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Abstract 

Purpose of the study: The study intends to find the interaction of Performance Appraisal Justice (PAJ) and work 

engagement (WE) to predict employee job performance (JP) and organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) under the 

umbrella of fairness heuristic theory (JHT) and social exchange theory (SET).  

Methodology: Hypotheses testing was done using linear regression data on the data set of 325 respondents. The results are 

significant and indicated that Justice in the performance appraisal system is positively related to employee outcomes (OCB 

and job performance) with mediating effect of work engagement.  

Main Findings: Interaction between exogenous, endogenous, and intervening variables suggests that there is a positive 

relationship between PAJ and WE and WE mediate the relationship between PAJ and OCB and PAJ JP. In the organizational 

setting of Pakistan, this study addresses PAJ and its important outcomes which are beneficial for the organization’s effective 

outcomes. 

Applications of this study: This study throws light on the management, organizational, and administrative sciences 

literature, especially the human resource, organizations, and industrial behavior perspective. Administrators and human 

resource managers can apply the findings of this study. The study can be applied to both the public and private sectors. 

Originality/Novelty: Pakistani organizations have high collectivism, uncertainty avoidance and power distance, 

centralization, bureaucracy, and authority in organizations. Therefore, this study has proved some prominent outcomes as 

compared to countries with a more constant climate. The study sheds light on very important aspects of workplace behavior 

such as justice, work engagement, OCB, and performance with a particular focus on developing countries.  

Keywords: Justice, Performance Appraisal Justice, OCB, Job Performance, Work Engagement. 

INTRODUCTION  

In this hyper turbulent and competitive environment, the sustainability of any organization largely rests on the positive 

behaviors and perceptions of employees towards the organizations while retention of key employees largely depends on the 

satisfaction of employees with the organization. Perceptions of employees towards an organization can steer the organization 

towards the destiny of success. Employees become more satisfied and engaged with an organization when they perceive that 

they are rewarded fairly for their work (Fatt, Khin & Heng, 2010; Sherf, Venkataramani & Gajendran, 2019). For 

understanding employee’s perceptions and reactions towards the performance management system of the organization, 

organizational justice plays a key role (Palaiogos, Papazekos & Panayotopoulou, 2011). Organizational Justice (OJ) is the 

combination of procedural, interactional, and distributive justice (Rupp et al., 2017). It refers to the overall and general 

perception of employees about the fairness of the human resource system of their organization (Imamoglu et al, 2019). In 

human resource management, the Performance Appraisal System (PAS) plays an integral part and comes under the wider 

concept of organizational justice. This is an ongoing process of communication between employees and the organization. 

Performance evaluation system provides useful feedback to employees to improve their performance in the future (Chen, Li 

& Lu, 2018; Murphy, 2020). 

To make any system effective, all members who are involved in this system must observe it as a fair system, and fairness of 

system depends on when an employee receives a fair yield of his/her contribution and compares his/her input and output 

ratio based on equity (Wang & Nayir, 2010). The quality of performance appraisal systems based on trust and fairness plays 

an important role in enhancing business unit performance (Baird, Tung & Su, 2020). However, little knowledge has been 

gained to study the performance appraisal satisfaction model (Khan et al, 2020).  

Pakistan has a collectivistic society having a robust influence of religion on all aspects of life, low-income economy, high 

level of unemployment and poverty rates (Abbas & Raja, 2014), a surge of violence and terrorism, challenging and stressful 
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work environment (Khan et al., 2019; Naseer et al., 2016; Kausar & Anwar, 2010), with high collectivism, uncertainty 

avoidance and power distance (Adair & Xiong, 2018; Gul et al., 2018).  

Need and objectives 

Therefore, there is a need to study such variables and phenomena that could affect the productive behaviors of employees. 

The main objective of this study is to examine the influence of performance appraisal justice on organizational citizenship 

behavior and job performance with a mediating role of work engagement. Hence, this study may produce more prominent 

outcomes as compared to countries with a more constant climate. After the introduction, literature review, methodology, 

results, and conclusion have been discussed. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Supporting Theory 

For understanding an individual’s behaviors at the workplace, social exchange is an important theoretical framework (Blau, 

1964). We draw on social exchange theory which postulates that social exchange encompasses give and take processes 

between two parties involved in mutual responsibilities. According to the given empirical shreds of evidence, researchers 

believe that OCB and job performance are the most significant obligations of employees having an ultimate influence on 

organizational effectiveness (Thomas, Ambrosini & Hughes, 2019). Work engagement is related to organizational goals 

accomplishments and performance (Schneider et al., 2018). 

 Due to OCB’s discretionary and extra-role behavior, personnel became ready to perform beyond their instant task 

performance for their organization (Zhou et al., 2020). Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, and Blume (2009), establish a 

positive association between OCBs of employees and organizational performance. The study grounded on the SET 

established a mechanism that employee perception about fairness in PAS impacts the three critical outcomes, work 

engagement, job performance, and OCB in an exchange relationship.  

In addition, the fairness heuristic theory also sheds light on the role of justice in the performance appraisal system in this 

proposed model of the study. It described that employees’ behavior is dependent on fair treatment in the organization. After 

perceiving the level of fair treatment and judgments, employees decide either to think and behave prosaically or to safeguard 

their self-interests (Shanock et al., 2019; Shin et al., 2015). Based on this theory, the study hypothesized that justice and 

fairness in the appraisal system lead employees to positive organizational behaviors (WE, OCB, job performance). 

Employees identify themselves with a group having pro-social behaviors through justice in the system (Van et al., 2018). 

Employees internalize the positive behaviors that lead to improved organizational outcomes. The study has empirically 

validated the theory in the Pakistani cultural context.  

Organizational Justice and Work Engagement 

As a multi-dimensional construct, justice evolved as the extent to which employees get treated and paid by management on a 

fair basis. Justice is divided into procedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informational justices (Colquitt et al., 2005). 

Performance Appraisal Justice is based on social exchange theory (SET) that postulates social exchanges as a two-way give-

and-take process (Blau, 1964). Grounded upon SET, the study proposes that employees offer their intellect, knowledge, 

talents, and efforts to their organizations and in return, they get rewards, benefits, wages, or salaries (Cropanzano et al., 

2017). According to Flint and Haley (2013), perceptions of employees about distributive justice affect a numeral outcome in 

organizations such as OCB, commitment, performance, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions. Procedural Justice is 

associated with fairness in judgments while making a decision (Bakhshi, Kumar, & Rani, 2009; Radburn & Stott, 2019), 

used to regulate the rewards or punishment, and appraises its justice (Kim & Beehr, 2020).  

Colquitt et al. (2015) asserted that people’s reactions to injustice and justice are not similar. A remarkable challenge in the 

literature of justice is the idea that as compared to the perception of justice rule obedience, the violation of justice rules is a 

robust driver of reaction. Researchers also have recognized that employee’s perception of injustice increases absence due to 

sickness (Collins, Cartwright & Cowlishaw, 2018); affects employees’ psychiatric disorder and health (Kivimaki, et al., 

2007) and many other work-related behaviors.  

Erdogan, Liden, and Kraimer (2006) suggested that the amount of fairness in organizations in interpersonal treatment and 

rewards systems depends on what their cultural values reflect in terms of team orientation and aggressiveness. In Pakistan, 

the cultural aspects reflect high stress in the work environment (Abbas & Raja, 2014), high aggressiveness, low respect for 

people, and low team orientation. In aggressive cultures, leaders may benefit from focusing on their interactions and making 

employees sure that they are treated fairly in the distribution of rewards (Erdogan et al., 2006). Little research has been 

previously done on the potential impact of PAJ on WE. It is a reasonable argument that employees feel good about their 

work in justly exchange relationship. Therefore, the study investigated the relationship between organizational justice in the 

performance appraisal system and WE in an exploratory manner and anticipated that performance appraisal justice would 
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surge engagement. Hum resource literature is enriched with engagement and it is considered as the main element of human 

resource. Engagement affects the service quality of workers in any organization. Nair and Salleh (2015) endorsed that there 

should be an increased focus on work engagement as it may be advantageous for employees as well as for organizations to 

achieve distinctiveness in this world of competition.  

Organizational justice has been widely recognized in the literature for predicting a variety of personal and organizational 

outcomes such as OCB, job performance, organizational commitment, organizational withdrawal, job satisfaction, and 

counterproductive behaviors at work (Kim & Beehr, 2020; Kabat-Farr, Cortina, & Marchiondo, 2018). Saks (2006) and 

Moliner et al., (2008) empirically proved that organizational justice is one of the numerous antecedents of WE. 

Organizational leaders can sustain justice at the workplace and are in a position to promote norms of constructive efforts 

(e.g. WE) among employees by serving as a role model to them (Brown & Trevino, 2006). Organizational justice has 

prominent importance for understanding employee perceptions towards PAS (Palaiogos et al.,2011). Organizations should 

ensure justice perception in the allocation of rewards, benefits; assigning tasks, duties, and interactions between managers 

and employees (Sherf, Venkataramani & Gajendran, 2019). Findings of the study conducted by Abbasi and Alvi (2012) 

recommend that justice in organizations plays a noteworthy role in stimulating engagement among workforces in the 

corporate sector, mainly the banking sector. Improved perception of organizational justice increases work engagement (Özer 

et al. 2017).  

H1: Justice in the performance appraisal system is significantly and positively related to work engagement. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Work Engagement 

Due to its unrestricted and advantageous nature, OCB has been renowned as a “currency” that employees can easily give or 

withhold (Lambert, 2000). The construct of OCB was originally coined by Barnard (1938) as ‘willingness to cooperate. 

Later Katz (1964) eluded the concept and identified some important behaviors of employees that are differential individual 

performance, broadening beyond formal on job requirements. According to Organ (1988), OCB refers to ‘‘individual 

behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate 

promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the organization”. Behavior that benefits the organization, in general, is 

OCBO Multifaceted modern-day organizations pose a challenge to developing countries to organize human resources and 

are reliant on the research-based guidance of managers (Kasekende, Nasiima & Otengei, 2020). It is believed that dedication 

and absorption and vigor lead employees to more conscientious, altruistic, and virtuous behaviors. Based on the judgment 

associated with burnout, organizational citizenship behavior also can have related to WE through organizational commitment 

(Meynhardt, Brieger & Hermann, 2020). 

Also, explored by Demerouti, et al., (2001), WE and organizational commitment are positively correlated and it serves as a 

mediator between job resources and organizational commitment. Organizational commitment enhances organizational 

citizenship behaviors. On this basis, the study proposes that WE will be positively associated with OCB (Ehigie & Otukoya, 

2005). The notion of a 'war for talent' gives way to a quest for employees' discretionary effort (Suseno & Pinnington, 2017).  

In this competitive and hyper tempestuous work environment, a disengaged workforce is exorbitant for any organization 

(Huang et al., 2017). Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) also found that positive higher WE positively affect OCB. 

Moreover, organizational commitment positively affects both WE and OCB. So, given this relationship found in the 

literature, the researcher argues that WE will be significantly and positively related to citizenship behavior and will surge 

OCB among employees.  

H2: Work engagement is significantly and positively related to OCB. 

H3: Work engagement mediates the relationship between organizational justice and OCB. 

Job Performance and Work Engagement 

Although task performance has the strongest effect on organizational effectiveness. It is primarily related to organizational 

performance and organizational goal accomplishment (Miao, Humphrey & Qian, 2018). 

While extra-role and discretionary behaviors of employees contribute to organizational performance beyond immediate task 

performance (Smith, Barnhill & Sung, 2020). Job performance is one of the paramount obligations of employees with the 

ultimate direct effect on organizational effectiveness (Naseer et al., 2016). Lowered employee performance may be the result 

of a perception of injustice in performance appraisal systems of organizations. By contrast, improved job performance may 

be the result of perceived justice in the performance appraisal system of an organization. By including many direct and 

indirect variables, Gkorezis et al. (2016) confirmed that work engagement is positively related to job performance. Chong et 

al., (2021) pointed out that “managers should be mindful when evaluating the performance of their employees and be careful 

to avoid mistaking work engagement (such as spending long hours at work) for job performance or productivity”.  
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Previous studies in this area show continuous evidence that committed and engaged employees can lead to numerous 

beneficial outcomes for an organization e.g. lower turnover intents (Allen, Shore, & Griffeth, 2003); job satisfaction (Anaza 

& Rutehrford, 2012); job performance (Wang, Sui, Luthans, Wang, &Wu, 2014; Bal & De Lange, 2015) and greater 

organizational performance (Barrick et al.,2015). The need to attract and retain high-caliber employees is leading many 

employers to focus on work engagement as a driver of profit through turnover reduction and higher productivity through 

effective human capital management. Businesses with a greater level of engagement among employees enjoy a higher level 

of productivity (Schaufeli, 2018).  

To build on previous work, researchers believe that engaged employees are less expected to experience burnout and reduced 

personal success. In addition to this, because earlier researchers have found that justice is positively linked with WE 

(Moliner et al., 2008) and WE leads to Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Ehigie & Otukoya, 2005; Hakanen et al., 2008; 

Gupta, Shaheen & Reddy, 2017) and job performance (Wang et al., 2014; Kane-Frieder, Hochwarter, & Ferris, 2014). More 

specifically, the researcher believed that justice in the performance appraisal system will be positively associated with WE, 

which can lead to participation in positive (in-role and extra-role) behaviors. Based on SET, researchers believe that 

perception of justice in the performance appraisal system reciprocates to improved WE behavior and ultimately leads to 

OCB and job performance. Researchers argue that the perception of employees about fair PAS magnifies in-role and extra-

role behaviors (job performance and OCB) in the presence of WE.  

H4: Work engagement is significantly and positively related to job performance. 

H5: Work engagement mediates the relationship between organizational justice and job performance. 

 

  

  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Research Model 

Source: Developed by Authors 

METHOD  

Sample and Data Collection Procedures 

The study is quantitative with a cross-sectional research survey design. The study sample represents white-collar workers 

from the Pakistani service sector which is the largest driver for economic growth (The World Bank, 2017) with a 60% 

contribution in GDP. Three different service sectors banking, telecommunication, and pharmaceutical were chosen to 

observe the maximum variance in performance and OCB regarding justice and engagement. The inclusion criteria for the 

sample were employees with a minimum tenure of one year in current organization with minimum qualification intermediate 

and exclusion criteria was that middle and top management as they evaluate the performance of an employee and part-time 

employees have not been included in the sample as they differently perceive policies and jobs. So, the sample best represents 

the large population of white-collar workers OCB and JOB performance behaviors in the Pakistan service sector. All the 

chosen organizations follow merit-based recruitment systems. A total of 500 questionnaires were distributed yielded 370 

returns with a 74 percent response rate. Total 325 complete useable responses (65% effective response rate) were used in 

analysis after removing incomplete questionnaires. Moreover, a high sample help to generalize the results of the study.  

Instrument Scale Items  

A questionnaire as an instrument was used to collect the data from respondents. English is the medium of teaching in all 

schools, colleges, and universities in Pakistan, and employees with minimum qualifications of intermediate have good 

knowledge of the English language. Therefore, the study questionnaire was written in English and was personally 

administered to the respondents. Past workplace researches in Pakistan confirms our choice regarding the language used in 

the questionnaire (e.g. Naseer et al., 2016). 

Work Engagement (WE): The construct of work engagement was measured by nine items scale. The scale was based on a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 "strongly disagree" to 5 "strongly agree "of UWES-9 including three dimensions 
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(vigor, dedication, absorption). Originally, the UWES consists of 24 items developed by (Schauflie et al., 2002). After 

psychometric evaluation, 7 items were found unused and were eliminated, Further, to make the scale more pragmatic, it has 

been shortened to 9 items (Schauflie & Bakker, 2010).  

Organizational Justice: Organizational justice was evaluated built on the measure established by Colquitt (2001). The 

Cronbach's alphas were 0.94 for procedural justice, 0.93 for distributive justice, and interactional justice 0.91. OJ was 

measured employing a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 "strongly disagree" to 7 "strongly agree". 

OCB and Job performance: The researcher has used the 21-item scale developed by Williams and Anderson (1991) to 

OCB. OCBI scale has a reliability score of .89, OCBO reliability measure was .87 while the job performance had reliabilities 

of .96. 

RESULTS 

The data were analyzed using SPSS software. The demographic profile of respondents in Table 1 shows that respondents 

have high school education to doctoral degrees related to their qualifications. 72% of respondents have a formal university 

education. Of the total respondents, 89% were male. Participants distribution across three organizations was 46% banking, 

25% telecommunication, and 29% pharmaceutical. The mean age of the sample was 34.2 (SD =8.76) years. Demographic 

data show that majority of the respondents have worked with more than one organization. While the average experience was 

4.35 (SD = 1.66) years with an average tenure of 4.6 years in present jobs and organizations. Data were screened for 

normality with the help of skewness and kurtosis. All responses were between ± 1.5, thereby providing evidence of 

normality. Furthermore, to measure inter-correlation among the variables, the study used Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. 

Results of the measure provide evidence of a good fit of constructs of study. Respondents were guaranteed the 

confidentiality of their responses. Demographics detail of all samples is reported in Table.1.  

Table 1: Background Information of Respondents 

Respondents’ 

group 

% of Respondents Respondents’ group %of Respondents 

Age 

30 

31-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60 and above 

 

25.14 

32.72 

19.82 

10.25 

12.05 

Experience 

< 3 or 3 

4-15 

16-27 

28 or more 

 

27.5 

14.6 

32.0 

25.9 

 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

 

89.0 

11.0 

Tenure 

1 

2-5 

6-9 

10-14 

15 or above 

 

15.6 

36.5 

21.9 

15.0 

11.0 

Education 

High School 

University 

 

28.0 

72.0 

  

Source: Study Survey Data, 2021 

Table. 2 shows mean, SDs, internal reliabilities, and inter-correlations among study variables. All measures revealed high 

internal reliabilities (0.70 to 0.93). WE as a mediating variable having the highest mean value (5.28), followed by PAJ (4.76) 

with the lowest SD (0.57). 3.54 mean value and 1.65 SD for job performance were also in the expected direction. The 

correlation was consistent with the hypothesis relationship. Moreover, correlation coefficients were significant at 0.01 level 

and range from 0.09 to 0.81. Results show a statistically significant positive relationship between WE and job performance 

(0.28, p ≤ 0.01) and between WE and OCB (0.37, p ≤ 0.01) respectively. Moreover, the correlation coefficient between PAJ 

and OCB was also according to the expectations of the researchers (0.25, p ≤ 0.01).  

Table 2: Mean, Standard Deviation and the Correlation  

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. PA justice 4.76 0.57 (0.83)       

2.Work Engagement 5.28 0.79 0.53** (0.94)      

3. Job performance 4.54 0.86 0.34** 0.27** (0.78)     

4. OCB 3.27 1.65 0.25** 0.82** 0.16** (0.19)    



 Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews 
 eISSN: 2395-6518, Vol 9, No 3, 2021, pp 315-325 

https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9332 

320|https://giapjournals.com/hssr/index                                                                                                          © Jabeen et al. 

5. Age 34.2 8.76 0.37** 0.85** 0.14** 0.45** (0.73)   

6. Gender 1.23 0.50 0.09** 0.06** 0.04** 0.24** 0.38** (0.68)  

7. Experience 4.35 1.66 0.28** 0.09** 0.15** 0.35** 0.65** 0.27** (0.85) 

                  *p < .05; **p < .01. (N=325) 

Source: Study Survey Data, 2021 

The standardized regression estimates (β) are reported in Table.3. As given by Byrne (2001), significance is based on the 

critical ratio (CR) of the regression estimate. Thus, CR ≥ 2.58 points to a 99% significance level. While CR ≥ 1.96 but ≤ 

2.58, points to a 95% significance level. 

Hypotheses Testing 

According to the result, performance appraisal justice regressed positively and significantly on WE (β= 0.645, CR= 7.85, p ≤ 

0.01). PAJ appeared as a powerful predictor of WE. WE regressed positively and significantly on job performance 

(β= 0.276, CR =5.08, p ≤ 0.01). Results are consistent with H1 and H2. Furthermore, WE (β = 0.592, CR = 5.96, p ≤ 0.01) 

was positively and significantly related to OCB. H3 is also accepted. Regression results are mentioned to clarify the marginal 

relationship among the constructs.  

To assess the degree of relationship between constructs and mediating relationships, this study used analysis of moment 

structures (AMOS). As reported by Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken (2003), mediator contributes in the influence of 

independent variable on the dependent variable. Model 1 includes WE as a mediator. Whereas, Model 2 tests the direct 

relationship between the independent and the dependent variables. In this study, the c2 = 2.05 represents a well-fitting model 

as it is agreeing with Byrne's (2001) values of 1.00 ≤ normed c2 ≤ 3.00 while GFI=0.96 (goodness-of-fit index) meet the 

criteria (GFI) ≥ 0.90. CFI (comparative fit index) results in 0.978 are also to the finest estimates of the population value, as 

CFI ≥ 0.90 indicates a good fit (Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994). According to Browne and Cudeck (1989), the 

favorable value of RMSEA (the root mean square error of approximation) is ≤ 0.08 and the fair values are ≤ 0.10. For the 

current study, the value of RMSEA is 0.07. Table 4 shows that H 4 is accepted as competing model values reflect poor fit. 

Table 3: Regression estimates 

 Unstandardized coefficient Standardized coefficient 

 β Standard error β CR Probability Remarks 

PAJ WE 1.326 0.164 0.645 7.85 0.000 Hypothesis 1 accepted 

WE JP  0.235 0.279 0.276 5.08 0.000 Hypothesis 4 accepted 

WE OCB   0.200 0.122 0.592 5.96 0.000 Hypothesis 2 accepted 

Source: Study Survey Data, 2021 

Table 4: Indices of Model Fitness 

Fit indices GFI CFI 
2 
 RMESA 

Model 1(including mediator)  0.964 0.978 2.05 0.07 

Model 2 (without mediator) 0.872 0.673 12.34 0.26 

Source: Study Survey Data, 2021 

DISCUSSION 

Hypotheses results are noteworthy to the literature. The main contribution of the study is to performance appraisal justice, 

WE, job performance, and OCB literature, by inspecting and confirming WE as a mechanism of mediation through which 

performance appraisal justice affects job performance and OCB. Employees experiencing justice in the performance 

appraisal system can show OCB and job performance. Results support performance appraisal justice and WE linkage and 

verify that performance appraisal justice to be a strong predictor of WE. These results validate that employees who found 

justice in PAS are more engaged and they are more likely to show OCB and high job performance at the workplace. 

Moreover, the results are in line with the results of empirical studies on WE, which depicts that high levels of engagement 

lead to improved job satisfaction, organizational commitment, motivation, performance, wellbeing, health, positive 

initiatives, and extra-role behaviors, while it also decreases employee turnover and absenteeism, (Salanova, Schaufeli, 

Xanthopoulou, & Bakker, 2010) and “the message for organizations is clear: increasing work engagement pays off” 

(Wardani & Anwar, 2019).  

Organizations are battling to discover answers for creating and keeping up OCB among employees. Since OCB relies on the 

activity and will of representatives, their work experience gets significant (Sharma, 2019). Organizations that are fair in their 



 Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews 
 eISSN: 2395-6518, Vol 9, No 3, 2021, pp 315-325 

https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9332 

321|https://giapjournals.com/hssr/index                                                                                                          © Jabeen et al. 

policies, procedures, and distribution, receive a better response in terms of positive behaviors (work engagement, 

organizational citizenship behavior, job performance) from their employees in an exchange relationship. The study suggested 

that contemporary organizations should embrace justice in all their ramifications of dealings of employees. As Rubin & 

Edwards (2020) also supported this notion that “Training managers and employees in the requirements of the appraisal 

process, and educating both on the norms and expectations underlying the system, can help to reduce conflict and ensure 

standards are applied consistently”. 

CONCLUSION 

Drawing from previous research, the objective of this inquiry was to unravel how the effect of performance appraisal justice 

on OCB and job performance is more complex than indicated in the literature. The results of the study disclosed the 

supportive evidence about the direct expected relationship of understudy variables, the mediating effect of WE is likely to 

result in higher PAJ when bundled with organizational citizenship behavior and job performance. This is particularly found 

in countries that are characterized by injustice, non-transparent procedures, stressful environment, high power distance, 

favoritism, and growing political influence like Pakistan. The results of the existing study will encourage multiple types of 

organizations to implement justice in their performance appraisal systems. In such a way their performance may add benefit 

through the interaction of WE with OCB and job performance. As the study was conducted with limited data from Pakistani 

private services sector organizations, consequently the results can be generalized to public sector organizations in Pakistan. 

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS  

This research is important for managers especially in public sector organizations of Pakistan (banking, telecommunication, 

pharmaceutical). Keeping in WE, OCB, and job performance, managers should attempt to be just and fair during the 

performance evaluation of their subordinates. The managers should acknowledge and praise their hard-working employees 

and should encourage them for positive behaviors. Organizations should take a step to promote a just and fair environment 

especially in PAS and should promote employees to raise their voice against unfairness and injustice by valuing their 

suggestions through unanimous suggestion boxes and complaint handlings. Based on trust and belief, employers must 

develop a strong pledge with their employees. Moreover, all the variables of performance appraisal justice, WE, job 

performance, and OCB are examined in this single study.  

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 

The main objective of the study is to deepen our understanding of justice and WE literature and their relationships. This 

study significantly contributes to organizational justice, WE, OCB, and job performance literature despite few limitations. In 

Pakistan, the working of public sector organizations is mostly characterized by injustice, non-transparent procedures, 

stressful environment, high power distance, favoritism, and growing political influence. These factors mostly produce 

negative and pessimistic emotions in employees resultantly increasing deviant and counterproductive behaviors in the 

workplace. This research has found justice in the performance appraisal system leads to WE and ultimately leads to OCB 

and high job performance in government sector organizations of Pakistan. Future researchers may also conduct continuation 

studies on other industries and sectors. Furthermore, future studies may examine more variables as mediators and moderators 

amongst justice, WE, and OCB relationship. 
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