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ABSTRACT 
 

This paper presents the findings of a study which examined the relationship between organizational justice 
(procedural and distributive justice) and employees work outcomes (organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction). Consequently it determined the influence of demographic variables and organizational justice on 
employee work outcomes. The study also determined the role of organizational justice as predictors of employee 
work outcomes. Finally the study assessed the different effects of organizational justices on employee work 
outcomes. The random sample of the study consisted of 292 manufacturing employees in Malaysian electronic 
and electrical companies. The results hypothesized that procedural and distributive justice were positively 
related to employee work outcomes. Demographic variables and organizational justice have significantly 
influenced employee work outcomes. The study found that organizational justice and demographic variables 
contributed significantly to employee work outcomes. This shows that organizational justice and demographic 
variables serve as the predictors of employee work attitudes. The findings proved that distributive justice had 
more effects on both employee work outcomes (job satisfaction and organizational commitment) than 
procedural justice. Findings and implications for managerial practices in the study were discussed and put 
forward. 
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Introduction 

 
Through the past several decades of empirical research in organizational behavior and other related fields, a 

great deal of literature has documented the factors that contribute towards employee work outcomes mainly job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment in an organization.  Expanding on these studies numerous empirical 
studies in literature reviews have shown several different variables that affect employee work outcomes. This 
study narrowed these variables down to organizational justice focusing on procedural justice and distributive 
justice factors as well as demographical variables. The rational of this study was due to most of the previous 
research on employee work outcomes and organizational justice, has been carried out among managerial and 
professional level of employees. Little was known about the effects of procedural justice and distributive justice 
on employee work outcomes in terms of job satisfaction and organizational commitment particularly among 
managers in Malaysian logistics companies. Literature has highlighted that this group of employees has played a 
significant role in the Malaysian economy growth which ultimately has also contributed significantly to the 
Malaysian Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and total export products.  

The competitive advantage and changes in technology have exerted pressure on employees of electrical and 
electronic manufacturing industries in Malaysia to produce high quality products. The employees are under 
pressure to continuously improve products and services to face with challenges in a rapidly competitive world. 

This scenario may create tension that could affect their performance in organization. Employees’ 
dissatisfaction would disrupt the organizations’ productivity (Samad, 2005). Work factors and non work related 
factors (eg. Demographic variables, procedural and distributive justice) were identified as contributor to job 
satisfaction and commitment (Rivai, 2005). Research findings on the relationship and effect of procedural and 
distributive justice on job satisfaction and organizational commitment were inconsistent. Similarly scarce study 
was documented on the influence of demographic variables and organizational justice on employee work 
outcomes in Malaysian setting. Further previous studies on this topic were mainly conducted in non-Eastern 
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setting. Therefore, understanding the effects and relationship of procedural and distributive justice on employees 
work outcomes across culture and society is very relevant (Samad, 2005). This study sought to address the 
above unanswered questions among employees in the electrical and electronic companies in the Malaysian 
context. 

 
Literature Review: 

 
Different perspectives of employee work outcomes have been viewed by previous scholars and researchers 

(Samad, 2005). Scholars have referred employees’ outcomes in terms of work-related attitudes and behaviors 
(Greenberg, 1990). Examples are like turnover, absenteeism, performance, organizational commitment, 
engagement, involvement and job satisfaction. This study focuses on two main important components of 
intangible organizational performance mainly job satisfaction and organizational performance. Organizational 
commitment has diverse definitions and measures in the scholarly literature. Despite various definitions and 
measures, organizational commitment share a common theme in that organizational commitment is recognized 
to be a bond or linking of the individual to the organization.  Mowday et al. (1982) and Cranny et al. (1995) 
generally agree that two views of organizational commitment dominate the literature: (1) behavioral approach 
and (2) attitudinal approach. The attitudinal approach sees commitment as an attitude reflecting the nature and 
quality of the linkage between an employee and an organization (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990 and Mowday et al., 
1982) and portrays a highly committed individual as one who has: (1) a strong belief in the acceptance of the 
organization’s goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and 
(c) a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization.  

The behavioral approach to commitment is concerned mainly with the process by which individuals 
develop a sense of attachment not to an organization but to their own actions (Oliver, 1990). Behavioral 
researchers have theorized that organizational commitment is defined by three dimensions. Allen and Meyer 
(1990) described these dimensions in three constructs and classified them in three components namely: 
affective, continuance and normative commitment. Consequently, Allen and Meyer (1990) developed a measure 
of organizational commitment with three major components and corresponding scales: (1) The affective 
component of organizational commitment refers to employees’ emotional attachment to, identification with and 
involvement in the organization;  (2) The continuance component refers to commitment based on the costs that 
employees associate with leaving the organization and (3) Normative commitment reflects an employee’s 
feeling of obligation to remain with the organization, i.e. persons with a strong sense of normative commitment 
remain in organizations because they feel they ought to remain with the organization.  

 Allen and Meyer (1990) suggested that it was appropriate to consider affective, continuance and normative 
commitment to be components instead of types due to the ability of an employee to have varying degrees of all 
these constructs.  Previous reviews demonstrated a plethora of mixed and often contradictory findings on the 
effect of work factors on employee work outcome such as organizational commitment (Reichers, 1985) and job 
satisfaction (Samad, 2005). A number of studies have indicated a significant and positive relationship between 
antecedents of work factors (example; procedural and distributive justice), personality and demographic factors 
with employee work outcomes such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Loscocco, 1989; 
Cropanzano and Folger, 1991; and Tremblay et al., 2005). Other research reports no significant correlations 
(Cohen and Lowenberg, 1990). This study attempted to investigate how organizational justice (procedural and 
distributive justice) influence organizational commitment and job satisfaction.  

 Job satisfaction is defined as the extent to which employee feels positively or negatively to their jobs 
(Odom et al., 1990). Job satisfaction could be defined in a variety of ways as reflected in motivational theories 
in terms of intrinsic, extrinsic and general satisfaction. Intrinsic refers to actual work performed and 
experiencing self-actualization and feelings of accomplishment such as freedom in job and task-identity (Bhuian 
and Al-Jabri, 1996). Meanwhile, extrinsic could be in a form of rewards given to individuals by organization. 
Likewise, general job satisfaction is an aggregation of satisfaction with various job facets or an aggregation of a 
few measures of general satisfaction (Levin and Stokes, 1989). Job satisfaction is measured by several 
approaches and determined by certain indicators. Some authors measure job satisfaction based on facets that 
cover both tangible and intangible aspects such as co-workers, pay, job conditions, supervision, nature of work 
and benefits.  

In discussing job satisfaction, Hezberg’s (1973) theory has frequently been used to conceptualize 
employees’ motivation. This theory is based on two basis types of needs: 1) the need for psychological growth 
or motivating factors and 2) the need to avoid pain or hygiene factors. The motivating factors constitute 
elements like achievement and advancement. These are positive elements that contribute towards job 
satisfaction and motivation. Hygiene factors such as company or organizational policies, quality of supervision, 
working condition, salary, relationship with peers and subordinates, status and security are negative elements 
that could cause dissatisfaction at work. In Hezberg’s theory, both job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction are 
considered totally as separate dimension. Therefore, improving a hygiene factors such as working conditions 



725 
Adv. in Nat. Appl. Sci., 6(6): 723-730, 2012 
 

 

will not make people satisfied with their needs, instead it will only prevent them from being dissatisfied. 
Generally, Hezberg’s two factors theories emphasize the importance of individual in organization to advance. 
The advancement indirectly will change individual’s needs. In consequential, it will help individuals to put extra 
effort to continuously achieve their needs and satisfaction. Job satisfaction has been theorized as being 
influential in shaping employees’ desirable behaviors. This is because employees’ job satisfaction will enhance 
organization success (Bhuian and Al-Jabri, 1996). 

 
Organizational Justice and Employee Work Outcomes: 

 
Organizational justice has long been recognized as one of the important factors that influence organization 

effectiveness (Cropanzano and Folger, 1991). Organizational justice describes the perception of individual or 
groups towards fairness treatment received from the organization and their responses to such perception (James, 
1993). There are two main forms of organizational justice: procedural and distributive justice. Procedural justice 
refers to the process used to make pay decisions (Brockner et al., 2000). Procedural justice suggests that the way 
a pay decision is made may be as important to employees as the results of the decisions (Milkovich and 
Newman, 2005). Procedural justice focuses on employee attention on how the procedures to make decision, for 
example reward decision are carried out. Procedural justice would result in stronger attachment to the 
organization particularly for those who experience being respected by group or organization (Tremblay et al., 
2000). This finding indicates that there is a relationship between procedural justice and organizational 
commitment. Cropanzano and Folger’s study (1991) revealed that procedural justice has influenced the 
evaluation of the organization and its authorities (trust in organization and organizational commitment). 
Accordingly, if employees can be guaranteed of fair procedural treatment, they may likely to be loyal to 
organization, a sign of organizational commitment (Linda et al., 1996). Agho et al. (1993) found a positive and 
significant relationship between procedural justice and job satisfaction. This finding also reported that job 
dissatisfaction among employees could be due to inadequacy of information required by employees to perform 
their task and the employees receive incongruent directives from their supervisor.   

Literature revealed that procedural justice would be a better predictor of job satisfaction, satisfaction to the 
organization and loyal behavior than distributive justice (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Scarpello and Jones, 
1996; and Sweeney and McFarlin, 1997). According to Yoon (1996) procedural justice and equity status had 
more effect on job satisfaction than distributive justice in the Asian context. Further, according to Yoon (1996) 
the Asian societies are more concerned with aspects such as social harmony, relational norms and collective 
values compared to Western societies. This is because collectively oriented societies prefer to have the equality 
principle and need-based distribution rule of rewards while individualistic oriented societies prefer to have the 
contribution-based equity principle (Rivai, 2005). Previous research also revealed that both procedural and 
distributive justice affected job satisfaction and evaluation of supervision (Fields et al., 2000).  

Meanwhile distributive justice relates to the fairness of allocation of resources as compared with procedural 
justice that focuses on the fairness of the decision-making process. In other words distributive justice refers to 
the amount of resources or rewards that is distributed to employees (Milkovich and Newman, 2005). On other 
perspective, Deutsch (1985) defines distributive justice as perceived fairness on the distribution of outcomes 
including conditions and goods that will affect individual wellbeing. Generally, distributive justice highlights on 
individual’s response towards unfair treatment or unfair distribution of rewards and resources by organization 
(Greenberg, 1987). Perception of fairness of distribution may lead to emotional feelings and emotional 
behaviors as it relates to individual’s cognitive decision. According to Greenberg and Cropanzano (2001), unfair 
treatment of individuals tends to produce negative attitudes and behaviors than those who are treated fairly.  

Literature has documented that there was a relationship between distributive justice, organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction. Alexander and Ruderman (1987) reported that quitting intent or disloyal to 
organization exhibited a much stronger relationship with distributive justice than procedural justice. Roberts et 
al. (1999) also found that distributive justice had more impact on organizational commitment than procedural 
justice. Further Linda and Ping (1996) suggested that when procedural justice is fairly done, it is more difficult 
to argue the outcomes (distributive justice). According to Linda and Ping (1996) distributive justice has 
accounted for more variance in pay satisfaction and personal level evaluation than procedural justice. Study by 
Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) revealed that distributive justice predicted pay satisfaction while procedural 
justice predicted organizational commitment.  

Empirical evidence indicated that both procedural and distributive justice have an important role in job 
satisfaction Rivai’s (2005) and in organizational commitment (Samad, 2005). This is consistent with what was 
found by Greenberg (1990) that there was a positive and significant relationship between distributive and 
procedural justice with employee attitude and behaviors. Lind and Tyler (1998) contended that distributive 
justice was more strongly related to job satisfaction (personal outcome), while procedural justice was more 
strongly related to employees’ contributions and organization evaluation. Despite fairly extensive works that 
have been conducted in this field, the relationship between procedural and distributive justice with employee 
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work outcomes (job satisfaction and organizational commitment) has not been very clear and it is still 
inconclusive (Rivai, 2005 and Samad 2005). Cognizant with the objective of the study and consistent with the 
related literature, this study proposed to test the following hypotheses: 

 
H1: There is a positive and significant relationship between procedural and distributive justice with 

employee work outcome of job satisfaction; 
H2: There is a positive and significant relationship between procedural and distributive justice with 

employee work outcome of organizational commitment; 
H3: Demographic variables, procedural justice and distributive justice will contribute significantly on 

employee work outcomes; 
H4: Demographic variables, procedural justice and distributive justice distributive justice will be the 

predictors of employee work outcomes; 
H5: Distributive justice will have more impact on employee work outcomes than procedural justice 
 

Material and Methods 
 

Subjects and Sampling Procedure: 
 
The self-administered questionnaires were distributed to 300 non managerial staff of electrical and 

electronic companies in Malaysia. 292 usable questionnaires were returned and analyzed representing a 
response rate of 97.3%. The pre-test results of the instrument provided an acceptable level of reliable statistics 
ranging from .89 to .95 for all the variables. The collected data were then summarized and analyzed using 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation and multiple regression analysis. The background of the respondents is 
presented in Table 1. 

 
Finding and Analysis: 

 
Table 1 depicts the characteristics of the respondents. In terms of age the average age of the respondents 

was 35 years, while the mean age of their experience in organization was 5 years and experience with the job 
was 9 years. Regarding gender, 63% of respondents were male while female were 37%. Majority of the 
respondents (72%) were married while 28% were not married. In terms of position, 40% of the respondents 
were from senior level of management and 60% were middle level of management as depicted in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Profile of Respondent   

 Mean SD n % 
Age 35.02 5.23 - - 
Organizational tenure 4.98 2.91 - - 
Job tenure 8.70 4.40 - - 
Female    - - 184 63 
Male    - - 108 37 
Married    - - 210 72 
Single    - -   82 28  
Senior manager   116 40 
Middle management   176 60 

 
Measures:  

 
Organizational commitment and job satisfaction were the dependent variables in the study. The dependent 

variables were the scores of job satisfaction components and organizational commitment dimensions 
respectively. The Organizational Commitment questionnaire developed by Allen and Meyer (1990) was used to 
measure three components of affective (8 items), continuance (8 items) and normative commitment (8 items). 
Responses to all the items were made on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The 
reliability coefficient of organizational commitment in this study was .95. The questionnaire for job satisfaction 
comprised a combination of items adapted from Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967) and 
Seegmiller (1977). This instrument measures the various components or facets of Hezberg’s job satisfaction 
theory mainly on motivational and hygiene factors. Motivational factors include: work itself, achievement, 
possibility for growth, responsibility, advancement and recognition for achievement. Hygiene factors are status, 
relationship with supervisor, relationship with peers, quality of supervision, policy and administration, job 
security, working condition and salary. For each of this component contains 5 items or statements. Response to 
all items was captured on 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The reliability 
coefficient for job satisfaction scale was .93.  
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Independent variable of the study was organizational justice which constitutes of procedural and 
distributive justice. Procedural and distributive justice consisted of 6 and 5 items respectively and were 
measured based on instrument developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). The reliability coefficient for 
procedural justice was .93 and distributive justice was .89. Responses to all the items in procedural and 
distributive justice were made on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 

 
Results and Discussion 

 
Relationship between Organizational Justice and Employee Work Outcomes (H1 and H2): 

 
Table 2 presents the results of correlations analysis between the dependent and independent variables. The 

results indicated a positive and significant relationship between dependent and independent variables (ranging 
from .41 to .56). As shown in Table 2, all of the coefficients were found to be positive and significant. The study 
found that procedural and distributive justice indicated significant and positive relationship with employee work 
outcomes of organizational commitment and job satisfaction. This finding implied that the higher the level of 
procedural and distributive justice tends to lead to the higher level of organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction. Therefore, the data supported the first and the second hypothesis of the study. 

 
Table 2: Relationship between Organizational Justice and Employee Work Outcomes  

Variables PJ DJ OC JS 
     

PJ 1.0    
     

DJ .56* 1.0   
     

OC .41* .55* 1.0  
     

JS .52* .45* .43* 1.0 
     

* p < .05 PJ= Procedural justice, DJ=Distributive justice, OC=Organizational commitment, JS=job satisfaction 

 
Contribution of Demographic Variables and Organizational Justice on Employee Work Outcomes (H3): 

 
Table 3 shows the results of hierarchical regression analysis predicting organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction by demographic factors, procedural and distributive justice. This analysis was employed to test the 
third hypothesis of the study. In this analysis organizational justice and demographic variables were regressed 
on the dependent variables of work outcomes. As depicted in Table 3 (model 2) all of the demographic variables 
and organizational justice variables contributed significantly to job satisfaction (R2 value of .79) and 
organizational commitment (R2 value of .69). This indicates that .79 and .69 percent of variance in job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment respectively are explained by organizational justice and 
demographic variables. This data provided support for the second hypothesis that demographic variables, 
organizational justice (procedural and distributive Justice) had a significant contribution on employee work 
outcomes. Thus the H3 is accepted. 

 
Predictors of Employee Work Outcomes (H4): 

 
As mentioned earlier that all of the demographic variables and organizational justice variables contributed 

significantly to employee work outcomes (job satisfaction, R2 value of .79 and organizational performance, R2 

value of .69). Examining each component of demographic variables and organizational justice it was found that 
the beta  value of  age (.23), job tenure (.33), organizational tenure (.19), income (.15), procedural justice (.18) 
and distributive justice(.45 ) indicated a positive and  significant effect on organizational commitment. Similarly 
the beta value for age (.24), job tenure (.27), organizational tenure (.25), income (.21), procedural justice (21) 
and distributive justice (47) have also indicated a positive and significant effect on job satisfaction. These results 
provided support for the H4, that all components of demographic and organization justice served as the 
predictors of employee work outcomes. The analysis revealed that distributive justice yields the highest beta 
value and served as the most important predictor to job satisfaction. Accordingly distributive justice also 
emerged as the most important predictor to organizational commitment. In conclusion the H4 of the study is 
accepted since all of the independent variables have positively affected employee work outcomes. 
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The Different Effects of Organizational Justice on Employee Work Outcomes (H5): 
 
From Table 3, the results revealed that when the four control variables were entered in the equation in the 

first model, the R2 value for job satisfaction secured more variance (.15) than organizational commitment with 
variance of .11. This means that the selected control variables were able to explain 15 percent of variance in job 
satisfaction and 11 percent of variance in organizational commitment.  

 
Table 3: Predicting Organizational Commitment and Job Satisfaction by Procedural and Distributive Justice 

Variables  Organizational commitment  Job Satisfaction 
        Std Beta                Std Beta   Std Beta                Std Beta 
   (Model 1) (Model 2)  (Model 1) (Model 2) 
Control variables: 
Age        .29*  .23*   .17*   .24* 
Job tenure      .23*  .33*   .26*   .27* 
Organizational tenure     .61*  .19*   .14*   .25* 
Income                    .19*               .15*                 .17*   .21* 
 
Model variable: 
Procedural Justice (PJ)   .18*      .21* 
Distributive Justice (DJ)   .45*      .47* 
 
R2     .11  .69   .15   .79 

Adj. R2     .09  .68   .14   .78 

F Change               8.83*  200.72*   12.23*   438.89* 
* p< .05; Dummy coded, male = 0, female =1; single= 0, married =1 

 
For the second model, based on the R2 value of organizational commitment and job satisfaction, the study 

concluded that the control variables (first model) and procedural and distributive justice (model variables or 
second model) of the study explained more variance in job satisfaction (R2, 0.79) than organizational 
commitment (R2, 0.69). This means that the control and model variables contributed 79 percent of variance in 
job satisfaction, which is higher than the contribution on organizational commitment (R2, 0.69). Examining each 
component of organizational justice it was found that distributive justice has higher impact than procedural 
justice on job satisfaction (beta value .47) and on organizational commitment (beta value of .45). On overall the 
study revealed that distributive justice had more effects on employee work outcomes (both job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment). Thus the results supported the fifth hypothesis of the study.   

Conclusion, Implication and Suggestion 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between organizational justice and employees 

work outcomes. Consequently it determined the influence of demographic variables and organizational justice 
on employee work outcomes. The study also determined the role of organizational justice and demographic 
variables as predictors of employee work outcomes. Finally the study assessed the different effects of 
organizational justices on employee work outcomes. 

The correlation results of the procedural and distributive justice on organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction indicated a positive and significant relationship. Therefore, the findings showed that there is a 
significant and positive relationship between distributive and procedural justice with job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. This means that the level of organizational commitment and job satisfaction will 
increase if employees experience high level of procedural and distributive justice. The finding implied that 
feelings of satisfaction and commitment are likely to occur when there is a belief that the rewards employees 
received are equitable in comparison to others (Martin, 1981). These findings were consistent with Rivai’s 
(2005) study, which reported that both procedural and distributive had a positive and significant relationship 
with organizational commitment and job satisfaction. The study also revealed that demographic and 
organizational justice had significantly contributed towards employee work outcomes. This implies that 
employee work outcomes will be improved if management tends to be responsive on organizational justice 
related matter such as on reward procedures and distribution. 

The other important issue in this study was to assess the differential effects of procedural and distributive 
justice on employee work outcomes. The results indicated that procedural and distributive justice had a 
significant influence on employees’ commitment and job satisfaction. Further, both distributive and procedural 
justice emerged as important factors in job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The prediction on the 
influence of distributive and procedural justice on job satisfaction and organizational commitment supported the 
empirical evidence of previous studies (Alexender and Ruderman and Folger and Konovsky, 1989).  Examining 
the differential effects between distributive and procedural justice, the results revealed that on overall 
distributive justice had more effect on both organizational commitment and job satisfaction than procedural 
justice. This implies that perceived fairly treatment on the rewards received by employees would increase their 
job satisfaction and organizational commitment as reported by Folger and Konovsky (1989).  
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Although previous research findings were inconsistent with the findings in Asian context, however the 
findings in this study would help policy makers and managers of logistics companies and business organization 
to formulate strategies and program in improving the management and administration of compensation system 
and human capital development. These strategies are hoped at influencing positive behaviors among employees 
and achieve effectiveness and high productivity in the organization. Consequently, the study suggests that 
management of organizations should consider work factors such as organizational justice in their employee’s 
compensation system and human capital management system. 

The results of this study have shown a remarkable leading factor in assessing employees work outcomes. 
However, this study is limited in the logistics companies based on a cross sectional nature of study. The external 
validity of the results may be somewhat limited. Given the cross sectional nature of the study it is suggested that 
future research should consider experimental or longitudinal approach and other consideration in terms of 
subject, variables and setting of the study to generalize the results. 

 
References 

 
Agho, A.O., C.W. Mueller and J.L. Price, 1993. Determinants of employee job satisfaction: An empirical test of 

a causal model. Human Relations, 46(8): 1007-1010. 
Alexander, S. and M. Ruderman, 1987. The role of procedural and distributive justice in organizational 

behavior. Social Justice Research, 1: 177-198. 
Allen, N.J. and J.P.  Meyer, 1990. The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance and normative 

commitment to the organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63(1): 1-18. 
Bhuian, S.N. and I.M. Al-Jabri, 1996. Expatriate turnover tendencies in Saudi Arabia: An empirical 

examination. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 4(4): 393-407. 
Bolon, D.S., 1997. Organizational citizenship behavior among hospital employees: A multidimensional analysis 

involving job and organizational commitment.  Hospital and Health Services Administration, 42(2): 221-
241. 

Brockner, Y., C.K. Leung and D. Skarlick, 2000. Culture and procedural fairness: When the effects of what you 
do depend on how you do it. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45: 138-159. 

Cohen, A. and G. Lowenberg, 1990. A reexamination of the Side Bet theory as applied to organizational 
commitment. Human Relations, 43(10): 1015-1050. 

Cropanzano, R and R. Folger, 1991. Procedural justice and worker motivation. In Steers, R.M and Porter, L.W 
(Eds), Motivation and work behavior (8th ed). New York: McGraw Hill. 

Cranny, C.J., R.C. Smith and E.F. Stone, 1992. Job satisfaction: How people feel about their jobs and how it 
affects their performance. New York: Lexington. 

Deutsch, R.E.,1985. Tomorrow’s work force: New values in the workplace. The Futurist, 19(6): 8. 
Fields, D., M. Pang and C. Chiu, 2000. Distributive and procedural justice as predictors of employee outcomes 

in Hong Kong. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(5): 547-562. 
Folger, R. and M. Konovsky, 1989. Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions to pay raise 

decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 32(1): 155-130. 
Greenberg, J. and R. Cropanzano,  2001. Advances in organizational justice. Stanford, Calif : Stanford 

University Press. 
Greenberg, J., 1987. A Taxonomy of organizational justice theories. The Academy of Management Review, 

12(1): 9-22. 
Greenberg, J., 1990. Organizational justice: Yesterday, today and tomorrow. Journal of Management, 16: 399-

432. 
Hezberg, F., 1973. Motivation: Management of success. Elkgrove Village, Illinois: Advanced System Inc. 
James, K.,1993. The social context of organizational justice: Cultural, intergroup and structural effects on justice 

behaviors and perceptions. In justice in the workplace: Approaching fairness in human resource 
management, Cropanzano, R. (ed.). Erlbaum:Hillside, NT, 21-50. 

Linda, S.B. J and T.T.L. Ping, 1996. Distributive and procedural justice as related to satisfaction and 
commitment. Advanced Management Journal, 61(3): 25. 

Lind, E.A. and T.R. Tyler, 1998. The social psychology of procedural justice. New York: Plenum Press. 
Levin, I. and J.P. Stokes, 1989). Dispositional approach to job satisfaction: Role of negative effectivity. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 74: 752-758. 
Loscocco, K.A.,1989. The interplay of personal and job characteristics in determining work commitment. Social 

Science Research, 18: 370-394. 
Martin, J., 1981. Relative deprivation: A theory of distributive justice for an era of shrinking resources, in CLL 

and BM Staw (eds). Research in Organizational Behavior, CT: JAI Press.  
Mathieu, J.E. & D.M Zajac, 1990. A review and meta-analysis of the antecedents, correlates and consequences 

of organizational commitment. Psychological Bulletin, 108: 171-194. 



730 
Adv. in Nat. Appl. Sci., 6(6): 723-730, 2012 
 

 

Milkovich, G.T. and J.M. Newman, 2005. Compensation management. 8th Ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Mowday, R.T., L.W. Porter and R.M Steers, 1982. Employees organizational linkages: The psychology of 

commitment, absenteeism and turnover. New York: Academic Press. 
Niehof, B.P and R.H. Moorman, 1993. Justice as a moderator of the relationship between methods of 

monitoring and organizational citizenship behavior. Leadership of Management Journal, 36: 527-556. 
Odom, R.X., W.R. Boxx and M.G Dunn, 1990. Organizational cultures, commitment, satisfaction and cohesion. 

Public Productivity and Management Review, 14: 157-168. 
Oliver, N., 1990. Rewards, investment, alternatives and organizational commitment: Empirical evidence and 

theoretical development. Journal of Occupational Psychology, pp: 2-7. 
Reichers, A.E., 1985. A review and reconceptualization of organizational commitment. Academy of 

Management Review, 10(7): 465-476. 
Rivai, H.A., 2005. An empirical test of the impacts of organizational justice, job satisfaction and commitment 

on turnover intent and organizational citizenship behavior. The Asian Academy of Applied Business, 2: 
278-292. 

Roberts, J.A., K.R. Coulson and L.B. Chonko, 1999. Salespersons perception of equity and justice and their 
impact on organizational commitment and intent to turnover. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 
7(1): 1-16. 

Samad, S., 2005. Mediating effect of organizational commitment on job satisfaction-turnover intentions 
relationship. Academy of Taiwan Business Management Review, 1(2): 1-10. 

Scarpello,V. and F.F. Jones., 1996. Why justice matters in compensation decision making. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 17(3): 285-99. 

Seegmiller, J.P.,1977. Job satisfaction of faculty and staff at the College of Eastern Utah. Unpublished Phd 
dissertation: College of Eastern Utah. 

Sweeney, P.D. and  D.B. McFarlin, 1997. Process and outcome: Gender differences in the assessment of justice. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18(1): 83-98. 

Tremblay, M., B Sire and D.B. Balkin, 2000. The role of organizational justice in pay and employee benefit 
satisfaction and its effects on work attitudes. Group and Organization Management, 25(3): 269-90. 

Weiss, D.J, G.W. David and L.H Lofquist, 1967. Manual for the Mannesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Work 
Adjustment, Industrial Relations Center: University of Minnesota. 

Yoon, J., 1996. Fairness issues and job satisfaction among Korean employees: The significance of status value 
and procedural justice in work orientation. Social Justice Research, 9(2): 121-143. 


