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ABSTRACT
This study aims to investigate the impact of organizational justice (distributive,
procedural, interactional) and organizational commitment on employees’ knowledge sharing
behavior by applying the equity theory in emerging countries, particularly Pakistan. Also, this
study investigates the moderating effect of perceived organizational support on the studied
relationship. The data were collected from 365 employees of service sectors such as the
telecommunication organizations in Lahore, Pakistan, using a self-administered questionnaire.
The study used the quantitative method to test the theoretical model and proposed hypotheses
empirically. The empirical results of partial least square structural equation modeling (PLSSEM) revealed that procedural justice and organizational commitment positively impact
knowledge-sharing behavior. However, distributive justice and interactional justice were found
insignificant with knowledge-sharing behavior. Next, the moderating effect of perceived
organizational support significantly influences the association between distributive justice,
interactional justice, organizational commitment, and knowledge sharing behavior. The findings
of this study may help the organizations to improve employees’ commitment to the firm by
ensuring fairness in procedures and resources. Likewise, it may help managers to create a sense
of equality among employees, resultantly they share their knowledge and experience with team
members as well as with other personnel of the organization.
Keywords: Organizational Justice, Organizational Commitment, Perceived Organizational
Support, Knowledge Sharing Behavior, PLS-SEM, Pakistan.
INTRODUCTION
Employee retention is considerable for organizations since if the employee wants to leave
or leave the workplace resultantly the firms will bear a cost in form of competencies, experience,
financial terms, and valuable knowledge (Ponnu & Chuah, 2010; Imamoglu et al., 2019).
Because loyal, satisfied and motivated employees play an essential role in the firms’
competitiveness and market place. Also, the employees are considered the most valuable assets
of an organization (Imamoglu et al., 2019). Consequently, workers' attitude and behavior
towards the organization have proved utmost significant predictors affecting the company's
performance. Organization fairness refers to employees’ trust in the organization as well as the
company process (Iqbal & Ahmad, 2016; Imamoglu et al., 2019). In addition, the justice
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perception of employees is a significant predictor of employee’s attitudes and behavior about the
organization (Silva & Caetano, 2014; Imamoglu et al., 2019).
Organizational commitment permits employees to add values to the firm by making
continuous efforts and work in the organization (Mowday et al., 1979; Imamoglu et al., 2019). In
this context, by providing the atmosphere of harmony and teamwork within the firm, both
organizational commitment and organizational justice have empowered companies to achieve
more outcomes from their employees. Employees with perceived fairness have a greater desire to
share experience and skills in this regard, and they have also strengthened organizational
knowledge. Presently, firms are more focused to manage their employees with justice, due to the
increasing awareness of government regulations about employee rights (Akram et al., 2017). In
fact, today's economy is a highly knowledgeable and innovation-oriented economy, therefore in
the contemporary business environment; justice/fairness is highly needed. The employees’
competitive knowledge seems to be more important for business survival in the competitive and
technology-based market. So, it is essential for an organization to investigate the predictors that
promote or hinder knowledge sharing in the organization (Akram et al., 2017). Instead of many
other factors, perceived justice is the most influential predictor of employees’ behavior in the
organization. Organizational justice and organizational commitment make it possible for a
successful organization to achieve high performance and attain competitive advantage.
Prior study has examined that knowledge-sharing behavior the link between
psychological ownership, and employees’ (Hameed et al., 2019). This study has assumed that
this relationship can be strengthened by perceived organizational support (POS) because this
correlation does not seem free from boundary-condition. POS alludes to the employees’ belief
that companies consider their well-being and take good care of them (Eisenberger et al., 2001).
POS has a positive impact on workplace outcomes (Erdogan & Enders, 2007). Consistently,
King & Marks, (2008) and Castaneda et al., (2016) have investigated that POS positively relates
to knowledge sharing behavior. Previous study investigated that POS as a linking mechanism
that strengthens the relationship between the company and workers (Allen & Shanock 2013).
The knowledge-sharing behavior of employees is influenced by POS and closely related to those
employees who are more conscious about their job security (Bartol et al., 2009). In addition,
earlier researches highlighted knowledge sharing behavior is affected by POS (Anand et al.,
2007; Lee et al., 2006). Hence, the authors interested examine the moderating effect of perceived
organizational support between the association of organizational commitment, dimension of
organizational justice (distributive, procedural, interactional), and knowledge sharing behavior
will make an important contribution to the literature. The correlations between the exogenous
variables and endogenous variable would be stronger at the higher level of POS and contrary to
this.
Hameed et al., (2019) was concentrated on how workers should be empowered to share
their expertise with other employees. Management studies of (Tea Moon, 2015; Akram et al.,
2017) examined the association of organizational justices and employees’ knowledge sharing
behavior. Although there are several studies on this concept (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019; Li et
al., 2017; Akram et al., 2017; Han et al., 2010; Van Den Hooff & Ridder, 2004). But few
researches have explored knowledge sharing behaviors is influenced by POS. (Cugueró-Escofet
et al., 2019; Castaneda et al., 2016; Anand et al., 2007). Therefore, this research examining the
moderating role of perceived organizational support among the context variables in order to
strengthen the explanatory power of theoretical framework. As a result, organizations will work
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for the well-being of their employees, and workers will feel more job security and share their
knowledge, experiences and innovative information and the organization get successful.
The present study has two main objectives: First, the present research concerned to
examine the influence of organizational justice dimensions (interactional, procedural,
distributive) and organizational commitment on employee knowledge sharing by applying the
equity theory (Adams, 1965). It may contribute to management growth in developing countries
like Pakistan. Secondly, the study concerned to assess the interactional influence of POS among
the associations of organizational commitment, organizational justice dimensions, and
knowledge sharing. For investigating how POS stimulate or encourage employees’ knowledge
sharing behavior. Based on the aforementioned discussions, the study address questions which
are unexplored in an emerging country. RQ1: Does knowledge sharing behavior affected by
organizational commitment and organizational justice dimension (interactional, procedural, and
distributive)? RQ2: Does POS moderate the association of knowledge sharing behavior,
organizational commitment, organizational justice dimension (interactional, procedural,
distributive)?
The study has two main theoretical contributions: First, the present research examines the
influence of organizational justice dimension (interactional, procedural, and distributive) and
organizational commitment on employees’ knowledge sharing behavior by applying the equity
theory (Adams, 1965) in-service sector relating to developing countries likes Pakistan. Second,
the current research examines the moderating role of POS among the relationship of knowledge
sharing behavior, organizational commitment, organizational justice dimension (interactional,
procedural, distributive) to strengthen an explanatory power of theoretical model. The study has
four main practical contributions: A) the practitioners can use these findings to improve their
workplace environment by getting improvement in distribution perks like salary, incentives, and
employee promotion. B) HRM practices can improve employee perceptions regarding a sense of
ownership and arrange training in the organizations through which they can learn for knowledge
sharing behavior. C) This study can be helpful for organizations in maintaining justice in the
organization procedures that will be leading to employee well-being, work engagement, and firm
performance. D) The finding of this study might be helpful for the management can create an
environment in which employees would be work with more commitment.
This research paper has structured as follows. First, theory related literature review is
discussed, later on, the hypotheses formation section. Section three consists of the methodology
of the study. Results are discussed in section four. The final section includes discussion, study
implications, limitations, and future scope.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Equity Theory
Is there anything that motivates me to work? Yes, as per the equity theory of (Adams,
1965), the equitability motives employees to work and inequitably demotivates employees to
work. Equity theory has two key components: Firstly, Input and output. Employees matched
their job inputs with outputs ratio. If they perceive inequality, they will try to eliminate
inequality. Which can be reduced employee’s productivity and compromise their job quality.
Additionally, most of the time inequality makes absenteeism leading to job resignation
(Greenberg, 1999).
In any social situation in which exchange takes place, the equity theory can be applied,
for instance, between the organization and his employees, between a man and his wife, and
Leadership & Organization Management

3

1939-6104-20-S5-056

Academy of Strategic Management Journal

Volume 20, Special Issue 5, 2021

between the coach and football team etc. The equity theory can be applied to any social situation
in which exchange occurs (e.g., between an employee and his employer, between football team
mates, and between a man and his wife). There is a risk that when two people share something,
one or both would believe that the share something was inequitable. This circumstance is most of
the time happened when a person exchanges his services for salary (Adams, 1963). The
relationship between inputs and outcomes depends upon the perception of the individual,
whether a social exchange is treated inequitable or equitable (Walster et al., 1973; Adams &
Freedman, 1976; Adams, 1965; Adams, 1963). Adams, (1965) defined inequality as “inequality
exists for individuals if they understand that there is an unequal ratio of their outcomes to inputs
and the ratio of other outcomes to other inputs”.
Consistently, organizations should consider the (Adams, 1965) equity theory at their
workplace. This study is based on equity theory as this is an exchange of input and output.
According to the equity theory, if there is any in-equitability in the organization, then the
organization should create a justice environment. When an individual considers he/she is being
treated with justice in the workplace, and he/she is giving input and receives a comparable output
(pay and compensation) resultantly he would feel that the resources are distributed equally.
Organizational justice relates to the perception of workplace equality among employees (Byrne
& Cropanzano, 2001; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Employees who are working in the workplace put
inputs (experience, efforts, knowledge, and skills) and they expect some outputs from the
organization (Pay, bonuses, seniority, and fairness in the resources). An exchange is found in the
organization between the employees and employer. Workers expect that there should be justice
in all the processes of the organization. Justice has three dimensions; distributive, procedural,
and interactional (Colquitt, 2001). When workers attain outputs as per inputs and feel justice in
the workplace, then they will work more committedly to the organization. This relationship is
based on an exchange. Based on the aforementioned rationale, the current study employed the
(Adams, 1965) equity theory to test the theoretical framework (Figure 1).

FIGURE 1
PROPOSED THEORETICAL MODEL
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Hypotheses Development and Theoretical Model
Organizational justice
Organizational justice relates to the perception of workplace equality among employees
(Byrne & Cropanzano, 2001; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Organizational justice is an employees’
evaluation regarding managerial conduct in terms of ethics and morality (Cropanzano et al.,
2007; Imamoglu et al., 2019), attitude and behavior of employees are directly affected by these
perceptions (Silva & Caetano, 2014; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Organizational justice is the
subjective expectations of employees about justice in working links (Cropanzano et al., 2001).
The distributions of resources, incentives, outputs within the organization are classified
underneath the term of justice (Notz & Starke, 1987; Hameed et al., 2019). Organizational justice
has three dimensions i.e. interactional, procedural, and distributive (Hameed et al., 2019;
Colquitt et al., 2001). It has been proven that from past studies, knowledge sharing is positively
affected by organizational justice (Imamoglu et al., 2019; Li et al., 2017; Akram et al., 2017).
Distributive justice
It is relating to the perceived justice of the outcomes achieved by workers (Cropanzano et
al., 2007; Imamoglu et al., 2019). In line with, distributive justice is an employees' perception,
either they are punished or appreciated only for what they do, although if anyone who wants to
work in the same organization would be expected to treat equitably for the distribution of
outcomes (Rahman et al., 2016; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Many studies described that distributive
justice is an exchange of inputs (employees given to the organization) and outcomes and
resources (employees received from the organization) based on justice or fairness (Nowakowski
& Conlon, 2005; Tamta & Rao, 2017; Akram et al., 2017; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Indeed,
perceived justice is “glue” that encourages workers to work collaboratively, and collaborative
work causes information sharing (Cropanzano et al., 2007) and Imamoglu et al., 2019). In
addition, if employee contributions are fairly assessed and rewarded, they are more interested in
sharing personal knowledge with others to improve the organizational performance and
accumulate knowledge in order to be truly capable of performing their own tasks (Ibragimova et
al., 2012; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Previous studies showed a positive significant link between
distributive justice and knowledge sharing (Mcpherson, 2004) p.743. A study in the
telecommunication sector in china in 2016 claimed that knowledge sharing behavior is affected
by distributive justice (Akram et al., 2017). Past studies also claimed that distributive justice is
significantly correlated to knowledge sharing (Akram et al., 2017; Li et al., 2017; Imamoglu et
al., 2019). Hence, we propose the next hypothesis.
H1

Distributive justice has significant influence on knowledge sharing behavior.

Procedural justice
It is the perceived fairness of the method whereby outcomes are assessed (Cohen-Charash
& Spector, 2001; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Procedural justice is indeed the fair treatment of
organizational processes as well as makes sure they must be impartial, coherent, precise,
corrective, ethical, and representative (Bies and Moag 1986; Akram et al., 2017). In this respect,
they perceive fairness when employees participate in the process, although they are not happy
with the outcome (Chen et al., 2015; Imamoglu et al., 2019). The theory of procedural justice
focuses mainly on the effect of decision-making processes on the perception of fairness (Thibaut
et al., 1975). Employees should not assume each decision outcome to always be favorable
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because they recognize that many competing interests and issues must be taken into account by
decision-makers (Mcpherson, 2004) page 745. Rather, they are seeking assurance that decisionmakers may give them proper fairly favorable long-term decision outcomes. This assurance is
provided by the presence of fair decision-making processes (Mcpherson, 2004) page 745. In the
case, where organizational procedures will be seen as fair, employees seem to be open to sharing
ideas, experiences, and knowledge (Ibragimova et al., 2012; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Thereby, to
strengthen the sense of organizational affiliation, employees could tend to link more
organizational property rights towards their own knowledge. Employees may want to share
knowledge as it helps them feel proud or a part of the company (Mcpherson, 2004) page 745.
Previous studies pointed out procedural justice positively relates to knowledge sharing
(Mcpherson, 2004) page 743. Procedural justice significantly correlates to knowledge sharing in
the telecommunication sector of china (Akram et al., 2017). Therefore, this research proposes the
next hypothesis.
H2

Procedural justice has significant influence on knowledge sharing behavior.

Interactional justice
Interactional justice is an organizational process that refers to the perceived fairness of
interpersonal interaction (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Imamoglu et al., 2019). When
managers provide an equitable attitude and behavior towards staff through processes, staff are
possible to consider interactional justice (Akram et al., 2017; Imamoglu et al., 2019).
Interactional justice reflects the perception of the staff about unbiased inter-personal treatment,
which they obtain from decision-makers within this organization (Akram et al., 2017). Social
exchange theory may explain the inspiring principle of interactive fairness for employees. The
employees feel kind treatment when they are respected and appreciated through interactive
fairness, in turn, they would be willing to exchange their personal knowledge with other
employees to improve the organizational performance. Thus, interactive fairness positively
correlates with the social intention of knowledge sharing. Communication among managers and
subordinates along with a sincere communication attitude may contribute to the positive
perception of interactive justice. Revive the optimistic perception to be valued and trusted by
workers, resultantly social intention would be increased (Liao et al., 2011). Knowledge sharing is
affected by positive perception of interactional justice (Akram et al., 2017; Li et al., 2017;
Imamoglu et al., 2019). Hence, this research conjectured the subsequent hypothesis.
H3

Interactional justice has significant influence on knowledge sharing behavior.

Organizational commitment
OC refers to a power that encourages employees to work towards certain objectives
(Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; Imamoglu et al., 2019). OC is used as strength of the participation
and identity of an employee of a particular company (Porter et al., 1974; Li et al., 2017). OC is
an employees' psychological state that binds him to the organization, which leads to constructive
organizational outcomes Allen & Meyer, (1990). If an employee would like to pursue working
with a particular organization, they would like the organization to be successful. For the reason
that workers would also get profit from it if the organization is successful. The said benefit could
be a rate of pay, the commencement of the present situation, or dignity. To this end, employees
are working towards the achievement of organizational objectives. Furthermore, employees with
higher commitment are willing to succeed in the organization, and knowledge sharing seems to
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be the ideal route to use it because knowledge seems to be the most important predictor for
contemporary organizations (Li et al., 2017; Imamoglu et al., 2019). Prior researches of (Li et al.,
2017 investigated that organizational commitment positively relates with knowledge sharing
behavior (Lin, 2007a, b; Van den Hooff & De Ridder, 2004;), demonstrating that employees who
would be more committed to the company seem to be more interested in sharing knowledge to
their supervisors/coworkers (Wang & Noe, 2010) pointed out the employees' perception of
fairness correlate to knowledge sharing by affecting employee's commitment to the organization
(Li et al., 2017). Thus, this study suggests the next hypothesis.
H4

Organizational commitment has significant influence on knowledge sharing behavior.

Moderating effect of Perceived organizational support
Previous studies have developed an association between organization justices and
knowledge sharing behavior through psychological ownership. The authors of this study assume
that this association does not free from boundary-condition which is perceived organization
support (POS). POS refers to the belief of employees that companies take good care of them as
well as consider their well-being (Eisenberger et al., 2001). Erdogan and Enders, (2007)
highlighted that POS positively relates to workplace outcomes. Many scholars investigated that
knowledge sharing behavior is affected by POS (King & Marks, 2008; Castaneda et al., 2016).
POS is a binding mechanism that strengthens the relationship between employees and the
organization (Allen & Shanock, 2013). For those employees who want job security, POS and
knowledge sharing behavior are closely related for them (Bartol et al., 2009). Prior studies of
Anand et al., (2007) and Lee et al., (2006) examined POS is a significant predictor of
knowledge-sharing behavior. POS plays a key role as employees feel that the organization plans
organizational benefits for their welfare, not even as an obligation. Therefore, this study
interested to investigate the moderating effect of POS between the association of organizational
justices (interactional, procedural, distributive), organizational commitment and knowledge
sharing behavior. The correlations between the exogenous constructs and outcome variable
would be stronger at the higher level of POS and contrary to this. Hence, this study proposes the
following hypotheses.
H5

POS strengthens the connection of distributive justice and knowledge sharing behavior.

H6

POS strengthens the connection of interactional justice and knowledge sharing behavior.

H7

POS strengthens the connection of procedural justice and knowledge sharing behavior.

H8

POS strengthens the connection of organizational commitment and knowledge sharing behavior.

METHODOLOGY
Data Collection and Procedures
The present research used a quantitative approach to test the recommended hypotheses.
The data was collected from the employees of the service sector (lower-level management,
middle level, and top-level management) over the period of three weeks in working days on
August 2020, using a self-administered questionnaire. The study includes merely three major
service industries; transport industry, telecommunication industry, and consulting firms,
convenience sampling technique was used. There were a total of 430 target respondents, out of
which 390 questionnaires were completed and returned, of which 25 questionnaires were found
as unusable and discarded. Net responses of 365 showing a response rate of 84.88%. The sample
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size was calculated using the G*power software suggested by (Faul et al., 2007). According to
(Roscoe, 1975) as cited in (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016), explained the sample size must be inbetween 30 to 500. The sample size is meet the threshold values explained by the
aforementioned researchers.
Table 1 shows the respondents’ demographic profile. A total of 365 respondents have
participated voluntarily in this study. Of which 71.1% (260) were males, and 28.9% (105) were
females. Relating to age, 28.9% (105) participants were aged 20-35 years old, more than half of
respondents 60% (219) were aged 26-30 years old, the least amount of participants 2.2% (8)
were aged of 31-35, next 8.9% (33) participants were aged of 36 years or above. About job
experience, most respondents 60.4% (220) were experienced 3-5 years, followed by 36% (131)
participants having 3-5 years' experience, the least amount of participants 0.4% (3) having job
experience of 11-15 years, next 3.1% (11) participants were experienced 16 years or above.
Regarding education, the least amount of respondents 19.6% (72) having a master's degree,
however more than half of respondents 56% (204) holding a bachelor's degree, followed by
24.4% (89) participants were MPhil. About average monthly income, highest respondents 43.1%
(157) were earning 91,000 PKRs. or above, followed by 39.6% (145) respondents were earning
30,000-50,000 PKRs, then 15.6% (57) participants were earning 51,000-70,000 PKRs, a least
amount of participants 1.8% (6) were earning 71,000-90,000 PKRs.
Measures
The questionnaire was divided into two sections, the first section was regarding
demographic information of the participants like age, gender, experience, management levels,
education, and average monthly income. The questions about participants’ perceptions of
organizational justice (interactional, procedural, and distributive) at workplace, was contained in
section two. The 43 items were used for measuring the context variables. Distributive justice was
measured by five items, procedural justice was evaluated by six items, and interactional justice
was assessed by nine items, these all items was adopted from (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993).
Organizational commitment was estimated by nine items adapted from (Jaros, 2007). Perceived
organizational support was gauged by seven items rented from (Eisenberger et al., 1986).
Knowledge sharing was assessed by seven items adapted from (Lin, 2007). To measure the items
of corresponding variables, a standardized five-point Likert scale was used to organize the scale
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).
Analytical Method
Path-modeling partial least squares (PLS), a variance-based structural equation modeling
(SEM) tool, was used in this study to evaluate the model (Roldán & Sánchez-Franco, 2012). PLS
enables researchers to simultaneously evaluate relationships among certain constructs (inner
model) and can assess reliability and validity of the factors of conceptual framework (outer
model) (Barroso et al., 2010). Three main reasons to use the PLS statistical software: Firstly, the
objective of this research is to predict dependent variables (Chin, 2010). Second, the research
model is complex in the form of hypothesized relationships (direct and indirect or moderating
effects). Finally, this study utilizes latent variable scores for predictive relevance in the
subsequent analysis (Hair et al., 2011). Therefore, researchers employed the PLS Smart 3.0
software Ringle et al. (2005).
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RESULTS

Variables
Gender
Male
Female
Age (Years)
20-25
26-30
31-35
36-Above
Experience
3-5 Years
6-10 Years

Frequencies
260
105
105
219
8
33
220
131

Table 1
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Percentages
Variables
11-15 Years
71.1%
16 Years-Above
28.9%
Education
Bachelors
28.9%
Masters
60%
M.Phil.
2.2%
Average Monthly Income
8.9%
30,000-50,000 PKRs.
51,000-70,000 PKRs.
60.4%
71,000-90,000 PKRs.
36%
91,000 PKRs.-Above

Frequencies
3
11

Percentages
0.4%
3.1%

72
204
89

19.6%
56%
24.4%

145
57
6
157

39.6%
15.6%
1.8%
43.1%

Reliability and Validity Assessment
Measurement of the model was executed through the reliability and validity assessment,
composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach alpha (CBA) techniques did use to check the reliability
of the constructs (Figure 2).

Note:
DJ=Distributive
Justice,
PJ=Procedural
Justice,
IJ=Interactional
Justice,
OC=Organizational Commitment, POS= Perceived Organizational Support, KS= Knowledge
Sharing
FIGURE 2
MEASUREMENT OF MODEL ASSESSMENT
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Table 2
MEASUREMENT OF MODEL
Variables
Distributive Justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993) | CR=0.825, AVE=0.616, α=0.719
My work schedule is fair.
I think that my level of pay is fair.
I consider my work load to be quite fair.
Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair.
I feel that my job responsibilities are fair.
Procedural Justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993) | CR=0.864, AVE=0.565, α=0.811
Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner.
My general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made.
To make job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete information
My general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by
employees.
All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees.
Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the general manager

MM

SM

Deleted
Deleted
0.65
0.789
0.895

Deleted
Deleted
0.65
0.789
0.895

Deleted
0.555
0.793

Deleted
0.555
0.793

0.875

0.875

0.803
0.692

0.803
0.692

Deleted

Deleted

Deleted
0.815
0.735

Deleted
0.815
0.735

Deleted

Deleted

Deleted

Deleted

0.778
0.733
0.691

0.778
0.733
0.691

0.698
Deleted

0.698
Deleted

Deleted

Deleted

Deleted
0.639
Deleted
0.688
Deleted
0.761

Deleted
0.639
Deleted
0.688
Deleted
0.761

0.715
0.67
0.859
0.749
0.674
0.663
Deleted

0.715
0.67
0.859
0.749
0.674
0.663
Deleted

Deleted
Deleted
0.74
0.659
Deleted
0.752
0.721

Deleted
Deleted
0.74
0.659
Deleted
0.752
0.721

Interactional Justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993) | CR=0.893, AVE=0.544, α=0.863
IJ1
IJ2
IJ3
IJ4
IJ5
IJ6
IJ7
IJ8
IJ9
OC1
OC2
OC3
OC4
OC5
OC6
OC7
OC8
OC9
KSB1
KSB2
KSB3
KSB4
KSB5
KSB6
KSB7
POS1
POS2
POS3
POS4
POS5
POS6
POS7

When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with kindness and
consideration.
When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with respect and dignity.
When decisions are made about my job, the general manager is sensitive to my personal needs.
When decisions are made about my job, the general manager deals with me in a truthful manner.
When decisions are made about my job, the general manager shows concern for my rights as an
employee.
Concerning decisions made about my job, the general manager discusses the implications of the
decisions with me.
The general manager offers adequate justification for decisions made about my Job.
When making decisions about my job, the general manager offers explanations that make sense to me.
My general manager explains very clearly any decision made about my job
Organizational Commitment (Jaros, 2007) | CR=0.801, AVE=0.577, α=0.707
I am very happy being a member of this organization.
I often feel anxious about what I have to lose with this organization.
Sometimes I worry about what might happen if something was to happen to this organization and I
was no longer a member.
I am dedicated to this organization because I fear what I have to lose in it.
My organization deserves my loyalty because of its treatment towards me.
I am loyal to this organization because my values are largely its values
this organization has a mission that I believe in and am committed to
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization
I am loyal to this organization because my values are largely its values
Knowledge Sharing Behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1986) | CR=0.810, AVE=0.516, α=0.747
When I have learned something new, I tell my colleagues about it
When they have learned something new, my colleagues tell me about it
Knowledge sharing among colleagues is considered normal in my company
I share information I have with colleagues when they ask for it
I share my skills with colleagues when they ask for it
Colleagues in my company share knowledge with me when I ask them to
Colleagues in my company share their skills with me when I ask them to
Perceived Organizational Support (Lin, 2007) | CR=0.778, AVE=0.541, α=0.819
The organization values my contribution to its well-being
The organization strongly considers my goals and values
Help is available from the organization when I have a problem.
The organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part
The organization is willing to help me when I need a special favor
The organization cares about my general satisfaction at work
The organization cares about my opinions

Note: MM=measurement of model, SM=structural model, CR=composite reliability, AVE=average variance
extracted, α=Cronbach alpha
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According to (Robinson et al., 1991; Malhotra, 2010; Hair et al., 2010) the values of
CBA should be more than 0.7, it looks more adequate. The CBA value over 0.80 is treated as
good, more 0.70 is satisfactory, and equal to or less than 0.60 is taken as poorly advised by (Hair
et al., 2010). However, as Table 2 showing CBA values of all six factors are more than 0.7,
hence reliability is satisfactory. As stated by (Nunnally, 1978; Gefen et al., 2000) the value of the
CR should be more than the threshold value of 0.7. CR has considered as more exact reliability
(Chin & Gopal, 1995). As Table 2 is presenting the value of the CR is above 0.7, therefore CR is
considered as more reliable.
Discriminant Validity
To evaluate the discriminant validity, new and modern criteria have been used suggested
by (Henseler et al., 2015). The Fornell-Larckher criterion is a technique that is a more suitable
method to check the discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). But this technique has
some deficiencies in various situations; therefore we employed a further approach HeterotraitMonotrait Ratio (HTMT) through which we can evaluate discriminant validity successfully (Ul
et al., 2021). We used these two techniques for evaluating the discriminant validity; most of the
researchers have applied these techniques (Henseler et al., 2016; Neneh, 2019). The square root
of the values of AVE is above all the cross-correlations among the context variables (see Table
3). The bold diagonal values in the parallel rows and columns are substantially higher than the
off-diagonal ones; hence discriminant validity is satisfactory for the measurement of the model
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Furthermore, the HTMT technique is the most modern technique
which is used to evaluate the discriminant validity which is projected by (Henseler et al., 2015).
Thus, this technique has been used to check the discriminant validity and values should be less
than 0.90 as proposed by (Gold et al., 2001). As table 4 is presenting the all values are less than
the cut-off point in the corresponding rows and columns.
Table 3
DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY | FORNELL-LARCKER CRITERION
Variables
1
2
3
4
5
6
1) Distributive Justice
0.742
2) Interactional Justice
0.353 0.719
3) Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.412 0.725 0.767
4) Organizational Commitment
0.698 0.646 0.683 0.724
5) Procedural Justice
0.278 0.515 0.295 0.430 0.756
6) Perceived Organization Support 0.438 0.672 0.636 0.698 0.469 0.719
*Bold diagonal elements are square root of AVE
Table 4
DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY | HETEROTRAIT-MONOTRAIT RATIO (HTMT)
Variables
1
2
3
4
5
6
1) Distributive Justice
2) Interactional Justice
0.253
3) Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.419 0.593
4) Organizational Commitment
0.318 0.657 0.821
5) Perceived Organization Support
0.395 0.402 0.819 0.550
6) Procedural Justice
0.271 0.639 0.559 0.663 0.310
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Structural Model
After the assessment of the measurement of a model, the structural equation modeling
(SEM) technique has been used to empirically test the proposed hypotheses (Figure 3). This
technique has been employed using bootstrapping in Smart PLS computer version 3 (Ringle et
al., 2005). The assessment of structural model based upon t-values, p-values, path coefficients,
and standard errors. This study tested a total of eight hypotheses including moderation in the
studied model, out of which five hypotheses (H2, H4, H5, H7, and H8) found to be significant
and are supported (Table 5 and 6). The hypotheses are determined significant and supported
based upon a critical ratio (p<0.05). Hence, significant and supported hypotheses are under the
critical ratio (p<0.05). The influence of procedural justice (β2=0.127, p<0.01) and organizational
commitment (β4=0.224, p<0.01) on Knowledge Sharing behavior. Contrarily to this H1 and H3
are not supported. On the other hand, the results of moderating effect of POS among the context
variables are revealed in Table 6 presenting the influence of distributed justice and POS (β5= (0.17), p<0.05), interactional justice, and POS (β7=0.232, p<0.05), organizational commitment
and POS (β8=0.178, p<0.05) on Knowledge Sharing behavior. Contrary to this, H6 is found to
be insignificant.
Table 5
HYPOTHESES TESTING
Direct Paths
Path Coefficient
H1
Distributive Justice à Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.071
H2
Procedural Justice à Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.127**
H3
Interactional Justice à Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.129
H4 Organizational Commitment à Knowledge Sharing Behavior
0.224**
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.000 | path coefficient=> standardized beta

T-value
1.033
2.898
1.681
2.399

Decisions
Not Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Supported

Table 6
INTERACTIONAL EFFECTS OF POS

H5
H6
H7
H8

-0.170*

Tvalue
2.141

Supported

-0.096

1.299

Not Supported

0.232*

2.156

Supported

0.178*

1.952

Supported

Interactional Paths

Path Coefficient

Distributive Justice  Knowledge Sharing Behavior
Procedural Justice  Knowledge Sharing Behavior
Interactional Justice  Knowledge Sharing Behavior
Organizational Commitment  Knowledge Sharing
Behavior
Distributive Justice  Knowledge Sharing Behavior

Decisions

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.000 | path coefficient=> standardized beta

This study examined the effect on knowledge sharing behavior of organizational
commitment and organizational justice dimensions (interactional, procedural and distributive),
with the moderating effect of POS among exogenous constructs and outcomes variable in the
service sector of Pakistan. The standardized coefficient beta was used to assess the effects of
explanatory predictors on dependent variable, as posited in the study hypotheses. The study
findings revealed that procedural justice, organizational commitment and perceived
organizational support have the greatest impact on knowledge sharing behavior. However,
distributive justice and interactional justice make no contribution to the knowledge sharing
behaviors of employees.
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FIGURE 3
STRUCTURAL MODEL ASSESSMENT
DISCUSSION
Hypothesis 1 the influence of distributive justice on the knowledge sharing behavior was
seen as an insignificant, however distributive justice produced the opposite results. Therefore,
H1 is rejected. Which means that in Pakistani culture it seen that there was no fairness in work
schedule, the employees thought that salary which they received was not fair according to their
services, employees considered that overall rewards they were receiving from the organizations
were not distributed with justice and employees perceived that job responsibilities were not fair
in the workplace. Empirical results are inconsistent with previous studies (Akram et al., 2017;
Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019; Li et al., 2017). Many scholars investigated distributive justice has
moderate positive impact on knowledge sharing behavior in telecommunication sector in China
(Akram et al., 2017), in industrial and service sector in Spain (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019), in
education sector in Taiwan (Mcpherson, 2004), and in energy sector in China (Li et al., 2017).
While, distributive justice has negative impact on knowledge sharing behavior in IT sector in
USA (Ibragimova et al., 2012). The findings would be helpful for explaining the facts about
Pakistani employees perceive distributive justice during job responsibilities, and they are treated
with dignity and respect, while making job decision. They are more motivated for sharing their
work related valuable knowledge.
Hypothesis 2 the impact of procedural justice on knowledge sharing behavior of
employees was found to be significant. Hence, H2 is accepted. A possible explanation could be
Leadership & Organization Management
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that employees may be thought general manager took all decisions with unbiased and equitable,
they perceived that general manger got all accurate and correct information in decision making
process. Employees' perception of justice or fairness about allocation of work, procedures,
process, and time at workplace leads to knowledge sharing behavior in form of knowledge
collection and knowledge donation. These findings are in line with the results of prior studies
(Ibragimova et al., 2012; Akram et al., 2017; Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019 and Li et al., 2017).
Many researchers investigated that procedural justice has positive influence on knowledge
sharing behavior in IT sector in USA (Ibragimova et al., 2012), in telecommunication sector in
China (Akram et al., 2017), in industrial and service sector (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019), in
education sector in Taiwan (Mcpherson, 2004), and in energy sector in China (Li et al., 2017).
When someone has considered a process to be fairer, he will more tolerant about process
consequences. Relating to knowledge sharing, this means individual believe that performance
appraisal process is fairly treated, which leads to more knowledge sharing behavior of
employees.
Hypothesis 3 the SEM analysis reveals that interactional justice was found to be
insignificant with knowledge sharing behavior. Thus, H3 is rejected. A conceivable
interpretation could be that in Pakistan culture many employees feel that their general manager
do not treat with kindness and consideration. Employees perceived that they were not treated
with dignity and respect. The behavior of general manger with their subordinates was not in
truthful manner. Employees at workplace perceived that general managers do not clearly explain
and engage in job decision.
Interactional justice describes as when an individual perceives the maximum of exchange
between employees based on respect and understanding of the feelings of others in an
organization. Where the environment is seen as equitable and just, individuals seem to be more
willing to achieve the organizational goals (Staley et al., 2003; Ibragimova et al., 2012). These
findings are in line with prior results (Ibragimova et al., 2012) they had found interactional
justice do not influence knowledge sharing behavior in IT sector in USA. In contrast, we found
some previous findings that are inconsistent with current results (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019;
Akram et al., 2017; Li et al., 2017). They investigated that knowledge sharing behavior
significantly affected by interactional justice in telecommunication sector in China (Akram et al.,
2017), in industrial and service sector in Spain (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019), and in energy
sector in China (Li et al., 2017). While, knowledge sharing behavior was being negatively
influenced by interactional justice in IT sector in USA (Ibragimova et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 4, the results revealed that knowledge sharing behavior of employees
significantly affected by organizational commitment. Therefore, H4 is supported. This can be
attributed to face that employees feel happiness to be the part of the organization. Employees
work for the organization with dedication. Employees perceive that organization considers their
loyalty towards it. This findings support to the findings of previous studies (Cugueró-Escofet et
al., 2019; Li et al., 2017; Han et al., 2010; Lin, 2007a; Van Den Hooff & Ridder, 2004). They
investigated knowledge sharing behavior positively influenced by organizational commitment in
an industrial and service sector in Spain (Cugueró-Escofet et al., 2019), and in energy service
sector in China (Li et al., 2017), in high tech companies in Taiwan (Han et al., 2010). In addition,
organizational commitment and tacit knowledge sharing significantly associated with each other
in the context of education sector in Taiwan (Lin, 2007a). In line with, organizational
commitment significantly related with knowledge sharing behavior in different five sectors;
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consultancy firms, financial services organizations, government department, education
organization, technical service organization in Netherland (Van Den Hooff & Ridder, 2004).
Moderating Effect of Perceived Organizational Support
In this study perceived organizational support (POS) is used as moderator among
organization justice dimensions (interactional, procedural, distributive) organizational
commitment and knowledge sharing behavior. Empirical results examined POS moderates the
association among organization justice dimensions (interactional, distributive), organizational
commitment and knowledge sharing behavior. Hence H5, H7 and H8 are accepted. However, H6
is rejected (see Table 6). Hypothesis 5, distributive justice does not directly link with knowledge
sharing in Pakistani context, but in the presence of POS as a moderator this path is found
negative significant. Its possible reason could be that employees may be perceived work
schedules are not fair in the workplace, they may perceived about pay/output which they have
been receiving from the organization is not quite fair against work time/inputs, regarding
organization support employees may be perceived organization does not stand behind the their
problems, therefore they may not share their valuable knowledge and experience with others.
Hypothesis H7, interactional justice does not directly link with knowledge sharing in
Pakistani context, but in the presence of POS as a moderator this path is found positive
significant. A conceivable reason could be some employees may be perceived their senior
manager treated them with dignity and respect in the workplace, in a result they feel more
respect and more likely to share knowledge with other. In line with, organization creates a
friendly environment and make polices for the employees in the workplace which supports to
their problems, hence they share their knowledge and experience with others employees in order
to achieve common goal of organization. Final hypothesis H8, POS as a moderator strengthen
the relationship of organizational commitment and knowledge sharing. An imaginable
explanation could be that employees may be perceived identical happy with organization, they
are committed to the organizations' policies, they may do not want to change their job in future,
hence they share more knowledge, expertise and information. Afterward, organization's
performance will be boost up, and organization will work for employees' wellbeing, supports
them and stand behind their problems.
However, hypothesis 6 procedural justice and knowledge sharing behavior found to
significant in direct path, but in the existence of POS as a moderator this relationship is revealed
insignificant. A possible explanation could be that some employees may be perceived general
manager does not get the more accurate information for decision making and organization's
polices may don’t compel to general managers when they take any decision. The employees may
not allow to challenge or appeal their job in the workplace. They may feel strict environment that
affect organization's performance. Previous studies investigated POS has positive impact on
knowledge sharing behavior in industrial and service sector in Spain (Cugueró-Escofet et al.,
2019) and in public sector organization in Colombia (Castaneda et al., 2016), and in management
consulting firm in London, UK (N. Anand et al., 2007). In addition, POS has impact on
knowledge sharing behavior concerning organizations that collect data for a wide US federal
agency with the duty of providing and managing communications networks for the US Defense
department component (King & Marks Jr, 2008).
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Study Implication
The findings of the present study are equally important for organizations managerial
perspective and theoretical perspective. This study has two main theoretical implications: First,
present research investigated the effect on knowledge sharing behavior of organizational justice
dimensions and organizational commitment in service sector by applying the equity theory in
Pakistani context. This study contributed in the theoretical body of management knowledge to
examine interactional justice and distributive justice found to be insignificant with knowledge
sharing behavior, however knowledge sharing behavior significantly affected by procedural
justice. In addition, organizational commitment and POS are found most significant influencing
predictors of employees, knowledge sharing behavior. Second, present research examined the
effect of POS as a moderator among the associations of organizational justices (interactional,
procedural, distributive), organizational commitment and knowledge sharing behavior to
strengthen the explanatory power of theoretical model. The findings revealed that distributive
justice and interactional justice are found insignificant with knowledge sharing behavior, but in
the presence of POS as a moderator shown to be significant. In line with, POS does not moderate
between procedural justice and knowledge sharing behavior. In addition, the findings exposed
POS strengthen the link between organizational commitment and knowledge sharing behavior.
This study has main three practical implications: Firstly, the organization and
practitioners can use these findings to improve their practices in workplace environment.
Distributive justice and interactional justice are found to be insignificant with knowledge sharing
behavior due to not fair distribution policy of organizations in studied context, organization
should revise distribution policy and improve their distribution perks (i.e. salary, incentives,
bonuses, rewards and promotion plans) in order to encourage employees for knowledge sharing
with other employees to improve organization performance. General Managers/seniors should
interact with their sub-ordinates with dignity and respect in the workplace, this is directly related
to knowledge sharing behavior because when employees feels disrespect by senior and not
rewarded on merit, resultantly they reluctant to share their valuable knowledge, skills with
others. Secondly, procedural justice has found to be significant with knowledge sharing
behavior, so organization can strengthen their employees' perception of sense of ownership, and
knowledge sharing with coworkers and team members. The general manager can use these
findings to make unbiased job decisions, to make sure employees' concerns are heard before job
decision and have collected complete and accurate information. In addition employees can also
use these findings to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the general manger. Finally, as
per the findings POS moderates between organization justices, commitment, and knowledge
sharing. The organization should create a perception/sense in the mind of employees that
organization stands behind your problems, organization should support employees through
fairness and justice-based policies, should provide fairness in the procedures and compensation
which will encourage to employees to share the knowledge (Hameed et al., 2019). Organizations
should arrange training in order to employees can learn knowledge sharing behavior. HR
managers should pay more attention to design the more attractive bonus policies to motivate their
knowledge sharing which cores interested related knowledge (Whicker & Andrews 2004). The
management should create an environment in which employees can work with more commitment
and they can more share knowledge.
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Limitations and Future Scope
The finding of this research are subject to some limitations need to be noted: Firstly, this
research used a cross-sectional research design, although this design was used due to time and
cost constraints, causality cannot be inferred, Future researchers can also confirm these results
by longitudinal study, and for empirical data, longitudinal study frameworks are deemed more
authentic (Li et al., 2017). Secondly, this research used a quantitative method in order to
empirically test theoretical model in studied context, future studies can focus on qualitative
method, and this design provides more in-depth and detailed explanation of organizational
justice and knowledge sharing behavior association. In addition, future studies can investigate
the impact of organization justice with two more dimensions (temporal justice and spatial
justice) on knowledge sharing behavior and organization performance in the studied context or
other context. Finally, present research collected data from the employees of service sector in
Lahore, Pakistan, future studies can be collected data from other cities of Pakistan like Multan,
Islamabad, and Karachi in order to generalize the findings of research model in the studied
context or manufacturing sector, or energy sector. Indeed, it is need to be studied organizations
justice, knowledge sharing behavior and organization performance in cross cultural settings like
Pakistan-China, Pakistan-Bangladesh in the studied context.
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