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Abstract 

Perceived organizational justice is an important factor for prediction of various aspects of OCBs. This research 
investigates the extent to which equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between perceived organizational 
justice and OCBs. It was hypothesized that distributive, procedural, informational and interpersonal justice are 
related to OCBs (helping behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship) and equity sensitivity has been moderate 
these relationships. Research sample group were 123 employees of a petrochemical company in Iran. The 
moderated hierarchical regression analysis indicated that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between 
perceived distributive organizational justice with civic virtue and sportsmanship. That is, in entitled group (and 
no in equity sensitive or benevolent groups) distributive justice positively and significantly related to civic virtue 
and sportsmanship (P<0.05). Also results indicated that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between 
perceived procedural organizational justice and sportsmanship. That is, in an equity sensitive group (and no in 
entitled or benevolent groups) procedural justice positively and significantly related to sportsmanship (P<0.05).  
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1. Introduction 

Nowadays organizations for succession need employees who engage in extra-role behaviors such as 
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) (Chien, 1988). During recent decades OCBs has become one of the 
most important variable at workplace researches (Asgari, Silong, Ahmad & Samah, 2008). Historically, OCBs 
defined as discretionary behaviors that are not explicitly recognized by organization, but enhance the 
organizational performance by contributing to its social and psychological environment (Asgari et al, 2008). In 
essence, it could be said that OCBs are behaviors in which employees engage in them beyond their formal role 
requirements (Chien, 1988). The empirical findings suggest that OCBs are related with many individual and 
organization-level constructs such as organizational performance and effectiveness (Paille, 2009). Three 
dimensions of OCBs are helping behaviors, sportsmanship, and civic virtue (Organ & Konovsky, 1989). Helping 
behaviors is being helpful to coworkers or other people with little interest in being rewarded for one's efforts. 
Sportsmanship is refraining from complaining about trivial matters, and civic virtue is responsible participation 
in the social life of the organization such as staying up-to-date with important issues of the organization (Miao & 
Kim, 2010). One variable that could be possibly linked to OCBs is the perceived organizational justice (Organ & 
Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000). In previous researches, researchers have 
used perceived organizational justice dimensions as antecedents of OCBs. The social exchange and equity 
theories suggest that OCBs are social responses to supervisors’ and/or coworkers’ behavior as well as a possible 
reaction of the individual to the behavior of his or her superior or to other motivation -based mechanisms in the 
workplace. Although studies have demonstrated that OCBs has a positive relationship with organizational 
performance (Podsakoff et al, 2000), but most OCBs studies have been conducted in the western countries 
(Lievens & Anseel, 2004; Paille, 2009). In past decade, OCBs has been studied in other countries such as in Iran 
(Golparvar & Rafizadeh, 2009). Research on OCBs in other countries is very important since cultural factors 
(Miao & Kim, 2010) may affect the relationship between perceptual constructs such as perceived organizational 
justice and OCBs.  
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 Perceived Organizational Justice and OCBs 

Organizational justice is a perceptual variable and refers to the presence of justice in distribution of outcomes, 
implementation of decisions and interaction between authority figures with employees in the organization 
(Colquitt, 2001). The research has suggested distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice as 
dimensions of perceived organizational justice at workplaces (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Golparvar & Rafizadeh, 
2010). Distributive justice focuses on employees’ beliefs about a mastery of justice rules in distribution of 
outcomes in organization, and procedural justice focuses on employees’ perception about the presence of justice 
rules in decision making and administration of decisions at workplaces. On the other hand, interpersonal justice 
focuses on presence of justice in social interactions that take place between individuals and others (especially 
supervisors) in the organizations. Finally, informational justice focuses on just information distribution in 
organization and how information regarding decisions is disseminated and explained to others (Ishak & Alam, 
2009). 

According to Moorman (1991), justice perceptions are important in predicting the occurrence of OCBs. From an 
exchange theory perspective, OCBs are means for an employee to reciprocate fair treatment from the 
organization (Moorman, 1991). When justice rules violated in organization, employees will likely believe that 
the social exchange has been violated, and accordingly respond to this justice violation in the form of decreased 
OCBs (Blackely, Andrews & Moorman, 2005). Previous researches reported a positive relationship between 
some of perceived organizational justice dimensions and OCBs. In a meta-analysis review of 55 studies, Organ 
and Ryan (1995) found that perceived justice was a predictor of OCBs. Cohen-charash & Spector (2001) in 
another meta- analytic study reported the positive significant relationship between interactional and procedural 
justice with some dimensions of OCBs. Williams, Pitre & Zainuba (2002) reported positive significant 
relationship between interactional justice and OCB. The underlying mechanism about the relationship between 
some perceived organizational justice dimensions and some OCBs facets is that, when the organization apply the 
just rules at workplaces , inform to employees that they are valued by the organization. When employees 
perceived they are valued members of an organization, they are more likely to engage in OCBs as a form of 
social exchange (Eisenberger, Fasolo & Davis-LaMastro, 1990). Also, when an organization allows its members 
to criticize unjust rules, ensures employees that the organization will care about their human rights (Eisenberger 
et al, 1990). 

2.2 Equity Sensitivity as a Moderator on the POJ- OCBs Relationship 

Equity theory emphasizes that individuals evaluate their efforts and subsequent outcomes against the efforts and 
subsequent outcomes of their peers (Adams, 1965). In the workplace, this theory suggests that employees 
compare their efforts and outcomes against their co-workers to find out whether they are being treated fairly or 
not. According to the equity theory, if employees encounter inequity, i.e., either they are being under - rewarded 
or over - rewarded, they will be motivated to restore equity (Adams, 1965). Based on the equity theory, 
individuals are different in terms of their preferences for equity (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1985, 1987; King 
& Miles, 1994; Foote & Harmon, 2006). Huseman et al (1987) proposed three categories of people on the basis 
of sensitivity to equity: (a) benevolents, (b) equity sensitivity, and (c) entitleds or self interest group.  

Hayes (2005) states that benevolents individual concern with higher work input to outcome ratio than equity 
sensitivity, and entitleds, thereby have a higher tolerance for being under-rewarded. Equity sensitivity concern 
with equity input to outcome ratio, and entitled people concern with lower input to outcome ratio (Hayes, 2005; 
Wheeler, 2007). Benevolent individuals easily give their skills and abilities to the organization without any 
expectation about fair outcomes. Unlike benevolents, entitleds emphasize on personal outcomes and have 
expectation about over-reward outcomes. Among benevolent and entitled people are the equity sensitivity who 
emphasize on having a suitable contribution to the organization and achieving fair outcomes (Huseman et al, 
1985, 1987; Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Allen, Biderman & White, 2004).  

Previous researches revealed that three equity sensitivity groups can be different in their reactions to inequity 
positions (King & Miles, 1994). Huseman et al (1985) reported that, there is significant difference between 
benevolents and entitleds reactions to under - rewarded position. They findings revealed that benevolents have 
higher satisfaction than entitleds in under-reward position. Consistent with Huseman et al’s (1985) study, Miles, 
Hatfield, and Huseman (1989, c.f, Hayes, 2005) reported the same results in another research. They also found 
that this three equity sensitivity groups have relatively similar attitudes about the amount of outcomes they 
receive but dissimilar attitudes about how much work input should be necessary (Hayes, 2005; Lok, 2007). King, 
Miles & Day (1993) found that benevolents tolerance for under- rewarded is related to altruism, empathy, or 
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disguised self-interest in them. For this, they redefined the concerns of benevolents and entitleds, and said 
benevolents have a greater tolerance for, but not preference for under-reward positions. Conversely, they 
reconceptualized entitleds as individuals who are intolerant of under-reward positions, and said entitleds 
primarily focus on self interest outcomes without their contributions in the position (Sauley & Bedeian, 2000). In 
another study, King and Miles (1994) reported the positive significant relation between equity sensitivity and 
professional attitudes (i.e., organizational commitment, job satisfaction). 

Along with above mentioned empirical findings about difference between three groups of equity sensitivity, 
there are empirical studies about the relationship between equity sensitivity and OCBs. It should be said that, 
although some researchers have not reported incremental power for equity sensitivity in prediction of OCBs 
beyond that satisfaction and perceived organizational justice (Konovsky & Organ, 1996), there is some 
researches in which them showed that the equity sensitivity is an potential predictor for OCBs as well moderator 
for the relationship between perceived organizational justice and OCBs. Fok, Hartman, Patti, and Razek (1999, 
c.f., Blakely et al, 2005) found a significant relation between equity sensitivity and OCBs. They findings indicate 
that benevolent would be more likely to engage in OCBs than entitleds. Kickul and Lester (2001, c.f., Blakely et 
al, 2005) found that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between psychological contract breach and 
OCBO. Blakely et al (2005) also found that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between perceived 
organizational justice and OCBs.  

Blackely et al (2005) believed that ‘‘threshold of fairness’’ rule is an underlying rule which can explain what 
happen for benevolents, equity sensitivity, and entitleds or self interest groups in reaction to fluctuation of justice 
in the organization or at workplaces. On the basis of this rule, fluctuating of perceived organizational justice is 
not important for benevolent (because they are more tolerant of unfair treatment) to engaging in OCBs, but for 
entitleds, perceived organizational justice is important if lead to them over-reward outcomes. Finally for equity 
sensitivity, perceived organizational justice is important, because brings them with fair outcomes (Blackely et al, 
2005). Taken together, pervious research and theory implies that equity sensitivity could be moderate the 
relationship between perceived organizational justice and OCBs.  

2.3 Conceptual Model of Research and Hypotheses 

Even though the previous research shed light the theoretical foundation of linkage between perceived 
organizational justice and OCBs with moderating effect of equity sensitivity, there are some limitations as well. 
First, above mentioned researches has not used the four dimensions justice types separately in their analysis 
(Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005; Roch & Shanock, 2006; Young, 2010). Using perceived 
organizational justice as a global measure in an investigation may not provide comprehensive understanding of 
underlying mechanism on the relationship between these variables with outcome variables such as OCBs. Young 
(2010) stated that the omission of one or two of these justice dimensions may lead researchers to overlook any 
significant relationship that would exist if the omitted dimensions were included (Young, 2010). Second, most of 
researches which referred to them in investigation such as current research has been administered in western 
countries (Farh, Hacket, & Liang, 2007; Young, 2010). Nevertheless, there is growing body of researches which 
revealed that cultural values are very important in studying the relationship between perceptual variables (i.e., 
perceived organizational justice) and behavioral outcomes (i.e., OCBs) (James, 1993; Yamaguchi, 2003; Fischer 
& Smith, 2003; Allen, Takeda, & White, 2005; Restubog, Bordia & Tang, 2007; Hollensbe, Khanzanchi & 
Masterson, 2008; Young, 2010).For instance, more recent cross-cultural investigations try to obtaining a more 
extensive understanding about the role of  individualism (i.e., the cultures in which them people have more 
tendency to be independent and self- interest ) and collectivism (i.e., the cultures in which them people have 
more tendency to collective work along with group identity) in perceived organizational justice and their 
behavioral outcomes such as OCBs (Fischer & Smith, 2003). This implies that the employees’ perception and 
their behavioral reaction to them may vary in other countries such as Iran. Finally, Blackely et al (2005) stated 
that further researches are needed about the moderating role of equity sensitivity on the linkage between 
perceived organizational justice and employees behavioral outcomes such as OCBs. In this regard, our aim was 
to extend current body of knowledge by testing the relationship between four dimensions of perceived 
organizational justice and three dimensions of OCB with considering the potential moderating effects of equity 
sensitivity.  

Hypotheses  

H1: There are positive relationships between perceived organizational justice dimensions (distributive, 
procedural, informational and interpersonal) and OCBs (helping behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship). 

H2: There is positive relationship between equity sensitivity and OCBs (helping behavior, civic virtue, and 
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sportsmanship). 

H3: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between perceived organizational justice dimensions 
(distributive, procedural, informational and interpersonal) and OCBs (helping behavior, civic virtue, and 
sportsmanship). That is, there are different relationships between perceived organizational justice dimensions 
and OCBs among equity sensitives, benevolents and entitleds. 

H3a: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between perceived distributive justice and OCB (helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship), That is, there are different relationships between perceived 
distributive justice and OCBs among equity sensitives, benevolents and entitleds. 

H3b: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between perceived procedural justice and OCB (helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship). That is, there are different relationships between perceived procedural 
justice and OCBs among equity sensitives, benevolents and entitleds. 

H3c: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between perceived informational justice and OCB (helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship). That is, there are different relationships between perceived 
informational justice and OCBs among equity sensitives, benevolents and entitleds. 

H3d: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between perceived interpersonal justice and OCB (helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship). That is, there are different relationships between perceived 
organizational justice dimensions and OCBs among equity sensitives, benevolents and entitleds. 

The conceptual model of current research is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model of current research 

 

3. Research Methodology 

3.1 Participants 

The sample group of current research was the full time employees of a petrochemical industry in Iran. The one 
hundred forty questionnaires (including scales of perceived organizational justice, equity sensitivity, and OCBs) 
were distributed among employees. One hundred twenty three of the employees returned the questionnaires. In 
this regard response rate was 87.85%. The mean age of the participants was 30 years with SD = 7.9. The mean 
organizational tenure of the participants were 6 years with SD = 6.71. Eighty-five percent (85%) were males and 
fifteen percent (15%) were females. Forty-seven percent (47%) were single and fifty three percent (53%) were 
married. Majority of the sample group had secondary studies, or university studies (81.5%). 

3.2 Instruments 

3.2.1 Equity Sensitivity 

Participant’s equity sensitivity was assessed by Equity Sensitivity Instrument (ESI) adopted from Huseman et al 
(1985). This instrument measures equity sensitivity on a spectrum from entitle to benevolent. In each item, 
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participants must divided 10 points between two statements. The content of one statement is about entitled 
tendency and the content of other statement included benevolent tendency of respondent. A sample item is “It 
would be more important for me to: A. Help others. B. Watch out for my own good.” The 10 points assigned to 
each five items result in participant scores oscillate from 0 to 50.The high score in this instrument reveal the 
respondent is highly benevolent and low score reveal the respondent is highly entitled. These items were 
translated into Farsi (Iranian language) with the use of two stage translation/back translation method (Brislin, 
1980). Firstly, questionnaire translated into the Farsi (Iranian language) by a bilingual native Iranian 
psychologist. Next, the translated Iranian version was “back translated” into English by another psychologist. 
Finally, the translated English version was adapted to the original version and any differences were revised 
trough active interaction between the two psychologists. Cronbach’s alpha for the entire sample was 0.85. 
Following the procedure described in Blackly et al (2005), the sample was categorized into the three groups 
trough trichotomizing the participants at approximately 1/2 SD from the average. On the basis of this manner, 
those with a score of less than 3.75 being categorized as entitleds (n = 20, M = 2.17, SD. = 1.31), those with a 
score of from 3.75 to 5.25 being categorized as equity sensitives (n = 70, M = 4.58, SD. = 0.45), and those with a 
score of 5.23 or greater being categorized as benevolents (n = 33, M = 5.96, SD. = 0.48). 

3.2.2 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs) 

Participant’s OCBs were measured with the 13 item scale which adopted from Ackfeldt and Coote (2005). This 
multi-dimensional scale consisted of helping behavior (five items, A sample item is: I give my time to help 
employees with work-related problems), civic virtue (four items, A sample item is: I attend work-related 
information sessions), and sportsmanship (four items, A sample item is: keep trivial complaints to myself), and 
has been translate and validated in Iranian work settings in a previous research (Golparvar & Rafizadeh, 2009). 
In three scales, responses are given along a 5-point scale from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. 
Cronbach’s alpha for helping behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship in current research were 0.85, 0.74, and 
0.83 respectively. 

3.2.3 Perceived Organizational Justice 

Participant’s perceived organizational justice was assessed by 20 item scale adopted from Colquit (2001). The 
scale measures distributive justice (four items, An example item is: Does your outcome reflect the effort you 
have put into your work), procedural justice (seven items, An example item is: Have you been able to appeal the 
outcome arrived at by the decision making procedures in your organization?), interpersonal justice (four items, 
An example item is: Has your supervisor treated you in a polite manner), and informational justice (five items, 
An example item is: Has your supervisor explained the procedures thoroughly). This scale has been translate and 
validated at Iranian work settings in a previous research (Golparvar & Rafizadeh, 2010). In four scales, 
responses are given along a 5-point scale from 1=very few to 5=very much. Cronbach’s alpha for procedural, 
distributive, interpersonal, and informational justice in current research were 0.79, 0.72, 0.76, and 0.71 
respectively. 

4. Results  
Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for all the variables included in the study among three groups 
of equity sensitivity. 

 

Table 1. Mean and standard deviation of research variables among three groups of equity sensitivity 

 Entitleds Equity Sensitivity Benevolents 
N M SD N M SD N M SD 

interpersonal justice 20 3.02 0.54 70 3.3 0.75 33 3.21 0.88 
informational justice 20 2.89 0.75 70 3.03 0.62 33 2.81 0.71 
procedural justice 20 2.76 0.47 70 2.91 0.67 33 2.84 0.67 
distributive justice 20 2.9 1.04 70 3.03 0.64 33 2.98 0.87 
helping behavior 20 3.26 0.73 70 3.72 0.74 33 3.83 0.84 
civic virtue 20 3.15 0.88 70 3.62 0.67 33 3.73 0.74 
sportsmanship 20 3.28 1.03 70 3.65 0.81 33 3.82 0.89 
equity sensitivity 20 2.17 1.31 70 4.58 0.45 33 5.96 0.48 

Inter-correlations, means and standard deviations for all variables for total sample of current research are 
reported in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Mean, standard deviation and inter-correlations for study variables among total sample  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

interpersonal justice 2.95 0.67        

informational justice 3.23 0.76 0.43** -      

procedural justice 2.87 0.64 0.24** 0.7** -     

distributive justice 3 0.77 0.18* 0.4** 0.44** -    

helping behavior 3.68 0.79 0.42** 0.02 -0.06 0.1 -   

civic virtue 3.58 0.75 0.34** 0.13 0.1 0.12 0.77** -  

sportsmanship 3.64 0.88 0.38** 0.15 0.11 0.17 0.74** 0.77** - 

equity sensitivity 4.56 1.38 0.09 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 0.28** 0.27** 0.23**

N = 123; *p<0.05; **p<0.01 

 

As shown in Table 2, among total sample, only interpersonal justice was positively and significantly correlated 
with helping behavior (r = 0.42, p< 0. 01), with civic virtue (r = 0.34, p< 0. 01) and with sportsmanship (r = 0.38, 
p< 0. 05). Informational, procedural and distributive justice has not significant correlation with helping behaviors, 
civic virtue, and sportsmanship. These findings only support first hypothesis (H1) about relationship between 
interpersonal justice and dimensions of OCBs. Equity sensitivity was positively and significantly correlated with 
helping behavior (r = 0.28, p< 0. 01), with civic virtue (r = 0.27, p< 0. 01) and with sportsmanship (r = 0.23, p< 0. 
05). These findings support second hypothesis (H2) about relationship between equity sensitivity with 
dimensions of OCBs. 

To test the third hypotheses, that is four dimensions of perceived organizational justice interactions with equity 
sensitivity would predict three dimensions of OCBs (i.e., helping behavior, civic virtue and sportsmanship), we 
followed the procedures recommended by Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken (2003). We mean-centered the four 
dimensions of perceived organizational justice, and equity sensitivity, and multiplied the two centered variables 
(informational justice × equity sensitivity, interpersonal justice × equity sensitivity, procedural justice × equity 
sensitivity, and distributive justice × equity sensitivity) to create a continuous interaction terms. Table 3 presents 
the result of the hierarchical moderated regression analysis.  

In Table 3, a three-stage hierarchical moderated regression analysis was used to test the research hypothesis 
about the moderating effects of equity sensitivity (ES) on the relationship between four dimensions of perceived 
organizational justice with helping behavior, civic virtue and sportsmanship. In Model 1, each of four 
dimensions of perceived organizational justice was entered as predictor of helping behavior, civic virtue and 
sportsmanship. In Model 2, the equity sensitivity (ES) was entered as a predictor of helping behavior, civic virtue 
and sportsmanship. In Model 3, the multiplicative interaction term was entered. That is the two-way, 
cross-product terms between each of dimensions of perceived organizational justice with equity sensitivity (ES) 
were entered as predictors of helping behavior, civic virtue and sportsmanship. Our results (Table 3) show that 
equity sensitivity has been moderate the relationship between distributive justice and civic virtue (R2 = 0.052, 
F = 7.26 and p<0.01), the relationship between distributive justice and sportsmanship (R2 = 0.042, F = 5.69 
and p<0.05) and the relationship between procedural justice and sportsmanship (R2 = 0.036, F = 4.6 and 
p<0.01). These findings confirm partly H2a and H2b. To interpret the form of the moderated relationship, the 
interaction effect was plotted using the procedure suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Specifically, the 
regression lines of distributive and procedural justice on civic virtue and sportsmanship for high and low levels 
of moderating variable (equity sensitivity) were as shown in tables 4 and Figures 2 to 4. Table 4 presents the 
correlation matrix for the research variables among entitleds, equity sensitives and benevolents groups. 
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Table 3. The results of hierarchical moderated regression analysis  

 Helping behavior Civic virtue Sportsmanship 

Model1 Model2 Model3 Model1 Model2 Model3 Model1 Model2 Model3 

β β β β β β β β β 

Informational justice(INFOJ) 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.17 

Equity sensitivity(ES) - 0.29** 0.28** - 0.28** 0.28** - 0.24** 0.24** 

INFOJ×ES 
- - -0.06 - - -0.14 - - -0.14 

R2 or R2  
0.000 0.082** 0.004 0.018 0.081** 0.02 0.023 0.06** 0.021 

F or F  
0.06 10.68** 0.52 2.18 10.79** 2.71 2.79 7.79** 2.73 

Interpersonal justice(INTEJ) 0.42** 0.4** 0.38** 0.34** 0.31** 0.32** 0.33** 0.36** 0.36** 

Equity sensitivity(ES) - 0.25** 0.26** - 0.25** 0.24** - 0.2* 0.2* 

INTEJ×ES 
- - 0.08 - - -0.028 - - -0.003 

R2 or R2  
0.177** 0.061** 0.006 0.114** 0.061** 0.001 0144** 0.041* 0.000 

F or F  
26.05** 9.58** 0.88 15.56** 8.88** 0.11 20.42** 5.97* 0.001 

Procedural justice(PJ) -0.06 -0.04 -0.03 0.1 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.14 

Equity sensitivity(ES) - 0.28** 0.29** - 0.28** 0.3** - 0.24** 0.27** 

PJ×ES 
- - -0.07 - - -0.15 - - -0.19* 

R2 or R2  
0.03 0.079** 0.005 0.009 0.08** 0.021 0.011 0.059 0.036** 

F or F  
0.39 10.35** 0.68 1.12 10.55** 2.82 1.38 7.56** 4.6** 

Distributive justice (DJ) 0.02 0.035 0.03 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.18* 0.17* 

Equity sensitivity(ES) - 0.29** 0.28** - 0.28** 0.28** - 0.24* 0.24** 

DJ×ES 
- - -0.12 - - -0.23** - - -0.2* 

R2 or R2  
0.000 0.082** 0.012 0.014 0.08** 0.052** 0.029 0.06** 0.042* 

F or F  
0.05 10.67** 1.64 1.74 10.66** 7.26** 3.59 7.89** 5.69* 

Note. * p<0.05 ** p<0.01, Model 1 = main effects of each of dimensions of perceived organizational justice, 
Model 2 = main effect of equity sensitivity, and Model 3 = interactive effects of each of dimensions of perceived 
organizational justice and equity sensitivity. 
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Table 4. Correlation matrix for the research variables among three equity sensitivity group 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Entitleds group, n = 20 

interpersonal justice -       

informational justice 0.26 -      

procedural justice 0.15 0.6** -     

distributive justice 0.38 0.61** 0.34 -    

helping behavior 0.3 0.18 -0.24 0.3 -   

civic virtue 0.33 0.22 -0.1 0.49** 0.8** -  

sportsmanship 0.43* 0.24 -0.07 0.39* 0.77** 0.78** - 

equity sensitivity 0.05 -0.06 -0.46* -0.15 0.36 0.28 0.24 

Equity  sensitives group, n = 70 

interpersonal justice -       

informational justice 0.51** -      

procedural justice 0.22 0.68** -     

distributive justice 0.06 0.17 0.46** -    

helping behavior 0.41** 0.09 0.02 -0.06 -   

civic virtue 0.33** 0.27* 0.23 0.01 0.71** -  

sportsmanship 0.3* 0.2 0.26* 0.1 0.69** 0.71** - 

equity sensitivity -0.06 -0.11 -0.24* -0.16 0.02 -0.07 0.01 

Benevolents group, n = 33 

interpersonal justice -       

informational justice 0.37* -      

procedural justice 0.28 0.78** -     

distributive justice 0.27 0.56* 0.51** -    

helping behavior 0.46** -0.18 -0.19 -0.08 -   

civic virtue 0.34 -0.13 -0.11 -0.06 0.79** -  

sportsmanship 0.49** 0.02 -0.12 0.07 0.77** 0.74** - 

equity sensitivity 0.24 0.06 0.02 -0.3 0.25 0.21 0.22*

Note. *p<0.05; **p<0.01 
 

As shown in Table 4, among entitled group, interpersonal justice was positively and significantly correlated with 
sportsmanship (r = 0.43, p< 0. 05), and distributive justice was positively and significantly correlated with civic 
virtue (r = 0.49, p< 0. 01), and with sportsmanship (r = 0.39, p< 0. 05). Also procedural justice was negatively 
and significantly correlated with equity sensitivity (r = - 0.46, p< 0. 05). As shown in Table 4, among equity 
sensitives group, interpersonal justice was positively and significantly correlated with helping behavior(r = 0.41, 
p< 0. 01), with civic virtue(r = 0.33, p< 0. 01), and with sportsmanship (r = 0.3, p< 0. 05), informational justice 
was positively and significantly correlated with civic virtue (r = 0.27, p< 0. 05), and procedural justice was 
positively and significantly correlated with sportsmanship (r = 0.26, p< 0. 05), and negatively with equity 
sensitivity (r = - 0.24, p< 0. 05). As shown in Table 4, among benevolents group, only interpersonal justice was 
positively and significantly correlated with helping behavior(r = 0.46, p< 0. 01), and with sportsmanship (r = 
0.49, p< 0. 01). 
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Figure 2. Simple slopes of distributive justice on civic virtue for entitleds, equity sensitives and benevolents 
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Figure 3. Simple slopes of distributive justice on sportsmanship for entitleds, equity sensitives and benevolents 

 

As predicted by H2a partially, the moderation impact of equity sensitivity on the relationship between 
distributive justice with civic virtue and sportsmanship is stronger  for entitled group (was significant, r = 0.49, 
p<0.01 for civic virtue, and r = 0.39, p<0.05 for sportsmanship) than equity sensitives (not significant, r = 0.01, 
p>0.05 for civic virtue, and r = 0.1, p>0.05 for sportsmanship) and benevolent groups (not significant, r = - 0.09, 
p>0.05 for civic virtue, and r = 0.07, p>0.05 for sportsmanship). 
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Figure 4. Simple slopes of procedural justice on sportsmanship for entitleds, equity sensitives and benevolents 

 

Also as predicted by H2b partially, the moderation impact of equity sensitivity on the relationship between 
procedural justice with sportsmanship is stronger for equity sensitives group (was significant, r = 0.26, p<0.01) 
than entitled (not significant, r = - 0.07, p<0.01) and benevolent groups (not significant, r = - 0.12, p>0.05). 

5. Discussion 

The purpose of the current research was to examine whether equity sensitivity had a moderating effect on the 
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relationship between interpersonal, informational, procedural, and distributive justice and helping behavior, civic 
virtue, and sportsmanship. A basic premise of this paper was that equity sensitivity have moderating role on the 
relationship between perceived organizational justice and OCBs dimensions. As a rule, although some of the 
findings are more complex than hypothesized, the results partially support this basic argument. Findings revealed 
that among total sample group, interpersonal justice have a positive significant relationship with helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship, but informational, procedural, and distributive justice does not have 
any significant relationship with helping behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship. The findings of this study are 
not consistent with the findings of some previous researches. Many researchers have already proved the positive 
and strong relationship between some of perceived organizational justice, particularly procedural justice with 
OCB and their dimensions (Podsakoff et al, 2000; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Williams et al, 2002). 
Meanwhile, some researchers were cautious about saying that procedural justice is the sole determinant of OCBs 
(Organ & Moorman, 1993). One explanation for this non-finding is that informational, procedural, and 
distributive justice are generally perceptual variables which in many situations interact with the other 
dispositional or individual differences variables such as equity sensitivity (Blakely et al, 2005). In essence, to 
explain these findings, it could be said that dimensions of organizational justice might not have a direct effect on 
OCB dimensions, but it is likely to interact with dispositional construct such as equity sensitivity in predicting 
behavioral outcomes.  

The second hypothesis, in which the equity sensitivity is positively related to helping behavior, civic virtue, and 
sportsmanship, was supported. The findings of this study are relatively consistent with the findings of Fok et al 
(1999), Kickul and Lester (2001), and Blakely et al. (2005) which reported a significant correlation between 
equity sensitivity and some of OCB dimensions. Additionally, the moderating analysis demonstrates how the 
equity sensitivity can alter some of the relationship between perceived organizational justice with civic virtue 
and sportsmanship. As found in this research, equity sensitivity has been moderated the relationship between 
distributive justice with civic virtue and sportsmanship and the relationship between procedural justice and 
sportsmanship, but it doesn’t interact with informational and interpersonal justice when predicting OCBs. 
Primarily, our results consistent with findings of Blackely et al (2005) study, may present an insight why 
distributive justice have not predictive power for prediction of OCBs in many previous researches (Organ & 
Moorman, 1993). In essence, it may be resulted from this truth that in the relationship between distributive 
justice and OCBs, many variables such as equity sensitivity play a moderator role (Blackely et al (2005). 
Theoretical, as Adam’s equity theory (1965) suggests everyone tends to compare his/her perceived 
reward-to-effort ratio with others. If an under-reward situation appears, dissatisfaction may push employees to 
unpleasant performances. On the basis of equity sensitivity theory, benevolents have higher tolerance than equity 
sensitives and entitleds for under-reward outcomes. On the other hand, equity sensitives have a higher concern 
about equity norm and finally entitleds have a most concern for a lower input to outcome ratio (Hayes, 2005; 
Wheeler, 2007). The results of the current study are relatively consistent with the assertion of the equity 
sensitivity theory. On the basis of current research findings, if entitleds exposed in the perceived fairness towards 
their rewards (distributive justice), they were likely to give higher tending to civic virtue and sportsmanship. 
King et al (1993) suggested that entitleds primarily focus on outcomes or receipts with less regard for inputs or 
contributions. It is because of what leads to job satisfaction for entitleds is not so much absolute salary or other 
outcomes, but comparative salary. Blackely et al (2005) found that when organizational justice increase, entitleds 
showing a famous increase in OCBs. In current research recognized that with increasing distributive justice, the 
entitleds and no benevolents exhibit more civic virtue and sportsmanship. But, for procedural justice, findings 
revealed that when procedural justice increases, equity sensitives exhibit sportsmanship behaviors increasingly. 
Several possible explanations might account for the current research findings. First, in this research, OCBs and 
perceived organizational justice investigated in three and four dimensions respectively. In Blackely et al (2005) 
study, organizational justice investigated as a total scale. We have not found any researches which addressed the 
same issues. According to Young (2010), the omission of one or two dimensions of justice may lead researchers 
to overlook any significant relationship that would exist if the omitted dimensions were included. We believe 
that when organizational justice investigates totally and no in detailed dimensions, covering effect will occur. 
Covering effect point to effects which if constructs such as organizational justice investigate in detailed 
dimensions it will be achieved, but if constructs investigate totally, won't be achieved.  

Second, there is some evidence which reveals that cultural difference is a potential factor which affects the 
relationships between variables at workplaces. James (1993), Yamaguchi (2003), and Allen et al (2005) 
concluded that cultural difference is a potential factor which impacts opinions, perception and behaviors of 
employees at workplaces. It should be said that there is no “right” way to deal with cultural difference about 
perceived organizational justice and equity sensitivity. In fact, our discussion presents an explanation for helping 



www.ccsenet.org/ijps            International Journal of Psychological Studies          Vol. 4, No. 2; June 2012 

                                                          ISSN 1918-7211   E-ISSN 1918-722X 38

future researchers in minimizing the contradictory findings and maximizing the positive effects of cultural 
diversity. There are empirical evidences which reveal that levels of individualism-collectivism impact on 
behavioral reactions to the various situations. For example, James (1993) held that individualists follow equity 
regardless of the group membership of their interaction partner. With consider to the effects of cultural 
background on employees’ opinions about fairness or rewards, punishments and procedures (James, 1993), it is 
likely that in current research, entitleds were more individualists (emphasis on individual goals, individual rights, 
autonomy, self-reliance, achievement orientation, and competitiveness) and preferred than benevolent for 
distributive justice, and on the other hand, equity sensitives were less individualists and preferred than entitleds 
and benevolent for procedural justice. Therefore, it is that, among participants of this research, equity 
preferences and no equity sensitivity are major variables which affect the relationship between distributive 
justice with civic virtue and sportsmanship and the relationship between procedural justice and sportsmanship. 
We believe that in some cultures, as in Iran, among some groups (such as entitleds or equity sensitivis) there is a 
high need for some of organizational justice dimensions such as distributive or procedural justice (Golparvar & 
Rafizadeh, 2009, 2010). For this, the equity sensitivity could moderate the relationship between special 
dimensions of perceived organizational justice (i.e., distributive justice) with negative or positive behaviors at 
workplaces. Also, in accordance with equity sensitivity theory, we believe that each of three equity sensitivity 
groups likely have special preferences for special dimensions of organizational justice (i.e., entitleds for 
distributive justice and equity sensitives for procedural justice). Another possible explanation is that, in current 
research, entitleds viewed the distributive justice as a means to an end which minority brings them just outcomes 
and perhaps equity sensitives, because they are satisfied if, and only if, they get a balanced actual effort and 
reward ratio (Lok, 2007), feel that procedural justice will ultimately brings them complete fair outcomes. In 
other words, entitleds viewed distributive justice as tools to increase the probability of what achieved them to 
fair outcomes rather than improbable over-reward outcomes. Finally, we emphasized that the moderating effects 
of equity sensitivity will depend on the national and organizational culture of the research sample group. This 
study relatively supports the proposition that national and organizational culture affect the propositions of equity 
sensitivity theory about the relationship between organizational justice and OCBs.  

6. Research and Theory Implications 

The findings of current research have important implications for the theory and future research. This study 
highlights various areas where additional research would be useful. First, further examinations of how equity 
sensitivity interacts with perceived organizational justice on predicting OCBs and their dimensions in other 
countries are needed. Our findings suggest that moderating effects of equity sensitivity in the relationship 
between organizational justice and behavioral outcomes at workplaces may be related to the organizational and 
national structure and culture. A useful path for further research is to examine the effects of cultural values on the 
relationship between perceived organizational justice and equity sensitivity with dimensions of OCB. Second, it 
would be useful to take a detailed attention at the different effects that equity sensitivity have on job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment and job involvement and on behavioral responses (positive one such as OCBs and 
negative one such as deviant behaviors) separately. Future studies should also continue to examine how equity 
sensitivity interacts with other perceptual variable such as psychological contract to influence different types of 
negative and positive behaviors. Also, a useful path for further research is to examine other measures of OCBs 
and measures of other behaviors such as innovative behaviors and so on. Finally, on the basis of their 
organization conditions about distributive and less procedural justice, organizations should consider equity 
sensitivity as an important employee selection test. Therefore, future studies should consider how to develop 
equity sensitivity as a hiring instrument. 

7. Limitations 

This study does have some limitations. First, a common method variance - a methodological problem that is 
defined as a variance that is attributed to multiple constructs being measured using the same method (i.e. 
self-report questionnaires) rather than actual covariance between the constructs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and 
Podsakoff, 2003), could account for the observed relationships among the variables. Since all the data in the 
current study were collected using self-report Likert-type questionnaires, it is possible that the observed 
relationships between the constructs (perceived organizational justice, equity sensitivity, and OCB dimensions) 
were in some way altered by the common measurement method. Second, the sample size in current research is 
small. Larger sample sizes for studying about the moderating effects of equity sensitivity on the relationship 
between dimensions of organizational justice and OCB are necessary for future studies. Blackely et al (2005) 
believed that a larger sample size would allow the dimensions of justice to be examined separately and 
accurately. Third, the trichotomizing equity sensitivity has been criticized for several reasons, for calling into 
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question its robustness as a measurement of ES. Sauley and Bedeian (2000) have criticized measurement of ES 
and developed the Equity Preference Questionnaire (EPQ) to address these concerns. Also, Yamaguchi (2003) 
contended that a forced distribution measurement is not appropriate for measuring psychological states. For this, 
in future researches, researcher could use Equity Preference Questionnaire (EPQ) in their studies. Fourth, the 
current study was cross-sectional; therefore interpretation of causality about our findings is not true. Fifth, our 
data were collected in Iran and generalizing it to other cultures should be done with caution. Finally, since this 
study used only the self- report of OCBs, future study should consider the use of co-workers or supervisor 
evaluation of OCBs and reexamine the moderating effects of equity sensitivity on the relationship between 
dimensions of perceived organizational justice and OCB dimensions. 
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