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The Effect of Organizational Justice on the Followership and

Organizational Citizenship Behavior
- the Moderating Effect of 1 eader-Member Exchange -

Jae—-Sun Ahn’ - Jong—-Doo Kim - Moon—Jung Kim |

* Gachon University Adjunct Professor, ** Corresponding author, Gachon University Gil hospital Canner control Team,
*** Gachon University Professor

Purposes: Based on samples of government officials who are working at public health centers, following research
examines the Effect of Organizational Justice on the relationships between Followership and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior and analyzes the moderating effect of Leader—-Member Exchange.

Methodology: For the methods, Sphericity verification, Exploratory factor analysis, Correlation analysis, Causal
relation, Mediating effect of followership and Moderating Effect of The Leader—Member Exchange have been
analyzed with SPSS 22.0 & AMOS 22.0 Ver.

Findings: As a result of Correlation analysis, Predictive validity and Construct validity have meaningful effect. Also,
In case of Path analysis, distributive justice and interactional justice have meaningful effect but procedural justice
has no such effect on Followership. As a result of Mediated effect of followership analysis, distributive and
interactional justice have positive impact on (Organizational and Interpersonal). As to the mediation effect of
followership analysis, It is shown that distributive and Followership have meaningful effect on In—group, not
Out—group. Lastly, It is shown that procedural justice and Followership have no meaningful effect on both In—group
and Out—group.

Practical Implications: For the implications, distributive justice and interactional justice have positive impact on
Followership, while procedural justice has no such impact on Followership. Also, It also possibly has same result to
the moderating effect of Leader—Member Exchange. Consequently, It is recognized that a fair process without a
fair result cannot be valued, also, We can know that reward for procedural justice is evaluated to kind of negative.

Keywords: Organization Justice, Followership, Organizational citizenship behavior, Leader—Member Exchange
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Gender

Marriage Status

Administrative
Position

Academic

Background

Employment

hospital size

| Followership®} Z&|A| a8 Eof w]x|&= GgF

No answer
male
female
Total
No answer
single
married
Total
No answer
specialis
assistant manager
manager
senior manager
Total
No answer
high school
college & quit university
university
graduate school
Total
No answer
permanent
Irregular worker
Total
No answer
100 bed below
200 bed below
300 bed below
400 bed below
500 bed below
500 bed More than
Total

A (General Characteristics of Subjects)

8(1.4)
276(48.7)
283(49.9)
567(100.0)
37(6.5)
208(36.7)
322(56.8)
567(100.0)
37(6.5)
352(62.1)
90(15.9)
70(12.3)
18(3.2)
567(100.0)
19(3.4)
44(7.8)
159(28.0)
299(52.7)
46(8.1)
567(100.0)
21(3.7)
491(86.6)
55(9.7)
567(100.0)
48(8.5)
83(14.6)
24(4.2)
43(7.6)
8(1.4)
58(10.2)
303(53.4)
567(100.0)
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Component Std.  Cronbac

Variables

Deviation h-«a

1843 849
843 871
813 849
784 808
794 794
712 698
836 855
792 815
772 742
838 840
845 836
814 792
709 675
725 700
672 694 848
650 618
572 601
739 579
625 621
564 613 804
693 614
688 541
778 692
819 696
771 661 845
646 555
659 571
606 571
789 727
758 686 838
687 591
741 639
Total 10827 4225 1904 1683 1471 1211 1074
Extraction % of Variance 33834 13203 5951 5260 4507 3784 3356
Sum % Cumulative 33834 47.037 52988 58248 62846 66629 69985

Distributive Justice 943

Now o

—_

Procedural Justice 916

N oW

—

Interactional Justice 919

EENE GO R N

—

Thinking Disposition

g~ W N

—_

Behavior Disposition

a B~ W N

—_

Organizational

g~ W N

—

interpersonal

g~ W N

* KM0=.929, x 2=11422.053, df=496, p=.000



QHAIA 9] ¢ o] @7 ARLE] FARRRL] 2257 4J0] Followershipdh 22| ARl 5o] u] 2= A3

<H 3> EO0IX Qol2AM A 4l ME|AM HAF(Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results and Reliability Verification)

Variables Sftd' Variances S.E
estimate
1 0.862 0.175 0.743
2 0.901 0.137 0.036 0.811 30.035
DJ 0.854 0.959
3 0.928 0.099 0.035 0.861 31.866
4 0.900 0.142 0.036 0.810 30.006
1 0.897 0.168 0.804
Org 2 0.916 0.143 0.032 0.840 32.981
\ 0.761 0.927
Justice 3 0.765 0.352 0.037 0.585 23.182
4 0.847 0.262 0.035 0.717 28.058
1 0.856 0.194 0.732
2 0.905 0.120 0.035 0818 29.053
N 0.806 0.943
3 0.905 0.120 0.035 0.820 29.094
4 0.782 0.282 0.040 0.611 22.696
1 0.688 0.334 0.474
2 0.704 0.332 0.069 0.496 15.067
™ 3 0.803 0.202 0.065 0.644 16.873 0.661 0.907
4 0.713 0.254 0.061 0.509 15.235
Follower— 5 0.730 0.237 0.061 0.532 15.542
ship 1 0.587 0.368 0.344
2 0.720 0.243 0.091 0519 12.830
BD 3 0.765 0.195 0.090 0.585 13.300 0.620 0.889
4 0.744 0.196 0.086 0.554 13.095
5 0.530 0.398 0.087 0.281 10.330
1 0.787 0.203 0.619
2 0.708 0.337 0.061 0.502 16.693
Organiz 0.744 0.245 0.055 0553 17,581 0.661 0.907
ational
4 0.685 0.287 0.055 0.470 16.069
Org 5 0.699 0.277 0.055 0.488 16.445
citzen—
ship 1 0.642 0.407 0.413
2 0813 0.246 0.084 0.661 15.481
'”St(e):]‘:r 3 0.780 0210 0.071 0.608 15.055 0637 0.897
4 0.686 0.277 0.068 0.470 13.662
5 0.672 0.342 0.074 0.452 13.452

1 C.R: Critical Ratio, AVE: Average Variance Extracted, SCM: Squared Multiple Correlations, C.C.R: Composite Construt Reliability.
T X° :1096.270, d.f: 443, p: 0.000, CMIN/DF: 2.475, RMR: .031, RMESEA: .035, GFI: .901, AGFI : .912, NFI: .909, CFl: .943



43,74 09 2 4BEA 2 4.4, ZETHY, B2AY, ZHADYS 2 322N
Aol mEeT oS(HANYES P35 9 FREIRAS o§F AR A3t P RopF
S A7 1F AR H s 3

% g :

L RS 7] TR AVEZE AN ZE ARl Al BAAE B eAle AEASH=3.650, p=0.000), A}
S EASIANY  WEAPY  ATAF(=T.203,
F 0 p=0000, ATALTYAT WYY BEAY

Mg 2 e 085 BHFYNY AAFYYOE  (1=7.306, p=0.000)0.2 AH=AoU, HATHAB

FAASE 0,6770] H31, AVEQe] o] 23AS Mk B BRYNY] AMARH=1.713, p=0,087), BAEHHL

¥ o a0z wegEg Susgt oS Aokt BRI BEAW(=-1158, p=0.247)02 7|45

(& 4ot 2t gtk [MH2] mERSMS AT EAUYE

<E 4> FHNE 7t AEEtA | (Correlation Between Configuration Concepts)

Measurement variable SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. DJ 3.1 (.854)
2. PJ 2.88 877 (.761)
3. 3.55 458" 493" (.806)
4. 7D 3.42 419 A16™ AT (.661)
5.BD 3.54 .320™ .258™* 409™ .603** (.620)
6. OCBI 3.84 .166™* .138™ .339™ .463** A40%* (.661)
7. 0CBO 3.60 244* 216%™ 342%* 552** ST 479 (.637)

T * p€0.05. ** p¢0.01,( ) AVE
1 DJ: Distributive Justice, PJ: Procedural Justice, IJ: Interactional Justice, TD: Thinking Disposition, BD: Behavior Disposition, OCBO:
Organizational. OCBI: Interpersonal.

<H 5 FXRYEM(FEEAM) structural model analysis(Path analysis)
Hypothesis Route S.td' SE C.R p result
estimate

1.1 DJ—TD 0.178 0.046 2.869 0.004 supported
1.2 DJ — BD 0.235 0.035 3.650 e supported
1.3 PJ—TD 0.108 0.042 1.713 0.087 rejected
1.4 PJ— BD -0.074 0.031 —1.158 0.247 rejected
15 IJ— TD 0.396 0.045 7.203 o supported
1.6 IJ— BD 0.447 0.036 7.306 o supported
2.1 TD — OCBI 0.331 0.069 4.824 ok supported
2.2 TD — OCBO 0.246 0.072 3.548 ok supported
2.3 BD — OCBI 0.419 0.102 5.672 ok supported
2.4 BD — OCBO 0.401 0.106 5.38 o supported

T DJ: Distributive Justice, PJ: Procedural Justice, IJ: Interactional Justice, TD: Thinking Disposition, BD: Behavior Disposition, OCBO:
Organizational. OCBI: Interpersonal.

T **: P{0.05, ***: P(0.001,

t X* :827.278, d.f: 437, p: 0.000, CMIN/DF: 1.893, RMR: 0.031, RMESEA: 0.040, GFI: 0.918, AGFI : 0.900, NFI: 0.931, CFI:
0.966
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‘tdl H td2 H td3 th4 H tdS‘

07050729, 0785 0.703 0712

.-897
[ di2 fo2s
(43 Josr C28
0.863

0.847

0.766-.
| pi3 Jogiz
| pj4 }oses
il Jo7ss
| 12 logos

| i3 }ogn 4
0.851

0.178***

®

044 dkdke

R2=0.356

0.771«| ocbil

331

R2=0.443

R#=0.354

0CBO ) £

0.657 %

0700+ ochi2

0725+ ochi3

0.664* ocbid

0.6834 ocbiS

0.618«| ocbol

0:799~| ocbo2

0764»| ocbo3

[1.667d ocbod

ocho5
R2=0.301

0531 -0746" 0760 0725 0578

b |[bd2 | [bd3 | [ bd | [bas |

Hete X?:827.278, d.f: 437, p: 0.000, CMIN/DF: 1.893
RMR: 0.031, RMESEA: 0.040, GFL: 0.918, AGFI : 0.900, NFL: 0.931, CFI: 0.966

<% 2> AE2AL(EES} AS) & ZiH(Path coefficient(Standardization factor)Estimation result)

OCBO(t=4,824, p=0.000), Z2Y4lo] AparAlak}
A W% OCBO(t=3.548, p=0.000), ZE942|
S 2ZA W8S OCBO(t=5.672, p=0.000),
2oAo] FyEAFg zAANHPE  OCBO(t=5.380,
p=0.000)2] 1zpA oA F-2JstA vt 7Hdo] e
=olct, 22T, TR, 2AAREE 1 HEE

Gt 5yt

A=

z
K

i)

45 ZZAYY mfHE 1t

AMOS®IA Z+2e] 7 aatks wefste] AAstalon,
L7 a kel B aate] thste] LRSI, T2
A9 w747 A g gkt E9% 5 2707 Sl 7
< o 7H 2 E (multiple mediator model) 2.2 sobel
testE AAIsto] 7 aE HAsISiT,

AHEE 53] 918 Holmbeck[54]9] i

o

olgslod, & mdl 7ko] x Aol A5S B3 HES 5 9

2~
N

11

o}, % 28 7o) 48 1014 x * gho] §9)5a =0,05
ol 3840151 U wh LA ARSI 3,84 oA
0 o FHE AYEC ST S A 5
g7t Fdudo] Hg AR QL v o

o IR EE Qe AS-S ek, FEvilavst =4

H4-0] Fhuldo] gt AR ETk B2o|1 udol
ofgt 7 a3} = o}

AN -5 et mifate] digt
2

MEZ7E 9lom, 7Hd3.4(Ax *=0.131), 71H93.5(Ax

’=1.486),  7Md3.6(Ax *=0.790),  7Fd3.7(Ax =
0.946), 7}43.8(Ax *=0.171), 71d3.10(Ax *=1.0086),
7Ma3.11(Ax ?=1.453), 713 12(Ax *=2.37T7)= &4
AR} Q= ACE UEiT, ZF ¥4 7F FakEol of
3 A1= p=0.000 WERt p<0.05 Ht =74 S7= o] 4=
E|9ct, E3 sobel testE AAIsto] A NE A4S

ok, w7} 7ol et Aake (GE 6)3 ek



<E 6> U7 ate| 7t AHF ZiK(Hypothesis test result of mediation effect)

2
X

complete

Hypothesis Model R Result
xz xZ
(di=75) (df=74)

3.1 DJ—TD—0CBO 343.335 339.423 3.912 ( 1%529116) oA supported

3.2 PJ—TD—0CBO 308.042 302.754 5.288 ( 1%729071 ) o supported

3.3 lJ—~TD—0CBO 286.605 280.670 5.935 0.986 ok supported

. . X . (10.500) pp
34 DJ—TD—OCBI 354987 354856 0131 ( 1%566211) e supported
3.5 PJ—TD—OCBI 309.143 307.657 1.486 8.398 ok supported
: : : : (10.588) PP

8.321 ooy

3.6 |J—=TD—OCBI 326.173 325.383 0.790 (10.705) supported

3.7 DJ—BD—0CBO 211,246 210.300 0.946 (22;3) oA supported

3.8 PJ—BD—0CBO 189.286 189.115 0.171 supported
(8.942)
5.720 Kk

3.9 lJ—~BD—0CBO 195.886 188.654 7.232 (8.977) supported
6.332 o

3.10 DJ—BD—OCBI 228.615 227.609 1.006 (9.145 supported

3.11 PJ—BD—O0CBI 195974 194.521 1.453 (9.132) supported

3.12 |J—BD—OCBI 233.501 231.124 2.377 (9.062) supported

DJ: Distributive Justice, PJ: Procedural Justice, |J: Interactional Justice, TD: Thinking Disposition, BD: Behavior Disposition, OCBO:
Organizational. OCBI: Interpersonal.
T **: P€0.05, ***: P{0.001

46.

I-H

Y51 2

ol¥

A= X* (df=1)=3,84 ool p(0.05014 £21¢1

o2 melttn kel 4RI Aol te Ao
Ou-7HY BIALMX)S SacloR hHH (& Dk Lk

3} oPee skt T FRE FF 3.50004,

SAIEke: 3,50 mlgkel RO St HEe 358

NEoE st BHIE0R AHWISY 2AAw V. =0 9 A=

FRE AF7) ) BE BRAR] ofuF Ak =

A e BRL MAGRFOR Fu, 7 FRAS

A ARATER oy nn we ng 2R 29394 94 2
A BRIE SR ANE AN g quase w9 4 g wae wgow Anu
Zﬂ"‘ﬁ-’] ‘ﬂE]— 7""*}01'0:1 X}Olﬁﬁg B, o} g}i%}\]o] ”H7H§14'7]' 9}\_7}_ 7& =317} sHT
Zhofl LMX7} 28837} Ql= ASR Uehth HjA ek z0| o7 E3} 01[[13]. 7\}0]7} 9)=x ]g Azslna o
Efg]g] X’ (df:759>1]' Z‘HQ-FE-&OIQ*] X’ (df:780) 21'9’] _/] oJolo shfial Al 5 E]-
Aol sk, FAKOE GOIH AIE BV K ik b e M A9g Eo e

12
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<E 7> XMz}

BP0l T Xfol2A B

234 40| FollowershipZ} 22 A7) Eof| u|x|i= o)

[}

rr

LMX)

moderating effect analysis(Analysis of difference in path coefficient and LMX)

2

X

= : Out Group In-Group
Route Constraint  Unconstraint
> > 9 Non-Stdfact Result Non-Stdfact Result
(df—299, p—0.000) X or(t) or(t)
N 0.118 0.268 ok
4.1 DJ—TD 744612 738.656 5.956 (2.861) 0.004  supported (6.398) supported
. 0.094 0.250 Fokk
4.2 PJ—TD 694.146 687.662 6.484 (2.193) 0.028  supported (6.280) supported
= 0.180 ook 0.447 ok
4.3 |[J—TD 677.238 669.298 7.940 (3.526) supported (5.475) supported
= 0.084 : 0.186 o
44 DJ—BD 581.286 578.282 3.004 (1.814) 0.070 rejected (5.046) supported
. 0.036 ) 0.132 ook
45 PD—BD 567.733 564.995 2.738 (0.728) 0.467 rejected (4.166) supported
. 0.181 0.331 ok
46 |[J—~BD 580.366 577.284 3.082 (3.199) 0.001 supported (4.753) supported

DJ: Distributive Justice, PJ: Procedural Justice, IJ: Interactional Justice, TD: Thinking Disposition, BD: Behavior Disposition.

T **: P(0.05, ***: P{0.001
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