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Abstract 
This paper aims to focus on research configuration and to create a conceptual framework on the influence of salience 

oforganizational justice (OJ) dimension and salience of positive organizational behavior (POB) based on 5.530 

articles from the Digital library. The method used in this study is a systematic review covering OJ and POB 

publications from the 2011up to 2019. This is the first paper to jointly analyze the influence of OJ and POB using 

systematic review method, which may enrich academic discussion. Findings: Distributive and procedural justice has 
the most weighted of evidence in influencing the salience of positive organizational behavior, followed by 

interpersonal and informational justice. While the highest sequences of salient outcome include organizational 

commitment, OCB, job satisfaction, organizational trust, job performance, and pay satisfaction. Interpersonal justice 

does not affect pay satisfaction, and informational justice only has salient outcome towards OCB, job performance, 

and pay satisfaction. 

Keywords: Distributive justice; Procedural justice; Interpersonal justice; Informational justice; Systematic review; Positive 

organizational behavior. 
 

 CC BY: Creative Commons Attribution License 4.0 

1. Introduction 
Pan  et al. (2018) and Saifi and Shahzad (2017) state that organizational justice (OJ) becomes a key factor of 

many other outcomes of positive organizational behavior (POB), and has an important role in explaining outcomes 

(Palupi and Tjahjono, 2016; Tjahjono, 2011), which also provides contribution in the process of organizational 

improvement (Mustafa  et al., 2018). Swalhi  et al. (2017), add that organizational justice plays role as a factor 
affecting employees‟ behavior and job performance reflected in company success. However, several studies indicate 

that organizational justice dimensions and their variations are quite high. The outcomes also vary each other both 

with personal and with organizational outcome (Akram  et al., 2017; Demir  et al., 2017; Karam  et al., 2019; Pan  et 

al., 2018; Swalhi  et al., 2017; Zoghbi  et al., 2017). It is like entering the wilderness of science and hesitantly 

determining the right steps, particularly for practitioners who will find it difficult to determine appropriate business 

strategies. It had never been investigated yetwhich leads to answer the question of: “How is the influence of 

salienceof organizational justice dimensionand salience of positive organizational behavior?” 

In the current study of organizational justice (OJ) conducted by Karam  et al. (2019), Rupp  et al. (2014), 

Colquitt  et al. (2013) they argue the integrative studies to connect and interpret evidence from primary research to 

enlarge the research by considering larger outcome series with various configuration with the consideration of 

alternative method. One of the most appropriate ways is by conducting Systematic Review on some research 
findings (Cooper, 2016) as important sources of the summary of evidence in certain topics (Briner  et al., 2009; Garg  

et al., 2008), and by configuring and enlarging areas of empirical studies which have not been mapped yet for further 

researches (Kitchenham, 2004). 

The objective of this study is to revieworganizational justice (OJ) and positive organizational behavior (POB) 

(both personal and organizational) to find out various configuration, particularly those belong to salience of OJ 

dimensionand the outcomes are article sources from the Digital library ScienceDirect, Proquest, EBSCOhost, 

JSTOR, Springer publications from the 2011 through 2019 which may enrich academic discussion and also provide 

some clarity to the conceptualization of these two fields. In Part 2, this paper presents short review about 

organizational justice and positive organizational behavior. In Part 3, this paper explains the method used in this 

study. In Part 4, this paper presents the findings of this study and in Part 6, this paper presents conclusion, 

implication, future research, and limitations.  
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2. Theoretical Background 
According to Aristotle, the idea of distributive justice involvesthe allocation of benefitsand expenses that are 

“fair” among people or groups in society. In Greek, “fair” is the same as “isos” which means “equal”, and Aristotle 

recognizes that justice and fairness are only a similarity while equality is a proportionality or “Equity”. According to 

Aristotle‟s principle about equity distribution, benefits and expenses can be considered equitably distributed if the 
ratio of people and shares is the same (Powell, 2004). In the middle of 1960s to 2004, a number of modern social 

scientists have adopted Aristotle's social justice model and formulated it into a special proposition that is recently 

known as Equity theory. Equity theory is a fair relationship between two sides (people, groups, states, aligned power, 

etc.) (Powell, 2004). 

Distributive justice is the perceived fairness of the outcomes received by employees (Adams, 1965; Folger, 

1987).Outcomes that are including payment, promotion, status, job performance evaluation, and years of service will 

have big impacts on job satisfaction, quality of work life (QWL), and organizational effectiveness (Alexander and 

Ruderman, 1987).  Procedural justice is an individual perception about fairness of certain procedures of social 

system that regulates the allocation of resources (Leventhal  et al., 2017). According to Folger (1987) procedural 

justice refers to the perceived fairness of the means used to determine the amount of compensation received by the 

employees.Interpersonal justice is a fairness showing concern towards employees regarding the distributive results 
they receive or the treatment received by them with respect which are affected by decision, to show concern for their 

condition, and may offer apologizes and regrets about the negative outcome of the decision made (Greenberg, 1993). 

Informational justice has nature of communication and clarification provided to employees during the decision 

making process. Greenberg (1993), states,“high valid information reduce stealing more than low valid 

information”.   

Based on a positive psychological approach, Luthans (2002) defines Positive Organizational Behavior as “the 

study and application of positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can be 

measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in today’s workplace”. This study is 

about the application of human and psychological resources that are positively oriented, can be measured, developed, 

and managed effectively to improve performance in the workplace (Youssef and Luthans, 2007). Bakker and 

Schaufeli (2008), argue that positive organizational behavior must be relevant to the improvement of performance 
and employees‟ welfare. Pan  et al. (2018), define POB as organizational behavior that is beneficial for organization 

in improving the function and performance of both individuals and organizations.  

 

3. Methodology 
Systematic Reviewis increasingly used to inform health service decisions including whether certain health 

service intervention should be used or not and whether it can contribute to saving lives, and to push research ahead 

(World Health Organization, 2004). This systematic review research design is a library research purposed to explore 

the influence of organizational justice and positive organizational behavior through several stages, which can be seen 

in the following Figure 1. (Gough  et al., 2012):  

 
Figure-1. General Stages ofSystematic Review (Gough  et al., 2012) 
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3.1. Population 
Unit of analysis in The Influence of Organizational Justice and Positive Organizational Behaviorwere articles 

obtained from Digital Library  ScienceDirect (1.120 articles), ProQuest (1.373 articles), EBSCOhost (1.385 articles), 

JSTOR (1.024 articles), dan Springer (627 articles) from January 2011 to March 2019. As long as nine recent years, 

there are 5.530 articles added by suggestion from Subject Matter Experts (SME) (one article) as research population, 

which can be seen in the following Figure 2. In his book, “Research Synthesis and Meta-Analysis a Step by Step 

Approach”, Cooper (2016) states that there is no general answer on how many Digital Librarythat must be used. 

The articles in Digital Library were searched using Boolean Operator (AND, OR, NOT or AND NOT). Boolean 

Operator is used as a conjunction to combine or to exclude keywords in searching, thus it produces results that are 

more focused and relevant in Digital Library ScienceDirect, ProQuest, EBSCOhost, JSTOR, and Springer. The 
following were the examples of keywords combination in searching for articles: ("Organizational Justice" OR …..) 

AND ("performance" OR…). The following Table 1 explain the keywords possibly used in this study.  
 

Table-1. Keywords for Article Search in Digital library 

No Organizational Justice Positive Organizational Behavior 

1 Organizational Justice Pay satisfaction 

2 Distributive justice Job satisfaction 

3 Procedural Justice Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

4 Interactional Justice Organizational commitment 

5 Interpersonal justice Job performance 

6 Informational justice Organizational trust 

Sources: From various studies particularly meta-analysis Viswesvaran and Ones (2002), Fassina  et al. (2008), Li and 

Cropanzano (2009), Colquitt  et al. (2013), Rupp  et al. (2014), Karam  et al. (2019), McFarlin and Sweeney (1992)  
 

3.2. Sample 
Due to the large number of articles obtained, this study conducted the determination of the number of samples 

used in this study through the screening process (inclusion and exclusion). In addition, the procedure of Quality and 

Relevance appraisal of these 5.530 articles used Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta 

Analyses (PRISMA) developed by Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, Altman, and The PRISMA Group Moher  et al. (2009).  

The inclusion and exclusion criteria in selecting the samples should clearly  describe which study design, 

population, interventions, and results included and excluded in the review (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006), as well as 

the time period in which the study was conducted, geographical or cultural restrictions (Cooper  et al., 2009). 
Therefore the results of the research selected in Systematic Review are truly studies which only focus on the 

Influence of Organizational Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior (Rousseau, 2006). The inclusion and 

exclusion ecriteria used in this study can be seen in the following Table 2 and 3 which is adopted from the research 

of Priola (2016).  
 

Table-2. Inclusion Criteria 

Criteria Note 

Research article, peer review, 
Organizational Behavior 

To get a comprehensive perspective related to the influence of 
organizational justice and positive organizational behavior  

All Countries To get a cross-culture perspective related to the relationship 
between organizational justice and positive organizational behavior  

All Industries and Various Sectors To get a comprehensive perspective from various sectors related to 
the influence of organizational justice and positive organizational 
behavior 

All publications in January 2011 
toMarch 2019 

To get a comprehensive perspective of theoretical and empirical 
change related to the influence of organizational justice and positive 
organizational behavior  

Sources: From dissertation of Priola (2016),Wharton (2016), Lo (2016), Baqai (2017), and systematic review book by 

Gough  et al. (2012)  
 

Table-3. Exclusion Criteria 

Criteria Note 

Irrelevant titles (advance 

search)  

Using advance search “Select a field: TI Title” will eliminate article 

titles which have no keywords phrase of “organizational justice” dan 
“Positive Organizational Behavior” 

Published in non-English 
language  

Limitations of understanding language, therefore only international 
language is used  

Incomplete article texts Limitations of resources in obtainingfull texts  

Deleting articles duplication Deleting is to avoid double counting  

Irrelevant abstracts  Abstracts of each article do not explore specifically about the 
relationship between organizational justice and one of six positive 
organizational behavior  

Non-empirical researches  Only articles with empirical researches that are conducted 

Source: From dissertation of Priola (2016), Wharton (2016), Lo (2016), Baqai (2017), and systematic review book by 

Gough  et al. (2012). 
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After conducting inclusion and exclusion process of the articles, this study had obtained as many as 48 research 

articlesto maintain for in-depth data analysis.  Figure 2 shows information flow through collection, filtering using 

graphs adapted from diagram of Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta Analyses (PRISMA). 
 

Figure-2. Information Flow ofSystematic Review (PRISMA) 

 
 

The next step wasto assess quality and relevance of those 48 articles, which belong to 'Included' using the Nvivo 

12 Plus application. To provide an appraisal of the quality and relevance of each article used, this paper applied 

TAPUPAS Untuk memberikan penilaian kualitas dan relevansi setiap artikel yang dipakai, this paper menerapkan 

TAPUPAS (Transparency, Accuracy, Purposivity, Utility, Propriety, Accessibility, dan Specificity) developed by 

Pawson  et al. (2003). To maintain the quality and relevance, Systematic Review uses only articles with overall high 

and medium quality and relevance (Priola, 2016). From the results of quality and relevance appraisal, there were 

only 34 articles considered to have high and medium quality and relevance that would be included in the data 
synthesis process.  

 

4. Results 
4.1. Characteristics of Dataset 

The characteristics of 34 articles considered to have high and medium quality and relevance would be extracted 

starting from the type of research (quantitative or qualitative), Countries of study (20 countries), 15 Industries 

(manufacturing industry, hospitality, various public and private companies, banking, sports, prison services, 

construction, IT, Small and Medium Enterprises/SMEs, Defense industry, and marketplaces), the number of samples 

used, and Journal and Country Rank (SJR) to avoid garbage in and garbage out.Since the studies were conducted in 
various countries and industries, the data from each of these articles were considered representative to view 

organizational justice and positive organizational behavior in different parts of the world. The following are the 

characteristics of the dataset shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Dataset Characteristics 

Article Types of Studi Countries Type of Industry Sample SJR 

Arya  et al. (2017) Quantitative South Africa Education 180 Q4  

(Biswas and Kapil, 

2017) 

Quantitative India Manufacture and 

Services 

237 Q1 

 

Boateng and Hsieh 

(2019) 

Quantitative Ghana Prison Services 169 Q1 

Buluc and Gunes (2014) Quantitative Turkey Education 350 Q4  

López-Cabarcos  et al. 

(2014) 

Quantitative Portugal Hotelier 321 Q1 

Chen and Jin (2014) Quantitative China Industry 264 Q2 

Chen  et al. (2015) Quantitative Taiwan Hospital 389 Q1 

Cheng (2014) Quantitative Taiwan Manufacture 395 Q4 

Chou  et al. (2013) Quantitative Taiwan Public and private 

companies  

298 Q1 

Demir  et al. (2017) Quantitative Turkey Defense Industry 428 Q2 

Fatimah  et al. (2011) Quantitative Malaysia Education 160 Q3  

Firozi  et al. (2017) Quantitative Iran Education 162 Q3  

Gillet  et al. (2013) Quantitative French Hospital 323 Q1 

(Jiang  et al., 2015) Quantitative China, South 

Koreaand 

Australia 

Education 706b Q4 

Kamani and Namdari 

(2012) 

Quantitative Iran Banking 250 Q2 

Karakus  et al. (2014) Quantitative Turkey Education 306 Q4 

Khan  et al. (2013) Quantitative Pakistan Education 182 Q1 

Kim (2016) Quantitative Hongkong Sports 212 Q1 

Lambert and Hogan 

(2013) 

Quantitative United States Prison Service 160 Q1 

Lee  et al. (2015) Quantitative South Korea Hotelier 276 Q1 

Lim and Loosemore 

(2017) 

Quantitative Australia Construction 135 Q1 

Mashi (2017) Quantitative Nigeria Government 130 Q2 

Minibas-Poussard  et al. 
(2017) 

Quantitative Turkey Banking 272 Q2 

Moon  et al. (2014) Quantitative South Korea Industry 253 Q1 

Otto and Mamatoglu 

(2015) 

Quantitative Germany IT 218 Q1 

Rafael  et al. (2017) Quantitative Portugal Education 233 Q4 

Shan  et al. (2015) Quantitative Pakistan Education 69 Q2 

Swalhi  et al. (2017) Quantitative French SMEs 343 Q1 

Tjahjono and Palupi 

(2017) 

Quantitative Indonesia Private 

Companies 

88 DJQF 

0.80 

Tjahjono  et al. (2019) Quantitative Indonesia Education 247 Q3 

Tlaiss and Elamin 

(2015) 

Quantitative Saudi Arabia Organization 231 Q1 

Tziner and Sharoni 

(2014) 

Quantitative Israel Marketplaces 120 Q1 

Yuan  et al. (2016) Quantitative China Industry 354 Q2 

Zeinabadi and Salehi 

(2011) 

Quantitative Iran Education 783c H In 

39 d 

a
189 (Pakistan) 189 (Bangladesh), 

b
227 (China) 242 (Korea) 237 (Australia), 

c
652 (teachers)131 (principals), 

dNot yet assigned 

quartile 

 

Furthermore, a deeper understanding was carried out by examining the results and conclusions of those 34 

articles selected. The results and conclusions from the dataset were obtained by copying and pasting directly from 

the dataset to show the actual results using standardized coefficience to answer research questions. NVivo 12 Plus 
Application was used to facilitate in managing data encoded by Node of "Results and Conclusions" to see all the 

influences of organizational justice and positive organizational behavior both directly and indirectly.  

 

4.2. Standardized Coefficient of Organizational Justice and Positive Organizational 

Behavior 
Correlation analysis is not sufficient to provide insight of the relationship between organizational justice and 

positive organizational behavior. This paper extracted 34 articles of the various forms of modeling to predict positive 
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organizational behavior in Microsoft Office Table. The result of predictive models can be seen in Table 5. The 

definition of interactional justice has similarity with its inheritance, namely interpersonal justice, thus this study 

conducted reduction to become interpersonal justice.  
 

Table-5. Interpretation of Statistically Significant Predication Models 

Independent 

Variables 

Dependent Variables Stand.

Coef. 

Sig. 

level 

Sources 

Distributive Justice Pay satisfaction 0.54 0.001 Arya  et al. (2017) 

 Organizational trustb Not 

Repor 

ted 

0.01 Biswas and Kapil (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.78 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitment 
0.04 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.408 0.01 Buluc and Gunes (2014) 

 Job satiosfaction a 0.414 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizational 

commitment 

0.673 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizational 
commitment 

0.398 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 POS a 0.14 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 

POS a OCB 0.07 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
POS a OCB 0.32 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 LMX a 0.21 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.41 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.20 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 Organizational trust a 0.56 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 

Organizational trust a Organizational 

commitment 

0.62 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.31 0.001 Cheng (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.30 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

Organizational 

Commitment a 
OCB 0.64 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

 Job satisfaction 0.066 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

 Organizational 

commitment ab 
-0.064 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
Job satisfactionb ‐0.368 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.243 0.05 Fatimah  et al. (2011) 

 Organizational trustb -0.02 0.05 Jiang  et al. (2015)  

 Organizational 

commitmentb 
-0.04 0.05 Jiang  et al. (2015)  

 OCB  0.12 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 

 OCB 0.152 0.05 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.177 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.231 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.382 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 Organizational 

commitment 

0.45 Not 

Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

 Job satisfaction a 0.37 Not 
Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizational 

commitment 

0.32 Not 

Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

 Job satisfaction 0.06 0.06 Khan  et al. (2013) 

 POS a 
0.203 0.01 Kim (2016) 

POS a Job satisfaction 0.460 0.01 Kim (2016) 
POS a Organizational 0.584 0.01 Kim (2016) 
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commitment 

 OCB  0.04 0.05 Lambert and Hogan (2013)  

 Organizational trust a 0.388 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 

Organizational trust a Job performance 0.443 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 

 Job satisfaction 0.164 0.05 Mashi (2017) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.42 0.01 Moon  et al. (2014)  

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.11 0.05 Rafael  et al. (2017)  

 Job performance 0.53 0.001 Shan  et al. (2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.16 0.05 Swalhi  et al. (2017)  

Organizational 

commitment a 
Job performance 0.31 0.01 Swalhi  et al. (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.759 0.05 Tjahjono  et al. (2019) 
 Organizational 

commitment 
0.534 0.05 Tjahjono  et al. (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitmentb 
-0.178 Not 

repor 

ted 

Tjahjono and Palupi (2017)  

 Organizational trust 0.048 0.05 Tlaiss and Elamin (2015) 

 OCB 0.44 0.01 Tziner and Sharoni (2014)  

 Job satisfaction 0.47 0.01 Yuan  et al. (2016) 

Procedural Justice Pay satisfaction 0.19 0.001 Arya  et al. (2017) 

 Organizational trustb Not 

Reporte

d 

0.01 Biswas and Kapil (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.79 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 
 Organizational 

commitment 

0.23 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.408 0.01 Buluc and Gunes (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.292 0.05 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.593 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.283 0.05 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 POS a 0.36 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
POS a OCB 0.07 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
POS a OCB 0.32 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 LMX a 0.15 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.41 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.20 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 Organizational trust a 0.50 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 
Organizational trust a Organizational 

commitment 

0.62 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 

 Organizational 
commitment 

0.30 0.001 Cheng (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment ab 
-0.073 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

Organizationalcomm

itment a 
OCB 0.64 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

 Job satisfaction 0.035 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 
 Organizational 

commitment ab 
-0.084 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
Job satisfactionb ‐0.368 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.148 0.05 Fatimah  et al. (2011) 

 POS a 0.48 0.05 Gillet  et al. (2013)  

POS a Job satisfaction 0.12 0.05 Gillet  et al. (2013) 
POS a Job performance 0.28 0.05 Gillet  et al. (2013) 
 Organizational trustb -0.78 0.001 Jiang  et al. (2015)  
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 Organizational 

commitmentb 
-0.47 0.001 Jiang  et al. (2015) 

 OCB  0.309 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB 0.174 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.332 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.397 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.381 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 Job satisfaction a 0.37 Not 

Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizational 

commitment 

0.32 Not 

Report
ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

 Job satisfaction 0.19 0.05 Khan  et al. (2013) 

 OCB 0.23 0.01 Lambert and Hogan (2013) 

 Organizatioanl trust a 0.185 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 
Organizational trust Job performance 0.175 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 
 Job satisfaction 0.654 0.01 Mashi (2017) 

 Organizational 

commitmentb 
-0.18 0.01 Minibas-Poussard  et al. (2017)  

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.18 0.01 Moon  et al. (2014) 

 Job performance 0.53 0.001 Shan  et al. (2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.13 0.05 Swalhi  et al. (2017) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
job performance 0.31 0.01 Swalhi  et al. (2017) 

 job performance 0.13 0.05 Swalhi  et al. (2017) 
 Job satisfaction 0.161 0.05 Tjahjono  et al. (2019) 
 Organizational 

commitment 

0.612 0.05 Tjahjono  et al. (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitment, 

0.263 Not 

report

ed 

Tjahjono and Palupi (2017) 

 Organizational trust 0.244 0.01 Tlaiss and Elamin (2015) 

 Organizational trust a 0.57 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011)  

Organizational trust a OCB 0.13 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 
 Job satisfaction a 0.30 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 
Job satisfaction a OCB  0.03 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 
Job satisfaction a Organizational 

commitment 

0.19 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.06 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
OCB 0.18 0.05 Zeinabadi and Salehi (2011) 

Interpersonal 

Justice 

Organizational trustb Not 
Reporte

d 

0.01 Biswas and Kapil (2017) 

 Job satisfactionb −0.17 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 
 Organizational 

commitment 
0.04 0.05 Boateng and Hsieh (2019) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.408 0.01 Buluc and Gunes (2014) 

 Job satisfaction a 0.475 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 
Job satisfaction a Organizationalcommitm

ent 

0.673 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizationalcommitm

ent 

0.398 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 Organizationalcommitm

ent b 
−0.283 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitmentb 
−0.369 0.001 López-Cabarcos  et al. (2014) 

 POS a 0.14 0.05. Chen and Jin (2014) 
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POS a OCB 0.07 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
POS a OCB 0.32 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 LMX a 0.55 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.41 0.01 Chen and Jin (2014) 
LMX a OCB 0.20 0.05 Chen and Jin (2014) 
 Organizational trust a 0.43 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 
Organizational trust a Organizational 

commitment 

0.62 0.01 Chen  et al. (2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.36 0.001 Cheng (2014) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.34 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

Organizationalcomm

itment a 
OCB 0.64 0.05 Chou  et al. (2013) 

 Job satisfactionb -0.062 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 
 Organizational 

commitment ab 
-0.065 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
Job satisfactionb ‐0.368 0.05 Demir  et al. (2017) 

 Job satisfaction 0.271 0.05 Fatimah  et al. (2011) 

 OCB  0.228 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.311 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.302 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.203 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 OCB  0.279 0.01 Kamani and Namdari (2012) 
 Job satisfaction a 0.37 Not 

Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

Job satisfaction a Organizational 

commitment 

0.32 Not 

Report

ed 

Karakus  et al. (2014) 

 Organizational trust a 0.341 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 
Organizational trust a Job perfornance 0.443 0.01 Lee  et al. (2015) 
 Job satisfaction 0.245 0.05 Mashi (2017) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.15 0.01 Minibas-Poussard  et al. (2017)  

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.38 0.01 (Moon  et al., 2014) 

 Job performance 0.27 0.05 (Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment 

0.33 0.05 (Rafael  et al., 2017) 

 Job performance 0.45 0.001 (Shan  et al., 2015) 

 Organizational 

commitment a 
0.28 0.01 (Swalhi  et al., 2017) 

Organizational 

commitment a 
Job performance 0.31 0.01 (Swalhi  et al., 2017) 

 Job performance 0.24 0.01 (Swalhi  et al., 2017) 

 Organizational 
commitment 

0.615 Not 
report

ed 

(Tjahjono and Palupi, 2017) 

 Organizational trust 0.044 0.05 (Tlaiss and Elamin, 2015) 

Informational 

Justice 

OCB  0.296 0.01 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 

 OCB  0.239 0.01 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 

 OCB  0.300 0.01 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 

 OCB  0.157 0.05 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 

 OCB  0.230 0.01 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 

 Organizational trust ab 0.010 0.05 (Lee  et al., 2015) 

Organizational trust a Job Perfomrnace 0.175 0.01 (Lee  et al., 2015) 

 Job perferoamnce 0.27 0.05 (Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015) 
Notes: 

a 
Mediation Variable 

b 
deleted variables due to negative influence 
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To evaluate whether the available evidence is sufficient or not for each direct or indirect influence of the four 

organizational justice and the six positive organizational behavior described previously to be maintained until the 

final stage of revising the conceptual framework of this study, it was conducted Weighted of Evidence by asking 
three questions: (a) how many dataset reveal the relationship between positive influence and positive organizational 

behavior? (b) how many dataset studies reveal the relationshiop between negative influence and positive 

organizational behavior? (c) how many dataset studies conclude that there is no relationship of influence between 

organizational justice and positive organizational behavior?. The positive influence is indicated by the significant 

positive regression coefficient (standardized coefficient). The negative relationship are shown by the significant 

negative regression coefficient (standardized coefficient) (Priola, 2016). The results of Weighted of evidence can be 

seen in Table 6. 
 

Table-6. Appraisal ofWeighted of Evidence Based on Level of Quality 

No Article 

(1) 

Quality 

Rate(2) 

Organizational Justice 

(OJ) 

Freq. of the 

use of JO 

(7) = 

3+4+5+6 

Weighted 

of 

evidence 

(8) = 7x2 
a 

(3) 

b 

(4) 

c 

(5) 

d 

(6) 

1 (Arya  et al., 2017) 100% √ √   2  2 

2 (Biswas and Kapil, 2017) 100% √ √ √ √ 4 4 

3 (Boateng and Hsieh, 2019) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

4 (Buluc and Gunes, 2014) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

5 (López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

6 (Chen and Jin, 2014) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

7 (Chen  et al., 2015) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

8 (Cheng, 2014)  100% √ √ √  3 3 

9 (Chou  et al., 2013)  80% √ √ √  3 2,4 

10 (Demir  et al., 2017) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

11 (Fatimah  et al., 2011)  80% √ √ √  3 2,4 

12 (Firozi  et al., 2017)  80% √ √ √ √ 4 3,2 

13 (Gillet  et al., 2013) 100%  √   1 1 

14 (Jiang  et al., 2015) 100% √ √   2 2 

15 (Kamani and Namdari, 2012) 100% √ √ √ √ 4 4 

16 (Karakus  et al., 2014) 80% √ √ √  3 2,4 

17 (Khan  et al., 2013)  100% √ √   2 2 

18 (Kim, 2016) 100% √    1 1 

19 (Lambert and Hogan, 2013) 80% √ √   2 1,6 

20 (Lee  et al., 2015) 100% √ √ √ √ 4 4 

21 (Lim and Loosemore, 2017) 100% √ √ √ √ 4 4 

22 (Mashi, 2017)  100% √ √ √  3 3 

23 (Minibas-Poussard  et al., 2017) 80%  √ √  2 1,6 

24 (Moon  et al., 2014) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

25 (Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015) 100%   √ √ 2 2 

26 (Rafael  et al., 2017) 100% √  √  2 2 

27 (Shan  et al., 2015) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

28 (Swalhi  et al., 2017)  100% √ √ √  3 3 

29 (Tjahjono and Palupi, 2017) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

30 (Tjahjono  et al., 2019) 100% √ √   2 2 

31 (Tlaiss and Elamin, 2015) 100% √ √ √  3 3 

32 (Tziner and Sharoni, 2014) 100% √    1 1 

33 (Yuan  et al., 2016) 80% √    1 0,8 

34 (Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011) 100%  √   1 1 

Means of Quality Rate (9) 95.88%       

Numbers of articles (10)  30 29 24 6   

Weight of evidence = 10 x 9 28,

76  

27,8

0 

23,0

1 

5, 

75 

  

Note: a = distributive justice, b = prosedural justice, c = interpersonal justice, d = informational justice. Source: Table 5. Interpretation of 

Statistically Significant Prediction Models  

 

Table 6 shows the weighted evidence of the dimensions of organizational justice, as well as the contributions of 

each study in this study. This Weighted of evidence approach reveals interesting findings. First, distributive justice 

received more support in the dataset than other justice with weighted evidence as 28.76 followed by distributive 

justice as 27.80 and interpersonal justice as 23.01. Comparatively, the weighted evidence for informational justice 

was the least as many as 5.75 Regardless of what causes variations in appraisal weights, each dimension of justice 

received empirical support for at least two dataset studies. Thus, it is considered sufficient tor the evidence to 

maintain everything in the revised conceptual framework of this study. 
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5. Discussion 
5.1. The Influence of Distributive Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior  

A fairness in allocating resources in the process of distribution (outcome) and reward for individuals in an 

organization includes; compensation justice, promotion, reward, assignment, evaluation, and punishment are having 

a positive outcome for individuals or organizations improvement. Types of individual outcome are including: First, 

there is a satisfaction of payment signed by positive attitude or feeling of the employees towards the amount of their 

current wages, changes in wage levels, or the payment methods (Arya  et al., 2017). Second, there is job satisfaction, 

with pleasant work environment, and positive assessment of their experience at work and in organizational career  

(Boateng and Hsieh, 2019; Demir  et al., 2017; Fatimah  et al., 2011; Karakus  et al., 2014; Khan  et al., 2013; 

López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014; Mashi, 2017; Tjahjono  et al., 2019; Yuan  et al., 2016). This relationship of influence 

can be mediated by POS (Kim, 2016) as the organization‟s support in providing facilities and infrastructure at work 
effectively.  

Meanwhile, organizational outcome includes: First, the employees would have extra rolesat work (OCB), which 

means that the basic task and function are carried out according to work standards. However, helping others, 

participating in various activities, sportsmanship, and having good manners, are nothing but for achieving 

organizational goals. They were not explicitly recognized by the reward system (Kamani and Namdari, 2012; Tziner 

and Sharoni, 2014). This relationship of influence can be mediated by POS and LMX (Chen and Jin, 2014), and by 

organizational commitment (Chou  et al., 2013) to get support of facilities and infrastructure at work, as well as  

qualified resource exchange between superiors and subordinates; consistency and strong belief in the organization 

also have a positive impact for the organization. 

The second is organizational trust, in which employees put trust in the organization by working and attaching 

themselves to the organization, withthe individuals or groups‟ expectation to receive guarantees in the future such as 

benefits and pensions (Chen  et al., 2015; Lee  et al., 2015). The third is the contribution of employees' performance 
results for the organization that have been specified in the job description in meeting the organizational goals. The 

better the employee's performance, the better it will be for the organization. Thus organization often provide self-

development to their employees with the aim of building employee's capacity at work (Shan  et al., 2015). This 

relationship of influence can be mediated by organizational trust (Lee  et al., 2015) and byorganizational 

commitment (Swalhi  et al., 2017).This means that by putting trust in the organization expecting to get guarantee in 

the future, as well as commiting and maintaining membership in the organization to exert extra and consistent efforts 

on the organization interests, it has a positive impact for the organization. 

Finally is organizational commitment, namely emotional attachment of employees to the organization, in 

exerting extra and consistent efforts in organization's interests and strong belief to maintain membership in the 

organization. Conversely if the employees are not committed to the organization which affects employee turnover to 

occur (Buluc and Gunes, 2014; Chou  et al., 2013; Karakus  et al., 2014; Moon  et al., 2014; Rafael  et al., 2017; 
Swalhi  et al., 2017; Tjahjono  et al., 2019). This relationship of influence can be mediated by job satisfaction 

(Karakus  et al., 2014; López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014), POS (Kim, 2016), and organizational trust (Chen  et al., 2015). 

The fact is that to create an emotional attachment between employees to the organization, in exerting extra and 

consistent efforts of the organization and strong belief to maintain membership in the organization, the organization 

is required to provide support, and work experience in a pleasant way to make them feel satisfied with their careers 

and to make them more enganged and have more trust to the organization.The summary of the relationship between 

influence of distributive justice and positive organizational behavior, which is statistically significant and has a 

positive standardized coefficient value (β), can be seen in Figure 3. 
 

Figure-3. The influence of Distributive Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior 
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5.2. The Influence of Procedural Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior  
The influence of procedural justice and outcome of positive organizational behavior is first, feeling satisfied 

with the salary, which is marked by the positive attitude, or feeling of employees on their current wages, when there 

is a change in the wages level, and the method of employees‟ payment (Arya  et al., 2017). Second, feeling satisfied 

with their job, with pleasant work environment, positive assessment of their experience at work and in organizational 

career (Boateng and Hsieh, 2019; Demir  et al., 2017; Fatimah  et al., 2011; Karakus  et al., 2014; Khan  et al., 2013; 

López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014; Mashi, 2017; Tjahjono  et al., 2019). This relationship of influence can be mediated by 

POS (Gillet  et al., 2013) as well as support from the organization in providing facilities and infrastructure at work 

effectively when they face various organizational situations. 

Meanwhile the organizational outcome includes first, OCB where the employees will have extra roles at work, 
meaning that the basic task and function are carried out according to work standard. However, helping others, 

participating in various activities, sportsmanship, and having good manners, are nothing but for achieving 

organizational goals, which are not explicitly recognized by system reward  (Kamani and Namdari, 2012; Lambert 

and Hogan, 2013). This relationship of influence can be mediated by POS and LMX (Chen and Jin, 2014), 

organizational commitment (Chou  et al., 2013), and organizational trust (Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011). This means 

that support of organization in providing facilities and infrastructure at work, and qualifiedresources exchange 

between superiors and subordinates as well as consistency, strong belief, and trust, have positive impacts for the 

organization. 

The second is organizational trust. The employees put trust and attach themselves in the organization with the 

individuals and groups‟ expectation to get guarantees in the future such as benefits and pensions (Chen  et al., 2015; 

Lee  et al., 2015; Tlaiss and Elamin, 2015; Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011). The third is the contribution of employees' 
performance results for the organization that have been specified in the job description in meeting the organizational 

goals. The better the employee's performance, the better it will be for the organization. Thus organization often 

provide self-development to their employees with the aim of building employee's capacity at work (Shan  et al., 

2015; Swalhi  et al., 2017). This relationship of influence can be mediated by organizational trust (Lee  et al., 2015), 

organizational commitment (Swalhi  et al., 2017), and POS (Gillet  et al., 2013). It means that by putting trust and 

maintaining membership in the organization as well as exerting extra and consistent efforts on the organization‟s 

interests, with the hope that individuals and groups in the organization expect to receive guarantee in the future, and 

to receive support of facilities and infrastructure in performing the job. 

Finally is organizational commitment, which is employees‟ commitment to exert extra and consistent efforts 

towards the procedures and process determined in order to survive in the organization, since the organization often 

applies hard approach in managing work system (Boateng and Hsieh, 2019; Buluc and Gunes, 2014; Cheng, 2014; 
López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014; Swalhi  et al., 2017; Tjahjono  et al., 2019; Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011). This 

influence relationship can be mediated by job satisfaction (Karakus  et al., 2014; Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011), and 

organizational trust (Chen  et al., 2015). This means the organization is required to provide pleasant experience at 

work in order to make them satisfied of their career, and to commit and put their trust on the organization thus it is 

achieved better positive organizational behavior.The summary of the relationship between influence of procedural 

justice and positive organizational behavior, which is statistically significant and has a positive standardized 

coefficient value (β), can be seen in Figure 4. 

 
Figure-4. The Influence of Procedural Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior 
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5.3. The Influence of Interpersonal Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior  
This study explores the influence of interpersonal justice and outcome of positive organizational behavior. The 

individual outcomes include: feeling satisfied with the job, pleasant work environment, positive assessment of their 

experience at work and in organizational career (Fatimah  et al., 2011; Karakus  et al., 2014; López-Cabarcos  et al., 

2014; Mashi, 2017). 

While organizational outcomes include: First, OCB, the employees will have extra roles at work, which means 

that basic task and function are carried out according to standard at work. However, helping others, participating in 

various activities, sportsmanship, and having good manners, are nothing but for achieving organizational goals, 

which are not explicitly recognized by reward system (Chou  et al., 2013; Kamani and Namdari, 2012). This 

relationship of influence can be mediated by POS and LMX (Chen and Jin, 2014), and by organizational 
commitment (Chou  et al., 2013) to receive support of facilities and infrastructure at work, and qualified resource 

exchange between superiors and subordinates, as well as consistency and strong belief on the organization provides 

positive impact for the organization. 

The second is organizational trust. The employees put trust in the organization by working and attaching 

themselves in the organization with the individuals and groups‟ expectation to receive guarantee in the future such as 

benefits and pensions (Chen  et al., 2015; Tlaiss and Elamin, 2015). The third is job performance, in which the 

contribution of employees‟ performance results for the organization that has been specified in the job description in 

meeting the organizational goals. The better the employee's performance, the better it will be for the organization. 

Thus organization often provide self-development to their employees with the aim of building employee's capacity at 

work (Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015; Shan  et al., 2015; Swalhi  et al., 2017). This relationship of influence can be 

mediated by organizational trust (Lee  et al., 2015) and by organizational commitment (Swalhi  et al., 2017). It 
means that by putting trust in the organization with the hope to receive guarantees in the future, and having 

commitment and maintaining membership in the organization to exert extra and consistent efforts on the 

organization‟s interests have positive impacts for the organization. 

Finally is the organizational commitment, in which employees‟ commitment to exert extra and consistent efforts 

towards the procedures and process determined in order to survive in the organization. Since the organization applies 

two approaches namely soft approach and hard approach, but hard approach is used much more often in managing 

work system (Boateng and Hsieh, 2019; Buluc and Gunes, 2014; Cheng, 2014; López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014; Swalhi  

et al., 2017; Tjahjono  et al., 2019; Zeinabadi and Salehi, 2011). This relationship of influence can be mediated by 

job satisfaction (Karakus  et al., 2014; López-Cabarcos  et al., 2014), and by organizational trust (Chen  et al., 2015). 

It can encourage employees‟ emotional attachment to the organization, in exerting extra and consistent efforts as 

well as strong belief to maintain membership in the organization, thus the organization is required to provide 
experience at pleasant work environment in order to make them satisfied with their career and to make them attached 

and have more trust to the organization. The summary of the relationship between influence of interpersonal justice 

and positive organizational behavior, which is statistically significant and has a positive standardized coefficient 

value (β), can be seen in Figure 5. 

 
Figure-5. The Influence of Interpersonal Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior 

 
 

5.4. The Influence of Informational Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior  
The influence of informational justice and positive organizational behavior has the least pattern of influence 

relationship, because there are very few studies published from 2011-2019 concerning informational justice and 

positive organizational behavior; it may be because the topic of interactional justice is still a common topic to 

explain interpersonal and informational justice. Thus, there are just few topics focusing on informational justice. A 
study of informational justice has a direct outcome towards OCB and job performance (Kamani and Namdari, 2012; 
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Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015). Fairness perceived by a proper, relevant, and honest  explanation of the decision why 

outcome must be distributed by certain procedures can lead the employees to contribute more in their performance 

results that have been specified in the job description in meeting organizational goals (Otto and Mamatoglu, 2015). 
They also have extra roles at work (OCB), which means that helping others, participating in various activities, 

sportsmanship, and having good manners are nothing but for achieving organizational goals, which are not explicitly 

recognized by reward system (Kamani and Namdari, 2012).One of informational justice outcome that is job 

performance can be mediated by organizational trust (Lee  et al., 2015), which means that by putting trust in the 

organization with the hope to receive guarantees in the future, it has a positive impact for the organization. The 

summary of the relationship between influence of informational justice and positive organizational behavior, which 

is statistically significant and has a positive standardized coefficient value (β), can be seen in Figure 6. 

 
Figure-6. The Influence of Informational Justice and Positive Organizational Behavior 

 
 

6. Conclusion 
The organization is possibly getting weak when management practitioners fail to heed the findings and 

recommendations of researchers in management field (Brownell, 2003). It is interesting that salience of 

organizational justice dimensions, particularly distributive justice and procedural justice have the most weighted 

evidence in influencing the salience of positive organizational behavior, which are followed by interpersonal justice, 

and finally by informational justice.While the most sequence of salient outcome of positive organizational behavior 

is organizational commitment outcome, followed by OCB, job satisfaction, organizational trust, performance, and 

finally salary satisfaction.  
Interpersonal justice, especially, does not have any influence towards pay satisfaction, which can be explained 

by the theory of Two Factor by McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) which states that individuals are more focused and 

sufficient on the distributive justice to maximize their personal outcomes, since they believe that distributive justice 

will produce a beneficial distribution. On the other hand, the organization has the capacity of procedures to treat 

individuals fairly. When individuals perceive that the procedures are fair, they will view the organization positively 

which affects that all performed by the organization including its distribution is considered fair.  

Meanwhile, the most interesting thing is that informational justice has salient outcome only on OCB, 

performance, and organizational trust.   However, according to Mintzberg (1989) in his book entitled: “Mintzberg on 

management : inside our strange world of organizations” in 1989, he divides types of leadership into three parts, one 

of which is informational roles which have three roles: First, the role of monitor, disseminator, and spokesperson. 

However, in empirical studies through systematic review from 2011 to March 2019, informational justice only 
influences OCB, performance, and organizational trust. 

 

6.1. Implication 

6.1.1. Management Practitioners 
Science-based Systematic Reviews are published in management studies and the organization is able to develop 

knowledge to design solutions in every area of the organization (Briner  et al., 2009). This research similarly 

provides a rational basis in selecting configuration of recommendation to create and determine strategic policies, 

program policies, and operational technical policies, which are needed for improving performance, commitment, 

organizational trust, and extra roles, as well as for finding out how to increase satisfaction towards current 

performance and satisfaction towards salary, provided.  
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6.1.2. Management Research 
Related to implications for management research, this systematic review puts new research activities precisely 

from the large construction of the concept of organizational justice and positive organizational behavior, thus it is no 

longer trapped in the wilderness of science, and it ensures that “fish do not fly and birds do not swim” in scientific 

puzzle (Cooper, 2016). The systematic review technique in this study is easier to conduct by understanding the 

application of ZOTERO (reference management), NVivo (extracting and encoding data), and advance search in each 

digital library to make it much faster without eliminating the substance of the Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systematic Reviews and Meta Analyzes (PRISMA). 

 

6.2. Future Research 
The Systematic Review method used does not allow empirical testing of the influence between four salience of 

organizational justice dimensions, five mediations, and six personal and organizational outcomes at the same time. 

When studied together, it is very possible that this influence can cancel each other out, or even have a negative 

influence. That is why future research should explore whether there is an interaction effect between these 

relationships in various types of organizations. It also needs to explore the diversity of samples in the industrial 

revolution 4.0 which has characteristics as partnership or multiple partnership, with the phenomenon of changing 
production process from labor to machine (automation), the development of business systems, for instances: 

marketplaces such as Lazada, Shopee, or Gamification interaction methods.  

Informational justice has the least consequences or positive organizational behavior outcome than interpersonal 

justice, distributive justice, and procedural justice. It is only found that it has salient outcome on OCB, performance, 

and organizational trust, thus this phenomenon becomes important for empirical studies, according to Mintzberg 

(1989) one of main roles of a leader is informational role.  

 

6.3. Limitations  
The process of data gathering started from January 2011-March 2019 in Digital Library (ScienceDirect, 

ProQuest, JSTOR, Springer, EBSCOhost) may skip several studies in the other digital library. The determination of 

inclusion criteria is the articles published only in English, article texts that are difficult to get, thus it makes skipping 

other articles, and not paying attention to journal rankings(Scimago Journal & Country Rank. 

 

References 
Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. Behavioral research service general electric company crotonville. 

New York, 2: 267–99. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2 

Akram, T., Lei, S., Haider, M. J., Hussain, S. T. and Puig, L. C. M. (2017). The effect of organizational justice on 

knowledge sharing: Empirical evidence from the Chinese telecommunications sector. Journal of Innovation 

and Knowledge, 2(3): 134–45. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.09.002 

Alexander, S. and Ruderman, M. (1987). The role of procedural and distributive justice in organizational behavior. 
Social Justice Research, 1(2): 177–98. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048015 

Arya, B., Mirchandani, D. A. and Harris, M. M. (2017). Personality and pay satisfaction: Exploring the influence of 

organizational justice and gender in South Africa. The International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 30(2): 219–50. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1282531 

Bakker, A. B. and Schaufeli, W. B. (2008). Positive organizational behavior: Engaged employees in flourishing 

organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29(2): 147–54. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.515 

Baqai, H. R. (2017). Servant leadership and job satisfaction in k-12 schools: A systematic review. University of 

Maryland University College: USA.  

Biswas, S. and Kapil, K. (2017). Linking perceived organizational support and organizational justice to employees‟ 

in-role performance and organizational cynicism through organizational trust: A field investigation in India. 

Journal of Management Development, 36(5): 696–711. Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-04-2016-
0052 

Boateng, F. D. and Hsieh, M. L. (2019). Explaining job satisfaction and commitment among prison officers: The 

role of organizational justice. The Prison Journal, 99(2): 172–93. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885519825491 

Briner, R. B., Denyer, D. and Rousseau, D. M. (2009). Evidence-based management: Concept cleanup time? 

Academy of Management Perspectives, 23(4): 19-32. 

Brownell, J. (2003). Applied research in managerial communication: The critical link between knowledge and 

practice. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 44(2): 39–49. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-8804(03)90017-6 

Buluc, B. and Gunes, M. (2014). Relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment in 

primary schools. The Anthropologist, 18(1): 145–52. Available: 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2014.11891530 

Chen and Jin, Y.-H. (2014). The effects of organizational justice on organizational citizenship behavior in the 

chinese context: The mediating effects of social exchange relationship. Public Personnel Management, 

43(3): 301–13. Available: https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026014533897 

http://arpgweb.com/?ic=journal&journal=7&info=archive
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048015
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1282531
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.515
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-04-2016-0052
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-04-2016-0052
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032885519825491
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-8804(03)90017-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/09720073.2014.11891530
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026014533897


The Journal of Social Sciences Research 

 

82 

Chen, Wu, W.-C., Chang, C.-S., Lin, C.-T., Kung, J.-Y., Weng, H.-C. and Lee, S.-I. (2015). Organizational justice, 

trust, and identification and their effects on organizational commitment in hospital nursing staff. BMC 

Health Services Research, 15(1):  Available: https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-1016-8 
Cheng, S. Y. (2014). The mediating role of organizational justice on the relationship between administrative 

performance appraisal practices and organizational commitment. The International Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 25(8): 1131–48. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.816864 

Chou, T.-Y., Chou, S. T., Jiang, J. J. and Klein, G. (2013). The organizational citizenship behavior of IS personnel: 

Does organizational justice matter? Information and Management, 50(2-3): 105-11. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2013.02.002 

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Rodell, J. B., Long, D. M., Zapata, C. P., Conlon, D. E. and Wesson, M. J. (2013). 

Justice at the millennium, a decade later: A meta-analytic test of social exchange and affect-based 

perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(2): 199–236. Available: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031757 

Cooper, H. M. (2016). Research synthesis and meta analysis a step by step approach.  4th ednSAGE Publications.  

Cooper, H. M., Hedges, L. V. and Valentine, J. C. (2009). The handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis.  
2nd edn: Russell Sage Foundation: New York.  

Demir, M., Guney, S., Akyurek, S., Ugural, M. and Aslan, I. (2017). Effect of managers’ organizational justice 

understanding on the level of employees’ organizational commitment and job satisfaction.  Expert Projects 

Publishing House. 146–65.  

Fassina, N. E., Jones, D. A. and Uggerslev, K. L. (2008). Meta‐analytic tests of relationships between organizational 

justice and citizenship behavior: Testing agent‐system and shared‐variance models. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 29(6): 805–28. Available: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.494 

Fatimah, O., Amiraa, A. M. and Halim, F. W. (2011). The relationships between organizational justice, 

organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction. Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. and Hum., 19(5): 115–21. 

Firozi, M., Kazemi, A. and Sayadi, N. (2017). A study of the relationship between the components of organizational 

justice and the dimensions of job satisfaction of physical education teachers. Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. and 

Hum., 25(2): 12. 
Folger, R. (1987). Distributive and procedural justice in the workplace. Social Justice Research, 1(2): 143–59. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048013 

Garg, A. X., Hackam, D. and Tonelli, M. (2008). Systematic review and meta-analysis: When one study is just not 

enough. Clinical Journal of the American Society of Nephrology, 3(1): 253–60. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.01430307 

Gillet, N., Colombat, P., Michinov, E., Pronost, A.-M. and Fouquereau, E. (2013). Procedural justice, supervisor 

autonomy support, work satisfaction, organizational identification and job performance: The mediating role 

of need satisfaction and perceived organizational support. Journal of Advanced Nursing:  Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12144 

Gough, D., Oliver, S. and Thomas, J. (2012). An introduction to systematic reviews. Calif: SAGE: London ; 

Thousand Oaks.  
Greenberg, J. (1993). Stealing in the name of justice: Informational and interpersonal moderators of theft reactions to 

underpayment inequity. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis.Process, 54(1): 81–103. 

Jiang, Z., Gollan, P. J. and Brooks, G. (2015). Relationships between organizational justice, organizational trust and 

organizational commitment: A cross-cultural study of China, South Korea and Australia. The International 

Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(7): 973–1004. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1128457 

Kamani, S. M. H. and Namdari, K. (2012). A study of the relationship between organizational justice and support 

and organizational citizenship behavior. International Journal of Arts and Sciences, 5(6): 355–68. 

Karakus, M., Ustuner, M. and Toprak, M. (2014). Two alternative models on the relationships between 

organizational justice, organizational commitment, burnout, and job satisfaction of education supervisors. 

KEDI Journal of Educational Policy, 11(1): 1739 ‒ 4341. 

Karam, E. P., Hu, J., Davison, R. B., Juravich, M., Nahrgang, J. D., Humphrey, S. E. and Scott DeRue, D. (2019). 
Illuminating the „face‟ of justice: A meta‐analytic examination of leadership and organizational justice. 

Journal of Management Studies, 56(1): 134–71. Available: https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12402 

Khan, K., Abbas, M., Gul, A. and Raja, U. (2013). Organizational justice and job outcomes: Moderating role of 

islamic work ethic. Journal of Business Ethics, 126(2): 235–46. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-

013-1937-2 

Kim, S. (2016). Perceived organizational support as a mediator between distributive justice and sports referees‟ job 

satisfaction and career commitment. Annals of Leisure Research, 20(2): 169–87. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2016.1147363 

Kitchenham, B. (2004). Procedures for performing systematic reviews. Software Engineering Group Department of 

Computer Science Keele University Keele: Staffs. 33. 

Lambert, E. G. and Hogan, N. L. (2013). The association of distributive and procedural justice with organizational 
citizenship behavior. The Prison Journal, 93(3): 313–34. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/003288551349049 

Lee, Y. K., Kim, S., Son, M. H. and Kim, M. S. (2015). Linking organizational justice to job performance: Evidence 

from the restaurant industry in East Asia. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 20(1): 1527–44. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2015.1016052 

http://arpgweb.com/?ic=journal&journal=7&info=archive
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-1016-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.816864
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031757
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.494
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048013
https://doi.org/10.2215/CJN.01430307
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12144
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1128457
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12402
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1937-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1937-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2016.1147363
https://doi.org/10.1177/003288551349049
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2015.1016052


The Journal of Social Sciences Research 

 

83 

Leventhal, D. H., Roza, L. and Meijs, L. C. P. M. (2017). Congruence in corporate social responsibility: Connecting 

the identity and behavior of employers and employees. Journal of Business Ethics, 143(1): 35–51. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2793-z 
Li, A. and Cropanzano, R. (2009). Do east asians respond more/less strongly to organizational justice than north 

americans? A meta-analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 46(5): 787–805. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00825.x 

Lim, B. T. H. and Loosemore, M. (2017). The effect of inter-organizational justice perceptions on organizational 

citizenship behaviors in construction projects. International Journal of Project Management, 35(2): 95–

106. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.10.016 

Lo, F. F. (2016). Transformational leadership behavior’s effect on knowlege apllication: A systematic review (a 

disertation). University of Maryland University College,: USA.  

López-Cabarcos, M. Á., Machado-Lopes-Sampaio-de Pinho, A. I. and Vázquez-Rodríguez, P. (2014). The influence 

of organizational justice and job satisfaction on organizational commitment in portugal‟s hotel industry. 

Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 56(3): 258–72. Available: https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965514545680 
Luthans, F. (2002). Positive organizational behavior: Developing and managing psychological strengths. Academy of 

Management Perspectives, 16(1): 57–72. Available: https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.6640181 

Mashi, M. S. (2017). The mediating role of job satisfaction in the relationship between organizational justice and 

employee outcomes. International Journal of Public Administration, 41(16): 1351–60. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2017.1388819 

McFarlin, D. B. and Sweeney, P. D. (1992). Research notes. Distributive and procedural justice as predictors of 

satisfaction with personal and organizational outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 35(3): 626–37. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.2307/256489 

Minibas-Poussard, J., Le Roy, J. and Erkmen, T. (2017). The moderating role of individual variables in the 

relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment. Personnel Review, 46(8): 

1635–50. Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-12-2015-0311 

Mintzberg, H. (1989). Mintzberg on management: Inside our strange world of organizations.  Available: 
https://lib.ugent.be/catalog/rug01:000186483 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J. and Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and 

meta-analyses: The prisma statement. PLoS Medicine, 6(7): 6. 

Moon, T.-W., Hur, W.-M., Ko, S.-H., Kim, J.-W. and Yoon, S.-W. (2014). Bridging corporate social responsibility 

and compassion at work: Relations to organizational justice and affective organizational commitment. 

Career Development International, 19(1): 49–72. Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-05-2013-0060 

Mustafa, M. J., Caspersz, D., Ramos, H. M. L. and Siew, C. M. M. (2018). The satisfaction of non-family employees 

with high involvement hr practices: Evidence from family smes. Human Resource Development 

International, 21(3): 163–85. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2017.1410005 

Otto, K. and Mamatoglu, N. (2015). Why does interactional justice promote organizational loyalty, job performance, 

and prevent mental impairment? The role of social support and social stressors. The Journal of Psychology, 
149(2): 193–218. Available: https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2013.866535 

Palupi, M. and Tjahjono, H. K. (2016). A model of religiosity and organizational justice: the impact on commitment 

and dysfunctional behavior. Ibima Proceedings: Milan Italy. 1781-90.  

Pan, X., Chen, M., Hao, Z. and Bi, W. (2018). The effects of organizational justice on positive organizational 

behavior: Evidence from a large-sample survey and a situational experiment. Frontiers in Psychology, 8:  

Available: https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02315 

Pawson, R., Boaz, A., Grayson, l., Long, A. and Barnes, C. (2003). Types and quality of knowledge in social care.  

Available: www.scie.org.uk 

Petticrew, M. and Roberts, H. (2006). Systematic reviews in the social sciences: A practical guide. Blackwell Pub: 

Malden, MA ; Oxford.  

Powell, L. A. (2004). Mapping jamaican perceptions of distributive justice: An equity-based heuristic. Social and 

Economic Studies, 53(4): 63–88. 
Priola, E. J. (2016). Managerial communication competencies that enhance employee performance: A systematic 

review (a dissertation). University of Maryland University College: United States.  

Rafael, G., Gonçalves, G., Santos, J., Orgambídez-Ramos, A. and Sousa, C. (2017). Explanatory contribution of 

social responsibility and organizational justice on organizational commitment: An exploratory study in a 

higher public education institution. Polish Psychological Bulletin, 48(4): 470–80. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1515/ppb-2017-0054 

Rousseau, D. M. (2006). Is there such a thing as “evidence-based management”? Academy of Management Review, 

31(2): 256–69. Available: https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208679 

Rupp, D. E., Shao, R., Jones, K. S. and Liao, H. (2014). The utility of a multifoci approach to the study of 

organizational justice: A meta-analytic investigation into the consideration of normative rules, moral 

accountability, bandwidth-fidelity, and social exchange. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 123(2): 159–85. Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.10.011 

Saifi, I. A. and Shahzad, K. (2017). The mediating role of job satisfaction in the relationship between organizational 

justice and organizational citizenship behavior. Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social Sciences, 11(1): 

126–46. 

http://arpgweb.com/?ic=journal&journal=7&info=archive
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2793-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00825.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2016.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965514545680
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.6640181
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2017.1388819
https://doi.org/10.2307/256489
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-12-2015-0311
https://lib.ugent.be/catalog/rug01:000186483
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-05-2013-0060
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2017.1410005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2013.866535
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02315
http://www.scie.org.uk/
https://doi.org/10.1515/ppb-2017-0054
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.10.011


The Journal of Social Sciences Research 

 

84 

Shan, S., Ishaq, H. M. and Shaheen, M. A. (2015). Impact of organizational justice on job performance in libraries: 

Mediating role of leader-member exchange relationship. Library Management, 36(1/2): 70–85. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-01-2014-0003 
Swalhi, A., Zgoulli, S. and Hofaidhllaoui, M. (2017). The influence of organizational justice on job performance: 

The mediating effect of affective commitment. Journal of Management Development, 36(4): 542–59. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2015-0162 

Tjahjono, H. K. (2011). The configuration among social capital, distributive and procedural justice and its 

consequences to individual satisfaction. Interactional Journal of Information and Management, 22(1): 87-

103. 

Tjahjono, H. K. and Palupi, M. (2017). A model of 3 concepts of justice and its impact toward affective commitment 

of disable employees in indonesia. International Journal of Business Quantitative Economic and Applied 

Management Research, 4(7): 8. 

Tjahjono, H. K., Fachrunnisa, O. and Palupi, M. (2019). Configuration of organisational justice and social capital: 

Their impact on satisfaction and commitment. International Journal of Business Excellence, 17(3): 336. 
Available: https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBEX.2019.097957 

Tlaiss, H. A. and Elamin, A. M. (2015). Exploring organizational trust and organizational justice among junior and 

middle managers in Saudi Arabia: Trust in immediate supervisor as a mediator. Journal of Management 

Development, 34(9): 1042–60. Available: https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-10-2014-0129 

Tziner, A. and Sharoni, G. (2014). Organizational citizenship behavior, organizational justice, job stress, and 

workfamily conflict: Examination of their interrelationships with respondents from a non-Western culture. 

Revista de Psicología Del Trabajo y de Las Organizaciones, 30(1): 35–42. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.5093/tr2014a5 

Viswesvaran, C. and Ones, D. S. (2002). Examining the construct of organizational justice: A meta-analytic 

evaluation of relations with work attitudes and behaviors. Journal of Business Ethics, 38: 193–203. 

Available: https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023%2FA%3A1015820708345 

Wharton, J. D. (2016). Examining employee voice behavior: A systematic review of voice antecedents.  University of 
Maryland University College, United States. (ProQuest).  

World Health Organization (2004). World report on knowledge for better health: Strengthening health systems. 

World Health Organization: Geneva.  

Youssef, C. M. and Luthans, F. (2007). Positive organizational behavior in the workplace: The impact of hope, 

optimism, and resilience. Journal of Management, 33(5): 774–800. Available: 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562 

Yuan, G., Jia, L. and Zhao, J. (2016). Organizational identification moderates the impact of organizational justice on 

job satisfaction. Work, 54(1): 189–95. Available: https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-162271 

Zeinabadi, H. and Salehi, K. (2011). Role of procedural justice, trust, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment in organizational citizenship behavior (ocb) of teachers: Proposing a modified social exchange 

model. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29: 1472–81. Available: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.387 

Zoghbi, M., de, L. P. and M., T. D. J. (2017). Task and contextual performance as reactions of hotel staff to labor 

outsourcing: The role of procedural justice. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 33: 51–61. 

Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2017.09.007 

 

http://arpgweb.com/?ic=journal&journal=7&info=archive
https://doi.org/10.1108/LM-01-2014-0003
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-11-2015-0162
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBEX.2019.097957
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-10-2014-0129
https://doi.org/10.5093/tr2014a5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023%2FA%3A1015820708345
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-162271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2017.09.007

