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Knowledge-Sharing Behavior as a Mediator of the Relationship between Organizational Justice and Organizational Performance from a Balanced Scorecard Perspective in a non-Western Context of the UAE
Abstract
Western researchers often discuss the relationship between organizational justice and organizational performance. However, some scholars have claimed that the empirical evidence suggests that Western studies may not generalize to the rest of the world, because of, for example, cultural differences. This study was therefore designed to explore this relationship in the Middle Eastern context, and specifically in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The aim of the study is first, to examine the relationship between all the dimensions of each of organizational justice and organizational performance in the UAE; second, to test the relationship between organizational justice and knowledge-sharing behavior; third, to examine the relationship between knowledge sharing behavior and the four dimensions of organizational performance; and finally, to study the mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationship between organizational justice and organizational performance. The data were randomly collected from the only company working in prehospital care in Abu Dhabi and Northern Emirates using a questionnaire. Data were collected from 247 employees working in the field around the UAE. Relationships were studied and tested using Hierarchical Linear Regression analysis and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and the mediation effect was tested using Baron and Kenny’s recommendations. In line with previous Western studies, organizational justice dimensions were found to have a strong positive relationship with all dimensions of organizational performance and knowledge-sharing behavior. Knowledge-sharing behavior was found to fully mediate the relationship between distributive justice and the three dimensions of organizational performance, the learning and growth, internal process, and customer perspectives, and also the relationship between procedural justice and both the internal process and customer perspective. Knowledge-sharing behavior partially mediated interactional justice’s relationship with the learning and growth perspective and fully mediated its relationship with the internal process and customer perspectives. This research has several limitations, including time barriers (the research was cross-sectional). It did not consider any control variables, and could only study one company in the UAE. The study is, however, thought to be the first in the UAE, and the wider region, to examine the relationship between organizational justice and organizational performance using a balanced scorecard approach, and considering the mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior.
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[bookmark: _Toc452221394][bookmark: _Toc452402297]Chapter 1 – Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the healthcare industry in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). It describes, in particular, National Ambulance, one of the organizations providing pre-hospital care within the seven Emirates. The chapter will identify the gaps in the literature explored by this research, both managerial aspects such as organizational justice, knowledge-sharing, and organizational performance, and impact of the UAE’s federal strategy 2021. By looking simultaneously at both managerial and national issues, this chapter closes with the significance of the study and the research questions. 

[bookmark: _Toc452221395][bookmark: _Toc452402298]1.1 Overview of the UAE and Pre-hospital Care Industry
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Ac9h6MkE3DE5][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZzGDFTWZW9Fp]The United Arab Emirates was formed in the 1970s as a constitutional federation of seven states, each called an “Emirate”. It is located at the southeastern tip of the Arabic Peninsula and borders Oman and Saudi Arabia. The seven Emirates are Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharjah, Ajman, Ras Al-Khaimah, Umm Al-Quwain, and Fujairah. The capital is Abu Dhabi. After early oil exploration in the 1960s, the UAE invested heavily in people to drive rapid development, especially because it contains just less than 10% of the world’s oil. The country diversified its economic resources and is now considered to be a major player in trading, tourism, and industrial and financial investment (Fares et al., 2014). According to the National Bureau of Statistics, in 2010 its population was growing because of steady immigration and had reached 8.19 million, an increase of 125,000 over the previous year. Despite the negative trend around the globe, the population of the UAE is expected to double by 2029. Perhaps surprisingly, the majority of the population are expatriates, and fewer than 20% are Emirati nationals. The median age of UAE citizens in 2010 was 37 years old. Only 1% of the population was aged over 65 years. The Emirates are not equally populated: the Emirates of Abu Dhabi, Dubai, and Sharjah contain two thirds of the total population of the UAE (The National, 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc452221396][bookmark: _Toc452402299]1.1.1 Healthcare in the UAE
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_nmaV7Bspgvdt][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_07R8BUbFFpfG][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_xOG4I1T3Xlsk][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_K3sE2dsBfYDX]	The healthcare industry in the UAE has developed principally over the last few decades. As a result, World Health Organization (WHO) data show major improvements in healthcare indicators for the UAE between 1999 and 2012. For example, the life expectancy was 73 years old in 1999, and 77.4 years old in 2012. In 2012, the UAE spent 3.3% of its total Gross Domestic Product (GDP) on healthcare, compared with 2.4% in 2009. Both 2012 figures are comparable with those found in developed countries (WHO - EMRO | Regional Health Observatory, 2014). Such statistics indicate that the UAE’s government is committed to investing in public healthcare services and infrastructure (Fares et al., 2014). A more obvious comparison is to look at the healthcare infrastructure pre- and post-federation. In the 1970s, the country had only seven public hospitals. Today, there are more than 40 operating around the UAE. Half of the 60 private hospitals were built in the last two decades (Fares et al., 2014). The UAE does, however face several challenges in its healthcare industry, the biggest of which is the difficulty in recruiting and retaining world-class staff. As healthcare services have developed, the levels of competition for staff within the UAE have also increased, but the pool of specialized physicians and professionals remains limited. Many of those working in nursing and as other allied health professionals are using work in the UAE as a way to gain experience, so that they can then move elsewhere (Albert & Ahmed, 2014). 

[bookmark: _Toc452221397][bookmark: _Toc452402300]1.1.2 UAE Government Vision for Healthcare 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ThUzW6Qzu0XF][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Oseglfdidh3t]The government of the UAE aims to achieve a world class healthcare sector by 2021, and has targeted several critical Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). The Ministry of Health promises to maintain collaboration with other health authorities around the UAE. It seeks the highest possible standard of medical services in both public and private hospitals. The national agenda also supports proactive use of preventive medicine and healthcare for chronic diseases including cardiovascular disease and diabetes. It therefore expects to increase the life expectancy of citizens (UAE Vision 2021, 2010c). Beyond healthcare, the government aims to increase the number of Emirati nationals working in the private sector tenfold by 2021, and to move to a knowledge-based economy, established and headed by UAE nationals (UAE Vision 2021, 2010a). Table 1 shows the KPIs which are considered key triggers of this research.
 









Table 2: Research Trigger and UAE Vision 2021
	No.
	KPI
	Description
	Target by 2021

	1. 
	Traffic deaths per 100,000 population
	Reducing the number of deaths from road accidents
	- No more than three deaths per 100,000 population. 
- Would make the UAE one of the five safest nations in the world, based on WHO ranking. 

	2. 
	Emiratization rate in the private sector
	The proportion of Emirati nationals in the total private sector workforce (nationals and expatriates).
	- No more than one expatriate per ten nationals.

	3. 
	Proportion of knowledge workers in the labor force
	Introducing highly skilled and knowledgeable workers to the professional jobs and fields listed on the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO - 08), including legislators, managers, business executives, specialists and technicians in the scientific, technical and humanitarian fields.
	- Doubling the current proportion.


[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_9rWw2fiM8N1u]Source: UAE Vision 2021 (2010b). 
[bookmark: _Toc452221398][bookmark: _Toc452402301]1.1.3 National Ambulance
[bookmark: _Toc408058313][bookmark: _Toc408080733][bookmark: _Toc408232856][bookmark: _Toc408233137][bookmark: _Toc452221399][bookmark: _Toc452221648][bookmark: _Toc452223102][bookmark: _Toc452280096][bookmark: _Toc452280176][bookmark: _Toc452287754][bookmark: _Toc452313208][bookmark: _Toc452315519][bookmark: _Toc452316371][bookmark: _Toc452316436][bookmark: _Toc452364991][bookmark: _Toc452373106][bookmark: _Toc452402302][bookmark: _Toc408159604][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_8ycxF2XMCE1r][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Tj6ikpVPgwwv]In September 2010, His Highness Sheikh Saif Bin Zayed Al Nahyan, the Minister of the Interior, announced the establishment of the National Ambulance Company in the UAE, particularly in Abu Dhabi, as a semi-government organization (National Ambulance, 2014a). Its main role is to provide pre-hospital care to government and private clients. Its unique prehospital care solution and helicopter emergency medical service is staffed with highly qualified and carefully selected specialists and professionals supported by the latest technologies. The company’s commitment is demonstrated by its range of international accreditations, including ISO 9001 for quality management, ISO 14001 on environmental management, and OHSAS 18001 occupational health and safety standards (National Ambulance, 2014b).

[bookmark: _Toc408058314][bookmark: _Toc408080734][bookmark: _Toc408232857][bookmark: _Toc408233138][bookmark: _Toc452221400][bookmark: _Toc452221649][bookmark: _Toc452223103][bookmark: _Toc452280097][bookmark: _Toc452280177][bookmark: _Toc452287755][bookmark: _Toc452313209][bookmark: _Toc452315520][bookmark: _Toc452316372][bookmark: _Toc452316437][bookmark: _Toc452364992][bookmark: _Toc452373107][bookmark: _Toc452402303][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_69rna9tv9eie]National Ambulance employs specialists from more than 20 countries around the globe (Wilkinson, 2014). It is therefore very challenging to adopt, implement, and maintain a mutual corporate culture suitable for all employees, which will have an immediate impact on the their knowledge-sharing behavior, as well as organizational performance (Wilkinson, 2014). The concept of Emiratization or Nationalization, which requires organizations to recruit more Emirati nationals in both government and private sector, means that non-national staff face a loss of power and position (Al-Alawi, Al-Marzooqi, & Mohammed, 2007). Equality and fairness between employees plays a crucial role in shaping the norms of knowledge-sharing in any organization, and will therefore have an immediate and major impact on the organization’s performance (Wilkinson, 2014). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402304]1.2 Research Problem
There have been very few comprehensive studies in the Middle East that have considered the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice, knowledge-sharing behavior, and operational and financial organizational performance (e.g. Allen & Meyer, 1996; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Taylor, 2000). Several authors have, however, raised concerns about the dangers of generalizing Western justice theories to other cultures (Abu Elanain, 2010). Lam (2000), for example, claimed that the field of organizational justice lacks studies that can be generalized across cultures. Ibragimova (2006) noted that it is difficult to create a knowledge-sharing climate among professionals. Creation of the right workplace environment plays a crucial role in supporting knowledge-sharing behavior among employees, and so will improve the financial and operational performance of the organization (Ibragimova, 2006). Justice research therefore needs to be revisited in the Arab region in general, and the Middle East in particular, to build generalizability. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_8lTgvyvCcBx3]The field of knowledge management concerns how people tackle problems by using information and experience (Ibragimova, 2006). The significance of knowledge is not limited to individuals, however; it also affects the day-to-day operation of the business, prediction of future events, and understanding why and how certain events occur. An organization is considered to be a ‘warehouse’ of knowledge, where hundreds or even thousands of employees integrate their knowledge in a process that generates new products or services (Grant 1996; Kogut & Zander 1992). Technologies play a crucial role in shaping knowledge management systems, leading to the transfer of knowledge embedded or stored within people (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001). 

The aim of knowledge management is to improve organizational performance through culture, communication, structure, financials, and learning among individuals within the organization (Damodaran & Olphert, 2000). Knowledge-sharing proactively enhance creation of knowledge, because constructive dialogue between employees often leads to new discoveries about relationships between variables (Nonaka, 1994). Lam (2000) claimed that knowledge-sharing provides companies with best practice that leads to new products or services. Using and applying knowledge efficiently is often more practical than attempting to master a vast quantity of new knowledge (Styhre, 2002). Most organizations try to facilitate knowledge capture and sharing by building technical infrastructure, supported by policies and procedures that enable global operations (Szulanski, 1993). An automated knowledge management system allows an organization to focus on collective experience to solve any problem, regardless of time or geographical location (Seng, Zannes, & Pace, 2002).
	
The correlation between the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance, with knowledge-sharing behavior, perhaps the most critical building block for organizations, as a mediator, has not previously been explored in an Arab context. The overall association between organizational justice and other organizational factors including financial performance and performance of internal processes, has been examined, but in a different context. In particular, it has been studied in both the manufacturing sector and a customer-oriented company, but not in the prehospital care industry. Most previous studies also tested the relationship in a western-based work environment, not a non-western setting. Ibragimova (2006) suggested that to widen the generalizability, it would be valuable to explore the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and other organizational factors in different areas around the world. Investigating these relationships in the UAE, and specifically in the prehospital care sector, therefore adds considerably to the literature on the subject. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402305]1.3 Purpose of the study
The purpose of the study is to identify the factors that affect organizational performance, both financial and operational, by looking at the dimensions of the balanced scorecard including learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives, in the prehospital care industry in the UAE. In particular, the study focuses on the influence of organizational justice. In other words, the study will mainly focus on the relationship between the three dimensions of organizational justice including distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, and organizational performance across the balanced scorecard dimensions. It will also investigate the mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior, as a unidimensional variable, between the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance. 
This research therefore extends the previous work in several ways. First, it will translate the Western theoretical framework into a Middle Eastern context, enhancing generalizability. Secondly, it is the first study in the Middle East of which we are aware that attempts to understand and explain the correlation between organizational justice and organizational performance, considering the mediation effect of knowledge-sharing behavior. Third, this research contributes to organizational performance from a balanced scorecard (BSC) perspective by examining the relationship between types of organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and transactional) and organizational performance across learning and growth, internal process, customer and financial perspectives. Finally, it tests the mediating effect of actual knowledge-sharing behavior on this relationship. 
[bookmark: _Toc452402306]1.4 Research Questions 
[bookmark: _Toc399409162]As it is difficult to develop a knowledge-sharing climate in a professional work atmosphere (Ibragimova, 2006), The creation of a fair workplace environment plays a crucial role in encouraging knowledge-sharing behavior among employees, and so improving financial and operational performance of the company/organization (Ibragimova, 2006). This dissertation therefore aims to address the overall objective of “What is the impact of organizational justice on organizational performance, both financial and operational, and does knowledge-sharing behavior act as a mediating variable?” This high-level two-part question is broken down into three sub-questions: 
RQ1. What is the relationship between the dimensions of both organizational justice and organizational performance? 
RQ2. What is the relationship between organizational justice dimension including distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice and knowledge-sharing behavior? 
RQ3. What is the mediating impact of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance? 

[bookmark: _Toc452402307]1.5 Importance of the Study
	The study attempts to fill a gap in the body of knowledge, adding to previous research by exploring the variables that affect the prehospital care industry and its employees. It may help this sector to improve quality, efficiency, reliability, stability, and profitability. It will also help the UAE prehospital care industry to look at organizational equity and tools to control organizational performance. 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_6dtRCJpiYM5q][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_l12r9mf91UKu][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_StKXbFsX8vCU][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_HEdehhuQRRDK]	A review of the existing literature made clear that although organizational justice is generally agreed to correlate with and affect work performance, the degree to which it does so across different dimensions is still unclear. This requires further study and research (Wang et al., 2010). Organizational justice is considered an essential predictor of personal and group attitude and behavior in a work environment (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). People are different, and so have different perceptions of justice, and of occupational inequality (Binns, 2008). Based on an interview with the Chief Administration Officer (CAO) of National Ambulance, knowledge-sharing behavior is likely to mediate between organizational justice and organizational performance. This is the first study in the UAE to consider the relationship between all the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance, and take into account the mediating impact of knowledge-sharing behavior. It is also the first in the UAE to consider both financial and operational aspects of organizational performance. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402308]1.6 Structure of the Study
Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter familiarizes the reader with the topic by providing an overview of the subject, outlining the research settings, and then discussing the problem statement, the purpose of the research, the research questions, the importance of the study, and its contribution in the UAE setting. 



Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter will dig deeper into the topic by providing in-depth descriptions and discussions of the different views of scholars on organizational justice, including the three perspectives (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) and organizational performance using the balanced scorecard approach. It introduces four dimensions of that approach: learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives. It will explain why we selected the balanced scorecard as an approach to investigating performance. This chapter will also provide an overview of knowledge-sharing behavior and the theoretical and empirically-identified relationships between the variables.

Chapter 3: Development of Hypotheses
This chapter, on development of hypotheses, describes how the research hypotheses were built, drawing on previous studies and empirically-proven relationships. 

Chapter 4: Research Methodology
	This chapter will explain in detail the approach used to obtain the results, and draw conclusions. It will cover the research design, data collection methods, ethical considerations, measures and scaling, and analysis steps and strategies. 
 


Chapter 5: Data Analysis and Discussion
This chapter shows the results of analysis of the quantitative data collected for the study. It explains and gives results for the reliability and validity test, descriptive analysis, model fitness analysis (Structural Equation Modeling, or SEM), correlation analysis, regression analysis, and mediation effect analysis. It also shows the correlations between the variables and whether hypotheses are supported by the results. 

Chapter 6: Limitations and Managerial Implications
This chapter will set out the weaknesses and limitations of this research and put forward some theoretical and managerial implications of the research, as well as suggesting future research opportunities.

Chapter 7: Conclusion 
This chapter will briefly summarize the findings of this research. It will propose some lessons learned from the study, in the form of questions that leaders should ask to assure alignment and achievement of their firm’s vision, mission, values, and strategies. 





[bookmark: _Toc452402309]Chapter 2 – Literature Review
The aim of this chapter is to provide an overview of the existing literature in disciplines including organizational justice, knowledge-sharing behavior, and organizational performance. This will help to identify the potential gap that could be filled by this study. It covers definitions, major milestones in each construct, and previous research exploring the relationships between the study variables and constructs. 

[bookmark: _Toc399409164][bookmark: _Toc452402310]2.1 Organizational Justice
The concept of organizational justice is widely used in explanatory organizational research (e.g. Abu Elanain, 2010; Atalay & Özler, 2013; Nojani, Arjmandnia, Afrooz & Rajabi, 2012; Tziner & Sharoni, 2014). It is used to explain perceptions of fairness and equality, and resulting reactions (Shalhoop, 2004). Justice is considered to be a governing fact of life (De Cremer, 2005). Organizational justice has been conceptualized into three dimensions (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Distributive justice relates to the balance of work input and outcomes, such as compensation and payment based upon work accomplished. Procedural justice is whether employees perceive that the tools, policies and procedures used to distribute the benefits of the organization are fair, while interactional justice concerns the treatment of individuals during the implementation of policies and procedures (Folger & Konovsky, 1989).

There have been numerous studies investigating perceptions of organizational justice including distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, and the relationships between these and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational performance (e.g. Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Loi, Hang-Yue & Foley, 2006). Few studies, however, have focused on the effect of perceptions of organizational justice on knowledge-sharing behavior and financial and operational organizational performance (e.g. Aryee, Chen & Budhwar, 2004; Ibragimova, 2006). The nature of the relationship between these elements is therefore fundamentally unknown, although it is suggested that organizational justice leads to improved organizational performance. The role of knowledge-sharing behavior as a mediating factor has also been insufficiently researched, especially in the Middle East.

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_tdbf27Rt2Yv4][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_PZNaAOtlnWiM][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_IuHKi2jaB87B][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_OpDdjwZmuYgH][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_cqyJ59D8Q1bt][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_OsRrtucdjeuq][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_M1hKPSqQpPyr][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_iQS15cAD2nS1][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_xOJAq9Yut9pv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Jn3QOqNj5dui][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_WK9e7RyRbP3j][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_x2wOytFFrNnI][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_hv95mttX9pvJ][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_mI7RmoORcmHN]Organizational justice is associated with employee perceptions of how fairly and equitably the organization is treating them and their agents (Shalhoop, 2004). It is considered to have three main dimensions: distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Masterson et al., 2000; Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001) First, distributive justice relates to the balance of dissemination of work outcomes of the organization, for example, compensation and payment, with work input (Binns, 2008; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson, Folger & Konovsky, 1989). These ideas, and particularly the concept of outcome and input, emerged from Adams’ equity theory (Adams, 1965). Distributive justice is therefore mainly concerned with how the organization allocates its resources to employees in return for their work, and whether this is perceived as fair (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Korsgaard, Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995). Second, procedural justice is how fair the process and procedure for allocation of resources and other organizational decisions is considered to be (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000). Perceptions of improved procedural justice lead to lower levels of absenteeism, reduced employee turnover, and increased work performance and commitment to the organization (Masterson et al., 2000). Procedural justice has three main components: formal procedure, interpretation of procedures and decision-making drivers, and interpersonal reaction to decisions (Gilliland, 1993). The theory of procedural justice was set out in Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) seminal statement, Procedural Justice: A Psychological Analysis. The authors introduced the idea of process control, the degree to which employees can affect, control, or influence the process, and therefore the outcomes. Leventhal (1980) proposed six rules of procedural justice, which all need to be fulfilled to create a fair, equitable, and healthy work environment. The six rules include consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, ability to correct errors, representativeness, and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980). Third, interactional justice is concerned with the treatment of individuals during the implementation of the procedure (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000). Bies and Moag (1986) and Byrne (2005) both describe interactional justice as the interpersonal characteristics of process implementation. 

Employees’ perceptions of justice in the workplace are significant for several reasons. Perceptions are largely derived from employees’ judgement about their work environment, which is an important predictor of job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, organizational performance, withdrawal behavior, and counterproductive work behavior (Ibragimova, 2006). Throughout history, the concept of justice in the Middle East has changed because of issues of social cohesion, or Asabiyya in Arabic (Darling, 2007). A recent study in the area found a positive relationship between the three dimensions of organizational justice and organizational citizenship behavior and turnover intention (Al Afari & Abu Elanain, 2014). Abu Elanain (2010) found that procedural justice and distributive justice correlated with organizational commitment, a finding consistent with Western-based studies. Another study also supported Abu Elanain's (2010) research, concluding that justice is significantly related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment in Saudi Arabia (Elamin, 2012). A study from the banking sector in the Middle East found that distributive justice and interactional justice, but not procedural justice, affect the loyalty and emotions of customers (Dayan, Al Tamimi & Elhadji, 2008). Fernandes and Awamleh (2006) segregated their results by nationality. They found that there was a positive relationship between organizational justice and job satisfaction and self-reported performance for Emirati employees, but for international employees the relationship existed only between justice and satisfaction, not self-reported performance. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402311]2.1.1 Importance of Organizational Justice
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZT7a67nFK1tI][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_wRV0fuMvhPu6]Although organizational justice was clearly identified in Adams’ equity theory (1965), the concepts of distribution, interaction, and procedural justice are all highlighted throughout the classical management literature. In the initial theoretical stage, Max Weber illustrated the practice of authority and the types of bureaucracies by looking at organizational justice (Weber, 1978). This appears to be the earliest academic contribution to the modern economic literature in the field of organizational justice. Weber (1978) considered the most predominant ideology was the rational legal authority, or bureaucracy. He defined this as a set of impersonal rules imposed by a higher authority such as government. This type of authority generally appears to be ranked more highly than charismatic and traditional authority, which tends to be driven more personally. Bureaucracy combines both procedural and distributive justice, and introduces the concepts of holding office and internal promotion, eradicating nepotism and isolating an individual’s position in the organization from their economic and social status. Bureaucracy provides a basic control and segregation of duties, which produces a kind of procedural and distributive justice. Merton (1957) claimed that rigid rules in an organization ignore minor special cases, and employees therefore criticize bureaucracy as unfair for all. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ul1e9gQGQfj9][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_8fVvaEzol590][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_RmG11Ag4wJkp]Organizational justice is concentrated in human relationships. Interactional justice emphasizes the nature of the relationship between employee and manager (Adams, 1965). Procedural justice, however, focuses on the set of rules, policies and procedures, and those employees working within them, and whether they lead to a fair outcome (Adams, 1965). Distributive justice has been claimed to be the most mechanical type of justice, and does not cater for human interaction requirements (Adams, 1965). Taylor (1911) was least concerned about interactional justice in his management theories and literatures. He mainly focused on the ‘tit-for-tat’ principle (‘fair’ day’s pay for ‘fair’ day’s work) and tended to exclude procedural and interactional justice. One of the major criticisms of his theory is that when he calculated the amount of work and effort “input” produced by the manual labor, he failed to integrate the fair output “outcome” to individuals, whereas Adams felt that this was critical to perceived fairness. 

Mary Parker Follett (1929) took an exactly opposite view. She felt that human interaction and relationships were fundamental to any organization. Her approach was used to bring management and employees together to troubleshoot and solve problems by using constructive and integrated conflict advocates. Her methodology aimed to keep the voice of the employees and to promote procedural justice by process control. She intensified and drove interactional justice between employees. Her approach aimed to support employees’ opinion and integrity by considering them an integral part of the managerial decision. She claimed that when employees disagree with an order, they will act defensively to justify their opinion, and this will have a negative impact on their productivity. Many researchers have subsequently demonstrated and empirically tested this exposition, including Moorman (1991), and Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001). The guru of management, McGregor (1960), also supported this position. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_1CdfiddQdyAs]Organizational justice is also defined in the management literature related to ideas of human motivation (Binns, 2008). Taylor (1911) believed that the only way to motivate and incentivize anyone was through money or “payment”. In other words, to increase the productivity of the organization, management should increase employees’ salaries. Other theorists in the field of organizational behavior, including Parker Follett (1929) and McGregor (1960), introduced a nonfinancial and social incentive variable into their framework. McGregor (1960) highlighted Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs in managing organizational human resources in his book The Human Side of Enterprise. McGregor considered various types of incentives in his theories. He thought that employees could be motivated by self-respect and status, as well as by monetary incentives. McGregor therefore perceived that interactional justice is significant in making sure that the treatment relationship between management and associates is fair and equitable. This will affect employee productivity either positively or negatively. He claimed that when low-level employees were better treated by managers, they would be more committed and productive, and vice versa. McGregor (1960) provided a first empirical look at the relationship between interactional justice and organizational performance. 

	In conclusion, organizational justice themes have enriched the management literature for over a century, although the topic has evolved at different rates over time. Taylor (1911) explored distributive justice and equity in his work. Procedural justice is covered in depth in most of the classical work, because it was considered the most widespread type of justice (Parker Follett, 1929; Weber, 1978). McGregor (1960) drew heavily on Parker Follett’s work on theories related to interactional justice. Remarkably, McGregor (1960) was the first social scientist to study the correlation between interactional justice and productivity, providing a strong theoretical background in the field of organizational justice. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402312]2.1.2 Dimensions of Organizational Justice
[bookmark: _Toc452402313]2.1.2.1 Distributive Justice
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_71AWk1FLGvHa][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_WloHqRzXk2zf][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_j2TZFHqF5QVl][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_goxsXKEbFN2C]	In the early 1960s, through the theory of social exchange, the ideology of distributive justice was established by Homans (1961), drawing on the ideas of Aristotle. Homans defined distributive justice as the degree to which an individual’s contribution in a particular task is equivalent to their reward. Homans added that when there is inequality in this ratio, the employee will express annoyance, but he did not link this annoyance to any other behavioral reaction. Homans’ theory does not fully address justice in the workplace, but it has been developed over time to cover wider issues (Binns, 2008). Blau (1964) expanded the theory of social exchange by adding consideration of issues like social structure, organizations, and bureaucracy. The theory has now been widely explored over a long period, and empirically tested in multiple studies (e.g. Akerlof & Yellen, 1990).

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_BZBrHrk0vqGY][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_mq1Pgj5zAAFv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_YkuZNzkhRXmg][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_fWcqDYLCVRE6][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_7XKLbrpvTe7l][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZIUBKDnQcl4F][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_8mf6OtxQBdsg][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_E3m90gXhsbi7][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_EzHb5fE77tkg][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_IyUPI6UY6Q3y][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_M37UCb018c27]	Industrial psychologist J. S. Adams (1965) applied Homans’ social exchange theory to the context of the workplace, producing a seminal paper titled Inequity in Social Exchange. Adams (1965) mainly focused on clarifying three points: 1) the empirical relationship between unfair treatment and social exchange; 2) whether there are other variables not considered in the theory of social exchange; and 3) what behaviors can be anticipated. This research, along with Homans’ (1961) social exchange theory and the deprivation and complementarity concept (Stouffer et al., 1949) led Adams to propose his equity theory. Adams restructured distributive justice as equity theory, proposing that entities should calculate and compare the perceived input and output from every employee, using one person at each job level as a reference (Binns, 2008). Adams (1965) broke equity theory into four main propositions. First, he claimed that individuals define fairness based on their input to the organization (including productivity, education, time, experience, knowledge, ability, qualifications and ambition (Swinton, 2006), and the outcome they receive (including rewards, esteem, recognition, reputation, and payment (Swinton, 2006), compared with those around them (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987). Second, if employees perceive that their input/output ratio is not equal to those around them, inequity exists (Huseman et al., 1987). Third, Adams claimed that if the variance in inequity increased, than so would stress and tension in the environment (Huseman et al., 1987). Finally, employees who feel that they are being treated unfairly will start to adjust their behavior to restore equity (Huseman et al., 1987). Adams (1965) suggested that employees would consider five types of reaction to restore justice: 
1) Switching work input; 
2) Attempting to alter organizational output; 
3) Cognitively distorting their outcomes or those of the reference person, in a situation described by Beck (2010) as “overgeneralization or generalizability: an outcome of one situation will be generalized over all events”. 
4) Getting out of the situation, or “withdrawal”; or 
5) Altering the reference point. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_KEyzYu75nTGE][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_rTEzoMDSpnsF][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_4f1PKGanIm4f]Adams’ (1965) equity theory has been supported by a number of researchers over the years, particularly on the behavioral reaction to inequity. Many studies have empirically proved that unfair treatment of employees will lead them to switch their behavior to restore equity by reducing their input. By doing so, employees seek to reduce the discrepancy between work input and organization outcome. Such behavior will be seen not only from under-rewarded employees, but also those who are over-rewarded (Cowherd & Levine, 1992; Lawler, 1968; Stacy, 1963; Stacy & Jacobsen, 1964; Stacy & Rosenbaum, 1962). Weick (1964), however, claimed that Adam’s study sample used the concept of cognitive distortion to restore equity in the workplace (Mechanism No. 3). Employees who were underpaid in Weick’s sample were more interested and satisfied than those who were treated equitably. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_GdkkAuhuvuI1][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_JZsKhb8pxCE8][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_RnfmwMj4emYM][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_J10eodqgb6dg][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_0QV6aK5jGMou][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_KVbZ9I0rSsQZ][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_EIrqd2mr4uup][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_LzsZWu86c1lo]	Immediately after Adam’s theory started to dominate justice research, Walster and her colleagues proposed an alternative theory in the field of distributive justice (Walster, Berscheid, & William, 1973; Walster, Hatfield, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). Although Walster’s theory was more generic than the previous justice theories, it was useful in interpersonal studies because it went beyond the workplace (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005). This theory retained almost all of the features proposed by Adams (1965) but extended his theory in two main ways. Firstly, Walster and her associates claimed that Adams’s (1965) version of equity theory drove researchers to predictable conclusions, especially when talking about inputs. It was particularly difficult to assess and compare accumulated inputs like experience (Adams & Freedman, 1976; Farkas & Anderson, 1979; Moschetti, 1979; Romer, 1977; Samuel, 1978). Secondly, Walster and her associates differentiated between two types of inequity restoration that were not recognized in Adams’ theory. These were actual or behavioral equity and psychological equity restoration (Walster et al., 1973). Actual equity restoration requires true modification in employee outcomes (e.g. performance decline in response to unfair job distribution). Psychological equity restoration is where employees misrepresent the organization to others, and so feel that they are restoring equity (Walster et al., 1973). Walster and colleagues assumed that employees are rationally driven by the concept of “profit maximization”, and therefore claimed that those who are overpaid would prefer to restore equity psychologically, and those who are underpaid would prefer to restore equity behaviorally by claiming more rewards (Walster et al., 1973). However, other researchers have proved that such simple concepts do not always operate correctly in the area of organizational justice. For example, Greenberg (1988, 1989) proved that both actual/behavioral and psychological equity restoration could occur interchangeably, regardless of overpayment and underpayment. Greenberg (1996) also raised multiple issues relating to fair dissemination of non-monetary output within organizational settings. These are not covered by Walster’s adjustment of equity theory, and include the distribution of power between parties.

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_b1nMev4JiAsm][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_6lA9TDe9nTbj][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_hzgPrWkrxTag][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_YRwRkAd5AVQv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_XzVAmkT2kFQk][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_f92jJy8f2Vj5][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_izzjvRXdp6ej][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_4UXrn8DDm8wf][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ZwDEP7YhgdpY][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_UF28JWQcqvJ5]In the mid-1970s, Leventhal (1976) switched the outlook of researchers toward the allocation of organizational outcomes, rather than rewards reception. In other words, they focused on whether the organization was able to fairly and justly distribute incentives based on the equity principle. The reward allocation mechanism represented one allocation standard, and is not necessarily appropriate. Leventhal (1976a, 1976b, 1980) called these standards allocation norms. This misappropriation of equitable reward allocation because of personal relationships remained a barrier in distinguishing between contributors and recipients (Leventhal, 1980). Deutsch (1975) claimed that following a single standard for reward allocation is not healthy in non-ecumenical social relations contexts, because it harms the social relationships. Notably, both Deutsch (1975) and Leventhal (1976a, 1976b) looked at distributive justice from a different angle. They claimed that when stability, conformity, and harmony exist between individuals within a team focusing on a mutual target like promotion, experience, and knowledge, rather than individual achievement, the allocation of rewards will be considered correct (Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976a, 1976b). Deutsch and Leventhal expanded the ideology of justice from one norm, equity, to three norms, equity, equality, and need (Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976a, 1976b). Lerner (1977) proposed an additional norm; this list has since expanded to 17 norms of distributive justice (Reis, 1986) agreed by researchers, who also agree that the most important norm is equity (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005). Many researchers also consider that the rewards allocation situation is controlled by multiple organizational objectives, and therefore requires multiple allocation norms (Elliott & Meeker, 1986; Mannix, Neale, & Northcraft, 1995). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402314]2.1.2.2 Procedural Justice
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_R5Jf6ClpCBkR][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_whb8TGFY2VRj][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_b8zNsNJ53Lio][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_sQVyCyf7jaXa][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_xTA921SDzOgB][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ScCdNeJ7x3jU]	The concept of procedural justice was developed throughout the 1960s and 1970s. The starting point was probably the work of Blau (1964), followed by work by Deutsch (1975) and Leventhal (1976). Blau (1964) referred to procedural justice as a ‘code of conduct’ that needs to be followed to achieve justice. Leventhal (1976) noted that the individual perceived justice not only through the right allocation of organizational outcomes, but also through the procedure that led to that allocation. This focused attention on procedural justice. Deutsch (1975) claimed that procedural fairness is one of the most critical factors in distributive justice. Leventhal (1980) criticized organizational justice theories as failing to take into account the procedure that results in outcome allocation. He attributed the emergence of the concept of procedural justice to Thibaut and Walker (1975). 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_3hmqAL5dnepE][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Q7Slf7DwGGSK]	In 1975, Thibaut and Walker published a unique study on the fairness of legal procedure and resolution context. It introduced the first marriage between psychology and legal studies. Thibaut and Walker (1975) distinguished between two main categories of legal procedure, adversarial versus inquisitorial. An adversarial system is a legal system where the court is considered a third party, separate from the prosecution and defense. The court controls only the decision, and not the evidence. This system is mainly used in the US and UK. An inquisitorial system is a legal system in which the court participates in discovering the facts of cases. The court controls both the outcome (the decision) and the procedure (the evidence and how it is presented). This type of system is widely used in Europe. Their study compared perceptions of fairness looking at both the decision-making process and bias avoidance. Their subsequent theory (Thibaut & Walker, 1978) suggested that two determinants were required to reduce bias, process control and decision control. Process control is the degree to which an individual can affect the evidence or the presented argument. Decision control is the degree to which an individual could affect the decision or outcome. 	

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_mqXXtjS8crDj][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_V1OXu82AouxT]	Leventhal (1976, 1980) proposed that as procedural justice is relevant in dispute resolution, it should also be applied to reward allocation. From an organizational behavior point of view, he defined procedural justice as the second layer of justice rules, concentrating on individual beliefs that the procedure set for reward allocation is fair and just (Leventhal, 1980). Leventhal’s (1980) most substantial contribution was his six criteria of a just and fair procedure. These are:
1) Consistency: the same process should be conducted over time and for different individuals. The procedure should not contain any time or personal advantage. 
2) Bias-suppression: the procedure should exclude all favoritism, self-interest, and prejudice. 
3) Accuracy: the process should draw on valid, correct, and error-free information to lead to a fair decision. 
4) Correctability: the individual should have an opportunity to submit an appeal against the decision, if they think it is unfair. 
5) Representativeness: the procedure should exemplify a simple consideration, value, and enable process control for the individual throughout the decision-making process. 
6) Ethicality: the procedure should comply with moral and ethical standards; for example, it should not allow cheating, trickery, breaching of privacy, or bribery. 
	 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_DOfDoItYH05T][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_o8sgBJLvHixh][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_k8ufdlyotWkv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_No98OSmFVTV2]	In the early 1980s, Greenberg and Folger (1983) announced the use of procedural justice in an organizational context. They used Thibaut and Walker’s (1978) theory in two different phases, and from a management perspective. The first phase highlighted the relationship between choice and voice, with a procedure that offered employees a chance to participate and give their opinions, and gauged their reaction. This phase mainly concentrated on participatory decision-making and leadership. Greenberg and Folger (1983) introduced the second phase of the research, studying the fairness related to procedural rules for human resource management, performance assessment, and compensation by using the conceptualization developed by Leventhal (1980) and Thibaut and Walker (1975). Specifically, they argued that the implementation of procedural rules is fairer when organizations provide employees with the opportunity to input into the appraisal process (e.g. allowing them to complete a self-appraisal) and improving the process of book-keeping. They also argued that the compensation system could be made fairer by giving employees the chance to select their compensation plan from a list, based on individual needs and wants. This is known as a cafeteria-style compensation system (Greenberg & Folger, 1985). 
	
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_pniO71S6vUwB][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_eeeTCn5SldXt][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_7rMPsJedhcgk]	As a final milestone in the development of procedural justice theory, Lind and Tyler (1988) wrote a book introducing the concept to organizational researchers. This is considered a landmark in the science of procedural justice. It discusses the seminal paper of Thibaut and Walker (1975) and the procedural rules of Leventhal (1980) in considerable depth. It also explains the implementation of procedural justice in the organizational arena, including political and legal applications. The authors reviewed the effects of fairness on employee satisfaction, adherence to rules, organizational performance and outcome, and other variables. They added to the field of organizational justice by providing multiple examples of justice research design including laboratory experiments, field experiments, and correlational studies. In an appendix, they emphasized the valid and reliable scales used with a survey across the field of organizational justice. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402315]2.1.2.3 Interactional Justice
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_waKZ5ow7Ada7][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_qnWbJKmfGcdA][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_segGIFholJ7r][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_j49gU2HeX4Fx]Until the 1980s, the substantial focus of research was procedural justice and formal decision-making processes, with little attention paid to the socialized nature of human beings, and interactional justice. The key researchers to consider this perspective of human relations in their work were Thibaut and Walker (1975), in comparing adversarial and inquisitorial procedural systems and Leventhal (1980), who highlighted the significance of answering questions in a friendly manner. In 1986, Bies and Moag studied organizational justice in human communication, identifying the importance of interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 1986). The late 1980s and early 1990s saw a wave of research on interactional justice, which slackened off gradually as scholars debated the conceptual status of this third area of justice (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005). 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ngLJG3nrUinb][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_116lIFBDbVkP]	Greenberg and Colquitt (2005) suggested that Bies and Moag’s (1986) work emerged because as a student, Bies heard lots of stories and complaints from PhD students about unfair treatment by members of faculty including misleading, rudeness, and inequalities in their dealings with student, all in full compliance with the policies and procedure of the university. Bies and Moag (1986) discovered that the concept of interactional justice is substantially different from procedural justice. Procedures may be in place and everyone in the organization may comply with them, but at the same time, the way in which individuals are treated is not appropriate. Bies and Moag (1986) claimed that interactional justice referred to the quality of communication and interaction during the procedure. Through their research, they categorized interactional justice into four types: 
1) Truthfulness: authorities should be honest and open in implementing the procedure; 
2) Justification: authorities should provide justification for their decision-making; 
3) Respect: authorities should treat individuals with equality and dignity and avoid attacking or being rude to them; and 
4) Propriety: authorities should avoid asking harmful or inadequate questions (for example, those that would support discrimination). 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_gzD9RtdWo0bu]These interactional justice dimensions are quite distinct from those justice dimensions identified by Leventhal (1980) and Thibaut and Walker (1975). 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_oDQb4W2MxOS9][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_sveuF1vfh744][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_tXZzFSuTWcMG][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_EBlkYQgZAv56][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_ySLD1YiqItG1]	Focusing on Bies and Moag’s (1986) work, researchers began to explore the field of interactional justice to identify other dimensions. A number of researchers (e.g. Folger & Bies, 1989; Greenberg, Bies, & Eskew, 1991; Tyler & Bies, 1990) explored how procedures are implemented beyond the structure of the procedure itself. They attempted to find more criteria to determine interactional justice practices in organizations. Folger and Bies (1989) identified what they called “seven key managerial responsibilities”, including truthfulness, justification, respect, feedback, considering employee opinions, consistency, and bias suppression. Tyler and Bies (1990) identified similar dimensions of interactional justice, calling it “proper enactment”. Greenberg et al. (1991) explained interactional justice as having two dimensions, structural and interpersonal considerations. Both have three sub-dimensions. For the structural aspect, these are consideration of employee opinions, neutrality, and consistency. For interpersonal justice, these are time of feedback, sufficient explanation, and respect and dignity. 
	
[bookmark: _Toc452402316]2.2 Knowledge-Sharing Behavior
Knowledge management considers how people tackle problems using information and experience (Ibragimova, 2006). Collaborative knowledge embedded within individuals serves as a key enabler for new products or services (Grant, 1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992). Storing knowledge within a limited number of individuals, however, prevents the organization achieving its goals and objectives, because it reduces effectiveness and efficiency of production and may reduce new knowledge generation opportunities (Brown & Woodland, 1999). 

Organizations often invest heavily in knowledge management systems. People, however, tend to access knowledge through human relationships and physical interactions, rather than via these systems. One study even found that people are unlikely to use automated systems unless an expert can guide them to the right point in the system (Lesser & Storck 2001). The degree of constructive interaction, the interaction that leads to knowledge-sharing, depends on the level of helpfulness and fairness in the overall culture of the organization (Denison, 1996). Individuals in an unfair work environment often suspend knowledge-sharing behavior (Skarlicki & Folger 1997). As long as the organizational norms and practices satisfy the requirement for constructive interaction between individuals across business units in the organization, however, such interactions will probably lead to knowledge-sharing (Ibragimova, 2006).

Knowledge-sharing among individuals within the organization can become problematic for several reasons (Bock, Zmud, Young-Gul, & Jae-Nam, 2005). Individuals will become more reluctant to share knowledge if they feel that as they distribute their knowledge, they also distribute their respect and power. Knowledge-sharing also requires time and effort. Individuals often feel that to make time for it, other responsibilities should be removed (Seng et al., 2002). The purpose of this dissertation is therefore to study the impact of the three dimensions of organizational justice on knowledge-sharing behavior and organizational performance. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402317]2.2.2 Knowledge-sharing and organizational performance 
In a knowledge-based economy, an organization’s survival and competitiveness depends on its resources and competencies (Subramaniam & Youndt, 2005; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). Drucker (1994) predicted that the future source of competitive advantage will be knowledge workers instead of material, equipment and capital. Several practitioners and scholars have therefore begun to focus on knowledge-sharing behavior among employees, recognizing the importance of collaboration and knowledge management (Jang, Hong, Bock, & Kim, 2002; Kogut & Zander, 1996; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Several researchers have argued that effectiveness, especially in emerging and widely distributed organizations, depends on how knowledge is shared among employees, teams, and units of the organizations (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Huseman & Goodman, 1998). Kogut and Zander (1996) claimed that knowledge-sharing behavior plays a crucial role in developing the organizational infrastructure that will support creativity and innovation, and hence will lead to improved organizational performance. 

Since there is agreement among scholars of knowledge-sharing behavior, it is usual to assume that there is a considerable attention in the existing literature regarding what knowledge-sharing means to the organization, and what might be the effect of knowledge-sharing behavior (Lee & Choi, 2003). Researchers have argued that:
1.  Knowledge-sharing is positively related to reductions in production cost, faster project completion and development, team performance, innovation, and organizational performance (Arthur & Huntley, 2005; Collins & Smith, 2006; Cummings, 2004; Hansen, 2002; Hansen, Mors, & Lovas, 2005; Lin, C-P, 2007; Lin, H-F, 2007; Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009)
2. Knowledge-sharing behavior is not directly related to enhancement of organizational performance, although it does have a mediating impact on performance (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Hsu, 2008; Law & Ngai, 2008; Lee & Choi, 2003; Liebowitz & Yan, 2004)

[bookmark: _Toc399409171][bookmark: _Toc452402318]2.3 Organizational Performance
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_RMG9swS9FVs6]Organizational performance is defined as an organization’s ability to achieve competitive advantage and sustainability (Hussein, Mohamad, Noordin & Ishak, 2014). Several researchers have classified the measurement of organizational performance into two categories (1. Financial category. 2. Financial and Operational.). The classical category of organizational performance is financial, including net profit, return on assets (ROA), return on investment (ROI), return on equity (ROE), and growth rate. This type of measure has been criticized because it is very short-term oriented, and a narrow way to measure such a large construct. Decision-makers have therefore looked for wider-ranging measures to assess the long-term evolution of the organization, including both operational and financial performance (Chen & Liang, 2011). Lee and Choi (2003) proposed four approaches to measuring organizational performance including tangible benefits, intangible benefits, intellectual capital, and financial results. Kaplan and Norton (1992) proposed a widely accepted method which they called the balanced scorecard (BSC). This measures organizational performance across four key dimensions: learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives. 

The major advantage of the BSC method is that it draws on both financial and operational measures (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). It also shows the cause and effect relationship between different perspectives and their relationship to the overall strategy and business vision in a very SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and time-based) way. Such benefits are unlikely to accrue from using Lee and Choi’s (2003) tangible and intangible benefits, and intellectual capital approaches. Chen and Liang (2011) noted that it is more appropriate to use balanced scorecard methodology in knowledge management and justice research, because these measures examine the entire organization. Using BSC measures also helps to measure both short- and long-term performance. We chose to use two perspectives of organizational performance: learning and growth, and internal process perspectives. The company studied requested that financial and customer perspectives should not be examined.

The usefulness of the perspectives of the balanced scorecard can be shown in an example from Kaplan’s research (Kaplan, Norton & Rugelsjoen, 2010). Employees who were well-trained in quality management implementation (learning and growth perspective) helped to shorten the process cycles and decrease the number of defective products. This led to improvement in delivery times, faster customer service, and fewer defects (internal process perspective). Better customer service, higher quality products, and shorter process time meant high customer satisfaction, loyalty, retention and spending (customer perspective), which finally led to higher profits (financial perspective). The four balanced scorecard perspectives are therefore all linked through cause and effect relationships, from investing in employees and enhancing the internal processes, through better customer perceptions, to higher financial performance. The first three perspectives are defined as leading indicators, because they drive financial performance.

Although financial performance and customer satisfaction are very important variables for the organization, they were not included in this research because of the confidential nature of such information. Our main focus, as dependent variables, is therefore learning and growth and internal processes. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402319]2.3.1 Balanced Scorecards
The traditional way of evaluating organizational performance was to look at financial measures. This focus was chosen for three main reasons. First, it is very straightforward to assess the performance of companies based on ratios like return on investment (ROI), return on equity (ROE), earnings per share (EPS), and net profit. Second, it is convenient for managers to quantify and verify financial information. Third, figures are often preferred by several stakeholders, including managers, auditors, and analysts, because of their ease of use (Haywood, 2001; McKenzie & Shilling, 1998). 

Although financial measures are very useful in decision-making, they also have some limitations if used alone. First, financial data do not completely capture value from intangible assets, competitive advantage, and intellectual assets, even though not having these can damage the business. Consequently, non-financial indicators are essential to assess the performance of these aspects. For example, it is worth using learning and growth-related measures to assess the return on knowledge. Secondly, financial indicators only allow management to make short-term decisions (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). During the last 20 years, organizations have faced a radical switch in business philosophy. This has moved from a financial philosophy to a more customer-oriented one, mainly because of intensive competition in markets. Strategy is key to business success. It is important to answer fundamental questions and clarify the corporate vision. These questions include how to attract more customers, enlarge employees’ knowledge, and intensify innovation and creativity, and how these variables help the organization to achieve its short-term objectives, and particularly its financial goals (Ingram, Albright, & Hill, 2004). 

To resolve those issues, Kaplan and Norton (1992) advised including nonfinancial measures as well as financial ones in decision-making. They described these nonfinancial measures as “leading indicators”, because they lead to the financial measures. The financial indicators therefore reflect the quality of past decisions relating to the leading measures (Banker, Potter, & Srinivasan 2000). A performance evaluation system including both financial and nonfinancial measures encourages managers and employees to balance the short-term and long-term interests of the organization. The balanced scorecard (BSC) is therefore a good example of a new performance assessment system. 
 
In the 1990s, Kaplan and Norton therefore proposed a new performance measurement system called balanced scorecards (BSC). These have four dimensions, learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives. Each of these perspectives is connected to the others by a ‘cause and effect’ relationship. The first three perspectives are nonfinancial, reflecting the importance of these measures in performance (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). 

The BSC is also reliable in explaining the overall business strategy of the company. It shows employees exactly what is expected from them, how each target is important at the corporate level, and the weight of each target for the business. The objectives of the BSC are derived from the organization’s mission, which is cascaded into the corporate level strategies and business objectives. The business objectives are designed to be SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic, and time-based) (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). 

As the BSC is linked to the organization’s mission, managers play a crucial role in the development and implementation of the BSC. The overall business strategies should exactly match the corporate BSC. This requires several steps: First, managers should develop corporate strategies based on the organization’s mission. They should then drill down to develop the lower level BSCs. For example, divisional managers should translate corporate strategies and BSC into division level BSCs. They should be able to defend, explain and interpret these to the corporate manager. Divisional managers should explain the approved divisional BSC to business unit managers, to support the development of business unit BSCs. The overall BSC is a collaborative effort from all divisions and business units. It is therefore important to understand what level of BSC is being examined, to understand its linkage to the corporate BSC, and business strategies and mission (Kaplan & Norton, 1992, 1996, 2001). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402320]2.4 Research Question
The introductory chapter explained that the purpose or objective of this research is to investigate the key factors affecting organizational performance from a balanced scorecard perspective in pre-hospital care in the UAE. These factors include organizational justice from multiple dimensions (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) and knowledge-sharing behavior. 
The study also seeks to explore the correlations between the dimensions of organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice), knowledge-sharing behavior, and the dimensions of organizational performance (the learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives), and to study the mediating impact of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance. The following questions were therefore constructed:- 
 RQ1. What is the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and of organizational performance? 
RQ2. What is the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) and knowledge-sharing behavior? 
RQ3. What is the mediating impact of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and of organizational performance? 












[bookmark: _Toc452402321]Chapter 3 – Development of Hypotheses
This chapter will build the study hypotheses scientifically by reviewing the most relevant empirical findings across professions, industries, and locations. It will focus on studies of the relationship between organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) organizational performance, and knowledge-sharing behavior. 
This research will explore the relationship of each of the three types of organizational justice (multidimensional) and each of the three dimensions of organizational performance (multidimensional). It will also consider the role of knowledge-sharing behavior (unidimensional) as a mediator in these relationships. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402322]3.1 Organizational Justice and Organizational Performance 
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_B4gdAZah4Gh5][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_PODpz13OpAJY][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_BeWPN6XQc0Tn][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_7OhKSsjJML6A][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_jbBPMOoSO6Q1][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_poy29jOe4fkv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_3Rq0iw2EchBY]Since the 1970s, researchers have studied the relationship between organizational justice, employee feelings and attitudes (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000) and organizational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000). The association between organizational justice and work performance has also been theorized and examined. For example, Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) proved that there is a significant correlation between organizational justice and employee attitudes and performance. The association between organizational justice and employee performance became a key focus of justice research. Adam’s equity theory claims that employees can switch their quantity and quality of work to reestablish justice, when they perceive that organizational outcomes are unfair (Adams, 1965). Empirical researches has confirmed that employees decrease their performance to diminish input (such as effort, ability, loyalty, tolerance, integrity, flexibility and reliability), when they are underpaid and intensify their performance to produce more input when they are overpaid (Adams & Freedman, 1976; Greenberg, 1982). The equity theory provides a complete theoretical explanation of the relationship between distributive justice and performance. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_hRv5MRJJfYQv][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_GlB2XDdKTAxj]	Various studies have considered the relationship between procedural justice and performance, and such relationship has been tested empirically (Allan, Kanfer, & Christopher, 1990; Christopher & Allan, 1987; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Masterson et al., 2000). Aryee et al. (2004) experimentally studied the impact of organizational justice on performance, with a particular focus on organizational politics and procedural justice, using structural equation modeling. They found that a healthy work environment affects both task achievement and organizational performance, and the resulting model supported their hypotheses. The study concluded that procedural justice was significantly correlated with task achievement and organizational performance, covering both interpersonal facilitation and job dedication. 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_i3BrDQvQzePZ][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_1Hikpsf7sjPw][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Zk9LeYZQgnE4]Based on social exchange theory, some researchers have studied the correlation between interactional justice and work performance. Looking at whether the organization achieved its targeted sales allowed them to assess the impact on return on investment (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Masterson et al., 2000). Perceptions of interactional justice usually emerge from employees toward management or another organizational agent, and a perception of interactional justice may lead the employee to increase productivity (input) to maximize outcome (Wang, Liao, Xia, & Chang, 2010). Furthermore, some studies have also claimed that there is a positive correlation between interactional justice and commitment to the supervisor, leader-member exchange, and satisfaction with the supervisor (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).
[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_zv9gMP8kvpbJ][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_MxjUDIRcFxuX][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_u6jJlPjbspmR]Campbell (1990) argued that task performance includes both tasks that employees need to accomplish, and also contextual issues like motivational and interpersonal elements. Task performance is defined as all directly-related tasks by employees that support achievement of the organizational vision. Contextual performance is the unity of interpersonal and volitional behavior, which supports social and motivational factors and helps the organization to achieve its objectives (Aryee et al., 2004). Further studies categorized contextual performance into two groups: interpersonal facilitation and job dedication. Interpersonal facilitation is interpersonal behaviors that contribute to achieving organizational purposes. Such facilitation includes inspiring corporate behavior, considering others’ existence and opinions, and building relationships. Job dedication is the self-motivation required to handle organizational objectives, work hard, and take the initiative (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Contextual performance can also be considered from the perspective of organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 1988). 

[bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_AykQs7jHLgMy][bookmark: ZOTERO_BREF_Ygfkfz3EO0zJ]Several studies have found that there is a strong correlation between interactional justice and organizational citizenship behavior (Blakely, Andrews, & Moorman, 2005; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Employee performance, absenteeism, turnover, deviant behaviors, commitment, and organizational citizenship behaviors depend upon how fairly employees perceive they are treated both by the organization and by their immediate supervisors (Cowherd & Levine, 1992; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). 

Unlike other forms of organizational justice, distributive justice is more closely correlated with reaction to particular individual outcomes than the overall organization (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Distributive justice represents individual judgements about the fairness to them of outcomes received from the organization. The scale of fairness varies between individuals, but the most common rule is Adam’s equity theory (Adams, 1965; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). To evaluate the fairness of the work environment, individual employees compare their inputs and receipts from the organization with those of other employees, whom they use as a reference point (Adams, 1963). Inequity tends to be perceived when there is inconsistency in the equation: Individual Input/Individual Output = Other Input/Other Output (Greenberg, 1982). 



[bookmark: _Toc452402323]3.1.1 Distributive Justice and Organizational Performance
Early theorists suggested that improving customer perceptions through fairness was vital to enhancing overall company performance (e.g. Dwyer, Schurr & Oh, 1987; Frazier, 1983). The relationship between companies and customers is not limited to the economic transaction, but also includes social and human interactions (Cousins & Menguc, 2006). The internal process perspective is the channel in which the transaction occurs, so by enhancing the sequential relationship between internal processes and customers, the organization can grow its financial performance (Dwyer et al., 1987; Frazier, Spekman & O'Neal, 1988). Ongoing investigation of distributive, procedural and interactional justice confirms that those dimensions are crucial to organizational performance. Kumar, Scheer and Steenkamp (1995) concluded that distributive, procedural and interactional justice enhance the quality of the relationship from a customer perspective. Griffith, Harvey and Lusch (2006) claimed that internal fairness of input/output, procedure, and relationship led to enhancement of company–customer relationships. We therefore hypothesize:
H1: There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H2: There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H3: There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H4: There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the financial perspective of performance.

[bookmark: _Toc452402324]3.1.2 Procedural Justice and Organizational Performance
There is ambiguity around the degree of the relationship between different dimensions of organizational justice and various aspects of performance (Wang et al., 2010). Erdogan (2002) proposed that as distributive justice is very obvious, it would affect operation or task performance. Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) highlighted that job performance is positively influenced by distributive justice. Some empirical research has concluded that employees amend their behavior to restore equity when they perceive that they are under- or overpaid, which is in line with Adams’ equity theory (Adams & Freedman, 1976). Adam’s theory provides clarification on how distributive justice affects performance. Some researchers, however, have argued that distributive justice is not broad enough (Campbell, 1990), and others have attempted to investigate the relationship between procedural and interactional justice and performance (e.g. Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Masterson et al., 2000; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Those studies revealed that procedural justice and performance are correlated. Aryee et al. (2004) tested the relationship between organizational justice and performance, by looking at organizational politics and procedural justice. They concluded that a fair environment leads to improved task and contextual performance. Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) examined the relationship between organizational justice and performance in a meta-analysis. They concluded that organizational justice affects the operational performance of the business, giving a higher weight to procedural justice, then interactional and distributive justice. We therefore hypothesize:
H5: There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H6: There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H7: There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H8: There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the financial perspective of performance.

[bookmark: _Toc452402325]3.1.3 Interactional Justice and Organizational Performance
Researchers have paid little attention to the relationship between distributive justice and knowledge-sharing (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). Leventhal (1980) suggested that fair procedures were consistent, unbiased, accurate, correctable, representative and ethical. Studies have claimed that improvement in the relationship between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice will improve firm performance (e.g. Griffith et al., 2006; Liu, Huang, Luo & Zhao, 2012; Narasimhan, Nair, Griffith, Arlbjørn & Bendoly, 2009; Narasimhan, Narayana & Srinivasan, 2013). Fairness of process will also enrich the voice of the stakeholder, and therefore the overall performance of the firm (Folger, 1977). Social economics researchers have suggested that people want to invest in relationships characterized by fairness of input and output (Blau, 1964). Rousseau (1990) claimed that there is a crucial difference between fair payment and procedures, and fair treatment of employees, so it is possible to have no violations in procedure but still have inappropriate treatment. Interactional justice between employees may therefore have a negative effect on their learning process, the essential component of building any organization (Cross & Baird, 2000). We therefore hypothesize:
H9: There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H10: There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H11: There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H12: There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the financial perspective of performance.

[bookmark: _Toc452402326]3.2 Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (KSB) as Mediator
[bookmark: _Toc452402327]3.2.1 Organizational Justice and Knowledge Sharing Behavior
The relationship between organizational justice and knowledge-sharing behavior is a strong potential research area (e.g. Cropanzano, Bowen & Gilliland, 2007; van den Hooff & de Ridder, 2004; Wang et al., 2010). Empirical evidence demonstrates a positive relationship between justice and knowledge-sharing (e.g. Demirel & Seçkin, 2011). Fu, Chao and Farn (2004) found a positive relationship between distributive justice and explicit knowledge-sharing behavior. C.-P. Lin (2007) reported an indirect positive correlation between distributive justice and tacit knowledge-sharing behavior, mediated by organizational commitment and trust. Gallivan (2001) examined the relationship between knowledge dissemination and organizational performance in IT, and concluded that knowledge dissemination plays an important role in shaping performance measures across the balanced scorecard perspectives. Another study argued that company vision, including competitive advantage, external and internal customer relationships, and operational excellence, required proper knowledge-sharing and learning processes (Swanson & Ramiller, 2004). We therefore hypothesize:
H13: There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.
H14: There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.
H15: There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.

[bookmark: _Toc452402328]3.2.2 KSB Mediating the Relationship between Justice and Performance
The mediation effect of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationship between organizational justice and performance has not been studied very much, although it is important (Lind, 1993). Ibragimova (2006) claimed that if individual performance is judged by group performance, then hard-working employees will reduce their performance to restore equity, and therefore reduce knowledge-sharing and organizational citizenship behavior. Researchers therefore recommend building fair, unbiased, and consistent procedures to gradually increase knowledge-sharing and organizational performance (Tepper & Taylor, 2003). Knowledge management essentially focuses on cultivating continuous learning in organizations, so it will directly improve the learning and growth of employees, and positively affect the upper perspectives of the balanced scorecard (Ruiz-Mercader, Meroño-Cerdan & Sabater-Sánchez, 2006). Many studies also indicate the importance of the mediating role of knowledge-sharing in improving the overall performance of the organization (Gold et al., 2001; Lee & Choi, 2003; Tanriverdi, 2005).
H16: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H17: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H18: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H19: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the financial perspective of performance.

Employees learning from each other is a crucial indicator of an environment that facilitates high performance (Cross & Baird, 2000). When employees feel that the majority of interactions between subordinates are based upon respect, dignity, and fairness, then they will feel that the work environment is equitable and fair, and their loyalty will increase (Staley, 2002), as well as their knowledge-sharing behavior (Umphress, Labianca, Brass, Kass & Scholten, 2003). Wu, Chen and Chung (2010) investigated the correlation between knowledge-sharing and two types of performance, operational efficiency and market performance, in firms in the supply chain management industry. They concluded that different types of firms may see different effects in the relationship between knowledge diffusion and internal performance. Wu and Chen (2014) concluded that the balanced scorecard is a proper method to measure financial and operational performance, and highlighted a significant relationship between actual knowledge-sharing behavior and organizational performance at different stages. We therefore hypothesize:
H20: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H21: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H22: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H23: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the financial perspective of performance.

Dissemination of knowledge among individuals within the organization may become difficult for several reasons (Bock et al., 2005). Individuals are more reluctant to share knowledge if they feel that doing so reduces their respect and power. Knowledge-sharing takes time, so individuals may feel that other responsibilities should be removed to make time for it (Seng et al., 2002). Employees who feel that their work environment is unfair may also suspend knowledge-sharing behavior (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). The three dimensions of organizational justice therefore have a theoretical impact on knowledge-sharing behavior and organizational performance.

	Collaborative knowledge embedded in individuals serves as a key enabler in developing new products or services (Grant, 1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992). Storing knowledge within a limited number of individuals prevents the organization from achieving its goals and objectives, because it stops it from being effective and efficient in production, and suspends the process of new knowledge generation and opportunities (Brown & Woodland, 1999). This study therefore tests whether actual knowledge-sharing behavior plays a significant role in mediating the relationship between organizational justice and organizational performance. 

H24: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
H25: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
H26: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the customer perspective of performance.
H27: Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the financial perspective of performance.

[bookmark: _Toc452402329]3.3 Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses
This study is based upon Adam’s equity theory (Adam, 1965). Equity theory is defined as identifying and measuring the relationship between input (e.g. hard work, commitment, and skills) and output (e.g. appreciation, payment, benefit, sentimental value, and recognition) of a particular employee. This behavioral psychology theory is typically used in organizational justice studies to formulate research hypotheses and explain results (Rai, 2013). For example, when employees feel that they are being treated unfairly, they will adjust their behavior to restore equity in the relationship. If the unfairness continues, it will negatively affect them psychologically and may lead to a decision to withdraw. Ultimately, this will negatively affect the overall performance of the organization. 

This research assumes that all dimensions of organizational justice positively and directly affect all dimensions of organizational performance in the pre-hospital care sector. It also expects that knowledge-sharing behavior will mediate the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and organizational performance. This positive or negative influence could happen when employees in the pre-hospital care sector feel that their management and organization are treating them fairly or unfairly. In such an important sector of healthcare, where employees’ actions can make the difference between life and death, it is vital to understand these relationships and their consequences, because problems could have an effect on accident victims by reducing the effort put in to their care by employees.

The research model is summarized in Figure 1, which shows that each dimension of organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional) affects and influences each dimension of organizational performance from the balanced scorecard perspective (learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives) in the pre-hospital care sector in the UAE. This study also anticipates exploring the direct relationship between knowledge-sharing behavior and each dimension of organizational performance, and the mediating role of knowledge-sharing behavior between each dimension of organizational justice and performance. 

Figure 1 Summary of the Research Model
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[bookmark: _Toc452402330]Chapter 4 – Research Methodology
This section outlines the methodology used to explore the relationships between organizational justice, knowledge-sharing behavior, and organizational performance. It also sets out the research design, expected population and sample size, and utilized scales.

[bookmark: _Toc452402331]4.1 Research Design and Strategy
Chapter one explained that this research aims to answer one big two-part research question, broken down into three sub-questions. In total, 27 study hypotheses have been developed about the relationships between the study constructs and their various dimensions. To test these hypotheses, we used a quantitative, correlational, explanatory, and causal comparative research design. To collect the necessary data, we used a formal survey, distributed among employees of National Ambulance in two ways. First, we distributed questionnaires among employees working at the company’s headquarters. Secondly, we distributed questionnaires randomly among field employees working across all the Emirates/states except Dubai, which is not covered by the company.

[bookmark: _Toc452402332]4.2 Research Sample
[bookmark: _Toc452402333]4.2.1 Sample Size
The definition of a research sample has been discussed frequently in the management literature. Bryman and Bell (2011), for example, defined it as “the segment of the population that is selected for investigation” (p. 182). The section below describes the sample used in this study. 

This research drew on employees working in National Ambulance, a semi-government company providing pre-hospital care to government and private clients in all the United Arab Emirates except Dubai. The company is committed to quality, and has a good reputation, supported by international accreditation including ISO 9001 for quality, ISO 14001 for environmental management, and OHSAS 18001 for occupational health and safety (National Ambulance, 2014).

A self-administered questionnaire was developed in English to measure organizational justice, knowledge-sharing behavior, the learning and growth perspective, and the internal process perspective. The questionnaire had 41 items, and each item was measured on a five-point Likert-type scale from one (strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree). The questionnaire was randomly distributed among company employees working all around the Emirates, in the office and in the field. The company has a multinational workforce, especially for its field operations.

In total, 550 questionnaires were distributed among a population of 800 employees, and 247 questionnaires were returned with completed and valid answers, a response rate of 45%. Of these 247 respondents, 46% were female and the average age was 29.5 years old (SD = 0.84). Respondents’ average experience within the organization was 2.5 years (SD = 0.81). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402334]4.2.2 Research Variables
Study variables were selected based on previous research in the field, and were:
1. Independent Variable: The independent variable is Organizational Justice (OJ), both as a single construct, and separated into three dimensions, Distributive Justice (DJ), Procedural Justice (PJ), and Interactional Justice (IJ). 
2. Dependent Variables: The main dependent variable is Organizational Performance (OP), including both financial and operational performance. This was measured subjectively using balanced scorecard theory. Its dimensions are the Learning & Growth Perspective (L&GP), the Internal Process Perspective (IPP), the Customer Perspective (CP), and the Financial Perspective (FP). 
3. Moderating variable: The moderating variable was Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (KSB), both as a single variable, and separated into two dimensions of Explicit Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (EKSB) and Implicit Knowledge-Sharing Behavior (IKSB). 
[bookmark: _Toc452402335]
4.2.3 Research Instrument
Several steps were required to select and develop the instruments for the study. An extensive literature review was used to identify possible measurement scales. The initial list of studies, and information about the scale(s) used is set out in full in Appendix A. Suitable scales were then selected for each construct, using several criteria:
1. Each article must be similar to this research. 
2. Frequency of utilizing a particular scale by researchers. 
3. Published and available for the public use.
4. The journal in which the article was published.
5. The scholar who developed the scale. 

	The most frequently-used scale to measure organizational justice, both separately and in its three dimensions, is a 20-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). This was therefore used in this study. Most studies on organizational performance classify the construct into three categories: financial, operational, and a mix of both. Most researchers who focus on financial performance measure it in one of two ways. First, they use published financial figures, including return on investment (ROI) and other financial ratios, financial statements, net income, or share performance in the stock market. These figures and measures are most suitable for publicly-quoted companies, because they are required to disclose financial statements and information by national corporate governance regimes. The second way of measuring financial performance is more subjective, and includes asking questions about the achievement of financial targets or budget performance. This is mostly used for privately-owned companies, and to preserve confidentiality. Studies examining operational performance look at various measures, such as operational efficiency, effectiveness, and differentiation. This can be done either using a subjective ways by questionnaire or relevant data from the financial statement. In addition, there are those who claim that financial and operational performance are inseparable (e.g. Kaplan & Norton, 1992). They therefore measure organizational performance as a whole by asking questions about the performance across several dimensions. Kaplan and Norton’s (1996) balanced scorecard is probably the best-known of these methods, and contains fifteen questions to assess performance across four dimensions. It was therefore used in this research. We decided to measure actual knowledge-sharing behavior of employees as a unidimensional construct to avoid adding an additional layer of complexity. We therefore used the seven-item knowledge-sharing scale developed by van den Hooff and de Ridder (2004). 




The following scales have therefore been selected as suitable for use in this study. 
Organizational Justice 
Organizational justice was measured and quantified using a 20-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). This includes three dimensions:
A. Distributive Justice 
Distributive justice was measured and quantified using a five-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). 
B. Procedural Justice
Procedural justice was measured and quantified using a six-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993).
C. Interactional Justice
Interactional justice was measured and quantified using a nine-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993).
Knowledge-Sharing Behavior 
Knowledge-sharing behavior was measured and quantified using a seven-item scale adapted from van den Hooff and de Ridder (2004). It was considered to be a unidimensional construct in this study. 
Organizational Performance (Balanced Scorecard)
Organizational Performance was measured and quantified using a 15-item scale developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996). It is encompasses four dimensions: 
A. Learning and Growth Perspective 
The learning and growth perspective of organizational performance was measured and quantified using a four-item scale developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996). 
B. Internal Process Perspective 
The internal process perspective was measured and quantified using a four-item scale developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996). 
C. Customer Perspective 
The customer perspective was measured and quantified using a four-item scale developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996). 
D. Financial Perspective 
The financial perspective was measured and quantified using a three-item scale developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402336]4.2.4 Pilot Study
	Before starting the main study, the researcher carried out two tests to improve the instrument. First was a pre-pilot stage, where the instrument was appraised by three experienced academics, two based at Abu Dhabi University, in the UAE, and one at Indiana University, Pennsylvania, USA. This provided expert feedback on the instrument, and resulted in revision of some of the items, to improve understanding and eliminate ambiguity. The second stage was to carry out a pilot test, distributing questionnaires to a smaller sample typical of the planned study sample. The objective of this test was to avoid any problems with understanding of the wording and/or errors from the flow of the questions. In the pilot study, 73 questionnaires were distributed randomly to employees working in National Ambulance (n = 73 from National Ambulance employees). Table 2 shows the reliability figures from the pilot study. 

Table 2: Pilot Test Result
	
	Variables
	No. of Items
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Independent Variables
	Distributive Justice
	5
	0.90

	
	Procedural Justice
	6
	0.83

	
	Interactional Justice
	9
	0.85

	Mediator
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior
	7
	0.83

	Dependent Variables
	Learning and Growth Perspective
	4
	0.80

	
	Internal Process Perspective
	4
	0.77

	
	Customer Perspective
	3
	0.79

	
	Financial Perspective
	3
	0.87



[bookmark: _Toc452402337]4.3 Research Approach 
The analysis strategy divided the research model into three steps. 
Step 1: This step focused on testing the significance of the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and aspects of organizational performance, as measured using the balanced scorecard. Figure 2 shows the analysis model for the first set of hypotheses. 

Figure 2: Step one of the analysis
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Step 2: This step focused on testing the significance of the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and knowledge-sharing behavior. Figure 3 shows how this step relates to the second set of hypotheses. 
Figure 3: Step two of the analysis
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Step 3: This step focused on testing the significance of the mediator, knowledge-sharing behavior, in the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice and the dimensions of organizational performance from the balanced scorecard. Figure 4 shows how this step relates to the remaining hypotheses. 
Figure 4: Step three of the analysis
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[bookmark: _Toc452402339]4.4 Ethical Consideration and Process
Cooper and Schindler (2003) set out that respondents should not face any “physical harm, discomfort, pain, embarrassment, or loss of privacy” (p.112). The researcher therefore assured data privacy and confidentiality for everyone who participated in the study. The questionnaire was conducted on an anonymous basis. The research proposal was reviewed and approved by the Abu Dhabi University Institutional Review Board (IRB), who considered the research design, procedure, questionnaire, and consent letter. The researcher only communicated with the company concerned after receiving approval from the Abu Dhabi University Institutional Review Board (IRB). The purpose of the study was clearly explained to potential respondents, along with their right to stop, or withdraw their consent to participation at any time during the completion of the questionnaire (see Appendix B: Questionnaire and introduction letter). 










[bookmark: _Toc452402340]Chapter 5 - Data Analysis and Discussion
We have constructed validity and reliability for the utilized measures. After that measure of central tendency, correlational analysis, multiple regression analysis, and structural equation modeling (SEM) were undertaken. Moreover, Amos and SPSS statistical system have been employed to map out all of the results. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402341]5.1 Principles and rules
To examine the relationship between the three dimensions of organizational justice and the four organizational performance (balanced scorecard) constructs, which were the dependent variables, each of the four performance constructs was regressed individually on to organizational justice. Organizational justice was then regressed against knowledge-sharing behavior. Knowledge-sharing behavior was regressed against each of the dependent variables to reflect all of the study hypotheses except the mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior. 

Several researchers have highlighted the conditions required to test mediation impact (e.g. Aiken, West & Reno, 1991; Baron & Kenny, 1986). They are: 
1. The independent variable(s) (in this research, distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice) must be related to the dependent variable(s) (in this research, the learning and growth, internal process, customer and financial perspectives). 
2. The independent variables (here distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice) must be related to the mediator (here, knowledge-sharing behavior). 
3. The mediator (knowledge-sharing behavior) must be related to the dependent variables (the learning and growth, internal process, customer and financial perspectives). 

There are two types of mediation impact, partial and full. Partial mediation requires two conditions. The regression analysis must show that each independent variable and the mediator significantly predict the dependent variable. Second, the regression coefficient should decrease when the mediator is added. Full mediation is when the relationship moves from significant to non-significant when the mediator is added. 

Models were created using principle component factor analysis, and fitness was measured using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). All analyses used PASW Statistic 18 and IBM SPSS Amos 23.
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[bookmark: _Toc452402343]5.2.1 Descriptive Analysis Results 
In total, 550 questionnaires were distributed among a population of 800 employees, and 247 questionnaires were returned with completed and valid answers, a response rate of 45%. Of these 247 respondents, 46% were female, 54% were male, and the average age was 29.5 years old (SD = 0.84). Respondents’ average experience within the organization was 2.5 years (SD = 0.81), which indicates high levels of employee turnover in the industry. 

Table 3 shows the age profile of the respondents. It shows that 108 employees (44%) were aged between 26 and 33 years old, which was expected because of the job requirements and the average levels of work experience. In other words, older field employees would probably find the fast response times and physical work requirements hard to achieve. The other interesting finding is that fewer than 10% of the employees were aged over 44, and most of those were office-based or managerial employees with extremely high levels of experience. 

Table 3: Demographic Profile of the Respondents – Age vs. Gender
	 
	 
	Male 
	Female
	Total
	Percentage

	Age
	18–25 Years
	21
	17
	38
	15%

	
	26–33 Years
	54
	54
	108
	44%

	
	34–41 Years
	45
	35
	80
	32%

	
	More than 41 Years
	13
	8
	21
	9%

	Total 
	133
	114
	247
	100%



Table 4 shows that 60% of the sample size had a bachelor degree, of whom 56% were male. This also probably reflects the nature of the work, which requires physical strength to respond fast and carry the weight of accident victims. The organization has fewer than ten PhDs (4%), which probably reflects the cost optimization process that all companies were going through at the time, because of the market situation. The nature of the job requires staff to take specialized courses before starting any hands-on work, so the company has its own institute to provide this training at several different levels (courses ranged from beginners to advanced levels). 


Table 4: Demographic Profile of the Respondents – Education vs. Gender
	 
	 
	Male 
	Female
	Total
	Percentage

	Education
	High School
	23
	31
	54
	22%

	
	Bachelor
	83
	66
	149
	60%

	
	Master
	21
	14
	35
	14%

	
	PhD
	6
	3
	9
	4%

	Total 
	133
	114
	247
	100%



Table 5 shows the tenure of the employees. Tenure means the number of years that employees have worked at the same organization. In total, only 30% of employees had more than four years’ experience, suggesting that staff tend to move on rapidly, perhaps because the company faces strong competition with other ambulance services both within UAE and worldwide. This high level of turnover may also indicate the need to look at the work environment, and employee perceptions of fairness within the company, as the company is spending money on training employees, only for them to move on within a very few years. 






Table 5: Demographic Profile of the Respondents – Tenure vs. Gender
	 
	 
	Male 
	Female
	Total
	Percentage

	Tenure
	Less than 1 Year
	22
	17
	39
	16%

	
	1–4 Years
	69
	64
	133
	54%

	
	5–8 Years
	33
	22
	55
	22%

	
	More than 9 Years
	9
	11
	20
	8%

	Total 
	133
	114
	247
	100%



[bookmark: _Toc452402344]5.2.2 Measure of Central Tendency
	Table 6 shows the measures of central tendency related to the construct. The scale ranged from strongly agree (one point) to strongly disagree (five points). The mean for all variables ranged between 1.87 and 2.22 (between neutral and agree). The median value was two, or “Agree with the statement”. The standard deviation shows how far away a specific candidate is from the mean. The standard deviation of the data ranged from 0.90 for distributive justice to 0.23 for the financial perspective of the performance construct. This means that values for financial performance do not vary greatly, probably because the financial figures can be quantified and are therefore more objective, whereas distributive justice is more subjective, so shows more variation. 

Table 6: Measures of Central Tendency
	 
	PJ
	IJ
	DJ
	FP
	CP
	IP
	LP
	KS

	Mean
	2.11 
	2.16 
	2.22 
	2.00 
	1.87 
	2.06 
	2.18 
	2.10 

	Median
	2.00 
	2.14 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 

	Mode
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 
	2.00 

	Std. Deviation
	0.77 
	0.72 
	0.90 
	0.23 
	0.65 
	0.71 
	0.75 
	0.69 

	Variance
	0.59 
	0.52 
	0.82 
	0.06 
	0.42 
	0.50 
	0.56 
	0.47 


Note: DJ: Distributive Justice; PJ: Procedural Justice; IJ: Interactional Justice; LP: Learning and Growth Perspective; IP: Internal Process Perspective; CP: Customer Perspective; FP: Financial Perspective, and KS: Knowledge-Sharing Behavior.

[bookmark: _Toc452402345]5.2.3 Reliability and Validity Analysis
Principle component factor analysis showed that the total variance explained by the seven constructs was 78.1%, with alpha level ranging from 0.74 to 0.94 (see Table 7). 
Table 7: Reliability and validity tests 
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Alpha Level
	92%
	90%
	93%
	91%
	76%
	93%
	88%
	73%
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Note: DJ_X: Distributive Justice and Question X; PJ_X: Procedural Justice and Question X; IJ_X: Interactional Justice and Question X; LP_X: Learning and Growth Perspective and Question X; IP_X: Internal Process Perspective and Question X; CP_X: Customer Perspective and Question X; FP_X: Financial Perspective and Question X, and KS_X: Knowledge-Sharing Behavior and Question X.

[bookmark: _Toc452402346]5.2.4 Model Fitness and Theoretical Alternatives
The CFA test supported the use of organizational justice as three separate constructs, distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice (χ2 = 189.62, df = 100, χ2/df = 1.9, GFI = 0.91, CFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.06, p > 0.05), rather than one combined construct (χ2 = 525.4, df = 98, χ2/df = 5.36, GFI = 0.8, CFI = 0.87, RMSEA = 1.33, ∆χ2 = 336.1, ∆df = 2, p < 0.001). The organizational justice construct was therefore maintained as a multi-dimensional construct. The organizational performance dimensions including learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives, showed better model fitness as multiple constructs (χ2 = 64.23, df = 38, χ2/df = 1.7, GFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.05, p > 0.05) than a unidimensional construct (χ2 = 251.57, df = 39, χ2/df = 6.5, GFI = 0.85, CFI = 0.87, RMSEA = 0.15, ∆χ2 = 178.34, ∆df = 1, p < 0.001).

	The research hypothesized an eight-factor model (distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice, knowledge-sharing behavior, learning and growth perspective, internal process perspective, customer perspective and financial perspective). The model fitness with the observed covariance matrix was fairly good (χ2 = 3.74, df = 2, χ2/df = 1.87, GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.93, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.06, P-Close = 0.33). The model was also compared with six different theoretical alternatives (see Table 8). Model one (the eight-factor model) was the best in terms of model fitness. It was significantly better than Models five (seven-factor model) (∆χ2 = 4.04), six (∆χ2 = 4.53) or seven (∆χ2 = 4.25). Model one was therefore selected because it fitted the data well (RMSEA = 0.06) and reflected the hypothesized model. 












Table 8: Comparison of alternative models
	Model No.
	Des.
	χ2
	Df
	χ2/df
	GFI
	CFI
	RMSE-A
	∆χ2
	∆df

	Model 1a
	Eight Factor Model
	3.74 
	2.00 
	1.87 
	1.00 
	0.998 
	0.060 
	- 
	- 

	Model 2b
	Seven Factor Model
	3.75 
	2.00 
	1.87 
	1.00 
	0.997 
	0.060 
	0.01 
	- 

	Model 3C
	Seven Factor Model
	3.00 
	1.00 
	3.00 
	1.00 
	0.997 
	0.090 
	(0.74)
	(1.00)

	Model 4D
	Seven Factor Model
	3.74 
	2.00 
	1.87 
	1.00 
	0.997 
	0.060 
	- 
	- 

	Model 5E
	Seven Factor Model
	4.04 
	2.00 
	2.02 
	1.00 
	0.997 
	0.064 
	0.29 
	- 

	Model 6F
	Seven Factor Model
	4.53 
	2.00 
	2.27 
	1.00 
	0.995 
	0.072 
	0.79 
	- 

	Model 7G
	Sic Factor Model
	4.25 
	2.00 
	2.12 
	0.99 
	0.996 
	0.068 
	- 
	- 


Note: aModel 1: distributive justice (IV1), procedural justice (IV2), interactional justice (IV3), knowledge-sharing behavior (MV), learning & growth perspective (DV1), internal process perspective (DV2), customer perspective (DV3), and financial perspective (DV4) (*p < 0.1); bModel 2: distributive justice (IV1), procedural justice (IV2), interactional justice (IV3), learning & growth perspective (DV1), internal process perspective (DV2), customer perspective (DV3), and financial perspective (DV4); cModel 3: distributive justice (IV1), procedural justice (IV2), interactional justice (IV3), knowledge-sharing behavior (MV), internal process perspective (DV1), customer perspective (DV2), and financial perspective (DV3). dModel 4: distributive justice (IV1), procedural justice (IV2), interactional justice (IV3), knowledge-sharing behavior (MV), learning & growth perspective (DV1), customer perspective (DV2), and financial perspective (DV3); EModel 5: procedural justice (IV1), interactional justice (IV2), knowledge-sharing behavior (MV), learning & growth perspective (DV1), internal process perspective (DV2), customer perspective (DV3), and financial perspective (DV4); FModel 6: distributive justice (IV1), procedural justice (IV2), knowledge-sharing behavior (MV), learning & growth perspective (DV1), internal process perspective (DV2), customer perspective (DV3), and financial perspective (DV4); GModel 7:, procedural justice (IV1), interactional justice (IV2), learning & growth perspective (DV1), internal process perspective (DV2), customer perspective (DV3), and financial perspective (DV4). 

[bookmark: _Toc452402347]5.3 Correlation Analysis
Table 9 shows the descriptive analysis, reliability examination, and the correlation matrix for all constructs. All alpha levels were greater than the acceptable threshold (Cronbach’s α > 0.7) (Nunnally, 1978). Procedural justice was positively correlated with organizational performance including the financial perspective (r = 0.15, p < 0.05), customer perspective (r = 0.36, p < 0.01), internal processes perspective (r = 0.33, p < 0.01) and learning and growth perspective (r = 0.33, p < 0.01), and also knowledge-sharing behavior (r = 0.58, p < 0.01). Interactional justice was also positively correlated with organizational performance including the financial perspective (r = 0.22, p < 0.01), customer perspective (r = 0.40, p < 0.01), internal processes perspective (r = 0.38, p < 0.01) and learning and growth perspective (r = 0.36, p < 0.01), and with knowledge-sharing behavior (r = 0.52, p < 0.01). The correlation analysis also showed that distributive justice was positively correlated with organizational performance including the financial perspective (r = 0.20, p < 0.01), customer perspective (r = 0.41, p < 0.01), internal processes perspective (r = 0.36, p < 0.01) and learning and growth perspective (r = 0.36, p < 0.01), and with knowledge-sharing behavior (r = 0.55, p < 0.01). Knowledge-sharing behavior was positively correlated with all dimensions of organizational performance including the financial perspective (r = 0.16, p < 0.01), customer perspective (r = 0.29, p < 0.01), internal processes perspective (r = 0.28, p < 0.01) and learning and growth perspective (r = 0.32, p < 0.01). These findings support our hypotheses.













Table 9: Mean, standard deviation, and correlations among variables
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1.Procedural Justice
	2.11
	0.77
	(0.93)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.Interactional Justice
	2.16
	0.72
	0.77**
	(0.92)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.Distributive Justice
	2.22
	0.90
	0.51**
	0.60**
	(0.93)
	
	
	
	
	

	4.Financial Perspective
	2.00
	0.23
	0.15*
	0.22**
	0.20**
	(0.91)
	
	
	
	

	5.Customer Perspective
	1.9
	0.65
	0.36**
	0.40**
	0.41**
	0.20**
	(0.76)
	
	
	

	6.Internal Process Perspective
	2.10
	0.70
	0.33**
	0.38**
	0.36**
	0.21**
	0.60**
	(0.73)
	
	

	7.Learning and growth Perspective
	2.20
	0.75
	0.33**
	0.36**
	0.55**
	0.11
	0.53**
	0.56**
	(0.88)
	

	8.Knowledge-sharing behavior
	2.10
	0.69
	0.58**
	0.52**
	0.50**
	0.16**
	0.29**
	0.28**
	0.32**
	(0.90)


Note: 
* P < 0.05 level, all are two-tailed; reliability test (Cronbach’s α) shown in brackets. 
** P < 0.01 level, all are two-tailed; reliability test (Cronbach’s α) shown in brackets. 
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After the linearity test, hierarchical regression analysis showed that the dimensions of organizational justice effectively predicted the four organizational performance perspectives. Distributive justice explained an average variance of 30% in the learning and growth perspective, 12% in the internal process perspective, 17% in the customer perspective, and 5% in the financial perspective. Procedural justice explained an average variance of 10% in each of the learning and growth and internal process perspectives, 13% in the customer perspective, and 2% in the financial perspective. Interactional justice explained an average variance of 13% in the learning and growth perspective, 14% in the internal process perspective, 15% in the customer perspective, and 5% in the financial perspective. Organizational justice as a single construct explained an average of 53% of variance in the learning and growth perspective, 36% in the internal process perspective, 45% in the customer perspective, and 12% in the financial perspective. These findings suggest that variance in the learning and growth and customer perspectives is largely explained by distributive justice, while variance in the internal process perspective is mostly a result of interactional justice and variance in the financial perspective depends on distributive and interactional justice. Variance in knowledge-sharing behavior is predicted by an average of 25% distributive justice, 33% procedural justice, and 26% interactional justice. 

Tables 10, 11 and 12 show that all three dimensions of organizational justice have a significant functional impact on all dimensions of organizational performance, although the precise impact varies. Distributive justice has the greatest impact on learning and growth (β = 0.56, p < 0.001), and less effect on the internal process (β = 0.36, p < 0.001), customer (β = 0.41, p < 0.001) and financial perspectives (β = 0.20, p < 0.01). Procedural justice has similar impact on each of learning and growth (β = 0.33, p < 0.001), internal process (β = 0.33, p < 0.001), and customer perspectives (β = 0.36, p < 0.001), and less impact on the financial perspective (β = 0.15, p < 0.05). Interactional justice shows a similar pattern, with impact on learning and growth (β = 0.36, p < 0.001), internal process (β = 0.38, p < 0.001), customer (β = 0.40, p < 0.001), and financial perspectives (β = 0.22, p < 0.01). Distributive, procedural, and interactional justice all have a significant functional impact on knowledge-sharing behavior (β = 0.25, p < 0.001; β = 0.33, p < 0.001; and β = 0.26, p < 0.001). Hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, H12 and H15 were therefore fully supported. 

	The mediating role of knowledge-sharing behavior between organizational justice dimensions and organizational performance dimensions was statistically tested using Baron and Kenny's (1986) suggested approach. This has two steps. First, to investigate the mediating role of knowledge-sharing behavior, analysis should demonstrate a significant effect of organizational justice on knowledge-sharing behavior (H13, H14, and H15), as well as organizational performance (H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, H12 and H15). Secondly, when testing the regression model of the four organizational performance dimensions on organizational justice and knowledge-sharing behavior, the latter should have a significant effect on the organizational performance dimensions (H16, H17, H18, H19, H20, H21, H22, H23, H24, H25, H26, and H27), and the effect of organizational justice must become less significant or insignificant (H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7, H8, H9, H10, H11, H12 and H15). 

		Tables 10, 11, and 12 shows the analysis of the mediating role of knowledge-sharing behavior. Step 1 was the regression analysis among organizational justice as independent variable and knowledge-sharing behavior, and the four perspectives of organizational performance as separate dependent variables. In line with expectations, distributive justice successfully explained 31% of the variance in the learning and growth perspective. Procedural and interactional justice explained most of the variance in knowledge-sharing behavior. The testing also showed a significant positive relationship between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice and knowledge-sharing behavior (β = 0.50, p < 0.001; β = 0.58, p < 0.001; and β = 0.52, p < 0.001) and with the four dimensions of organizational performance. The combination of these results fulfils the requirements for possible mediation. In step 2, the knowledge-sharing behavior construct was added to each regression model. The result shows that there was a significant mediation effect of knowledge-sharing behavior between distributive justice and the learning and growth perspective (β = 0.53, p < 0.001 to β = 0.06), internal process perspective (β = 0.29, p < 0.001 to β = 0.14), and customer perspective (β = 0.36, p < 0.001 to β = 0.11). There was no significant mediation impact on the financial perspective, since β was insignificant and remained that way. Procedural justice showed a positive impact of mediation from knowledge-sharing behavior on the internal process perspective (β = 0.24, p < 0.01 to β = 0.14) and customer perspective (β = 0.28, p < 0.001 to β = 0.12). The only area showing partial mediation of knowledge-sharing behavior was between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective (β = 0.27, p < 0.001 to β = 0.18, p < 0.01). Full mediation was also shown in the relationship between interactional justice and the internal process perspective (β = 0.32, p < 0.001 to β = 0.12) and customer perspective (β = 0.34, p < 0.001 to β = 0.11). 

Table 10: Hierarchical regression result and mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior between distributive justice and organizational performance 
	
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior
	Learning & Growth Perspective
	Internal Process Perspective
	Customer Perspective
	Financial Perspective

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Distributive Justice β
	0.50*
	0.56*
	0.36*
	0.41*
	0.20**

	Adjusted R2
	0.25*
	0.31*
	0.12*
	0.17*
	0.03**

	F-Value
	81.25*
	108.99*
	35.44*
	50.62*
	48.27**

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Distributive Justice β
	
	0.53*
	0.29*
	0.36*
	0.15

	Knowledge-sharing behavior β
	
	0.06
	0.14
	0.11
	0.09

	Adjusted R2
	
	0.31
	0.13
	0.17
	0.04

	F-Value
	
	54.92*
	19.94*
	26.73*
	5.58**


Note: *p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.05 (Beta Standardized Regression Coefficient is reported along with the R, Adjusted R2 and F-Value); n = 247. 

Table 11: Hierarchical regression result and mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior between procedural justice and organizational performance
	
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior
	Learning & Growth Perspective
	Internal Process Perspective
	Customer Perspective
	Financial Perspective

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Procedural Justice β
	0.58*
	0.33*
	0.33*
	0.36*
	0.15***

	Adjusted R2
	0.33*
	0.11*
	0.10*
	0.12*
	0.02***

	F-Value
	124.07*
	30.75*
	29.02*
	35.22*
	5.67***

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Procedural Justice β
	
	0.22
	0.24**
	0.28*
	0.08

	Knowledge-sharing behavior β
	
	0.19
	0.14
	0.12
	0.14

	Adjusted R2
	
	0.13**
	0.11
	0.13
	0.02

	F-Value
	
	19.17*
	16.41*
	19.12*
	3.94***


Note: *p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.05 (Beta Standardized Regression Coefficient is reported along with the R, Adjusted R2 and F-Value); n = 247. 

Table 12: Hierarchical regression result and mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior between interactional justice and organizational performance
	
	Knowledge-Sharing Behavior
	Learning & Growth Perspective
	Internal Process Perspective
	Customer Perspective
	Financial Perspective

	Step 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Interactional Justice β
	0.52*
	0.36*
	0.38*
	0.39*
	0.22**

	Adjusted R2
	0.26*
	0.13*
	0.14*
	0.15*
	0.04**

	F-Value
	88.57*
	37.03*
	41.53*
	44.90*
	12.19**

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Interactional Justice β
	
	0.27*
	0.32*
	0.34*
	0.18

	Knowledge-sharing behavior β
	
	0.18**
	0.12
	0.11
	0.07

	Adjusted R2
	
	0.15**
	0.15
	0.16
	0.04

	F-Value
	
	22.49*
	22.31*
	23.99*
	6.54**


Note: *p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.05 (Beta Standardized Regression Coefficient is reported along with the R, Adjusted R2 and F-Value); n = 247. 


Table 13 summarizes the conclusions and results of the hypothesis testing.
 Table 13: Summary and results of hypothesis testing
	Hypo. No.
	Description
	Type of Relationship
	Result

	H1
	There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	+
	Supported

	H2
	There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H3
	There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H4
	There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H5
	There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	+
	Supported

	H6
	There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H7
	There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H8
	There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H9
	There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	+
	Supported

	H10
	There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H11
	There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H12
	There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	+
	Supported

	H13
	There is a significant positive relationship between distributive justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.
	+
	Supported

	H14
	There is a significant positive relationship between procedural justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.
	+
	Supported

	H15
	There is a significant positive relationship between interactional justice and knowledge-sharing behavior.
	+
	Supported

	H16
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	+
	Full Mediation

	H17
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H18
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H19
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between distributive justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	Nil
	Not Supported

	H20
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	Nil
	Not Supported

	H21
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H22
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H23
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between procedural justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	Nil
	Not Supported

	H24
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective of performance. 
	+
	Partial Meditation

	H25
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the internal process perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H26
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the customer perspective of performance.
	+
	Full Mediation

	H27
	Knowledge-sharing behavior mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the financial perspective of performance.
	Nil
	Not Supported


	
[bookmark: _Toc452402349]5.5 Discussion
		This study is the first of which we are aware to examine the relationship between organizational justice and organizational performance, from the learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives, in the Middle Eastern context, and specifically in the UAE. It also examined the mediation impact of knowledge-sharing behavior on these relationships. It therefore adds to the literature on justice and performance by demonstrating the issue in a non-Western setting, and highlights the importance of justice in improving performance in the UAE. 
		In line with previous studies	(e.g. Earley & Lind, 1987; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Lind, 1993; Masterson et al., 2000), this study found positive relationships between organizational justice and the four dimensions of organizational performance. This suggests that distributive, procedural, and interactional justice are vital organizational behavior variables that can predict the learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives of a company’s balanced scorecard. Organizations that are high in justice are more likely to achieve better results in terms of learning and growth of employees, healthier internal processes, and superior customer–company relationships, leading to better organizational financial performance. 

		That is employees who are treated fairly are more likely to work harder and improve internal processes, which in turn is likely to improve performance. These conclusions are consistent with earlier studies in other settings. Erdogan (2002), for example, carried out empirical research and found that employees who are treated fairly have a positive impact on operational or task performance. One possible explanation for this relationship is that when employees fail to perceive equity in the organization, they reduce their engagement and operational performance to restore equity, which will negatively affect the organization’s financial performance. This study therefore concludes that organizational justice, consisting of distributive, interactional, and procedural justice, is an important predictor of operational and financial performance in organizations.

		Our findings suggest that organizational justice predicts organizational performance from the learning and growth perspective. The most likely explanation for this relationship is that once employees feel that there is equality in terms of performance appraisal, work integration, fair interaction, equitable procedure, and payment, they are more likely to absorb information and knowledge and increase efforts to learn. The collaborative performance of employees as a result of good organizational justice could significantly increase learning and growth. 

This study’s other major contribution to the literature is in providing evidence of the relationship between knowledge-sharing behavior and organizational performance in the UAE. Knowledge-sharing behavior has different predictive power for different dimensions of organizational performance. The dimensions of organizational justice significantly affect all four dimensions of the balanced scorecard, which is consistent with the literature. This could be because improving the internal processes and learning and growth of employees can only be done internally. External parties and sources can only provide general guidance, because they do not have enough knowledge of the organization. This is supported by the literature (e.g. Chen & Liang, 2011). 

	Finally, the study makes a contribution on the mediation effect of knowledge-sharing behavior. The regression model suggests that knowledge-sharing behavior partially mediates the relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective. This makes sense based on the definitions of both. The learning and growth perspective focuses on the wide and general knowledge that is needed to achieve specific tasks, rather than particular knowledge focusing on organizational processes (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). The definition of knowledge-sharing behavior is the embedded ability to troubleshoot problems. Logically, years of experience cannot be passed on in a single course of study, but require more practical and hands-on experience. Organizations wishing to improve the performance of internal processes should consider focusing on enhancing organizational justice and knowledge-sharing behavior. 


















[bookmark: _Toc452402350]Chapter 6 – Limitations and managerial implications
This chapter objective to set out the managerial implications, contributions, and limitations of this research, and suggest areas and opportunities for further research. It also sets the research in the context of earlier studies, and compares the findings. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402351]6.1 Managerial Implications
		This research has several implications. From an organizational point of view, it shows that managers need to treat employees fairly, drawing on all elements of organizational justice (procedural, interactional, and distributive justice) to improve performance in learning and internal processes. Organizations that are high in organizational justice should expect better organizational performance. Knowledge-sharing behavior is positively related to both these dimensions of organizational performance. If managers facilitate and motivate knowledge-sharing behavior among employees, their employees will be more committed to achieving the required performance. 

This research also found that knowledge-sharing behavior partially mediates the relationship between organizational justice and internal processes. This means that if managers need to improve the performance of internal processes, they should focus more on justice and knowledge-sharing in the workplace. Providing employees with the necessary training will allow them to run processes, but if the organization wishes to increase employees’ ability to solve practical problems, it should introduce alternative training to support knowledge-sharing behavior. Finally, understanding this research will enhance management ability to develop an overall strategy for the organization by knowing how changes will affect operations. 
The results of this study may have particular impact in a real work environment. Distributive justice largely affects the learning curve of employees through both knowledge-sharing behavior (highest impact) and then the learning and growth Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) of the balanced scorecard (next highest impact). This means that experienced employees will not share their embedded experience and knowledge with others, unless they feel the environment is fair. Employees who do not feel fairly treated will also be unlikely to benefit from training, or change their behavior as a result, because they do not feel that the organizational environment translates any appreciation into tangible rewards. In the company studied, this may explain why employees leave after an average of 2.5 years. Distributive justice also affects the KPIs in the customer perspective (third highest impact). The company should therefore improve the balance between employees’ work input (e.g. productivity, education, time, experience, knowledge, ability, qualifications and ambition) and outcome (e.g. rewards, esteem, recognition, reputation, and payment), as any problems will affect the company’s reputation and the trust of their customers. This will immediately affect the company’s cash flow.  Distributive justice is most powerful type of justice affecting the learning and growth and customer perspectives of the balanced scorecard. 

Procedural justice largely affects knowledge-sharing behavior. The company is therefore recommended to review its procedures to promote and enhance knowledge-sharing in the work environment, to ensure that they are fair. It should also improve its systems to facilitate knowledge-sharing behavior. As a result, knowledge will be controlled and stored within the organization and its systems, instead of purely in people/employees. It is also worth mentioning that procedural justice will negatively affect customer-related KPIs, and also affects the other perspectives of the balanced scorecard (learning and growth, internal process, and financial perspectives). Of the three types of justice, procedural justice has the greatest impact on knowledge-sharing behavior. In conclusion, the company should focus more on the fairness of its procedures, because these will affect the practice of knowledge-sharing within the company, as well as all the perspectives of the balanced scorecard. 

Knowledge-sharing behavior is also affected by interactional justice. This suggests that personal communication between employees could affect the process and practice of knowledge-sharing behavior within the organization either positively or negatively. That would make sense, because communication is a key driver for behavior (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000). Of the three types of justice, interactional justice has the greatest impact on the internal process and financial KPIs of the company. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402352]6.2 Limitations and future studies 
This research has several limitations. First, the research design is cross-sectional, and does not measure variations in individuals over time. Future longitudinal research is needed to address this limitation. Second, the role of controlling variables was not addressed. Future studies should include controlling variables like age, gender, tenure, and cultural variables. Third, this research studied only one company, albeit the biggest company working in prehospital care in the UAE. Future research should cover other companies working in the prehospital care sector, and also compare results with other sectors in the UAE. This will provide a very good foundation for generalizability. Fourth, this study only considers actual knowledge-sharing behavior. Future studies could address more aspects related to different types and stages of knowledge-sharing, to provide a greater level of detail of which behaviors are particularly helpful. Fifth, lack of studies in the UAE, and particularly using these constructs, make it much harder to generalize. It would be very helpful to use the same model to examine different companies in the same industry and in different industries. Sixth, research in UAE companies is very difficult because of accessibility issues. Organizations may need to be more flexible and provide more opportunities for researchers. This was one of the key limitations faced by the researcher in this study. Seventh, the data collected from respondents was self-reported, so its accuracy cannot be assured. Eighth, the study included only the key constructs affecting organizational performance based on the literature. Future studies may also wish to consider other constructs as well, to cover all possible factors affecting the work environment. Finally, the current study was conducted among employees in National Ambulance, so should be generalized with caution. 

Though the instruments were developed in the west, their utilities in Arab World should not be minimized. The issue of justice in the workplace, long neglected by Arab managers, should be given priority. This is not only because justice improves performance, but also the subject of justice is an integral part of the faith. Today’s Arab would suffer from two threatening qualities in the workplace; disregard to the contributions by others and infatuation with one’s ability. These two qualities might make the application of workplace justice impossible.   
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Chapter 7 – Conclusion
This final chapter presents our conclusions and recommendations for management that emerge from the analysis. 

[bookmark: _Toc452402354]7.1 Conclusion
		This is the first time, to our knowledge, that the relationships between the study variables have been examined in the Middle East, and particularly in the UAE. The study revealed the direction and strength of the relationship between the dimensions of organizational justice, including distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, and organizational performance, including learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspectives, and the mediation effect of knowledge-sharing behavior on the relationships. There was a significant positive relationship between organizational justice and the four main dimensions of organizational performance studied, learning and growth and internal processes, as well as knowledge-sharing behavior. Knowledge-sharing behavior also had a significant positive relationship with organizational performance, and fully mediated the relationship between distributive justice and all perspective of organizational performance except the financial perspective. It fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and four organizational performance dimensions (learning and growth, internal process, customer, and financial perspective), and between interactional justice and the same two dimensions of performance. Finally, it partially mediated the relationship between interactional justice and the learning and growth perspective. 

		These relationships should make the management of any organization think about performance beyond basic financial measurements and increasing shareholder wealth. In our view, the study raises questions about employees as a strategic resource that facilitates the achievement of organizational vision. It also raises questions that need to be answered by any leader. For example, how fair are we to our employees? How does such fairness affect the overall performance of the organization? How does justice lead to knowledge-sharing in this organization? How does facilitating knowledge-sharing affect performance? How we could quantify the effect of fairness on knowledge-sharing behavior and organizational performance from various perspectives at different managerial levels?
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Key Studies Considered Before Finalizing the Scales Used in the Study

	No.
	Research Title
	Authors
	Construct
	Scale 
Developed By / Adopted From 
	Scale Type
	Scales Available?
	About the Scale

	1
	Determinants of Knowledge Sharing
Behaviors: Developing And Testing
An Integrated Theoretical Model
	Chennamaneni, (2006)
	KSB
	Lee (2001),
Teigland & Wasko (2003) and Bock et al (2005)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	A seven-item scale was constructed to assess knowledge-sharing behavior (measure explicit & implicit). 

	2
	Knowledge Sharing In IS Personnel: Organizational Behavior's Perspective
	The, Pei-Lee; Yong, &Chen-Chen (2011)
	KSB
	Chen & Chen (2006)
	 Likert-type scale
(6 items) 
	Avail. 
	Knowledge-sharing behavior measured by using three-item scales used and validated in numerous studies. 

	3
	Knowledge Sharing, Organizational Climate, And Innovative Behavior: A Cross-Level Analysis Of Effects
	Yu, Yu, & Yu (2013)
	KSB
	Bartol & Srivastava (2002); Fong & Wu (2007); Huang & Tsai (2003)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Avail. 
	Measuring KSB using a six-item scale 

	4
	To share or not to share: modeling knowledge sharing using exchange ideology as a moderator 
	Lin, C-P. (2007)
	KSB
	Bock & Kim (2002)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Knowledge-sharing with ﬁve items drawn from Bock and Kim (2002). The example items included: “I share my knowledge with other co-workers in an effective way,” and “I share my knowledge to any co-worker if it is helpful to the organization.” 

	5
	Examining the Factors Influencing Participants’ Knowledge Sharing Behavior in Virtual Learning Communities 
	Chen, Chen, & Kinshuk (2009)
	KSB
	 Davenport & Prusak (1998); Wasko & Faraj (2005)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Knowledge-sharing behavior assessed by a four-item scale. 

	6
	Propensity For Knowledge Sharing: An Organizational Justice Perspective
	Ibragimova (2006)
	KSB
	 Bock et al. (2005)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Avail. 
	Knowledge-sharing behavior assessed by using a six-item scales to measure explicit & implicit knowledge. 

	7
	Examining The Knowledge Sharing And Uncivil Behavior of Envious Employees: An Affective Events Theory Perspective
	Nandedkar (2011)
	KSB
	Lee (2001)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Avail. 
	Knowledge-sharing behavior assessed using a seven-item scale developed by Lee (2001). It intends to capture both explicit & implicit knowledge. 

	8
	Motivation, Trust, Leadership, and Technology: Predictors of Knowledge Sharing Behavior In The Workplace
	Ozlati (2012)
	KSB
	Bock & Kim (2002) Bock et al. (2005), Lee (2001), and Lu et al. (2006). 
	Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Knowledge-sharing behavior measured using a 12-item scale. It includes both explicit & implicit knowledge. 

	9
	The relationship between high-commitment HRM and knowledge-sharing behavior and its mediators
	Chiang, Han, & Ju-Sung, (2011)
	KSB
	Zarraga & Bonache (2003)
	 Likert-type scale
(4 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Knowledge-sharing behavior measured by using a four-item scale. 

	10
	The Romance of Learning from Disagreement. The Effect of Cohesiveness and Disagreement on Knowledge Sharing Behavior and Individual Performance Within Teams
	van Woerkom, & Sanders (2009)
	KSB
	Self-Developed& Costa (2000) 
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Two measures were used: 
1. An author-developed measure to measure the extent to which team members ask and give advice to their team members (5-item scale). 
2. Openness to sharing opinions and suggestions (three-item scale).

	11
	Propensity For Knowledge Sharing: An Organizational Justice Perspective
	Ibragimova (2006)
	OJ 
	 Moorman (1991)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Avail. 
	Four-item scale.

	12
	The Impact of Organizational Justice on Work Performance: Mediating Effects of Organizational Commitment and Leader-Member Exchange
	Wang, Liao, Xia, & Chang (2010)
	OJ 
	 Niehoff & Moorman (1993)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Distributive justice measured using ﬁve items assessing the fairness of different work outcomes including work schedule, pay level, workload, rewards, and job responsibilities

	13
	A Research to Determine the Relationship between Organizational Justice and Psychological Ownership among Non-family Employees in a Family Business
	Atalay & Özler, (2013)
	OJ 
	Moorman, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Folger & Konovsky, 
1989
	 Likert-type scale (5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Measuring distributive justice by seven items , procedural justice by seven items and interactional justice by 13 items.

	14
	Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Organizational Justice, Job Stress, and Work Family Conflict: Examination of their Interrelationships with Respondents from a non-Western Culture 
	Tziner & Sharoni (2014)
	OJ 
	Niehoff & Moorman (1993)
	 Likert-type scale
(6 items) 
	Not Avail.
	20-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993), used to measure organizational justice in all dimensions. Questions included: “I think that my level of pay is fair” or “Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner.” 

	15
	The Relationship between Organizational Justice Perceptions and Job Satisfaction Levels
	Dundar & Tabancali (2012)
	OJ 
	 Niehoff & 
Moorman (1993)
	Not Avail.
	Not Avail.
	Not Avail.

	16
	The Study on Relationship between Organizational Justice and Job Satisfaction in Teachers Working in General, Special and Gifted Education Systems
	Nojani, Arjmandnia, Afrooz, & Rajabi (2012)
	OJ 
	 Niehoff & 
Moorman (1993) & Colquitt et al. (2001)
	 Likert-type scale
(4 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Measures the entire concept of organizational justice by using 20 items. 

	17
	An Empirical Investigation of the Organizational Justice, Knowledge Sharing and Innovation Capability
	Yeşil & Dereli (2013)
	OJ 
	Niehoff et al., (1993)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Not Avail.

	18
	The Relationship between Organizational Justice and Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	Jafari & Bidarian (2012)
	OJ 
	Beugre (1998)
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Measured organizational justice by asking 21 questions related to distributive, organizational, and interactional justice. 

	19
	In Justice We Trust: Exploring Knowledge-Sharing Continuance Intentions in Virtual Communities of Practice
	Fang & Chiu (2010
	OJ 
	Colquitt et al. (2001), Folger
& Konovsky (1989); Simons & Roberson (2003)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	1. Distributive justice (DJ) measured by 4 items. 
2. Informational justice (IFJ) measured by 3 items. 
3. Interpersonal justice (IPJ) measured by 5 items. 
4. Procedural justice (PJ) measured by 4 items. 

	20
	Understanding Social Loafing In Knowledge Contribution from the Perspectives of Justice and Trust
	Lin & Huang (2009)
	OJ 
	Bettencourt et al., 2005; Karatepe, 2006
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	1. Procedural justice developed by Bettencourt et al., (2005); Karatepe (2006) and measured by five items. 
2. Interactional justice developed by Karatepe (2006) and measured by five items. 
3. Distributive justice developed by Bettencourt et al. (2005) and measured by five items. 

	21
	The Impact of Organizational Justice on Work Performance: Mediating Effects of Organizational Commitment and Leader-Member Exchange
	Wang, Liao, Xia, & Chang (2010)
	OP
	Scotter & Motowidlo (1996) 
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	The questions used to measure non-financial performance:
1. Task performance: included the degree to which the employee accomplishes his or her in-role job as required. 
2. Interpersonal facilitation: five items used to assess, including the degree to which the employee is involved in activities such as encouraging cooperation, consideration of others, and building relationships.
3. Job dedication: measured by four items assessing employees' working hard, taking initiative, following rules to support organizational objectives, etc. 

	22
	Linking Improved Knowledge Management to Operational and Organizational Performance
	Fugate, Stank, & Mentzer, (2009)
	OP
	Matsuno, Mentzer, & Ozsomer, (2002)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	The author measured logistic operational performance by asking seven questions. Added sub-variables to measure the logistic operational performance, including:
1. Logistics operation efficiency: measured by eight items. 
2. Logistics operation effectiveness: measured by six items. 
3. Logistics operation differentiation: measured by three items developed by the author based on literature, practitioners, and professionals in the field.

	23
	Knowledge Sharing, Innovation and Firm Performance
	Wang & Wang (2012)
	OP
	Bowersox et al. (2000)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Six items measuring the operational performance of the organization from various perspectives including customer service, cost management, quality, productivity, and assets management. (The original scale contains three questions)

	24
	The Dimensionality of Organizational Performance and Its Implications for Strategic Management Research
	Combs, Russell, Crook &. Shook (2005)
	OP
	-
	-
	-
	Compared organizational performance including accounting returns, growth, and stock market with the operational performance.

	25
	Knowledge Sharing Practices as a Facilitating Factor for Improving Organizational Performance through Human Capital: A Preliminary Test
	Hsu (2008)
	OP
	Khandwalla (1977)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Performance measured by using six questions focusing on long-term profitability, revenue growth, employee satisfaction, productivity, goodwill, and product quality. 

	26
	Knowledge Sharing, Innovation and Firm Performance
	Wang & Wang (2012)
	OP
	Claycomb
et al. (1999)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Four items measuring financial performance of the organization from various perspectives including return on investment, profitability, growth, and sales. 

	27
	Knowledge Management and Organizational Performance in the Service Industry: The Role of Transformational Leadership beyond the Effects of Transactional Leadership
	Birasnav (2014)
	OP
	Delaney & Huselid (1996)
	 Likert-type scale
(4 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Organizational performance measured by seven items. 

	28
	Knowledge Evolution Strategies and Organizational Performance: A Strategic Fit Analysis
	Chen & Liang (2011)
	OP
	Kaplan & Norton (1996)
	 Likert-type scale
	Avail. 
	Organizational performance measured from balanced scorecard perspectives including learning and growth (four items), internal process (four items) customer (three items), and financial (four items) perspectives. 

	29
	Managerial Knowledge-Sharing In Chaebols and Its Impact on the Performance of Their Foreign Subsidiaries
	Lee & MacMillan (2008)
	OP
	Luo, 1997; Luo & Peng, 1999
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Not Avail.
	Organizational performance measured by asking questions related to: 
1. After-tax return on assets 
2. After-tax return on investment (ROI)
3. Sales growth rate. 
4. Competitive position

	30
	A Stage-Based Diffusion of IT Innovation And the BSC Performance Impact: A Moderator of Technology Organization Environment
	Wu & Chen (2014)
	OP
	Solano et al. (2003); Yeniyurt (2003); Ellingson Wambsganss (2001); Kaplan & Norton (2004) 
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Organizational performance measured from balanced scorecard perspectives including learning and growth (six items), internal process (six items) customer (five items), and financial (six items) perspectives. 

	31
	Differentiated Leader Member Exchange, Justice Climate, and Performance: Main and Interactive Effects
	Haynie, Cullen, Lester, Winter, & Svyantek, (2014)
	OP
	Self-Developed
	 Likert-type scale
(5 items) 
	Avail. 
	Organizational performance measured through task performance using seven questions. (1) “Achieves the objectives of the job”, (2) “Demonstrates expertise in all job-related tasks”, (3) “Fulfills all requirements of the job”, (4) “Is competent in all areas of the job”, (5) “Handles tasks with proficiency”, (6) “Performs well in the overall job by carrying out tasks as expected”, and (7) “Plans and organizes to achieve objectives and meet deadlines”.

	32
	The Role of Organizational Concern for Workplace Fairness in the Choice of a Performance Measurement System
	Lau & Martin-Sardesai, (2012)
	OP
	Lau & Moser (2008) & Scott & Tiessen (1999)
	 Likert-type scale
(7 items) 
	Avail. 
	Used balanced scorecard non-financial measures proposed by Kaplan & Norton (1996). Those constructs are learning and growth, internal process, and customer perspective and each was measured by five items. Scott and Tiessen’s (1999) measurement scale used to measure financial performance. 



[bookmark: _Toc452402357]Appendix B - Questionnaire
Dear Participant,
Please accept my invitation to participate in this academic research project, as part of my Doctor of Business Administration program at Abu Dhabi University. The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between organizational fairness, knowledge sharing behavior, and organizational performance in the United Arab Emirates context. 
Your participation will provide researchers and practitioners with better understanding of how organizational fairness influences knowledge sharing behavior among employees and organizational performance. Also, results of this survey will provide management with an insight of how to make a better knowledge-based work environment for dedicated employees such as you. 
This voluntary survey will take only 10 to 15 minutes to complete. All of your answers and opinions will be treated as confidential, and you may choose not to respond to any question or leave the questionnaire blank. However, you will help us very much by taking a few minutes to share your professional experience and opinion. 
Your cooperation, effort, and time are highly appreciated and hopefully will help us reach the desired outcome. 
Best Regards, 
Hamad A. Al-Ali
Doctor of Business Administration Student
Abu Dhabi University 
00971-50-4444867
Hamadalali88@gmail.com
Questionnaire
Organizational Justice, Knowledge Sharing Behavior, and 
Organizational Performance
A. Core Questions:
Please tick the answer of your choice for each statement below. Answers range from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree
	No.
	Questions
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1.
	PJ. Job decisions are made by the direct line manager in an unbiased manner
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	PJ. My manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	PJ. To make job decisions, my manager collects accurate and complete information
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	PJ. My manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by employees
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	PJ. All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	PJ. Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the general manager
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, my manager treats me with kindness and consideration
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with respect and dignity
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, my manager is sensitive to my personal needs
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, my manager deals with me in a truthful manner
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, my manager shows concerns for my rights as an employee
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	IJ. When decisions are made about my job, my manager discusses the implications of the decisions with me
	
	
	
	
	

	13.
	IJ. My manager offers adequate justifications for decisions made about my job
	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	IJ. When making decisions about my job, my manager offers explanations that make sense to me
	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	IJ. My manager explains very clearly decisions made about my job
	
	
	
	
	

	16.
	DJ. The rewards I get from my company reflect my work effort 
	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	DJ. The rewards I get from my company are appropriate for the work I have completed
	
	
	
	
	

	18.
	DJ. The rewards I get from my company reflect my contribution to the organization
	
	
	
	
	

	19.
	DJ. My rewards are justified compared with my performance
	
	
	
	
	

	20.
	FP. Your company is better than its competitors on the Return on Investment (ROI)
	
	
	
	
	

	21.
	FP. Your company is better than its competitors on the growth rate of return 
	
	
	
	
	

	22.
	FP. Your company is better than its competitors on the percentage of revenue generated from new services 
	
	
	
	
	

	23.
	FP. Your company is better than its competitors on the market share of major services
	
	
	
	
	

	24.
	CP. Your company is better than its competitors on the customer retention rate 
	
	
	
	
	

	25.
	CP. Your company is better than its competitors on the customer satisfaction rate 
	
	
	
	
	

	26.
	CP. Your company is better than its competitors on the representation and goodwill
	
	
	
	
	

	27.
	IP. Your company is better than its competitors on the creating new services
	
	
	
	
	

	28.
	IP. Your company is better than its competitors on the percentage of proprietary services
	
	
	
	
	

	29.
	IP. Your company is better than its competitors on the efﬁciency of its internal operations 
	
	
	
	
	

	30.
	IP. Your company is better than its competitors in terms of quality of service delivery
	
	
	
	
	

	31.
	LP. Your company is better than its competitors on staff productivity 
	
	
	
	
	

	32.
	LP. Your company is better than its competitors on the staff retention rate 
	
	
	
	
	

	33.
	LP. Your company is better than its competitor on staff satisfaction 
	
	
	
	
	

	34.
	LP. Your company is better than its competitors on the growth in staff capabilities
	
	
	
	
	

	35.
	KSB. When I learn something new, I tell my colleagues about it
	
	
	
	
	

	36.
	KSB. When they have learned something new, my colleagues tell me about it
	
	
	
	
	

	37.
	KSB. Knowledge sharing among colleagues is considered normal in my company
	
	
	
	
	

	38.
	KSB. I share information I have with colleagues when they ask for it
	
	
	
	
	

	39.
	KSB. I share my skills with colleagues when they ask me to do so
	
	
	
	
	

	40.
	KSB. Colleagues in my company share knowledge with me when I ask them to do so
	
	
	
	
	

	41.
	KSB. Colleagues in my company share their skills with me when I ask them to do so
	
	
	
	
	









B. Demographic Data:

1. Gender:
· Male
· Female 

2. Age:
· 18–25 Years 
· 26–33 Years
· 34–41 Years
· More than 41

3. Race / Ethnicity: 
· Local
· Non-local

4. Industry tenure – Working experience in a similar job: 
· Less than 1 Year
· 1–4 Years 
· 5–8 Years
· More than 9 years

5. Educational Level:
· High School 
· Bachelor 
· Master
· PhD

6. Managerial level:
· Top management
· Middle management
· First-line management 
· Non-managerial employee 

You are done! Your time and participation are very much appreciated.
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26 November, 2014

Mr Hamad Al Ali

Executive Director

Emirati Entrepreneurs Association

P.O. Box 72224
Abu Dhabi

RE: REQUEST FOR RESEARCH ASSISTANCE FOR DOCTORATE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
Dear Hamad,

Thank you for your visit today.

National Ambulance is a very keen supporter of higher education and continuing professional
development in the United Arab Emirates. As such, we would be very happy to assist your

research for your Doctorate of Business Administration dissertation.

Please feel free to contact us or forward any questions as required. Please note, some of our
data may be confidential, however we will assist wherever possible.

Best of luck with your studies.

Yours sincerely,
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&
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ABU DHABI UNIVERSITY

FROM: Dr. Vlad Krotov, Assistant Dean of Graduate Programs, Abu Dhabi University
TO: National Ambulance
SUBJECT: Mr. Hamad Al Ali, Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) Student, ID 1007391

Dear Sir/Madam,

This is to confirm that Mr. Hamad Al Ali (Student ID 1007391) is a Doctor of Business
Administration (DBA) student in good academic standing at the College of Business
Administration, Abu Dhabi University. [n fact, Mr. Hamad is one of the brightest and most
motivated students in the program

Mr. Hamad is currently preparing for the dissertation stage of the DBA program. Mr. Hamad’s
dissertation research topic is “Organizational Justice: Assessing Organizational Performance
from Organizational Justice Perspective through Knowledge Sharing Behavior”.

We would like to ask for your assistance and support of Mr. Hamad’s dissertation research by
granting him access to your organization for the purposes of data collection.

We believe that Mr. Hamad’s research can benefit your organization and the entire UAE
workforce by devising new ways for fostering a productive culture in the workplace. Your
generous support will be appreciated greatly.

Thank you for your help and please do not hesitate to contact me if need any further information

Sincerely,

E=7/

Vlad Krotov, PhD

Assistant Dean of Graduate Programs
College of Business, Room D-2F-130
Abu Dhabi University

Abu Dhabi, UAE

Tel: +971 2 5015872

Fax: +971 2 5860184

Email: vlad.krotov@adu.ac.ae
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