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Abstract 
This study examines the relationship between organizational justice and team per-
formance in Pakistan’s public sector organizations. Organizational justice, partic-
ularly procedural justice and distributive justice has been widely recognized as a 
factor influencing workplace outcomes, yet little empirical research has explored 
its role in the public sector context of developing countries. Data were collected 
from 458 employees of two major public organizations in Islamabad (FGEHF and 
CDA), and regression analysis was employed to test the research model. The re-
sults indicate that procedural justice has a significant positive impact on team per-
formance, whereas distributive justice does not show a statistically significant ef-
fect. These findings highlight that in Pakistan’s public sector, the fairness of pro-
cesses carries greater weight in driving team performance than the fairness of out-
comes, which are often predetermined by rigid bureaucratic structures. The im-
plications of this study are twofold: first, to provide evidence that enhancing pro-
cedural justice can be an effective way to improve team performance; and second, 
to guide public sector managers in focusing on transparency, consistency, and 
fairness in decision-making processes. 
 

Keywords 
Organizational Justice, Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice,  
Team Performance 

 

1. Introduction 

Organizational justice’s effect is direct and positive on the main concerning issues, 
i.e., organizational citizenship behaviour, turnover, job satisfaction, commitment, 
leadership, trust, and performance of individuals and groups. Thus, the concept 
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is becoming more and more pivotal for the administration and workers as well 
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). A perception of justice about the organization 
among the employees fosters the creation and maintenance of a stress-free, friendly 
environment in the firm; thus, this open and pleasant environment enhances the 
general performance of the employees and the firm as well. These kinds of just 
and fair policies help to enhance the employees’ loyalty, commitment, trust, satis-
faction, and keep the employees motivated during their work tasks. Just treatment 
is regarded as a positive action to attain the aim of the organization (Kim, 2009). 
Effect of perception of OJ on behaviour & approaches at the place of work. Its 
effect on employees’ turnover, organizational commitment, attendance, especially 
on performance and feelings of being satisfied, is prominent. A substantial rela-
tionship exists between the employees’ performance and the perceived fairness at 
workplaces (Colquitt, 2001). It affects the performance of employees at workplaces 
(Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). 

1.1. Research Gap 

Much of the existing research literature on OJ focuses on the relationship of OJ and 
employees’ performance, work performance, organizational commitment, chances 
of turnover, attendance, and, above all, job satisfaction of employees (Yean & Yusof, 
2016). The direct relationship of OJ’s dimensions with TP has not yet been empiri-
cally investigated. 

1.2. Problem Statement 

The overall connection between organizational justice (OJ) and team performance 
(TP) is well established in management literature, especially in the realm of the 
private sector. There is, however, a huge disparity when we turn our attention to 
the public sector, and particularly in developing countries such as Pakistan. The 
issue is that we do not have empirical knowledge of how OJ affects TP in the case 
of the Pakistani public sector institutions in particular (Ahmed et al., 2010). Public 
servants are not unaware of these concepts; their organization is built like the pri-
vate sector (with work teams, reviews, and bonuses), and these factors may change 
because of the bureaucratic, hierarchical, and frequently politically based nature 
of these organizations. As such, generalizing the results of the organizations in the 
private sector to the population sector is problematic. Whereas previous studies 
have demonstrated extensive associations between OJ and individualized results 
like job satisfaction, turnover, and commitment (Colquitt, 2001; Yean & Yusof, 
2016), there has been a relative paucity of studies that specifically investigate the 
effects of distributive justice and procedural justice on team-based performance 
outcomes in a developing country in the public sector. The parameter to be filled 
in this study is by undertaking empirical testing on the direct influences of dis-
tributive and procedural justice in relation to team performance amongst employ-
ees in the federal organizations within the Pakistani public sector. By contextual-
izing the research in this area, which has not been thoroughly studied, the study 
will be a part of a deeper understanding of how perceptions of fairness affect team 
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performance in a bureaucratic setting. 

1.3. Research Question of the Study 

1) Does distributive justice affect team performance in public sector organiza-
tions? 

2) Does procedural justice affect team performance in public sector organiza-
tions? 

1.4. Objective of This Research 

1) To examine the effect of distributive justice on team performance. 
2) To examine the effect of procedural justice on team performance. 

2. Literature Review 

This part of the research work discusses relevant philosophies. Previous work on 
related topics, such as Organizational Justice and Team Performance, has already 
been conducted through the analysis of previous studies’ results. Finally, gaps are 
specified for future study. 

2.1. Organizational Justice 

During a political debate, Aristotle elaborated justice as fairness in the distribution 
of assets among the general population (Ross, 1925). Justice is a basic guideline of 
collaborative activities in a firm (Barnard, 1938). Justice is perceived as a decision 
or activity that is ethically correct based on morals, religion, reasonableness, value, 
or law (Pekurinen et al., 2017). It is a noteworthy cause of concern for both firms 
and workers (Swalhi, Zgoulli, & Hofaidhllaoui, 2017). Fayol referred to justice as 
a command and obligation; he expressed that the necessity of sanction has roots 
in the understanding of fairness (Fayol, 1949). Fayol additionally referenced that 
equity shapes the 14 basic standards of management, which involve workers to illu-
minate clashes in the firm as a direct affirmation of interactional justice in work 
(Follett, 1949). The idea of equity and justice has been a feature of social establish-
ments (Rawls, 1971), which expresses that equity and justice enable a person to 
amplify individual profit and gains by bypassing short-term benefits. Thibaut & 
Walker (1975) stated that augmenting an individual’s gain is known as the “self-
interest model” or “instrumental model”. Their theory recommended that, by mon-
itoring individual gains, an impression of just procedure emerges, and this percep-
tion is appreciated in the sense that it improves the probability of accomplishing the 
required result. 

The field of justice and fairness has turned into a significant area of study, al-
lowing firms to know the conduct and attitude of workers towards equity in an 
organization (Greenberg, 1990). A person strives to accomplish a firm’s objectives 
when he or she is valued, regarded, and cherished in a group of people. This idea 
is known as the relational model. The relational model encourages a person to 
know their standing and regard in a team. Various models of justice express that 
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it has symbolic value, regards for the dignity of the individual, and confirms the 
status of a person in a team by helping individuals to know their value and stand-
ing. Such an idea offers a progressively psychological clarification of an individual 
observation (Ilyas, 2024b). 

Justice is an old concept that is in-built in the human instinct, where Cropanzano 
& Greenberg (1997) show that individuals see justice as a “fair” event. Wilson & 
Howell (1993), in their examination, express that even a little kid is very much 
aware of the idea of justice (that something or an act is not regarded by the child 
as fair), which has attached something of ultimate importance to mankind. In the 
study of Folger & Cropanzano (1998), the general population cares about equity 
since they care about human respect and regard. They also highlight that “if justice 
is available for the general population, they will remain together; in any case, if 
justice is not given by any means, that will pull them apart”. 

2.2. Importance of Organizational Justice 

One can refer to the workplace as a social setup where many acts of injustice happen 
(Mikula, 1986). The common phrase “a fair day’s pay for a fair day’s work” reflects 
the prominence of justice in the firms. The concerns regarding being treated fairly 
and in a just manner are an important aspect of employees’ work-related perception. 
Thus, it affects the quality of the interactions in social setups related to jobs and task 
performance. Employees consider fairness as the most desirable quality of a work-
place (Polanyi & Tompa, 2004).  

Organizational behaviour and organizational psychology now put a special em-
phasis on this concept of the perception and reaction of workers to justice and 
fairness at work, known as organizational justice. Different related concepts and 
types of organizational justice and the responses of employees to it have been stud-
ied in detail by earlier research (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). The focus of 
these studies had been on the effects of OJ on factors like the effectiveness of man-
agerial working: work performance, non-attendance, workers’ commitment to or-
ganization (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).  

For many reasons, OJ is vital for people at work (Crawshaw, Cropanzano, Bell, & 
Nadisic, 2013). The previous studies highlight three very significant justice instiga-
tors that are relational, deontic, and instrumental. The facets are inclusive and reflect 
upon each other; others maintain that workers stress attaining justice through all 
three aspects. 

Whereas the third kind of constructs stresses the fact that a person is always 
seeking respect, appreciation, and inclusion in a respected group of individuals. 
The perception of being treated fairly and just practices and decision processes 
best elaborates the value and worth of an individual in a team or group.  

Organizational justice, furthermore, offers a governance apparatus for the res-
olution of disputes between the institute and employees through focusing on the 
perceived procedural, interactional, and distributive justice (Brescia, 2020). The 
attitude of a worker regarding the institution or firm depends on how a compari-
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son is made of individual efforts and incentives on the contribution a worker ex-
hibits at work; however, a worker would most probably show a positive behaviour 
about the firm he works in, given inputs and increases are equivalent or superior 
(Hoisl et al., 2017). The level of will surely tend to decrease, and workers would 
exhibit negative work-related attitudes if other workers are rewarded relatively more 
for equal or less amount of work (Ingram & Simons, 2002). 

2.3. Perception Building Regarding Organizational Justice 

From the past parts, it has turned out to be obvious that workers’ perception of 
justice is significant for their work behaviours, work attitudes, prosperity, and well-
being (Jehanzeb, 2017). Both theoretical records and observational examinations 
were examined to demonstrate that individual workers who feel fairly treated and 
feel more satisfied at work are increasingly attached to the organization and enjoy 
a good, healthy life (Katou, 2015). 

Existing emphasis is not much on solid connections among perception of OJ 
and individual consequences (Ambrose, Schminke, & Mayer, 2013) but much upon 
various procedures through which perception of fairness is identified with tasks and 
well-being results. 

People have various attributes that impact the justice information and the de-
gree to which it influences their behaviors and practices at work. Alongside per-
sonal contrasts, context and time-bound variables also fill in the form of limiting 
conditions or enhancing factors on fairness impacts (Buengeler & Den Hartog, 
2015). Workers’ job qualities are explicit, employees working in a certain condi-
tion in the firm (Owens et al., 2015). The environment’s attributes may impact 
justice perception. In this manner, one approach to think about procedures can 
be by researching conditions that can weaken or strengthen the perceived justice, 
like a mediating factor or moderator (Folger, 2001). 

An alternate approach to reveal insight into the procedures’ basic perceived OJ 
observations is through examining the way people respond to similar perceived 
fairness. The methodology by looking for the role and effect of mediating variables 
to open the black box containing the instruments connecting perception of justice 
and related results (Hagedoorn, Buunk, & Van de Vliert, 1998).  

SETs are frequently used for anticipating, highlighting, and clarifying equity 
impacts; it seems clear that a study of mediators for the effect of justice would be 
helpful. It might be that explicit setups should be examined to portray the means 
among OJ’s perceptions and explicit consequences relating to work (Colquitt et 
al., 2013). 

2.4. Organizational Justice and Its Types 

Before 1980, the OJ was measured based on a single element. Multiple-item measures 
emerged with the expansion of the concept of organizational justice (Alkhadher & 
Gadelrab, 2016). Earlier researchers believed that organizational justice has only two 
types, namely distributive and procedural justice (Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, 
& Hall, 2017). They claimed that DJ is the impartiality of results in the allocations 
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and allocations of the organization, arguing that procedural justice is the justice 
in processes concerning distribution and sharing processes of a firm (Timsal, 
2025). Later, another kind is also deliberated upon, named interactional justice. It 
is an addition to procedural justice, nevertheless, it simply narrates the human ele-
ment of the firm or institution (Bidarian & Jafari, 2012). This type is further subdi-
vided into dualistic dimensions, namely informational justice and interpersonal jus-
tice. So, there are four factors of organizational justice, i.e., informational justice, 
distributive justice, interpersonal justice, and procedural justice (Colquitt, 2001). 
All these kinds of justice are linked; nonetheless, these take diverse and distinctive 
measurements (Colquitt, 2001; Ahmed, Hussain, Ahmed, & Akbar, 2010). 

2.5. Distributive Justice 

Workers are not treated well by the firms; some are given jobs, and others are not. 
In a firm, some new recruits are promoted on a fast track basis while others may 
not get such rewards even after working with full devotion. This differential treat-
ment in the work environment is a reason for the unjust distribution of assets 
(Arab & Atan, 2018). These issues of unjust distribution and discriminatory atti-
tudes at firms were the real worry for the social researcher for three decades, which 
spanned from the 1950s to the 1970s. 

As Adams’ equity theory and the social exchange theory were the main concep-
tual frameworks for the research on justice and fairness of decisions and rewards 
systems of an organization, distributive justice was the only type known before 
1970 (Basford et al., 2014).  

Equity theory usually describes DJ as employees’ perceived match between the 
outcomes they receive and the efforts they put in. The main aspect focused on by 
Adams was the perception of individuals about consequences like salary or per-
formance assessment (Owens & Hekman, 2016). Individuals’ perception that there 
is inequality regarding outcomes, a change in efforts, or else adaptation in their own 
perception of inputs or outcomes will be a result (Barrick et al., 2015). Adam used 
the SET context for the evaluation of the fairness. Thus, he believed that individ-
uals were more concerned about the fact of how fair the outcomes were. They do 
not show a sentiment of concern for the absolute level of outcomes (Ilyas, 2024a). 
In order to evaluate the fairness, Adams proposed employee input calculation as 
the ratios, for example, knowledge, skills, and abilities, to his outcomes, and then 
linking the ratios of different employees to the ratios of a particular individual. 
Equity rule, although having an objective nature, is completely subjective. It is the 
perception of an individual, and it varies from one person to another. Therefore, 
mainly the term perceived distributive justice is used. Additional distribution 
guidelines, like need and equality-based, are effective as well (Folger & Cro-
panzano, 1998). Equal output for each employee is the equality rule. Whereas, the 
need rule states that the output should be based on the needs of an individual (Le-
venthal, 1976). In different settings and situations, organizations can opt for a spe-
cific allocation rule (Deutsch, 1985). Given that the main purpose of the adoption 
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of any of the rules of distribution is to attain DJ. 
Relationship of distributive justice and an individual’s emotion is highly signif-

icant as the is on outcomes, therefore, perceived injustice concerning a particular 
outcome effects emotions and the person have feelings like guilt, dignity, anger 
and happiness or thoughts like flawed contributions and products his own or oth-
ers’ (Adams, 1965; Ackerman, 1988) and as a result effect their behaviour. This 
behaviour effect can be in the form of either leaving the organization or a notice-
able decline in commitment and motivational level, and poor performance. 

2.6. Procedural Justice 

Impartiality in the processes and procedures adopted for achieving the adminis-
trative outcomes. It is the impartiality in the organizational processes and proce-
dures outlined. PJ is the result of distribution and allocation made from the per-
spective of an organization. It is not only the distribution of resources that decides 
about the fairness or justice, but the processes and procedures of outcomes are 
also decisive in this regard. Organizational justice thus has procedural justice as a 
main element that cannot be ignored (Mikula, 1986; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). 

Evidence of procedural justice is based on two theories. More basic to the idea 
of PJ is the theory developed by Thibaut & Walker (1975), i.e., control theory. The 
main axiom of control theory is that employees of an organization would love to 
gain control over the manner in which organizations deal with them. Equity in pro-
cesses is an element of utmost value that aids workforces to take control over their 
results. Another model presented by Lind, Kanfer, & Earley (1990) is the group 
value model. A Person prefers to be a member of the groups in an organization, 
these groups perform specific work assignments, and rational processes are vital 
in this construct as it gives worth to the individuals who accomplish assigned tasks 
and play an important role in a specific team for the accomplishment of the crucial 
objective of an institute (Ilyas, 2023b). The procedural impartiality in dissemina-
tion mockeries has a major consequence on one’s attitudes and assessments. Many 
studies have shown that when employees are confronted with issues in procedural 
justice, they will feel demotivated and frustrated, and as a result, put their efforts 
into correcting the fairness system of the organization. In many cases, employees 
tend to exhibit negative work-related attitudes and behaviour as well (Greenberg, 
1990). In case there exists a perception of PJ among workers, it is almost impossi-
ble for them to agree to indulge in dishonest practices. If they are thinking that 
the organization is exhibiting procedural unfairness, most of them will adopt un-
productive reactions (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). 

Although the organizations acknowledge the importance of fair procedures, 
there is still a wide gap between the perception of employees regarding fair proce-
dures and the existing practices. Creating the right balance in the procedural jus-
tice and the demands of the employees is an uphill task for the organizations, as 
the employees are always trying to get hold of the procedures that are directly 
affecting them (Ilyas, 2023a). Thus, the importance of procedural justice in decid-
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ing the attitudes and behaviour of employees, such as motivation, work-related 
stress, happiness, and performance, is evident. Workers feel motivated and show 
positive work-related behaviour when they perceive organizational justice proce-
dures to be fair and impartial. In the opposite case, they feel demotivated, stressed, 
and show negative attitudes, which results in a decline in performance, commit-
ment, and even may result in rude behaviour, and at times they may look for a 
better job in another organization (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). 

The study of the given construct (Figure 1) is the conceptual framework, basi-
cally focusing on the question of what the interlink is between organizational jus-
tice and team performance. 
 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework. 

2.7. Hypotheses 

H1: Distributive justice significantly correlates with team performance. 
H2: Procedural justice has a significant impact on team performance. 

3. Research Design and Methodology 
3.1. Research Design 

An actual framework of the inquiry and the direction about the research, useful in 
the investigation of the data for the scientific study, is known as Research Design 
(Sreejesh, Mohapatra, & Anusree, 2014). It is the Research Design that is adopted as 
the method for finding answers to the main questions asked in the research ques-
tions section of the study and to attain the purpose of the study. Information about 
data, size of sample, and ways and means to collect, analyze, and interpret results 
from the data are provided by the research design (Saunders & Thornhill, 2011). 
The purpose and main motive behind the study were to test the hypotheses and 
study the impacts. Thus, a new, unique, and non-human-made phenomenon is 
tested in the research (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). A deductive approach is adopted, 
as the nature of the study is descriptive. Thus, it involves generalizing from the 
theme assumptions and then drawing conclusions regarding the exact assumptions 
through the support of relevant data and materials. 

3.2. Population of the Study 

Data for this study were collected through a self-administered questionnaire. The 
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population for this research consists of government employees working in public 
sector organizations across Pakistan. Due to the vast and geographically dispersed 
nature of this population, it was not feasible to conduct a census. Therefore, a 
convenience sampling strategy was employed. 

Two public service-oriented government organizations located in the capital 
city of Islamabad, the Capital Development Authority (CDA) and the Federal Gov-
ernment Employees Housing Foundation (FGEHF), were selected as the sample for 
this study. The selection of these organizations was driven by several key factors. 
Both CDA and FGEHF are highly relevant and representative examples of public 
sector institutions in Pakistan, as they are instrumental in providing essential ser-
vices (housing and urban development) to a large segment of the population. Fur-
thermore, their location in Islamabad facilitated logistical ease, enabling the re-
searchers to collect data within reasonable time and budget constraints while en-
suring a focused and manageable study scope. The researchers secured the neces-
sary access and permissions to conduct the survey within these two organizations, 
which was a critical consideration given the institutional access challenges often 
associated with public sector research. This focused approach on two prominent 
public service organizations in the capital city provides a meaningful and man-
ageable sample from which to draw empirical conclusions. 

3.3. Sampling Technique 

Considering access, economy, and time constraints, convenience sampling was 
used as a technique of data collection. In this way, many respondents are reached 
with ease. When the population is not known, and data collection becomes a chal-
lenge, researchers use this technique of data collection. Researchers select mem-
bers based on proximity and do not consider whether they represent the entire 
population or not. Through this technique, researchers acquire the desired views 
in a convenient way. In order to test the relationship of factors in the conceptual 
framework, 500 questionnaires were distributed among the target population. 
Time constraints were the main hurdle of the study. Through the usage of the 
convenience sampling technique, a large number of questionnaires, duly filled in, 
were collected with a relatively low cost and less effort. 

3.4. Unit of Analysis 

This study had a unit of analysis as individuals working in the public sector or-
ganizations. The unit of analysis is the depiction of the level of collection of the 
collected data, which is further analyzed at a later stage of the study. Primary data 
was collected from responsible and reliable workers of teams in the government 
sector, employees of CDA and FGEHF of Pakistan to give their comments and 
responses about the factors of the developed conceptual framework. 

3.5. Sample Size 

After consulting the relevant literature regarding the selection of an adequate sam-
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ple size for such studies, a sample was finally selected as mentioned in Table 1, 
comprising 500 personnel (working in teams) of the two public sector organiza-
tions (CDA and FGEHF), both located in the federal capital city of Pakistan, i.e., 
Islamabad. 
 
Table 1. Breakdown of questionnaire’s statistics. 

Description Number Percentage 

Total Floated 500 100 

Retuned 469 93.8 

Rejected 11 2.2 

Valid 458 91.6 

4. Methods of Data Collection 

A closed-ended questionnaire was administered to collect quantitative data. Through 
an extensive literature review, the items of the questionnaire were adapted from re-
liable and valid studies by previous researchers. A five-point Likert Scale was used 
as a measure for all the questions, which ranged from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree. These questionnaires were then given to those employees of the public 
sector organizations who work in teams, and later, the filled questionnaires were 
collected and processed for data coding, data entry, and subsequent analysis of 
the data. 

4.1. Instrument 

As already highlighted in the above paragraphs, the questionnaire (instrument 
used in this study) was basically adapted from earlier research. Organizational 
justice is measured in its two types, namely procedural justice and distributive 
justice. As shown in Table 2, the measurement elements of these concepts have been 
taken from studies such as organizational justice from the studies of Colquitt (2001) 
and Alkhadher & Gadelrab (2016), and for measuring the last concept of team per-
formance. 
 
Table 2. Instrument adoption. 

Variable Items Source 

Distributive Justice 5 Colquitt (2001), Alkhadher and Gadelrab (2016) 

Procedural Justice 4 Colquitt (2001), Alkhadher and Gadelrab (2016) 

4.2. Reliability Analysis 

In similar quantitative studies, the measures used to test the hypotheses are also 
quantitative. As highlighted by earlier researchers, the degree of stability is known 
as reliability, whereas the similarities in the outputs for a given time period are re-
ferred to as consistency of data. In order to have accurate results, it is imperative to 
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know the reliability of the data used. For the sake of checking the consistency and 
reliability of this study, Cronbach’s alpha is used as a tool of measurement and test-
ing. The value ranges from 0.00 to 1.00 for the reliability coefficients. Higher reliabil-
ity is shown by a higher value of this coefficient. However, the value of 5.0 or higher 
falls in the acceptable range (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). 

As per Table 3, Cronbach’s Alpha test was applied to the data, the result was a 
value of 0.903, which is much higher than the given minimum measure of 0.5, 
thus showing that the questionnaire was a very reliable one. It can be stated that 
the instrument, scale, and elements used for data collection in the research are 
very reliable, and the outcomes of data analysis are also reliable. 
 
Table 3. Cronbach’s Alpha values for DJ, PJ, ItJ, and TP. 

Variable/Dimension No of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Distributive Justice 5 0.889 

Procedural Justice 4 0.725 

Team Performance  4 0.827 

4.3. Demographic Descriptive 

Three variables to know the demographic diversity of the respondents were also 
included in the sample, which allowed us to conduct descriptive analysis. The 
three variables were age, gender, and educational qualification of the respondents. 
Table 4 provides a comprehensive picture of the analysis of the demographic ele-
ments. It lists the frequencies, percentages, valid percentages, and cumulative per-
centages of males and females for gender, four different age brackets for age, and 
five different qualifications for academic qualification. 
 
Table 4. Demographic descriptive with respect to gender.  

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Male 326 71.2 71.2 71.2 

Female 132 28.8 28.8 100.0 

Total 458 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 4 shows the gender of the public sector employees of CDA and FGEHF, 

of which 458 respondents were identified, 71.2% (326) were male and 28.8% (132) 
were female. 

Table 5 shows the age of the public sector employees of CDA and FGEHF and 
represented that there were 458 respondents and from them25.8% (118) were be-
tween the age of 18 - 30 years, 41.9% (192) were between the age of 31 - 40 years, 
18.3% (84) were between 41 - 50 years and 14% (64) were of the age between 51 - 
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60 years, which means that major chunk of the respondents belonged to the age 
bracket of 31 - 40 years.  

 
Table 5. Demographic descriptive with respect to age. 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

18 - 30 years 118 25.8 25.8 25.8 

31 - 40 years 192 41.9 41.9 67.7 

41 - 50 years 84 18.3 18.3 86.0 

51 - 60 years 64 14.0 14.0 100.0 

Total 458 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 6. Demographic descriptive with respect to education. 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Matriculation 83 18.1 18.1 18.1 

Intermediate 80 17.5 17.5 35.6 

Graduation 116 25.3 25.3 60.9 

Masters 131 28.6 28.6 89.5 

M.Phil./Ph.D. 48 10.5 10.5 100.0 

Total 458 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 6 shows the educational qualification of the public sector employees of 

CDA and FGEHF and represented that there were 458 respondents and from 
them 18.1% (83) were matriculate, 17.5% (80) had completed intermediate, 25.3% 
(116) were graduates and 28.6% (131) were master’s degree holders and only 
10.5% (48) had an M.Phil. or Ph.D. educational qualification level. This shows that 
most of the respondents had university-level education. 

5. Analysis and Findings of the Research 

Correlation analysis was used to measure the degree of correlation between dif-
ferent variables. To quantify the simultaneous change in two variables, this method 
is very effective. The correlation value varies between −1 and +1. Negative values 
suggest the relationship is negative for the factors, while positive values show that 
the relationship is positive, and zero highlights that the relationship among the fac-
tors is nonexistent.  

The present research study shows that there exists a significant relationship 
among all but one independent variable with the dependent variable. There is a 
correlation between the moderator and DV, as well as the mediator. Table 7 below 
demonstrates the matrix of Pearson correlation for the factors of the research. The 
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ideal value should be less than 0.8 (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). If the value goes 
beyond 0.8, then there is multicollinearity among the variables. 
 
Table 7. Correlation coefficients: OJ and TP model. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1) TP 1       

2) DJ −0.020 1      

3) PJ 0.133** 0.058 1     

**: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

5.1. Regression Analysis 

The current work model of linear regression was used to indicate the interrela-
tionship between independent and dependent variables. The effect of IV on DV is 
observed via this model. The ideal model equation of linear regression should 
consist of the criterion known as BLUE (Best Linear Unbiased Estimator).  
 

Table 8. Descriptive statistics of normality for OJ and TP.  

Normality Statistics 

 
N Min Max Mean Std. Dev Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

TP 458 1.00 5.00 3.9083 0.783 65 −0.844 0.114 0.849 0.228 

DJ 458 1.00 5.00 3.3389 0.997 91 −0.334 0.114 −0.559 0.228 

PJ 458 1.00 5.00 3.2566 0.826 74 −0.096 0.114 −0.006 0.228 

Valid N (list-wise) 458         

 
The results of the analysis presented in Table 8 confirm the normality of the 

data distribution and allow us to confirm the assumption of normality of data, 
and hence, further processing of data for next-level analysis is recommended. 

In linear data, the likelihood of committing big mistakes is less. Normally 
distributed residuals shown in Figure 2 confirm that the linearity assumption 
is achieved for the current research work. Thus, we can proceed further to the 
next level of analysis. 

The next significant supposition of regression analysis is autocorrelation. The 
value of the Durbin-Watson test of the best fitted model with no autocorrelation 
must be below +2, and the R-squared value must preferably be within the range 
of 0 to 1 (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). Table 9 shows that the Durbin-Watson value 
is 1.813, which is less than +2. On the other side, R-squared and adjusted R-
squared values are 0.66 and 0.058, which fall between 0 and 1. Thus, there exists 
no issue of autocorrelation in this study. 
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Figure 2. Normal P-P plot of regression standardized residual dependent 
variable: team performance. 

 
Table 9. Model summary of DJ, PJ, ItJ, and IfJ with TP. 

Model Summary 

Model R R-Square 
Adjusted  
R-Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 0.258a 0.066 0.058 0.760 52 1.813 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice; b. Dependent Variable: 
Team Performance. 

5.2. Assumption No. 5 

The last but not least supposition of regression is multicollinearity. The interrela-
tionship among the predictors is shown via Multicollinearity (Kutner, Nachts-
heim, & Li, 2005). Multicollinearity exists when two or more variables highly and 
assertively correlate with one another. Multicollinearity among the predictors 
gives birth to many issues during multiple regressions, thus making it almost im-
possible to ascertain the absolute importance of each factor of the study. Multi-
collinearity can be tested via two basic tests, one of which is the Variance Inflation 
Factor (VIF), while Tolerance is the other one. Tolerance is the other name given 
to the test of VIF. If the standard values of VIF are above 10, then the issue of 
multicollinearity exists in the data set. And if the value of Tolerance is less than 
10, it is an illustration of a major problematic multicollinearity. As shown in Table 
10, multicollinearity does not exist. 
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Table 10. Multicollinearity statistics for OJ and TP. 

 Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Distributive Justice 0.944 1.059 

Procedural Justice 0.818 1.223 

a. Dependent Variable: Team Performance. 

5.3. Construct Validity 

Convergent Validity is constructed when an extraordinary correspondence is found 
between two different persons giving their views on the same thing. In the clarifi-
cation of convergent validity, factor loadings are an important aspect. If the factor 
loads high, there are also higher odds of the convergence on the collective fact and 
on the same realities. The tool of convergent validity tells the number of elements 
that are loading in factor analysis. It represents the elements’ convergence, and it 
also denotes the collection of similar elements below one heading that have match-
ing potentials and aptitudes. Moreover, it also displays the reply of selected com-
ponents and furthermore stipulates acknowledgement of these elements, which 
are used again from the earlier research in this different setting. When there is a 
similar kind of answer and feedback of the designated sample to a particular meas-
ure and having an extraordinary link, the Convergent validity is established. To 
ascertain convergent validity, a factor analysis Questionnaire (Tool) is used.  
 
Table 11. Construct validity. 

Constructs  Bartlett’s Test 
 Df KMO Approx.x2 Bartlett’s Test Sig. 

Distributive Justice 10 0.855 1271.010 0.000 

Procedural Justice 6 0.726 412.545 0.000 

Team Performance 6 0.753 748.368 0.000 

 
In order to test the factors for correlation among them, Bartlett’s test of sphe-

ricity is a common statistical tool. Via this test, different matrices of correlation 
among the factors show a high link or no link is known. A significant value of 
0.001 of Bartlett’s test indicates that a link or connection among the factors exists, 
and further analysis can be done. 

As mentioned in Table 11, the squared partial correlation between the factors 
and the squared correlation between the variables is verified and confirmed by ap-
plying the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. Values range from 0 to 1. Zero value 
means the estimated total complete partial correlation is greater than the aggregate 
of total correlation, which verifies that the factor analysis is probably insufficient. 1 
and the values approaching 1 display conservativeness, which is shown in the pat-
terns of correlation. This shows that factors are loading effectively, and factor anal-
ysis provides reliable variables. Hutcheson & Sofroniou (1999) suggest that KMO 
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values falling in the range of 0.7 and 0.8 are adequate. The KMO test was applied 
and is shown in the above table, which shows that all the loaded factors of this re-
search are consistent. 

5.4. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to examine the construct 
validity of the measurement items for distributive justice (DJ) and procedural jus-
tice (PJ). Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation was applied. 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) values were 0.855 for distributive justice and 
0.726 for procedural justice, both exceeding the minimum acceptable threshold of 
0.60 (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant 
(p < 0.001), confirming the suitability of the data for factor analysis. 

As mentioned in Table 12, two factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than 
1. The first factor explained 27.65% of the variance, while the second explained 
17.95%, for a cumulative variance of 45.6%. While this percentage is somewhat 
lower than the recommended 50% - 60%, it still demonstrates moderate con-
struct validity and is comparable to earlier studies using justice dimensions (Colquitt, 
2001). 
 
Table 12. Factor loading (OJ). 

Sr. No. Items DJ PJ 

1. Question 1 0.790  

2. Question 2 0.855  

3. Question 3 0.865  

4. Question 4 0.861  

5. Question 5 0.810  

6. Question 6  0.530 

7. Question 7  0.818 

8. Question 8  0.829 

9. Question 9  0.765 

10. Question 10   

11. Question 11   

12. Question 12   

13. Question 13   

14. Question 14   

15. Question 15   

16. Question 16   

17. Question 17   

 Initial Eigen values 4.704 3.051 

 % of Variance 27.653 17.946 

 Cumulative % 27.653 45.599 
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These results confirm that the measurement items clustered into two factors 
corresponding to distributive justice and procedural justice. Each factor exhibited 
strong internal consistency, as reflected in Cronbach’s alpha values of 0.889 (DJ) 
and 0.725 (PJ), supporting the reliability of the construct. 

5.5. Regression Analysis 

Table 13 shows the figures of R-square = 0.10, 0.16, 0.18, and 0.24 in that order, 
and displays F-value = 0.558, 29.095, 20.585, and 20.702 significant at 99% confi-
dence level (p < 0.000). Thus, it indicates model fitness, and we can proceed with 
our analysis to the next level.  
 
Table 13. Regression results for organizational justice predicting team performance. 

Predictor β (Standardized) Std. Error t p-value 

Distributive Justice 0.035 0.042 0.83 0.41 (ns) 

Procedural Justice 0.258 0.046 5.61 <0.001** 

Model Fit Statistics: R2 = 0.066; Adjusted R2 = 0.058; F(2, 455) = 16.14, p < 0.001; Durbin-
Watson = 1.813. ns = not significant; *p < 0.01. 

 

The regression analysis tested whether distributive justice and procedural jus-
tice predict team performance. Results showed that the overall model was statisti-
cally significant (F(2, 455) = 16.14, p < 0.001), explaining about 6.6% of the variance 
in team performance (R2 = 0.066). Among the predictors, procedural justice had a 
significant positive effect on team performance (β = 0.258, p < 0.001). In contrast, 
distributive justice was not a significant predictor (β = 0.035, p = 0.41). These results 
provide partial support for the hypotheses: H2 (procedural justice → team perfor-
mance) was supported, while H1 (distributive justice → team performance) was not 
supported. 

5.6. Result Discussion 

To examine the impact of dimensions of organizational justice (distributive jus-
tice, procedural justice) on team performance. Results show that procedural jus-
tice has a significant relationship with team performance. However, distributive 
justice does not have a significant effect, indicating that employees place more 
emphasis on fair procedures than on outcome fairness in Pakistan’s public sec-
tor. 

As mentioned in Table 14, the findings of this study reveal a significant rela-
tionship between procedural justice (PJ) and team performance (TP), while dis-
tributive justice (DJ) appears to have an insignificant effect on TP. This outcome 
is particularly insightful when viewed through the lens of Pakistan’s public sec-
tor. 
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Table 14. Table of results. 

Hypotheses Status 

H1: Distributive justice significantly correlates with team 
performance. 

Not Supported 

H2: Procedural justice has a significant impact on team 
performance. 

Supported 

 
The significant positive relationship between PJ and TP suggests that in a bu-

reaucratic environment, the fairness of the processes used to determine outcomes 
is more critical to team performance than the fairness of the outcomes themselves. 
This aligns with existing justice theory, which posits that in organizations with 
rigid hierarchies and fixed pay scales, employees are highly sensitive to how deci-
sions are made. In the public sector of Pakistan, where promotions, resource allo-
cation, and job assignments are often governed by established, formal procedures, 
employees may prioritize transparency and consistency. When they perceive the 
rules and decision-making processes as just—regardless of the final outcome—
they are more likely to exhibit positive behaviors such as increased effort, trust, 
and commitment, which collectively enhance team performance. This is because 
a fair process signals that the organization values its employees and operates on 
principles of equity, fostering a stable and predictable work environment. 

Conversely, the lack of a significant relationship between DJ and TP in this con-
text is a key finding. Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the out-
comes or resource distribution (e.g., pay, promotions, bonuses). In the public sec-
tor, many of these outcomes are determined by standardized pay grades and strict 
seniority-based promotion policies, leaving little room for subjective or perfor-
mance-based rewards (Brescia, 2020). Therefore, employees may accept the pre-
determined nature of these rewards, making the perceived fairness of their distri-
bution less of a motivational factor for team performance. The insignificance of 
this relationship suggests that for public sector employees in Pakistan, the fairness 
of “what they get” is less impactful on their work than the fairness of “how they 
get it” (the processes). 

In summary, the results demonstrate that within Pakistan’s public sector, the 
procedural dimension of organizational justice is a stronger driver of team per-
formance than the distributive dimension. This underscores the need for public 
sector managers to focus on enhancing procedural fairness by ensuring transpar-
ency, consistency, and equity in all decision-making processes. 

6. Conclusion, Implication, Limitation, and Future 
Recommendations of Research 

6.1. Conclusion 

Team performance has been the focus of numerous previous studies. Based on the 
statistical analysis presented, the study’s conclusions are limited to the findings 
regarding the direct relationship between organizational justice dimensions and 
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team performance. The results indicate that procedural justice has a significant 
positive impact on team performance, while distributive justice does not. This 
suggests that within the specific context of Pakistan’s public sector, the perceived 
fairness of processes is more critical to team performance than the perceived fair-
ness of outcomes. 

Future research should specifically collect and analyze data that can examine 
these mechanisms, perhaps using hierarchical regression or mediation/modera-
tion models (e.g., PROCESS macro). Such work would provide a more complete 
picture of how fair perceptions, leadership, and team dynamics collectively influ-
ence performance in public sector organizations.  

6.2. Research Implications 

The findings of this study offer several specific, actionable recommendations for 
managers and policymakers within Pakistan’s public sector. 

Since the research found a significant link between procedural justice and team 
performance, managers should focus their efforts on enhancing the fairness of 
processes rather than on the outcomes alone. This involves ensuring transparency, 
consistency, and providing employees with a voice. For example, managers should 
make the criteria for promotions, task assignments, and resource allocation clear 
to everyone, which can help eliminate perceptions of favoritism. They should also 
apply rules and policies uniformly across all teams to build trust. Allowing em-
ployees to provide feedback on organizational procedures, perhaps through regu-
lar team meetings, can further enhance their sense of procedural justice. 

Given the study’s focus on humility, leaders should actively model these behav-
iors. A humble leader who is open to feedback and acknowledges their mistakes 
can make employees feel more respected, which can strengthen their commitment 
and boost team performance. This creates a safe environment where team mem-
bers feel comfortable collaborating and taking risks. By focusing on these practical 
steps, public sector managers should focus their efforts on enhancing the fairness 
of processes, since distributive justice was not found to significantly influence 
team performance in this study. 

6.3. Limitation 

The current study explains the interrelationship among organizational justice (dis-
tributive justice and procedural justice). Moreover, this study was conducted on se-
lected employees of only two public sector organizations, i.e., FGEHF and CDA, 
leaving behind many more public sector organizations with thousands of employ-
ees. Thus, this research does not explain the additional causes that might have a 
far more solid effect on team performance, apart from the organizational justice. 
The variable not taken into consideration may have a significant effect on team 
performance. The questionnaire was also a bit short to keep the interest of the 
respondents alive, as a long questionnaire does not get much welcome response. 
Some respondents had difficulties understanding the questions. For all these fac-
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tors and the reasons stated, it is likely that similar research done in a more con-
trolled setting may yield better results. 

The study acknowledged as a limitation that the regression model’s R-squared 
value is 0.066, indicating that the justice dimensions explain only 6.6% of the var-
iance in team performance. The study also acknowledged that the Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) resulted in a cumulative variance explained of 45.6%, which 
is noted to be below the conventional 50% - 60% threshold. 

6.4. Future Recommendations 

Public sector Organizations must adopt procedures and policies that can enable 
the employees to stay motivated. The organizations should promote such HRM 
policies through which fair and equitable distribution of resources is ensured. 
These organizations should opt for regular training and seminars regarding the 
positive role of leaders in creating a whole sense of “we” and not “only me”. Lead-
ers must be trained to express a behavior that is in line with the contours of hu-
mility, which will create a sense of collective humility to enhance the performance 
of the teams. 

Employees with such positive behavior should be encouraged and given prefer-
ential awards and rewards. Also, for future research, collective humility and leader-
ship humility as mediators and moderators should be included in this model. 

The framework of this research is important and will be helpful in the coming 
years to study the effect of organizational justice on team performance. For further 
study, other predictors can also be added to the independent variable role. More 
moderators can also be introduced in the same model to test the possible effect on 
the present construct. The current study was done only in Islamabad. Future re-
searchers can collect data from all over the country to have better generalized re-
sults. 
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