COPYRIGHTINTERNATIONAL ISLAMIC UNIVERSITY MALAYSIA

GROUP-DIRECTED ORGANISATIONAL CITIZENSHIP
BEHAVIOUR, INTERACTIONAL JUSTICE, AND
GROUP IDENTIFICATION AMONG LECTURERS IN
THREE HIGHER LEARNING INSTITUTIONS

BY

MUHAMMAD HAIKAL B. AHMAD PUA’AD

A dissertation submitted in fulfilment of requirement for the
degree of Master of Human Sciences in Psychology
(Industrial and Organisational)

Kulliyyah of Islamic Revealed Knowledge and
Human Sciences
International Islamic University Malaysia

JANUARY 2017



ABSTRACT

This research examines the relationships among group-directed organisational
citizenship behaviour, interactional justice, and group identification in three
Malaysian public universities. A total of 174 university lecturers (Males = 85;
Females = 89) from the International Islamic University Malaysia, Universiti
Teknologi MARA, and Universiti Malaya were recruited as participants using
purposive sampling. Using paper-based questionnaires completed at their workplace,
the participants answered questions from four established scales that measured group-
directed organisational citizenship behaviour, interactional justice (i.e., interpersonal
and informational), and group identification. Results of regression analysis show that
there is: (1) a moderate and significant positive relationship between interpersonal
justice and group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour; (2) a moderate and
significant positive correlation between informational justice and group-directed
organisational citizenship behaviour; (3) a weak but significant positive relationship
between interpersonal justice and group identification; (4) a moderate and significant
positive correlation between informational justice and group identification; and (5) a
small but significant positive relationship between group identification and group-
directed organisational citizenship behaviour. However, the mediation analysis using
Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-procedure approach and Preacher and Hayes’s (2004)
bootstrapping techniques showed that although interactional justice directly predicted
group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour, this relationship, however, was
not mediated by group identification. The implications of these findings are discussed,
and recommendations for future research are provided.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.0 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Both the National Higher Education Strategic Plan 2007-2020 and the Malaysian
Education Blueprint (Higher Education) 2015 — 2025 have set out the country’s vision
for research and teaching, access and equity, internationalisation and lifelong learning,
as well as the overall management of higher education. Under its quality aspirations,
the most recent Plan (i.e., Malaysia Education Blueprint {Higher Education} 2015 —
2025) outlines graduate employability, research output, international student intake,
and university global rankings as key indicators of high performing institutions.

One of the ways to uphold these aspirations is by maintaining or improving the
performance of lecturers in delivering educational services. This is because teaching
staff make up the majority of personnel employed within higher learning institutions
and their work activities are closely linked to students’ performance (Molefe, 2010).
Lecturers’ work performance is thus integral to quality higher learning institution and
quality clientele (i.e., students) experience; both are major criteria indicating high
performing institutions according to the Malaysia Education Blueprint (Higher
Education) 2015 — 2025.

Performance at work has been found to be related to organisational citizenship
behaviour. Within academic institutions, Jafari and Bidarian (2012) reported that it is
necessary for teaching staff to practice organisational citizenship behaviour as part of
their work performance due to the complex, vast, and various activities existing in the
institutions. Studies have also shown that quality work performance is positively

related to workers' organisational citizenship behaviour (Allen & Rush, 1998;



Hopkins, 2002; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991; Podsakoff, Ahearne, &
MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994). Organisational citizenship
behaviour, in turn, is related to interactional justice (Liao & Rupp, 2005; Masterson,
Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000) and group identification (Dick, Wagner,
Stellmacher, & Christ, 2004). Interactional justice refers to the amount of respect that
staff feel they receive from their organisation (Aharon & Gil, 2014) while
identification within an organisation, i.e., group identification, refers to the way
members define themselves with reference to their work-group membership (He &
Brown, 2013).

Based on the above discussion, it can be seen that the quality of higher learning
institutions is associated with lecturers’ work performance, which can be measured in
terms of their organisational citizenship behaviour. Organisational citizenship
behaviour, in turn, is related to interactional justice and group identification.
Consequently, this scenario provides a basis to investigate the variables of interest

within the academic setting.

1.1 STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

Studies such as those by Borman and Motowidlo (1997) and Hopkins (2002) have
shown that work performance is important to organisations. Ideally, an organisation’s
management should provide a balanced emphasis on the types of work performance
valued within the organisation. However, the current performance assessment in
higher learning institutions is aimed at capturing the quantity of work completed
(Abdullah, 2012), which reflects that less attention is given to the performance of
citizenship behaviours in the institutions. This situation can be detrimental to workers’

attitude and behaviour as they may feel that the assessment is unfair or that they have



been treated unjustly (Mamman, Kamoche, & Bakuwa, 2012). The scenario may
highlight the influential role of justice in organisations towards the performance of
organisational citizenship behaviour.

As justice and citizenship behaviour are both important to organisations, there is
a need to explore a variety of variables that are related to the justice-organisational
citizenship behaviour relationship (Rego & Cunha, 2010). However, among the
variables that have been studied, there is a paucity of literature in terms of examining
identification in the justice-organisational citizenship behaviour relationship (Kwon
Choi, Koo Moon, Ko, & Min Kim, 2014). In particular, the majority of existing
studies (e.g., Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Gupta & Singh, 2013;
Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) have not considered the different types of organisational
justice and identification in relation to the specific categories of organisational
citizenship behaviour. This situation may limit a functional understanding of the
associations among the three variables, especially on the role of identification in
explaining the relationship between organisational justice and organisational
citizenship behaviour.

In addition, studies of organisational citizenship behaviour have been largely
conducted in industries and business organisations (e.g., Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015;
Gupta & Singh, 2013; Muzumdar, 2012) rather than in the academic setting. This lack
of studies of organisational citizenship behaviour in an academic setting may have
some limitations that make generalising the findings to the particular setting difficult.
Given these realities, it is important to examine the relationship between citizenship
behaviour, particularly group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour and its
associated variables of interactional justice and group identification among teaching

staff in higher learning institutions. Therefore, the current study seeks to examine the



relationships among group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour, interactional

justice, and group identification.

1.2 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The current study offers two contributions to existing research in industrial and
organisational psychology. First, it contributes towards better understanding of the
relationship between group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour, interactional
justice, and group identification among lecturers since research of this nature is fairly
limited in academic institutions (Erturk, 2007; Hnat, Mahony, Fitzgerald, & Crawford,
2014). Second, this study provides an empirical support that might be useful for the
improvement of management practices, e.g., leadership training on organisational
justice to increase citizenship behaviours (Skarlicki & Latham, 1997), especially

within the selected higher learning institutions.

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The four research objectives of the study followed by the four corresponding research
questions are outlined below:
1. To examine the relationship between employees’ group-directed
organisational citizenship behaviour and interactional justice.
2. To examine the relationship between employees’ group-directed
organisational citizenship behaviour and group identification.
3. To examine the relationship between interactional justice and group
identification.
4. To investigate the interrelationships between group-directed organisational

citizenship behaviour, interactional justice, and group identification.



1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. Does group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour correlate with
interactional justice?

2. Does group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour correlate with
group identification?

3. Does interactional justice correlate with group identification?

4. Do group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour, interactional

justice, and group identification have any relation with each other?

1.5 DEFINITION OF TERMS

This section outlines the definition of terms for variables investigated in this study.

1.5.1 Group-directed Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

Conceptual definition: Group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour is

conceptually defined as individual behaviour that is discretionary, not directly or
explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate, promotes the
efficient and the effective functioning of the work-group (Organ, Podsakoff, &
MacKenzie, 2006; Tyler & Blader, 2003).

Operational definition: In this study, group-directed organisational citizenship

behaviour is operationalised as ratings of altruism and courtesy items as measured by
Williams and Anderson’s (1991) seven-item Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

towards Individuals (OCBI) scale.



1.5.2 Interactional Justice

Conceptual definition: Interactional justice is defined as the fairness in

communications of decisions (Bies & Moag, 1986) and can be conceptualised as
having two components: interpersonal and informational (Colquitt, 2001). The
interpersonal component refers to the degree to which people are treated with
politeness, dignity, and respect by authorities involved in executing procedures or
determining outcomes while the informational component refers to the perceived
fairness of how decisions are enacted by organisational communication (Colquitt,
2001).

Operational definition: In this study, interactional justice is operationalised as the

extent to which employees feel that their interpersonal treatment by organisations is
with respect, courtesy, and proprietary rights, as measured by Colquitt’s (2001) five-

item Informational Justice scale and four-item Interpersonal Justice scale.

1.5.3 Group Identification

Conceptual definition: This variable refers to the extent to which an organisational

member defines him/herself with reference to his/her work-group membership (He &
Brown, 2013).

Operational definition: In this study, group identification refers to four elements of

identification (i.e., self-categorisation, goodness of fit, affective-attachment, and

behavioural involvement), as measured by Stoner, Perrewé¢, and Hofacker’s (2011)

14-item Multidimensional Identity Scale (MIDS).



1.5.4 Higher Learning Institutions

Conceptual definition: Higher learning institutions refers to a system that incorporates

post-secondary education, namely colleges and universities (Arokiasamy, 2011).

Operational definition: In this study, higher learning institutions refers to three

universities, i.e., International Islamic University Malaysia, Universiti Teknologi
MARA, and Universiti Malaya; all of which have been awarded Tier 1 status by the
Chartered Institute of Management Accountants (CIMA) (Choong, 2015). Because
earning the Tier 1 status is typically based on the organisation’s work performance,
the current study, which examined employees’ work behaviours, identity formation,
and perceptions of justice, would provide relevant insights to the government

regarding factors that can impact on lecturers’ work performance.

1.6 CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the background of the research was put into context and the problem
areas were presented. More importantly, this chapter provides introductory
information describing the problems being investigated in the current study, the
significance of conducting the current study, and the research questions to be
answered. Having placed the introductory information, the next chapter provides a
review of key research and literature that have informed this current study and assisted

in the refinement of research scope and selection of the data collection method.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0 INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews the existing research in the literature to provide an overview of
variables of interest for this study. This discussion is followed by identification of
important gaps in the literature and how the present thesis adds to existing knowledge
in the industrial and organisational psychology area. Next, the theoretical framework
used in the current study is described. The chapter then continues with a discussion of
the conceptual framework where the current study’s hypotheses are devised and ends

with a conclusion of the chapter.

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

This review serves two main objectives: first, to provide an overview of the variables
of interest (i.e., group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour, interactional
justice, and group identification), and the reasons for including each variable in the
current study; and second, to highlight the gaps in the literature that merit the
investigation of the selected variables and elaborate on how the current study intends

to address these gaps. Based on these objectives, the review is structured accordingly.

2.1.1 Overview of the Variables in the Study
2.1.1.1 Group-Directed Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

Group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour is a sub-set of the general
organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB). Organisational citizenship behaviour is

defined as work behaviours that are not compulsory although indirectly accepted by



the formal reward system, and that, in the collective, can positively influence the
efficiency and effectiveness of an organisation (Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie,
2006). It is further conceptualised as having two categories: (1) conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, and civic virtue dimensions, which are subsumed under organisational
citizenship behaviour towards organisations (OCBO), and (2) altruism and courtesy
dimensions, which are under organisational citizenship behaviour towards individuals
(OCBI) (Hoffman, Blair, Meriac, & Woehr, 2007).

Studies that have examined the organisational justice-organisational
citizenship behaviour relationship such as those by Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter,
and Ng (2001) as well as by Tyler and Blader (2003) suggest that OCBI and group-
directed organisational citizenship behaviour are targeted at the individual level.
Furthermore, they found that group-directed organisational citizenship behaviour and
OCBI are significantly correlated with interactional justice. Since OCBI and group-
directed organisational citizenship behaviour are targeted at the individual level and
both are significantly related to interactional justice, it is inferred that group-directed
organisational citizenship behaviour is interchangeable with OCBI and thus inherits
the same dimensions of altruism and courtesy. In short, group-directed organisational
citizenship behaviour is considered as a part of the general organisational citizenship
behaviour and hence viewed as sharing the same definition as the general
organisational citizenship behaviour.

Several factors have been identified as the antecedents to organisational
citizenship behaviour (Colquitt, 2001; Organ & Ryan, 1995); two of which are
interactional justice and group identification. As group-directed organisational

citizenship behaviour is inferred to be a part of organisational citizenship behaviour,



both interactional justice and group identification are also deemed to be related to it

and hence they are discussed in the next sections.

2.1.1.2 Interactional Justice

Organisational justice, which is defined as the employee’s perceptions of fairness of
their employment relationship (Fortin, 2008), has been conceptualised as having three
major components: (1) distributive justice (i.e., perceived perception about rewards
distribution in the organisation), (2) procedural justice (i.e., perceived fairness in the
processes through which organisational decisions are reached), and (3) interactional
justice (i.e., the extent of respect that employees feel they receive from the
organisation and its managers) (Aharon & Gil, 2014; Oberoi & Islam, 2014).

While distributive and procedural justice have been widely researched, less
focus has been placed on examining interactional justice (Fortin, 2008). Interactional
justice consists of two dimensions, which are interpersonal and informational
(Muzumdar, 2012). The former reflects the degree to which people are treated with
politeness, dignity, and respect by authorities or third parties involved in making
decisions while the latter focuses on the explanations provided by authorities that
convey information about why decisions were made in a certain fashion (Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001).

Researchers have advocated that more studies on interactional justice are
needed for three reasons. First, the types of organisational justice have been reported
to correspond differently to the categories of organisational citizenship behaviour
(Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Olkkonen &
Lipponen, 2006; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). For example, Colquitt et al. (2001)

found that (1) both distributive and procedural justice were moderately correlated with

10



OCBO while weakly related to OCBI, (2) interpersonal justice was moderately
correlated with OCBI, and (3) informational justice was moderately correlated to
OCBI while weakly correlated to OCBO. Given these findings, it is supported that
distributive and procedural justice are related to OCBO while interactional justice is
related to OCBI (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006).

Second, negative reactions to distributive and procedural justice can be
mitigated or exacerbated due to the extent of interactional justice (Greenberg, 1990;
2006), thus highlighting the influential role of interactional justice and its importance
compared with the other two types of organisational justice. Third, interactional
justice emphasises the communication between an organisation’s authorities and the
employees (Colquitt, 2001). Hence, practicing managers are in a good position to
bring about beneficial effects (e.g., organisational citizenship behaviour/group-
directed organisational citizenship behaviour) by virtue of the way they treat others
(i.e., interactional justice) in the workplace compared with organisation-controlled
rewards allocation (i.e., distributive justice) and decisions’ procedures (i.e., procedural
justice), which are not always under the control of the managers (Greenberg, 2009).

Two main points can be drawn from this review. First, interactional justice is
related to OCBI (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006) and group-directed organisational
citizenship behaviour (Tyler & Blader, 2003) and since OCBI and group-directed
organisational citizenship behaviour are interchangeable, it is likely that interactional
justice may predict organisational citizenship behaviour directed at identified groups.
Second, interactional justice has been found to have more practical applications to
organisational citizenship behaviour compared with the other two types of
organisational justice as it can mitigate negative reactions to distributive and

procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990; 2006). Based on these points, research is
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