normality (Chin, 1998) and it is suggested as a powerful SEM-based
analysis technique (Chin, 1998).
However, using SPSS 25.0, the statistical values of skewness and kurtosis
were tested and found they were within their respective levels. As reported in Table
4.3, all the values given support the normality of univariate distribution due to all
values of skewness were recognized to be below their cut-off point of “3”as well as
all values of kurtosis were found to be not more than “8” (Kline, 2005; West, Finch,
& Curran, 1995).
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Table 4.3: Normality Test Results for All Constructs

N

Minimum Maximum Mean

Std.
Deviation Skewness

Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic

Statistic

Statistic Statistic

Std.
Std.
Statistic Error Statistic Error

DJ

323

1.00

5.00

2.8560

1.16554

.115

.136

-1.119

.271

PJ

323

1.00

5.00

2.7700

.90284

-.039

.136

-.696

.271

IJ

323

1.00

5.00

3.4112

1.00972

-.651

.136

-.196

.271

LMX

323

1.00

5.00

3.4531

.99747

-.635

.136

-.071

.271

POS

323

1.00

5.00

3.0764

1.06363

-.231

.136

-.686

.271

POO

323

1.00

5.00

2.6670

.93943

.178

.136

-.256

.271

OCBO

323

1.25

5.00

4.0488

.71410

-1.614

.136

3.395

.271

OCBS

323

1.00

5.00

4.1505

.87804

-1.527

.136

2.412

.271

Valid N 323
(list
wise)

Furthermore, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk’s tests of normality
have been used to check for the existence of the univariate outliers in the data set and
to evaluate the normality of the data. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
(see Table 4.4) showed that our data significantly differed from the normal
distribution (low significance value of the test was below 0.05).
Table 4.4: Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk Test

DJ
PJ
IJ
LMX
POS
POO
OCBO
OCBS

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
.140
323
.073
323
.120
323
.084
323
.075
323
.038
323
.163
323
.167
323

Sig.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.200*
.000
.000

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
df
.942
323
.979
323
.948
323
.955
323
.969
323
.980
323
.864
323
.838
323

Sig.
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
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However, for all the constructs, tests of normality, i.e. skewness and kurtosis
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), were conducted. Table 4.3 indicates no departure from
normality, since most of the results are close to +1.5 to -1.5 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).
Therefore, normality was confirmed for all the constructs. On the other hand,
Kurtosis can therefore be used to assess whether the acquired data are heavy-tailed or
light-tailed relative to a normal distribution. That is, data sets with high kurtosis tend
to have heavy tails, or outliers, whereas data sets with low kurtosis tend to have light
tails, or a lack of outliers (Standards et al., 2001). As reported in Table 4.3, all the
values given support the normality of univariate distribution due to all values of
kurtosis were found to be not more than “8” (Kline, 2005; West et al., 1995).
4.5 Linearity Test
The multivariate analysis assumes also that there are linear relationships
between variables. To test this assumption, a regression analysis of the research
variables against a dummy variable has been conducted. Next, the relationship
between the standardized residuals of the regression against the predicted values. No
sign for the Non-linearity has been found as Figure 4.7 shows that the distribution of
the residuals is unequally distributed around the zero line (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). The distribution of points around the centre line approves the existence of a
linear relationship between the study variables.
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Figure 4.7: Regression Standardized Residuals
4.6 Homoscedasticity Test
The homoscedasticity assumption should be checked as it is related to the
multivariate normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The homoscedasticity
assumption means that the dependent variable is having an equal variance when it is
linked to the different independent variables in the study. According to Hair et al.
(2014, p. 80), the homoscedasticity assumption could be checked through the
analysis of residuals of the multiple regression model. If the residuals are regularly
distributed and are close to the zero line for the whole length of the scatterplot
(Kline, 2005). As shown in Figure 4.7 the residuals are distributed mainly between –
2 and +2 on both axes with the exemption of very few readings which are displayed
outside because of their non-normality.
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4.7 Multicollinearity
Multicollinearity refers to a situation where correlations between multiple
predictor variables are so strong that some variables become redundant as they
contain almost the same information (Hair et al., 2014). Two parameters were used
to assess the level of collinearity among variables: Tolerance and the Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF). Tolerance is the amount of variance in a variable that is not
shared with other variables, whereas VIF is the reciprocal of Tolerance. Typically, a
tolerance value that is less than 0.2 (equivalent to a VIF value of 5.0) indicates the
presence of multicollinearity among predictor variables. In the current study (see
Table 4.5) the minimum value of Tolerance is 0.320 and maximum value of the VIF
is 3.121, which confirms that the survey responses are free from significant
multicollinearity issues and that it was acceptable to proceed with the model analysis.
Table 4.5: Collinearity Statistics
DJ
PJ
IJ
LMX
POS
POO
OCBO
OCBS

Tolerance
.490
.401
.320
.402
.339
.521
.741
.754

VIF
2.042
2.491
3.121
2.490
2.947
1.918
1.350
1.325

4.8 Common Method Bias (CMB)
The common method bias happens if the relationships among the model
constructs are not explaining the achieved variance of the endogenous variable. In
this case the previous variance is affected by the used measurement method
(MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).
This might happen due to many reasons. First, the respondents might tend to provide
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answers that are socially appropriate images of themselves. Second, it might happen
due to the instantaneous collection of the research data that covers both the
independent and the dependent variables or due to the vagueness of the questionnaire
items (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Finally, the common
method bias might happen because of some respondents have refused to take part in
the study may have different attitudes that are different from those who have taken
part in the study (Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007).
Cote and Buckley (1987) suggest that the amount of common method
variance varies according to the discipline of the study and the type of construct
under investigation. They find that it is highest in the field of education (30.5%) and
in attitude measures which contain an average variance of 40.7% (Cote & Buckley,
1987). Accordingly, this issue in the present study had to be investigated before
analysis began. Moreover, it is suggested that this bias is higher when online surveys
such as "Survey Monkey" are used (Eichhorn, 2014).
To alleviate these potential errors, the questionnaire included several
procedural strategies. They were: (1) adopting measurement scales for endogenous
and exogenous variables from different sources, (2) assuring participants of the
confidentiality of the survey and that their responses would remain anonymous, (3)
managing the survey length, (4) highlighting the importance of the survey and (5)
using email reminders (MacKenzie & Podsakoff, 2012; Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007).
In addition to these procedural strategies, the following statistical analysis were
conducted to verify that these potential sources of errors did not affect the quality of
the survey data.
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4.8.1 Harman’s Single Factor
Harman’s Single-Factor Test was conducted and has been used to examine
the existence of the common method variance. Harman’s Single factor has been done
by including all items (measuring latent variables) into one common factor. If the
total variance for a single factor is less than 50%, it suggests that CMB does not
affect your data. The results shown in Table 4.6 indicate that a single factor could
only account for 32.08% of the variance, which is far less than the Supported
threshold of 50% (Malhotra, Kim, & Patil, 2006). The results approve that the
collected responses are not having any significant common method bias and
therefore it was decided to go further and conduct the model analysis.
Table 4.6: Results of Herman’s Single-Factor Test for Common Method Bias
Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues
% of
Component Total
Variance
1
23.102 32.086
2
6.236
8.661
3
5.571
7.738
4
4.861
6.752
5
3.234
4.492
6
2.072
2.878
7
1.641
2.279
8
1.367
1.899
9
1.297
1.802
10
1.234
1.714
11
1.150
1.597
12
.962
1.336
13
.934
1.297
14
.867
1.204
15
.798
1.108
16
.745
1.035

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings
Cumulative
% of
Cumulative
%
Total
Variance
%
32.086
23.102 32.086
32.086
40.748
48.486
55.238
59.729
62.607
64.887
66.785
68.587
70.302
71.899
73.235
74.532
75.736
76.844
77.879

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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4.8.2 Common Latent Factor (CLF)
Furthermore, after Harman’s single factor test, common latent factor analysis
in CFA using AMOS 23 was conducted to assess the percentage of variance clarified
by a common latent factor. A CFA model has been established, which included all
the constructs and presented a common latent factor. Accordingly, this assessment
was carried out after CFA, with the aim of testing data readiness. The standardized
weights without CLF are expected to be greater than standardized weights with CLF,
hence we subtracted standardized estimates with CLF from the standardized weights
without CLF. For all the variables, difference between the standardized estimates
with CLF and without CLF was found to be less than 0.05, hence the possibility of
CMB was Not supported (Gaskin, 2012).
4.9 Reliability Analysis
Reliability refers to whether the measurement scale is consistent and stable.
In other words, reliability is the extent to which a test or procedures produces similar
results under constant conditions on all occasions (Hair et al., 2014). Price and
Mueller (1986) state that reliability is “the consistency of a measure” because it
focuses on the items forming the scale. Reliability is a contributor to validity and is a
necessary but not sufficient condition of validity.
Moreover, construct reliability refers to the extent to which a group of
measurement items are internally consistent in measuring the concept that they are
supposed to measure (Hair et al., 2014). After the entry and recording processes had
been done, all the variables were filtered by evaluating their reliability and validity.
There are a number of reasons for considering the reliability and validity of the
constructs. One, a reliable and valid construct improves the methodological rigor of
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the research; two, it permits a co-operative research effort and provides support for
the triangulation of results; and three, it provides a more meaningful explanation of
the phenomena that are being investigated (Hair et al., 2014).
However, in this study the validity and reliability measurement was done
using the item-to-total correlation. The aim was to remove items if they have a low
correlation unless they represent an additional domain of interest. The purpose of
item-to-total correlation measure is to determine the relationship of a particular item
to the rest of the items in that dimension. The process helps to ensure the items
making up that dimension share a common core (May, 1997). In this purification
process, the items should have an item-to-total correlation scores of 0.30 and above
to be retained for further analysis because they are considered to have high reliability
(Cooper & Emory, 1995).
Cronbach’s Alpha Index can take any value between 0 and 1, with values
between 0.7 and 0.9 considered as satisfactory (Hair et al., 2014). Table 4.7 gives a
summary of values for Cronbach’s Alpha for all the model constructs. The values
suggest that all the measurement constructs are reliable and can be used for path
analysis.
The following part provides the outcomes of the reliability analysis that has
been conducted for all the research variables in the questionnaire, namely:
Distributive

Justice,

Procedural

Justice,

Interactional

Justice,

Supervisors

organisational Embodiment (SOE), Leader- Member Exchange (LMX), Perceived
Organisational Support, Perceived Organisational Obstructions, Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational and Organisational Citizenship BehaviourSupervisor. Calculating the item-to-total correlation and examining with coefficient
alpha as well builds the base for analysing reliability. Item-to-total correlation and
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the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient are considered to be very common in the area of
social science research (Nunnally, 1978).
The results show that all constructs’ items were having a high item-to-total
correlation, higher than the cut-off point of 0.30. As shown in the last column of
Table 4.7, below, the reliability coefficients ranged from 0.846 to 0.953 which were
significantly greater than the cut-off point of 0.60 (Nunnally, 1978). These results
approve that reliable scales have been used in this study. In this case, the reliability
for every single construct was computed. Table 4.7 shows the reliability coefficient
and item-total correlations for all the study variables.
Table 4.7: Reliability Analysis for the Research Variables
Item
Code
A
Q5-1

Q5-2

Q5-3

Q5-4

Q6-1
Q6-2
Q6-3
Q6-4
Q6-5

Item
Organisational Justice
Distributive Justice
Do your outcomes (salary raise, promotion,
bonus, training etc.) reflect the effort you have
put into work?
Is your outcome (salary raise, promotion,
bonus, training etc.) appropriates for the work
you have completed?
Does your outcome (salary raise, promotion,
bonus, training etc.) reflect what you have
contributed to the organisation?
Is your outcome (salary raise, promotion,
bonus, training etc.) justified, given your
performance?
Procedural Justice
Have you been able to express your views and
feelings during the procedures?
Have you been able to influence the outcome
attained by those procedures?
Have those procedures have been applied
constantly?
Have those procedures have been free from
bias?
Have those procedures have been based on
accurate information?

Item-total Cronbach’s
correlation Alpha
0.953
.875

.895

.917

.854

0.906
.669
.666
.709
.706
.795
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Table 4.7: Reliability Analysis for the Research Variables (Continued)
Item
Code
Q6-6
Q6-7

Q7-1
Q7-2
Q7-3

Q7-4
Q7-5
Q7-6

Q10-1
Q10-2
Q10-3
Q10-4
Q10-5
Q10-6

Q11-1
Q11-2
Q11-3
Q11-4
Q11-5
Q11-6

Item
Have you been able to appeal the outcome
arrived at by those procedures?
Have those procedures upheld ethical and
moral standards?
Interactional Justice
Your supervisor considered your viewpoint.
Your supervisor was able to suppress personal
biases.
Your supervisor provided you with timely
feedback about the decision and its
implications.
Your supervisor treated you with kindness and
consideration.
Your supervisor showed concern for your
rights as an employee.
Your supervisor deals with you in a truthful
manner.
Social Exchange
Perceived Organisational Support
My organisation takes a pride in my
accomplishments.
My organisation really cares about my wellbeing.
My organisation values my contributions to its
well-being.
My organisation strongly considers my goals
and values.
My organisation always shows concern for me.
My organisation is willing to help me if I need
a special favour.
Perceived Organisational Obstructions
My organisation hinders the attainment of my
personal goals.
My organisation hinders the attainment of my
professional goals.
My organisation interferes with the
accomplishment of my personal goals.
My organisation interferes with the
accomplishment of my professional goals.
My organisation obstructs the realization of my
personal goals.
My organisation obstructs the realization of my
professional goals.

Item-total Cronbach’s
correlation Alpha
.688
.796
0.897
.651
.580
.674

.733
.616
.606

0.943
.763
.833
.863
.863
.861
.784
0.953
.754
.758
.694
.665
.767
.803
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Table 4.7: Reliability Analysis for the Research Variables (Continued)
Item
Code
Q11-7
Q11-8
Q11-9
Q11-10
Q11-11
Q11-12
Q11-13
Q11-14
Q13-1
Q13-2
Q13-3
Q13-4
Q13-5
Q13-6
Q13-7
Q13-8
Q13-9
Q13-10

Q13-11

Q13-12

Q8-1
Q8-2

Item

Item-total Cronbach’s
correlation Alpha
.660

My organisation is a detriment to my wellbeing.
My organisation gets in the way of my
.780
performance.
My organisation blocks my personal goals.
.812
My health suffers because I work for this
.735
organisation.
When I think about going to work, I feel sick.
.768
I think the organisation makes my work more
.735
difficult than necessary.
My goal attainment is thwarted by the
.806
organisation.
My organisation frustrates me.
.771
Leader- Member Exchange (LMX)
I like my supervisor very much as a Manager's
.810
character.
I respect my supervisor’s knowledge of and
.795
competence on the job.
My supervisor would defend me to others in
.796
the organisation if I made an honest mistake.
I am impressed with my supervisor’s work
.829
knowledge.
My supervisor is the kind of person one would
.823
like to have as a friend.
My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with.
.819
I do not mind working my hardest for my
.823
supervisor.
I admire my supervisor’s professional skills.
.855
My supervisor would come to my defence if I
.834
were “attacked” by others.
I am willing to make extra efforts, beyond
.715
those normally required to meet my
supervisor’s work goals.
My supervisor defends my work actions to a
.675
superior, even without complete knowledge of
the issue in question.
I do work for my supervisor that goes beyond
.436
what is specified in my job description.
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational
Made innovative suggestions to improve the
.470
organisation.
Supported organisation goals.
.624

0.952

0.846
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Table 4.7: Reliability Analysis for the Research Variables (Continued)
Item Item
Item-total Cronbach’s
Code
correlation Alpha
Q8-3 Kept informed about organisation activities and
.540
issues.
Q8-4 Attended non-required functions that help the
.522
organisation’s image.
Q8-5 Oriented employees even if it is not required.
.556
Q8-6 Went out of way to help new employees.
.544
Q8-7 Maintained and protected organisational property.
.694
Q8-8 Adhered to informal rules advised by the
.586
origination to maintain order.
Q8-9 Gave advance notice when unable to come to
.498
work.
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor
0.886
Q9-1 Supported handed-over responsibilities when your
.659
supervisor is absent.
Q9-2 Helped your supervisor when he/she has a heavy
.797
work load.
Q9-3 Assisted your supervisor with his/her work (when
.751
not asked)
Q9-4 Took a personal interest in your supervisor.
.695
Q9-5 Passed along work-related information to your
.721
supervisor.
Moderator
Supervisors organisational Embodiment (SOE)
0.944
Q12-1 When my supervisor encourages me, I believe
.746
that the organisation is encouraging me.
Q12-2 When my supervisor is pleased with my work, I
.784
feel that the organisation is pleased.
Q12-3 When my supervisor compliments me, it is the
.778
same as the organisation complimenting me.
Q12-4 When my supervisor pays attention to my efforts,
.815
I believe that the organisation is paying attention
to my efforts..
Q12-5 My supervisor is characteristic of the organisation
.817
Q12-6 My supervisor and the organisation have a lot in
.789
common
Q12-7 My performance assessed by my supervisor
.764
matches my performance assessed by the
Organisation.
Q12-8 My supervisor is representative of the
.767
organisation
Q12-9 My supervisor is perceived as a symbol of the
.780
organisation
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4.10 Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Due to the cross-sectional design of the research, data for both the
independent and dependent variables were simultaneously collected using the same
self-reported survey instrument over a limited period of time. This may raise some
concerns that the validity of survey responses could be affected. Therefore, before
testing the whole model that contains all the variables together, it is crucial to
mention, from a methodological point of view, that separated analysis of each of the
construct have been conducted (the measurement model), in order to conduct a prior
refinement of the items used in their measurement. Having figured out the different
measures, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was carried out. This research used
both a structural model (which includes all the constructs in one model) and a
measurement model (in which each construct has a separate model) (Hair et al.,
2017). The results of the CFA are reported in the next section
The use of CFA rather than EFA (Exploratory Factor Analysis) in the present
study is mainly because in EFA the number of factors and their relation to the
observed variables is unknown in advance (Kolenikov, 2009). Moreover, as in
present study, CFA requires a model of the structure to be specified in advance,
which postulates the number of factors, along with the relations between these
factors and observed variables (Kolenikov, 2009), where EFA can be defined as a
“variable reduction technique which identifies the number of latent constructs and
the underlying factor structure of a set of variables” (Suhr, 2006). EFA traditionally
has been used to discover the possible underlying factor structure of a set of
measured variables, without enforcing any preconceived structure on the outcome
(Child, 1990). Therefore, the main differences between CFA and EFA is that in EFA
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the number of factors and their relation to the observed variables are not known in
advance (Kolenikov, 2009).
Therefore, the Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) technique has been
utilized instead to filter and validate the measures. CFA is recommended as an
accurate method to examine the unidimensionality and validity of constructs (Hair et
al., 2014; Tellefsen & Thomas, 2005; Yang & Peterson, 2004). CFA provides solid
approve for how well the measured items reflect the variables (Hair et al., 2014).
CFA approves the validation of study measures and examines how well our
identification of the factors meets reality. The suitability of the measurement models
was examined on the criteria of overall fit with the data, convergent validity and
discriminate validity (Liang & Wen-Hung, 2004).
Based on the recommendations of Byrne (2016) a list of the fit key indicators
along with their threshold values is provided in the table below (Table 4.8).
Table 4.8: Fit Indices & their Threshold Values
Purpose
Fit indices of
CFA

Reliability

Convergent
Validity

Name of Index
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)
Normed-Chi square (CMIN/df)
Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)
Composite Reliability (CR)

Threshold Value
>.95 great; >.90 good
>.95 great; >.90 good
<2 great; <3 good
<.05 great <.08 good

Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

AVE>.50 & CR>.50

>.90 great, >.80 good,
>.70 fair
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4.10.1 Organisational Justice
In conceptualizing Organisational Justice, three first-order components–
Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice and Interactional Justice– have been used to
conceptualize it measured by four, seven and six items respectively.
The results, shown in Figure 4.8, give strong approve for the proposed three
factors solution, comprising Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice and Interactional
Justice.

Figure 4.8: Organisational Justice and its Sub-Constructs
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The decision was to exclude items that are having loading and R 2 less than
0.5. The results show that all the factor loadings on the main and sub-constructs were
reasonably high. The results of the measurement model which are the symptoms of
the latent variable of Figure 4.7 are presented in Table 4.9 and Table 4.10. All the
factor loadings are sufficiently high and the high values of Cronbach’s Alpha,
Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) also reflect high
internal consistency and reliability of the main construct and all the sub-constructs.
Table 4.9: The Fitness Indices for Organisational Justice
Statistic

Index
Obtained

value Suggested Acceptable Level

Chi-square significance

0.000

>0.01

CMIN/DF

1.928

<3

GFI

0.930

>0.90

AGFI

0.904

>0.80

NFI

0.959

>0.90

TLI

0.975

>0.95

CFI

0.980

>0.90

RMSEA

0.054

<0.10

Table 4.9 presents the fitness indices. Although Chi-square significance
=0.000 the other indices show that the model has a good fit and aligned with the
suggested statistic proposed by Jöreskog and Sörbom (1982), Bentler (1990) and Hu
and Bentler (1995) such as GFI=0.930, AGFI=0.904 (≥0.80), NFI=0.959 (≥0.90), the
Comparative fit index (CFI)=0.980 (≥0.90), the CMIN/DF=1.928 (<3), RMSEA
=0.054 (<0.10) and TLI=0.975 (>0.95).
As is known that both Cronbach’s Alpha and the Composite Reliability Index
can take any value between 0 and 1, with values between 0.7 and 0.9 treated as
satisfactory (Hair et al., 2014). Table 4.10 provides a summary of the achieved
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statistics for Cronbach’s Alpha, the Composite Reliability Index and Average
Variance extracted for all the research variables. The results approve that all the
measurement constructs are both valid and reliable and can be used for path analysis.
Table 4.10: Organisational Justice Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results
Construct

Scale

Distributive Justice

Q5-1
Q5-2
Q5-3
Q5-4
Q6-1
Q6-2
Q6-3
Q6-4
Q6-5
Q6-6
Q6-7
Q7-1
Q7-2
Q7-3
Q7-4
Q7-5
Q7-6

Procedural Justice

Interactional Justice

Factor
Loading
.855
.866
.917
.784
.524
.497
.614
.648
.784
.543
.762
.695
.632
.662
.729
.793
.811

Cronbach's
Alpha
0.953

CR

AVE

0.917

0.855

0.906

0.820

0.624

0.897

0.867

0.720

4.10.1.1 Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity
Construct validity refers to the degree to which a concept or latent variable is
defined by the set of measures that are used to measure it (Hair et al., 2014). There
are two types of construct validity that need to be assessed: convergent validity and
discriminant validity.
Convergent validity is established when the measurement indicators meant to
measure a construct exhibit high loadings on that construct. In addition, these
indicators should correlate positively with one another to reflect the fact that they are
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measuring the same construct. A typical measure to assess this positive correlation
between indicators is called the average variance extracted (AVE), which is basically
the average of the squared loadings of the measurement items associated with the
construct. Typically, an AVE value of 0.5 or higher is considered adequate as it
indicates that the construct explains more than 50% of the variance in its
measurement items (Hair et al., 2014). Since the measurement items load strongly on
their respective constructs and the AVE values exceed the recommended limit of 0.5,
the assumption of convergent validity was supported.
Discriminant validity refers to the degree to which a construct is distinctive
from other constructs in the model and measure different phenomena. Fornell and
Larcker (1981) suggested a conservative approach to evaluate the discriminant
validity of a construct. It compares the square root of AVE values with correlations
between latent variables. The logic behind this approach is that a construct shares
more variance with its own measurement indicators than it does with other constructs
in the model (Hair et al., 2017). Table 4.11 shows that the (Fornell and Larcker
(1981)) criterion was satisfied for every model construct and so meets the
requirements of discriminant validity.
Table 4.11: Discriminant Validity of the Organisational Justice
DJ

PJ

DJ

.924

PJ

.648**

.789

IJ

.540**

.591**

IJ

.848

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The diagonals represent the
square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) and the lower cells represent
the correlations.
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4.10.2 Social Exchange Constructs (LMX, POS&POO)
Similarly, in operationalizing the Social Exchange constructs (mediation
variables), as discussed in chapter 2, three first-order components were used–
Leader- Member Exchange (LMX), Perceived Organisational Support (POS) and
Perceived Organisational Obstructions (POO)– measured by twelve, six and fourteen
items respectively. The results, shown in Figure 4.9, support the proposed three
factors solution, comprising Leader- Member Exchange (LMX), Perceived
Organisational Support (POS), Perceived Organisational Obstructions (POO).

Figure 4.9: Social Exchange and its Sub-Constructs (LMX, POS and POS)
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The decision was to exclude items that are having loading and R 2 less than
0.5. The results show that all the factor loadings on the main and sub-constructs were
reasonably high. The results of the measurement model which are the symptoms of
the latent variable of Figure 4.7 are presented in Table 4.9 and Table 4.10. All the
factor loadings are sufficiently high and the high values of Cronbach’s Alpha,
Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) also reflect high
internal consistency and reliability of the main construct and all the sub-constructs.
Table 4.12: The Fitness Indices for Social Exchange
Statistic

Index
Obtained

value Suggested Acceptable Level

Chi-square significance

0.000

>0.01

CMIN/DF

1.816

<3

AGFI

0.843

>0.80

NFI

0.928

>0.90

TLI

0.959

>0.95

CFI

0.966

>0.90

RMSEA

0.050

<0.10

Table 4.12 presents the fitness indices. Although Chi-square significance
=0.000 the other indices show that the model has a good fit and aligned with the
suggested statistic proposed by Jöreskog and Sörbom (1982), Bentler (1990) and Hu
and Bentler (1995) such as AGFI=0.843 (≥0.80), NFI=0.928 (≥0.90), the
Comparative fit index (CFI) =0.966 (≥0.90), the CMIN/DF=1.816 (<3), RMSEA
=0.050 (<0.10) and TLI=0.959(>0.95).
Both Cronbach’s Alpha and the Composite Reliability Index can take any
value between 0 and 1, with values between 0.7 and 0.9 considered as satisfactory
(Hair et al., 2014). Table 4.13 gives a summary of values for Cronbach’s Alpha, the
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Composite Reliability Index and Average Variance extracted for all the model
constructs. The values suggest that all the measurement constructs are both valid and
reliable and can be used for path analysis.
Table 4.13: Social Exchange Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results
Construct

Scale

Leader- Member
Exchange (LMX)

Perceived Organisational
Support (POS)

Perceived Organisational
Obstructions (POO)

Cronbach's CR
Alpha
0.952
0.955

AVE

Q13-11

Factor
Loading
.654

Q13-10
Q13-9
Q13-8
Q13-7
Q13-6
Q13-5
Q13-4
Q13-3
Q13-2
Q13-1
Q10-6

.500
.670
.772
.707
.734
.746
.692
.636
.643
.724
.614

0.943

0.878

0.736

Q10-5
Q10-4

.795
.792

Q10-3
Q10-2
Q10-1
Q11-1

.844
.750
.622
.528

0.949

0.900

0.574

Q11-2
Q11-3
Q11-4
Q11-5
Q11-6
Q11-7
Q11-8
Q11-9
Q11-10
Q11-11
Q11-12
Q11-13
Q11-14

.550
.671
.589
.531
.595
.673
.649
.720
.640
.651
.641
.697
.600

0.661
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4.10.2.1 Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity of Social Exchange
When the independent variables factor structure had been completed, the
reliability and validity of these constructs were examined. The assessment tools
included the composite reliabilities (overall internal consistency) and the convergent
and discriminant validities (Table 4.14 below). The composite reliability of the
independent variables indicated that Leader- Member Exchange (LMX) had
CR>0.90 (great), Perceived Organisational Support had a CR>0.90 (great) and
Perceived Organisational Obstructions had a CR>0.90 (great). The Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) for all these constructs was also established since the AVE was
>0.50, every model construct and so meets the requirements of convergent validity.
Table 4.14 shows that the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion was satisfied for
every model construct and so meets the requirements of discriminant validity.
Table 4.14: Discriminant Validity of the Social Exchange
LMX

POS

LMX

.813

POS

.433**

.857

POO

-.428**

-.660**

POO

.757

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The diagonals represent the
square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) and the lower cells represent the
correlations.
4.10.3 Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCBO&OCBS) and SOE
In conceptualizing Organisational Citizenship Behaviour, as discussed in the
methodology chapter 3, it has been treated two first-order components–
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational and Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour- Supervisor which are measured by nine and five items respectively. On

121
the other hand, Supervisors organisational Embodiment (SOE) as a moderating
variable has been treated as a first-order construct that has been measured by nine
items. The results, shown in Figure 4.10, support the proposed three factors solution,
comprising Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor and Supervisors organisational Embodiment.

Figure 4.10: Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCBO&OCBS) and SOE
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As mentioned before, it was decided that item with factor loading and R2 less
than 0.5 will be excluded. All the factor loadings on the main and sub-constructs are
high apart from four items from the OCBO construct (items no:1,3,4 and 5) that have
been removed from further analysis. All the other factor loadings and R2 are
reasonably high. According to Bian (2011), the results of the measurement model
which are the indicators of the latent variable of Figure 4.10 are shown in Table 4.15
and Table 4.16. All the factor loadings are sufficiently high and the high values of
Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) also reflect high internal consistency and reliability of the main construct and
all the sub-constructs.
Table 4.15: The Fitness Indices for Organisational Citizenship and SOE
Statistic
Chi-square significance
CMIN/DF
GFI
AGFI
NFI
TLI
CFI
RMSEA

Index value
Obtained
0.000
1.753
0.927
0.900
0.945
0.970
0.976
0.048

Suggested Acceptable Level
>0.01
<3
>0.90
>0.80
>0.90
>0.95
>0.90
<0.10

The fitness indices are listed in Table 4.15. Although Chi-square significance
=0.000 the other indices show that the model has a good fit and aligned with the
suggested statistic proposed by Jöreskog and Sörbom (1982), Bentler (1990) and Hu
and Bentler (1995) such as GFI=0.927(>0.90), AGFI=0.900 (>0.80), NFI=0.945
(>0.90), the Comparative fit index (CFI) =0.976 (>0.90), the CMIN/DF=1.753 (<3),
RMSEA =0.048 (<0.10) and TLI=0.970 (>0.90).
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Both Cronbach’s Alpha and the Composite Reliability Index can take any
value between 0 and 1, with values between 0.7 and 0.9 considered as satisfactory
(Hair et al., 2014). Table 4.16 gives a summary of values for Cronbach’s Alpha, the
Composite Reliability Index and Average Variance extracted for all the model
constructs. The values suggest that all the measurement constructs are both valid and
reliable and can be used for path analysis.
Table 4.16: Organisational Citizenship and SOE Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Results
Construct

Scale

Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour- Org (OCB-O)

Q8-2

Factor
Cronbach's CR
AVE
Loading Alpha
.394
0.846
0.818 0.524

Q8-6
Q8-7
Q8-8
Q8-9
Q9-1

.597
.724
.455
.454
.690

0.886

0.898 0.637

Q9-2
Q9-3
Q9-4
Q9-5
Q12-1

.700
.732
.553
.511
.446

0.944

0.931 0.604

Q12-2
Q12-3
Q12-4
Q12-5
Q12-6
Q12-7
Q12-8
Q12-9

.466
.463
.532
.765
.774
.688
.638
.656

Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour- Sup (OCB-S)

Supervisors Organisational
Embodiment (SOE)

4.10.3.1 Convergent Validity and Discriminant Validity
When the independent variables factor structure had been completed, the
reliability and validity of these constructs were examined. The assessment tools
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included the composite reliabilities (overall internal consistency) and the convergent
and discriminant validities (Table 4.17 below). The composite reliability of the
independent variables indicated that Organisational Citizenship BehaviourOrganisational had a CR>0.80 (good), Organisational Citizenship BehaviourSupervisor had CR>0.80 (good) and Supervisors Organisational Embodiment had a
CR>0.90 (great). The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for all these constructs was
also established since the AVE was >0.50, every model construct and so meets the
requirements of convergent validity. Table 4.17 shows that the Fornell and Larcker
(1981) criterion was satisfied for every model construct and so meets the
requirements of discriminant validity.
Table 4.17: Discriminant Validity of the Organisational Justice
OCBO

OCBS

OCBO

.723

OCBS

.459**

.798

SOE

.151**

.155**

SOE

.777

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). The diagonals represent the
square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) and the lower cells represent the
correlations.
4.11 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
The previous sections presented the CFA process and discussed the
measurement process of all the constructs that are utilized in this research. Next, the
mean, standard deviations, and correlations between all the research constructs have
been calculated, which are offered in Table 4.18. All the variables in the study show
significant correlation between them.

Table 4.18: Descriptive Statistics

1.
2.
3.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Mean SD
1
1. Gender
1.49
.55
2. Age
3.53
0.55
-0.17*
3. Edu
5.22
1.03
-0.08
4. Experience
2.16
0.86
-0.06
5. Title
2.54
0.88
-0.11*
6. Sector
4.85
1.12
-0.13*
7. DJ
2.89
1.18
-0.08
8. PJ
2.80
0.94
-0.04
9. IJ
3.40
1.03
0.16**
10.LMX
3.41
1.00
-0.13*
11.POS
3.30
1.12
-0.04
12.POO
2.67
1.02
0.10
13.OCBO
3.11
0.91
-0.08
14.OCBS
3.65
1.17
-0.00
15.SOE
3.35
1.01
-0.03
N = 323; * = p<0.05; ** = p<0.01.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

.010
0.07
0.34**
0.62**
0.11*
0.10
0.05
0.04
0.12*
-0.10
0.16**
0.12*
0.07

0.02
0.26**
0.11*
0.06
0.04
0.08
0.08
0.08
-0.08
0.13*
0.12*
0.02

0.02
0.01
0.07
0.12*
0.11*
0.09
0.12*
-0.1
0.10*
0.02
0.05

0.52**
0.06
0.04
0.03
0.06
0.08
-0.09
0.12*
0.09
0.05

0.01
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.08
0.03
0.00

0.69**
0.59**
0.45**
0.49**
-0.54**
0.51**
0.42**
0.51**

0.64**
0.52**
0.53**
-0.5**
0.49**
0.42**
0.49**

0.77**
0.53**
-0.5**
0.56**
0.52**
0.50**

0.50**
-0.5**
0.49**
0.51**
0.52**

-0.6**
0.62** -0.5**
0.55** -0.4**
0.53** -0.5**

13

14

0.76**
0.44** 0.41**
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4.12 Structural Model and Hypotheses Testing
Next, we tested the direct effect by using AMOS23 which has been used to
examine the direct relationships among the research variables. On the other hand, the
Process Macro of Hayes and Preacher (2014) has been used to test both mediation
and moderation hypotheses.
4.12.1 Structural Regression (SR) Models
Structural Regression (SR) models can be considered as combining path and
measurement models to help in testing the hypotheses, since it is considered a
combination of measurement models and path analysis. Hypotheses about patterns of
causal effects could be easily examined using the SR model as it contains both
measured and latent variables. This is because an SR model also contains a
measurement model, just as in confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and is treated as a
tool of SEM.
The current research has used SR models utilizing AMOS version 23. All the
hypothesized relationships have been modelled in the SR model as shown in Figure
4.11. The model results have reflected great fit to the data and the same fit indices of
CFA were used to analyse (CFI, TLI, CMIN/df, and RMSEA). The fit indices for SR
model were acceptable (see Table 4.19).

Organizational Justice

Org. Citizenship Behavior

Supervisors’ Org Embodiment

-0.076

DJ

LMX

-0.102

0.108

OCB-O
0.010
0.455
0.277

PJ

POS

0.066
0.434

0.871
0.325

-0.231

IJ

-0.394

-0.184

OCB-O

0.008

POO

-0.113

Not supported Direct Hypotheses
Supported Direct Hypotheses

Figure 4.11: Tested Model
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Table 4.19: Fit Indcies of SR Model
Model

RMSEA

Model 1: All constructs Structural .049
Regression Model

TLI

CFI

CMIN/df

.938

.942

1.780

4.12.2 Direct Effect Hypotheses
Six main direct hypotheses were identified on the basis of the research model
(Figure 4.10), aimed at examining the relationship between social exchange (leadermember exchange (LMX), Perceived Organisational Support (POS) and Perceived
Organisational Obstruction (POO), and the identified variables (Organisational
Justice: Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and
(Organisational Citizenship Behaviour: Organisational Citizenship BehaviourOrganisational and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor).
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and LMX.
H1.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and LMX.
H1.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and
LMX.
H1.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and
LMX.
Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POS.
H2.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and POS.
H2.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and POS.
H2.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and POS.
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Hypothesis 3: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POO.
H3.1: There is a negative relationship between Procedural Justice and POO.
H3.2: There is a negative relationship between Distributive Justice and POO.
H3.3: There is a negative relationship between Interactional Justice and POO.
Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between leader-member exchange
(LMX) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H4.1: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-O.
H4.2: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-S.
Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Support (POS) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H5.1: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-O.
H5.2: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-S.
Hypothesis 6: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational
Obstruction (POO) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H6.1: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-O.
H6.2: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-S.
The regression weights of the Structural Regression (SR) modelling using
AMOS 23 are shown in Table 4.20, and is explained utilizing the P-value.
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Table 4.20: Direct Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis Independent
Variable

Dependent
Variable

Standardized
Estimate

P-Value

H1

POJ

→

LMX

H1.1

PJ

→

LMX

.010

0.873

H1.2

DJ

→

LMX

-.076

0.245

H1.3

IJ

→

LMX

.871

0.000

POJ

→

POS

H2.1

PJ

→

POS

.277

0.000

H2.2

DJ

→

POS

.108

0.141

H2.3

IJ

→

POS

.325

0.000

POJ

→

POO

H3.1

PJ

→

POO

-.213

0.006

H3.2

DJ

→

POO

-.184

0.007

H3.3

IJ

→

POO

-.394

0.000

LMX

→

OCB

H4.1

LMX

→

OCB-O

-.102

0.262

H4.2

LMX

→

OCB-S

.066

0.476

POS

→

OCB

H5.1

POS

→

OCB-O

.455

0.000

H5.2

POS

→

OCB-S

.434

0.000

POO

→

OCB

H6.1

POO

→

OCB-O

.008

0.895

H6.2

POO

→

OCB-S

-.113

0.078

H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

The developed model explains 47.4% variance for the Organisational
Citizenship

Behaviour-Organisational,

47.6%

variance

for

Organisational

Citizenship Behaviour-Supervisor, 40.7% variance for the Perceived Organisational
Support, 49.9% for the Perceived Organisational Obstructions and 70.5% variance
for the Leader-Member Exchange.
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Clearly, the results indicate that Interactional Justice is the only element of
the Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional
Justice) that is positively affecting Leader- Member Exchange since the relationships
are (β = 0.010, p = 0.873), (β = -0.076, p = 0.245) and (β = 0.871, p = 0.000)
respectively. These results led to supporting H1.3 and not supporting of both H1.1
and H1.2.
Meanwhile, the results indicate that both Procedural Justice (β = 0.277, p =
0.000) and Interactional Justice (β = 0.325, p = 0.000) have significant impact on the
Perceived Organisational Support while Distributive Justice (β = 0.108, p = 0.141)
does not have such significant support. These results lead to supporting H2.1 & H2.3
and not supporting H2.2.
Furthermore, the results indicate that all elements of the Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) are
negatively affecting Perceived Organisational Obstruction since the relationships are
(β = -0.213, p = 0.006), (β = -0.184, p = 0.007) and (β = -0.394, p = 0.000)
respectively. These results lead to supporting H3.1, H3.2 and H3.3.
On the other hand, the Leader- Member Exchange has no significant impact
on the Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor, since the relationship is insignificant (β = -0.102,
p = 0.262) and (β =0.066, p = 0.476) respectively. These result lead to not supporting
H4.1 and H4.2.
On the other hand, the Perceived Organisational Support is having a
significant impact on the Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour-Supervisor, since the relationship is significant
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(β = 0.455, p = 0.000) and (β =0.434, p = 0.000) respectively. These result lead to
supporting H5.1 and H5.2.
Finally, the Perceived Organisational Obstruction has insignificant impact on
the Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational (β = 0.008, p = 0.896).
However, the Perceived Organisational Obstruction has a significant negative impact
on the Organisational Citizenship Behaviour-supervisor (β = -0.113, p = 0.078).
These result lead to not supporting H6.1 and supporting H6.2.
4.12.3 Mediation Hypotheses
The second set of effects could function as relationship that is not direct but
mediated by other factors (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). For example, LMX
mediates

the

relationship

between

Perceived

Organisational

Justice

and

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (Perceived Organisational Justice → leadermember exchange (LMX) → Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB). This is
plausible as Perceived Organisational Justice could lead to increased leader-member
exchange (LMX), and these increased leader-member exchange (LMX) may in turn
lead to improved Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
Hypotheses 7, 8 and 9 of the current research reflect the mediation effect of the
different constructs of the proposed model as set out below:
Hypothesis 7: LMX mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H7.1: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
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H7.2: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H7.3: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H7.4: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H7.5: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H7.6: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
Hypothesis 8: POS mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H8.1: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H8.2: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H8.3: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H8.4: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H8.5: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H8.6: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
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Hypothesis 9: POO mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and Distributive Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H9.1: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H9.2: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H9.3: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBOrganisational.
H9.4: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H9.5: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and OCBSupervisor.
H9.6: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and OCBSupervisor.
The mediation hypotheses of the current research have been examined using
the Macro Process of Hayes and Preacher (2014) which is very suitable for
examining models with indirect or interaction effects.
Serial mediation predicts “a causal chain linking the mediators, with a
determined direction of causal effect” (Hayes, 2012, p. 14). For example, Perceived
Organisational Justice could lead to increased leader-member exchange (LMX), and
these increased leader-member exchange (LMX) may in turn lead to improved
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
To examine H7, PROCESS assessed the suggested mediation effects. The
model tested whether leader-member exchange (LMX) mediated the relationship
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between Perceived Organisational Justice and Organisational Citizenship BehaviourOrganisational (OCB-O); the results indicate that the indirect effects were
significant, b = 0.089, SE = 0.032, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.027, 0.156
for Procedural Justice (PJ→LMX→OCB-O), b = 0.078, SE = 0.025, 95% bootstrap
confidence interval: 0.032, 0.133 for Distributive Justice (DJ→LMX→OCB-O) and
insignificant b = 0.029, SE = 0.048, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: -0.067, 0.126
for Interactional Justice (IJ→LMX→OCB-O) (see Table 4.21). Employees with
higher Perceived Procedural and Distributive Justice have increased leader-member
exchange (LMX) and thus were more likely to have better Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour-Organisational (OCB-O). These results give support to H7.1, H7.2.
However, H7.3 is not supported.
Next, the model tested whether leader-member exchange (LMX) mediated
the relationship between Perceived Organisational Justice and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor (OCB-S); the results have shown that the indirect
effects were significant, b = 0.159, SE = 0.037, 95% bootstrap confidence interval:
0.090, 0.235 for Procedural Justice (PJ→LMX→OCB-S), b = 0.137, SE = 0.034,
90% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.077, 0.210 for Distributive Justice
(DJ→LMX→OCB-S) and b = 0.158, SE = 0.058, 90% bootstrap confidence interval:
0.055, 0.286 for Interactional Justice (IJ→LMX→OCB-S)(see Table 4.21).
Employees with higher Perceived Organisational Justice have increased leadermember exchange (LMX) and thus were more likely to have better Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor (OCB-S). These results give support to H7.4,
H7.5 and H7.6.
Similarly, to test H8, PROCESS examined the suggested mediation effects.
The model tested whether Perceived Organisational Support (POS) mediates the
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relationship

between

perceived

Organisational

Justice

(Procedural

Justice,

Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB. The results show that
indirect effects were significant, b = 0.152, SE = 0.037, 95% bootstrap confidence
interval: 0.040, 0.230 for Procedural Justice (PJ→POS→OCB-O), b = 0.136, SE=
0.033, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.073, 0.220 for Distributive Justice
(DJ→POS→OCB-O) and b = 0.150, SE = 0.048, 95% bootstrap confidence interval:
0.062, 0.254 for Interactional Justice (IJ→POS→OCB-O) (see Table 4.21).
Employees with higher Perceived Organisational Justice have increased Perceived
Organisational Support (POS) and thus were more likely to have better
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational (OCB-O). These results give
support to H8.1, H8.2 and H8.3.
Furthermore, the model tested whether Perceived Organisational Support
(POS) mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Supervisor). The results show that indirect effects were significant, b = 0.141, SE =
0.038, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.071, 0.220 for Procedural Justice
(PJ→POS→OCB-S), b = 0.124, SE = 0.033, 95% bootstrap confidence interval:
0.066, 0.196 for Distributive Justice (DJ→POS→OCB-S) and b = 0.136, SE = 0.045,
95% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.054, 0.233 for Interactional Justice
(IJ→POS→OCB-S)

(see

Table

4.21).

Employees

with

higher

Perceived

Organisational Justice have increased Perceived Organisational Support (POS) and
thus were more likely to have better Organisational Citizenship BehaviourSupervisor (OCB-S). These results give support to H8.4, H8.5 and H8.6.
Finally, to test H9, PROCESS examined the suggested mediation effects. The
model tested whether Perceived Organisational Obstructions (POO) mediates the
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relationship

between

perceived

Organisational

Justice

(Procedural

Justice,

Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB. The results show that
indirect effects were insignificant, b = 0.012, SE = 0.012, 95% bootstrap confidence
interval: -0.006, 0.041 for Procedural Justice (PJ→POO→OCB-O), b = 0.009, SE=
0.014, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: -0.015, 0.042 for Distributive Justice
(DJ→POO→OCB-O) and b = 0.013, SE = 0.015, 95% bootstrap confidence interval:
-0.014, 0.047 for Interactional Justice (IJ→POO→OCB-O) (see Table 4.21). These
results are not supporting H9.1, H9.2 and H9.3.
Similarly, the model tested whether Perceived Organisational Obstructions
(POO) mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Supervisor). The results show that indirect effects were insignificant, b = -0.006, SE
= 0.011, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: -0.031, 0.016 for Procedural Justice
(PJ→POO→OCB-S), b = -0.014, SE = 0.014, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: 0.043, 0.015 for Distributive Justice (DJ→POO→OCB-S) and b = -0.013, SE =
0.016, 95% bootstrap confidence interval: -0.047, 0.017 for Interactional Justice
(IJ→POO→OCB-S) (see Table 4.21). These results give no support to H9.4, H9.5
and H9.6.

138
Table 4.21: Mediations Effects on OCB
Model

Indirect Effect

Bootstrap
Interval

Confidence

Model

Effect

SE

LLCI

ULCI

Supported

PJ→LMX→OCB-O

0.089

0.032

0.027

0.156

Yes

DJ→LMX→OCB-O

0.078

0.025

0.032

0.133

Yes

IJ→LMX→OCB-O

0.029

0.048

-0.067

0.126

No

PJ→LMX→OCB-S

0.159

0.037

0.090

0.235

Yes

DJ→LMX→OCB-S

0.137

0.034

0.077

0.210

Yes

IJ→LMX→OCB-S

0.158

0.058

0.055

0.286

Yes

PJ→POS→OCB-O

0.152

0.037

0.040

0.230

Yes

DJ→POS→OCB-O

0.136

0.033

0.073

0.220

Yes

IJ→POS→OCB-O

0.150

0.048

0.062

0.254

Yes

PJ→POS→OCB-S

0.141

0.038

0.071

0.220

Yes

DJ→POS→OCB-S

0.124

0.033

0.066

0.196

Yes

IJ→POS→OCB-S

0.136

0.045

0.054

0.233

Yes

PJ→POO→OCB-O

0.012

0.012

-0.006

0.041

No

DJ→POO→OCB-O

0.009

0.014

-0.015

0.042

No

IJ→POO→OCB-O

0.013

0.015

-0.014

0.047

No

PJ→POO→OCB-S

-0.006

0.011

-0.031

0.016

No

DJ→POO→OCB-S

-0.014

0.014

-0.043

0.015

No

IJ→POO→OCB-S

-0.013

0.016

-0.047

0.017

No

4.12.4 Moderation Hypotheses
Moderation analysis become more common, as they suggest that “the strength
of a relationship between two constructs changes based on the value of a third
construct, known as a moderator.” (Sean, 2013). In the current research Hypotheses
10 to 15 are considered as moderation hypotheses. These hypotheses are used to
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examine the nature of the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and Social
Exchange mechanisms (LMX, POS and POO) in the presence of a third variable,
namely, Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE). Here, Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment (SOE) acts as a moderator.
To model these effects, we introduced an interaction term of Procedural
Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice, Perceived Organisational
Obstruction and Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE) to the model. “If
the interaction term is significant then the effect of the predictor variable (X) on the
outcome variable (Y) is dependent upon the levels of the moderator variable (M).
The product term provides empirical evidence that the nonlinear combination of two
variables X and M accounts for a unique amount of variability in the outcome
variable Y above and beyond the linear main effects of the two variables (X and M)”
(Little, Card, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall, 2007, p. 217). Using Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment (SOE) as a moderator, the moderation hypotheses of the
present study were tested through the Process Macro of Hayes and Preacher (2014), a
macro which is very useful for testing models with indirect or interaction effects.
Hypotheses 10 and 15 of the current research predict the moderating effect of
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE) on the relationship between the
Perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and
Interactional Justice) and its consequences namely: leader-member exchange (LMX),
Perceived Organisational Support (POS) and Perceived Organisational Obstruction
(POO) on one side and

Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) and its

consequences namely: Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational
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(OCBO) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor (OCBS) on the other
side as set out below:
Hypothesis 10: SOE moderates the positive relationship between Procedural justice
and LMX in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high than when
it is low.
Hypothesis 11: SOE moderates the positive relationship between distributive justice
and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high compared
to when it is low.
Hypothesis 12: SOE moderates the negative relationship between Interactional
justice and POO in such a way that the relationship is stronger when the level of SOE
is low compared to when it is high.
Hypothesis 13: SOE moderates the positive relationship between interactional justice
and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high compared
to when it is low.
Hypothesis 14: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and OCBOrganisation in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is low
compared to when it is high.
Hypothesis 15: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and OCBSupervisor in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is low compared
to when it is high.
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Table 4.22: Result of Moderation Hypotheses
Hypothesis
H10
Dependent= LMX.
H11
Dependent= POS.
H12
Dependent= POO.
H13
Dependent= POS.
H14
Dependent= OCBO.
H15
Dependent= OCBS.

Variables
PJ
SOE
PJ x SOE
DJ
SOE
DJ x SOE
IJ
SOE
IJ x SOE
IJ
SOE
IJ x SOE
POO
SOE
POO x SOE
POO
SOE
POO x SOE

Estimate
.587
.816
-.111
.572
.872
-.124
-.231
.064
-.120
.440
.565
-.022
-.349
.455
.060
-.409
.549
-.137

SE
.147
.177
.062
.137
.175
.058
.118
.200
.056
.133
.226
.063
.100
.140
.047
.131
.182
.061

Sig. (p)
.000
.000
.067
.000
.000
.035
.051
.747
.033
.001
.013
.725
.000
.001
.202
.002
.002
.027

As illustrated in Table 4.22, significant moderating effect was found for the
relationship between Perceived Procedural justice and LMX at a 90% confidence
interval (β = -0.111, S.E.= 0.062, p<0.10), supporting H10. Based on further in-depth
analysis (see Table 4.23), it has been found that the moderation effect of Procedural
Justice is stronger and high in the case of high Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment and weakest in the case of low Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment, which is in line with the hypothesized effects.
Table 4.23: Moderation Effects on Values of Moderator (PJ and LMX)
Dependent: LMX
Values of Moderator

Effect

Sig.

Low

.253

.000

Medium

.364

.000

High

.476

.000
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The above relationship has been propped further with the help of graphs.
Figure 4.12 shows that the relationship is positively stronger for the high
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (high value of moderator) as compared to
less Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (low values of moderator) which is
also evident from Table 4.23.

Moderation Effect Of Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment
0.5

LMX

0.4
Series1

0.3

Series2

0.2
0.1
0
1

2
Perceived Procedural justice

3

Series1 is Low SOE and Series2 is High SOE

Figure 4.12: Moderating Effect of SOE on the Relationship of PJ & LMX
Similarly, as shown in Table 4.22, significant moderating effect was found
for the relationship between Distributive Justice and Perceived Organisational
Support at a 95% confidence interval (β = -0.124, S.E.= 0.058, p<0.05), supporting
H11. Based on further in-depth analysis (see Table 4.24), it has been found that the
moderation effect of Distributive Justice is stronger in the case of high Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment and weakest in the case of low Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment, which is in line with the hypothesized effects.
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Table 4.24: Moderation Effects on Values of Moderator (DJ and POS)
Dependent: POS
Values of Moderator

Effect

Sig.

Low

.199

.000

Medium

.323

.000

High

.448

.003

The above relationship has been propped further with the help of graphs.
Figure 4.13 shows that the relationship is positively stronger for the high
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (high value of moderator) as compared to
less Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment which is also evident from Table 4.24.

Moderation Effect Of Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment
0.5

POS

0.4
Series1

0.3

Series2

0.2
0.1
0
1

2
Distributive Justice

3

Series1 is Low SOE and Series2 is High SOE

Figure 4.13: Moderating Effect of SOE on the Relationship of DJ & POS
Furthermore, as shown in Table 4.22, significant moderating effect was found
for the relationship between Interactional Justice and Perceived Organisational
Obstruction at a 95% confidence interval (β = -0.120, S.E.= 0.056, p<0.05),
supporting H12. Based on further in-depth analysis (see Table 4.25), it has been
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found that the moderation effect of Interactional Justice is stronger when the level of
SOE is low compared to when it is high which is in line with the hypothesized
effects.
Table 4.25: Moderation Effects on Values of Moderator (IJ and POO)
Dependent: POO
Values of Moderator

Effect

Sig.

Low

-.593

.000

Medium

-.351

.000

High

-.272

.003

The above relationship has been propped further with the help of graphs.
Figure 4.14 shows that the relationship is stronger for the low Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment (low value of moderator) as compared to higher level of
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment which is also evident from Table 4.25.

Moderation Effect Of Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment
0
-0.1

1

2

POO

-0.2

3
Series1

-0.3

Series2

-0.4
-0.5
-0.6
-0.7

Interactional just

Series1 is High SOE and Series2 is Low SOE

Figure 4.14: Moderating Effect of SOE on the Relationship of IJ & POO
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Finally, as shown in Table 4.22, significant moderating effect was found for
the relationship between POO and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor
(OCBS) at a 95% confidence interval (β = -0.137, S.E.= 0.061, p<0.05), supporting
H15. Based on further in-depth analysis (see Table 4.26), it has been found that the
moderation effect of Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) is stronger when
the level of SOE is low compared to when it is high which is in line with the
hypothesized effects.
Table 4.26: Moderation Effects on Values of Moderator (POO and OCBS)
Dependent: POO
Values of Moderator

Effect

Sig.

Low

-.272

.000

Medium

-.135

.000

High

-.002

.003

The above relationship has been propped further with the help of graphs.
Figure 4.15 shows that the relationship is stronger for the low Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment (low value of moderator) as compared to weaker
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (high values of moderator) which is also
evident from Table 4.26.
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Moderation Effect Of Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment
0

OCBS

-0.05

1
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Series1 is High SOE and Series2 is Low SOE

Figure 4.15: Moderating Effect of SOE on the Relationship of POO & OCBS
However, H13 is not supported because an unstandardized estimate (β = 0.022, S.E. = 0.063, p = 0.725) indicates that Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment does not moderate the relationship between interactional justice and
Perceived Organisational Support (POS). Similarly, H14 has not been supported
because an unstandardized estimate (= 0.060, S.E. = 0.047, p = 0.202) indicates that
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment does not moderate the relationship between
Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) and Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour- Organisational (OCB-O).
4.13 Chapter Summary
This chapter reports on inferential statistics that enable the researcher to come
to conclusions that extend beyond the immediate data. This includes first, data
cleaning. Second, descriptive analysis has been conducted to describe the research
sample. Third, the reliability and validity analysis have then been presented to assess
the quality of the measurements that have been used in this study. All used constructs
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have a good reliability values ranged from 0.846 to 0.953, which was significantly
higher than the cut-off point of 0.60 (Nunnally, 1978) and therefore, ready for the
next stage of the data analysis.
In addition, Factor analysis for the different research variables was
undertaken mainly to first, validate the measures, second to reduce the specific items
tested to a more general classification to enrich theory development of organisational
justice and organisational citizenship behaviour, and finally, to create a set of factors
to be treated as uncorrelated variables as an approach to handling multicollinearity.
Finally, the research hypotheses have been tested.
Six direct hypotheses were identified on the basis of the research model
(Figure 4.10), aimed at examining the relationship between social exchange
mechanisms and Organisational Justice (PJ, DJ and IJ) and organisational citizenship
behaviour (OCBO and OCBS) in the context of the supervisors’ organisational
embodiment (SOE) differences. Structural Regression (SR) modelling via AMOS 23
has been used to test the direct relationship hypotheses and approved that all the
identified variables are significant (P values less than 0.05), which supports the
identified hypothesis except for Perceived Organisational Obstruction hypotheses.
Hypotheses 7, 8 and 9 of the current research predicted the mediating effect
of social exchange dimensions (LMX, POS and POO) on the relationship between
the organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour. The mediating
hypotheses have been tested through the Process Macro which is very helpful for
testing models with indirect or interaction effects. The results lead to support 11 out
of 18 mediating hypotheses
Hypotheses 10 till 15 of the present study predicted the moderating effect of
Supervisors Organisational Embodiment (SOE) on the relationship between the
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organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour.

The moderating

hypotheses using Supervisors Organisational Embodiment (SOE) have been
examined through the Process Macro. The results lead to support four of the six
moderating hypotheses. The results summary of hypotheses testing is presented in
Table 4.27 below:
Table 4.27: Results of Hypotheses Testing
Hypotheses

Results

Direct Hypotheses
H1: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and LMX.
H1.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and Not supported
LMX.
H1.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and Not supported
LMX.
H1.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and Supported
LMX.
H2: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POS.
H2.1: There is a positive relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
POS.
H2.2: There is a positive relationship between Distributive Justice and
POS.

Not supported

H2.3: There is a positive relationship between Interactional Justice and
POS.

Supported

H3: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and POO.
H3.1: There is a negative relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
POO.
H3.2: There is a negative relationship between Distributive Justice and Supported
POO.
H3.3: There is a negative relationship between Interactional Justice and Supported
POO.
H4: There is a positive relationship between leader-member exchange (LMX) and
organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H4.1: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-O.

Not supported

H4.2: There is a positive relationship between LMX and OCB-S.

Not supported
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Table 4.27: Results of Hypotheses Testing (Continued)
Hypotheses

Results

H5: There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational Support (POS)
and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H5.1: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-O.

Supported

H5.2: There is a positive relationship between POS and OCB-S.

Supported

H6: There is a negative relationship between Perceived Organisational Obstruction
(POO) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
H6.1: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-O.

Not supported

H6.2: There is a negative relationship between POO and OCB-S.

Supported

Mediation Hypotheses
H7: LMX mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H7.1: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
OCB-O.
H7.2: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and
OCB-O.

Supported

H7.3: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Not supported
OCB-O.
H7.4: LMX mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
OCB-S.
H7.5: LMX mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and
OCB-S.

Supported

H7.6: LMX mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Supported
OCB-S.
H8: POS mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H8.1: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
OCB-O.
H8.2: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and Supported
OCB-O.
H8.3: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Supported
OCB-O.
H8.4: POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Supported
OCB-S.
H8.5: POS mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and Supported
OCB-S.
H8.6: POS mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Supported
OCB-S.

150
Table 4.27: Results of Hypotheses Testing (Continued)
Hypotheses

Results

H9: POO mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and Distributive Justice) and
Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB).
H9.1: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Not supported
OCB-O.
H9.2: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and Not supported
OCB-O.
H9.3: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Not supported
OCB-O.
H9.4: POO mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice and Not supported
OCB-S.
H9.5: POO mediates the relationship between Distributive Justice and Not supported
OCB-S.
H9.6: POO mediates the relationship between Interactional Justice and Not supported
OCB-S.
Moderating Hypotheses
H10: SOE moderates the positive relationship between Procedural Supported
justice and LMX in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is high than when it is low.
H11: SOE moderates the positive relationship between distributive Supported
justice and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is high compared to when it is low.
H12: SOE moderates the negative relationship between Interactional Supported
justice and POO in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
the level of SOE is low compared to when it is high.
H13: SOE moderates the positive relationship between interactional Not supported
justice and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is high compared to when it is low.
H14: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and Not supported
OCB-Organisation in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is low compared to when it is high.
H15: SOE moderates the negative relationship between POO and Supported
OCB-Supervisor in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is low compared to when it is high.

The interpretation and discussion of the previous results in the context of the
previous research will be discussed further in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
5.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the results presented in the previous section and relates
it to the theoretical framework as well as existing literature on organisational justice.
Also, the chapter aims to describe and interpret the importance of the findings in
light to what is already known about the research topic and problem. Furthermore,
the chapter strives to explain the new insights and understanding of the concept of
organisational justice by taking the primary results of the study into consideration.
Finally, the chapter uses existing literature to explain the results of the study.
Moreover, it looks at the managerial implications of the findings to the HRM
practices by answering the research questions and responding to the set of
hypotheses as well as the research implications and the suggestions for future
research.
5.2 Key Findings
The first part of the chapter introduces the topic of interest and presents the
key findings of the study. In the presentation of the findings, the focus is on
explaining the main effect relationships in details and evidence gathered from other
studies aligned or not aligned with them. Second, the findings section looks at the
indirect or the mediating effects and relate it to previous studies. The third major area
of interest is the moderating role which is also elucidated in detail and linked with
similar or dissimilar findings in previous research. Throughout this process, the
chapter explains all the hypotheses and states whether they were Supported or Not
supported based on the data gathered and analysis.
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5.2.1 Direct Effect Hypotheses
The direct hypotheses in this study were related to the first research question
which was “How do perceptions of OJ translate into OCB?”. Previous studies on
mergers have yielded mixed results between the perception of justice and a wide
range of work and organisational outcomes such as the level of commitment (Gomes
et al. (2017). Both early and recent work has shown that employee behaviour and
performance may increase or decrease with respect to their perceptions about fairness
and inequitable outcomes (Adams, 1965; Graen & Scandura, 1987). However, others
have argued that it is not easy to fully understand the effect of perceptions about
fairness on performance since it could be influenced by different situational
contingencies such as the nature of work (Organ, 1977). Furthermore, Moorman
(1991) noted that the decision by employees to behave as organisational citizens can
be a function to the degree to which they believe that they are being treated fairly by
the company. However, a closer look at the association between such behaviours and
different types of organisational justice are critical in predicting workplace trends,
attitudes, and actions (Moorman, 1991).
Even though a general association has been found, the individual
relationships between three types of organisational justice and OCB has yielded
differential effects in some investigations. In the study by Moorman (1991), it was
noted that interactional justice was the only type of OJ that had a significant
relationship with OCB. The trend was attributed to the fact that most employees who
believe that they have been treated fairly by their supervisors are likely to show
OCB. Further research has also shown that procedural and distributive justice
predicted different types of behaviours and attitudes among employees. For instance,
distributive justice could predict attitudes that related directly to the outcomes under
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consideration like job satisfaction (Moorman, 1991). In contrast, procedural justice
was an excellent predictor of the employee’s evaluation of institutions, authorities,
and organisational systems (Folger & Konovsky, 1989).
For this study, six direct hypotheses were identified and used to examine the
relationship

between

organisational

justice

(Procedural,

Distributive

and

Interactional) and Social Exchange mechanisms (LMX, POS and POO) in one side
and Social Exchange Mechanisms and OCB on the other side.
5.2.1.1 Organisational Justice and Social Exchange Mechanisms
The first set of hypotheses examined the association between Perceived
Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional
Justice) and LMX. Hypothesis 1 stated that "There is a positive relationship between
Perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and
Interactional Justice) and LMX”.
The results show that Interactional Justice was the only element of the
Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional
Justice) that was positively affecting Leader- Member Exchange. The results
supported H1.3 and led to supporting of H1.1 and H1.2. In the modern competitive
and dynamic world, leadership plays a vital role in the performance and success of an
organisation. The impact can be understood in some instance by looking at the
concept of LMX that touches on the quality of relationships among supervisors and
employees. These results are in partial agreement with previous studies that have
examined the relationship between OJ and LMX. For instance, Scandura (1999)
examined the relationship between OJ and LMX and reported a positive relationship
between perceptions of procedural, distributive, and interactional justice and LMX.
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The trend was linked to the fact that employees are always sensitive about the
manner in which leaders interact and treat them. Also, Power (2013) concurs by
stating that the concept of LMX revolves around improving the nature and quality of
the association between managers and their subordinates. When there is an ideal and
positive relationship between the two groups, the employees will feel that there are
being treated with dignity and fairness. Therefore, it is imperative for an organisation
to understand the link between organisational justice and LMX and initiate measures
that will lead to positive work outcomes such as increased productivity.
The reasons for non-findings (H1.1 and H1.2) may be attributed to multi-foci
nature of organisational Justice. Previous research show that DJ and PJ are multi-foci
variables that significantly shape and determine work outcomes even in the presence
of other variables (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Byrne and Cropanzano (2000) noted
that organisational justice is a multi-foci that should be studied and analyzed from
different angles. The authors stated that employees often see justice as something
that comes from a particular source, either the supervisor or the organisation.
Moreover, employees will personify the organisation and try to determine whether it
is the supervisor or the company that is treating them fairly (Rupp & Cropanzano,
2002). In addition, some employees experience difficulty when it comes to
identifying and differentiating justice that comes from the supervisors or the
organisation (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). The outcomes of the studies appear to
justify the support of the hypothesis on the existence of a positive relationship
between two elements of organisational justice (procedural and distributive) and
LMX. As source of PJ and DJ is usually the organisation, so its plausible to expect
that PJ and DJ don’t impact LMX. Hence our non- findings support the multi-foci
view of OJ.
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The second hypothesis in this study stated that "There is a positive
relationship

between

Perceived

Organisational

Justice (Procedural

Justice,

Distributive Justice, and Interactional Justice) and POS."
POS was considered to be the quality of the employee-organisation
relationship based on the extent to which employees feel that they are cared for and
valued by the enterprise (Eisenberger et al., 1986). POS arises from the employee's
judgment of the manner in which they are treated by the enterprise as they undertake
their responsibilities. The results show that both Procedural Justice and Interactional
Justice had a significant impact on the Perceived Organisational Support while
Distributive Justice does not have such significant effect. These results led to support
H2.1 & H2.3 and not supporting H2.2.
The relationship between POS and the three dimensions of organisational
justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and Interactional Justice) has been
explored in previous studies. Fu and Lihua (2012) investigated the relationship
between POS and organisational justice (distributive justice, procedural justice, and
interactional justice) and reported a positive association. The authors noted that the
three elements of organisational justice had a positive and desirable relationship with
POS. The results partially agree with the current study where a positive effect was
found between the two elements of organisational justice (procedural and
interactional) and POS while no such effect existed in the case of distributive justice.
Another study by Roch and Shanock (2006) examined the link between
organisational justice and perceived organisational support. The authors noted that
the perception of fairness in an organisation could be enhanced through increased
perceived organisational support. Furthermore, the positive association can motivate
employees to improve their work capacity and performance to deal with high work
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demands. In addition, Tyler and Blader (2000) noted that procedural justice and
interactional justice are elements that are conceptually similar and may be treated as
one aspect of fairness.
The not supporting the hypothesis on the relationship between distributive
justice and POS is an indication of the manner in which perceptions about multi-foci
organisational justice and support can shape employee behaviour and actions (Rupp
& Cropanzano, 2002). Adams (1965) noted that employees often calculate their
perceived input/outcome ratios and compared them to that of a referent other. When
the input/outcome ratio is deemed to be unequal in comparison to others, the
employee will develop a feeling of unfairness, an attitude that relates to distributive
justice. Motivated by such feelings of injustice and discomfort, the employee will
strive to rectify the situation by reacting psychologically or behaviourally (CohenCharash & Spector, 2001; Greenberg, 1990). In this regards, DJ comes out as a
concept that relates more to work outcomes like commitment, satisfaction, and pay
that will affect the quality of the employee-organisation relationship. However,
further investigations are required to validate the argument and generate a definitive
answer to the concern. These results and arguments support the not supporting the
hypothesis on the possibility of a positive relationship between Distributive Justice
and POS.
The third hypothesis stated that “There is a negative relationship between
Perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and
Interactional Justice) and POO.”
Our findings suggest that all the three elements of Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) were negatively
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related to Perceived Organisational Obstruction leading to supporting H3.1, H3.2 and
H3.3.
The findings agree with the previous studies that have shown a negative
association between OJ and POO

(Gibney et al., 2009). In these studies, the

connection between organisational justice and POO is analysed mainly by looking at
how

they

influence

negatively

the

employee-organisational

relationship.

Stinglhamber et al. (2006) noted that employees and employers are partners who
work towards a common goal. Besides, Eisenberger et al. (1986) stated that when
employees feel that there is fairness within their organisation, they will develop
favorable attitudes and contribute to the realization of short-term and long-term
goals. Furthermore, such employees will perceive minimal POO as they feel that
they are being treated in a positive and fair manner in the organisation. Another
study that was conducted by Ambrose and Arnaud (2005) reported that elements of
organisational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional) could minimize
perceptions about POO. Instead, the factors promote positive attitude and openness
among workers. In such a setting, employees can work together towards the
realization of organisational goals. Rupp and Cropanzano (2002) noted that
organisational justice constructs could have a system (distributive) or supervisorreferenced outcomes (interactional and procedural) that shape perceptions about
POO. The outcomes and attitudes will influence employee’s perception about the
level of POO.
The outcome of the above studies highlights the need for modern enterprises
to promote an environment of fairness within an organisation to ensure that
employees feel valued and supported at all time. In such cases, workers will develop
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a positive association with the employer and help them to realize their business
goals.
5.2.1.2 Social Exchange mechanisms and OCB
The fourth hypothesis examined the link between leader-member exchange
(LMX) and organisational citizenship behaviour. It was hypothesized that “There is a
positive relationship between leader-member exchange (LMX) and organisational
citizenship behaviour (OCB-O and OCB-S).”
The results showed that Leader- Member Exchange had no significant impact
on the OCB-O and OCB-S, since the relationship was insignificant. These results led
to the not supporting H4.1 and H4.2. LMX is a variable that has featured widely in
studies examining the concepts of organisational justice and OCB (Imran & Fatima,
2013; Khalid et al., 2014). Preceding studies contrasts with the current research
since they show that there is a link between LMX and OCB (OCB-organisational and
OCB-Supervisor). A recent empirical study conducted by Wang et al. (2010) noted
that high-quality LMX could lead to a positive impact on employees by promoting
organisational citizenship behaviour. The trend is attributed to the fact that such
relationships motivate workers to contribute to the realization of organisational goals.
Furthermore, they encourage workers to improve their effectiveness and productivity
to help an enterprise to become competitive in the market. Similar results were
reported by Imran and Fatima (2013) who noted that some employees feel motivated
by high-quality LMX and work towards receiving additional support and rewards
from their employers. The author concluded that when enterprises improve the
quality of LMX within the work settings, employees tend to show the positive traits
associated with OCB such as increased productivity and performance.
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In the current study, the relationship may have been found to be insignificant
due to the complex nature of the environment in which merged organisations operate.
After a merger, two or more different enterprises with diverse workforces come
together to work as a unit (Imran & Fatima, 2013). In such settings, there may be
differences in the employee perceptions of the quality of LMX in the merged
enterprises. The differences may affect the decision of employees to either engage in
OCB or not (Imran & Fatima, 2013). In addition, factors such as organisational
structures and the mission of the merged organisations may affect OCB. This wide
range of issues may be a possible cause of the insignificant relationship between
LMX and OCB.
The fifth hypotheses tested the association between POS and OCB. It was
hypothesized that “There is a positive relationship between Perceived Organisational
Support (POS) and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB-organisational and
OCB-supervisor).”
This study showed that Perceived Organisational Support had a significant
impact

on

the

Organisational

Citizenship

Behaviour-

Organisational

and

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor. Hence, the relationship between
the two variables was found to be significant. These result lead to supporting H5.1
and H5.2. POS and OCB-O and OCB-S are important topics that have been
researched widely around the world. The studies have yielded mixed results with
regards to the variables. The findings of this study agreed with the outcome of an
earlier study done by Nisar, Marwa, Ahmad, and Ahmad (2014) to examine the
manner in which POS affected OCB. Nisar et al. (2014) relied on a sample
population of 250 employees to show that POS had a positive impact on OCB.

160
Similar results were reported in another study by Masterson et al. (2000) where POS
was linked to desirable behaviours among employees.
The outcome of this study aligned with previous research projects that have
shown a positive and significant relationship between POS and OCB (OCBorganisational and OCB-supervisor). Muhammad (2014) examined the relationship
between POS and OCB by collecting data from Kuwait employees working in the
financial and banking sectors. The study reported that there was a positive and
significant relationship between POS and OCB. These findings align with the present
study where the relationship between POS and OCB was found to be significant. Jain
et al. (2013) also reported that there was a positive connection between OCB and
POS.
The final direct hypothesis in this study looked at the relationship between
perceived organisational obstruction and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCBO and OCB-S). The study hypothesized that “There is a negative relationship
between Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) and organisational citizenship
behaviour (OCB).”
The study revealed that perceived Organisational Obstructions did not have a
significant impact on Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational. The
findings of this study contrast with previous studies that have reported and concluded
that there is a link between POO and OCB (Gibney et al., 2009). In the studies, it has
been noted that POO affects OCB by determining how staff members view the
actions and decisions of organisations with regards to their growth and goals.
However, the Perceived Organisational Obstructions have significant negative
impact on the Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- supervisor. These informed the
decision to not support H6.1 and support H6.2.
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The not supporting H6.1 shows that a negative relationship does not exist
between POO and OCB-O. In this study, the results may be attributed to the fact that
the investigations focused on merged organisations in the UAE. In such
organisations, employees may not fully understand the nature of the new merged
enterprises. Furthermore, their views of the new organisation may be influenced by
the way they were treated before the mergers. Such perceptions might affect the
relationship between POO and OCB-O.
The supporting of H6.2, on the other hand, indicate the existence of an
inverse relationship between POO and OCB-S as demonstrated in previous studies.
Gibney et al. (2009) stated that workers are likely to show a high level of OCB when
they believe that the employer is keen to support their growth and development.
Similarly, employees will desist from such desirable behaviours when they feel that
they are not supported by the enterprise or prevented from achieving specific goals.
The negative reciprocity concept motivated by Gibney et al. (2009) to conclude that
there was a significant relationship between POO and OCB-S. The author concluded
that the high level of POO could significantly reduce the interest and productivity of
the employees and lead to adverse work outcomes.
Eisenberger et al. (1986) also stated that employees who perceive that they
are supported by the organisation are likely to develop favourable attitudes and
contribute to the achievement of short-term and long-term goals. In contrasts, those
who believe that their growth and development can be prevented by employers’
actions and choices might be reluctant to put extra effort into their work. These
findings suggest the possibility of a negative relationship between POO and OCB-S.
Therefore, there is a need to carry out further investigations to analyse a possible
positive or negative link between POO and OCB.
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5.2.2 Mediation Hypotheses
The mediation hypotheses were used to examine the second research question
which was “what are the positive and negative Social Exchange mechanisms
between OJ and OCB?”. They also related to the third research question which was
“Which Social Exchange mechanism (positive or negative) are stronger between the
relationship of OJ and OCB?”. In this case, the focus was on determining the manner
in which certain factors mediated the relationship between two other variables related
to the research questions and topic. Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 of the current research
reflect the mediation effect of the different constructs. The mediation hypothesis was
examined using Process Macro to understand the indirect effects. The study revealed
that the positive SE mechanisms are stronger as compared to the negative one. In
fact, the negative social exchange mechanism i.e. POO does not turn out to play a
role of underlying mechanism between Organisational Justice and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour.
Hypothesis 7 stated that “LMX mediates the relationship between perceived
Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and Interactional
Justice) and OCB (Organisational and Supervisor).”
Process Macro was used to test whether leader-member exchange (LMX)
mediated the relationship between Perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural
Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour variables (OCB-Organisational and OCB- Supervisor). The results
showed that indirect effect was significant for Procedural Justice and Distributive
Justice but insignificant for Interactional Justice when examined with OCB-O. The
outcome led to support H7.1, and H7.2, and not supporting H7.3. H7.1 and H7.2 are
supported by previous research that has shown that higher Perceived Organisational
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Justice (Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice) can lead to increased leadermember exchange and better organisational citizenship behaviour (Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005). The not supporting H7.3, on the other hand, shows that LMX does
not mediate the relationship between interactional justice and OCB-Organisational.
In most cases, employees view supervisors as the agent of an organisation and may
develop views based on the manner they are treated by the enterprise. In addition, the
results may be attributed to the fact that the employee’s reactions to interactional
justice (organisation source) are targeted at the company, in the form of OCB-O and
represented by commitment and trust (Moorman, 1991).
Also, the same hypothesis examined the mediation role of LMX in the
relationship

between

Perceived

Organisational

Justice (Procedural

Justice,

Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB-Supervisor. It was
hypothesized that “LMX mediates the relationship between Perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCBSupervisor.”
The indirect effect was significant for Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice,
and Interactional Justice when examined with OCB-S. These results led to support
H7.4, H7.5 and H7.6. The supported H7.4 show that LMX can mediate the
relationship between PJ and OCB-Supervisor. Similar results were reported in
another study by Moorman (1991) that found that LMX mediated the relationship
between procedural justice (supervisor source) and OCB-supervisor. The authors
attributed the results to the fact that employee perceptions of procedural justice as
well as the quality of relationship with the supervisor facilitates their extra-role
behaviours and actions that are targeted at the source of justice (supervisor). The
result implies that enterprises that want to succeed in the current dynamic and
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competitive world should strive to support their employees and treat them fairly at all
time. In the end, employees will feel motivated and show behaviours that are critical
to the success of the organisation in the market (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008). The
supported H7.5 and H7.6 show that LMX mediates the relationship between
distributive justice and OCB-Supervisor and interactional justice and OCBSupervisor respectively. Like in the case of H7.4, the employee perception of
distributive and interactional justice, coupled with the kind of relationships with the
supervisors are likely to influence their tendencies to engage in organizational
citizenship behaviour (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008). In the context of mergers, the
relationship will affect the extent to which employees go to help the merged
organizations to achieve their objectives.
The 8th hypothesis stated that “POS mediates the relationship between
perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and
Interactional Justice) and OCB (Organisational and supervisor).”
In this case, the focus was on determining whether Perceived Organisational
Support (POS) mediated the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Organisational and Supervisor). The results showed that indirect effect was
significant for Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and Interactional Justice when
examined with OCB-O. The outcome led to support H8.1, H8.2 and 8.3. The
supported H8.1 show that POS mediates the relationship between Procedural Justice
and OCB-Organisational. The role of POS when it comes to the relationship between
organisational justice and OCB is an issue that has attracted the attention of
researchers. The results align with previous research that suggests that POS can
affect the degree to which employees feel that an organisation supports their growth,
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development, and wellbeing (Jain et al., 2013). When there is a higher level of POS
and organisational justice, employees are likely to put more effort into helping the
enterprise to achieve its goals through desirable organisational citizenship behaviour.
The supported hypotheses of H8.2 and H8.3 show the influences of employee
perception of support within the workplace may affect their views on organizational
justice and the extent to which they go beyond the usually job duties to assist the
enterprise to achieve its corporate goals (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Taking this
into account, the present study suggests that POS mediates the relationship between
procedural justice and OCB-organisational and that between distributive justice and
OCB-organisational.
Also, the hypothesis stated that “POS mediates the relationship between
perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and
Interactional Justice) and OCB-Supervisor”.
The indirect effect was significant for Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice,
and Interactional Justice when examined with OCB-S. All the three hypotheses
(H8.4, H8.5 and H8.6) were supported in this case. The supported H8.4 imply that
employees with high levels of perceived organisational justice experience high
perceived organisational support. Consequently, they are likely to show better
organisational citizenship behaviour. When employees join an organisation, they
expect to be treated with dignity, fairly and in the right manner. Furthermore,
workers expect their employers to support them and create a favourable environment
that will promote their growth and development (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). This
explains why high levels of POS affects the relationship between perceived
organisational justice and OCB-S. Moreover, it motivates employees to show
positive organisational citizenship behaviour. It is also imperative to state that the
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supported H8.5 and H8.6 illustrate that POS mediates the relationship between the
two elements of organisational justice (distributive and interactional) and OCBsupervisor. The trend may be linked to the fact that employees develop perceptions
about justice depending the extent to which they feel valued in an organization. In
addition, their perceptions about justice as well as the tendency to engage in extrarole behaviour is affected by the relationships that they will

have with the

supervisors (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). In this case, the supervisor is regarded as
an agent of the enterprise. These are issues that need to be taken into account when
applying the results of this study.
The 9th hypothesis tested whether “Perceived Organisational Obstruction
(POO) mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice
(Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice) and OCB
(Organisational and Supervisor)”.
The results show that indirect effect was insignificant for Procedural Justice,
Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice when examined with OCB-O. These
results lead to not supporting H9.1, H9.2 and H9.3. Rupp and Cropanzano (2002)
study was in line with the not supported hypothesis of H9.1 by noting that
“supervisors could be sources of both interpersonal treatment and formal policies
(928)”. In addition, “the organization can be characterized by their interpersonal
climate, as well as by their formal policies (928).” Taken to gather, the trend may
explain why the level of POO does not mediate the relationship between procedural
justice and OCB-Organisational. The mediating impact may not be significant as the
employees focus on the kind of relationships with the supervisor who is also
considered to be an agent of the company. The not supported H9.2 and H9.3 show
POO does not mediate the relatinship between two elements of organisational justice
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(distributive and intercational) and OCB-organisational. The results can be linked to
the complex combination of factors that affect issues related to organisation support
and justice (Jain et al., 2013). It is imperative to state that other variables such as
roles, organisational structure and reward schemes may influnce the link between
POO and organisational justice (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002).

These are vital

elements that may affect the mediating effect of POO on the relationship between
organisational justice (distributive and intercational) and OCB-organisational.
Moreover, the hypothesis was used to examine the way POO mediated the
relationship

between

perceived

Organisational

Justice

(Procedural

Justice,

Interactional Justice and Distributive Justice) and OCB (OCB-Supervisor). It was
hypothesized that POO mediates the relationship between perceived Organisational
Justice (Procedural Justice, Interactional Justice and Distributive Justice) and OCB
(OCB- Supervisor).
The indirect mediation effect was found to be insignificant for Procedural
Justice, Distributive Justice and Interactional Justice when examined with OCB-S.
These results led to not supporting of H9.4, H9.5 and H9.6. The not supported H9.4
show that POO does not mediate the relationship between Procedural Justice and
OCB-Supervisor. This is an notion that has been supported by a previous study that
was conducted by Gibney et al. (2009). The researchers stated that the level of POO
does not determine the actual relationship between organisational justice and OCBsupervisor. The not supported hypotheses of H9.5 and H9.6 may be attributed to the
differences in employee perception of multifoci justice and support (Rupp &
Cropanzano, 2002). The authors noted that the perceptions that employees have
about justice and organisational support may differ from one person to the other. In
addition, it can be influenced by the prevailing work conditions and circumstances
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(Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). The differences may affect the manner in which POO
influences the relationship between organisational justice (distributive and
interactional) and OCB-supervisor (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002)
5.2.3 Moderation Hypotheses
The final category of hypotheses were used to find answers to the fourth
research question which was “Under what conditions the relationships between (i) OJ
and social exchange mechanisms and (ii) social exchange mechanisms and OCB are
strengthened or weakened?”. The current study is using research Hypotheses 10 to
15. The hypotheses examined the nature of the relationships between 1) perceived
Organisational Justice (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, and Interactional
Justice) and Social Exchange mechanisms (LMX, POS, and POO) and 2) Social
Exchange mechanisms and OCB in the presence of a third variable. The third
construct for this study was Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment (SOE). In other
words, the SOE was considered to be the moderator variable.
Hypothesis 10 stated that SOE moderates the positive relationship between
Procedural justice and LMX in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is high than when it is low. A significant moderating effect was found in the
relationship between Perceived Procedural justice and LMX. The results led to
support H10. Previous studies have demonstrated that there is a positive relationship
between perceived procedural justice and LMX (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
However, recent investigations have also revealed that SOE can moderate the
relationship between the two constructs as it was the case in the present study
(Eisenberger et al., 2014). While explaining the relationship, Eisenberger et al.
(2014) also revealed that most employees tend to understand high-quality LMX as a
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form of support from their employers. In such cases, the workers make an extra
effort to help the enterprise to achieve its short-term and long-term goals.
Hypothesis 11 stated that SOE moderates the positive relationship between
distributive justice and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE
is high compared to when it is low. The results show that there was a significant
moderating effect on the relationship between Distributive Justice and Perceived
Organisational Support. The results led to the support of H11. Further analysis
revealed that the effect of Distributive Justice on POS is stronger in the case of high
Supervisor's Organisational Embodiment and weakest in the case of low Supervisor's
Organisational Embodiment, which is in line with the hypothesized effects. This is a
trend that has been observed in previous studies that have noted the existence of a
positive relationship between distributive justice and perceived organisational
support as well as the moderating effect of SOE (Eisenberger et al., 2014).
Hypothesis 12 stated that SOE moderates the negative relationship between
Interactional justice and POO in such a way that the relationship is stronger when the
level of SOE is low compared to when it is high. The analysis revealed a significant
moderating effect on the relationship between Interactional justice and Perceived
Organisational Obstruction. These results supported H12. Further analysis showed
that the effect of interactional justice was stronger when the level of SOE was low
compared to when it was high. Previous research has shown that the negative
relationship between interactional justice and POO becomes stronger when SOE is
low than when it is high since SOE ensures that employees get positive influence
from supervisors (Eisenberger et al., 2014). This is a trend that was also witnessed in
the present study where it was noted that SOE influences the negative relationship
between interactional justice and POO in a manner that it becomes stronger where
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SOE is low. The trend can be attributed to the fact that SOE can improve the
relationship between the organisation and its workers. Furthermore, it ensures that
employees work together with the supervisors and the rest of the staff to realize
common goals.
Hypothesis 13 stated that SOE moderates the positive relationship between
interactional justice and POS in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is high compared to when it is low. The analysis of H13 show that there was no
significant moderating effect of SOE on the relationship between interactional justice
and POS. Eisenberger et al. (2010) noted that international justice usually shapes the
perception of workers on the extent to which employers support their efforts and
value them. It implies that low interactional justice can prevent employees from
having a positive perception about the organisation where they work. Besides, such
workers may not feel motivated to help the enterprise to achieve its goals. It is for
this reason that studies have concluded that there is a positive relationship between
interactional justice and POS (Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger et al., 2010). The
current study provides new and vital evidence to show that the relationship between
the two constructs is not moderated by SOE. However, further investigations are
required to confirm these findings and generate additional evidence that can be used
to improve human resource practices within an organisation. In addition, the merger
context, as well as the UAE culture, may have influenced the responses given by the
respondents and affected the impact of SOE as a moderator of the positive
relationship between interactional justice and POS.
Hypothesis 14 stated that “SOE moderates the negative relationship between
POO and OCB-Organisational in such a way that the relationship is stronger when
SOE is low compared to when it is high”. The results did not support H14 based on
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the unstandardized estimate. The results indicate that Supervisor's Organisational
Embodiment did not moderate the relationship between Perceived Organisational
Obstruction (POO) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational (OCBO). Like in the previous case of H13, additional investigations may be required to
confirm the possibility of SOE not moderating the relationship between POO and
OCB-organisational in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is low
compared to when it is high. Moreover, it is imperative to state that the merger
context and the UAE culture may have affected employee’s perception of POO and
OCB-organisational. In such cases, it may not be easy to determine the actual
moderating role of SOE in the negative relationship between POO and OCBOrganisational.
Finally, Hypothesis 15 indicated that “SOE moderates the negative
relationship between POO and OCB-Supervisor in such a way that the relationship is
stronger when SOE is low compared to when it is high”. In this case, the study found
a significant moderating effect for the relationship between POO and Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour- Supervisor (OCBS). Further analysis showed that the
moderation effect of Perceived Organisational Obstruction (POO) was stronger when
the level of SOE was low compared to when it was high. H15 was supported as the
outcomes of the analysis were in line with the hypothesized effects. The results
imply that low SOE makes the negative relationship between POO and OCBSupervisor stronger compared to high SOE. As reported in previous studies, POO
can lead to negative behaviours among employees because they will not feel
motivated to help the enterprise to achieve its goals (Gibney et al., 2009; Jain et al.,
2013). In such instance, it is unlikely for the employees to show desirable behaviours
and attitudes that lead to positive work outcomes. The data gathered in this study
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implied that the situation can become worse when SOE is low. Therefore,
organisations should strive to support not only their workers but also create an
environment that is defined by high SOE.
5.3 Theoretical Implications
This study had critical research implications that can help in the
understanding of the operations of organisations in the post-merger period. First, the
study introduced another boundary condition of SOE on the OJ-SE and SE-OCB
relationships. The study offers vital evidence on the moderating role of SOE on the
relationship between interactional justice and POS. In this study, it was hypothesized
that “SOE moderates the positive relationship between interactional justice and POS
in such a way that the relationship is stronger when SOE is high compared to when it
is low.” However, the analysis did not show a statistically significant effect of the
moderator variable.

Therefore, further investigations are needed to confirm the

findings. Second, the study examined the possible the moderating effect of SOE on
the POO and OCB-organisational in the post-merger period. The results indicate that
SOE did not moderate the relationship between Perceived Organisational Obstruction
(POO) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour- Organisational (OCBO).
However, further investigations can be done by focusing on organisations from
specific sectors to determine how the variables change from one industry to the
other. The results of this study intend to help HR practitioners to come up with
interventions that will lead to positive work outcomes and motivate employees to
help their employers to achieve specific goals. The current study also expands on the
study that was done by Gibney et al. (2009) and Eisenberger et al. (2010) that
examined how POO and SOE affect employee behaviour respectively.
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There is an agreement among scholars and researchers that the way
organisations manage and deal with the issue of OJ can influence work outcomes
such as performance, satisfaction, and commitment (Colquitt, 2012; Elma, 2013).
Researchers further agree that a positive feeling about a company and its processes
and procedures can lead to good working relationships among employees, a sense of
belonging and loyalty (Colquitt, 2012). Ultimately, it can positively influence and
shape organisational outcomes such as innovativeness (Suliman, 2013). While
scholars also agree that OJ is critical to the operations of modern enterprises, only a
few studies have focused on exploring its ability to influence employee’s work
outcomes such as citizenship behaviour (Arab & Atan, 2018; Colquitt, 2012; Elma,
2013; Lambert, Liu, & Jiang, 2018). Since fairness is one of the issues that can
impact the success of mergers, OJ continues to occupy a critical place in corporate
and organisational literature and empirical research. The current study adds to the
existing body of literature on OJ and provides insights that can help in understanding
the concept in the context of mergers.
While the concept of OJ has featured significantly in previous research, only
a few studies have attempted to explore the place and significance of POO, while
examining the negative aspect of social exchange between employees (Gibney et al.,
2009). The approach taken in such studies have neglected the negative element of
POO. It is also imperative to state that previous studies have focused primarily on the
positive aspects of LMX and POS. The present research strived to fill the gap by
looking at the positive and the negative elements of the selected variables
simultaneously to provide vital insights that can assist in the making of managerial
decisions in the post-merger period. Besides the Social Exchange mechanisms, the
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current study has shed the light on the SOE which acts as the boundary condition and
has received less attention in previous studies.
Also, only a few studies have taken a similar approach and focused on the
UAE and the context of a merger. Furthermore, no particular study, to the best of our
knowledge, has attempted to examine the link between OJ and OCB through SE
mechanisms in the post-merger period in the UAE. Al Afari and Elanain (2014)
suggested that there is a need to examine OJ and OCB in a different industry. It is
also critical to state that the UAE continues to witness mergers between different
organisations that seek to improve their competitiveness and market share. These
organisations come together to leverage each other’s strength to achieve short-term
and long-term business goals. Even though OJ is critical to the success of such
mergers, studies have not been done to explore how it relates to OCB in the UAE
context. Hence, the current study aims to bridge these literature gaps by providing
empirical research on the topic of interest. In particular, the study seeks to explore
the relationship between perceived OJ and OCB post-merger period.
Even though studies have been done to explore some of the issues and factors
that affect the operation and success of business in the post-merger period, minimal
attention has been given to the social exchange mechanisms around the transition. In
addition, the focus on the positive side of LMX and POS has created a critical
research gap that needs to be filled. In the current study, it was imperative to look
simultaneously at the negative and positive aspects of LMX and POS while also
examining the role of POO. The decision was influenced by the fact that the above
variables (LMX and POS) may have a significant impact on OCB. Through this
approach, the current study draws a theoretical basis for the connection between OJ
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and OCB from organisation justice theory integrated with the theory of social
exchange in the context of mergers in the UAE.
Taking the results of the study into perspective, it was evident that perceived
organisational justice affected organisational citizenship behaviour through positive
social exchange mechanism. While significant link was witnessed between perceived
organization justice and organizational citizenship behaviour, it was also evident that
Procedural Justice and Distributive Justice were more salient compared to
Interactional Justice. The argument is based on the realization that LMX was found
to mediate the relationship between perceived Organisational Justice (Procedural
Justice and Distributive Justice) and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB)
but not that of Interactional Justice and OCB-O. The results show that employees
may be more worried about the distribution and allocation of resources and fairness
of procedures as compared the interpersonal treatment that they receive in the
workplace. Those who believe that that the procedures and the manner in which
resources are allocated are fair will show positive Organisational Citizenship
Behaviour (OCB-O and OCB-S) and contribute to the realization of business goals
and objectives.
5.4 Managerial Implications
This study had several managerial implications that relate to the work of
human resource management practitioners. First, it can be used as the basis of
developing policies that can help an organisation to achieve positive results. Previous
studies have shown that mergers can fail to improve the performance and the
profitability of an organisation if not well managed and executed (Kemal, 2011).
Mergers could play a significant role in enhancing profitability in the construction
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sector but not in the technology industry (Kemal, 2011). However, such mergers did
not improve cash flow, solvency, liquidity, and efficiency positions in both the
construction and technology sector (Kemal, 2011). It is also imperative to state that
employees play a key role in the success of mergers. The argument is attributed to
the fact that every enterprise requires the input of its employees to be able to achieve
its goals in the market. Second, the present study shows that there is a positive
relationship between perceived organisational support and organisational citizenship
behaviour. As a result, the study recommends that HRM practitioners such as human
resource managers should strive to promote fairness in the place of work with the
goal of encouraging employees to show a high level of organisational citizenship
behaviour. As enterprises move from the point of operating as a single unit towards
merging with another organisation, it is essential for the managers to prepare
employees by ensuring that there is a high level of perceived organisational support.
The process entails treating employees with dignity and supporting them in their
work. In return, the workers will show the desire to help the organisation to achieve
its business goals and using the merger as a strategy to become a profitable and
successful entity.
Second, the current study provides vital evidence that organisations can use
to motivate employees in the current competitive and the highly advanced world.
Advancement of technology and globalization have triggered significant interest in
organisational researchers to explore the discretionary behaviour and traits of
employees in the workplace (Bolino et al., 2010). Today, organisations have realized
performance and degree of job satisfaction often dependent on relations with the
employers (Bolino et al., 2010). Furthermore, researchers have reported that engaged
employees are those who are emotionally and intellectually bound with the
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organisation (Coyle‐Shapiro, 2002). Such employees feel passionate about the goal
of an enterprise and are committed to its core values. Engaged employees tend to a to
go an extra mile beyond their job descriptions to help the enterprise in achieving its
business goals (Bolino et al., 2010; Coyle‐Shapiro, 2002). The changes in the field
of technology, coupled with factors such as globalisations and changing business
practices, have motivated researchers to explore issues of fairness and OCB. The
results of this study highlight the significance of fairness in the workplace and offer
new insights on how it can be used to motivate employees to engage in extra-effort
behaviours.
Third, this study enlightens practitioners on the broad spectrum of factors that
shape organisational outcomes and employee behaviour. In an attempt to understand
organisational citizenship behaviour, researchers have concentrated on a number of
factors and issues such as perception of fairness (Colquitt et al., 2001), job
satisfaction (Williams & Anderson, 1991), and attitudinal predictors of employee
behaviour (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Researchers contend that the perceptions
about OJ are influential predictors of the attitudes shown by employees in the place
of work (Williams & Anderson, 1991). In particular, employees who face unfairness
in the workplace are more likely to limit their commitment to the organisation and
citizenship (Bolino et al., 2010). In contrast, those who perceive equity are more
probable to contribute to the systems through citizenship (Podsakoff et al., 2000).
These are findings that are supported by the results of this study. Taking this into
account, it is apparent that the research helps the managers to understand the
complex nature of the work environment and the factors that shape organisational
outcomes such as OJ and LMX. The study identifies critical human resource
management requirements that may influence the success and growth of merged
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organisations. Mergers are one of the best alternatives that a firm can follow to
achieve corporate restricting and growth. Also, mergers can help organisations to
gain substantial prominence in different markets and regions. When two or more
organisations come together to form a single business entity, they are able businesses
to exploit economies of scale and take advantage of the market opportunities that
were previously associated with the merged enterprises. With many UAE
organisations realizing that they can gain a competitive advantage by becoming a
large and integrated firm, the role of mergers in the business sector has gained
significant prominence. Besides, the trend has made mergers an essential global
phenomenon and a reliable strategic choice for organisations that want to achieve
growth and expansion. However, the success of such mergers may be affected by a
wide range of factors related to employees such as perceived organisational justice
and organisational citizenship behaviour. Through this study, we explored how
perceived OJ affects OCB in the context of mergers in the UAE. Borrowing from
Organisation Justice Theory (OJT) and Social Exchange Theory (SET), the study
shows that the level of OJ is likely to influence OCB tendencies through Social
Exchange mechanisms. In the end, it affects the success and competitiveness of the
merged UAE organisations in the local and international markets.
Additionally, the study highlights critical areas that human resources
practitioners should endeavour to examine even as they work towards a successful
merger. High SOE exists when the enterprise attempts to create a conducive
environment for its workers to succeed. Consequently, it can lead to desirable work
outcomes and attitudes such as organisational citizenship behaviour. POS, in
contrasts, becomes high when employees feel that they are valued and supported by
the organisation. In such a case, the employees will develop the motivation to engage
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in behaviours that lead to positive work outcomes. Therefore, it is imperative for
practitioners to increase the level of POS in the workplace to motivate workers
towards a common goal. Moreover, HR managers should work towards creating
policies and structures that may increase the level of POS in the organisation.
Finally, POO is a negative construct that leads to negative perceptions, attitudes and
behaviours in the workplace. However, the current study showed that POO does not
affect the relationship between OJ (Procedural, Distributive and Interactional Justice)
and OCB (OCB-O and OCB-S). Consequently, the merged organization needs to
focus on enhancing the level of OJ and POS to motivate employees to engage in
extra-role behaviours.
The results of this study are to help HR practitioners to come up with
interventions that lead to positive work outcomes and motivate employees to help
their employers to achieve specific goals. The evidence can be used as the basis for
developing policies and plans that promote desirable behaviours and actions within
the place of work.
5.5 Limitations and Future Directions
This study had some limitations that must be taken into account when
applying and using the findings. First, the study relied on a cross-sectional design,
and data was collected at one point in time. Consequently, it is not possible to draw
conclusions regarding the causal relations among the variables. Therefore, future
studies should use longitudinal design to examine the causal relations between the
variables. Second, the study was based on the subjective views and perceptions of the
participants who took part in the research. The self-reported data are prone to bias
and may deviate from the actual events taking place within the workplace (Podsakoff
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et al., 2003). The common biases that exist in self-reported studies may affect the
applicability and generalizability of the results on the present study. For instance, the
subjective biases in the responses given by the participants may have affected the
quality of the research (Pellissier, 2008; Snieder & Larner, 2009). Third, the study
was limited to organisations operating in the UAE market. Therefore, the results may
not apply to organisations in other regions around the world. The other limitation is
that the study did not examine the type and sources of fair and unfair actions despite
the fact that they can affect perceptions about organisational justice and shape
employee behaviour (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Moreover, it seems that fairness
perceptions could influence the social exchange relationships employees engage in at
different types of behaviours and actions such as improved performance and
commitment to the organisation (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). In addition to that, the
study was limited to only one outcome which is OCB. Hence, it is suggested for
future studies to consider more than one outcome as well as to consider other
counterproductive outcomes i.e. absenteeism, job dissatisfaction and low
performance.

Finally, other mediating mechanisms and outcomes need to be

examined in future studies to provide evidence that supports the application of the
current study in various HR management settings and merger contexts.
The other potential limitation of the current study relates to the time-frame
between the time of the mergers and the period in which the study was conducted. In
the present case, the focus was on gathering information from employees who had
worked at the selected organizations through the post-merger period. It is, however,
imperative to state that the view of the employees and their perception about the
merger may change with time (Gugler, Mueller, & Weichselbaumer, 2012). At the
start, there are employees who may feel that they have been neglected and not
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involved in the merger decisions. Others may be worried about the possibility of
losing their jobs after the merger. With time, the employees may get to learn more
about the merger and how it will improve the profitability and competitiveness of the
enterprises. When this happens, there is the possibility that their views and
perceptions may also be different compared to the early period of the merger (Gugler
et al., 2012). Taking this factor into account, it is evident that the time-frame between
the merger period and the period in which the current research was done may
influence the kind of responses that respondents provided during the data collection
process (Agarwal, 2016). It is also important to state that the study involved different
organizations that had undergone the merger process at different times. The
differences in the time of merger in relation to the period of conducting the current
study may have also influenced the responses given by the participants. These are
factors that need to be taken into consideration when generalizing the findings of this
study.
The current study also provides opportunities for further studies. First, future
studies can examine different elements of organisational justice and determine how
they relate to other variables such as POO, organisational outcomes, and employee
performance in the post-merger period. Researchers could also use these factors to
evaluate the success of organisations in the post-merger period. Moreover,
investigations can use different variables such as performance (Ambrose & Arnaud,
2005), intention to leave (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), turnover (Elanain, 2010),
and job satisfaction (Agarwal, 2016) to understand issues related to organisational
justice and organisational citizenship behaviour. In addition, consider studying
organizational/individual variables in pre-merger and post-merger contexts and
assess the difference that could be attributable to the merger situation which can be
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probably conducted in a single organization. Another suggestion is to consider
applying the same study for two groups within the same organization. The first group
includes respondents in post-merger environment while group 2 includes respondents
from a non-merger environment and hypothesize why would there be differences if
any. Moreover, the study can be replicated in a non-merger context to assess the
results and if differences are expected as well as to identify the reasons why it would
differ from the results in a context of post-merger.
5.6 Conclusion
Modern enterprises operate in an environment that is characterized by intense
competition along different lines and areas. Therefore, they are constantly looking
for avenues for gaining a competitive edge over their rivals in the domestic and
international markets. In some cases, the process entails getting into mergers and
working with strategic partners to expand market share and revenue sources. In the
UAE, mergers have become a common means of increasing customer base and
improving the level of competitiveness in the market. While mergers provide an
excellent strategy for an organisation to increase its chances of succeeding in the
UAE market, there are certain issues and challenges that some enterprises encounter.
This study has demonstrated the relevance of using an integrative to
understand why team members display task performance and citizenship behaviours.
We hope that this study inspires further research to improve the understanding of the
relationship between organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour
through social exchange mechanisms. The present study went ahead to explore how
the SE mechanisms can affect the relationship between OJ and OCB. The study
generated vital evidence to show the manner in which SOE can moderate and affect
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the relationship between variables such as organizational justice and SE mechanisms.
Moreover, it highlighted the way in which SOE moderates the relationship between
POO and OCB (OCBO and OCBS). These are critical findings that can assist
managers and organizations to make appropriate decisions that lead to successful
transition following a merger.
A successful transition in the post-merger period is a significant challenge
that organisations around the world face from time to time. The present study
attempted to improve the understanding of the post-merger era by looking at the
relationship between organisational justice and organisational citizenship behaviour.
The evidence gathered in this study can help human resource management
practitioners and policy makers to develop interventions that will lead to a desirable
attitude, behaviours, and perceptions in the post-merger period. Also, the findings
can be used to improve the well-being of employees and motivate them to improve
their level of performance and commitment to the organisation.
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