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Abstract 

The study examines the role that affective organizational commitment plays in determining 

consequences of procedural justice within the framework of Kuwaiti culture. Our theory 

postulates that perception of fairness of organizational rules and procedures leads to the 

development of social exchange relationships between employees and their organization, which 

result in higher confidence in the organization, citizenship behavior, and compliance with 

policies. Results of data analysis supported our hypothesis i.e. affective commitment was found 

to have significant impact on the consequences of procedural justice. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Organizational justice has been the focal point of research for the past four decades (see 

Konovsky, 2000, Colquitt, Conlin, Wesson, and Porter & Ng, 2001 for literature reviews). 

Employees’ perceptions of justice have been found to be strong predictors of important 

outcomes such as job satisfaction, pay satisfaction, organizational commitment and turnover 

intentions (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng, 2001). 

Researchers identified three types organizational justice: distributive justice, procedural justice 

and interactional justice. The initial research on organizational justice focused on distributive 

justice – the perceived fairness of outcomes employees receive (Adams, 1965). Research 

findings indicate that dissatisfaction with outcomes such as pay and benefits is related to 

employees” feeling of inequity (DeConinck and Stilwell, 2004; Folger and Konovsky, 1989).  
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Procedural justice refers to justice of the processes that lead to decision outcome (Leventhal, 

1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Focusing on dispute reactions to legal procedures, Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) advanced two criteria for procedural justice: (1) the ability voice one’s views and 

arguments during a procedure (process control), and (2) the ability to influence the actual 

outcome itself (decision control). These control based procedural justice criteria have received 

robust support in the existing literature (Lind & Tyler, 1988).Interactional justice reflects the 

degree to which people are treated with politeness, dignity, and respect by authorities and third 

parties involved in executing procedures or determining outcomes (Colquitt, 2001). While 

interactional justice is directed toward the supervisor, procedural justice and distributive justice 

are directed toward the organization (Colquitt et al., 2001). 

Research findings show that the three components of organizational justice are separate 

in their relationships to employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2001). Procedural 

justice was found to be associated with work outcomes like organizational commitment and 

organizational citizenship behavior, while distributive was found to be associated with distinct 

work outcomes such as wage and promotions (Colquitt et al.,2001; Cohen-Charash and 

Spector, 2001). 

Previous research on procedural justice has focused on identifying determinates and 

consequences of procedural justice. The current study investigates the moderating role that 

affective commitment plays in the relationships between organizational justice and work 

outcomes. 

 

PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT 

Organizational commitment refers to an employee’s belief in and acceptance of an 

organization’s goals and values, a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization, and a 

desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979).  

Individuals form positive attitudes and psychological attachments with an organization, which 

postulates in an active relationship between employees and their organization (Mowday et al., 

1979). Many scholars have differentiated between continuance, affective, and normative 

organizational commitments (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Affective commitment is led by feelings of 

self-determination, intrinsic motivation, continuance and normative behavior involve feelings of 

pressure, and obligation to be attached (Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004). 

To explain why procedural justice may affect organizational commitment we invoke the 

social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Social exchange refers to the relationships that entail 

unspecified future obligations. Social exchange relationships are based on individuals’ trusting 

that the other parties to the exchange will fairly discharge their obligations in the end. According 
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to this theory, people seek to reciprocate those who benefit them, given certain conditions. To 

the extent that their psychological attachment or commitment to an organization is based on 

receiving something of perceived value, such as procedural justice, people may seek to 

reciprocate that benefit (e.g., O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Therefore, procedural justice may be 

associated with organizational commitment because an employee’s general perception that an 

organization is fair to him or her may prompt the employee to reciprocate with increased 

organizational commitment. Based on the previous discussion, the following hypothesis will be 

tested: 

Hypothesis 1: Perceptions of procedural justice will be positively related to affective 

commitment. 

 

PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND WORK OUTCOMES 

Procedural Justice and OCB 

Lind and Earley (1991) suggested that independent relationship between procedural justice and 

OCB can be explained using group value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988). The 

group value model suggests that an employee sees procedures as fair to the extent that they 

communicate that the employee is respected and valued member of a work group. Allowing 

employees greater input (voice) into procedures increases perceptions of the fairness of those 

procedures because not only employees’ having voice may influence the fairness of the 

distribution of rewards, but also because their having the opportunity to express their opinions 

and feelings demonstrates that the group considers their output is of value. Lind and Early 

(1991) suggested that OCB occurs in organizations when there is a strong emphasis on group 

concerns and cognitions. Such an emphasis often motivates employees to maximize group 

rather than individual rewards. Employees may therefore use OCB to support and maintain the 

group and seek ways to improve its health and welfare.  

 A variety of studies has found a robust relationship between perceptions of procedural 

justice and OCB. For example, Fahr, Podsakoff, and Organ (1990) found that procedural justice 

accounts for unique variance with respect to altruism dimension of OCB. Parallel results were 

obtained by Moorman (1991) who found a positive relationship between procedural justice and 

four OCB dimensions, their results were further supported by the findings of Niehoff and 

Moorman (1993).  

 Organizational commitment is frequently cited as antecedent of OCB (Schappe, 1998; 

Schaubroeck & Ganster, 1991; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky, 2002, Ngunia, 

Sleegers,& Denessen, 2006). It is argued that committed employees are more likely to engage 

in behaviors that enhance their value and support the organization. Thus, a positive relationship 
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between organizational commitment and OCB is reasonable. Organizational commitment is the 

strength of an individual’s identification and involvement in a particular organization as 

characterized by a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values (value 

commitment) along with a readiness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization 

and to remain a member (commitment to stay) (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979; Angle & 

Perry,1983). In light of the previous discussion, the following hypothesis is stated 

Hypothesis 2: Perceptions of procedural justice will be positively related to OCB. 

Hypothesis 3: Affective commitment will mediate the relationship between procedural justice 

and OCB. 

 

Procedural and Organizational Trust 

Luhman (1979) was the first to demonstrate that a meaningful differences exist between 

interpersonal trust (as measured by trust in co-worker and trust in supervisor), and 

organizational trust (as measured by overall trust in the organization). Interpersonal trust is 

defined as one party’s willingness to depend on the other party with a feeling of relative security 

even though negative consequences are possible (McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998). 

Interpersonal trust was found to be significantly related to a number of work related variables, 

such as the quality of communication, performance, citizenship behavior, problem solving, and 

cooperation (Korsgaard, Brodt, and Whitener, 2002). 

            Organizational trust is mostly related to individuals’ positive expectations about the intent 

and behaviours of multiple organizational members based on organizational roles, relationships, 

experiences, and interdependencies (Shockley- Zalabak, Ellis, & Winogrand, 2000).  

Organizational trust is conceptualized as comprising the following four dimensions: (a) 

competence (ability, expertness), (b) integrity (character, credibility, honesty, openness, 

truthfulness), (c) benevolence (care, concern, altruism accessibility, availability, 

cooperativeness), and (d) consistency (reliability, dependability, predictability) (Kaneshiro, 

2008). In this current work, organizational trust is viewed, as “employee’s willingness to be 

vulnerable to the actions of the organization, whose behavior he or she cannot control” (Tan & 

Lim, 2009). 

     Trust and organizational justice are two essential element of social exchange theory (Blue, 

1964). The reciprocal interaction between the parties involved in an exchange relationships 

leads to the formation of trust between them (Homans, 1958). Greenberg (1990) found that a 

negative relationship exist between employee’s perception on injustice of the performance 

appraisal system and their trust in the organization and its representatives. Research findings 

indicate that employee’s perception of fairness is associated with organizational trust (Aryee, 
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Budhwar, and Cgen, 2002). When employees perceive they had been treated in a just manner 

and given a voice in the performance appraisal process (procedural justice), a degree of trust 

will develop. Research findings also indicate that organizational commitment is positively 

associated with both procedural justice and organizational trust (Honarvar, Honarvar, 

&Gholizadeh, 2015). We suggest that procedural justice effect organizational trust via 

organizational commitment. Based on exchange theory (Blue 1964), employee’s perception of 

procedural prompt her to reciprocate with organizational commitment, which will in turn 

positively influence her affective commitment to the organization. Hence,  

Hypothesis4:  Perceptions of procedural justice will be positively related to organizational trust. 

Hypothesis 5: Affective commitment will mediate the relationship between procedural justice 

and organizational trust. 

 

Procedural and Organizational and adherence to rules 

The social exchange theory (Organ, 1988) provides an explanation of why procedural justice 

may be positively related to adherence to rules. As we noted earlier, social exchange refers to 

the relationships that entail unspecified future obligations (Konovosky & Pugh, 1994). Social 

exchange relationships are based on employees’ trusting that the other parties of the exchange 

will fairly discharge their obligations in the end (Holmes, 1981).  

 Procedural justice may be related to adherence to rules because employees’ perception 

of fairness of organizational rules and procedures leads to the development of social exchange 

relationships between employees and their organization (Organ, 1988). Based on the norm of 

reciprocity (Gouldener, 1960), when employees perceive that their organization is treating them 

fairly, social exchange relationship dictate that employees reciprocate, and adherence to 

organizational rules and policies is one likely avenue for employee reciprocation.  

Previous research findings provide a great deal of evidence on the positive association 

between procedural justice and organizational commitment (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin 

& Sweeny, 1992; and Sweeny & McFarlin, 1993). Meyer and Allen (1991) indicate that affective 

commitment normally inspires employees to behave properly in the organization. Therefore, it is 

expected that affective commitment be positively associated to adherence to rules. Based on 

the previous discussion we expect affective commitment to moderate the relationship between 

organizational commitment and adherence to rules. Thus 

Hypothesis 6: Perceptions of procedural justice will be positively related to adherence to rules. 

Hypothesis 7: Affective commitment will mediate the relationship between Procedural justice 

and adherence to rules. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Participants and Procedures 

This study was conducted in nine business organizations in the State of Kuwait. The data were 

collected using self-administered questionnaires. A convenient sample of 267 employees, 

working in supervisory and non-supervisory positions, was selected. The survey methodology 

yielded a response rate (N= 212). Out of total participants, 54.2 % were male, 84 % were 40 

years or younger, 76 % had worked for the organization 10 years or less, and the entire sample 

consisted of Arab employees. (See Table 1 for details). 

 

Table 1. Characteristics of the Sample (N=212) 

 Frequency Percent 

Gender:                 male 

                             female 

115 

97 

54.2 

45.8 

Nationality:            Kuwaiti 

                             non-Kuwaiti 

152 

60 

71.7 

28.3 

Tenure (yrs.)          less than 5  

                             5 to 10  

                             11 to 15  

                             more than 15 

95 

67 

32 

18 

44.8 

31.6 

15.1 

8.5 

Age (yrs.)              less than 30 

                             30 to 40 

                             41 to 50 

                             more than 50 

108 

70 

28 

6 

50.9 

33.0 

13.2 

2.8 

 

To ensure respondents’ objectivity, the surveys were anonymous. Subjects were promised to 

keep their personal information confidential. A random code was assigned to each survey 

questionnaire for follow-up purposes. Subjects were promised that the survey list and numbers 

would be destroyed after completion of the study.   

Since most of the respondents did not have a good command of English, the 

questionnaire was administered in English and in Arabic. In order to check consistency between 

the English version and the Arabic versions of the questionnaire, the process of back-translation 

was used.  

 

Measures 

Since most of the respondents did not have a good command of English, the questionnaire was 

administered in Arabic. In order to check consistency between the English and Arabic versions 

of the questionnaire, the process of back-translation was used. 
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Adherence to rules 

Adherence to rules was measured using a four-item scale developed by Tyler and Blader 

(2005). The scale measures compliance with organizational policy (e.g. how often do you follow 

the policies established by your supervisor). Participants were asked to respond using a six-

point scale (1) never to (6) very often.  The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for this scale was 0.89 

 

Organizational citizenship behavior 

Organizational citizenship behavior directed to the organization (OCBO) was measured by four-

item scale from Lee and Allen (2002). Participants responded using a five-point Likert-type scale 

with anchors (1) never to (5) always. A sample item from the OCBO scale is, “Take action to 

protect the organization from potential problems” and “offer ideas to improve the functioning of 

the organization”. The Cronbach for OCBO was 0.85. 

 

Affective Organizational commitment 

Affective organizational commitment was measured with a four-item scale derived from Allen 

and Meyer’s (1990) study. The items were: (1) I feel personally attached to my organization; (2) 

I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization; (3) I am proud to tell others I work at my 

organization; (4) Working at my organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 

Ratings were made on a five-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 5 

(“strongly agree”). The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for this four-item scale was 0.88. 

 

Organizational trust (OT)          

Organizational trust was measured using five-items from the organizational trust scale 

developed by Tan and Lim (2009) and Gillespie (2003). Illustrative items are: “I would be 

comfortable allowing the organization to make decisions that directly impact me, even in my 

absence”; “I am willing to rely on the organization to represent my work accurately to others”. 

Ratings were made on a five-point Likert type scale that ranged from 1 (“Strongly disagree) to 5 

(“strongly agree”). The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for this three-item scale was 0.75. 

 

Procedural justice (PJ) 

Procedural justice was measured with a four-item scale derived from a scale developed by 

Niehoff and Moorman (1993) and later used by Zayed (1995). Illustrative items are “job 

decisions are made by the manager in an unbiased manner”, and “employees are allowed to 

challenge or appeal job decisions made by the manager”. Respondents rated their level of 
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agreement with items using a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), to 5 (strongly agree). 

The Cronbach coefficient alpha for this six-item scale was 0.76. 

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Descriptive statistics, reliability tests, rotated factor analysis, multiple response test, non-

parametric tests, correlation analysis, and regression analysis were used to analyze the data in 

this study. The range of possible values, means, and standard deviations of the variables 

analyzed in this paper are reported in Table 2.  

 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics (N=212) 

Variable  Min. Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Adherence to rules 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Affective commitment 

Organizational Trust 

Procedural Justice 

4 

4 

6 

7 

5 

20 

20 

20 

25 

20 

14.75 

16.13 

15.10 

16.25 

14.12 

4.97 

3.79 

3.84 

4.05 

3.34 

 

To ensure the insensitivity of the response to changes in demographical characteristics, non-

parametric tests were conducted to test of significant differences in responses within these 

characteristics. Specifically, given their general potential to inflate or suppress the particular 

outcome variables used in this study (Staines, Pottick, and Fudge 1986), four demographical 

characteristics: gender, nation, tenure, and age were tested. Results in Table 3 show that there 

is a significant difference between Kuwaitis and non-Kuwaitis in terms of affective commitment. 

Affective commitment among Kuwaitis (mean = 112) is higher than non-Kuwaitis (mean = 92).  

The results, reported in Tables 3, reveal that there are no significant differences between 

different categories of gender, tenure, and age in adherence to rules, organizational 

commitment, organizational citizenship behavior OCBO, organizational trust, and procedural 

justice. 

 

Table 3. Results of Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis tests 

 Mann-Whitney 

P-values 

Kruskal-Wallis test 

P-values 

Gender nation Tenure  Age 

Adherence to rules .26 .13 .50  .40 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior .92 .48 .43  .32 

Affective commitment .47 .03 .91  .47 

Organizational Trust .88 .40 .31  .09 

Procedural Justice .16 .61 .59  .59 
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 To study the degree of association between different research variables, measure of 

correlations was computed and tested for significance. Table 4 presents correlations and 

reliability coefficients, where applicable, for all research variables. The results indicate that 

organizational citizenship behavior (OCBO), affective commitment, and procedural justice, and 

organizational trust are significantly associated with adherence to rules.  

 

Table 4. Spearman’s Correlations Coefficients and Reliabilities 

      2      3      4       5 

1. Adherence to rules 

2. OCBO 

3. Commitment 

4. Org. Trust 

5. Procedural Justice 

 

   .34*    .54* 

   .43*                  

   .39* 

  .26* 

  .24* 

   .51* 

   .09 

  .22* 

   .25* 

* Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Table 5. Path coefficients and their significance 

Research Hypotheses Paths Coefficient t-value p-value 

Procedural justice            Organizational Commitment 0.45 5.91 0.00 

Procedural  justice              Organizational Trust                    0.42 4.59 0.00 

Procedural  justice             Organizational Citizenship                     0.25 3.19 0.00 

Procedural  justice               Adherence to Rules                     0.72 9.98 0.00 

 

Figure 1. The casual relationships between procedural justice and work outcomes 

 

 

Figure 1 shows the direct relationships between procedural justice, organizational trust, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and adherence to rules. Hypotheses were tested using 

Adherence to 

rules 

Organizational 

Trust 

Organizational 

citizenship behavior 

Organizational 

Commitment 

Procedural 

Justice 
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Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and path analysis. LISREL computer software was used to 

perform the structural equation analysis applying maximum likelihood method. Data was fitted 

against several competitor models.  The most reasonable model provided GFI (goodness of fit 

index) = 81% and RMR (root mean square residual) = 0.00. Results of path analysis presented 

in Table 5 show a significant direct positive effect of procedural justice on organizational trust, (t 

= 4.59, P = 0.00) organizational citizenship behavior, (t = 3.19, P = 0.00), and adherence to 

rules (t = 9.98, P = 0.00). These results provide support for hypotheses 1, 2, 4, and 6.  

 

Figure 2. The moderating effect between of organizational commitment between procedural 

justice and work outcomes variables and 

 

Table 6. Path coefficients and their significance 

Research Hypotheses Paths Coefficient t-value p-value 

Procedural  justice               Organizational Trust 0.27 3.13 .00 

Procedural   justice           Organizational Citizenship -0.02 -0.27  

Procedural    justice                Adherence to Rules 0.47 7.49 .00 

Procedural   justice             Organizational Commitment 0.29 3.74 .00 

Organizational  Commitment             Organizational  Trust                 0.25 3.02 .00 

Organizational Commitment             Organizational Citizenship 0.52 6.74 .00 

Organizational Commitment                 Adherence to Rules 0.50 8.33 .00 

 

When organizational commitment was included in the structural equation modeling as a 

moderator as illustrated in figure 2, the fitted model provided GFI =85% and RMR=0.00 which 

are considered appropriate to accept the adequacy of the model. Results of path analysis 

presented in Table 4 indicate a significant direct effect of procedural justice on organizational 

commitment (t = -3.74, P = 0.00), organizational trust, (t = 4.59, P = 0.00), (t = 3.19, P = 0.00), 

and adherence to rules (t = 9.98, P = 0.00). Furthermore, results in Table 6 indicate a significant 

effect of organizational commitment on each of the work outcomes as follows: organizational 

Adherence to 

rules 

Organizational 

Trust 

Organizational 

citizenship 

behavior 

Affective 

Commitment 
Procedural 

Justice 
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trust (t = 10.69, P = 0.00), citizenship behavior, (t = -8.01, P = 0.00), and adherence to rules (t = 

11.57, P = 0.00). The results also indicate that procedural justice has no significant direct effect 

on organizational citizenship behavior (t = 10.69, P = 0.00). 

 

Table 7. Direct and indirect effects of Procedural Justice and Work Outcomes 

Research Paths Direct 

Effect 

Indirect 

Effect 

Total 

Effect 

Procedural justice                   Organizational Trust 0.27 0.07 0.35 

Procedural justice                   Organizational Citizenship -0.02 0.15 0.13 

Procedural justice            Adherence to Rules 0.47 0.15 0.62 

Procedural justice              Organizational Commitment 0.29 ------- 0.29 

Organizational Commitment              Organizational Trust 0.25 ------- 0.25 

Organizational Commitment               Organizational Citizenship 0.52 ------- 0.52 

Organizational Commitment                 Adherence to Rules 0.50 ------- 0.50 

 

Results in Table 7 show the direct and indirect effects of procedural justice and organizational 

commitment. The direct paths from procedural justice to organizational trust and adherence to 

rules are statistically significant (p-values <0.05).  However, direct bath from procedural justice 

to organizational citizenship behavior is insignificant (p-values > 0.05). The relationships 

between procedural justice and other endogenous constructs (trust, citizenship behavior, and 

adherence to rules) become strongly significant via organizational commitment (p-values 

=0.000). The results in Tables 7 provide support for the moderating role of organizational 

commitment in the relationships between procedural justice and work outcomes, and thus 

validate research hypotheses 3, 5, 7.   

 

DISCUSSIONS 

The present study establishes a specific model to explain why how procedural justice effects 

work outcomes. Drawing upon the literature of organizational justice and social exchange 

theory, We argue that employees’ perception that they work in fair and just organization triggers 

their sense of belonging and identification that increase their involvement in organizations’ 

activities, their willingness to pursue the organization’s goals, and the desire to remain with the 

organization (affective commitment) (Meyer & Allen 1991).  The current paper also suggests 

that employees’ belief in and acceptance of an organization’s goals and values, willingness to 

exert effort on behalf of the organization, and a desire to maintain membership in the 

organization, are positively related to work outcomes such as organizational trust, organizational 

citizenship behavior, and adherence to rules. The model suggested in our study also includes 



© Muhammad 

Licensed under Creative Common   Page 106 

 

affective commitment as a moderator in the relationships between procedural justice and work 

outcomes. 

Using a sample of employees working in Kuwaiti business organizations, the present 

study provides evidence for the direct and indirect effects of procedural justice on organizational 

trust, organizational citizenship behaviour, and adherence to rules. The results reported in this 

paper show that affective organizational commitment, organizational trust, and procedural 

justice are determinates of adherence to rules. The results indicate that organizational 

commitment moderates the relationships between perceived organizational justice and work 

outcomes.  

The study both confirms and expands the findings reported in previous research. Factors 

like culture (Brockner, Ackerman, Greenberg, Gelfand, Francesco, Chen, Leung, Bierbrauer, 

Gomez, & Kirkman 2001; gender (Greenberg & McCarty, 1990), and organizational commitment 

(Brockner, Tyler, & Cooper-Schneider, 1992) have been shown to moderate justice 

relationships. 

 

MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are a number of important theoretical and practical implications of our research findings. 

The study was first to include organizational commitment as a moderator in the relationship 

between organizational justice and work outcomes, and the results confirm the moderating 

effect of organizational commitment in the relationship between procedural justice and work 

outcomes.    

Our research results also show that employees’ attitudes and behaviorsare influenced 

by perception by fairness in procedures. As part of the practical implications of the present 

study, organizations interested in fostering commitment, trust, citizenship behaviour, and 

adherence to rules, must ensure that their policies and practices reinforce employees’ 

perceptions of procedural justice. Furthermore, levels organizational commitment need to be 

monitored regularly within the organization to make sure that they are within the accepted 

ranges. 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

The current study is not without limitations. First, the cross-sectional research design of the 

study prevents any interpretation of causality among the variables. In spite of the fact that there 

is theoretical and empirical support for the model presented in this paper, one cannot rule out 

alternative explanations for the findings. My suggestions for future research efforts examining 

determinate of adherence to rules is to use longitudinal research designs. In a longitudinal 
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study, it may be possible to observe over time the effect of independent variables on adherence 

to rules. This type of research design will unambiguously determine make it possible to the 

causal effect of independent variables on adherence to rules.   

  Secondly, the use of self-reported data, in testing the model, suggests that the reported 

results could possibly be influenced by method variance, necessitating the deployment of 

controls for various potential biasing effects. 
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