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Organisational Justice:
Procedural, Distributive . .
and Interactional Justice (Slonier

Maria Armaou & Alexander-Stamatios Antoniou

Organizational justice constructs involve fairness evaluations over outcomes, pro-
cesses and interpersonal interactions. Judgments regarding the fairness of outco-
mes or allocations have been termed "distributive justice." Judgments regarding the
fairness of process elements are termed "procedural justice," and judgments regar-
ding the fairness of interpersonal interactions are termed "interactional justice." (for
reviews see Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Greenberg, 1990a).

The study of distributive justice is based on Adams’ work on equity theory (1965)
that evaluates fairness using social exchange theory. According to Adams’ equity
theory fairness outcomes could be calculated based on a ratio of one’s contributions
or "inputs" to one’s outcome and then compare that ratio with that of a comparison
other. Although the comparison of the two input-outcome ratios gives Adams’s
equity theory an "objective" component, he was clear that this process was comple-
tely subjective. Whereas Adams's theory advocated the use of an equity rule to de-
termine fairness, several other allocation rules have also been identified, such as
eguality and need (e.g., Leventhal, 1976). Studies have shown that different co-
ntexts (e.g., work vs. family), different organizational goals (e.g., group harmony vs.
productivity), and different personal motives (e.g., self-interest motives vs. altruistic
motives) can activate the use or primacy of certain allocation rules (Deutsch, 1975).
Nevertheless, all of the allocation standards have: as their goal the achievement of
distributive justice.

Thibaut and Walker (1975) introduced the concept of procedural justice to the li-
terature on organizational justice but their work focused primarily on disputant rea-
ctions to legal procedures. Leventhal and colleagues extended the notion of pro-
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cedural justice into nonlegal contexts such as organizational settings (Leventhal,
1980; Leventhal et al., 1980). In doing so, Leventhal and colleagues also broadened
the list of determinants of procedural justice far beyond the concept of process co-
ntrol. Leventhal’s theory of procedural justice judgments focused on six criteria that
a procedure should meet if it is to be perceived as fair. Procedures should (a) be ap-
plied consistently across people and across time, (b) be free from bias (e.g., ensuring
that a third party has no vested interest in a particular settlement), () ensure that
accurate information is collected and used in making decisions, (d) have some
mechanism to correct flawed or inaccurate decisions, (e} conform to personal or
prevailing standards of ethics or morality, and (f) ensure that the opinions of various
groups affected by the decision have been taken into account.
Bies and Moag (1986) introduced the concept of "interactional justice" in the
justice literature that focuses attention on the importance of the quality of the
interpersonal treatment people receive when procedures are implemented. More re-
cently, interactional justice has come to be seen as consisting of two specific types
of interpersonal treatment: interpersonal and informational justice (e.g., Greenberg,
1990a, 1993b). Interpersonal justice, reflects the degree to which people are treated
with politeness, dignity, and respect by authorities or third parties involved in exe-
cuting procedures or determining outcomes. Informational justice, on the other
hand, 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. On the basis of Bies and Moag’s initial research, interactional
Jjustice typically has been operationalized as comprising two broad classes of criteria:
(a) clear and adequate explanations, or justifications, and (b) treatment of recipients
with dignity and respect (for a recent conceptual elaboration on the content domain
of interactional justice, see Bies, 2001).

Construct discrimination

A common debate in the literature of organizational justice has been the indepen-
dence of organizational justiée constructs. The oldest one concerns the independence
of procedural-and distributive justice but it applies even more to the constructs of pro-
cedural and interactional justice. For-example, Bies and Moag (1986) originally declared
interactional Justice to be a third type of justice but later Bies retracted that position
(Tyler & Bies, 1990). The author’s retraction of his earlier stance has become widely
held, as one recent narrative review treated interactional justice as a social form of
procedural justice (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Similarl, many researchers have
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operationalized procedural justice by measuring process control or Leventhal criteria,
along with interactional justice, in one combined scale (e.g., Brockner, Siegel, Daly, &
Martin, 1997, Brockner, Wiesenfeld, & Martin, 1995; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Ko-
novsky & Folger, 1991; Mansour-Cole & Scott, 1998; Skarlicki & Latham, 1997).
However, other research has renewed the debate surrounding the distinctiveness
of procedural and interactional justice. Studies that have examined the two con-
structs separately have shown that they have different correlates or independent ef-
fects, or both (e.g., Barling & Phillips, 1993; Blader & Tyler, 2000; Cropanzano &
Prehar, 1999; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Moye, Masterson, & Bartol,
1997, Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Blader and Tyler (2000), in a survey of 404 U.S. wor-
kers, found that systemoriginating procedural factors and leader-originating pro-
cedural factors remained distinct in a confirmatory factor analysis. Masterson, Lewis,
et al. (2000) drew on social exchange theory to show that procedural and interactio-
nal justice affected other variables through different intervening mechanisms. Speci-
fically, procedural justice affected other variables by altering perceived organizatio-
nal support perceptions; interactional justice affected other variables by altering lea-
der-member exchange perceptions (Graen & Scandura, 1987).

Colquitt et al. (2001 carried out a meta-analysis of 120 separate metaanalyses of
183 empirical studies. The first type of question was related to construct discrimina-
tion. Process control and Leventhal criteria were highly correlated, although perhaps
not as highly as one would think given that they are used interchangeably to express
the same construct. Similarly, interpersonal and informational justice were highly cor-
related, but again not so highly that it seems prudent to lump them together under
the "interactional justice" label. Indeed, their correlation was not significantly higher
than the correlation between procedural justice and distributive justice, two con-
structs whose separation has become canon. Further analyses showed that the pro-
cedural justice-distributive. justice relationship varied to some degree by how the re-
searcher operationalized the former.

Furthermore, Colquitt et al. (2001) meta-analysis tested three separate reactive
models: Leventhal’'s (1980) distributive dominance model, Sweeney and McFarlin’s
(1993) twofactor model, and Bies and Moag’s (1986) agent-system model. Support for
these models can be evaluated by examining the relative effects of distributive, pro-
cedural, interpersonal, and informational justice on the basis of the size of their meta-
analytic correlations, as well as their unique effects in the meta-analytic regressions.
We find little support for the distributive dominance model, which predicts that di-
stributive justice will have stronger effects than the other justice dimensions. This mo-
del was supported for outcome satisfaction and withdrawal but not for any of the oth-
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er nine outcomes. The two-factor model predicts that procedural justice will have
stronger effects than distributive justice on system-referenced variables but weaker
effects than distributive justice on personreferenced variables. This model seemed to
receive support only for person-referenced and system-referenced attitudes such as
outcome. satisfaction, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and system-refe-
renced evaluation of authority. The two-factor model’s predictions were not suppor-
ted for more behavioral variables such as OCBs, withdrawal, and negative reactions.
The only exception to this observation involved performance.

Procedural justice was more capable of predicting performance than distributive justi-
ce, which supports the two-factor model if performance is assumed to be a system-refe-
renced outcome. The agent-system model predicts that interpersonal or informational
justice will have stronger effects than procedural justice on agent-referenced variables
but weaker effects than procedural justice on system-referenced variables. This model
was supported for agent-referenced outcomes, including agent-referenced evaluation
of authority and OCBIs, but not for trust, which was more related to procedural and di-
stributive justice. The agent-system model was also supported for job satisfaction, orga-
nizational commitment, and performance. The model actually seems to underestimate
the importance of interpersonal or informational justice for behavioral variables. Interper-
sonal or informational justice was a strong predictor of OCBOs, withdrawal, and negative
reactions, which would not have been predicted on the basis of the agentsystem model.

Qutcome variables

Outcome satisfaction

Many justice studies have measured satisfaction with the outcomes of a decision
making-process, such as pay, promotions, and performance evaluations. Given the
logicpresented earlier, we expect that distributive justice judgments will be a better
predictor of outcome satisfaction than will procedural justice or interpersonal and
informational justice. This pattern has been empirically supported through the use of
pay satisfaction and satisfaction with job restructuring (e.g., Folger & Konovsky,
1989; Lowe & Vodanovich, 1995; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993), and it is consistent
with both the distributive dominance and two-factor models.

Job satisfaction

Many studies also ask about employees’ satisfaction with their jobs in general.
McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) showed that distributive justice was a more powerful
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predictor of job satisfaction than was procedural justice. However, this does not se-
em to fit the two-factor theory argument that procedural justice predicts system:re-
ferenced outcomes, whereas distributive justice predicts person-referenced outco-
mes. Job satisfaction is a more general, multifaceted, and global response than is
outcome satisfaction. Consistent with this reasoning, other studies have shown high
correlations between procedural justice and job satisfaction (e.g., Mossholder, Ben-
nett, & Martin, 1998; Wesolowski & Mossholder, 1997). In addition, Masterson, Lewis,
et al. (2000) showed procedural justice to be a stronger predictor of job satisfaction
than interactional justice, although both had significant independent effects. These
results are consistent with the twofactor model and the agent-system model.

Organizational commitment

Organizational commitment represents a global, systemic reaction that people
have to the company for which they work. Most measures of organizational commi-
tment assess affective commitment, the degree to which employees identify with
the company and make the company’s goals their own (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Prior
work by Tyler (e.g., Tyler, 1990) argues that procedural justice has stronger rela-
tionships with support for institutions than does distributive justice. This is also con-
sistent with the two-factor model and has been supported in several studies (e.g., |
Folger & Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). |
However, we should note that several studies have instead supported-the di- ‘
stributive dominance model. For example, Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) found a
stronger relationship for distributive justice and organizational commitment than for
procedural justice, as did Greenberg (1994). Other results support the agent-system
model, in which procedural justice is a stronger predictor of organizational commi-
tment than interactional justice (Masterson et al., 2000).

However, Ohana and Meyer (2010) study among 101 permanent French employ-
ees in 27 work integration social enterprises shows that distributive justice may not
influence empoyees’ intention to quit in social enterprises. Specifically, distributive
Jjustice had no incidence in their model on job satisfaction and organizational com-
mitment. It means that involvement in the organization and overall work satisfa-
ctions are independent of the employees’ perception of equity in payments. It can
be explained by the specific: nature of our field. Individuals who desire to join non-
profit organizations are less money oriented than those who want to enter for-profit
firms and agree to accept to earn less than in for-profit firms (Rawls and Nelson,
1975; Rawls, Ulrich, and Nelson, 1975). Indeed, individuals who join social enterprises
are “ideological workers' (Rose- Ackerman, 1996). They are particularly interested in
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nonmonetary benefits that are the result of collective more than individual choices
(Borzaga & Tortia, 2006).

Trust

Trust has recently emerged as a popular topic in organizational research (as eviden-
ced by the 1998 Academy of Management Review special issue devoted to the topic).
Tyler (1989) argued that trust in decision makers or authorities is important because
these people typically have considerable discretion in terms of allocating rewards and
resources. Whereas Tyler (1989) initially conceptualized trust in relation to a third party
or an authority, Folger and Cropanzano (1998) made the point that trust reactions are
relevant to any person with whom one is interdependent. Given the centrality of trust
in theorizing on procedural justice, we would expect to find stronger relationships
between trust and procedural justice than between trust and distributive justice, con-
sistent with past research (e.g., Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).

However, given that trust is usually referenced to a particular person, the agent-
system model would predict that interpersonal and informational justice are even
better predictors of this outcome than procedural justice. Evaluation of authority. A
number of studies of third-party dispute resolution procedures have asked disputants
to make evaluations of the third party (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Still other work in organi-
zations asks respondents to rate the acceptability of their supervisors or management
in more general terms. Much of the research on evaluation of authorities comes from
work merging psychology and political science (e.g., Tyler, 1990). Tyler’'s (1990) work,
along with the two-factor model, would suggest that we should find stronger rela-
tionships between procedural justice and evaluation of authorities than between di-
stributive justice and evaluation of authorities.

However, as with organizational commitment, this prediction has been supported
in multiple studies (e.g., Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1993; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). and
refuted in multiple studies (e.g., Conlon, 1993; Taylor, Tracy, Renard, Harrison, & Car-
roll, 1995). In- addition, the agent-system model would predict that interpersonal and
informational justice are better predictors of evaluation of authority in cases in which
the authority in question is one’s leader as opposed to management in general. For
this reason, our examination of the reactive models distinguishes between agent-re-
ferenced evaluations of authority (e.g., focusing on one’s supervisor) and system-re-
ferenced evaluations of authority (e.g., focusing on management in general).

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs)
Organ (1990) defined OCBs as behaviors that are discretionary and not explicitly
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rewarded but that can help improve organizational functioning. Organ (1990) posi-

ted that OCBs are driven largely by fairness perceptions. He suggested that people
in organizations assume, at the outset, a social exchange relationship. This expe-
ctation continues until unfairness is evidenced, at which time the relationship is
reinterpreted as economic rather than social. Research on OCBs has repeatedly de-
monstrated stronger linkages between procedural justice and OCBs than between
distributive justice and OCBs (Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Moorman, 1991). For
example, Moorman (1991) reported that procedural justice influenced four of five
0CB dimensions, whereas distributive justice failed to influence any dimensions.
Skarlicki and Latham (1996) even showed that training supervisors on procedural
justice principles was capable of improving OCB levels. To the extent that OCBs we-
re measured in relation to supervisors rather than the organization as a whole, we
would expect interpersonal and informational justice to be stronger predictors,
consistent with the agent-system model and the results of Masterson, Lewis, et al.
(2000). Thus, our examination of the reactive models distinguishes between age-
ntreferenced OCBs and system-referenced OCBs. Foliowing Williams and Anderson
(1991), we refer to the former as individual OCBs (OCBIs) and the latter as organi-
zation OCBs (OCBOs).

Withdrawal

Behaviors and behavioral intentions such as absenteeism, turnover, and ne-
glect are often subsumed under the heading of job withdrawal. Although with-
drawal is a relatively common outcome in the justice literature, it has not been
examined in the context of the two-factor model. Withdrawal can occur as a re-
sult of a thorough, reasoned evaluation of the organization as a system or on a
more "spur of the moment" basis in reaction to an unsatisfactory outcome or po-
or interpersonal treatment by an authority. However, because employees who
withdraw are typically leaving the overall organization, we would argue that with-
drawal is system referenced in nature, similar to organizational commitment.
Unfortunately, the literature linking different justice dimensions to withdrawal is
somewhat muddied, with some studies showing that distributive justice influen-
ces job withdrawal (e.9., Horn, Criffeth, & Sellaro; 1984) and other studies revea-
ling effects for procedural justice (e.g., Dailey & Kirk, 1992). Moreover, Masterson,
Lewis, et al. (2000) showed that procedural justice had more of an impact on
withdrawal than interactional justice. Thus, past research has, at various times,
supported the distributive dominance model, the two-factor model, and the a-
gent-system model.

(117)
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Negative reactions

Some recent justice research has looked at the relationship between perceived
unfairness and a variety of negative reactions, such as employee theft (e.g., Green-
berg, 1990a, 1993c) and organizational retaliatory behaviors (ORBs; Skarticki & Fol-
ger, 1997, Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999). As with withdrawal, negative reactions
have not been examined from the standpoint of the two-factor model. Whereas ne-
gative reactions can occur because of purely cognitive evaluations of the merits of
the organization as a whole or as strong emotional reactions to one’s own trea-
tment, reactions such as theft and ORBs clearly damage the larger organizational sy-
stem. However, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) found that ORBs had approximately equal
correlations with distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, with interactional
Jjustice having the strongest unigue effect. To the extent that ORBs are system-refe-
renced outcomes, this provides little support for any of the three reactive models.

Performance

Perhaps the most unclear of all relationships in the justice literature is the rela-
tionship between procedural justice and performance. For example, Barley and Lind
(1987) found a relationship between procedural fairmess judgments and performance
in a laboratory study but not in a field study. Kanfer, Sawyer, Barley, and Lind (1987)
found a negative correlation between procedural justice and performance. Keller and
Dansereau (1995) found a moderately strong relationship between procedural justice
and performance as measured by performance appraisal records. Other studies have
linked distributive justice to performance, consistent with equity theory’s predictions
(e.g., Ball et al., 1994, Criffeth, Vecchio, & Logan, 1989). It is difficult to apply the lo-
gic of the agent-system and two-factor models to the prediction of performance. On
the one hand, performance supports, and is often measured by, agents such as one's
supervisor. For this reason, Masterson, Lewis, et al. (2000) predicted, and found;
stronger interactional justice effects on performance, consistent with the agent-sy-
stem model. On the other hand, performance reflects members’ contributions to or-
ganizational goals (Borman, 1991), giving it a system-referenced character and
suggesting that procedural justice should be its primary predictor.

Performance-HRM

In studying the outcomes of HCPM, it is interesting to explore not only what
practices are implemented, but also how they are experienced by employees
(Gratton & Truss, 2003). Guest (1999) argues that the way in which employees per-
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__ceive and evaluate HRM practices impacts employee behaviour and attitudes.
Employee perceptions of performance management practices are thus of crucial
_ importance (Purcell et al., 2003; Wright and Nishii, 2004), and can be explained
~ with the help of organisational justice theories. Organisational justice can explain a
wide range of employee behaviours and highlights the importance of the ideals of
justice and fairness as a requirement for organisations to function effectively (Gre-
- enberg, 1990). The two most prevalent forms of organisational justice discussed in
_ the literature are distributive and procedural justice (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Gre-
enberg, 1990).

Distributive justice refers to the perceived equity of outcomes for individuals, for
example, whether the performance appraisal process results in what the individual
perceives to be a fair evaluation. Procedural justice refers to the individual's perce-
ption of the fairness of the process carried out, for example, to reach a final perfor-
mance grading. An employee is said to be more likely to find the outcomes of HRM
practices fair, if the process of those practices is perceived to be equitable (Folger &
Konovsky, 1989). A process that allows employee involvement is also often perceived
as being more fair (Greenberg, 1990).

Extant research shows that perceptions of procedural justice in HRM are related
in particular to measures such as trust in management, job satisfaction and employ-
ee commitment (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Distributive
justice on the other hand is more closely related to outcome satisfaction, such as
fairness of levels of pay and performance evaluations (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Gre-
enberg, 1990). Procedural justice is therefore a stronger predictor of evaluations of
an organisation as an institution, whereas distributive justice relates more closely to
specific personal outcomes (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). There is some debate in the
literature regarding the extent to which distributive and procedural justice can
actually be measured independently.

However, Greenberg (1990) presents an overview of studies that have identified me-
asures of distributive and procedural justice which are statistically independent, and
show that employees are intuitively aware of the distinction, supporting the idea that
these are separate, though related measures of organisational justice. There is also a
third type of organisational justice: interactional justice. This is argued to be a subset of
procedural justice (Cropanzano et al., 2002), and is described as the interpersonal as-
pects of procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990). Whereas procedural justice focuses on
the fairness of procedures relating an employee to an organisation, interactional justice
focuses on the interpersonal treatment employees receive from their managers during
these procedures (Chang, 2005). Organisational justice can thus help explain employee
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attitudes and behaviour, triggering employee commitment in organisations (Folger &
Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Organ, 1990; Purcell et al., 2003).

Farndale et al. (2011) explored the relationship between employees’ perceptions
of a particular subsystem of HRM practices (performance management) and their
commitment to the organization. The findings show that the link between employee
experiences of high commitment performance management (HCPM) practices and
their level of commitment is strongly mediated by related perceptions of organisa-
tional justice. In addition, the level of employee trust in the organisation is a signifi-
- cant moderator. All the hypotheses received some support. There is a strong positive
relationship between employee experiences of HCPM practices and perceptions of
Jjustice, and between perceived levels of justice and employee commitment, which is
in line with previous studies (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1990; McFarlin &
Sweeney, 1992).

Work stress

Judge and Colquitt (2004) found a relationship between perceptions of organiza-
tional justice and work stress in faculty from 23 US universities. Furthermore, work-fa-
mily confl ict had a mediating role, such that justice seemed to allow better manage-
ment of work and family lives, which led to lower stress levels even after controlling
for job satisfaction and family-friendly workplace policies. A longitudinal study by
Kivimaki, Elovainio, Vahtera, and Ferrie (2003) showed that perceptions of organiza-
tional justice predicted heaith and mental health outcomes, including sickness absen-
ce, in hospital workers. After adjustment for age, income and health behaviours, per-
ceptions of low procedural and interactional justice were related to long sickness
absence spells, especially in situations of high uncertainty (Elovainio et al., 2005).

Roberts and Young (1997) found that workers who had disputed their compen
sation claim outcome were found to be most infl uenced by the quality of the inte-
raction with decision makers. A large two-wave study of workers with repetitive mo-
tion injuries by Roberts and Markel (2001) found perceptions of organizational fair-
ness measured soon after the injury, specifi cally of interactional justice, to predict
claiming behaviour. These authors suggest that claiming can be regarded as a reta-
liatory behaviour, given the costs it causes to the employer and the implicit di-
scouragement to lodge a compensation claim, which is often reported. It is intere-
sting therefore that Goldman (2003) found not only that the filing of discrimination
claims by terminated workers was related to perceived organizational justice, but al-
so that anger mediated and moderated this relationship.

Winefield et al. (2008) compared perceptions of work characteristics in cases and
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controls of white-collar workers’ compensation claims for psychological injury.
Among them, those particularly relating to procedural justice, most clearly differe-
ntiated cases from controls. Roberts and Markel (2001) found interactional justice to
predict claim making by workers with repetitive motion injuries, but in contrast, our
_ § ndings support procedural justice perceptions-the fairness of policies and pro-
cedures governing workplace decision making-as a negative predictor of claiming.
~ Qur variable ‘trust in heads of department/school’ (interactional justice) was also but
_ less strongly predictive of claims, as was work autonomy. In combination, our fin-
- dings suggest that it is workers who believe decisions are made unfairly, who feel
_ helpless and who believe they are treated without respect who are the most likely to
claim for psychological injury.

Employee deviance

Prior research suggests that deviance can be directed interpersonally or against
organizations. Aquino et al. (1999) tested a model that uses organizational justice
variables and the personality trait of negative affectivity to explain two forms of
deviant employee behavior. Aquino et al. (1999) note that although equity theory
and relative deprivation models provide a partial explanation for deviant behavior,
they largely ignore the effects of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Abundant
evidence shows that organizational justice perceptions include not only judgment
of outcome fairness, but also judgments about the way the allocation decision was
made (Greenberg, 1990b; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Bies, 1990).

Additionally, several researchers (Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1990b; Tyler &
Bies, 1990) have proposed a third category of justice perceptions revolving around
judgments of the quality of interpersonal treatment a person receives from a deci-
sion maker or authority during the enactment of organizational procedures. These
perceptions have been referred to as interactional justice (Bies and Moag, 1986;
Tyler & Bies, 1990). They proposed a model that links unfavorable perceptions of
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, as well as the dispositional trait
of negative affectivity, to both types of deviant acts. To test the model, a survey
was distributed to employees from a government agency and an international
manufacturer of paper products. Responses to the survey were analysed using
structural equation modeling to evaluate the theoretical model to the data.
Results showed that the model fits the data well and that nearly all of the hy-
pothesized relations among constructs were supported. Implications of the results
for the prediction and control of deviant behavior are discussed and future rese-
arch directions are offered.
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