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ABSTRACT 
 
For millennia in all noteworthy civilizations, the importance and necessity of justice to 

the maintenance of stability and health of societies have been advocated.  Justice in any 

organizational system is considered to be important at least from two perspectives (a) as a 

virtuous end in itself and (b) the negative consequences of its absence.  

Scholars have argued that if organizational decisions and managerial actions are deemed 

unfair or unjust, the affected employees experience feelings of anger and resentment.  

Further, the employees affected by injustice not only become angry and unhappy but may 

also retaliate directly or indirectly. However, organizational justice research has focused 

mainly on establishing the direct effects of various types of justice on outcomes. There is 

little research on whether employees’ response to the instances of injustice varies and if 

so, under what circumstances and to what extent? Hence, an area requiring attention is 

the incorporation of situational variables into the empirical models to investigate the 

explanatory power of these variables and to enhance the predictive capacity of justice 

dimensions in explaining outcomes.  

Organizational politics has been and is now widely recognized as a fact of organizational 

life. It has been suggested that it is more important than competence.  Scholars have 

argued that politics should be conceived of as a subjective evaluation rather than an 

objective reality: individuals respond on the basis of their perceptions of reality, not 

necessarily reality per se. Thus, how members in organizations perceive organizational 

politics has been one of the interesting aspects of research in the area. Perceptions of 

organizational politics have been studied as a direct antecedent to many outcomes; but it 

has received minimal attention as a potential moderator.  
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A substantial part of the past research on organizational justice and politics has been 

carried out primarily in the individualistic western cultures, particularly in the U.S. This 

study attempts to fill the gap in these two significant areas of organizational life by 

exploring the interactive effects of perceptions of politics and three types of justice-

distributive, procedural and interactional-on five personal and  organizational outcomes 

i.e., job performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational 

citizenship behavior and intent to turnover; it also investigates the direct effects of the 

justice dimensions and perceptions of politics on these outcomes in a non-Western and 

still broadly collectivist culture of Pakistan.   

Data was collected through questionnaires from employees and their supervisors of 

several national and multinational organizations. The results support most hypotheses 

suggesting the main effects of three justice types on outcomes.  It especially highlights 

the importance of interactional justice as we find that it is the only justice dimension 

which showed significant relationship with all the outcomes studied in this research. The 

findings also reveal that perceptions of politics are significantly related to job 

performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCB, and turnover intentions.  

The results indicate significant interactive effects of perceptions of politics and justice 

dimensions on job satisfaction only.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
1 INTRODUCTION 

It has been argued that if organizational decisions and managerial actions are deemed 

unfair or unjust, the affected employees experience feelings of anger, outrage and 

resentment (Folger, 1987, 1993; Greenberg, 1990b; Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1992; 

Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). There is also evidence that disgruntled employees retaliate to 

organizational injustice, directly: e.g., by theft, vandalism and sabotage or indirectly by 

withdrawal of OCB, psychological withdrawal and resistance behavior (De More, Fisher 

& Baron, 1988; Greenberg & Scott, 1996; Homans, 1961; Hulin, 1991; Jermier, Knights 

& Nord, 1994).   

Research on organizational justice has flourished during the last 25 years; the main 

focused has been on establishing direct effects of various types of justice on outcomes.  

However, the boundary conditions of these effects have remained relatively 

uninvestigated.  Scholars have suggested that organizational justice researchers would be 

well-served to examine moderators, noting the conceptual advances such research 

provides (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocal & Rupp, 2001). The belief of these researchers 

(Cropanzano et al., 2001) regarding the potential benefits of examining moderators is 

consistent with meta-analyses on organizational justice.  The meta-analyses suggest that 

the explanatory power of moderator variables is likely to be strong (Cohen-Charash & 

Spector, 2001).  Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng. (2001), for example, found 

that study artifacts rarely explained more than a third of the variation in meta-analytic 

correlations between justice variables and outcomes, suggesting the existence of 

important moderators. 
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It has also been argued that organizational politics is simply a fact of life (Ferris, Frink, 

Galang, Zhou, Kacmar & Howard, 1996).  It is held that internal politics is prevalent in 

every organization (Ferris & King, 1991; Minizberz, 1983; Pfeffer, 1992; Zhou & Ferris, 

1995). According to Drory (1993), organizational politics is deeply rooted in human 

nature and is an inherent element of organizational life.  

Empirical research in this field, which started in the late 1970’s, witnessed a shift of 

viewing organizational politics as objective reality to subjective perception (Gands & 

Murray, 1980; Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1980; Porter, 1976).  Gands 

and Murray (1980) suggest that politics should be conceived as a subjective evaluation 

rather than an objective reality.  Further, it has been argued that “individuals respond on 

the basis of their perceptions of reality, not reality per se” (Lewin, 1936). Ferris, Russ and 

Fandt (1989) introduced the first theoretical model of antecedents and consequences of 

politics perceptions. Much of the subsequent developments in research and theory 

regarding perceptions of organizational politics involved empirical testing of parts or 

entire Ferris et al. (1989) model along with the examination of additional antecedent and 

outcome variables. Whereas perceptions of politics have been studied as a direct 

antecedent to many organizational outcomes, it has received minimal attention as a 

potential moderator.  It seems that there are three studies which have, so far, explored 

POP as a moderating factor of different relationships (Harris, James & Boonthanom, 

2005; Hochwarter, Witt & Kacmar, 2000; Poon, 2006). 

The present study has been conducted to fill the gap existing in the two important areas of 

organizational research – organizational justice and organizational politics.  This study 
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has investigated the impact of perceptions of politics as moderator of organizational 

justice – outcomes relationships. The study has also examined the direct relationships of 

all three justice dimensions and perceptions of politics with five major outcomes. The 

study predicted that reaction/retaliation of employees to organizational injustice 

(reflected through outcomes) would not be similar; rather, it would vary from person to 

person depending on the person’s perceptions of organizational politics. The research has 

been carried out in Pakistan; where, probably, no prior research has been conducted on 

this topic.  Hofstede’s cultural ranking framework has rated Pakistan to be a highly 

collectivist culture with a score of 14/100 on individualism and placed at 47-48th position 

out of 54 countries (Hofstede’s cultural value by nation: Robbins, Judge & Sanghi, 2008, 

‘Organizational Behavior’, 12th edition, p.141).  Thus, this study has not only added value 

by exploring the direct and combined effects of justice dimensions and perceptions of 

politics on outcomes, but has also advanced our understanding by studying these 

concepts in a collectivist and non-western culture.   

1.1  Thesis/Problem Statement 

 “To explore direct and interactive effects of organizational justice and perceptions of 

politics on personal and organizational outcomes”. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Organizational justice  

2.1.1 An overview. As a subject of philosophical interest, the study of justice dates back 

to the times of Plato and Socrates (Ryan, 1993). However, research on organizational 

justice started with Adams’ work on equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965) and has 

progressed steadily over time. Greenberg (1990b) explained organizational justice as a 

literature “grown around attempts to describe and explain the role of fairness as a 

consideration in the workplace” (P.400).  Adams’ work led to a research period 

concentrating on fairness of pay or outcomes at work place (Deutsch, 1985).  In other 

words, the equity theory emphasized the perceived fairness of outcomes, i.e., distributive 

fairness. Equity theory is based on the notions of relative deprivation and social 

comparison (Werner & Ones, 2000).  Individuals in organizations are expected to 

compare their own input to output ratio to the ratio of a referent who could be the self 

considered at another point of time or others in the past, present, or expected future to 

determine the level of fairness. According to equity theory, when compared ratios are not 

equal, the individuals may perceive inequity and so may involve in behaviors meant to 

restore the cognitive perception of equality (they may modify their effort, or change their 

perceptions of inputs or outcomes). 

However, the focus of research shifted to procedural justice: the perceived fairness of the 

process by which outcomes were determined /arrived at, (Cropanzano & Randall, 1993), 

because of inability of equity theory and distributive justice models (Crosby, 1976; 

Deutsch, 1975; Folger, 1984) to fully predict and explain peoples’ reactions to perceived 
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injustice. This shift expanded the study of distributive justice, since research findings 

revealed that distribution of rewards was not always as important to individuals as the 

process by which they were allocated (Folger & Greenberg, 1985; Lind & Tyler 1988). 

The field of organizational justice was influenced substantially by collective focus on 

distributive and procedural justice.  Since the prescribed procedures and formal decisions 

are executed in a social interactional environment, the researchers began to investigate 

the aspects of justice related to the interpersonal treatment of employees which led to an 

additional conceptualization of “interactional justice” (Bies & Moag, 1986).  This 

conceptualization dealt with the interpersonal side of organizational practices, 

particularly the interpersonal treatment and communication by management with 

employees. Thus, interactional justice came to be viewed as comprising two specific 

types of interpersonal treatments (Greenberg, 1990a, 1993b). “The first, labeled 

interpersonal justice reflects the degree to which people are treated with politeness, 

dignity and respect by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or 

determining outcomes; the second, labeled informational justice, focuses on the 

explanations provided to people that convey information about why procedures were 

used in a certain way or why outcomes were distributed in a certain fashion” (Colquitt et 

al., 2001).      

The distinction between distributive and procedural justice has been supported by 

research (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Gilliland, 1994; 

Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993) whereas less agreement is found on the distinction between 

procedural justice and interactional justice. Some scholars have supported the distinction 

(Colquitt, 1999; Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Moorman, 1991) while others have 
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questioned the relationship (Byrne & Cropanzano, 1999; Tyler & Bies, 1990).  However, 

Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) found that “the general picture that emerges from the meta-

analysis is that distributive, procedural and interactional justices are strongly related, yet 

distinct constructs” (P.307). 

 A useful organizational justice model has been proposed by Greenberg (1993b) 

integrating different view-points in one formulation.  The model includes more explicit 

types in two wide areas called “structural” and “social” justice (Greenberg, 1993b). 

Further, the model adds a societal aspect to procedural and distributive justice called 

“informational justice” and “interpersonal justice” respectively. Four justice categories 

are included in Greenberg’s classification:  

(1) systemic justice, (2)  configural justice, (3)  informational justice and (4) interpersonal 

justice.   

The make and projecting power of this classification have been supported by many 

researchers: e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Tatum, Bradberry, Eberlin and 

Kottraba, 2002. Greenberg’s (1993b) theory offers a comprehensive explanation of the 

essential components of organizational justice (Tatum, Eberlin, Kottraba & Bradberry, 

2003; p.1016).  

2.1.2 Significance at workplace. The significance of organizational justice is revealed 

by the growing body of knowledge regarding notions of fairness in the workplace 

(Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). The significance of treating 

employees in a fair manner has been demonstrated by research carried out in different 

contexts (e.g., layoffs, drug testing and pay cuts) in both laboratory and field settings 

(Konovsky, 2000). It has consistently been shown that perceptions of fairness or justice 
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relate to important work attitudes and behaviors like OCB, turnover intentions, 

organizational commitment, employee theft, satisfaction and performance (Cohen-

Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg 

1990a, 1993a; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Taylor, 2000; Moorman, 1991). Whereas 

extensive attention has been paid to perceptions of organizational justice during the 

1980’s and the 1990’s, distributive justice and procedural justice have received the 

greatest attention of researchers. These have been studied in broad arrays of contexts 

including drug testing (Konovsky & Cropanzano 1991), personnel selection (Gilliland , 

1993, 1994; Smither, Reilly, Millsap & Pearlman, 1993), leadership perceptions (Tyler & 

Caine, 1981), performance appraisal (Greenberg, 1986), layoffs (Greenberg, 1989, 

1990a) and promotion (Greenberg, 1988). Further, recently it has been found that fairness 

perceptions are positively related to many outcomes like organizational support, trust in 

management, OCBs, work performance and organizational commitment (e.g., Cohen-

Charash et al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Konovsky, 2000). In contrast, reactions to 

injustice may include anger and feelings of betrayal (Bies, 2001), which in efforts to 

restore justice, may in turn contribute to retaliatory behavior (Bies & Tripp 1996, 2001). 

As a result of unfair treatment, employees are expected to engage in counter productive 

work behaviors (may damage the property or spread rumors) and turnover (Colquitt et al., 

2001; Cropanzano et. al., 2001).  

There is also sufficient evidence in the literature that disgruntled employees retaliate to 

organizational injustice directly: e.g., by theft, vandalism and sabotage, or indirectly: e.g., 

withdrawal of OCB, psychological withdrawal and resistance behavior (De More, Fisher 
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& Baron, 1988; Greenberg & Scott, 1996; Homans, 1961; Hulin, 1991; Jermier, Knights 

& Nord, 1994).  

However, justice or fairness perceptions are not only correlated with attitudes and 

behaviors; there is also causal evidence  of the positive effects of fairness, when after 

managers have been trained to be fair, employees demonstrate  increased extra-role 

behaviors (Skarlicki & Latham 1996, 1997) and reduced stress levels (Greenberg,2006). 

In addition to urging managers to be fair, practitioners realize the significance of 

assessing fairness in the workplace.  For example, many practitioner articles have focused 

on the role of fairness in performance improvement (Van Rensselar, 2006), legal issues 

regarding disgruntled employees (Smith, 2006) and the role of parity in rewards and 

recognitions (Smith, 2005).  According to Dye (1990), number one rule for human 

resource practitioners is the “principle of fairness” (P.84).  

2.2 Definitions 

Organizational justice refers to “the just and ethical treatment of individuals within an 

organization” (Cropanzano, 1993).  According to Greenberg (1990b), organizational 

justice is “the term commonly used by organizational psychologists to refer to the just 

and fair manner in which organizations treat their employees”.   

The dictionary defines the word Justice as fairness (Popular Oxford New-Age Primary 

School Dictionary). However, in daily life, the term justice is used to mean “oughtness” 

or “righteousness”. In organizational sciences research, justice is considered to be 

socially constructed which means that an act is considered to be just if it is perceived so 

by the individuals on the basis of empirical research (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). 

Ethically an act can be defined as just through comparison with a prevailing 
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philosophical system. However, there is unfortunately no agreement on what the 

philosophical system should be, because different rules will be advocated by people in 

different roles (Aristotle reprinted in Frost, 1972; Colquitt et al., 2001). “In social – 

psychological research, fairness is essentially an attitudinal concept. An event, action, or 

decision is judged as fair or unfair based upon the individuals beliefs about the decision 

and his or her value or normative system as it relates to those beliefs” (Bies, 1987).   

Justice in organizational settings, in particular, can be described as focusing on the 

antecedents and consequences of two types of subjective perceptions that includes the 

fairness of: (1) outcome distributions and allocations and (2) procedures to determine 

outcome distributions and allocations. These forms of justice are typically referred to as 

distributive justice (Adams, 1965; Deutsch, 1975; Homans, 1961; Leventhal 1976) and 

procedural justice (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 

1975) respectively. 

2.3 Types of organizational justice 

The most often used taxonomy to describe organizational justice is distributive and 

procedural justice (Cropanzano & Folger, 1991).  Whereas distributive justice refers to 

“the fairness of outcome distributions or allocations” (Adams, 1965; Deutsch, 1975; 

Homans, 1961; Leventhal, 1976), procedural justice refers to “the fairness of the 

procedures used to determine outcome distributions or allocations” (Leventhal, 1980; 

Leventhal et al., 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975).   However, a third type of justice called 

interactional justice has also been introduced (Bies & Moag, 1986).  This is deemed to be 

an extension of procedural justice and is associated with human side of the organizational 

practices. Although these three types are correlated, they are accepted as distinct 
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dimensions of justice construct (Erdogan, 2002). These three main dimensions of 

organizational justice are briefly explained below:   

2.3.1 Distributive justice. Before 1975, organizational justice research was primarily 

concerned with distributive justice only.  Distributive justice, based on Adams’ (1965) 

equity theory, generally refers to “people’s perceptions of fairness of the outcomes they 

receive relative to their contributions and to the outcomes and contributions of others”.  

Adams’ main focus was on individuals’ perceptions of fairness regarding their outcomes 

like pay or performance appraisal (Deutsch, 1985).  When individuals perceive inequity, 

they modify their effort, or change their perceptions of inputs or outcomes.  Adams used 

social exchange theory frame-work to evaluate fairness. Adams (1965) was of the view 

that people were not as such worried about the absolute level of their outcomes but they 

were concerned about the fairness of these outcomes. In order to determine fairness, he 

suggested calculation of the ratio of one’s contributions or “inputs” (e.g., education, 

intelligence and experience) to one’s outcomes and then compare that ratio with that of 

others. While recommending equity rule, Adams was clear that this process was 

completely ‘subjective’ despite having an ‘objective’ component. In other words, the 

employees’ assessments of distributive justice are not objective but are based on 

perception, the explanation of which is mostly based on the equity theory (Adams, 1965; 

Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).  

In addition to the equity rule suggested by Adams (1965), Leventhal (1976) also 

identified several other allocation rules such as equality and need. The former 

recommends that individuals should receive equal or same output. The need rule suggests 

that employees should receive outputs based on need (Conlon, Porter & Parks, 2004; 
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Leventhal, 1976). The research has also revealed that different contexts, different 

organizational goals and different personal interests can stimulate the use or dominance 

of specific allocation rules (Deutsch, 1975).  However, the basic purpose of all the 

allocation standards is to achieve distributive justice (Colquitt et al., 2001).  

 Because of varied levels of employee performance, equity rule is generally more 

palatable for employees working in profit making organizations (Cobb, Folger & 

Wooten, 1995; Kilbourne, O’leary-Kelly & Williams, 1996; Leventhal, 1976). This 

method of reward distribution is generally acceptable because it seems fair to reward 

individuals in relation to their respective contribution to the organization (Cobb, Wooten 

& Folger, 1995; Leventhal, 1976).  Those who contribute more are better compensated 

whereas those who contribute less are compensated accordingly.  Although equity rule is 

generally perceived to be fair and is widely utilized, individuals still may vary in their 

perception of just and unjust practices. When they perceive the resources to be justly 

distributed, individuals tend to be more pleased with their personal outcomes which result 

in increased satisfaction with salary and their overall work experience (McFarlin & 

Sweeney, 1992). On the other hand, when some employees perceive injustice, they may 

engage in thievery among other counter productive behaviors (Greenberg 1990a) or 

careless or shoddy work (Cowherd & Levine, 1992).  

Because distributive justice focuses on outcomes, when unfairness is perceived regarding 

any particular outcome, it is likely to affect the persons’ emotions e.g., anger, happiness, 

guilt or pride (Weiss, Suckow & Croponzano, 1999), cognitions e.g., cognitively 

distorted inputs and outcomes of himself /herself or the Other (Adams, 1965; Austin & 



 12

Walster, 1974; Walster, Walster & Berschied, 1978) and ultimately their behavior e.g., 

withdrawal or poorer performance.  

2.3.2 Procedural justice. Procedural justice refers to “the perceived fairness of the 

process or procedures used to determine organizational outcomes” (Folger & Greenberg, 

1985; Lind & Tyler, 1988).  The study of justice made a similar shift, when research in 

Social Psychology shifted emphasis from purely the results of reward allocations and 

distributive justice, to emphasizing the process of making the allocations, i.e., procedural 

justice (Leventhal , 1980; Thibaut  & Walker, 1975).  Organizational justice was no 

longer perceived to be determined only by fair outcomes. But fair processes followed to 

decide the outcomes were also important, in some cases; it could be even more important 

determinant of perceived organizational justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988).     

Two theories explain the significance of procedural justice: First, Control Theory by 

Thibaut and Walker (1975) who introduced the concept of procedural justice.  According 

to the theory, individuals in organizations want to control what happens to them.  Fair 

procedures are valuable because they allow individuals’ control over outcomes.  Second, 

the group-value model by Lind and Tyler (1988) which argues that individuals want to be 

valuable members of their groups and fair procedures are desirable because they reflect 

that individuals are valued.  The group value model asserts that employees are not only 

concerned about procedural fairness because of organizational outcomes which they want 

to maximize, but also because the procedures used to make decisions communicate how 

much an organization value the members ( Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992). It is 

further suggested that, within working relationships, “group members are concerned with 

neutral treatment of group members, trust the leader and social status in the group” 
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(Trevino, 1992, p.659). Employees utilize perception of procedural fairness to determine 

their worth within an organization (DeCremer, van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, 

Mullenders & Stinglhamber, 2005; Lind &Tyler, 1988).  

Although they introduced the concept of procedural justice, the work of Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) mainly focused on the individuals’ reactions to procedures followed 

during the legal trials.  This focus on legal procedures continued to be the interest of 

many researchers (Tyler, 1990). However, credit goes to Leventhal and colleagues for 

extension of procedural justice concept to other contexts (non-legal), like organizational 

settings (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal et al., 1980). Leventhal (1980) suggested that in 

order to ensure fairness in decision making, organizations should take into consideration 

the basic values and norms of relevant groups of people to better understand what is 

important and relevant to them in their working environment. Since different groups 

within various organizations have varied outlooks and values, this may be a difficult task 

for some managers (Blake & Mouton, 1984; Leventhal, 1980).  However, Leventhal 

(1980) suggested six rules for design of a procedure if it is to be perceived as fair. 

Procedures should:  

(1) Be applied consistently across people and across time – “the consistency rule”,  

(2) Be free from bias e.g., ensuring that decision maker has no vested interest in a 

particular settlement – “the bias-suppression rule”,  

(3) Ensure that accurate information is collected and used in making decisions – “the 

accuracy rule”,  

(4) Has some mechanism to correct flawed or inaccurate decisions – “the correctability 

rule”,  
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(5) Conform to personal or prevailing standards of ethics or morality – “the ethicality 

rule” and  

(6) Ensure that the opinions of various groups affected by the decision have been taken 

into account – “the representativeness rule”.   

 
Further, in addition to these rules, another way used to assess organizational behavior to 

determine whether employees encounter procedural justice or not is the amount of voice 

afforded to them (Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).   

 Although the three aspects of justice (distributive, procedural and interactional) are 

different constructs but these share some commonality e.g., employees make subjective 

judgments and the assessments made about one area of justice can influence judgments in 

others (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Actually, procedural justice is both conceptually 

and empirically distinct from distributive justice and interactional justice (Colquitt, 2001; 

Folger & Croponzano, 1998); it relates to the fairness of the procedures used by an 

organization in allocating and distributing rewards and the voice given to employees in 

the distribution process (Colquitt, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).  

Procedural Fairness regarding distributive decisions has substantial influence on 

individuals’ attitudes and evaluations (Lind & Tyler, 1988). For example, research has 

recommended that perception of procedural unfairness among employees can lead to 

dissatisfaction and may result in opposition to change efforts within organizations (Cobb, 

Wooten & Folger, 1995; Greenberg, 1990a).  Thus, if employees perceive procedural 

fairness they are less likely to exhibit counter productive reactions (e.g., even when 

rewards do not meet their expectations).  But if the procedures are perceived to be unfair, 
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they are more likely to display counter productive reactions (Folger & Cropanzano, 

1998).  

Procedural justice is assumed to be associated with behavioral reactions towards the 

organization such as organizational commitment because organizational procedures 

represent the way the organization allocates resources (Martin & Bennett, 1996; 

Mossholder, Bennett, Kemery & Wesolowski, 1998). For example, organizational 

commitment and subordinate evaluation of supervisors may improve as a result of 

increased procedural justice (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Further, lack of procedural 

justice may result in decrease in organizational citizenship behavior and an increase in 

turnover (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).   

2.3.3 Interactional justice. Bies and Moag (1986) introduced the concept of interactional 

justice. It is defined as “the quality of interpersonal treatment that people expect to 

receive when procedures are implemented” and emphasizes “the importance of 

truthfulness, respect and justification as fairness criteria of interpersonal communication” 

(Bies, 1987; Bies & Moag, 1986; Tyler & Bies, 1990).  Thus, interactional justice deals 

with the human side of organizational practices and, as such is related to the 

communication aspects between the source and recipient of justice, such as politeness, 

honesty and respect (Bies & Moag, 1986; Tyler & Bies, 1990).  

It has been suggested that fairness is not only determined by the formal policies and 

procedures of the organization but leaders are also considered to be a significant source 

of fairness by their subordinates (Cobb, Vest & Hills, 1997). Many researchers have 

generally focused on the leaders’ treatment with their subordinates. This “treatment” is 

exhibited by the content of the message conveyed by the leaders as well as by the conduct 
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of their behavior like courtesy, respect (Bies, Shapiro & Cummings, 1988; Cobb, 1992; 

Tyler, Lind et al., 1998), or the way of implementing the policies and procedures (Bies, 

Martin & Brockner, 1993; Cobb & Frey, 1996; Tyler & Bies, 1990). 

Greenberg (1993b) suggested that interactional justice had two facets: the one labeled 

“informational justice” refers to “providing knowledge about procedures that demonstrate 

regards for people’s concerns” (p.84); the other labeled “interpersonal justice” refers to 

“showing concern for individuals regarding the distributive outcomes they receive” 

(P.85). Informational justice concentrates on providing explanations to inform the people 

for using procedures in a specific manner or for distributing outcomes in a certain 

fashion, whereas interpersonal justice shows the extent of treating the people with 

graciousness, poise and esteem by those involved in the execution of procedures or 

outcome determination (Colquitt, 2001).  

Previously interactional justice was deemed to be a feature of procedural justice but it has 

emerged as an independent construct which is thought to be distinct and meaningfully 

different from it (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt 2001; Folger & Cropanzano 1998). 

Interactional Justice is a vital consideration in an organization due to its impact on 

individual’s feelings, perceptions and resultant behavior.  For example, interactional 

fairness is considered to improve employees’ attitude and conduct towards the source of a 

particular treatment (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt et al., 2001). Further, research has 

revealed positive relationship between interpersonal justice and employees’ level of trust 

and collective esteem of the group experiencing the treatment or interaction (Colquitt, 

2001). 
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Normally, although organizations make efforts to display fair conduct but employees will 

perceive some types of interpersonal treatment to be unfair and other types of treatment 

to be fair (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). That is why it has been observed that the 

interpersonal sensitivity component is associated with the quality of the interpersonal 

treatment an employee receives within an organization (Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & 

Cropanzano, 1998; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). It has also been stated that interpersonal 

treatment is related to varied emotions that individuals feel towards agents or authority 

figures in response to their decision making within an organizational structure (Tyler, 

1989).  

2.4 Relationships between organizational justice – outcomes 

In an organizational system, justice is important atleast from two perspectives: (a) “it is 

an important end in itself – a virtue that organizations should pursue” (Rawls, 1971) and 

(b) “because of negative consequences that result from its absence” (Adams, 1965; 

Crosby, 1984). Therefore, a just workplace is a desirable goal. Research has 

demonstrated important organizational justice-work outcome relationships. The 

consequences of perceptions of injustice as well as benefits of employees’ positive 

perceptions of justice have been discovered by many including Cropanzano & Folger, 

1991; Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998.  For example, 

research has revealed a positive association between organizational justice and 

satisfaction, group commitment, rule compliance and communal esteem (Colquitt et al., 

2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998) whereas organizational injustice is found positively 

associated with feelings of anger, aggression and counter productive social behavior 

(Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Skarlicki, Folger & Tesluk, 1999).  
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The perspective of negative outcomes has substantial support in organizational justice 

research. It has been argued by scholars that when individuals consider management’s 

decisions and actions to be unfair or unjust, they undergo feelings of anger, outrage and 

resentment (e.g., Folger, 1987; Greenberg, 1990b; Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1992; 

Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Research has shown that affected employees not only become 

angry but they might also retaliate. According to Sheppard et al. (1992), the persons who 

feel unfairly treated might retaliate and punish those who are seen responsible for that 

treatment.  

Further, research has shown that retaliation may be direct or indirect.  For example, 

Hollinger and Clark (1983) conducted a study of about 5,000 employees working in three 

types of business organizations, i.e., retail, manufacturing and hospitals. They found that 

when employees felt harmed by the employer, they engaged in acts such as thefts against 

the organization to correct the perceptions of injustice. Greenberg (1990a) also found 

negative relationship between perceived fairness and employee theft.  The conclusion that 

employee theft was a reaction to underpayment inequity was made by Greenberg and 

Scott (1996) as well. It was reported by DeMore, Fisher and Baron (1988) that vandalism 

began with feelings of unfair treatment by authorities which was a form of inequity 

reduction (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  Furthermore, research revealed that personality 

factors like negative affectivity (NA) and agreeableness moderate the relationship 

between perceptions of injustice and organizational retaliatory behavior (Skarlicki, Folger 

& Tesluk, 1999).  On the other hand, Homans (1961) has suggested that if the affected 

employee is not as powerful as the perceived source of injustice (e.g., supervisor or the 

organization) retaliation will be largely indirect. The idea has been supported by other 
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research e.g., Hulin (1991) has found that perceived fairness is negatively related to 

absenteeism. Moreover, Jermier, Knights and Nord (1994) have reported that 

discontented individuals may involve in more concealed retaliation (e.g., resistance 

behavior, psychological withdrawal and withdrawal of citizenship behavior) before 

restoring to open vengeance (e.g., sabotage or theft). Cropanzano and Baron (1991) 

associated injustice with workplace conflict and negative emotions. Greenberg (1990a & 

1993a) observed that organizational justice also affects employee behaviors as a 

situational factor.  Thus, research has consistently found the three dimensions of 

organizational justice to be related, albeit differentially, to employee work-related 

attitudes and behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2001).   

This research studied direct relationships of justice dimensions and POP with five 

outcomes, i.e., job performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCB and 

intent to turnover. Further, it also studied POP as a moderator of justice – outcome 

relationships. Primarily two factors motivated the inclusion of these outcomes in the 

study.  First, these outcomes, as suggested by the research, had frequently been studied in 

the areas of industrial psychology and organizational behavior because of their 

importance in proper functioning of organizations.  Second, a single study provided an 

opportunity to investigate the separate as well combined effects of organizational justice 

and perceptions of politics on such an important mix of dependable variables.  

In the following section, organizational justice - outcomes relationships are discussed 

individually, in the light of the existing organizational justice literature and proposed 

hypotheses are given at the end of each section. 
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2.4.1 Organizational justice – job performance. Job performance represents 

“employees’ adherence to and completion of formal job duties” (Katz, 1964).  It is an 

extensively investigated job behavior in the fields of Organizational Behavior and 

Industrial/Occupational Psychology.  

Specific hypotheses regarding the impact of perceived distributive justice on performance 

were provided by equity theory (Adams 1965; Austin & Walster, 1974) e.g., an employee 

may change quality or quantity of work to restore justice, when he/she perceives 

distributive injustice. Studies have linked distributive justice to performance, consistent 

with equity theory’s predictions (e.g., Ball, Trevino & Sims, 1994; Griffeth, Vecchio & 

Logan, 1989). 

As far as procedural justice – performance relationship is concerned; it is perhaps the 

most unclear of all relationships in the justice literature.  Mixed research findings have 

been reported on this relationship.  Some researchers reported a negative relationship 

between procedural justice and performance (Kanfer, Sawyer, Earley & Lind, 1987) 

while others found this relationship to be moderately strong as measured by performance 

appraisal records (Keller & Dansereau, 1995).  Further, Konovsky and Cropanzano 

(1991) revealed a positive relationship between procedural justice and performance, yet 

other research did not find such relation to exist (Gilliland, 1994).  Earley and Lind 

(1987) found this relationship in a laboratory study but did not find in their field study. 

However, to predict the association between perceived justice and work performance, 

some justice researchers relied on social exchange theory, which views organizations as 

arenas for mutual, long term transactions between employees and the organization 

(Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Greenberg & Scott, 1996; Wayne, Shore & Liden, 1997).  
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In this exchange relationship, justice is considered to be an input of the organization and 

can come from either (i) the direct supervisor or (ii) the organization (Masterson et al., 

2000; Settoon, Benett & Liden, 1996).  Thus, job performance should be related to 

procedural justice, to the extent it is influenced by the relationship between the employee 

and the organization and related to interactional justice to the extent job performance is 

influenced by the employee’s relationship with his/her supervisor.   

Researchers using the social exchange theory in areas other than justice view job 

performance as related to both organizational and the leader levels of exchange (Settoon 

et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997). However, other scholars have argued that job 

performance is related to the leader-member relations and not to the organization-

member relations (Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Masterson et. al., 2000).  Thus, based on 

social exchange theory, these scholars only predicted relationship of performance with 

interactional justice and not with procedural justice. 

Since the source of perceived interactional justice is interpersonal treatment by the 

management representatives or one’s supervisor, interactional justice is more personal in 

nature than procedural justice.  As such, an employee may perceive interactional justice 

as an outcome received by him and it should influence the outcome/input ratio of the 

employee (Greenberg, 1993a).  It has been argued (Masterson et al., 2000; Settoon et al., 

1996), that when managers treat employees fairly, they reciprocate by better 

performance.  Based on this rationale, it is argued here that dissatisfaction with the direct 

supervisor is likely to be translated into poor performance.   

This study, has examined the relationships between all three types of justice and job 

performance.  The following hypothesis was proposed: 
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Hypothesis-1: a. Distributive justice will be positively related to job performance 

  b. Procedural justice will be positively related to job performance 

  c. Interactional justice will be positively related to job performance 

2.4.2 Organizational justice – job satisfaction. Job satisfaction can be defined as “a 

positive feeling about one’s job resulting from an evaluation of its characteristics” 

(Robbins et al., 2008, ‘Organizational Behavior’, 12th edition, p.89). It is a more general, 

multifaceted and global response than is outcome satisfaction. It also refers to an 

employee’s emotional or affective response to his/her particular job (Cranny, Smith & 

Stone, 1992). In essence, job satisfaction is “the extent to which people like their jobs” 

(Spector, 1996, p.214). 

Many researchers have found lower levels of job satisfaction to be associated with 

various work environment factors like role ambiguity, role conflict, role overload, 

concerns over medical issues and dangerousness (Lambert & Paoline, 2005; Lambert, 

Hogans, Paoline & Clark, 2005; Lambert, Reynolds, Paoline & Watkins, 2004). Other 

factors such as job autonomy, job variety, training, quality of supervision and perceptions 

of equitable treatment, input  in decision-making, integration, training and formalization 

and satisfaction with pay have been reported to lead to higher levels of job satisfaction 

(Dennis, 1998; Griffin, 2001; Griffin, Armstrong & Hepburn, 2005; Hepburn, 1987; 

Hepburn & Knepper, 1993; Wright, Saylor, Gilman & Camp, 1997; Lambert, 2004; 

Lambert et al., 2004; Lambert , Barton, Hogan & Clarke, 2002; Lambert & Paoline, 

2005; Lambert, Paoline & Hogan, 2006; Stohr, Lovrich, Monke & Zupan, 1994; 

Whitehead & Lindquist, 1986) . 
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Further, family conflict was associated with decreased levels of job satisfaction (Lambert, 

Hogan & Barton, 2003) and job stress was revealed to be negatively associated with 

correctional staff job satisfaction (Grossi, Keil & Vito, 1996; Lambert, 2004; Van 

Voohris, Cullen, Link & Wolfe, 1991)  

As for justice dimensions, both distributive and procedural justice have been found to 

have positive effects on job satisfaction among correctional workers (Lambert, 2003).   

However, some research has found procedural justice to be highly correlated with job 

satisfaction (e.g., Mossholder, Bennett & Martin, 1998; Wesolowski & Mossholder, 

1997) while others have shown distributive justice to predict job satisfaction more 

strongly than procedural justice (McFarlin & Sweeny, 1992) in line with the two factor 

theory argument.  The theory suggested that system–referenced outcomes are predicted 

by procedural justice and person–referenced outcomes by distributive justice. 

Furthermore, Masterson, Lewis et al. (2000) showed procedural justice to predict job 

satisfaction more strongly than interactional justice, although both had significant 

independent effects.   

However, Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) found in their meta-analysis that general job 

satisfaction is similarly and relatively highly related to all three justice types.  In this 

study, a positive association between justice dimensions and job satisfaction was assumed 

and accordingly the main effects of justice types on job satisfaction were predicted as 

following:  
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Hypothesis-2: a. Distributive justice will be positively related to job satisfaction 

  b. Procedural justice will be positively related to job satisfaction 

  c. Interactional justice will be positively related to job satisfaction 

 
2.4.3 Organizational justice – organizational commitment. Organizational 

commitment reflects an overall systematic reaction of employees towards the 

organization for which they work (Colquitt et al., 2001).  It is also defined as “the degree 

to which an employee identifies with a particular organization and its goals and wishes to 

maintain membership in the organization” (Blau & Boal, 1987, P.290).  There are three 

separate dimensions to organizational commitment (Robbins et al., 2008, ‘Organizational 

Behavior’, 12th edition, p.91) which are: 

Affective commitment.  “An emotional attachment to the organization and a belief in 

its values”. 

Continuance commitment.  “The perceived economic value of remaining with an 

organization compared to leaving it”. 

Normative commitment.  “An obligation to remain with the organization for moral 

or ethical reasons”. 

Although both distributive and procedural Justice are key predictors of work place 

attitudes (Martin & Bennett 1996; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992), research generally 

demonstrates that procedural justice explains a greater proportion of the variance in 

organizational commitment (Folger & Konovsky 1989; Konovsky, Folger & Cropanzano 

1987; Martin & Benettt 1996; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992).  Tyler et al. (1997) argued 

that when researchers distinguish between procedural and distributive justice, they often 
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find that procedural justice is more influential in predicting a variety of attitudes 

including commitment. 

Confirming the group-value model’s assertion that individuals often value fair procedures 

over fair outcomes, some studies do not indicate a significant relationship of distributive 

justice with commitment when procedural justice is controlled (Martin & Bennett, 1996).  

Procedural Justice is also argued as a stronger predictor of organizational commitment 

than interactional justice (Masterson, Lewis, et al., 2000).  However, there is also 

evidence which supports distributive dominance model.  For example, Greenberg (1994) 

found organizational commitment to be more strongly associated with distributive justice 

than procedural justice (Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995).   

Most measures of organizational commitment assess affective commitment, “the degree 

to which employees identify with the company and make the company’s goals their own” 

(Allen & Meyer, 1990).  Affective commitment, being an organizational outcome, is 

usually expected to be associated mainly with procedural justice rather than distributive 

justice (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991).  Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) also supported 

this prediction that affective commitment has a significant and stronger relationship with 

procedural justice than distributive justice or interactional justice although the latter two 

are highly related to commitment as well. 

Continuance commitment, on the other hand, is usually predicted to be unrelated to 

justice (Konovsky & cropanzano 1991).  However, Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) found 

that continuance commitment is negatively related to procedural and interactional justice.  

That is, when employees perceive fairness in procedures and respectful treatment, they 

perceive themselves to have more investments in the organization and will therefore not 
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leave it.  However, when procedures and treatment are unfair, one will likely feel that 

there is little to lose by moving to a new employer. 

As for normative commitment is concerned, people may feel obliged to the organization 

because of its fair procedures, again, supporting a social exchange view of organizational 

justice. 

The meta-analysis findings demonstrate that multiple aspects of organizational 

commitment are related to multiple justice types indicating that the role justice plays in 

organizational commitment is stronger than its role is usually assumed (Cohen-Charash et 

al., 2001). 

Keeping in view the above research findings, an overall assessment was made that 

organizational justice had a positive relationship with organizational commitment and 

accordingly the following hypothesis for this study was made: 

Hypothesis-3: a. Distributive justice will be positively related to organizational 

commitment 

 b. Procedural justice will be positively related to organizational 

commitment 

 c. Interactional justice will be positively related to organizational 

commitment 

2.4.4 Organizational justice – organizational citizenship behavior. OCB is defined as 

“the degree to which individual behaves in ways that are not specified in role descriptions 

but are beneficial to the organization” (Organ, 1988). Organ (1990) defined OCBs as 

“behaviors that are discretionary and not explicitly rewarded but that can help improve 

organizational functioning”.  
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In other words, organizational citizenship behaviors are behaviors that go beyond 

specified role requirements; these include altruism, conscientiousness and courtesy (Brief 

& Motowidlo, 1986; Park & Sims, 1989; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983) and may be 

influenced by perceived fairness of an event (e.g., punishment). Past research suggests 

that fairness perceptions contribute to citizenship behavior (Moorman, 1991; Moorman, 

Organ & Niehoff, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; 

Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Moorman & Fetter, 1990).  Organ (1990) also argued that OCBs 

are driven largely by fairness perceptions.  He suggested that people in organizations 

assume, at the outset, a social exchange relationship, which continues until unfairness is 

evidenced.  At this time, the relationship is reinterpreted as economic rather than social.   

Thus, subordinate perceptions of fairness (e.g., just punishment) are expected to be 

positively associated with OCBs.  Further, the punishment literature suggests that 

punishment can result in anticitizenship behaviors (Luthans & Kreitner, 1985; Skinner, 

1953).  These behaviors include physical avoidance of or escape from work, defiance, 

resistance to authority, aggression and revenge.  Research on aggression also suggests 

that people are likely to become aggressive if they believe that someone has unfairly tried 

to hurt them (Berkwitz, 1989). Thus, subordinate perceptions of fairness (just 

punishment) are expected to be negatively related to subsequent anticitizenship 

behaviors. The former is also referred as system-oriented OCBs and latter as agent-

referenced OCBs.   

Research focusing on attitudinal outcomes has viewed procedural justice as influencing 

satisfaction with a system and distributive justice as influencing satisfaction with 

outcomes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Fryxell & Gordon, 1989; Lind & Tyler 1988).  The 
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research on OCBs has argued that OCBs have stronger relationship with procedural 

justice than distributive justice (Ball, Trevino & Sims, 1994; Moorman, 1991). For 

example, Moorman (1991) observed perceived procedural justice to influence citizenship 

behaviors whereas perceptions of distributive justice did not.  Farh, Earley and Lin 

(1997) also found that OCBs were related to procedural justice.  Even training on 

procedural justice principles helped improving OCB levels (Skarlicki & Latham, 1996).   

To the extent that OCBs were measured in relation to supervisors rather than organization 

as a whole, it is expected that interpersonal and informational justice would be stronger 

predictor, consistent with agent – system model and the results of Masterson, Lewis, et al. 

(2000).   

In the light of the above discussion, a positive relationship between perceived 

organizational justice and OCB was assumed. Accordingly the following main effects 

hypothesis was proposed for the present study: 

Hypothesis-4: a. Distributive justice will be positively related to organizational 

citizenship behavior 

 b.  Procedural justice will be positively related to organizational 

citizenship behavior 

 c. Interactional justice will be positively related to organizational 

citizenship behavior 

 
2.4.5 Organizational justice – intent to turnover. Intent to quit refers to one’s thoughts 

of quitting one’s job and is a form of psychological withdrawal (Poon, 2004). Turnover is 

“voluntary and involuntary permanent withdrawal from an organization” (‘Organizational 
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Behavior’ by Robbins et al., 2008, 12th edition, p.34).  The scholars have suggested that 

quitting includes:  (1) job movement within and outside the organization and (2) 

cognitive behavior before leaving e.g., intentions to look for a new job and thinking to 

quit (Farrell & Rusbult, 1992:202).   

Both distributive and procedural justices are predicted to relate to turn over intentions and 

actual turnover.  As both these forms mean that distributions and procedures of the 

organization are fair, it should reduce the employees’ inspiration to leave (Daly & Geyer, 

1994; Konovsky & Cropanzano 1991).  Alternatively, any procedural justice might be 

claimed to be related to turnover intentions because this indicates organizational norms of 

decision making which are beyond any specific outcome (Dailey & Kirk, 1992).  

Therefore, specific negative outcomes would not cause people the wish to leave the 

organization, as long as the procedures are fair.  Procedural justice is also considered to 

be better predictor of turnover intentions than interactional justice (Masterson et. al., 

2000). Research has revealed a negative relationship between procedural justice and 

turnover intentions (Dailey & Kirk, 1992; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Tyler & 

Degoey, 1995). However, there is evidence of finding distributive justice related to 

turnover intentions as well (Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Hendrix, Robbins, Miller & Summers, 

1999) through its effects on attitudes, such as extrinsic and intrinsic satisfaction, (Hendrix 

et al., 1999).  

Further, Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) in their meta-analysis study found that both 

procedural and distributive justice equally predict turnover intentions and interactional 

justice to be the least potent predictor of intentions.  They also observed that there were 

very few studies of turnover itself for them to include in their meta-analysis. 
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Accordingly, they recommended that additional research was needed to study the effects 

of justice perceptions on actual turnover behavior.  The present study was of course an 

effort to fill the gap and investigated the direct relationships between justice types and 

turnover intentions.  On the basis of current research evidence, following hypothesis for 

this research was made assuming turnover intentions to have negative relationship with 

organizational justice. 

Hypothesis-5: a.  Distributive justice will be negatively related to turnover intention 

 b.  Procedural justice will be negatively related to turnover intention 

 c.  Interactional justice will be negatively related to turnover intention 

 
2.5 Organizational politics 

2.5.1 Origin in literature. The current literature on organizational politics shows that 

explicit references to workplace politics began to appear in the organizational behavior 

literature in early 1960’s.  Perhaps the earliest description of organizational politics in the 

research literature is Burns (1961, p.257), who suggested that it occurs when “others 

(individuals) are made use of as resources in competitive situations”. A literature survey 

conducted by Gandz and Murray (1980) had three references directly on workplace 

politics dating before 1962, five between 1963 and 1967, seven between 1969 and 1972 

and eleven between 1973 and 1977. Mintzberg (1985) agreed that prior to 1980’s, the 

subject got disjointed coverage in the literature and linked the phenomenon primarily 

with conflict. According to Drory and Romm (1988), the literary discussion on 

organizational politics commenced in the 1970’s and the label ‘organizational politics’ 

appeared in the literature and text books in 1983.  This appeared in publications on 
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organizational behavior by Robbins, Hellrigel, Solcum and Woodman. Ferris, Adams, 

Kolodinsky, Hochwarter & Ammeter (2002) have also pointed out that “more academic 

attention has been devoted to organizational politics in recent years, with active scientific 

agendas being followed by researchers belonging to a variety of disciplines including 

Psychology, Sociology, Economics, Political Science and Management”. 

2.5.2 Significance at workplace. “Internal politics is a common phenomenon in every 

organization” (Ferris & King, 1991; Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1992; Zhou & Ferris, 

1995). According to Drory (1993), organizational politics is deeply rooted in human 

nature and is an inherent element of organizations.  Koberg (1985) even suggested that it 

is more important than competence. Viewing organizations as political entities is not a 

recent phenomenon.  It was suggested that organizations are political coalitions in which 

decisions are made and goals are set by bargaining processes (March, 1962).  Some 

researchers stressed the utility of taking a political perspective when studying 

organizations (Allison, 1969; Kaufman, 1964; Pandarus, 1973; Zalezink, 1970). It has 

been argued that “organizational politics is simply a fact of life” (Ferris et al., 1996).  

Those, who ignore this, do so at their own peril. Thus it is unlikely to have a politics free 

organization because organizations are social entities where employees make efforts 

individually and in groups for valued resources, involve in conflicts and execute different 

influence tactics to get the benefits and achieve their goals in a variety of ways (Molm, 

1997).  Indeed, Gands and Murray (1980) stated that 60% of their survey participants 

endorsed the statement that “most casual conversation appears to be about things I would 

consider as workplace politics” (p.241).  However, very little is identified about the 
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characteristics and limits of such politics (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey & Toth, 1997; 

Kipnis, Schmidt & Wilkinson, 1980; Mayes & Allen, 1977).  

Mayes and Allen (1977) have suggested that practicing managers to be able to play a 

larger role in management should learn more about political processes.  Poon (2003) 

suggested that keeping in view its importance at work place; organizational politics 

requires to be investigated more comprehensively.  The knowledge gained from this 

research would facilitate managers to know, foresee and deal with political behaviors 

encountered in organizations in a better way.  Several conceptual models have also been 

suggested to explain the process of politics in organizations (e.g., Bhatnagar, 1992; Ferris 

et al., 1989; Ferris et al., 2002; Vrendenbergh & Maurer, 1984). 

Research conducted during the last 25 years reveals that two approaches to organizational 

politics have been dominant.  The first approach deals with the political behavior of 

individuals reflected through their influence techniques and strategies at work place.  The 

research in this field suggests different typologies for influence tactics as well as probable 

antecedents and outcomes of various tactics (Brass, 1984; Burns, 1961; Cheng, 1983; 

Erez & Rim, 1982; Izraeli, 1975, 1987; Kipnis et al., 1980).  The second approach is 

more recent and focuses on employees’ subjective perceptions of organizational politics 

rather than on political behavior or influence tactics. Perceptions of organizational 

politics have become an area of active research interest within the last two decades driven 

primarily by a single theoretical model introduced by Ferris et al. (1989).  This model is 

reproduced in Appendix-4.  It is this second approach which was investigated in this 

research as moderator of organizational justice – outcome relationships. 
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2.6 Organizational politics and political behavior: definitions 

In most of the research, with the primary difference between the two levels of analysis, 

the constructs of organizational politics and political behavior have been regarded as 

functional equivalents.  For example, Porter, Allen and Angle (1981) have described 

political behavior as “Social influence attempts that are discretionary, intended to 

promote or protect the self-interest of individuals and groups and threaten the interest of 

others” (P, 359).  The political behavior for the purposes of this examination copes with 

the individual and group level influence efforts whereas organizational politics 

investigates the pervasiveness of such behaviors in the work, resource allocation and 

decision-making processes within the organization. 

2.6.1 Organizational politics. The most often cited definition in the perceptions of 

politics research is that of Mintzberg (1983) who described organizational politics as 

“Individual or group behavior that is informal, ostensibly parochial, typically divisive and 

above all in a technical sense, illegitimate – sanctioned neither by formal authority, 

accepted ideology, nor certified expertise (although it may exploit any one of those)” 

(Mintzberg, 1983; p.172).  Main points of this description are that political activities, 

being organizationally non-sanctioned, are likely to generate disruptive effects by pitting 

individuals and groups with different agendas against each other and by creating political 

activities, benefits and rewards which may run counter to organizational goals and needs 

(Ferris, Frink, Gilmore & Kacmar, 1994).   

2.6.2 Political behavior. Political behavior, more specifically, is defined as 

“organizationally non-sanctioned behavior which may be detrimental to the goals of the 

organization or other individuals’ interests” (Ferris, Russ & Fandt, 1989; Gands & 
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Murray, 1980; Porter, Allen & Angle, 1981). Further, as per previously quoted literature, 

the underlying, but concealed, intent of political behavior is assumed to be self-serving in 

nature, i.e., an individual is behaving politically if he performs exclusively to advance his 

own self-interest (Farrel & Peterson, 1982; Frost, 1987).  Drory and Romm (1990) have 

also proposed that political and non political behavior can be distinguished on the basis of 

intention. They have further suggested that organizational groups may collectively 

behave in political manner based on some mutual consensus.  Therefore, the definition of 

organizational politics need not be restricted to actions of individuals only (Drory & 

Romm, 1990, p.1134).  It was also observed by Ferris et al. (1989) that political behavior 

can occur in multiple domains (or foci), i.e., individual, group and organization.  This 

means that organizational politics is dealt with at different levels of analysis: individual, 

group and macro organizational level. 

Scholars have suggested a variety of other definitions as well, purported to represent the 

characteristics and boundaries of organizational politics and political behaviors, some of 

which are reproduced in Appendix-1.  Going through these definitions, there seems to be 

a considerable divergence among the researchers regarding what exactly constitutes 

political behavior.  Some have described organizational politics in terms of the behavior 

of interest groups to use power to influence decision making (Pettigrew, 1973; Tushman, 

1977).  Others have focused on the self-serving and organizationally non-sanctioned 

nature of individual behavior in organizations (Burns, 1961; Gandz & Murray, 1980; 

Mayes & Allen, 1977; Porter, 1976; Schein, 1977).  Still others have characterized 

organizational politics as a social influence process with potentially functional or 

dysfunctional organizational consequences (Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 
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1979) or simply the management of influence (Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick & 

Mayes, 1980).  Perhaps, it is these fragmented and differing perspectives that have 

prompted some scholars to state: “The meaning of organizational politics remains largely 

unknown, in spite of the importance of political behavior to organizational functioning” 

(Vrendenbergh & Maurer, 1984:47). Drory and Romm (1988, p.165) observe that “A 

considerable disagreement exists among writers with regard to the definition of the term.”  

Madison et al. (1980, p.81) reported that “an examination of the available literature on 

organizational politics reveals a collection of views, models and lists of tactics that do not 

always seem to address the same phenomenon.”  And Ferris et al. (1989, p.144) observed 

that “there has been a considerable lack of convergence among organizational theorists 

concerning exactly what constitutes political behavior”.   

On the other hand, scholars have also found consistencies and commonalities among the 

definitions.  Ferris et al. (2002, p.183) examined many definitions and found several 

consistencies over the time and contexts under which theory was developed and research 

conducted. “First, organizational politics involves individuals or groups acting in their 

own self-interest and often against the goals and objectives of the organization as a whole 

(Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1979; Bacharch & Lawler, 1998; 

Cropanzano, Kacmar & Bozeman, 1995; Ferris et al., 1989; Pettigrew, 1973; Porter et al., 

1981).  In addition, organizational politics is often facilitated by differential individual 

and organizational expertise and authority (Allen et al., 1979; Cropanzano, Kacmar & 

Bozeman, 1995; Ferris et al., 1989; Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981; Porter et al., 1981; 

Tushman, 1977).  Finally, as Gandz and Murray (1980) noted, some researchers tend to 

characterize organizational politics as “neutral” behavior, occurring through the use of 
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power and influence, while others describe organizational politics as a zero-sum game by 

which influential members benefit often at the expense of the organization and its less 

influential or politically inclined members” (Ferris et al., 2002).   

Kacmar and Carlson (1997) also examined several definitions (Allen et al., 1979; Farrel 

& Peterson, 1982; Ferris et al., 1989; Ferris et al., 1993; Ferris & Judge, 1991; Kumar & 

Ghadially, 1989; Porter et al., 1981) and observed three commonalities present in many 

definitions.  They found that political behaviors: (1) “are means of exercising social 

influence”, (2) “promote or protect one’s self interests” and (3)  “must include at least 

two parties potentially possessing explicit or implicit divergent interests”.   

Researchers on organizational politics have suggested politics to be a significant part of a 

workplace that requires more enquiry and investigation (Drory & Romm, 1990; DuBrin, 

1978; Mayes & Allen, 1977; Mintzberg, 1983; Parker, Dipboye & Jackson, 1995; Pfeffer, 

1981, 1992).  

2.7 Power tactics and impression management  

Most of the definitions of organizational politics have focused on “the use of power to 

affect decision-making in organizations or behaviors by members that is self-serving and 

organizationally non-sanctioned” (Bacharach & Lawler, 1998). Accordingly, researchers 

have suggested that organizational politics should also be explored through influence 

tactics of the employees that aim at different self and organizational focused goals 

(Kipnis et al., 1980, P.440).  Many researchers have focused on these tactics in 

organizations (e.g., Dubrin, 1978, 1988; French & Raven, 1959; Izraeli, 1975; Schein, 

1977).  Kipnis et al. (1980) view organizational politics as “ways in which people at work 

influence their colleagues, subordinates and supervisors to obtain personal benefits or to 
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satisfy organizational goals”. Drory (1993) suggested this description to allow a balanced 

analysis of the phenomenon.  

Research has identified nine distinct influence tactics (e.g., Erez & Rim, 1982; Erez, Rim 

& Keider, 1986; Kipnis et al., 1980; Yukl & Tracey, 1992):  (1)  “Legitimacy”, (2)  

“Rational persuasion”, (3)  “Inspirational appeals”, (4) “Consultation”, (5)  “Exchange”, 

(6)  “Personal appeals”, (7)  “Ingratiation”, (8)  “Pressure” and  (9)  “Coalitions”. 

Impression management has also been suggested as a form of organizational politics 

(Ferris et al., 1989) which has only recently gained the attention of organizational 

behavior researchers (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Bozeman & Kacmar, 1997; Stevens 

& Kristof, 1995).  It is defined as “the process by which individuals attempt to control the 

impression others form of them” (Gardner & Martinko, 1988; Leary & Kowalski, 1990; 

Schlenker, 1980). Some of the most popular impression management techniques/ 

behaviors identified by the researchers (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2003; Bozeman & 

Kacmar, 1997) include:  (1)  “Conformity”, (2)  “Excuses”, (3)  “Apologies”, (4)  “Self-

Promotion”, (5)  “Flattery”, (6)  “Favors” and (7)  “Association”. 

“Impression management does not imply that impressions people convey are necessarily 

false, although, of course, they sometimes are” (Leary & Kowalski, 1990, P.40).   

2.8 Perceptions of organizational politics 

2.8.1 An overview.  The research work of organizational scientists on organizational 

politics as a scientific construct goes back over more than three decades.  During this 

period, apart from interests in different aspects of organizational politics, particular 

attention began to be paid to perceptions of organizational politics with Gands and 

Murrary’s (1980) suggestion that politics should be conceived of as a subjective 
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evaluation rather than an objective reality.  Further, it has been argued that “individuals 

respond on the basis of their perceptions of reality, not necessarily reality per se” (Lewin, 

1936). Additionally, Porter (1976) suggested that politics perceptions are vital to be 

investigated even if they reflect misperception of actual events. Consequently, perception 

of politics has emerged as an important area of scientific inquiry in the field of 

organizational politics. Porter and his research colleagues published many studies 

focusing on perceptions of organizational politics (Allen et al., 1979; Madison, Allen, 

Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1980).  Allen et al. (1979) found that managers at different 

levels had distinct perceptions of the attributes of a successful political actor.  Madison et 

al. (1980) observed that there were perceived differences in levels and types of political 

behaviors across the various functional areas of the organization and that political 

behaviors were perceived as being helpful as well as harmful to individual and 

organizational needs and objectives.   

A significant contribution in the field of politics perceptions was made by the study 

conducted by Gands and Murray in 1980.  First, they argued that the measurement of 

individual’s perceptions is the most accurate means by which to study organizational 

politics.  Second, they noted that a combination of factors such as respondent’s job 

responsibilities, organizational characteristics and individual traits interact to influence 

the development of individuals’ perceptions of work place politics.   

Various studies were also carried out to match employees’ perceptions of politics with 

specific activities and functions such as promotions, transfers, hiring and pay.  However, 

Ferris et al., (1989) made a major break-through in the area of perceptions of 

organizational politics by developing a first ever comprehensive model examining 
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antecedent conditions and attitudinal and behavioral outcomes associated with politics 

perceptions of an individual in the organization.  The authors conceived it as a multilevel 

model with individual, dyadic, group and/or department and organizational-level 

attributes contributing to individual-level perceptions of politics.  The development of 

politics perceptions at individual level contributes to the formation of individual attitudes 

and behaviors in the organization.  The model noted three general antecedent categories 

which influence the individual’s perceptions of organizational politics (Ferris, Adams, 

Kolodinsky, Hochwarter & Ammeter, 2002): job/work environment influences, 

organizational influences, and personal influences.  The model is reproduced in 

Appendix-4, mentioning the influences included in these three categories along with 

attitudes and behavioral outcomes resulting from perceptions of politics formation.  As 

can be noted from the model, it proposed that POP directly effects an individual’s job 

satisfaction, job involvement and organizational withdrawal behaviors such as turnover 

and absenteeism.  The model also suggested indirect linkages, proposing that 

understanding of nature of political processes and individual’s perceived control in the 

work moderates the relationship of politics perceptions with attitudes and outcome 

behaviors. The antecedents and outcomes identified by Ferris et al. (1989) in their model 

are discussed briefly in 2.10.1 and 2.10.2 respectively.     

2.8.2 Definitions of perceptions of organizational politics. Perception is “a process by 

which individuals organize and interpret their sensory impressions in order to give 

meaning to their environment” (Robbins et al., 2008, ‘Organizational Behavior’, 12th 

edition, P.175). However, one’s perceptions can largely be different from objective 
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reality.  In organizations, individuals’ behave on the basis of their perceptions about 

reality, not reality itself; this works for cohesive groups as well. 

The distinction between organizational politics and perceptions of organizational politics 

is based on research meant to study individual, organizational antecedent conditions 

contributing to perceptions of organizational politics and political behavior within the 

organization.  Researchers have concluded that POP is often the variable of interest in 

such cases, instead of actual organizational political actions and activities (Ferris et al., 

1989; Gands & Murray, 1980; Lewin, 1936; Porter, 1976). Ferris et al. (1989) 

emphasized that “organizational politics is a subjective perception, but not necessarily an 

objective reality” (P.157).  The premise for this argument is that “even if an individual’s 

perception of political influence on organizational activities and decision making 

processes is a misperception of actual events, this perception is part of the individuals’ 

views of reality and, therefore, will drive their associated cognitive and behavioral 

responses” (Lewin, 1936; Porter, 1976). 

Although it has become a popular area of research for about two decades, only few 

efforts have been made to define the perceptions of organizational politics construct. As 

suggested by Kacmar and Ferris (1991, P.193-194) and Kacmar and Carlson (1994, P.3), 

these represent “the degree to which respondents view their work environment as 

political in nature, promoting the self-interests of others and thereby unjust and unfair 

from the individual point of view”.  Ferris, Harrell-cook and Dulelohn (2000) noted that 

perception of politics “involves an individual’s attribution to behaviors of self-serving 

intent and is defined as an individual’s subjective evaluation about the extent to which the 

work environment in characterized by co-workers and supervisors who demonstrate such 
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self-serving behaviors” (P.90). Perceptions of politics consist of an “individual’s 

observation of others’ self-interested behaviors, such as the selective manipulation of 

organizational policies (Ferris & Kacmar, 1992)”.  

2.9 Dimensions of perceptions of organizational politics  

Many researchers have made efforts to develop and validate a reliable measure of 

perceptions of organizational politics. For example, Ferris and Kacmar (1989) developed 

an initial 5-item un-dimensional scale.  Kacmar and Ferris (1991) started with a 31-item 

scale comprising 3 dimensions: Organizational Politics and Practices, Coworker and 

Clique Behavior and Supervisor Behaviors and later developed a 40-item scale 

comprising five dimensions: Coworkers, Pay and Promotion, Go Along to Get Ahead, 

General Political Behavior and Self-Serving Behavior.  Finally, they developed a 12-item 

scale to measure POP multi-dimensionality, comprising three dimensions which they 

labeled: (1) General Political Behavior, (2) Going Along to Get Ahead and (3) Pay and 

Promotion policies. Kacmar and Carlson (1997) revised the 12-item POP scale (POPS) 

into a 15-item scale with removal and replacement of many questions. However, the 15-

item scale also showed the same factor labeling and three dimensions as of 12-item 

predecessor. This scale was subsequently used in many studies (e.g., Hochwarter et al., 

2000; Vigoda 2000).  The three dimensions of the POPS scale are briefly explained 

below. 

2.9.1   General political behavior. This consists of the behavior of individuals acting in 

a self-serving way to get valued outcomes. Such behavior develops when no rules and 

regulations are available or are not clearly defined to govern actions, when decisions are 

made under un-certainty and when there is scarcity of the valued resources (Drory & 
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Romm, 1990; Fandt & Ferris, 1990; Ferris & King, 1991; Kacmar & Ferris, 1993; 

Madison et al., 1980; Tushman, 1977). 

2.9.1.1 Non-availability of rules. When there are no explicit rules, regulations and 

policies available to guide the individuals regarding acceptable behavior, they develop 

their own.  And under such situation, individuals usually develop rules that serve their 

own self-interests and benefit the rule maker (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997). When these 

rules are imposed on others, those are expected to be adopted.  

2.9.1.2 Decision making under uncertainty. The research has suggested that when 

decisions are made under uncertainty, those are subject to political influence (Drory & 

Romm, 1990).  If the required information is either not available or is not clear, the 

decision maker has to use his own interpretation of the available data. Because the same 

information can be translated in multiple ways resulting in decisions which are not 

effective and individuals not directly engaged in decision making may see such decisions 

to be political (Cropanzano et al., 1995).  Drory and Romm’s (1990) point of view is 

supported by Mendelsohn (1994) who suggested that the giving and withholding of 

information is inextricably linked with organizational politics. Further, Miles (1980, 

P.154) stated that “political behavior provides non-rational influence on decision 

making”.  

2.9.1.3 Scarcity of valued resources. It has been suggested that organizations are social 

entities where individuals make efforts for valuable resources, involve in conflicts and 

execute different influence tactics to get benefits and achieve their goals in a variety of 

ways (Molm, 1997).  Furthermore, the attraction and instant advantage of the resource 

will lead to the decision to take part in political activities (Drory & Romm, 1990). This 
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implies that the greater is the scarcity of resources, the more political will be the 

organizational environment. Drory (1993, P.59) has further suggested that “decision 

making and actions are determined through the process of conflict, power struggles and 

consensus building. Individual and group self-serving interests constitute the building 

blocks of the political process”. Organizational politics becomes more rigorous “with 

uncertainty” (Tushman, 1977), “prior to decision concerning resource distribution” (Frost 

& Hayes, 1983) and “when interdependence among units and individuals on important 

resources is relatively high” (Pfeffer, 1981).  

2.9.2 Go along to get ahead. Behavior of individuals that involves no action (e.g., 

remaining silent) to get valuable resources is described as “go along to get ahead” by 

Kacmar and Carlson (1997). In organizational literature, conflict is associated with 

politics (Drory & Romm, 1988, 1990; Frost, 1987; Gandz & Murray, 1980; Mintzberg, 

1985; Porter et al., 1981; Tushman, 1977).  Political behavior being self-serving, it is 

likely to intimidate self-interests of others, thus results in conflict (Porter et al., 1981). 

Moreover, Vrendenberg and Maurer (1984) suggested that organizational politics is used 

when members are involved in conflict.  However, some individuals may not like to enter 

into any conflict with the active players of organizational politics and may just want to 

serve their self interest by remaining silent and passive which itself is a type of political 

behavior.  

Drory and Romm (1990) have proposed that political and non-political behavior can be 

distinguished on the basis of intention. Further, Kacmar and Carlson (1997) have 

suggested that “lack of action, or going along to get ahead, can be a reasonable and 
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profitable approach to take in order to advance one’s own self interests when working in 

a political environment”. 

2.9.3 Pay and promotion policies. Pay and promotion policies involve organizations 

behaving politically through policy implementation and decision making.  To what extent 

organizations reward on merit and rules would suggest extent of political behavior 

(Ferris, Fedor, Chachere & Pondy, 1989; Ferris & king 1991; Kacmar & Ferris, 1993). 

Normally, performance evaluation is the basis of pay and promotion policies in 

organizations.  It has been found that performance evaluation and promotion systems 

frequently are quite political in nature (Dyke, 1990; Ferris & Buckley, 1990; Ferris, Russ 

& Fandt, 1989; Longenecker, Sims & Gioia, 1987; Markham, Harlan & Hackett, 1987; 

Riley, 1983). Therefore, the systems may be designed to reward individuals involved in 

influence tactics and thus perpetuating and increasing the political nature of environment.  

Organizations may do so consciously or unconsciously (Ferris & King, 1991, p.65). 

Therefore, employees may influence the performance evaluation and decision making 

process through political behaviors (Ferris & King, 1991, p.64). For this, the employees 

may use the impression management techniques like self-promotion, flattery, favors, etc. 

Ferris and King (1991) observed that supervisors tend to give higher performance rating 

to those employees who do favors, offer extra help and show an interest in the personal 

life of the supervisor. When ingratiating behaviors are reinforced or rewarded, they are 

expected to be used again (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997). Further, those who perceive that 

they have been inequitably rewarded as compared to those engaged in politics, are more 

expected to involve in politics in future (Ferris, Russ & Fandt, 1989; Kacmar & Ferris, 

1993).  
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2.10 Antecedents and outcomes of perceptions of organizational politics  

Employee perceptions of organizational politics have been linked to a variety of negative 

outcomes for organizations including low levels of OCB, task performance, 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey & Toth 

1997; Ferris et al., 1996). Yet, researchers’ knowledge of antecedents and outcomes 

remains incomplete (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson & Anthony, 1999). 

The researchers have proposed that there are several factors which influence politics 

perceptions (Bhatnagar, 1992; Ferris et al., 1989). The proposed antecedents, in general, 

are divided in two categories:  

(1) Situational factors: at job level, these include factors like job variety and job 

autonomy and at organizational level these include factors like centralization and 

formalization. The factors that have been empirically supported include:  organizational 

climate (O’ Connor & Morrison, 2001), advancement opportunities (Parker et al; 1995), 

feedback, job autonomy and skill variety (Ferris & Kacmar, 1992) and centralization, 

formalization and hierarchical level (Ferris et al., 1996) and   

(2) Personal factors which include personality characteristics, demographic factors, 

values, attitudes and needs. The personal factors that have been empirically supported 

include personality characteristics like Machiavellianism and locus of control (O’ Connor 

& Morrison, 2001) and demographic variables like gender and age (Ferris et al., 1996). 

Similarly, past research has found POP to predict psychological states such as burnout 

(Cropanzano et al., 1997)and job stress (Ferris et al., 1996; Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson & 

Anthony, 1999), withdrawal and negligent behaviors such as neglect (Vigoda, 2000) and 

turnover intentions (Kacmar et al., 1999; Maslyn & Fedor, 1998), employee attitudes 
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such as organizational commitment (Maslyn  & Fedor, 1998; Witt, 1998) and job 

satisfaction (Kacmar et al., 1999; Witt, Andrews & Kacmar, 2000), company 

performance (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988), employee performance such as supervisor-

rated performance (e.g., Witt,1998), self-reported performance (kacmar et al., 1999) and 

organizational citizenship behaviors (Vigoda, 2000). 

Further, research has also revealed many variables that moderate different POP-outcomes 

relationships like control (Ferris et al., 1996), organizational status (Drory, 1993), 

organizational commitment (Hochwarter, Perrew, Ferris & Guercio, 1999), understanding 

(Kacmar et al., 1999), goal congruence (Witt, 1998), teamwork (Valle & Witt, 2001), 

reactive political behaviors (Valle & Perrewe, 2000), participation in decision making 

(Witt et al., 2000) and job self efficacy (Bozeman, Perrewe, Hochwarter & Brymer, 

2001).  

The antecedents and outcomes identified by Ferris et al. (1989) in their model of 

perceptions of organizational politics are discussed below.  

2.10.1 Antecedents. The three basic general categories of antecedents were: (1) 

organizational influences, (2) job/work environment influences and (3) personal 

influences. These categories are described below: 

2.10.1.1 Organizational influences.  These include four organizational level predictors: 

(1) centralization, (2) formalization, (3) hierarchical level and (4) span of control. 

Centralization refers to the differential distribution of power in organizations (Dewar, 

Whetten & Boje, 1980; Hage & Aiken, 1967). Distribution of power can be described as 

the degree to which the power to make decisions is distributed throughout the 

organization. Thus, when power is clustered at the top of the organization, centralization 
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is considered high (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson & Anthony, 1999). An organization with 

a high degree of centralization will have a greater concentration of power and control 

with the top management ranks and spread thinly at lower levels resulting in increased 

perceptions of politics at the lower levels (Ferris et al., 1989).  

“Centralizing power and control increases the likelihood that individuals with little 

legitimate power will use other influence strategies” (Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick & 

Mayes, 1979).  They will also see the decisions taken by others to be motivated by self-

interests.  Past research has revealed an evidence of political behavior in organizations to 

increase with the increase in centralization (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988; Welsh & 

Slusher, 1986). Further, it has been proposed that probability for individuals to perceive 

that politics pervades organizational functions is high in case of highly centralized 

organizations (Ferris et al., 1989; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992).  It has also been suggested 

that “professional bureaucracies are more political than other types of organizations” 

(Mintzberg, 1979) and the concept of power and organizational politics are linked 

theoretically and empirically (Farrel & Peterson, 1982). 

The POP model suggests centralization to be positively related to politics perceptions 

which has been supported by many studies (Fedor, Ferris, Harrel-Cook & Russ, 1998; 

Ferris, Frink, Galang et al., 1996; Kacmar et al., 1999, Valle & Perrewe, 2000).  

However, Parker et al. (1995) found a negative relationship.  

Formalization refers to “the degree to which instructions, rules, procedures and 

communications are written” (Pugh, Hicksor, Hinings & Turner, 1968). As for politics, 

Mintzberg (1979) observed that formalized organizations have very weak political 

activity.  Further, it has been suggested that all non-routine decisions, decisions made in 
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the absence of formal policy, were political in nature (March, 1962; Cyert & March, 

1963). Fedor et al. (1998), Ferris et al. (1996) and Parker et al. (1995) also found a 

negative relationship between perceptions of politics and formalization. However, this 

relationship was not found to be significant by Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) and 

Valle & Perrewe (2000).  

Hierarchical level refers to “an individual’s position in the organizational hierarchy/chain 

of command”. Individuals perceive that politics pervades at higher levels in the 

organizations (Ferris et al., 1989; Madison et al., 1980). Madison et al., (1980) found that 

more politics is perceived at higher management levels whereas Gands and Murray 

(1980) found that more politics is actually perceived by low level employees. However, 

Ferris and Kacmar (1992) observed no difference among supervisors and non-

supervisors. Further, Ferris et al. (1996) and Ferris and Kacmar (1992, Study 2) revealed 

that there is a positive relationship between hierarchical level and POP whereas Parker et 

al. (1995) and Valle and Perrewe (2000) found no significant relationship. 

Span of control refers to “the number of workers who report to one supervisor” (Valle, 

1995) or “the number of employees a manager can efficiently and effectively manage” 

(Robbins & Coulter, ‘Management’, 7th edition, P.260). Span of control may relate to 

perceptions of politics in that an increased span of control contributes to uncertainty and 

ambiguity (Ferris et al., 1989).  An increase in span of control may also adversely effect 

the effective and efficient management of the subordinates, thus creating an environment 

of ambiguity and uncertainty leading to increased perceptions of organizational politics. 

However, Ferris and Kacmar (1992, Study 1&2) and Valle & Perrewe (2000) found no 

significant link between POP and span of control.   
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2.10.1.2 Job/work environment influences. This includes five antecedents: (1) Job 

autonomy, (2) Skill variety, (3) Feed-back, (4) advancement opportunities and (5) 

interactions with others (Coworkers & Supervisors). 

According to Hackman and Oldham (1980), individuals’ uncertainty regarding their work 

environment is reduced by job variety, job autonomy and feedback.  Thus politics 

perceptions are predicted to decrease with an increase in either of these aspects. Further, 

it has been suggested by Draft (1989) that individuals gain more power due to various 

task characteristics and autonomy.    

According to Valle (1995), it is logical to assume that increased job autonomy and skill 

variety are manifestations of the increased responsibility and importance placed on the 

individual by the organization. These responsibilities should translate into perception of 

increased personal power. Thus, as suggested by Ferris and Kacmar (1992), it is those 

who do not have such power and control may feel that their fates are determined by 

political processes.  Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) found a negative relationship 

between job autonomy, skill variety and perceptions of politics whereas no significant 

relationship was found by Valle & Perrewe (2000) between job autonomy, skill variety 

and perceptions of organizational politics. 

Fedor (1991) noted that political influence is generally recognized as an important 

element in the feedback process. Further, the situation in which feedback is received can 

generate considerable uncertainty and anxiety (Ferris & Judge, 1991). Kacmar, Bozman, 

Carlson and Anthony (1999) stated that when insufficient feedback is provided to 

formulate acceptable guideline for behavior, individuals may elect to develop guidelines 

that favor themselves. Such actions often are referred to as political actions and are likely 
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to increase individuals’ perceptions of politics.  Ferris et al. (1989) model proposed 

feedback to be negatively related to POP which is supported by Ferris and Kacmar (1992, 

study 1) and Kacmar et al. (1999) whereas no significant relationship was found by Valle 

and Perrewe (2000).   

According to Draft (1992), politics is generally expected to increase under conditions of 

resource scarcity. Bhatnagar (1992) also suggested that organizations are likely to have 

more political activity in situation of scarcity of resources.  Thus, the employees have to 

compete for the resources they value (e.g., opportunities for promotion, pay raises), 

resulting in their involvement in political activities (both real and perceived) to get the 

resource allocation decision in their favour.  Poon (2003) found that scarcity of resources 

is positively related to politics perceptions. Past research has also revealed a negative 

relationship between advancement opportunities and POP (e.g., Ferris et al., 1996; Ferris 

& Kacmar, 1992, study 1&2; Kacmar et al., 1999; Valle & Perrewe, 2000).  

Ferris et al. (1989) predicted POP to be negatively related to quality of members’ 

interactions with supervisors and co-workers; the opportunistic behavior of supervisors or 

co-workers (or both) should lead to an increase in politics perceptions of other 

individuals in the organizations.  Prior research also found negative relationship between 

interactions with co-workers and perceptions of politics (e.g., Ferris & Kacmar, 1992, 

study 2; Kacmar et al., 1999; Parkar et al., 1995). However, Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

found no significant relationship between interactions with co-workers and POP. Further, 

research has also found POP to be negatively related to interactions with supervisors 

(e.g., Ferris & Kacmar, 1992, study 2; Kacmar et al., 1999; Valle & Perrew, 2000).  
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2.10.1.3 Personal influences. The final category of antecedents in Ferris et al. (1989) 

model is personal factors which include age, sex, Machiavellianism and self-monitoring. 

Although Ferris et al. (1989) model positioned age as a predictor but the subsequent 

research did not provide any conclusive findings regarding the strength and the direction 

of this relationship (Ferris et al., 1996).  For example, four studies - Ferris & Kacmar 

(1992, study 1&2), Parker et al. (1995) and Valle & Perrewe, (2000) - did not find age to 

be significantly related to POP. Only Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996), in their study, 

have been able to establish this conceptualized inverse relationship.  Perhaps that is the 

reason that organizational researchers recommended to consider age as a potential 

moderator of POP-outcomes relationships in future (Ferris, Adams, Kolodinsky, 

Hochwarter & Ammeter, 2002; Stepanski, Kershaw & Arkakelian, 2000). Accordingly, 

Witt, Treadway and Ferris (2004) found age moderating the relationship between POP 

and organizational commitment (P.47).  

Gender differences have been examined in organizational research for many years and 

seem to have developed into a field of its own (Ferris & Mitchell, 1987; Maccoby & 

Jackline, 1974). Drory & Beaty (1991) suggested that gender should be investigated as a 

variable which potentially affects the attitudes and behaviors of organizational members 

with regard to organizational politics. Gands and Murray (1980) found that probably 

individuals at the lower levels of hierarchy perceive more politics. Drory (1993) also 

suggested that individuals in lower positions are incapable to benefit from politics and 

therefore are more expected to feel deprived in an environment they perceive as political. 

Further, it was found by Ragins and Sundstrom (1989) that females most often occupy 

the lower managerial levels and earn less than males. Ferris & Judge (1991) also 
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suggested that females have traditionally operated from inferior power positions in most 

organizations. Therefore, the conclusion that females perceive more politics at their work 

place than males would be quite logical. Significant past research also examined gender 

differences, from the perspective of organizational politics focusing on the use of power 

(Drory & Beaty, 1991). Research suggests that men and women are dissimilar in their use 

of power. For example, White and Rowberry (1977) observed that women were more 

overt in the use of power and Smith and Greneir (1982) stated that women had a poor 

understanding of organizational power. Further, Brenner and Vinake (1979) suggested 

that women are less exploitive than men.  Bartol (1974) reported that women have a low 

need for dominance. Some studies also suggested that men are expected to use influence 

tactics in a more direct and blunt way than women (e.g., Johnson, 1976; Wiley & 

Eskilson, 1982). Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, Zhou and Gilmore (1996) found a negative 

correlation between sex and perceptions of organizational politics.  They found white 

females to be especially sensitive to politics perceptions for all three pops sub-

dimensions. 

However, many studies have shown the opposite results that: men perceive their work 

environments to be more political than women do.  For example, Ferris, Frink, Galang, et 

al. (1996) found that males perceived more politics than females, contrary to what was 

hypothesized in the original model. Further, Drory and Beaty (1991) suggested that while 

politics goes on in the organizations, males are more likely to involve in this political 

process. Thus, males perceive organizational politics as more normative and prevalent 

than do women because males are more familiar with politics and thus accept it as a 

normal ingredient of the organizational life (Ferris et al., 1996). 
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There are some studies as well which did not find gender to be a significant predictor of 

politics perceptions (e.g., Fedor et al., 1998; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992, study 1; Parker et al; 

1995, Valle & Perrewe, 2000). 

Machiavellianism refers to “the degree to which an individual is pragmatic, maintains 

emotional distance and believes that ends can justify means” (Robbins et al., 

‘Organizational Behavior’, 2008, 12th edition, P.129). The term is named after Niccolo 

Machiavelli who wrote his famous “The Prince” in the 16th century in which he detailed 

methods for manipulation of others. Since then, the term has become synonymous with 

deceit and treachery (Christie, 1970).  

“Machiavellian Personality” is identified as someone who views and manipulates others 

for his/her own purposes (Valle, 1995). Such personalities are quite adaptive regarding 

use of influence behaviors (Farmar, Fedor, Maslyn & Goodman, 1993; Grams & Rogers, 

1990). The research has also shown that Machiavellians can be shrewd manipulators who 

are capable of out - bargaining their opponents (Christie & Geis, 1970; Turner & 

Martinez, 1977). Much research has focused to find relationships between mach 

personalities and certain behavioral outcomes (Vleeming, 1979). Researchers have found 

that high machs win more, manipulate more, persuade others more and are persuaded less 

than do low machs (Christie & Geis, 1970; Ramanaiah, Byravan & Detwiler, 1994).  

Ferris et al. (1989) predicted in the model that Machiavellianism may effect politics 

perceptions which have also been supported by some studies. For example, Biberman 

(1985) found Machiavellianism to be positively related to a measure of perceived office 

politics. Valle & Perrewe (2000) also found a positive relationship between 

Machiavellianism and perceptions of politics.  However, situational factors moderate 
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these high-mach outcomes. It has been suggested that high machs flourish:  (1) “When 

there are minimum number of rules and regulations, thus allowing latitude for 

improvisation”, (2) “When they interact face-to-face with others rather than indirectly” 

and (3) “When emotional involvement with details irrelevant to winning distracts low 

machs” (Christie & Geis, 1970).  

Self-monitoring refers to “an individual’s ability to adjust his or her behavior to external 

situational factors” (Gangestad & Synder, 2000; Synder, 1987).  It is also described as the 

ability to monitor and control one’s expressive behavior (Synder, 1974, 1987). Self-

monitoring is a key component of personality, pertinent to impression management 

(Gardner & Martinko, 1988) which is a field of organizational politics. High self-

monitors have the ability to present salient contradictions between their public persona 

and their private self and putting on different “faces” for different audience. Further, it 

has been found that they are better able to adapt influence behaviors according to the 

social needs of the situation (Farmer et al., 1993).  Caldwell and O. Reilly (1982) found 

that they are more likely to adjust their behavior to the situation and to engage in 

opportunistic behaviors.   

Ferris et al. (1989) included self-monitoring in their model as a predictor of perception of 

organizational politics but it was not supported in two studies conducted by Ferris & 

Kacmar (1992) and Valle & Perrew, (2000).  

2.10.2 Outcomes.  Job satisfaction, job anxiety/stress, job involvement and 

organizational withdrawal are the four outcomes proposed in the original Ferris et al. 

(1989) model. Ferris et al. (1989) suggested that these outcomes are the result of at least 

three potential responses to politics perceptions: (i) withdrawal from the organization 
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e.g., absenteeism or turnover, (ii) continue to be a member of the organization but do not 

involve in politics and (iii) continue to be a member and become involved in the politics.  

The employees, who perceive the organizational environment to be political and do not 

want to involve in politics and have alternatives, may decide to leave the organization. 

Those who are not in a position to leave the organization due to constraints or other 

appealing features of the organization may stay in the organization. However, it may 

result in their increased absenteeism. Secondly, when the organizational politics is 

perceived   negatively, the employees may so much involve in their work that either they 

do not feel the politics effects or just pay no heed to their existence. The third response 

could be to involve in politics while staying in the organization which can influence both 

job anxiety and job satisfaction.  

2.10.2.1 Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction refers to “a pleasurable or positive emotional 

state resulting from the appraisal of one’s on the job experience” (Locke, 1976; P.1300). 

Ferris et al. (1989) proposed a negative relationship between POP and job satisfaction. 

Many studies have supported this prediction (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997, study2; 

Ferris, et al., 1993, study 2; Ferris et al., 2000; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992, study 1 & 2;  

Harrell- Cook et al., 1999;  Hochwarter,  Kiewitz  et al., 2000; Nye & Witt, 1993; Valle 

& Perrewe, 2000; Witt et at., 2000). However, some studies found no significant 

relationship (e.g.,   Cropanzano et al., 1997, study 1; Randall et al., 1999).  

2.10.2.2 Job anxiety/stress. When individuals involve in politics, others’ perceptions 

regarding the political nature of the work environment may increase. These perceptions 

coupled with more uncertainty and ambiguity in the organization may increase job 

anxiety. Ferris et al. (1989) proposed a positive relationship between POP and job stress. 
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Significant past  research has also supported this proposal (e.g., Ferris, Fedor & King, 

1994; Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, et al., 1996; Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al., 1996; Hochwarter, 

Perrewe et al., 1999, 2; Kacmar et al., 1999;  and Valle & Perrewe, 2000). However, 

Ferris et al. (1993, study1) found a negative relationship whereas Hochwarter, Perrewe et 

al. (1999) did not find a significant relationship between POP and job anxiety.  

 For definition and conception of job stress, little agreement exists. For example, Bailey 

and Bhagat (1987) and Matteson and Ivancevich (1987) defined stress as “an adaptive 

response, moderated by individual differences, that is a consequence of any action, 

situation, or event that places special demands upon a person”. Whereas Bruke (1988) 

and Nelson and Bruke (2000) observed that role-based factors such as role-conflict, role 

ambiguity and lack of power (organizational issues suggestive of perceptions of politics) 

can be sources of stress for employees.  

2.10.2.3 Job involvement.  Job involvement refers to “the degree, to which a person 

identifies with a job, actively participates in it and considers performance   important to 

self-worth” (Blau & Boal, 1987). According to Cropanzano et al. (1997), job involvement 

is a measure of how much an employee identified with, or gave to, the job. Highly 

involved employees would consider their job a large part of their identity. (Cropanzano et 

al., 1997).  

Research has found negative (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997; study 1), positive (e.g., Ferris 

& Kacmar, 1992, study 1) and not a significant (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997, study 2) 

relationship between POP and job involvement. 
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2.10.2.4 Organizational withdrawal.  Organizational withdrawal may take two forms, 

i.e., turnover or absenteeism. Turnover is also studied in two forms, i.e., intent to turnover 

and actual turnover. Past research has found mixed results for intent to turnover.  For  

example, some studies e.g., Cropanzano et al. (1997, study 1);  Hochwarter, Perrewe et 

al. (1999,2); Kacmar et al. (1999);  Maslyn & Fedor (1998); and Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

found positive relationship; whereas some other studies, Cropanzano et al. (1997 study 

2);  Harrel-Cook et al. (1999);  Hochwarter, Perrewe et al. (1999,1); and Randall et al. 

(1999) did not find a  significant relationship between POP and intent to turnover. For 

actual turnover, Witt (1999) found these two to be positively related.  However, some 

other studies (e.g., Ferris et al., 1993; Gilmore, Ferris, Dulebohn & Harrel-Cook, 1996) 

did not find POP significantly related to absenteeism/punctuality. 

2.11 Perceptions of politics as moderator of organizational justice - outcomes 

relationships 

Since Ferris et al. (1989) introduced the first theoretical model of antecedents and 

consequences of politics perceptions, a significant part of the subsequent research and 

theory developed regarding organizational politics perceptions has involved empirical 

testing of parts or all Ferris et al. (1989) model, along with the examination of additional 

antecedent, moderator and outcome variables.  Appendix-2 and Appendix-3 which 

provide lists of studies that have examined antecedents and outcomes of perceptions of 

organizational politics respectively are reproduced form the study of Ferris, Adams, 

Kolodinsky, Hochwarter and Ameter, 2002. 

After introduction of the model, perceptions of organizational politics have been 

conceptualized as environmental stressors (Ferris, Frink, Gulang et al., 1996) that relate 
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to a number of important work outcomes and have been studied as a direct antecedent to 

many organizational and personal outcomes (e.g., organizational commitment, 

organizational satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, organizational 

withdrawal behavior, job performance, job satisfaction, intent to turnover and actual 

turnover etc.). Scholars have argued that “perceptions of organizational politics have 

typically been positioned as a predictor or outcome variable in both theoretical and 

empirical works” (Ferris et al., 1989; Poon, 2003) but have received nominal attention as 

a potential moderator (Harris, James, Boonthanom, 2005).  Only three studies have 

recently examined POP as a moderator.  Hochwarter et al. (2000) investigated the 

moderating role of POP in explaining conscientiousness effects on job performance.  

Poon (2006) has investigated POP as a moderator of the relationship between trust-in-

superior and the willingness to help coworkers and there is a study which has examined 

POP and cooperation as moderators of relationship between job strains and intent to 

turnover (Harris et al., 2005).  This leads to an obvious question: what other relationships 

POP might influence as a .moderating variable?  With these considerations, the 

researcher decided to investigate perceptions of politics as moderator of relationships 

between three justice dimensions and five important personal and organizational 

outcomes in addition to the direct relationships of the justice dimensions and perceptions 

of politics with these outcomes.  The moderating role of perceptions of politics is 

conceptualized on the following grounds:  

1 The fact that all three studies mentioned above, which have recently investigated 

perceptions of politics as moderator, have revealed significant role of POP in moderating 
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relationships examined in these studies.  Thus, it is likely that perception of politics will 

also interact with justice dimensions to predict outcomes studied in this research. 

2 Direct/independent relationships of justice dimensions and perceptions of politics with 

outcomes are substantiated in many studies. However, their combined effects on 

outcomes seem to have never been examined. As discussed in the literature review, in 

most of the studies, examining direct effects, the organizational injustice and perceptions 

of politics have shown almost similar main effects on outcomes involved in this research.  

Therefore, it is expected that they will also interact with each other to provide more 

insight into the specific prediction of these outcomes. 

Although it is viewed to have both positive and negative aspects, the consensus is that the 

negative aspects of organizational politics dominate and tend to be the ones most widely 

identified (Adamski, 1992). Since the organizational politics has “the potential to disrupt 

organizational efficiency and effectiveness, it is often considered dysfunctional, although 

it can work either for or against an organization” (Kacmar et al., 1999). Organizational 

politics “restricts information sharing, consumes time and creates communication 

barriers” (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988).  Poon (2003, p.138) has stated that “a work 

place that is rife with politics is stressful to work in, not conducive for promoting positive 

job attitudes and likely to have high employee turnover”.  Ferris et al. (2002) have noted 

that “Indeed, because the research to date on politics perceptions has tended to adopt a 

more negative perspective and definition, this perspective has driven the development of 

measurement devices to assess perceptions of politics”.   
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This research also adopted the dominant viewpoint and assumed perceptions of politics to 

have more negative aspects than positive ones.  Accordingly the following main effects 

and interactive effects hypotheses were proposed: 

Hypothesis-6:  

 a. Perceptions of organizational politics (POP) will be negatively related 
to job performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and 
OCB. 

b.  Perceptions of organizational politics (POP) will be positively related 
to turnover intention.  

Hypothesis-7  

 POP will moderate the relationships of distributive justice with outcomes such 
that the relationships will be weaker when POP is high.  

Hypothesis-8 

 POP will moderate the relationships of procedural justice with outcomes such 
that the relationships will be weaker when POP is high. 

Hypothesis-9  

 POP will moderate the relationships of interactional justice with outcomes 
such that the relationships will be weaker when POP is high.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Type of research 

The present research can be classified as basic, fundamental, or pure in nature/context. It 

contributes to the existing body of knowledge of two important areas of organizational 

behavior, i.e.,   1) organizational justice and 2) organizational politics.  The hypotheses 

have been tested by collection and analysis of quantitative data obtained from the 

relevant respondents to establish causal relationships between various variables and thus 

explaining the nature of relationships between those variables. 

3.2 Research strategy 

This is a cross-sectional field study and such studies often employ survey strategy 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2002; Robson, 2002). Survey method is a popular strategy in 

business and management research.  This strategy is associated with deductive research 

approach; it allows collection of large amounts of data from a sizeable population in an 

economical way.  The data, usually obtained by using a questionnaire, are standardized 

allowing easy comparison.  Further, since it is easily understood, survey strategy is 

perceived as authoritative by people in general (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, ‘Research 

Methods for Business Students’, 2008, 4th edition, P.110).  An earlier research conducted 

in Pakistan which deployed methods and variables similar to those dealt with in this study 

showed promising results (Raja, Johns & Ntalianis, 2004).  Further, similar studies 

carried out in other parts of the world used the same methodology.  For example, three 

studies (Harris et al., 2005; Hochwarter et al., 2000; Poon, 2006) which examined POP as 

moderator, as in this research, applied the survey methodology. There are many other 
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researches which also investigated the relationships between justice dimensions and 

various personal and organizational outcomes collected data through surveys;  examples: 

Kickul, Gundry and Posing (2005, p.211), Lambert, Hogan and Griffin (2007, p.648), 

McFarlin and Sweeney (1992, p.628), Posthuma, Maertz, JR. and Dworkin (2007, p.388), 

Skarlicki and Folger (1997, p.436) and Sweeny and McFarlin (1997, p.85). Further, there 

are many studies which not only used the survey methodology but also collected the data 

from multiple sources, i.e., respondents as well as their supervisors: Ang, Dyne and 

Begley (2003, P.567), Aryee, Budhwar and Chen (2002, p.273), Ball, Trevino and Sims, 

JR. (1994, p.303), Burton, Sablynski and Sekiguchi (2008, p.54), Masterson (2001, 

p.597) and Moorman, Blakely and Niehoff (1998, p.352). 

3.3  Population 

The population in this research comprises of the employees belonging to a variety of 

occupational groups and organizational settings, thus ensuring the representation of a 

wide range of individuals and jobs to arrive at a normative profile of characteristics and 

increasing the generalizability of the findings.  The participants were employees of 

national and multinational banks working in Pakistan, a leading development financial 

institution, universities, English medium schools, national and multinational 

telecommunication companies and miscellaneous other private and public sector 

organizations mainly located in twin cities of Rawalpindi and Islamabad.   

3.4 Data collection and sample 

Data was collected through onsite administration of a questionnaire by the investigator or 

his representative.  To capture maximum variation on organizational justice and 

organizational politics, data was collected from a variety of organizations; sector wise 
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and organization wise detail of data is presented in Appendix-11. Data for all variables 

was obtained through self reports except job performance and OCB which were collected 

through supervisor reports.  This strategy of collecting performance and OCB through 

independent measures (supervisor-reports) allowed overcoming self-report and common 

method bias problems. The purpose and scope of study were explained to the respondents 

through a cover letter accompanying the survey questionnaires. Through this letter, the 

respondents were assured of confidentiality of the information, strict anonymity and 

voluntary nature of participation in the study. Both employee and supervisor 

questionnaires along with covering letters are placed at Appendix-12. Both versions were 

numbered similarly to keep track of the responses.  However, to avoid errors and ensure 

clarity, the self-report version and the supervisor’s version were printed on different 

coloured papers:  white for self-report and blue for supervisor’s report.   

The survey questionnaires were in English. Every effort was made to employ well-

established measures to obtain reliable data: simple and easily understandable English 

was used; almost all members of the population could read and understand English.  

Therefore, given the sampling frame, using questionnaires in English offered no problem 

of unreliable response due to language difficulty.  Past studies carried out in Pakistan 

(e.g., Butt & Choi, 2006; Butt, Choi & Jaegar, 2005; Raja et. al., 2004) support this 

contention.   

In all 870 questionnaires were distributed among employees of 41 organizations. Out of 

these, 671 questionnaires were returned; hence response rate of 77% was achieved.  

Incomplete questionnaires (either partially filled or ones with missing self-report or 

supervisor version) were eliminated.  608 complete useable pairs of responses (70% 
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effective rate) were available for analysis; out of which 515(85%) respondents were 

male. The academic qualification of the respondents ranged from Matriculation to Ph.D. 

However, the number of respondents with Matriculation qualification was negligible i.e. 

only six (less than 1%) whereas 86% had obtained university education. The respondents 

had an average age of 33 years.  The response rate and demographic data compare well 

with research conducted in Pakistan and other developing countries (e.g., Alvi & Ahmad, 

1987; Khilji, 2004; Aryee et al., 2002). The sample includes employees belonging to a 

wide variety of occupations e.g., clerks, technicians, bank officers, faculty members, 

professional engineers and marketing, management and finance professionals. They held 

full time jobs ranging from clerical level to top management positions.  Their service 

tenure varied from a few months to 49 years with an average tenure of seven years and 

six months.  Although the respondents belonged to national and multi-national 

organizations, they were all Pakistani nationals.  Almost all the respondents completed 

the questionnaires during office hours, which were collected by the respective presenters. 

It is pertinent to mention that no preference was given to any particular department within 

the organization to ensure that the sample reflects the balance of gender, age, job tenure 

and educational and work experience of the demographic composition of the target 

population to ensure representative mix of the sample and thus external validity of the 

study. Thus, the sampling technique in this study was un-restricted or simple random 

sampling which has the least bias and offers the most generalizability (Sekaran, 

‘Research Methods for Business’, 4th edition, P.270). The primary analytic statistical 

software used for data analysis was SPSS 15 (trial version).   



   65 

3.5 Measures 

3.5.1 Justice perceptions. Justice perceptions for all three types of justice were assessed 

by justice measures validated by Colquitt et al. (2001).  The measures, for which items 

were generated by strictly following the seminal works in the justice literature, were 

validated in two separate studies.  First study was conducted in a university setting and 

the second study in a field setting.     

The measures included 20 items in total and for all the items (for three types of justice) 5-

point Likert scale was used with anchors of 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree. 

The overall reliability of .92 (for three justice types) was found in this study.  

3.5.1.1 Distributive justice.  Distributive justice measure consisting of 4-items (extracted 

from Levental (1976) justice measures), validated by Colquitt et al. (2001), was used. 

The items are similar in format to other measures commonly used in the justice literature 

(e.g., McFarlin & Sweeny, 1992; Moorman, 1991; Price & Mueller, 1986; Sweeney & 

McFarlin, 1993).  Each item referred respondents to an outcome (e.g., pay or promotions) 

and asks them about the appropriateness of the outcome, given their contributions.  For 

example: (1) “Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have put into your work?” and 

(2) “Is your (outcome) justified, given your performance?”  The reliability for the 

measure in this study was .89.  

3.5.1.2 Procedural justice. The Colquitt et. al. (2001) 7 - item scale was used to measure 

procedural justice.  This scale contains items from Thibaut and Walker (1975) and 

Levental (1980) measures.  These items assess the compliance of six procedural justice 

rules mentioned in para 2.3.2.  For example:  (1) “Have those procedures been applied 

consistently?” (2) “Have those procedures been free of bias?” and (3) “Have those 
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procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?”  Reliability of this measure in the 

current study was .85.  

3.5.1.3 Interactional justice. The 9- items Interactional justice measure validated by 

Colquitt et al. (2001) was used. This measure of interactional justice contains items from 

Bies and Moag (1986) and Shapiro et al. (1994) justice measures.  Examples:  (1) “Has 

(he/she) treated you with dignity?” (2) “Has (he/she) refrained form improper remarks or 

comments?” (3) “Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly?” and (4) “Has 

(he/she) communicated details in a timely manner?” This measure had a reliability of .91 

in this study.  

3.5.2 Perceptions of organizational politics. These were measured by a shorter version 

(12-items) of perceptions of organizational politics scale (POPS).  The scale was 

developed by Kacmar and Ferris (1991) and re-examined by Kacmar and Carlson (1994).  

POPS has been tested in many studies (Ferris et al., 1989, 1991, 1994; Ferris & Kacmar, 

1992; Kacmar & Carlson 1994; Kacmar & Ferris, 1991) and has good psychometric 

properties (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997).  Sample items: (1) “Favoritism rather than merit 

determines who gets ahead around here”, (2) “Rewards come only to those who work 

hard in this organization” (reverse-scored), (3) “There is a group of people in my 

department who always get things their way because no one wants to challenge them”, 

(4) “There is no place for yes-men around here” and (5) “It is safer to agree with 

management than to say what you think is right”.  Respondents reported as to what extent 

they agreed with the items.  The scale ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly 

agree, so that higher score means higher perceptions of organizational politics.  The 

reliability of this measure in the current study was .82. 



   67 

3.5.3 Job performance. Williams and Anderson’s (1991) scale was used to measure job 

performance.  The immediate boss/supervisor of each respondent in the study completed 

this 7-item scale for in-role performance for his/her subordinate(s).  Evaluation was made 

on a scale from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree.  The supervisor reported as to 

how much he agrees with the items in respect of his/her subordinate(s) Sample: (1) 

“adequately completes assigned duties”, (2) “fulfills responsibilities specified in job 

description” and (3) “meets formal performance requirements of the job”.  Alpha 

reliability for this scale in this study was .91. 

3.5.4 Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured using Hoppock’s (1935) scale 

comprising of four multiple-choice questions.  Each of these questions offers seven 

answer options. For example, for the question: “Which one of the following shows how 

much of the time you feel satisfied with your job?” response options range from 1=never 

to 7=all the time. Mean of the self-reported responses represents job satisfaction, where 

high scores mean higher job satisfaction. The reliability of .81 was obtained in this study 

for this measure. 

3.5.5 Organizational commitment. A common instrument called Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) was used to measure organizational commitment. 

This is a first valid scale of organizational commitment (15-items) developed by 

Mowday, Steers and Porter in 1979.  However, this research used a 9-item shortened 

version of the 15-item OCQ (Mowday et al., 1982). The shortened OCQ has been shown 

to have a large positive correlation with the 15-item OCQ (Huselid & Day, 1991).  

Sample items for this measure include: (1) “I am proud to tell others that I am part of this 

organization”, (2) “I really care about the fate of this organization” and (3) “I would 
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accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for the organization”.  

The scale ranged from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. The reliability of the 

measure in this study was .90. 

 3.5.6 Organizational citizenship behavior. OCB was assessed by a four dimension 

measure developed by Moorman and Blakely (1995).  The four dimensions are: (1) 

interpersonal helping (altruism behavior), (2) individual initiative (civic virtue and 

advocacy behavior), (3) personal industry (conscientiousness and functional participation 

behavior) and (4) loyal boosterism (loyalty behavior).  The measure comprises of 19 

items to test these four dimensions.  Two items were dropped for improved reliability and 

factor loadings.  The measure uses 5-point Likert scale anchored from 1=strongly 

disagree to 5=strongly agree. The measure had a reliability of .90 in this study. 

3.5.7 Intent to turnover.  3-item measure by Camman, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh 

(1979) was used to tap TOI. The three items were: (1) “I often think about quitting/I often 

think about leaving the organization”,  (2) “It is highly likely that I will look for a new 

job in the next year” and (3) “If I may choose again, I will choose to work for the current 

organization.”  The measure uses 5 point Likert scale anchored from 1=strongly disagree 

to 5=strongly agree.   The reliability of this scale was .80 in this study (after deleting the 

reverse coded question). 

3.5.8 Control variable.  One way analysis of variance (Table-1), revealed significant 

differences across organizations in job satisfaction (F=4.45, P<.005) and turnover 

intention (F=9.08, P<.001). Post-hoc tests indicated that for turnover intention, there were 

significant mean differences for all four organizational groups, i.e., banking, 

telecommunication, education and miscellaneous, whereas for job satisfaction, the 
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differences were evident for three groups, banking, education and miscellaneous group. 

Therefore, organization type was used as a control variable using dummy codes.        

3.5.9 Factor analyses.  Principal component analyses with varianax rotation and 

principal axis factoring with direct oblimin rotation were used to assess the factor 

structure of various constructs.  Three questions (reverse coded) from performance 

measure: (i) “neglects aspects of the job he /she is obligated to perform”, (ii)  “engages in 

activities that will directly effect his/her performance” and (iii) “fails to perform essential 

duties”; and two questions from OCB measure: (i) “performs his/her  job duties with 

extra-special care” and (ii) “always meets or beats  deadlines for completing work” were 

deleted which were loading on both the measures . Similarly one reverse coded question, 

“If I may choose again, I will choose to work for the current organization”, was also 

deleted from intent to turnover measure. 

All items of the retained scales with their respective factor loadings are provided in the 

appendices 5-10 reflecting a strongly convergent and discriminate validity of items of all 

measures.    
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CHAPTER FOUR 

4. RESULTS  

4.1 Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations 

Table-2 presents the results of descriptive statistics and Cronbach alpha reliabilities for 

all variables.  The means and standard deviations for various variables correspond with 

those reported by Aryee, Budhwar and Chen (2002) in their study conducted in India.  

Table-2 also presents bivariate correlations between variables studied in this research. All 

correlations above .10 were significant at P<.05.  Regarding associations among three 

justice dimensions and outcomes, distributive justice had significant positive correlation 

with OCB (r=.19, p<.01), job performance (r=.11, p<.01), organizational commitment 

(r=.41, p<.01) and job satisfaction (r=.32, p<.01) whereas it was significantly negatively 

correlated with turnover intention (r=-.16, p<.01). Procedural justice had significant 

positive correlation with OCB (r=.20, p<.01), job performance (r=.12, p<.01), job 

satisfaction (r=.23, p<.01) and organizational commitment (r=.37, p<.01) and 

insignificant negative correlation with turnover intention. Interactional Justice also had a 

significant positive correlation with OCB (r=.19, p<.01), job performance (r=.24, p<.01), 

job satisfaction (r=.26, p<.01) and organizational commitment (r=.51, p<.01) and a 

significant negative correlation with turnover intention (r=-.21, p<.01). 

The three types of justice also had significant positive intercorrelation.  Procedural justice 

was correlated with distributive justice(r=.57, p<.01), interactional justice was correlated 

with distributive justice (r=.37, p<.01) and with procedural justice (r=.47, p<.01).  

Perceptions of organizational politics (POP) had significant negative correlation with 

OCB (r=-.11, p<.01), organizational commitment (r=-.36, p<.01) and job satisfaction 
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(r=-.24, p<.01) whereas it had a weak insignificant negative correlation with job 

performance.  Perceptions of politics had significant positive correlation (r=.24, p<.01) 

with turnover intention. 

 As for the associations among outcomes, job satisfaction had a significant negative 

correlation with turnover intention (r=-.38, p<.01). Organizational commitment had a 

significant negative correlation with turnover intention (r=-.29, p<.01) and highly 

positive correlation with job satisfaction (r=.48, p<.01). Job performance had a 

significant negative correlation with turnover intention (r=-.14, p<.01), positive 

significant correlation with organizational commitment (r=.12, p<.01) whereas it had a 

weak insignificant positive correlation with job satisfaction. OCB had a significant 

positive correlation with job satisfaction (r=.13, p<.01), organizational commitment 

(r=.15, p<.01) and job performance (r=.64, p<.01) and a significant negative correlation 

with turnover intention (r=-.11, p<.01).  

Four outcomes, i.e., OCB, job performance, organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction had significant positive correlation with age and experience of employees. 

OCB had correlations (r=.14, p<.01) and (r=.14, p<.01),   job performance  had 

correlations (r=.21, p<.01) and (r=.19, p<.01),  organizational commitment had 

correlations  (r=.15, p<.01) and (r=.12, p<.01) and job satisfaction  had correlations 

(r=.25, p<.01) and ( r=.21, p<.01) with age and experience of employees, respectively. 

However, turnover intention had significant negative correlations (r=-.29, p<.01) with 

age and (r=-.23, p<.01) with experience of employees.   

The highest significant bivariate correlations found in this study were between OCB and 

job performance (r=.64, p<.01), between procedural justice and distributive justice   
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(r=.57, p<.01), between procedural justice and perceptions of politics (r=-.53, p<.01) and 

between organizational commitment and interactional justice (r=.51, p<.01). On the other 

hand, insignificant bivariate correlations were found between procedural justice and 

turnover intention, between job satisfaction and job performance and between 

perceptions of politics and job performance.  

4.2 Regression analyses  

4.2.1 Multiple linear regression analyses. The main effects of justice dimensions and 

perceptions of politics (POP) on outcomes were investigated using multiple linear 

regression analyses to test the main effects hypotheses.  These tests were carried out 

following two steps.  First, control variable was entered into the equation and second, 

justice dimensions were entered simultaneously for each of the five dependent variables.  

The same process was repeated to find the main effects of perceptions of politics on 

outcomes.  Control variable was entered into the equation first and then POP was entered 

at the second step.  In all, ten regression models were tested (five for three justice 

dimensions and five for perceptions of politics), the results of which are given below:  

4.2.1.1 Justice dimensions –outcomes relationships.  Table-3 provides results regarding 

main effects of justice dimensions on outcomes. The analyses revealed that distributive 

justice was significantly positively related to job satisfaction (β=.29, p<.001), 

organizational commitment (β=.26, p<.001) and OCB (β=.09, p< .1) whereas it was 

significantly negatively related to turnover intention (β=-.21, p<.001). The results did not 

show any significant relationship between distributive justice and job performance. 

The results showed that procedural justice had significant positive relationship with 

organizational commitment (β=.06, p< .1), OCB (β= .09, p< .1) and turnover intention 
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(β=.19, p<.001). The analyses did not demonstrate significant relationship of procedural 

justice with job performance and job satisfaction.  

Interactional justice had significant positive relationship with job performance (β=.24, 

p<.001), job satisfaction (β=.15, p<.001), organizational commitment (β=.39, p<.001) 

and OCB (β=.12, p<.001) whereas it had significant negative relationship with turnover 

intention (β=-.23, p<.001). 

Collectively, justice dimensions explained 7% variance (∆R²=.07, F=8.13, p<.001) in job 

performance , 14% variance (∆R²=.14, F=18.41,P<.001) in job satisfaction, 33% variance 

(∆R²=.33, F=49.95, p<.001) in organizational commitment, 6% variance (∆R²=.06, 

F=6.51, p<.001) in OCB and 8% variance (∆R²=.08, F=14.01, p<.001) in turnover 

intention. 

4.2.1.2 POP – outcomes relationships. The results of regression analyses for main 

effects of POP on outcomes are presented in Table-4. The results indicated that POP had 

significant negative relationship with job performance (β=-.10, p<.05) explaining 1%  

variance (∆R²=.01, F=2.45, p<.05), job satisfaction (β=-.23, p<.001) explaining 5% 

variance (∆R²=.05, F=11.87,  P<.001),organizational commitment (β=-.36, p<.001) 

explaining 13% variance (∆R²=.13, F=23.43,  P<.001) and OCB (β=-.12, p<.01)  

explaining 1% variance (∆R²=.01, F=2.82,  P<.01).  Further, POP had significant positive 

relationship with turnover intention (β=.26, p<.001) explaining 6% variance (∆R²=.06, 

F=18.00, P<.001). 

4.2.2 Moderated regression analyses.  These analyses were carried out to test the 

hypotheses predicting interactive effects of POP and three justice dimensions on the 

outcomes. The procedures recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) were followed for 
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these analyses. Accordingly, control variable was entered first into the equation (first 

step) followed by three justice types simultaneously and the moderating variable, i.e., 

perceptions of politics (POP) in the second step. In the third step, the cross product of a 

justice type and POP was entered into the equation (e.g., distributive justice x POP) to 

examine the interactive effects on all dependent variables. The significance of the 

increment in criterion variable, explained by the interaction term, determined the 

significance of the interaction.  As recommended by Aiken and West (1991), plots 

showing their directions were obtained by plotting the slopes for one SD above and 

below for the moderator. In all fifteen moderated regression models were tested.  The 

results of these analyses are produced below: 

4.2.2.1 POP as a moderator of distributive justice – outcomes relationships.  Table-5 

presents the results regarding interactive effects of POP and distributive justice on 

outcomes.  The analyses revealed that perceptions of politics interacted significantly with 

distributive justice (β=-.38, p<.05) to predict job satisfaction. 1% variance (∆R²=.01, F= 

15.05, p<.001) in job satisfaction was explained by the interaction. However the 

interactive effects were not significant for organizational commitment, job performance, 

OCB and turnover intention.  

4.2.2.2 POP as a moderator of procedural justice – outcomes relationships.  Table-6 

presents the regression analyses for perceptions of politics as a moderator of relationships 

between procedural justice and outcomes.  The analyses showed that POP had significant 

interaction with procedural justice (β=-.34, p<.01) to predict job satisfaction. Again 1% 

variance (∆R²=.01, F=15.23, p<.001) in job satisfaction was explained by the interaction.  
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However, the results did not indicate significant interactive effects for organizational 

commitment, job performance, OCB and turnover intention.  

4.2.2.3 POP as a moderator of interactional justice – outcomes relationships. The 

results of moderated regression analyses regarding interactive effects of POP and 

interactional justice on outcomes are presented in Table-7. These analyses showed that 

POP interacted significantly with interactional justice (β=-.49, p<.01) to predict job 

satisfaction and explained 1% variance (∆R²=.01, F=15.34, p<.001) in job satisfaction. 

However there was no significant interactive effect on the other four outcomes. 

4.2.3 Additional analyses.  Additional analyses were also carried out to examine the 

individual main effects of justice dimensions on outcomes and to find the possible effects 

of multicollinearity among justice dimensions on outcomes that might have occurred 

when justice dimensions were regressed simultaneously to test the main effects 

hypotheses.  For this, control variable was entered into the equation first and then justice 

types were entered individually at the second step. The results for each type of justice are 

given below: 

4.2.3.1 Distributive justice - outcomes relationships. Table-8 provides the regression 

analyses for distributive justice. The analyses revealed distributive justice to be 

significantly and positively related to job performance (β=.13, p<.001) explaining 2% 

variance in job performance (∆R²=.02, F=4.22, p<.01), job satisfaction (β=.35, p<.001) 

explaining 12% variance in job satisfaction (∆R²=.12, F=23.69, p<.001), organizational 

commitment (β=.44, p<.001) explaining 18% variance in organizational commitment 

(∆R²=.18, F=35.48, p<.001) and OCB (β=.19, p<.001) explaining 3% variance (∆R²=.03, 

F=6.02, p<.001) in OCB.  Further, distributive justice had a significant negative 
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relationship with turnover intention (β=-.19, p<.001) and explained 4% variance 

(∆R²=.04, F=12.80, p<.001) in turnover intention. 

4.2.3.2 Procedural justice – outcomes relationships. Table-9 provides the regression 

analyses for direct effects of procedural justice. The analyses showed that procedural 

justice was significantly positively related to job performance (β=.14, p<.001) explaining 

2% variance in job performance (∆R²=.02, F=4.57, p<.001), job satisfaction (β=.24, 

p<.001) explaining 6% variance in job satisfaction (∆R²=.06, F=12.12, p<.001), 

organizational commitment (β=.39, p<.001) explaining 15% variance in organizational 

commitment (∆R²=.15, F=27.68, p<.001) and OCB (β=.20, p<.001) explaining 3% 

variance (∆R²=.03, F=6.67, p<.001) in OCB.  The analyses also showed that procedural 

justice had an insignificant negative relationship with turnover intention. 

4.2.3.3 Interactional justice – outcomes relationships. Table-10 provides the 

regression analyses for interactional justice. The analyses revealed that interactional 

justice was significantly and positively related to job performance (β=.25, p<.001) 

explaining 6% variance in job performance (∆R²=.06, F=11.91, p<.001), job satisfaction 

(β=.25, p<.001) explaining 7% variance  in job satisfaction (∆R²=.07, F=13.93, p<.001),  

organizational commitment (β=.51, p<.001) explaining 25% variance in organizational 

commitment (∆R²=.25, F=53.40, p<.001) and  OCB (β=.19, p<.001) explaining 3% 

variance (∆R²=.03, F=6.56, p<.001) in OCB. Further, the analyses also showed that 

interactional justice had a significant negative relationship with turnover intention (β=-

.22, p<.001) and explained 5% variance (∆R²=.05, F= 14.78, p<.001) in turnover 

intention.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5 DISCUSSION 

5.1 An overview of findings  

The study found some support for all of the hypotheses. Out of six main effects 

hypotheses, five were almost fully supported and one was partially supported. The 

remaining three hypotheses predicted interactive effects of POP and justice dimensions 

on dependent variables and these hypotheses were partially supported (i.e., in case of job 

satisfaction only).  The details of results revealed by this research have been presented in 

the chapter four. The following sections discuss the findings of this study, examining all 

the hypotheses made in the study.   

5.2   Main effects hypotheses  

The relationships between three justice types and outcomes were predicted in five main 

effects hypotheses, i.e., hypotheses 1-5 whereas main effects of POP on outcomes were 

predicted in hypothesis-6. Below, first the main effects of three justice dimensions on 

individual outcomes and then main effects of POP on these outcomes are discussed.  

5.2.1 Organizational justice – job performance. As for relationship between justice 

dimensions and job performance, the results partially supported the hypotheses by 

showing a significant positive relationship only between interactional justice (β=.24, 

p<.001) and job performance. No significant relationship was revealed between the 

remaining two justice dimensions, i.e., distributive justice and procedural justice, and job 

performance. However, justice dimensions collectively explained 7% variance (∆R²=.07, 

F=8.13, p<.001) in job performance. 
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The finding that distributive justice had no significant relationship with job performance 

was consistent with other studies.  For example, Aryee et al. (2002) found no significant 

correlation between distributive justice and task performance in India. Further, Colquitt et 

al. (2001) and Cohen-Charash et al. (2001, field studies) also reported a weak relationship 

between distributive justice and performance in their meta-analyses. Furthermore, Cohen-

Charash et al. (2001) found hardly any correlation (weighted mean r=.05) between 

distributive justice and work performance in case of laboratory studies.  

As far as relationship between procedural justice and job performance is concerned, past 

research had shown all types of results.  Some researchers have found positive 

relationship (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991) and some found negative relationship 

(Kanfer, Sawyer, Earley & Lind, 1987). Some researchers  found moderately strong 

relationship between procedural justice and job performance as measured by performance 

appraisal records ( Keller & Dansereau, 1995); yet others found no such relationship 

(Gilliland, 1994). Further, Earlay and Lind (1987) found this relationship in a laboratory 

study but not in the field study. This study showed no relationship between procedural 

justice and performance supporting Earlay and Lind, 1987, field study and Gilliland, 

1994.  

Cropanzano and Prehar , 1999; Greenberg and Scott, 1996 and Wayne, Shore and Liden, 

1997 provided hypotheses regarding interactional justice – job performance relationship 

which were based on social exchange theory. Interactional justice is more personal in 

nature than procedural justice because the source of interactional justice is interpersonal 

treatment by the employees’ supervisor or management representative. Thus, 

interpersonal treatment may be perceived as an outcome received by the employee, so it 
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should affect his output/input ratio (Greenberg, 1993a). The employees, therefore, 

reciprocate by improving performance in response to the managers’ fair treatment 

(Masterson et al., 2000; Settoon et al., 1996) or alternatively to positive performance 

appraisals by the managers (Wayne et al., 1997). On the other hand, unfair treatment or 

negative performance appraisals may lead to poor performance. Because interactional 

justice is considered to be related to cognitive, effective and behavioral reactions toward 

these representatives, i.e., direct supervisor or source of   justice (Bies & Moag, 1986; 

Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Taylor, 2000). By revealing 

a stronger relationship of job performance with interactional justice than procedural 

justice (no significant relationship), this study has proved that performance is influenced 

more by employee’s relationship with his supervisor than his relationship with the 

organization. This supports the findings of Masterson et al. (2000)  who had also found 

stronger interactional justice effects on performance, consistent  with the agent – system 

model (Colquitt et al., 2001, p.430).   

Cohen-Charash et al. (2001), in their meta-analysis, found positive correlation between 

three types of justice and performance. Further, in field studies, the meta-analysis 

revealed stronger relationship of work performance with procedural justice than with 

distributive justice or interactional justice.  For laboratory studies, they also found 

procedural justice to have stronger correlation with task performance than distributive 

justice (interactional justice was not studied in case of laboratory studies for 

performance). Colquitt et al. (2001), in their meta analytic review, also obtained much 

stronger correlation between performance and procedural justice than distributive justice, 

interpersonal and informational justice (Colquitt et al., 2001, P.437). Thus, results of 
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these meta analyses regarding relationships of justice types with performance were not 

consistent with the results of  this research which demonstrated significantly stronger 

relationship only between interactional justice and job performance (β=.24, p<.001). It 

may be that the Pakistani employees are  more egoistic and are concerned more about the 

interpersonal treatment, since, justice is at least in part, determined by the perceiver on 

the basis of his/her perceptions of outcomes as positive or negative on egocentric basis 

(e.g., Diekmann, Samuels, Ross & Bazerman, 1997; Greenberg, 1994; Messick & Sentis, 

1979). In any case, Pakistan is highly status conscious society and receiving correct 

treatment is important to all classes and ranks.  Accordingly, when the outcomes are 

distributed unfairly, they give more importance to the quality of treatment of their 

supervisor or management’s representative and information and justification provided by 

them (the source of justice) for the decision. They are relatively less conscious about the 

outcome and the procedures involved in deciding that outcome. And, in case they are not 

satisfied with the interpersonal treatment and explanation provided, they would tend to 

consider whether to withhold performance as a legitimate mean, in their view, to restore   

equity agreeing with most theories regarding the relationship between interactional 

justice and performance (Bies & Moag, 1986; Cropanzano & Perhar, 1999; Greenberg, 

1993a; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Taylor, 2000). However, the results of this 

research are consistent with the results of Aryee et al. (2002) who conducted research in 

India which also has a collectivist culture like Pakistan. They also found interactional 

justice to be more strongly correlated to task performance (r=.34, p<.01) than procedural 

justice (r=.19, p<.05) and found no significant correlation of performance with 

distributive justice. Further, it is pertinent to mention that Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) 
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obtained the results in their meta analysis contrary to their expectations (P.295) in case of 

field studies finding interactional justice as a weak predictor of work performance than 

procedural justice. Secondly, they also did not get the same results in laboratory studies 

which showed much weaker relationship between procedural justice and performance 

than found in the field studies. Thus, results of the present work support social exchange 

predictions regarding interactional justice and performance but not predictions regarding 

procedural justice and performance.  This suggests that performance is more a supervisor 

related than organization related behavior.   

5.2.2 Organizational justice - job satisfaction. The results of this research show that 

job satisfaction was significantly and positively associated with distributive and 

interactional justice and revealed no significant relationship with procedural justice. 

Further, job satisfaction was found more strongly related to distributive justice (β=.29, 

p<.001) than to interactional justice (β=.15, p<.001). These results were consistent with 

the conclusions of Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) whose meta-analysis had proved that job 

satisfaction was related more strongly to distributive justice than procedural justice and 

interactional justice.   

The past research showed mixed results regarding relationship of distributive and 

procedural justice with job satisfaction. Lambert (2003) who conducted a study to 

investigate the impact of these two justice dimensions on job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment of correctional staff at a prison found both theses to have 

significant positive effects on job satisfaction; many studies have found distributive 

justice to predict job satisfaction more strongly than procedural justice and vice versa. 

For example, Lambert et al. (2007) found only procedural justice, but not distributive 
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justice, to have significant impact on job satisfaction of the correctional staff. However, 

the results of this research supported the findings of those researchers who have 

demonstrated distributive justice to predict job satisfaction more strongly (e.g., Dailey & 

Kirk, 1992; Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995; McFarlin & Sweeny, 1992).  Thus, findings of 

this study supported the distributive dominance model (Leventhal et al., 1980) which 

asserts that more variance in outcomes will be explained by distributive justice as 

compared to procedural and interactional justice. Further, findings of this study supported 

the two factor model (Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993) which assumes that distributive 

justice was a more important predictor of personal outcomes (person referenced 

outcomes) and procedural justice of organizational outcomes (system referenced 

outcomes). To conclude, the hypotheses that all three types of justice will be positively 

related to job satisfaction were partially supported by the results.  

5.2.3 Organizational justice - organizational commitment. The present study 

predicted positive relationships between organizational commitment and three justice 

dimensions. These hypotheses have been supported by the results. Because organizational 

commitment was found to have significant positive relationship with distributive justice 

(β=.26, p<.001), procedural justice (β=.06, p<.1) and interactional justice (β=.39, 

p<.001). Three justice types collectively explained 33% of the variance in organizational 

commitment which was the largest variance in any single outcome in the study.  The 

results of this study were consistent with the results of meta-analyses by Colquitt et al. 

(2001) and Cohen-Charash et al. (2001, affective commitment), as well as with other 

studies (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002). These studies had also revealed positive relationships of 

organizational commitment with justice dimensions. As far as the relative strength of 
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relationships between organizational Commitment and justice types is concerned, 

although past research had found both distributive and procedural justices to be important  

predictors of workplace attitudes (e.g., Martin & Bennett, 1996; McFarlin & Sweeny, 

1992), generally procedural justice was found to explain the major share of the variance 

in organizational commitment (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Lambert et al., 2007; 

Konovsky, Folger & Cropanzano, 1987; Martin & Bennett, 1996; McFarlin & Sweeny 

1992).  Some studies found distributive justice to have no significant relationship with 

commitment when procedural justice was controlled (Martin & Bennett, 1996). These 

studies support 1) the group-value model’s assertion that individuals often value fair 

procedures over fair outcomes and 2) two factor model’s finding that procedural justice 

was a better predictor of organization referenced outcomes (including organizational 

commitment) than distributive justice.  However, the present study’s results did not 

support such research or the meta analyses.  Instead this research revealed distributive 

justice to be a stronger predictor of organizational commitment than procedural justice, 

thus supporting the distributive dominance model. Many other researchers’ findings also 

supported this model as they found a stronger relationship of organizational commitment 

with distributive justice than with procedural justice (e.g., Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995; 

Greenberg, 1994). This finding was also consistent with the study of Aryee et al., (2002) 

which had revealed distributive justice to be more strongly correlated with organizational 

commitment than procedural justice.  

Past research had also supported agent-system model which suggested procedural justice 

as a stronger predictor of organizational commitment than interactional justice 

(Masterson et al., 2000; Colquitt et al., 2001). However, findings of this research did not 
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support this model, demonstrating interactional justice to be stronger predictor of 

organizational commitment than procedural justice. It may be because, as suggested by 

Lind and Tyler (1988), procedural justice may not be uniformly important to all 

individuals. Further, in the past, not much research was conducted in Pakistani 

organizational settings where employees proved to be more sensitive to interactional 

justice as is the case in this study.  Other outcomes such as job performance, OCB and 

turnover intention have also been found to be more strongly related to interactional 

justice than both distributive and procedural justice. The argument is supported by the 

fact that another study recently conducted in Pakistan (Naseer, 2009, unpublished work) 

also revealed correlation of affective commitment with interactional justice (r=.53) 

stronger than procedural justice (r=.44).  

5.2.4 Organizational justice –organizational citizenship behavior. OCB is a widely 

studied correlate of organizational justice. In this study, it was hypothesized that OCB 

will have positive relationship with all three types of justice. According to the results 

achieved, OCB was positively related to the justice dimensions and thus the main effects 

hypotheses predicting these relationships were fully supported. Further, OCB was 

similarly predicted by distributive justice (β=.09, p<.1) and procedural justice (β=.09, 

p<.1), while it was more strongly related to interactional justice (β=.12, p<.001). 

 The findings of this study were consistent with the results of meta-analysis by Cohen-

Charash et al. (2001). They also observed that OCB was almost similarly correlated with 

distributive justice and procedural justice. But they did not have sufficient studies to 

investigate the relationship between OCB and interactional justice. However, Colquitt, et 

al., (2001) studied two dimensions of OCB (i.e., OCBO and OCBI) separately. Their 
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results showed that OCBO was similarly predicted by distributive justice, procedural 

justice and informational justice whereas OCBI was more strongly predicted by 

interpersonal and informational justice than by distributive and procedural justice.   

The results of this research also supported the findings of a recent study by Fassina, Jones 

and Uggerslev (2008). Their results revealed that both OCBO and OCBI were positively 

related to the three types of justice and found support for agent–system model (when 

conscientiousness is included in OCB-I), which suggested procedural justice to be the 

strongest unique predictor of OCBO and interactional justice as the strongest unique 

predictor of OCBI.  Since, this study did not investigate the OCB dimensions separately, 

the agent – system model did not apply. However, the results of this study have shown 

interactional justice to be the more reliable predictor of OCB than distributive and 

procedural justice, thus supporting the agent dominance model which suggested 

interactional justice to be the unique predictor of OCBO and OCBI. Further, the results 

supported the viewpoint that employees’ decision to cooperate with an organization and 

its authorities may be driven by general impression of fairness that are based on any 

information pertaining to justice (e.g., Lind, 2001; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). The 

scholars have further suggested that theses general impressions can be represented by 

shared variance among various justice constructs (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). This has also 

been proved by Fassina et al. (2008) in their meta- analysis that shared variance among 

three justice types, as well as among any two justice types, account for incremental 

variance in OCB. This research has also demonstrated the shared variance among three 

justice types in OCB such that they collectively explained variance of 6% in OCB (β= 

.06, p<.001), thus supporting the shared variance model. The research has not supported 
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the research which revealed distributive justice as the weakest predictor of OCB among 

the justice types (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2001, Konovsky & Folger, 1991) or the research 

finding procedural justice as a stronger predictor of OCBs than distributive justice (Ball, 

Trevino & Sims, 1994; Moorman, 1991).  Further, this study does not support the idea 

that relative to procedural and interactional justice, distributive justice may be more 

closely tied to economic, rather than social exchange (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) and thus 

reactions to distributive justice are less influenced by the social exchange processes 

implicated in justice-OCB relationship (Moorman & Byrne, 2005).  

The results of this study may be another reflection of a collectivist culture where OCB is 

also predicted more strongly by interactional justice than distributive and procedural 

justice.  But in India, Aryee et al. (2002) found almost similar correlation of OCBO with 

distributive justice (r=.17) and interactional justice (r=.20) and correlation of OCBI with 

interactional justice (r=.17). However, they did not find a significant correlation of 

OCBO with procedural justice and of OCBI with both distributive and procedural justice, 

thereby suggesting need for further research regarding OCB relationships with justice 

dimensions in a collectivist culture.  

5.2.5 Organizational justice - turnover intention. The main effects hypotheses in this 

study predicted negative relationship of turnover intention with three organizational 

justice dimensions.  The results of the study have partially supported these hypotheses: 

the turnover intention was significantly negatively related to distributive justice and 

interactional justice. These results were in line with the findings of two meta-analyses of 

Colquitt et al., (2001) and Cohen-Charash et al., (2001) to the extent that these meta-

analyses had also shown negative correlations of withdrawal and turnover intention 
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respectively with justice dimensions. With regard to the relative strength of these 

relationships, the meta-analyses had revealed distributive justice to have much stronger 

relationship with turnover intention than with interactional justice, whereas this study has 

shown opposite results by revealing interactional justice to have relatively stronger 

relationship with turnover intention (β=-.23, p<.001)  than distributive justice (β=-.21, 

p<.001).  Again, it may be because Pakistani people are more egoistic. They are more 

sensitive to the interpersonal treatment than the final outcome. In other words, if 

employees are satisfied with the interpersonal treatment, they also feel satisfied with 

relatively lesser outcome and thus have low turnover intention. This argument is further 

supported by the findings of the study by Aryee et al., (2002) which was carried out in 

India. The demographic and cultural norms and values in Pakistan and India are similar. 

They also found turnover intention to have correlation with interactional justice (r=-.43) 

stronger than procedural justice (r=-.31) but slightly weaker than distributive justice (r=-

.45).  

On the relationship of turnover intention with procedural justice and interactional justice, 

the results were inconsistent. The relationship of turnover intention with procedural 

justice (r=-.31) was weaker than interactional justice (r=-.43) in the study by Aryee et al., 

(2002), but the relationship was stronger than interactional justice in both the meta – 

analyses (Cohen-Charash et al., 2001 & Colquitt et al., 2001). The current study found 

interactional justice to be the most potent predictor of turnover intention and found an 

unusual significant positive relationship between procedural justice and turnover 

intention. This unexpected relationship seemed to be the result of high multicollinearity 

among the justice dimensions.  As there was no significant correlation between 
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procedural justice and turnover intention and without a significant correlation between 

any two variables, it was unusual to find a significant regression coefficient. Further, 

procedural justice was the only justice dimension in this study which had no significant 

relationship with job performance and job satisfaction and had weak relationship with 

organizational commitment and OCB. But, when separate regressions were run for three 

justice types to find their respective effects on outcomes, (additional analyses), not only 

no significant relationship was revealed between procedural justice and turnover 

intention, but the relationships of procedural justice with all other outcomes emerged 

significantly strong. This clearly supported the argument regarding the effects of 

multicollinearity in predicting an unusual significantly positive relationship between 

procedural justice and turnover intention and also the relationships of procedural justice 

with other outcomes. Further, the multicollinearity effects were also reflected in the 

relationships of other justice dimensions (distributive and interactional) with outcomes as 

the nature of relationships changed when justice dimensions were regressed 

simultaneously and separately. Thus, it may be assumed that a significant positive 

relationship between procedural justice and turnover intention was found because of 

multicollinearity between justice dimensions. The effects of multicollinearity were also 

observed by Ambrose and Arnaud (2005). They observed that the research which 

compared the unique variance caused by procedural and interactional justice (e.g., 

Masterson et al., 2000; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) rarely controlled distributive justice 

which was problematic due to intercorrelations among distributive justice and other 

justice types. Thus, the strengths of unique relationships might be distorted when 

distributive justice was not controlled by the researchers (e.g., Hauenstein, Me Gonigle & 
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Flinder, 2001).  Further, it has been argued that although the relationship between 

organizational justice and employee turnover has been and remains the most important 

subject of study in organizational research (Greenberg, 1990a; Martz & Campion, 1998) 

and perceptions of organizational justice have also often been examined as antecedents to 

turnover (e.g., Aquino, Griffeth, Allen & Hom, (1997), the literature linking different 

types of justice with turnover is somewhat muddied (Colquitt et al., 2001). Some 

researchers (e.g., Hom Griffeth & Sellaro, 1984) showed distributive justice influencing 

job withdrawal while others revealed effects for procedural justice (e.g., Dailey & Kirk, 

1992), whereas Masterson et al., (2000) found procedural justice to be a better predictor 

of turnover intentions than interactional justice. Furthermore, the past research has also 

not fully succeeded in establishing and clarifying the relationship between procedural 

justice and actual turnover (Posthuma et al., 2007). Despite many significant empirical 

relationships with turnover intention (e.g., Aquino et al.,  1997., Dailey & Kirk 1992, 

Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991) and other important behaviors (e.g., Moorman , Blakely 

& Niehoff, 1998; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993), procedural justice measures have not been 

consistently related to actual turnover. Lind and Tyler (1988) have also suggested that 

procedural justice will not be uniformly important to all individuals. Thus, this study, 

revealing an unexpected relationship of procedural justice with turnover intention, further 

adds to the unpredictable effects of procedural justice in the current organizational justice 

literature.  

5.2.6 Perceptions of politics – outcomes. Hypothesis-6 predicted the relationships of 

POP with outcomes. Table-4 presents the results which have fully supported the 

hypothesis by suggesting that POP was significantly and negatively related to job 
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performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and OCB and positively 

related to turnover intention.  

However, the past research has shown mixed results regarding relationships of POP with 

outcomes. For example, the direction of relationship between POP and job performance 

is not clear; Vigoda (2000) found an inverse relationship; Randall et al. (1999) found 

non-significant relationship and Hochwarter et al. (2006) found a positive relationship. 

The present study revealed a negative relationship between POP and job performance 

(β=-.10, p<.05) explaining 1% variance (∆R²=.01, p<.05), thus supporting the original 

prediction of Ferris et al. (1989) in their model. 

Ferris et al. (1989) predicted a direct and inverse relationship between POP and job 

satisfaction. Some research has found insignificant  relationship between POP and job 

satisfaction (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997, Randall et al., 1999) whereas many studies 

revealed negative relationship (e.g., Ferris et al., 1996; Kacmar et al., 1999; Valle & 

Perrewe, 2000, Witt et al., 2000;). This study also indicated a significant negative 

relationship between POP and job satisfaction (β=-.23, p<.001) explaining 5% variance 

(∆R²=.05, p<.001) in job satisfaction.  

As for organizational commitment, again the research has shown mixed results. Some 

researchers found positive relationship (e.g., Cropanzano  et al., 1997, study I); some 

have found negative relationship (e.g., Maslyn & Fedor , 1998; Nye and Witt, 1993; Witt, 

1998); while some did not find a significant relationship (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997, 

study 2; Randall et al., 1999).This study indicated a significant negative relationship (β=-

.36, p<.001) explaining 13% variance (∆R²=.13, p<.001)  in organizational commitment, 
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thus supporting the research indicating negative relationship between POP and 

organizational commitment.  

This study has also revealed a significant negative relationship (β=-.12, p<.01) between 

POP and OCB, explaining 1% variance (∆R²=.01, p<.01) in OCB.  

Finally, for intent to turnover, the research has shown mixed results. Earlier research 

found positive (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 1997, study 1, Kacmar et al., 1999;   Maslyn & 

Fedor, 1998), negative (e.g., Larwood et al.,1998) as well as no relationship (e.g., Harrell 

– Cook et al., 1999; Hochwarter, Perrewe et al., 1999, study 1; Randall et al., 1999) 

between POP and intent to turnover. However, this research has revealed positive 

relationship (β=.26, p<.001) explaining 6% variance (∆R²=.06, p<.001) between POP and 

turnover intention, thus supporting the prediction of original perceptions of 

organizational model (Ferris et al., 1989). 

5.3 Interactive effects hypotheses  

Hypotheses 7-9 predicted the interactive effects of perceptions of organizational politics 

(POP) and three justice types on five dependent variables, studied in this research, for 

which moderated regression analyses were carried out. The results of these analyses have 

been presented in chapter four. In the following section, we will discuss these results of 

POP as a moderator of organizational justice – outcomes relationships individually for 

each type of justice.  

5.3.1 Interactive effects of distributive justice and POP on outcomes. Hypothesis - 7 

predicted that POP will moderate the relationships of distributive justice with outcomes 

such that the relationships will be weaker when POP was high. Table-5 presents the 

results of moderated regression analyses which showed that POP had significant 
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interaction with distributive justice to predict job satisfaction. The justice dimensions and 

POP together accounted for 14% (∆R²=.14, p<.001) of the variance in job satisfaction. 

Both distributive justice (β=.28, p<.001) and POP (β=-.09, p<.05) were found to be 

significantly related to job satisfaction. The interaction term explained an additional 

significant 1% of the variance (∆R²=.01, p<.05). The negative regression coefficient for 

the interaction (β=-.38, p<.05) demonstrated a stronger positive relationship between 

distributive justice and job satisfaction under conditions of low perceived politics and 

weaker under conditions of high perceived politics  However, the interaction of POP with 

distributive justice was not found significant for organizational commitment and turnover 

intention. Justice dimensions and POP were found collectively to explain 34% of the 

variance (∆R²=.34, p<.001) in organizational commitment and both distributive justice 

(β=.24, p<.001) and pop (β=-.13, p<.001) were also significantly related to organization 

commitment. But interaction term did not explain a significant additional variance in 

organizational commitment. Both distributive justice (β=-.18, p<.001) and POP (β=.27, 

p<.001) were significantly related to turnover intention. POP and justice dimensions 

together explained 13% (∆R²=.13, p<.001) of the variance in turnover intention. 

However, the interactive effect of distributive justice and POP for turnover intention was 

found not significant.  

Distributive justice and POP were also found to have no significant relationship with job 

performance.  However, distributive justice showed a significant relationship (β=.09, 

p<.1) with OCB and POP was found having no significant relationship with OCB.  

Justice dimensions and POP, together explained 7% (∆R²=.07, p<.001) of the variance in 

job performance and explained 6% (∆R²=.06, p<.001) of the variance in OCB.  The 
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results also showed that there were no significant interactional effects of distributive 

justice and POP for both job performance and OCB. Thus, hypothesis-5 was partially 

supported by explaining significant interaction only for job satisfaction.  

The moderating effects of distributive justice and POP to predict job satisfaction are 

shown in Figure-1.  The regression slope is steeper for low perceived politics than for 

high perceived politics. These results indicate distributive justice to have a strong positive 

relationship with job satisfaction among employees with low levels of perceived politics; 

among employees with high levels of perceived politics, the relationship was weak.   

5.3.2 Interactive effects of procedural justice and POP on outcomes. Hypothesis-8 

predicted that POP will moderate the relationships of procedural justice with outcomes 

such that the relationships will be weaker when POP was high. The results of the 

moderated regression analyses are given in Table-6.  The results did not reveal significant 

interactive effects of POP and procedural justice for organizational commitment. 

However, POP (β=-.13, p<.001)   was found to be significantly related to organizational 

commitment and together with justice dimensions accounted for 34% (∆R²=.34, p<.001) 

of the variance in the organizational commitment. But no significant incremental variance 

was explained in organizational commitment by the interaction term of POP and 

procedural justice. For turnover intention, POP (β=.27, p<.001)   was found significantly 

positively related to turnover intention and collectively, POP and justice dimensions 

explained variance of 13% (∆R²=.13, p<.001) in turnover intention. However, the 

interaction of both procedural justice and POP did not explain significant additional 

variance in turnover intention.  
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The interactive result of POP and procedural justice was significant only for job 

satisfaction. The justice dimensions and POP accounted for 14% (∆R²=.14, p<.001) of the 

variance in job satisfaction. The POP (β=-.09, p<.05) was also found significantly related 

to job satisfaction. The interaction term explained an additional significant 1% of the 

variance (∆R²=.01, p<.01) in job satisfaction. The negative regression coefficient for the 

interaction (β=-.34, p<.01) indicated weaker relationship between procedural justice and 

job satisfaction under conditions of high perceived politics and stronger relationship 

under conditions of low perceived politics.   

Justice dimensions and POP together accounted for 7% (∆R²=.07, p<.001) of the variance 

in job performance. Procedural justice and POP were not found significantly related to 

job performance and their interactive effect to predict job performance was also not 

significant.  Justice dimensions and POP collectively explained 6% (∆R²=.06, p<.001) of 

the variance in OCB. However, only procedural justice was found significantly related to 

OCB (β=.09, p<.1).  The interactive term of procedural justice and POP explained no 

significant incremental variance in OCB. Thus, hypothesis-6 was also partially supported 

by explaining significant variance in job satisfaction only.  

The interactive effects of procedural justice and POP on job satisfaction are presented in 

Fig.-2.  It shows that for low perceived politics, the regression slope was steeper than 

high perceptions of politics. Thus, among employees perceiving low levels of 

organizational politics, procedural justice was strongly positively related to job 

satisfaction whereas among employees perceiving high politics, procedural justice was 

weakly related to job satisfaction.   
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5.3.3 Interactive effects of interactional justice and POP on outcomes. Hypothesis-9 

predicted that POP will moderate the relationships of interactional justice with outcomes 

in such a way that the relationships will be weaker when POP was high. Table-7 presents 

the results of the moderated regression analyses. The results indicated that POP had 

significant interaction with interactional justice to predict job satisfaction. The justice 

dimensions and POP together accounted for 14%   (∆R²=.14, p<.01) of the variance in job 

satisfaction. Further, both interactional justice (β=.14, p<.001) and POP (β=-.09, p<.05) 

were significantly related to job satisfaction. The interaction term accounted for an 

additional significant variance of 1% (∆R²=.01, p<.01) in job satisfaction.   The negative 

regression coefficient for interaction (β=-.49, p<.01) demonstrated stronger positive 

relationship between interactional justice and job satisfaction under conditions of low 

perceived politics and weaker under conditions of high perceived organizational politics.  

The results further showed that there was no significant interaction of POP with 

interactional justice for organizational commitment and turnover intentions. Interactional 

justice (β=.37, p<.001) and POP (β=-.13, p<.001) were significantly related to 

organizational commitment and together significantly explained 34% (∆R²=.34, p<.001) 

of the variance in organizational commitment. But interaction of interactional justice and 

POP did not explain any significant additional variance for organizational commitment.  

As for turnover intention, justice dimensions and POP together explained a significant 

variance of 13% (∆R²=.13, p<.001) in turnover intention and both interactional justice 

(β=-.19, p<.001) and POP (β=.27, p<.001) were also found significantly related to 

turnover intention. However, the interaction term did not explain a significant 

incremental variance for turnover intention.  
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Justice dimensions and POP collectively explained a significant variance of 7 % 

(∆R²=.07, p<.001) in job performance. Further, interactional justice (β=.24, p<.001) was 

also significantly related to job performance. But interaction of interactional justice and 

POP did not indicate a significant variance in job performance.  

Interactional justice (β=.12, p<.01) was also found to be significantly related to OCB. 

Justice dimensions with POP explained a significant variance of 6% (∆R²=.06, p<.001) in 

OCB. However, the interaction term of POP and interactional justice did not demonstrate 

a significant variance for OCB.  Thus, hypothesis-7 was also partially supported by 

explaining significant variance only in job satisfaction.  

The interactive effects of interactional justice and POP to explain job satisfaction are 

presented in Fig.-3.  It is clear from the figure that the regression slope was steeper for 

low perceptions of politics than for high perceived politics. The results demonstrated 

interactional justice to have a strong positive relationship with job satisfaction among 

employees with low levels of perceived politics; but among employees with high levels 

of perceived politics, the relationship was weak.   

To summarize, justice dimensions have shown mixed results regarding their relationships 

with outcomes studied in this research whereas POP has significant direct relationships 

with all these outcomes. However, interaction of POP with all three justice types have 

shown significant variance only for job satisfaction:  These findings reveal a strong 

positive relationship between three justice dimensions and job satisfaction for employees 

perceiving low levels of organizational politics, whereas for employees perceiving high 

levels of politics, the said relationship was weak. Thus, it appeared that for satisfaction of 

employees, organizational justice alone was not enough; favorable environment of low 



   97 

politics was also essential. To my knowledge, no other study has examined the interactive 

effects of POP on organizational justice –outcomes relationships before; it was, therefore, 

not possible to compare the results of interactive hypotheses of this study with those of 

any other.  

5.4 Additional analyses   

Additional regression analyses were also carried out to find the main effects of individual 

justice dimensions on outcomes. The analyses have revealed significant changes in 

results as compared to those results when justice dimensions were regressed 

simultaneously. The results of the analyses are given in Tables 8-10. It may be seen that, 

when regressed independently, all justice dimensions showed significant relationships 

with the outcomes except that procedural justice had no significant relationship with 

turnover intention. On the other hand, when justice dimensions were regressed 

simultaneously, many relationships became insignificant and surprisingly procedural 

justice showed a significant positive relationship with turnover intention. Thus, findings 

seemed to be the result of strong multicollinearity among the justice dimensions.  

5.5 Limitations   

While interpreting the findings, potential limitations of the study should be kept in mind 

which are: (i) One possible limitation of this study may be the use of cross-sectional data. 

However, since the demographic data reveals that both subordinates and supervisors have 

experience ranging from a few months upto 49 years and 33 years, respectively, it may 

safely be assumed that their respective responses were based on reasonable experience 

and thus, are reliable, (ii) The study has used predominately male respondents which 

constraints the generalization of the findings to females because past research has 
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suggested that gender moderates reactions to perceived justice. For example, men tend to 

be more sensitive than women to issues of distributive justice (Brockner & Adsit, 1986), 

(iii) All the respondents of the study were full time employees having stable employment. 

Thus, they were involved in social-exchange based employment relationships. The 

findings, therefore, may not apply to part time or contract employees involved in an 

economic exchange based employment relationship. Past research has suggested that due 

to economic exchange based nature of their employment relationship; part time 

employees have lower affective commitment and engage less in citizenship behavior, 

than full time employees (Stamper & Van Dyne, 2001; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).  

Further, the findings may also not be applicable to an employment context undergoing a 

transition from a social to an economic exchange model of the employment relationship. 

Because Blau’s (1964) social-exchange model suggests that in a stable employment 

relationship characterized by high levels of fairness and trust, a social exchange model 

will predominate but in an employment context characterized by low levels of fairness 

and trust the employment relationship will undergo a qualitative change and economic 

exchange conditions will predominate, (iv) Another limitation could be that the 

interaction effects explained very small variance for job satisfaction only.  However, in 

regression analyses, since the interaction terms are not independent of main effects, 

scholars have recommended to test simple main effect models before entertaining more 

complicated interactive models (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). However, this procedure tends 

to underestimate the amount of variance for which interaction terms truly account 

(McFarlin & Sweeny, 1992) and (v) Although it is assumed to be strength, the 

supervisors’ rating of job performance and OCB may also be a potential weakness of this 
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study which may have confounded the findings because supervisors sometimes use 

performance appraisal ratings for political reasons (Longenecker, Sims & Gioia, 1987). 

Further, since a supervisor had to fill on an average about six reports, there is a chance of 

carelessness. However, on the whole there seems sufficient ground to have confidence in 

the validity of the ratings because supervisors were aware of the actual performance of 

their subordinates and took sufficient time to fill the questionnaires at their convenience. 

There is additional evidence to accept this approach provided by Barrick, Mount and 

Strauss (1993) who found that supervisor ratings of performance were significantly 

correlated to their actual performance (Sales Volume).  

5.6 Significance of the research   

The limitations of this study are balanced by certain strengths.  The study has addressed 

the following major limitations of existing research on organizational politics and 

organizational justice: 

1 Perceptions of organizational politics have been studied as a direct antecedent to many 

outcomes but it has received minimal attention as potential moderator.  Further, there 

seems to be no study investigating perceptions of politics as moderator of organizational 

justice - outcomes relationships. 

2 Organizational justice research which has flourished during the last 25 years has 

focused mainly on establishing the direct effects of various types of justice on outcomes.  

The boundary conditions of these effects, however, have remained relatively 

uninvestigated.  It has been argued that the organizational justice researchers would be 

well served to examine moderators, noting the conceptual advances such research would 

provide (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocal & Rupp, 2001).  The view of Cropanzano et al. 
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(2001) regarding the potential benefits of examining moderators is consistent with meta-

analyses on organizational justice. The meta-analyses suggest that the explanatory power 

of moderator variables is likely to be strong (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Colquitt 

et al. (2001), for example, found that study artifacts rarely explained more than a third of 

the variation in meta-analytic correlations between justice variables and outcomes, 

suggesting the existence of important moderators.   

3 Despite the tripartite conceptualization of organizational justice, much of the research 

has not examined all three types of Justice simultaneously (Manogran, Stauffer & 

Conlon, 1994).  Further, it has been mentioned that few studies have examined how both 

distributive and procedural justice effect outcomes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; 

Greenberg, 1987; Konovsky, Folger & Cropanzano, 1987).  For example, Moorman et al. 

(1998) examined procedural justice whereas Masterson, Lewis, Goldman and Taylor 

(2000) examined procedural and interactional justice. A better understanding of 

organizational justice – outcomes relationships requires a simultaneous examination of all 

three dimensions (distributive, procedural and interactional) of organizational justice.   

4 Much of the past research has been (based on the Hofstede’s (1980) organizational 

cultural framework) primarily conducted in the individualist cultures of the West 

(especially the U.S.), thus, raising questions regarding generalizability of the findings to 

the collectivist cultures of the East (e.g., Pakistan, India) where values differ dramatically 

from those typically found in the Western context.  For example, Parikh and Garg (1990) 

have argued that each individual has a distinct role in India’s collectivist culture and 

relatedness is defined by bonds of caste, community and neighbour.  Further, authority is 

anchored in social position and the entire system reinforces psychological and social 
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belonging.  Therefore, as observed by Tripathi (1990), Indian society is characterized by 

expressive ties among people and an emphasis on values such as respect of authority, 

affiliation, dependency and social obligation. 

5 Most of the organizational justice research has focused on legal rather than work-

related issues.  For example, Greenberg and Folger (1983) showed that defendants 

viewed trial verdicts (distributions) positively if they were seen as the result of fair 

procedures, an effect called the “fair process affect” (Musante, Gilbert & Thibaut, 1983).  

As pointed out by Folger and Konovsky (1989), different predictive roles for procedural 

and distributive justice have been suggested by this research.  Studies have found 

distributive justice to predict satisfaction with specific personal outcomes, like case 

verdicts, better than procedural justice.  However, when people make more general 

evaluations of, for instance, legal institutions or their representatives, the reverse is true 

(Lind & Tyler, 1988). 

6 There are few studies of interactive effects of the two types of justice.  Actually, the 

existing research evidence about interactive affects comes from laboratory studies 

(Cropanzano & Folger, 1989; Greenberg 1987).  Greenberg (1987) and Cropanzano and 

Folger (1989) have observed that research was needed to determine whether these 

laboratory interactions would hold true in organizational settings.  

7 Most of the studies on justice–outcomes involved respondents /participants/ employees   

from one or two specific organizations engaged in a particular business (e.g., Lowe et al., 

1995; McFarlin et al; 1992; Lam et al., 2002) which may restrict and cast doubt on the 

generalizability of the  findings.  
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Consequently, this study has addressed the preceding limitations by: (i) studying 

perceptions of politics as moderator of very significant relationships, (ii) investigating 

organizational justice - outcomes relationships with potential effects of a moderator, (iii) 

simultaneously examining the relationships between three dimensions and outcomes, (iv) 

conducting the study in the collectivist culture of Pakistan, (v) conducting the research 

and finding direct and interactive effects of all these types of organizational justice and 

perceptions of politics in real organizational settings instead of laboratory research,  (vi) 

focusing on work-related issues instead of legal matters and (vii) including employees of 

various levels belonging to a wide range of national and multinational organizations. 

5.7 Implications for future research   

The current study is perhaps the first empirical test examining organizational justice - 

outcomes relationships with moderating effects of perceptions of politics.  Since, the 

study has been conducted in a collectivist culture of Pakistan; the findings may be subject 

to cultural factors. For example, helping others may be viewed as a norm in collectivist 

cultures, and thus one may generally be expected to identify and be loyal to the larger 

membership group (Paine & organ, 2000). Moorman and Blakely (1995) have found 

collectivist norms and values to predict interpersonal helping among employees. Thus, as 

compared to individualistic cultures, perceived politics may have less influence on 

citizenship behaviors. Malaysian society has also been characterized with strong 

collective orientation with emphasis on being altruistic and caring (Hofstede, 1983; 

Kennedy, 2002).  Similarly, in a developing country like Pakistan, where economic 

conditions are poor and employment opportunities are scanty, POP may not interact with 

justice dimensions to impact the turnover intention, organizational commitment, and 
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OCB or job performance.  Such results have been revealed by this study as well. This 

may also be one of the reasons for not finding any significant relationship of procedural 

justice with job performance and job satisfaction and of distributive justice with job 

performance. Therefore, the study needs to be replicated in different cultural contexts to 

test the generalization of the findings across cultures. The study may also be replicated 

not only in other collectivist cultures but also in Pakistan to confirm or reject the findings 

of this research. 

Researchers may also investigate the interactive effects of POP and justice dimensions on 

outcomes other than those studied in this research e.g., job stress, actual turnover, 

organizational satisfaction, negative reactions, etc. in different cultures. The future 

research may also examine other potential moderators of organizational justice-outcomes 

relationships. Furthermore, since this study was conducted with a negative variable, 

future research may involve some positive moderator variable or both e.g., organizational 

commitment, turnover intention. 

Research is also needed to investigate the reasons as to why POP in interaction with 

justice types has effected only job satisfaction and not other outcomes as revealed by the 

results of this study.   

This study had 85% male respondents.  Since past research suggests that reactions to 

justice perceptions are moderated by gender (Desmarais & Curtis, 1991; Farmer & Fyans, 

1980; Helmreich & Spence, 1978; Major & Konar, 1984; McFarlin, Frone, Major & 

Konar, 1989; Veroff, 1977), there is a need to replicate the study in organizations having 

equal gender representation or with more female employees; this might help verify or 
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otherwise findings of this study.   Further, the study may also include part time 

employees as this study included full time employees only. 

The present organizational study used cross-sectional data.  A longitudinal study may be 

carried out that may cover different situations to determine conditions under which these 

variables influence their respected outcomes and vice versa. 

Past research has shown mixed and conflicting results regarding relationships between 

justice types and turnover intention. According to Colquitt et al. (2001), the literature 

linking different justice dimensions to withdrawal is somewhat muddied. The meta-

analysis by Colquitt et al. (2001) revealed distributive and procedural justice to have 

stronger correlations with withdrawal than interactional justice.  The meta-analysis by 

Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) found procedural and distributive justice to equally predict 

turnover intentions and interactional justice to be the least potent predictor of such 

intentions (P.307).  In this study, interactional justice has been found to be the most 

potent predictor of turnover intention; rather unexpectedly this study found a significant 

positive relationship between procedural justice and turnover intention.  Thus, there is a 

need further to investigate the relationships between justice types and 

withdrawal/turnover intention.  Furthermore, further research is required to study the 

effects of justice dimensions on actual turnover which was also recommended by Cohen-

Charash et al. (2001) as there were very few studies of actual turnover for them to be 

included in their meta-analysis. 

5.8 Implications for managers   

Despite many limitations, this research may be useful for mangers to learn about the 

significance of organizational justice-outcomes relationships particularly with reference 
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to a South Asian collectivist, poor, low- literacy culture like Pakistan. The study not only 

examined the main effects of three justice dimensions on the outcomes but also 

investigated the interactive effects of justice types and perception of politics on these 

outcomes. The highlights of the results regarding main effects of justice types on 

outcomes are: (i)  interactional justice is  the only strong predictor of all outcomes (ii) 

distributive justice is the best predictor of job satisfactions; (iii) OCB and organizational 

commitment are predicted by all three types of justice and relatively more strongly by 

interactional justice; (iv) distributive justice has no significant relationship with job 

performance whereas procedural justice has no significant relationship with job 

performance and job satisfaction and (v) the only unusual significant relationship found 

in the study was between procedural justice and turnover intention.   

These findings emphasize the importance of organizational justice dimensions and can 

help the managers to improve their decision making while deciding the outcomes 

(distributive justice), implementing the rules (procedural justice) and dealing with the 

employees (interactional justice).  

Almost every employee desires fairness and justice in the work place (Greenberg & 

Folger, 1983).   Perceptions of organizational justice are suggested to be “a basic 

requirement for the effective functioning   of organizations and the personal satisfaction 

of the individuals they employ” (Greenberg, 1990b, p.399). Thus, keeping in view the 

results of this study, managers have to take care of all three justice dimensions to induce 

desirable levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCB, job performance 

and turnover intention. It is noteworthy that the findings of this research do not support 

all of the prior research on the relationships between organizational justice and outcomes. 
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This study has revealed the pivotal role of interactional justice in a collectivist less 

developed culture like Pakistan. Interactional justice has been found to be a stronger 

predictor of organizational commitment, turnover intention, OCB and job performance 

than distributive and procedural justice. In addition to this, interactional justice is also 

strongly related to job satisfaction; it may be due to the norms and values of a collectivist 

culture and also religion’s strong emphasis to treat others with respect, dignity and honor.  

Further, Pakistan is an extremely hierarchical, feudal, tribal, class society that also scores 

high on power distance; ranked 32 out of 54 countries (Hofstede’s cultural values by 

nation: Robbins et al., 2008, ‘Organizational Behavior’, 12th edition, p.141) and 

interactional justice is very important in such societies. The individualistic cultures are 

assumed to be more materialistic and thus concerned more about the outcomes 

(distributive justice) and procedures used to decide those outcomes (procedural justice) 

than interactional justice. In the light of these findings, the role of mangers in collectivist 

cultures becomes relatively more significant because mangers are frequently considered 

to be the agents of the organization and the source of interactional justice. Interactional 

justice relates to the aspects of communication process between the source and the 

recipient of justice, such as politeness, honesty and respect (Bies & Moag 1986; Tyler & 

Bies, 1990).  Moreover mangers’ interpersonal behaviors often are the main source of 

information that employees process while assessing the organizational fairness and 

fairness perceptions are important as they provide individuals which knowledge about 

their group membership and status which affects their feeling about themselves and 

behavior towards others (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Brockner, 2002). Therefore,  if mangers 

can provide fair interpersonal treatment (while providing just outcomes by utilizing fair 
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procedures) perhaps a better environment creating greater sense of self-worth, team work 

and mutual trust can be fostered among the subordinates.  

Justice perceptions are enhanced when one is treated with respect and dignity and is 

provided with adequate explanations for the decisions that affect him (Cropanzano and 

Greenberg, 1997), ultimately leading to enhanced levels of organizational commitment 

job satisfaction, OCB, job performance and reduced level of turnover intention.  

As for the results of interactive hypotheses, the findings of the study have revealed 

significant interactive effects of POP and three justice types on job satisfaction. The 

results have shown a stronger positive relationship between job satisfaction and three 

justice dimensions for employees perceiving low levels of organizational politics as 

compared to those who perceived high levels of politics. Thus, it is necessary for the 

managers that, in addition to providing the organizational justice, they should take 

measures to create an encouraging environment of low perceived politics to enhance the 

satisfaction level of the employees.  This is essential not only because of the interactive 

effects  but  also because apart from job satisfaction, perceptions of politics, as revealed 

by the main effects analyses, also has direct significant negative relationship with job 

performance, job satisfaction, OCB and organizational commitment and significant 

positive relationship with turnover intention. To conclude, mangers must enhance the 

level of justice perceptions and reduce the level of perceived politics to create conducive 

environment for achieving enhanced levels of job satisfaction, job performance, OCB and 

organizational commitment and reduced level of turnover intention to make the 

organization a real success.  
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5.9 Conclusions   

Interest in organizational justice continues to grow and evolve (Burton et al., 2008) and 

the role of justice in a variety of outcomes is being explored by researchers (Ambrose, 

2002). The summary of findings pertaining to the proposed hypotheses is presented in 

Tables 11-12.  The findings, by demonstrating the relative importance of all three justice 

dimensions, support the researchers suggesting the need to have separate 

operationalizations of these dimensions (Colquitt, 1999, Cohen-Charash et al., 2001).  

Especially, this research has highlighted the distinctive role of interactional justice in a 

collectivist culture to predict organizational commitment, job performance, OCB and 

turnover intention more strongly than distributive and procedural justice and also as a 

predictor of job satisfaction. This supports Bies and Moag (1986) who originally declared 

interactional justice to be a third type of organizational justice. The study does not 

support the view of Thibaut and Walker (1978) that interactional justice is not an 

independent justice type, but rather an antecedent of   distributive and procedural justice. 

The main effects analyses have also revealed perceptions of politics to have significant 

relationships with all outcomes studied in this research. As for moderating effects of POP 

on justice – outcomes relationships, the results have shown significant interactive effects 

of perceptions of politics with justice dimensions for job satisfaction only. The 

interactions of perception of politics with distributive, procedural and interactional justice 

for job satisfaction have been plotted in Figures 1, 2 and 3 respectively. The patterns 

indicate that slopes are steeper for employees with low perceived politics than those with 

perceived high levels of organizational politics.  
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Hopefully, this research has made a valuable contribution by adding to the growing body 

of literature on the two very important and current research areas of organizational life in 

the collectivist and less developed culture of Pakistan. 
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Table-1 One-way analysis of variance of all dependent variables across organizations 
 
  Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

TOI Between 
Groups 

28.397 3 9.466 9.075 .000 

Within Groups 627.937 602 1.043   
Total 656.334 605    

SAT Between 
Groups 

13.916 3 4.639 4.449 .004 

Within Groups 623.557 598 1.043   
Total 637.473 601    

COMMIT Between 
Groups 

2.707 3 .902 1.712 .163 

Within Groups 317.891 603 .527   
Total 320.598 606    

PERFORMANCE Between 
Groups 

3.608 3 1.203 2.066 .104 

Within Groups 348.785 599 .582   
Total 352.393 602    

OCB Between 
Groups 

1.034 3 .345 1.010 .388 

Within Groups 204.444 599 .341   
Total 205.478 602    

 



   141 

Table-2  Means, standard deviations, correlations and reliabilities for the main variables of interest in this study 
               
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Employee Age 33.84 9.06             
Employee 
Gender 

0.85 0.35 .225(**)            

Employee 
Experience 

7.59 8.62 .829(**) .205(**)           

Distributive 
Justice 

3.01 1.02 .214(**) .141(**) .236(**) (.89)         

Procedural 
Justice 

2.88 0.8 -0.033 0.033 -0.023 .568(**) (.85)        

Interactional 
Justice 

3.58 0.78 .087(*) 0.033 0.052 .367(**) .467(**) (.91)       

Perceptions of 
Politics 

3.15 0.63 0.015 0.035 0.039 -.381(**) -.525(**) -.353(**) (.82)      

Turnover 
Intention 

2.92 1.04 -.287(**) -0.008 -.234(**) -.162(**) -0.001 -.209(**) .235(**) (.80)     

Job Satisfaction 4.96 1.03 .253(**) 0.054 .207(**) .322(**) .231(**) .256(**) -.243(**) -.375(**) (.81)    
Organizational 
Commitment 

3.66 0.73 .152(**) .086(*) .116(**) .414(**) .368(**) .505(**) -.355(**) -.286(**) .477(**) (.90)   

Job Performance 3.76 0.77 .213(**) 0.048 .193(**) .112(**) .123(**) .241(**) -0.072 -.141(**) 0.061 .119(**) (.91)  
Organizational 
Citizenship 
Behavior 

3.45 0.58 .144(**) 0.066 .135(**) .188(**) .199(**) .189(**) -.114(**) -.110(**) .126(**) .149(**) .639(**) (.90) 

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

*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).           
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Table-3 Regression analyses for the main effects of justice dimensions on outcomes 

   
Dependant variables 

       

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors  β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:                    

Controls   .01
ï
    .02**    .01    .01    .04*** 

Step2:                    

Just-D .05    .29***    .26***    .09
 ï
    -.21***   

Just-P .01    .00    .06 
ï
    .09 

ï
    .19***   

Just-I .24***  .07***  .15***  .14***  .39***  .33***  .12**  .06***  -.23***  .08*** 

Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, ïP< .1,*P< .05, **P< .01, ***P< .001 

Just-D = Distributive Justice, Just-P = Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice 
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Table-4 Regression analyses for the main effects of perceptions of politics on outcomes 

   
Dependant variables 

       

 Job performance  Job satisfaction Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors  β  ∆R²  β ∆R² Β ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:              

Controls   .01   .02**  .01   .01  .04*** 

Step2:              

POP -.10*  .01*  -.23*** .05*** -.36*** .13***  -.12** .01** .26*** .06*** 

Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, *P< .05 , **P< .01, ***P< .001 

POP = Perceptions of Politics 
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Table-5 Moderated regression analyses for perceptions of politics as moderator of relationships of distributive justice with outcomes 

   
Dependant variables 

       

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors  β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:                    

Controls   .01
 ï
    .02**    .01    .01    .04*** 

Step2:                    

Just-D .05    .28***    .24***     .09
 ï
    -.18***   

Just-P .02    -.04    .01    .09
 ï
    .29***   

Just-I .24***    .14***    .37***    .12**    -.19***   

POP .04  .07***  -.09*  .14***  -.13***  .34***  .01  .06***  .27***  .13*** 

Step3:                    

Just-DxPOP -.07  .00  -.38*  .01*  .19  .00  .09  .00  .02  .00 

Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization,  ïP< .1, *P< .05,**P< .01, ***P< .001 

Just-D = Distributive Justice, Just-P = Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice, POP = Perceptions of Politics 
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Table-6 Moderated regression analyses for perceptions of politics as moderator of relationships of procedural justice with outcomes 

   
Dependant variables 

       

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors  β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:                    

Controls    .01
 ï
    .02**    .01    .01    .04*** 

Step2:                    

Just-D .05    .28***    .24***    .09
 ï    -.18***   

Just-P .02    -.04    .01    .09
 ï    .29***   

Just-I .24***    .14***    .37***    .12**    -.19***   

POP .04  .07***  -.09*  .14***  -.13***  .34***  .01  .06***  .27***  .13*** 

Step3:                    

Just-PxPOP -.05  .00  -.34**  .01**  .12  .00  -.02  .00  .03  .00 

 

Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization,  ïP< .1, *P< .05,**P< .01, ***P< .001 

Just-D = Distributive Justice, Just-P = Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice, POP = Perceptions of Politics 
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Table-7 Moderated regression analyses for perceptions of politics as moderator of relationships of interactional justice with outcomes 

   
Dependant variables 

       

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational 
commitment 

 OCB  Turnover intention 

Predictors  β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:                    

Controls   .01 ï     .02**    .01    .01    .04*** 

Step2:                    

Just-D .05    .28***    .24***    09
 ï    -.18***   

Just-P .02    -.04    .01    09
 ï    .29***   

Just-I .24***    .14***    .37***    .12**    -.19***   

POP .04  .07***  -.09*  .14**  -.13***  .34***  .01  .06***  .27***  .13*** 

Step3:                    

Just-IxPOP -.14  .00  -.49**  .01**  .08  .00  .09  .00  -.02  .00 

 

Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, ïP< .1, ïP< .05 , **P< .01, ***P< .001 

Just-D = Distributive Justice, Just-P = Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice, POP = Perceptions of Politics 
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Table-8 Regression analyses for the main effects of distributive justice on outcomes 

   
Dependant variables  

      

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors β  ∆R²  β ∆R²  β ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:               

Controls    .01   .02**   .01   .01  .04*** 

Step2:               

Just-D .13***  .02***  .35*** .12***  .44*** .18***  .19*** .03*** -.19*** .04*** 

 
Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, *P< .05 , **P< .01, ***P< .001  

Just-D = Distributive Justice 
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Table-9 Regression analyses for the main effects of  procedural justice on outcomes 

   
Dependant variables  

      

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:               

Controls    .01   .02**   .01   .01  .04*** 

Step2:               

Just-P .14***  .02***  .24*** .06*** .39***  .15***  .20*** .03*** -.04 .01 

 
Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, *P< .05 , **P< .01, ***P< .001  

Just-P = Procedural Justice 
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Table-10 Regression analyses for the main effects of interactional justice on outcomes 

   
Dependant variables  

      

 Job performance  Job satisfaction  Organizational commitment  OCB  Turnover intention 
Predictors β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β  ∆R²  β ∆R² β ∆R² 

Step1:               

Controls    .01   .02**   .01   .01  .04*** 

Step2:               

Just-I .25***  .06***  .25*** .07*** .51***  .25***  .19*** .03*** -.22*** .05*** 

 
Notes: N=608, Control variable: organization, *P< .05 , **P< .01, ***P< .001  

Just-I = Interactional Justice 
 



   150 

Table-11 Summary of findings pertaining to main effects hypotheses 

HYP IV DIR DV Remarks 

 

1 

a Just-D + 

Job performance 

Not confirmed (ns) 

b Just-P + Not confirmed (ns) 

c Just-I + Confirmed 

2 

a Just-D + 

Job Satisfaction 

Confirmed 

b Just-P + Not confirmed (ns) 

c Just-I + Confirmed 
 

3 

 

a Just-D + 

Org. Commitment 

Confirmed 
b Just-P + Confirmed 
c Just-I + Confirmed 

4 

a Just-D + 

OCB 

Confirmed 
b Just-P + Confirmed 
c Just-I + Confirmed 

5 

a Just-D - 
 

Turnover intention 
 

Confirmed 
b Just-P + Not confirmed (s) 

c Just-I - Confirmed 

6 

a 

a 

a 

a 

b 

POP 

- Job performance Confirmed 
- Job Satisfaction Confirmed 
- Org. Commitment Confirmed 
- OCB Confirmed 

+ Turnover intention 
 Confirmed 

 

Note: Hyp= Hypotheses, IV= Independent variable, DV= Dependent variable,  
Dir= Direction of relationship, ns= not significant, s= significant, Just-D = Distributive 
Justice, Just-P = Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice, POP = Perceptions of Politics   
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Table-12 Summary of findings pertaining to the interactive effects hypotheses 

 
Hyp IV Dir DV Moderator Results 

 

7 

 

Just-D 

- Job performance POP Not confirmed (ns) 

- Job satisfaction POP Confirmed 

+ Org. Commitment POP Not confirmed (ns) 

+ OCB POP Not confirmed (ns) 

+ Turn over intention POP Not confirmed (ns) 

8 Just-P 

- Job performance POP Not confirmed (ns) 

- Job satisfaction POP Confirmed 

+ Org. Commitment POP Not confirmed (ns) 

- OCB POP Not confirmed (ns) 

+ Turn over intention POP Not confirmed (ns) 

 

9 

 

Just-I 

- Job performance POP Not confirmed (ns) 

- Job satisfaction POP Confirmed 

+ Org. Commitment POP Not confirmed (ns) 

+ OCB POP Not confirmed (ns) 

- Turn over intention POP Not confirmed (ns) 

 
Note: Hyp= Hypotheses, IV= Independent variable, DV= Dependent variable,  
Dir= Direction of relationship, ns= not significant, Just-D = Distributive Justice, Just-P = 
Procedural Justice, Just-I = Interactional Justice, POP = Perceptions of Politics   
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Figure-1 Interactive effects of distributive justice and perceptions of  
politics on job satisfaction 
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Figure-2  Interactive effects of procedural justice and perceptions of  
politics on job satisfaction 
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Figure-3  Interactive effects of interactional justice and perceptions of  
politics on job satisfaction 
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Appendix-1 Definitions of organizational politics and political behavior 
 

“Others (individuals) are made use of as resources in competitive situations” (Burns. 1961, p. 

257). 

 
“Behaviors by individuals, or, in collective terms, by subunits within an organization that makes a 

claim against the resource-sharing systems of the organization” (Pettigrew, 1973, p. 169). 

 
“The activities of organizational members… when they use resources to enhance or protect their 

share of an exchange… in ways that could be resisted, or ways in which the impact would be 

resisted, if recognized by the other party(ies) to the exchange” (Frost & Hayes, 1977, p. 8). 

 
“The management of influence to obtain ends not sanctioned by the organization or to obtain 

sanctioned ends through non-sanctioned influence means” (Mayes & Allen, 1977, p. 675). 

 
“The use of authority and power to effect definitions of goals, directions, and other major 

parameters of the organization” (Tushman, 1977, p. 207). 

 
“Intentional acts of influence to enhance or protect the self-interest of individuals or groups” 

(Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick & Mayes, 1979, p. 77. 

 
”Those activities taken within organizations to acquire, develop, and use power and other 

resources to obtain one’s preferred outcomes in a situation in which there is uncertainty or 

dissensus about choices” (Pfeffer, 1981, p. 7). 

 
“Social influence attempts that are discretionary, intended to promote or protect the self-interests 

of individuals and groups, and threaten the self-interests of others” (Porter, Allen & Angle, 1981, 

p. 359). 

 
“Individual or group behavior that is informal, ostensibly parochial, typically divisive, and above 

all in a technical sense, illegitimate- sanctioned neither by formal authority, accepted ideology, 

nor certified expertise (although it may exploit any one of those)” (Mintzberg, 1983, p. 172). 

 
“A social influence process in which behavior is strategically designed to maximize short-term or 

long-term self-interest, which is either consistent with or at the expense of others’ interest” 

(Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989, p. 145). 
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“Social influence attempts directed at those who can provide rewards that will help promote or 

protect the self-interest of the actor” (Cropanzano, Kacmar & Bozeman, 1995, p. 7). 

 
“The efforts of individuals or groups in organizations to mobilize support for or opposition to 

organizational strategies, policies or practices in which they have a vested stake or interest” 

(Bacharach & Lawler, 1998, p. 69). 

 
”Actions by individuals that are directed toward the goal of furthering their own self-interests 

without regard for the well-being of others within the organization” (Kacmar & Baron, 1999, p. 

4). 

 
“Involves an individual’s attribution to behaviors of self-serving intent, and is defined as an 

individual’s subjective evaluation about the extent to which the work environment is 

characterized by co-workers and supervisors who demonstrate such self-serving behavior” 

(Ferris, Harrell-Cook & Dulebohn, 2000, p. 90). 

 
“Intentional acts of influence undertaken by individuals or groups to enhance or protect their self-

interest when conflicting courses of action are possible” (Airss, 1985, P.707). 
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Appendix-2 Antecedents of Organizational Politics Perception (POPS) 
 
POPS Antecedents  Study Finding 
Organizational Influences   

• Centralization Fedor et al. (1998) 
Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Parker et al. (1995) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Positive 
Positive  
Positive 
Negative 
Positive 

• Formalization Fedor et al. (1998) 
Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Parker et al. (1995) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 
Negative 
Not Significant 

• Hierarchical Level Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Parker et al. (1995) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Positive 
Positive 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 

• Span of control Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 

     Organizational size 
Percentage of unionization 
AA/EO emphasis 

Fedor et al. (1998) 
Fedor et al. (1998) 
Parker et al. (1995) 

Mixed 
Not Significant 
Positive 

Job/ Work Influence   
• Job autonomy Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) 

Valle & Perrewe (2000) 
Negative 
Not Significant 
 

• Skill Variety Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Not Significant 

• Feedback Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) 
Kacmar et. Al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 

• Opportunity for promotion/ 
Advancement 

Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 1) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 

• Interactions with coworkers Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Parker et al. (1995) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 
 

• Interactions with supervisors Ferris & Kacmar (1992, study 2) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
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Appendix-3 Outcomes of Organizational Politics Perception (POPS) 
 
POPS Outcomes Study Finding 

• Job anxiety/tension/stress Ferris et al. (1993, Study 1) 
Ferris et al. (1994) 
Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, et al. (1996) 
Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Hochwarter, Perrewe, et al. (1999, 1) 
Hochwarter, Perrewe, et al. (1999, 2) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 

Negative 
Positive  
Positive 
Positive 
Not Significant 
Positive 
Positive 
Positive 

• Job Involvement Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 1) 
Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 2) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, Study 1) 

Negative 
Not Significant 
Positive 

Satisfaction:   
• Job Satisfaction Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 1) 

Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 2) 
Ferris et al. (1993, Study 2) 
Ferris et al. (2000) 
Ferris, Frink, Bhawuk, et al. (1996) 
Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, Study 1) 
Ferris & Kacmar (1992, Study 2) 
Harrell-Cook et al. (1999) 
Hochwarter, Kiewitz, et al. (2000) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Nye & Witt (1993) 
Parker et al. (1995) 
Randall et al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 
Valle & Witt (in press) 
Witt et al. (2000) 
Witt, Hilton, & Hochwarter (in press) 

Not Significant 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
Negative 
 

Organizational Satisfaction Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Parker et al. (1995) 

Negative 
Not Significant 

     Satisfaction with supervision Ferris, Frink, Galang, et al. (1996) 
Harrell-Cook et al. (1999) 
Zhou & Ferris (1995) 

Negative 
Negative 
Negative 

      Satisfaction with pay Zhou & Ferris (1995) Negative 
Promotion Satisfaction Zhou & Ferris (1995) Negative 
Coworker Satisfaction Zhou & Ferris (1995) Negative 
Satisfaction with service Vigoda (2000a) Negative 
Satisfaction with operation  Vigoda (2000a) Negative 
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Organizational Withdrawal 
• Intent to turnover 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            Actual turnover 

Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 1) 
Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 2) 
Harrell-Cook et al. (1999) 
Hochwarter, Perrewe et al. (1999, 1) 
Hochwarter, Perrewe et al. (1999, 2) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Maslyn & Fedor (1998) 
Randall et al. (1999) 
Valle & Perrewe (2000) 
Witt (1999) 

Positive 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Positive 
Positive 
Positive 
Not Significant 
Positive 
Positive 

• Absenteeism/ punctuality 
Psychological withdrawal 
Negative eval. of decision to take job 

Ferris et al. (1993) 
Gilmore et al. (1996) 
Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 2) 
Ferris et al. (1993) 

Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Positive 

Commitment Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 1) 
Cropanzano et al. (1997, Study 2) 
Maslyn & Fedor (1998) 
Nye & Witt (1993) 
Randall et al. (1999- effective) 
Randall et al. (1999- continuance) 
Witt et al. (1998) 
Witt, Hilton, & Hochwarter (in press) 

Positive 
Not Significant 
Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Negative 
Negative 

Supervisor/management effectiveness Witt, Patti & Farmer (in press) 
Kacmar et al. (1999) 
Parker et al. (1995) 

Negative 
Negative 
Not Significant 

Self-appraisal (of performance) Kacmar et al. (1999) Negative 
Supervisor ratings of performance Hochwarter et al. (2000) 

Witt (1998) 
Not Significant 
Negative 

In-role performance Randall et al. (1999) 
Vigoda (2000b) 
Witt, Hall et al. (2001) 

Not Significant 
Negative 
Negative 
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Appendix-4  Model of organizational politics perceptions by Ferris, Russ & Fandt, 1989 

Job/Work 
Environment 
Influences 
 

 

Job Autonomy 
Skill Variety 
Feedback 
Advancement 
Opportunities 
Interactions with 
Others 
          Coworkers 
          Supervisors 

Organizational 
Influences 
 

Centralizations 
Formalizations 
Hierarchical Level 
Span of Control 

Personal 
Influences 
 
Age 
Sex 
Machiavellianism 
Self-Monitoring 

Organizational 
 
Politics 
 
Perceptions 

Perceived Control 

Understanding 

Job Involvement 

Job Anxiety 

Job Satisfaction 

Organizational Withdrawal 
 
Turnover 
Absenteeism 
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Appendix-5 Summary of CFA of justice measures showing factor loadings of the items 
on justice dimensions 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Interactional 

Justice 
Procedural 

Justice 
Distributive 

Justice 
1. Does your pay/pay increases reflect the effort 

you have put into your work?  
 

  .80 

2. Is your pay/pay increases appropriate for the 
work you have completed? 
 

  .81 

3. Does your pay/pay increases reflect what you 
have contributed to the organization? 
 

  .80 

4. Is your pay/pay increases justified, given your 
performance? 
 

  .79 

5. Have you been able to express your views 
and feelings during those procedures?      
 

 .70  

6. Have you had influence over the pay/pay 
increases arrived at by those procedures? 
 

 .74  

7. Have those procedures been applied 
consistently? 
  

 .59  

8. Have those procedures been free of bias? 
 

 .65  

9. Have those procedures been based on 
accurate information? 
 

 .62  

10. Have you been able to appeal against the 
pay/pay increases arrived at by those 
procedures? 
 

 .66  

11. Have those procedures upheld ethical and 
moral standards?  
 

 .63  

12. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 
 

.81   

13. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?  
 

.83   

14. Has (he/she) treated you with respect? 
 

.85   

15. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks 
or comments? 
 
 

.70   
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  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Interactional 

Justice 
Procedural 

Justice 
Distributive 

Justice 
16. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) 

communications with you? 
  

.76   

17. Has (he/she) explained the procedures 
thoroughly? 
 

.67   

18. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the 
procedures reasonable? 
 

.66   

19. Has (he/she) communicated details in a 
timely manner? 
 

.68   

20. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) 
communications to individuals’ specific 
needs? 
  

.62   

 



   163 

Appendix-6 Summary of CFA of perceptions of politics and distributive justice  
measures showing factor loadings of their respective items 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Distributive 

Justice 
Perceptions of 

Politics 
1. Does your pay/pay increases reflect the effort 

you have put into your work?  
 

.84    

2. Is your pay/pay increases appropriate for the 
work you have completed? 
 

.87    

3. Does your pay/pay increases reflect what you 
have contributed to the organization? 
 

.85    

4. Is your pay/pay increases justified, given your 
performance? 
 

.84    

5. One group always gets their way 
 

 .66   

6. No one crosses the influential group 
 

 .69   

7. Policy changes help only a few 
 

 .71   

8. People build themselves up by tearing others 
down 
 

 .75   

9. Favoritism not merit gets people ahead 
 

 .72   

10. People don’t speak up for fear of retaliation 
 

 .70   

11. Promotions go to top performers 
 

  .83  

12. Rewards come to hard workers 
 

  .81  

13. People are encouraged to speak out 
 

  .70  

14. There is no Place for yes men 
 

  .56  

15. Pay and promotion policies are not politically 
applied 
 

  .61  

16. Pay and promotion decisions are consistent 
with policies 

  .63  
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Appendix-7 Summary of CFA of perceptions of politics and procedural justice  
measures showing factor loadings of their respective items 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Procedural  

Justice 
Perceptions 
of Politics 

1. One group always gets their way 
 

  .65 

2. 
 

No one crosses the influential group   .67 

3. Policy changes help only a few 
 

  .71 

4. People build themselves up by tearing others 
down 
 

  .75 

5. Favoritism not merit gets people ahead 
 

  .73 

6. People don’t speak up for fear of retaliation 
 

  .70 

7. Promotions go to top performers 
 

 .74  

8. Rewards come to hard workers 
 

 .76  

9. People are encouraged to speak out 
 

 .75  

10. There is no Place for yes men 
 

 .54  

11. Pay and promotion policies are not politically 
applied 
 

 .56  

12. Pay and promotion decisions are consistent with 
policies 
 

 .63  

13. Have you been able to express your views and 
feelings during those procedures?      
 

.74   

14. Have you had influence over the pay/pay 
increases arrived at by those procedures? 
 

.78   

15. Have those procedures been applied consistently? 
  

.61   

16. Have those procedures been free of bias? 
 

.66   

17. Have those procedures been based on accurate 
information? 
 

.68   
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  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Procedural  

Justice 
Perceptions 
of Politics 

18. Have you been able to appeal against the pay/pay 
increases arrived at by those procedures? 
 

.64   

19. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral 
standards?  
 

.60   
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Appendix-8 Summary of CFA of perceptions of politics and interactional justice 
measures showing factor loadings of their respective items 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Interactional  

Justice 
Perceptions of 

Politics 
1. One group always gets their way 

 
 .66  

2. 
 

No one crosses the influential group  .68  

3. Policy changes help only a few 
 

 .72  

4. People build themselves up by tearing others 
down 
 

 .75  

5. Favoritism not merit gets people ahead 
 

 .73  

6. People don’t speak up for fear of retaliation 
 

 .70  

7. Promotions go to top performers 
 

  .78 

8. Rewards come to hard workers 
 

  .77 

9. People are encouraged to speak out 
 

  .71 

10. There is no Place for yes men 
 

  .59 

11. Pay and promotion policies are not politically 
applied 
 

  .57 

12. Pay and promotion decisions are consistent 
with policies 
 

  .66 

13. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 
 

.82   

14. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?  
 

.84   

15. Has (he/she) treated you with respect? 
 

.84   

16. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks 
or comments? 
 

.69   

17. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) 
communications with you? 
  

.77   

18. Has (he/she) explained the procedures 
thoroughly? 
 

.71   
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  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Interactional  

Justice 
Perceptions of 

Politics 
19. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the 

procedures reasonable? 
 

.70   

20. Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely 
manner? 
 

.73   

21. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) 
communications to individuals’ specific needs? 
 

.67   
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Appendix-9 Retained items with their factor loadings for the self-reported measures i.e. 
job satisfaction, organizational commitment and turnover intention 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Organizational 
Commitment 

Job 
Satisfaction 

Turnover 
Intention 

1. Which one of the following shows how 
much of the time you feel satisfied with 
your job? 
 

 .71  

2. Choose one of the following statements 
which best tells how well you like your 
job. 
 

 .78  

3. Which one of the following best tells how 
you feel about changing your job? 
 

 .75  

4. Which one of the following shows how 
you think you compare with other people? 
 

 .79  

5. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort 
beyond that normally expected in order to 
help this organization be successful 
 

.73   

6. I talk about this organization to my 
friends as a great organization to work for 
 

.75   

7. I would accept almost any type of job 
assignment in order to keep working for 
this organization 
 

.59   

8. I find that my values and the 
organization’s values are very similar 
 

.58   

9. I am proud to tell others that I am part of 
this organization 
 

.78   

10. This organization really inspires the very 
best in me in the way of job performance 
 

.70   

11. I am extremely glad that I chose this 
organization to work for over others I was 
considering at the time I joined 
 

.74   

12. I really care about the fate of this 
organization 
 

.74   

13. For me, this is the best of all possible 
organizations for which to work 

.68   
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  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Organizational 
Commitment 

Job 
Satisfaction 

Turnover 
Intention 

14. I often think about quitting/ I often think 
about leaving the organization 
 

  .88 

15. It is highly likely that I will look for a 
new job in the next year 
 

  .88 
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Appendix-10 Retained items with their factor loadings for the supervisor reported 
measures i.e. job performance and organizational citizenship behavior 
 
  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Job 

Performance
OCB 

1 
OCB 

2 
OCB 

3 
OCB 

4 
1. Adequately completes the assigned duties 

 
.80     

2. Fulfills responsibilities specified in his/her job 
description                     
 

.81     

3. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her              
 

.78     

4. Meets formal performance requirements of his/her 
job 
 

.79     

5. Goes out of his/her way to help co-workers with 
work-related problems 
 

 .72    

6. Voluntarily helps new employees settle into the 
job 
 

 .73    

7. Frequently adjusts his/her work schedule to 
accommodate other employees’ requests for time 
off 
 

 .74    

8. Always goes out of the way to make newer 
employees feel welcome in the work group 
 

 .75    

9. Shows genuine concern and courtesy toward co-
worker, even under the most demanding work or 
personal situation 
 

 .55    

10. For issues that may have serious consequences, 
expresses opinions honestly even when others 
may disagree 
 

  .57   

11. Often motivates others to express their ideas and 
opinions 
 

  .77   

12. Encourages others to try new and more effective 
ways of doing their job 
 

  .70   

13. Encourages hesitant or quiet co-workers to voice 
their opinions when they otherwise might not 
speak up 
 

  .82   

14. Frequently communicates to co-workers 
suggestions on how the group can improve 

  .76   
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  Factor Loadings 

 Items 
Job 

Performance
OCB 

1 
OCB 

2 
OCB 

3 
OCB 

4 
15. Rarely misses work even when there is a 

legitimate reason for doing so 
 

    .86 

16. Performs his/her duties with unusually few errors 
 

    .70 

17. Defends the organization when other employees 
criticize it 
 

   .66  

18. Encourages friends and family to utilize the 
organization’s products 
 

   .69  

19. Defends the organization when outsiders criticize 
it 
 

   .79  

20. Shows pride when representing the organization 
in public 
 

   .75  

21. Actively promotes the organization’s products 
and services to potential users 
 

   .73  

 
 

OCB-1 = altruism behavior, OCB-2 = civic virtue and advocacy behavior, OCB-3 = conscientiousness  
and functional participation behavior, OCB-4 = loyalty behavior 
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Appendix-11 Sector wise and Organization wise detail of the data   
 

Banking 
S. 

No. 
Name of organization Number of 

questionnaire 
1. RBS 9 
2. City Bank  14 
3. NBP 17 
4. ABL 7 
5. Bank Al-Habib  8 
6. HBL 13 
7. Askari Bank  8 
8. ZTBL 74 
9. Mezan Bank  4 
10. Bank Al-Falah  27 
11. MCB 6 
12. Silk Bank  1 
13. SECP 13 
14. First Capital Equity Ltd 7 

Total 208 (34%) 
 

Telecom  
1. Witribe  7 
2. TIP 20 
3. U.Fone /Terra data  19 
4. PTCL  20 
5. Telenor  26 
6. Mobilink  41 
7. Wateen Mobilink  9 
8. Nayatel  6 
9. Digident Solutions  13 

Total 161 (26%) 
 

Education 
1. Hamdard University  16 
2. IIUI 5 
3. Shaheen School System  11 
4. NUST Business School 21 
5. Beacon House School System  38 
6. HEC 20 
7. WAPDA Staff College  10 

Total 121 (20%) 
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Miscellaneous  
1. Wyeth Laboratories  9 
2. Lafarage Pak. Cement  16 
3. NESCOM  7 
4. NADRA  26 
5. PPAF 8 
6. Habib Rafiq (Pvt) Ltd.  11 
7. Pakistan Post  6 
8. OGDC 16 
9. PAEC Foundation  11 
10. Galileo International  7 
11. Kuwait Takaful 1 

Total 118 (20%) 
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Appendix–12 
 

Questionnaires
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Dear Respondent: 

 
I am persuing my Ph.D. in Management from the Faculty of Management Sciences, 

International Islamic University, Islamabad. My area of research is organizational 

behavior. More specifically, I am interested to investigate some of the important factors 

that impact the individuals’ attitudes and behaviors in an organization.  You can help me 

in this research by sparing some of your valuable time and completing the attached 

questionnaire. 
 

The questionnaire contains questions on various behavior and management issues that 

organizations face. At the end, I have also requested you to provide some personal 

information.  However, I assure you that your responses will be treated as confidential 

and used solely for the purpose of academic research.  The resulting data will be 

summarized only on general, aggregate terms.  Moreover your participation in the 

research is voluntary. 
 

Kindly read the instructions carefully and answer the questions candidly. There are no 

“trick” questions so, please answer the questions independently without consulting 

anyone.  I request you to answer all the questions even if they seem repetitive. 
 

I appreciate your cooperation in this research endeavour and once again thank you for 

completing the questionnaire.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Rauf A. Sheikh 
Ph.D. Candidate  
Chairman, Undergraduate & Graduate Studies, 
Faculty of Management Sciences, 
International Islamic University,  
Islamabad. 

 

INTERNATIONAL ISLAMIC UNIVERSITY  
FACULTY OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES 

 
Faculty Block 2, Sector H-10, Islamabad. Phone: +92 51 9257943   Fax: +92 51 9257944 
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Please read the following questions carefully and indicate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the statements by ticking (√ ) the 
appropriate number. 
 
The response scale is as below: 

1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree           3. Neither Disagree/Nor Agree 
4. Agree                             5. Strongly Agree 

 
The following items refer to your pay/pay increases.  To what extent: 
 

1. Does your pay/pay increases reflect the effort you have put into 
your work?  1 2 3 4 5 

2. Is your pay/pay increases appropriate for the work you have 
completed? 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Does your pay/pay increases reflect what you have contributed to 
the organization? 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Is your pay/pay increases justified, given your performance? 1 2 3 4 5 

 
The following items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your pay/pay increases.  
To what extent: 
 

5. Have you been able to express your views and feelings during 
those procedures?      1 2 3 4 5 

6. Have you had influence over the pay/pay increases arrived at by 
those procedures? 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Have those procedures been applied consistently?  1 2 3 4 5 

8. Have those procedures been free of bias? 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Have those procedures been based on accurate information? 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Have you been able to appeal against the pay/pay increases 
arrived at by those procedures? 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?  1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree/ 
Nor Agree 

4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

 
The following items refer to your boss or any other authority involved in executing the  
procedures or determining the pay/pay increases.  To what extent: 
 

12. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?  1 2 3 4 5 

14. Has (he/she) treated you with respect? 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments? 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you?  1 2 3 4 5 

17. Has (he/she) explained the procedures thoroughly? 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable? 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely manner? 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to 
individuals’ specific needs?  1 2 3 4 5 

 
Please answer the following items keeping in mind the general work environment at your  
organization: 

21. One group always gets their way 1 2 3 4 5 

22. No one crosses the influential group 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Policy changes help only a few 1 2 3 4 5 

24. People build themselves up by tearing others down 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Favoritism not merit gets people ahead 1 2 3 4 5 

26. People don’t speak up for fear of retaliation 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Promotions go to top performers  1 2 3 4 5 

28. Rewards come to hard workers  1 2 3 4 5 

29. People are encouraged to speak out  1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree/ 

Nor Agree 
4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

 

30. There is no Place for yes men  1 2 3 4 5 

31. Pay and promotion policies are not politically applied 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Pay and promotion decisions are consistent with policies 1 2 3 4 5 

33. I often think about quitting/ I often think about leaving the 
organization 1 2 3 4 5 

34. It is highly likely that I will look for a new job in the next year 1 2 3 4 5 

35. If I may choose again, I will choose to work for the current 
organization 1 2 3 4 5 

36. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally 
expected in order to help this organization be successful 1 2 3 4 5 

37. I talk about this organization to my friends as a great organization 
to work for 1 2 3 4 5 

38. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep 
working for this organization 1 2 3 4 5 

39. I find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar 1 2 3 4 5 

40. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization 1 2 3 4 5 

41. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of 
job performance 1 2 3 4 5 

42. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over 
others I was considering at the time I joined 1 2 3 4 5 

43. I really care about the fate of this organization 1 2 3 4 5 

44. For me, this is the best of all possible organizations for which to 
work 1 2 3 4 5 
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Please tick (√ ) the most appropriate choice: 
 
45. Which one of the following shows how much of the time you feel satisfied with your job? 
 

1. Never. 
2. Seldom. 
3. Occasionally. 
4. About half of the time. 
5. A good deal of the time. 
6. Most of the time. 
7. All the time. 

 
46.  Choose one of the following statements which best tells how well you like your job. 
 

1. I hate it. 
2. I dislike it. 
3. I don’t like it. 
4. I am indifferent to it. 
5. I like it. 
6. I am enthusiastic about it. 
7. I love it. 

 
47.  Which one of the following best tells how you feel about changing your job? 
 

1. I would quite this job at once if I could. 
2. I would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much as I am earning now. 
3. I would like to change both my job and my occupation. 
4. I would like exchange my present job for another one. 
5. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a better job. 
6. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange. 
7. I would not exchange my job for any other. 

 
48.  Which one of the following shows how you think you compare with other people? 
 

1. No one dislikes his job more than I dislike mine. 
2. I dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs. 
3. I dislike my job more than most people dislike theirs. 
4. I like my jobs about as well as most people like theirs. 
5. I like my job better than most people like theirs. 
6. I like my job much better than most people like theirs. 
7. No one likes his job better than I like mine. 
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Demographic Data 
Please fill in the blanks or tick (√ ) the appropriate box where required. 

 

1. Name:   _________________________________ 

2. Age:  _____________ Years 

 

3. Gender:    Male  Female 

 

4. Marital Status:    Married Un-married 

 

5. Qualification (please mention the highest certificate/degree obtained):_____________________ 

 

6. Designation:  ___________________________________ 

 

7.   Organization: ___________________________________ 
 
 
8.   Number of years of service in this organization:  ________________ Years 
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Dear Respondent: 

 
I am persuing my Ph.D. in Management from the Faculty of Management Sciences, 

International Islamic University, Islamabad. My area of research is organizational 

behavior. More specifically, I am interested to investigate some of the important factors 

that impact the individuals’ attitudes and behaviors in an organization. You can help me 

in this research by sparing some of your valuable time and completing the attached 

questionnaire in respect of your subordinate whose name is mentioned on the slip 

pasted on the top.   
 

The questionnaire contains questions on work behaviors of your subordinate. I assure you 

that the information you provide will be treated as confidential and used only for the 

purpose of academic research.  Please complete and return the questionnaire after 

removing the top slip.   
 

Kindly read the instructions carefully and answer the questions candidly. There are no 

“trick” questions, so please answer the questions independently without consulting 

anyone.  I request you to answer all the questions even if they seem repetitive. 
 

I appreciate your cooperation in this research endevour and once again thank you for 

completing the questionnaire.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

 
Rauf A. Sheikh 
Ph.D. Candidate  
Chairman, Undergraduate & Graduate Studies, 
Faculty of Management Sciences, 
International Islamic University,  
Islamabad. 

 

INTERNATIONAL ISLAMIC UNIVERSITY  
FACULTY OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES 

 
Faculty Block 2, Sector H-10, Islamabad. Phone: +92 51 9257943   Fax: +92 51 9257944 
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Please read the following questions carefully and indicate the extent to 
which you agree or disagree with the statements by ticking (√ ) the 
appropriate number. 
 
 

The response scale is as below: 
1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree           3. Neither Disagree/Nor Agree 
4. Agree                             5. Strongly Agree 

 
Please evaluate your subordinate keeping in mind the above scale, He/She 
 

1. Adequately completes the assigned duties 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Fulfills responsibilities specified in his/her job description                   1 2 3 4 5 

3. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her                                       1 2 3 4 5 

4. Meets formal performance requirements of his/her job 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance       1 2 3 4 5 

7. Fails to perform essential duties        1 2 3 4 5 

8. Goes out of his/her way to help co-workers with work-related 
problems 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Voluntarily helps new employees settle into the job 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Frequently adjusts his/her work schedule to accommodate other 
employees’ requests for time off 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Always goes out of the way to make newer employees feel 
welcome in the work group 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Shows genuine concern and courtesy toward co-worker, even 
under the most demanding work or personal situation 1 2 3 4 5 

13. For issues that may have serious consequences, expresses 
opinions honestly even when others may disagree 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Often motivates others to express their ideas and opinions 1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither Disagree/ 

Nor Agree 
4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree 

 

15. Encourages others to try new and more effective ways of doing 
their job 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Encourages hesitant or quiet co-workers to voice their opinions 
when they otherwise might not speak up 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Frequently communicates to co-workers suggestions on how the 
group can improve 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Rarely misses work even when there is a legitimate reason for 
doing so 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Performs his/her duties with unusually few errors 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Performs his/her job duties with extra-special care 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Always meets or beats deadlines for completing work 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Defends the organization when other employees criticize it 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Encourages friends and family to utilize the organization’s 
products 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Defends the organization when outsiders criticize it 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Shows pride when representing the organization in public 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Actively promotes the organization’s products and services to 
potential users 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
Please tick (√ ) the appropriate number on the scale given after each question.  
 
27. How ORIGINAL and PRACTICAL is this person’s work? Original and practical work refers to 

developing ideas, methods, or products that are both totally unique and especially useful to 

the organization. 

 
 1--------------2--------------3--------------4-------------5--------------6--------------7 

Very little.   Moderately  Very much 
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28. How ADAPTIVE and PRACTICAL is this person’s work? Adaptive and practical work refers to 

using existing information or materials to develop ideas, methods, or products that are useful 

to the organization. 

 
 1--------------2--------------3--------------4-------------5--------------6--------------7 

Very little   Moderately  Very much 
 
29. How CREATIVE is this person’s work? Creativity refers to the extent to which the employee 

develops ideas, methods, or products that are both original and useful to the organization. 

 
 1--------------2--------------3--------------4-------------5--------------6--------------7 

Very little   Moderately  Very much 
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Demographic Data (optional) 

Please fill in the blanks or tick (√ )  the appropriate box where required. 
 

1. Name :  ___________________________________________ 

2. Age: _____________ Years 

 

3. Gender:    Male  Female 

 

4. Marital Status:    Married Un-married 

 

5. Qualification (please mention the highest certificate/degree obtained):_____________________ 

 

6. Designation:  ___________________________________ 

 

7. Organization: ___________________________________ 

 

8. Number of years of service in this organization:  ________________ Years 

 
 
 


