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Abstract 

This paper aims to investigate the impact of organizational justice components on job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behaviours (OCB) of employees in the 

higher education sector of Vietnam. Although many research studies have been conducted in 

organizations on the topics of organizational justice, as well as organizational commitment, and 
organizational citizenship behaviour, there is a shortage of these topics in higher education 

institutions as well as in Asian context. Therefore, this article attempts to fill this literature gap. A 

total of 317 employees from various universities in Vietnam participated in this study, and a self-
administered survey was conducted, which was modified based on suggestions from the 

universities' management team following interviews. The collected data were analyzed using the 

partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) technique. The results showed that 
procedural justice and interactional justice had a significant impact on both job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment, while distributive justice only affected job satisfaction. Furthermore, 

the study found that job satisfaction and organizational commitment significantly affected OCB. 
However, this study had a limitation in terms of the narrow sample size, which only included 

participants from universities. Future studies should broaden the sample size to include 

participants from vocational colleges. On paper, the study shows the effects of organizational 
justice on OCB through the mediating roles of individual work outputs, which received inadequate 

attention in previous studies. 
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1- Introduction 

Despite the effects of industry evolution 4.0, the environment of emerging economics changes rapidly, but human 

resources are still the most essential resource for organizations. It affects all aspects of organizations, particularly their 

success. In other words, HR's effect on organizational performance [1]. Human resources have become the most valuable 

property of organizations in the 21st century. In addition, employees play a vital role in organizational activities, such 

as their social communication with colleagues and managers [2]. 

Higher education institutes, specifically universities, play a crucial role in education systems as well as driving 

economic development, particularly in emerging economies such as Vietnam. Over the past two decades, the number of 

universities and colleges in Vietnam has seen a substantial increase. In 2022, data from Vietnam’s Ministry of Education 

and Training indicates that there will be 238 universities and institutes (including 172 public, 61 private, and 5 FDI), and 
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approximately 28 percent of higher education institutions will be privately owned. The total number of employees in the 

public sector stands at 65,948 persons, and 19,143 employees working in the private sector. 

Contrary to the practice in developed nations, university faculty and academic personnel in Vietnam are required to 

undertake a multitude of additional duties, including but not limited to counseling for high school students, overseeing 

final exams, and preparing for education quality accreditation [3]. Pursuant to Circular No. 40/2020 issued by the 

Ministry of Education and Training in Vietnam, the maximum salary for a lecturer holding a PhD degree in state-owned 

universities is stated to be 12,000,000 VND per month, equivalent to 530 USD per month. In the case of private 

universities, the wage range is from 18,000,000 VND to 24,000,000 VND per month. Despite the fact that being a 

university lecturer in Vietnam often results in a comparatively lower income in comparison to those holding similar 

qualifications in other nations or even those employed in other enterprises, a significant number of Vietnamese 

individuals still aspire to become university lecturers or to be employed in academic institutions. 

Research conducted by the World Bank and the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) has indicated that employees of higher education institutions in developing countries experience lower levels 

of motivation and inadequate compensation when compared to their counterparts in developed economies. Lee [4] found 

that the increasing turnover rate in higher education institutions was related to employees perceptions of unfair financial 

incentives. 

Organ [5] posits that when employees are satisfied with their organization, they tend to exhibit behaviour consistent 

with being "good citizens". Furthermore, employees who exhibit positive organizational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) 

have been shown to contribute to the improved performance of organizations. Despite the significant attention that the 

study of OCBs has garnered from researchers globally, from the West to Asia, there is a relative lack of research on 

OCBs specifically in the context of universities [6–8]. Lepine et al. [9] identified organizational justice, job satisfaction, 

and organizational commitment as factors that can induce OCBs, with organizational justice being deemed a cornerstone. 

These findings were supported by Lee and Allen’s study [10], which showed that job satisfaction is a result of perceived 

fairness in the workplace by employees and that an increase in the turnover rate in higher education institutions is related 

to employees' perceptions of unfair financial incentives. Given the controversial nature of the available information on 

this topic, this study aims to determine the impact of organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment on the OCBs of employees in Vietnamese universities. 

2- Literature Review 

2-1- The Social Exchange Theory 

Since the 1960s, the term social exchange has been mentioned by Homans, Blau, and Emerson. According to Blau 

[11], social exchange is a crucial aspect that underlies social interactions and relationships between individuals and 

organizations. The study of social exchange focuses on the reciprocal exchange of external benefits and the structures 

of emergent societies that are created by these interactional activities. The social exchange theory indicates that positive 

individual behaviours to reciprocate the positive activities of an organization for himself or herself [12]. This theory 

suggests that the interaction between employees and organizations can be considered an effort to maximize rewards and 

minimize costs [13]. Social exchange encompasses the exchange of both economic and socio-emotional resources and 

can involve investments in the relationship between parties [14]. In this process, trust, risk-taking, and a desire for future 

beneficial exchanges are essential. Empirical findings suggest that social and economic exchanges are distinct and impact 

organizational effectiveness differently, such as employees' job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 

organizational citizenship behaviour. Empirical findings suggest that social and economic exchanges are distinct and 

relate differently to organizational effectiveness, such as employees’ job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 

organizational citizenship behaviour [15]. 

2-2- Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice refers to employees' perceptions of the fairness with which they have been treated by an 

organization [16]. It encompasses employees' feelings that the rewards they receive for their contributions are 

intrinsically fair and comparable to those received by their peers within the organization [17]. Organizational justice is 

comprised of three components: distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice [18]. Distributive justice 

refers to the perceived relationship between employees' contributions and the outcomes they receive [19]. Procedural 

justice pertains to employees' perceptions of the fairness and impartiality of the procedures used to make decisions that 

affect the outcomes they receive [20]. Interactional justice refers to the fairness and ethical adequacy of personal 

communication between supervisors and subordinates in organizational procedures [21]. 

2-3- Job Satisfaction 

The concept of job satisfaction refers to an individual's positive emotional state resulting from their interest in and 

experiences related to their job [22]. It includes an employee's expectations and perceptions of their job responsibilities 
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and the organization they work for [23]. It also describes employees’ perceptions of their job responsibilities and the 

organizations they are in. Employees with high job satisfaction will demonstrate superior job performance, positive work 

attitudes, high motivation, and a reduction in absenteeism and turnover. The job descriptive index instrument, developed 

by Smith et al. [24], contains five components: (1) job characteristics; (2) compensation and benefits; (3) attitudes toward 

supervisors; (4) relationships with colleagues; and (5) opportunities for advancement. The model of job satisfaction with 

five aspects has been used by many researchers in their studies [23, 25]. 

2-4- Organizational Commitment 

Becker [26] introduced the concept of organizational commitment, which explains the relationships between an 

individual and his or her organization by using the side-bet theory. According to this theory, an individual commits to 

an organization because he or she has hidden investments in the organization, which keep him or her there. The term 

"side bet" represents the values or benefits that would be lost if the individual were to leave the organization, such as job 

titles or pride in being a member. Porter et al. [27] described commitment as an individual's attentive and independent 

attitude towards the organization, along with behavioural intentions. On the other hand, Meyer et al. [28] proposed a 

model of organization commitment consisting of three factors: affective commitment (attractiveness in organizational 

activities), continuance commitment (willingness to stay in the organization), and normative commitment (feeling of 

employees in the organization). Inheriting the above, the researchers added to the definition of commitment by 

highlighting its importance as a key factor in enhancing performance and reducing absenteeism and turnover rates. It is 

also seen as revealing a person’s singularity to the organization [29], as well as a sense of pride in being a part of the 

organization [30], and a tendency to dedicate one's loyalty and dedication to the organization [31]. 

2-5- Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 

The term "organizational citizenship behaviours" was introduced by Bateman and Organ [32], which refers to the 

optional and voluntary contributions made by employees that are not directly related to their specific job responsibilities. 

Over the years, it has become an important field for many organizational behaviour researchers. Organ [5] suggested the 

five-factor conceptualization of organizational citizenship behaviours. These factors include altruism (providing support 

to colleagues); conscientiousness (ensuring compliance with regulations); courtesy (consulting others before making 

decisions); civic virtue (showing concern for important organizational issues); and sportsmanship (refraining from 

complaining about minor issues). These factors provide a comprehensive understanding of the various ways in which 

employees can positively contribute to their organizations beyond their formal job duties. The study of organizational 

citizenship behaviours (OCB) has received significant attention among researchers in the field of organizational 

behaviour. While some studies have supported a three-factor model of OCB by merging the components of "altruism" 

and "courtesy" into the "helping" dimension [33, 34], the majority of researchers continue to support the original five-

factor model. Hence, in this study, OCB will be investigated using the widely accepted five-factor model [35]. 

3- Theoretical Framework 

3-1- Organizational Justice and Job Satisfaction 

The relationship between organizational justice and job satisfaction has been a topic of investigation for decades. 

Colquitt et al. [36] found that distributive justice is a significant predictor of job satisfaction, while Masterson et al. [37] 

demonstrated that both procedural and interactional justice have a positive impact on employee job satisfaction. 

Moreover, Zainalipour et al. [38] established a strong positive correlation between job satisfaction and organizational 

justice. A meta-analysis of the subject also confirmed the high correlation between organizational justice and job 

satisfaction [39]. 

Lambert et al. [40] have indicated that distributive justice is linked to overall employee satisfaction. Evidence from 

the study indicates that employees report higher levels of satisfaction when they are satisfied with the performance 

appraisal system and the rewards received. Distributive justice is a key predictor of job satisfaction and outcomes, and 

the research found that it tends to be a stronger predictor of personal outcomes than procedural justice [41].  

DeConinck's [42] study of the linkage between organizational justice and job satisfaction indicated a very high 

correlation between distributive justice and job satisfaction. Procedural justice focuses on individual concerns about how 

rewards are defined and how evaluation systems are conducted. When procedural justice is transparent and fair, it can 

motivate people to work hard and increase satisfaction. Conversely, if it is not transparent and fair, it can lead to 

depression, vindictiveness, and decreased job satisfaction, potentially harming the organization. Recent studies have 

agreed that procedural justice has a positive effect on job satisfaction and suggested that the fairness of managers' 

decisions plays a role in employee job satisfaction [43]. 

Interactional justice is considered a key aspect in workplace settings due to its relationship with unfair and fair 

treatment [44]. Greenberg & Cropanzano [45] defined interactional justice as "the interpersonal treatment employees 

receive from decision makers and the adequacy with which the formal decision-making procedures are explained". 



Emerging Science Journal | Vol. 7, Special Issue , 2023 

Page | 96 

Interactional justice could be separated into two subcategories, named interpersonal justice and informational justice 

[36]. Greenberg [46] suggested that information justice mainly focuses on why a particular outcome of an activity 

appears a certain way and that interpersonal justice represents the extent to which people treat employees in decent, 

polite, and respectful ways. Chan and Lai [47] found that interpersonal fairness is clearly and positively related to 

employees' satisfaction with supervisors and that information equity is positively and significantly related to employee 

satisfaction with respect to job performance appraisal and satisfaction with supervisors. 

From the above arguments, we postulate the hypotheses as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Distributive justice is positively related with job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2: Procedural justice is positively related with job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3: Interactional justice is positively related with job satisfaction. 

3-2- Organizational Justice and Organizational Commitment 

Organization justice is considered a precursor to organizational commitment. When employees perceive procedural 

justice, they are more likely to believe in the caring and well-being of the organization, which motivates them to stay 

with their current organization [48]. In a study of 128 employees at a medical college, Bakhshi et al. [49] explored the 

significant relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment. 

Evidence suggests that organizational justice is perceived as an important predictor of both job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. This could be due to the fair procedures used in decision-making and the feeling that 

employees are well-regarded and valued members of the organization. When employees are motivated, they are more 

likely to strengthen their relationship with their current organization [48]. 

In a recent study investigating the relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment Jang 

et al. [50] found that an increase in organizational commitment is a result of distributive and procedural justice. This 

result is somewhat inconsistent with a previous study by Lambert et al. [51], which agreed that all forms of organizational 

justice (distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice) had a positive impact on organizational commitment. 

Based on this, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 4: Distributive justice is positively related with organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 5: Procedural justice is positively related with organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 6: Interactional justice is positively related with organizational commitment. 

3-3- Organizational Commitment, Job Satisfaction and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour 

In their study of organizational citizenship behaviour and job satisfaction, Foote and Li-Ping Tang [52] found that 

when employees are satisfied, they tend to express higher OCB, which can be seen as a way for them to repay the 

organization for its good treatment of them. This idea has been supported by various studies, which have found that 

employees are more likely to exhibit positive behaviour when they are satisfied with their organizations, while 

dissatisfaction can lead to a decrease in commitment [52–54]. According to research conducted by Markovits et al. [30] 

as well as Irshad and Naz [55], Gunlu et al. [56] found that job satisfaction is positively related to organizational 

commitment. Organ et al. [57] argued that satisfied employees are more likely to exhibit higher OCB because they want 

to repay the organization for its good treatment of them. This idea has been strengthened by subsequent research, which 

has found a positive and significant relationship between job satisfaction and OCB [53, 54, 58]. 

O'Reilly and Chatman [59] have found that there is a positive relationship between organizational commitment and 

different types of organizational citizenship behaviours. The results of Schappe's [60] study indicated that organizational 

justice and job satisfaction have significant stimuli on organizational citizenship behaviours. Rana et al. [61] argued that 

employees who committed to organizations were more likely to exhibit citizenship behaviours. Furthermore, Organ and 

Ryan [62] in their meta-analytic study of OCB supported the view that organization commitment can be a predictor of 

organizational citizenship behaviour. Crane et al. [63] found that employees who perceive that their abilities and 

performance are valued by the organization received a fair reward that was suitable for their contribution. Several studies 

have supported this notion and agreed that employees who feel fairness in distributive reward are more likely to display 

citizenship behaviour [64]. In their research in higher education, Awang and Wan Ahmad [65] found that academic staff 

tend to perform organizational citizenship behaviours toward their colleagues, leaders, and organizations when they feel 

fairness in distributive justice. Organ [66] believes in the "fairness" of the organization, especially the beliefs about the 

fairness of pay and benefits, supervisory treatment, and rules that apply to the workplace. The greater the extent to which 
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these attributes of the organization are judged to be fair, the more likely it is that individuals will feel and express some 

degree of positive affect about the organization, and the more likely it is that they will express some of this affect in 

fashions that are positive or beneficial behaviours with respect to the organization and its management. Conversely, 

cognitions or beliefs about the organization that are predominantly negative will tend to inhibit spontaneous, non-task 

gestures that benefit the collective enterprise. Awang and Wan Ahmad [65] concluded in their paper "The Impact of 

Organizational Justice on Organizational Citizenship Behaviour in Malaysian Higher Education" that interactional 

justice has a significant influence on organizational citizenship behaviour. Based on the results consistency with DiPaola 

and Hoy [67], the informal praise may be the best commendation for them to exhibit organizational citizenship 

behaviour. Recently, many studies have used social exchange theory as the main theory to build a conceptual model for 

explaining the relationship between justice and organizational citizenship behaviour [68]. Research guided by this 

framework has generally been supportive, according to Kuenzi et al. [69]. Lehmann-Willenbrock et al. [70] found that 

procedural justice predicted organizational citizenship behaviour, whereas De Lara [71] obtained similar results for 

interactional justice. Cohen and Keren [72] reported significant effects of organizational citizenship behaviour on all 

three of the major dimensions of organizational justice. 

Based on these findings, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 7: Employee’s job satisfaction is positively related with organizational citizenship behaviour. 

Hypothesis 8: Organization commitment is positively related with organizational citizenship behaviour. 

3-4- Research Framework 

Based on the literature reviews and previous empirical studies, the research framework has been synthesized. The 

model conveys the impact of organizational justice on organizational citizenship behaviour through the mediating roles 

of job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Figure 1 illustrates the relationships, which have been constructed based on relevant theories and the aforementioned 

hypotheses. 

 

Figure 1. The research models 

4- Methodology 

Most previous studies on the relationship between organizational fairness and OCB have been conducted in Western 

contexts with individualistic cultures. However, Vietnam has a collectivistic culture where perceptions of fairness and 

organizational behaviour are quite distinct. Hence, a qualitative step is deemed necessary to complement the quantitative 

research. A number of managers participated as interviewees to articulate their perceptions of the citizenship behaviours 

that they expect from their employees. The questionnaire was refined through a combination of previous studies and 

insights gathered from the interviews. The respondents were selected from higher education institutions, and the data 

was analyzed using partial least squares structural equation modeling. 
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4-1- Measurement of Constructs 

Qualitative and quantitative methods are put together to combine the advantages of both research methods.  

The interviews were carried out by participants selected from senior management roles, including Principals, Human 

Resources Managers, and Deans. There were a total of 12 interviewees, comprising 3 Vice-Chancellors, 5 Heads of 

Human Resources, and 4 Deans from International University-Vietnam National University Ho Chi Minh City (IU-

VNU-HCM), Ho Chi Minh City University of Economics and Finance (UEF), and Ho Chi Minh City University of 

Technology (HUTECH). The majority of the interviewees concurred that employees should exhibit behaviours such as 

fulfilling office duties and achieving the Key Performance Indicators set by management, participating in academic 

guidance for high school students, organizing excursions with students, establishing connections between enterprises 

and universities, participating in student activities, and supporting curriculum evaluations. Furthermore, employees are 

expected to uphold and implement the organizational culture by attending events throughout the academic year. 

 The questionnaire consisted of two sections, including demographic variables and key observed variables, using a 

7-point Likert scale, with the range starting from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The concept of organizational 

justice was assessed using twenty items, spanning its three dimensions of distributive, procedural, and interactive justice, 

as proposed by Leventhal [73], Bies and Shapiro [18], Shore et al. [13], and Thibaut [74]. Job satisfaction was measured 

with eight observed items, focusing on the satisfaction of the job, supervision, promotion, co-worker relations, and 

compensation, based on the work of Smith et al. [24, 75] and Aboramadan et al. [76]. Organizational commitment was 

evaluated using sixteen items, as per the framework established by Meyer et al. [28] and Meyer et al. [77]. Finally, OCB 

was measured by eighteen items focused on its five dimensions, including four items for each of altruism, 

conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue factors, and three items for the courtesy factor contributed by 

Podsakoff and MacKenzie [34] and Lee and Allen [10]. 

4-2- Data Collection and the Sample 

Statistics from the Ministry of Education show that the ratio between public and private universities is close to 3:1. 

Therefore, the researchers focused on achieving a 3:1 participant ratio, following the sequence of public and private 

universities. The data for this study were obtained from universities in Ho Chi Minh City. Most of the responses were 

received from the International University, Vietnam National University, Ho Chi Minh City (IU-VNU-HCM), the 

University of Economics, Ho Chi Minh City (UEH), the Open University, Ho Chi Minh City (OU), and the University 

of Science and Technology. National Economics University (NEU), Ho Chi Minh City University of Technology 

(HUTECH), University of Economics and Finance, Ho Chi Minh City (UEF), Gia Dinh University (GDU), Van Lang 

University (VLU), and University of Science and Technology. Eastern International School (EIU). 

The questionnaire was sent to the participants in paper and electronic forms. The survey was conducted from March 

15 to April 5, 2022, and obtained 325 respondents. After screening the answers, only 317 responses were valid for further 

analysis. The data showed that 214 participants were from public universities, representing 67.5% of the total sample, 

while 103 participants were from private universities, indicating that the targeted ratio of sample was achieved. 

4-3- Statistical Methods 

In partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM), the optimization of variance is elucidated by 

endogenous latent variables, rendering it a suitable methodology to examine the hypotheses of the present study. Kaplan 

[78] suggested that "structural equation modeling (SEM) represents a class of methodologies that aim to explicate 

hypotheses concerning the means, variances, and covariances of observed data through a smaller number of "structural" 

parameters defined by a hypothesized underlying model. Furthermore, PLS-SEM is particularly useful when dealing 

with complex research models and small sample sizes [79–81]. Prior to model evaluation, reliability analysis is an 

obligatory procedure whereby the accuracy of the scales is tested. All of the aforementioned procedures are indispensable 

for obtaining realistic and accurate research outcomes. After satisfying the criteria for the measurement models, the 

structural model evaluation step must be undertaken, which involves investigating the models using PLS-SEM. 

5- Results 

5-1- Sample Characteristics 

The data collected from the study revealed that out of the total 317 participants, 49.2% were male and 50.8% were 

female. Regarding educational qualifications, individuals holding doctoral and postdoctoral degrees accounted for 20.5% 

of the sample, whereas those holding master's and bachelor's degrees comprised 50.2% and 29.3% of the sample, 

respectively. Approximately 50% of the participants were lecturers, with the remainder comprising managers and 

academic staff. In terms of work experience, 177 respondents had less than five years of experience, while 140 

individuals had worked for more than five years at their current organization, including 62 people who had worked for 

over 10 years. A summary of the characteristics of the respondents is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Description of The Respondents’ Characteristics 

Description Frequency Percent 

Gender   

Male 156 49.2 

Female 161 50.8 

Age   

Under 35 158 49.8 

35 - 44 111 35.0 

45 - 60 34 10.7 

Above 60 14 4.5 

Degree   

Bachelor 93 29.3 

Master 159 50.2 

Doctorate 50 15.8 

Post Doctorate 15 4.7 

                              Tenure 

< 1 year 34 10.7 

1-5 years 143 45.1 

5-10 years 78 24.6 

> 10 years 62 19.6 

                            Position 

Leaders and managers (without teaching) 21 6.6 

Leaders and managers cum lecturers 44 13.9 

Lecturers 110 34.7 

Academic staff 142 44.8 

5-2- Measurement Model Results 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables under study. The findings indicate that the respondents 

exhibited a favourable inclination towards organizational citizenship behaviours, as evidenced by a high mean score for 

OCB (M = 5.796, SD = 1.037). Moreover, other constructs such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and 

interactive justice also exhibited a mean score greater than 5.0. However, the mean score for distributive justice was the 

lowest among all constructs (M = 4.950, SD = 1.331), with the mean score for procedural justice being only marginally 

higher, indicating dissatisfaction among university employees with respect to these justice-related factors. 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Summated Scales 

 Min Max Mean SD Kurtosis Skewness 

DJ 1.00 7.00 4.950 1.331 -0.007 -0.565 

PJ 1.00 7.00 4.962 1.293 0.040 -0.547 

IJ 1.00 7.00 5.160 1.364 0.423 -0.781 

JS 1.00 7.00 5.098 1.309 0.505 -0.761 

OC 1.00 7.00 5.051 1.704 0.122 -0.594 

OCB 1.00 7.00 5.796 1.037 2.338 -1.135 

The present study examined the outer loadings of the indicators to assess whether they met the required standards. 

The results indicated that all outer loadings were greater than the critical value of 0.7, falling within the range of 0.700 

to 0.946. The internal consistency of the constructs was evaluated using Cronbach’s α, and the results revealed that the 

inner loadings of all variables exceeded the threshold of 0.7 [82].  

During this process, two items related to OCB, namely recommending qualified individuals for organizational roles 

and volunteering for overtime or business trips, were eliminated. Additionally, six out of sixteen items from the 

organizational commitment scale, including three reversed items (C4, C6, and C12), were excluded. 

As illustrated in Table 3, the values of Cronbach’s α ranged from 0.907 to 0.963, and the values of composite 

reliability ranged from 0.924 to 0.969, thereby indicating high reliability of the data. Furthermore, the AVE values for 
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all constructs were examined to be greater than the minimum requirement of 0.5, ranging from 0.607 to 0.841. Thus, the 

convergent validity was well established by the measurement model. 

Table 3. Factor Loadings and Composite Reliability of The Measurement Model 

Constructs Items Factor Loadings Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability AVE 

OCB 16 0.737 - 0.877 0.963 0.966 0.643 

OC 10 0.716 - 0.854 0.928 0.939 0.607 

JS 8 0.700 - 0.854 0.907 0.924 0.605 

DJ 6 0.816 - 0.928 0.949 0.960 0.799 

PJ 8 0.818 - 0.897 0.949 0.957 0.736 

IJ 6 0.884 - 0.946 0.962 0.969 0.841 

Discriminant validity is a crucial criterion to be measured in order to understand the extent of variance in each variable 

in the model. The results presented in Table 4 revealed that the square root of the AVEs for each construct was greater 

than the cross-correlation with other constructs, consistent with the guidelines proposed by Fornell and Larcker [83]. 

Therefore, the measurement model exhibited acceptable discriminant validity. 

Table 4. Result of The Discriminant Validity 

 OCB EC JS DJ PJ IJ 

OCB 0.802      

OC 0.547 0.779     

JS 0.550 0.738 0.778    

DJ 0.387 0.501 0.700 0.894   

PJ 0.444 0.632 0.731 0.728 0.858  

IJ 0.457 0.585 0.758 0.625 0.699 0.917 

5-3- Structural Model Assessment 

The present study employed various statistical tools, including coefficient of determination, collinearity assessment, 

effect size, and direct effect, to test the assumptions. Collinearity was evaluated using the variance inflation factor (VIF), 

where a VIF value greater than 5.00 indicates collinearity. The results indicated that all VIF values were smaller than 5, 

suggesting the absence of collinearity. 

To estimate the predictive precision, R-squared was utilized. The results showed that the R-squared values were 

significantly close for job satisfaction (R-squared = 0.681), association with organizational commitment (R-squared = 

0.440), and organizational citizenship behaviour (R-squared = 0.346). These findings indicate that the three dimensions 

of organizational justice account for 68.1% of all variance in job satisfaction and 44% of all variance in organizational 

commitment. Moreover, job satisfaction and organizational commitment together explained approximately 35% of the 

variance in organizational citizenship behaviour. Hence, the results of R-squared suggest that the structural model 

demonstrated a high level of predictive accuracy. 

Furthermore, F-square was utilized to evaluate the impact of independent constructs on dependent constructs [82]. 

The F-square values demonstrated a small (0.02), moderate (0.15), and large (0.35) impact of independent variables on 

the dependent variable, respectively. These results suggest that all constructs had a moderate effect, ranging from 0.066 

to 0.274. 

Finally, the coefficient significance was examined using PLS-SEM with the nonparametric bootstrapping method, 

where a sample size of 317 cases with 1,000 subsamples was employed. T-values were estimated to inspect the statistical 

significance of the coefficient. 

The findings of this study reveal that all three components of organizational justice have a positive influence on job 

satisfaction. Specifically, the impact level gradually increases with procedural justice, followed by distributive justice 

and interactive justice. Interestingly, it was observed that procedural justice has the largest impact on organizational 

commitment (OC), whereas the effect of interactive justice is weaker, and the relationship between distributive justice 

and OC is not supported by the analysis results. Furthermore, both job satisfaction and OC have a strong positive effect 

on organizational citizenship behaviours (OCB), with job satisfaction showing a larger impact than OC. Although the 

relationship between distributive justice and OC is not supported, distributive justice can still positively influence OCB 

through job satisfaction. Therefore, the study concludes that all components of organizational justice have some impact 

on OCB. 
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Table 5. Model’s Path Coefficient 

Hypothesis Relationship Path coef. Mean SD T - Stats Sig. level (p) Results 

H1 DJ → JS 0.253 0.254 0.061 4.158 0.000 Supported 

H2 PJ → JS 0.249 0.249 0.058 4.322 0.000 Supported 

H3 IJ → JS 0.425 0.425 0.053 8.024 0.000 Supported 

H4 DJ → OC 0.018 0.023 0.075 0.241 0.810 Rejected 

H5 PJ → OC 0.425 0.425 0.076 5.599 0.000 Supported 

H6 IJ → OC 0.276 0.275 0.072 3.841 0.000 Supported 

H7 JS → OCB 0.320 0.318 0.080 3.994 0.000 Supported 

H8 OC → OCB 0.311 0.315 0.078 3.969 0.000 Supported 

6- Discussion 

The results of the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) confirm the validity of the research model and hypotheses. 

Seven of the eight hypotheses were supported, while one was rejected. The results demonstrate that hypothesis 1 (H1), 

which described that there is a positive relationship between distributive justice (DJ) and job satisfaction (JS) among 

employees in higher education institutions (HEIs), was supported. This indicates that when employees perceive that the 

organization is fair in its distribution of compensation and benefits, they are more likely to be satisfied with their job. 

This finding coincides with that of Clay-Warner et al. [85] and Lambert et al. [86]. 

Similarly, Hypothesis 2 (H2), which suggests that procedural justice has a positive effect on job satisfaction, was also 

accepted. The results suggest that when employees believe that the organization's procedures are fair, they are more 

likely to be satisfied with their job. This supports the findings of Bidarian & Jafari [2] and Lambert et al. [86]. 

Following this, hypothesis 3 (H3) was also supported, indicating that increased perceptions of fairness in 

organizational interactions are associated with an increase in job satisfaction. The results show that interactions between 

supervisors and subordinates enhance job satisfaction. This finding is in line with the studies conducted by Martínez-

Tur et al. [44] and Wang et al. [87]. Continuously, the results of the study provide support for the notion that 

organizational commitment is shaped by employees' perceptions of the fairness of their organization's HR procedures 

and supervisory practices. 

 

Figure 2. Structural results (PLS-SEM) 



Emerging Science Journal | Vol. 7, Special Issue , 2023 

Page | 102 

Specifically, hypotheses 5 and 6, which proposed a positive relationship between perceived justice in the distribution 

of rewards (PJ) and justice in the treatment of employees (IJ) with organizational commitment (OC), were confirmed. 

These findings suggest that when employees perceive that their organization's procedures and policies are fair and that 

they are treated justly by their supervisors, they are more likely to be committed to the organization. These findings are 

consistent with the study of Sun et al. [88], which indicated that employees who express greater organizational justice 

report higher trust in their management and supervisors and, subsequently, stronger job satisfaction, leading to higher 

organizational commitment. In addition, Aggarwal et al. [89] confirmed in their study a positive effect of perceived 

procedural justice and interactional justice on employees’ organizational commitment (OC) and a negative effect on 

employees’ turnover intentions. 

However, Hypothesis 4, which posited a positive relationship between distributive justice (DJ) and organizational 

commitment (OC), was not supported by the study's results. This finding aligns with previous research, including 

Chang's [90] prior work, which suggested that procedural justice has a greater impact on organizational commitment 

than distributive justice. In collectivist societies like Vietnam, where group harmony and social relationships are highly 

valued, employees may place more importance on procedural justice and perceived fairness in their treatment by 

supervisors than on the distribution of rewards. 

Next, the findings of this research accepted the hypothesis 7 (H7) that job satisfaction has a positive relationship with 

organizational citizenship behaviours of employees. It confirmed that satisfied employees will develop their behaviours 

as citizenship in organizations. This finding is similar to the studies of Zeinabadi & Salehi [91] and Organ [92]. 

Lastly, the hypothesis 8 (H8) is supported by the fact that organizational commitment has a positive relationship with 

organizational citizenship behaviour. It means that as employees have expressed their commitment to organizations, they 

will display their citizenship behaviours in the organization. This finding supports the results of Gautam et al. [29], Cetin 

et al. [93], and Musringudin et al. [94]. 

Overall, the present study's findings highlight the importance of procedural justice and supervisory fairness in shaping 

employees' organizational commitment, particularly in collectivist societies. Future research could explore the 

underlying mechanisms by which perceived fairness in HR procedures and supervisory practices influences employees' 

commitment to the organization, as well as how cultural and social factors may moderate these effects. 

7- Conclusions 

This study makes meaningful contributions to the literature on organizational behaviours in the higher education 

sector, particularly in Vietnam. Firstly, it provides a comprehensive understanding of organizational citizenship 

behaviours, which is a vital aspect of employee behaviours that is critical to the success of higher education institutions. 

The study specifically focuses on the context of Vietnam, a developing country with a collectivist culture, which presents 

unique challenges and opportunities for the management of higher education institutions. By highlighting the importance 

of organizational citizenship behaviours, this study provides valuable insights into how higher education institutions can 

improve their performance and achieve their goals. 

Secondly, the study examines the relationship between organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment. The findings demonstrate the ways in which organizational justice can influence these critical factors and 

provide guidance for higher education institutions on how to increase satisfaction and commitment among their 

employees. This is particularly relevant in the context of higher education institutions, which often face significant 

challenges in managing a diverse and dynamic workforce. The study provides useful information for managers and 

policymakers who are responsible for creating and implementing effective human resource practices. 

Finally, the study draws a comprehensive picture of the relationships between organizational justice, job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behaviours. This is an important contribution to the literature, 

as previous studies have often focused on only one or two of these factors. The study highlights the interdependencies 

and interactions between these factors, which can help managers and policymakers design more effective strategies for 

promoting organizational citizenship behaviours in higher education institutions. 

Based on the findings of this study, higher education institutions' boards of management can better understand the 

impact of organizational justice on organizational citizenship behaviours, as well as the job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment of lecturers and staff in their universities. The study also suggests that policymakers can 

develop and implement human resources practices to increase organizational citizenship behaviours in higher education 

institutions, which will lead to improvements in the overall quality of these institutions. 

However, there are some limitations to this study. Firstly, the participants in this study are only from universities, 

which represents a narrow and limited sample. Future research should broaden the scope of the sample size to include 

vocational colleges as well. Secondly, the size of the sample in this research is not large enough to identify differences 

and associations between and among groups. Therefore, further study should explore the findings of this study and 

compare them between groups of participants. Finally, only Vietnamese higher education institutions are addressed by 

this study, and thus it is not enough to represent other cultures in Asia. Hence, in the next studies, researchers could 

investigate these findings in other contexts to better understand the broader applicability of the results. 
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Appendix I 

Part I: The following statements regarding fairness of compensation and benefits, human resources procedures, and 

communication in your working environments. 

Items 
Level of Agreement 

Low                           High 

1. Your (outcome) is reflected the effort you have put into your work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Your (outcome) is appropriated for the work you have completed? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Your (outcome) reflected what you have contributed to the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Your (outcome) is justified, given your performance. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Your (outcome) is provided based on your personal requirements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. The compensation is provided each employee roughly the same. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. You have been able to express your views and feelings during human resource (HR) procedures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. You had influence over the (outcome) arrived at by HR procedures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. HR procedures have been applied consistently. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. HR procedures have been free of bias 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. HR procedures have been decided based on accurate information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. You have been able to appeal the (outcome) arrived at by those procedures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. HR procedures have upheld ethical and moral standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. HR procedures could record all your contributions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Your supervisor has refrained from improper remarks or comments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Your supervisor has been candid in (his/her) communications with you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Your supervisor has explained the HR procedures thoroughly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Your supervisor was explanations regarding the procedures reasonable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Your supervisor has communicated details in a timely manner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Your supervisor has seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to individuals' specific needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Part II: The following statements regarding your job satisfaction. 

Items 
Level of Agreement 

Low                           High 

1. I am satisfied with the responsibility and authority assigned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I enjoy my work more than my leisure time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Most days I am enthusiastic about my work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I am satisfied with my supervisor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I am satisfied with my colleagues 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I feel satisfied with my chances for promotion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the work I do 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part III: The following statements regarding your commitment. 

Items 
Level of Agreement 

Low                           High 

1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I feel sense of belonging to my organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I do not feel like “part of the family” at my organization (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization now 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Another organization may not match the overall benefits I have here 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I think that people these days move from organization to another too often 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to leave my organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Things were better in the days when people stayed with one organization for most of their careers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Part IV: The following statements regarding your behaviors in your organization. 

Items 
Level of Agreement 

Low                           High 

1. Complete the assigned work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Fulfill the responsibilities descripted in job description 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Accomplish tasks assigned from supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Accomplish the KPIs in charged 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Helps orient new people even though it is not required 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Helps others who have heavy work loads 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Helps other who have been absent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Volunteer to do work that is not my responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Attends functions that are not required, but help the organization’s image 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Recommend the institution to qualified persons 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Volunteer to work overtime or go on a business trip 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Share personal knowledge and experience with others to help their work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Offer ideas to improve the working environment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Act to protect the organization from potential problems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Obeys organization’s rules and regulations even when no one is watching 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Maintain and implement organizational cultures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part V: Your information 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE END 

Thank you for participating in this survey 

 

1) __  Gender 

 a.  Female 

 b.  Male 

 c.  Other 

2) __ Age 

 a. Under 35 years old 

 b. From 35 to under 45 

 c. From 45 to under 60 

 d. From 60 and above 

3) __ Seniority 

 a. Under 1 year 

 b. From 1 year to under 5 years 

 c. From 5 years to under 10 years 

 d. From 10 years and above 

4) __ Academic Title 

 a. Professor 

 b. Ph.D. 

 c. Master 

 d. Others 

5) __ Your position 

 a. Manager/Leader (without teaching) 

 b. Lecturers 

 c. Academic staff 

 d. Others 

6) __ Yearly income  

 a. Under $7,000 

 b. From $7,000 to under $12,000 

 c. From $12,000 to under $20,000 

 d. From $20,000 and above 

7) __ Type of your organization 

 a. State-owned – without self-financial management 

 b. State-owned – self financial management 

 c. Private 


