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Abstract

Data obtained from a manufacturing firm and a newspaper firm in India were used to examine the relationship between or-

ganizational politics and procedural justice in three separate studies. Study 1 constructively replicated research on the distinctiveness

of the two constructs. Confirmatory factor analyses in which data from the manufacturing firm served as the development sample

and data from the newspaper firm served as the validation sample demonstrated the distinctiveness of organizational politics and

procedural justice. Study 2 examined the antecedents of the two constructs using data from the manufacturing firm. Structural

equation modeling (SEM) results revealed formalization and participation in decision making to be positively related to procedural

justice but negatively related to organizational politics. Further, authority hierarchy and spatial distance were positively related to

organizational politics but unrelated to procedural justice. Study 3 examined the consequences of the two constructs in terms of task

and contextual performance using data from the newspaper firm. Results of SEM analysis revealed procedural justice but not

organizational politics to be related to task performance and the contextual performance dimensions of interpersonal facilitation

and job dedication.

� 2004 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
Inherent in the conceptualization of an employment

relationship as one of exchange, is the view of an or-

ganization as a marketplace where employees invest or

exchange resources such as talent and effort, in return

for tangible (e.g., pay) and intangible (e.g., self-esteem)

organizational rewards. For example, Cropanzano and
his associates (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, & Toth,

1997; Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999)

noted that a workplace can be conceptualized as a social

marketplace in which multiple individuals engage in

several transactions each seeking to obtain a favorable

return on their investment. The possibility of receiving a

favorable return on one�s investment is contingent,
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among other factors, on the extent to which organiza-

tional rewards are perceived to be fairly allocated. Two

constructs which are germane to the allocative process

are perceptions of organizational politics and organi-

zational justice particularly, procedural justice.3

As a perceptual phenomenon, organizational politics
‘‘involves an individual�s attribution of self-serving in-

tent, and is defined as an individual�s subjective evalu-

ation about the extent to which the work environment is

characterized by coworkers and supervisors who dem-

onstrate such self-serving behavior’’ (Ferris, Harrell-

Cook, & Dulebohn, 2000, p. 90). Organizational politics
3 We chose to focus on procedural or structural justice rather than

interactional or distributive justice because previous research suggests

that procedural justice is especially relevant to events at the organi-

zational level (Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). Further-

more, our concern to examine structural characteristics that promote

perceptions of fairness in employee–organization exchanges is consis-

tent with the focus of procedural justice on an organization�s
formalized system of rules and guidelines.
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may, therefore, stem from informal behaviors which are
not sanctioned by the organization but which are de-

signed to promote the goals of an individual. In con-

trast, organizational justice describes ‘‘the ways in which

employees determine if they have been treated fairly in

their jobs and the ways in which these determinations

influence other work-related variables’’ (Moorman,

1991, p. 845). As a dimension of organizational justice,

procedural justice describes the fairness of procedures
used in the allocation process (Folger & Greenberg,

1985; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Although organizational

politics and procedural justice have been noted to be

inextricably intertwined (Ambrose & Harland, 1995),

unlike procedural justice, the negative consequences of

organizational politics have been shown to be amelio-

rated by the requisite coping skills (Ferris et al., 1993)

and demographic group membership (Ferris, Frink,
Bhawuk, Zhou, & Gilmore, 1996).

The two constructs have empirically been shown to

be related to myriad organizational outcomes including

performance (Cropanzano et al., 1997; Ferris, Adams,

Kolodinsky, Hochwarter, & Ammeter, 2002; Kacmar &

Baron, 1999; Randall et al., 1999). The demonstrated

outcomes of organizational politics and procedural

justice coupled with the fact that they are underpinned
by the theme of fairness, have precipitated interest in the

extent to which they are conceptually distinct (Andrews

& Kacmar, 2001). The importance of the fairness of

employee exchanges with the organization makes it

necessary to understand the extent to which constructs

that are central to these exchanges are conceptually

distinct. This is particularly so, in view of the fact that

fairness of employee–organization exchanges has been
employed as a framework to explain the motivational

underpinning of employee performance (Podsakoff,

MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Given the im-

plication of organizational politics and procedural jus-

tice for the fairness of employee–organization exchanges

and the evidence linking the two constructs to perfor-

mance, it is unfortunate that research has not yet ex-

amined how they combine to influence employee
performance. Understanding employee performance is a

particularly important undertaking given that discre-

tionary performance has been noted to be critical to

organizational effectiveness in an increasingly competi-

tive marketplace (Katz, 1964; Podsakoff et al., 2000).

The preceding discussion highlights two research ques-

tions: (i) Are organizational politics and procedural

justice distinct constructs? and (ii) How do these con-
structs combine to influence employee performance?

Data obtained from two organizations in India were

used to address these questions.

In spite of the recognition that politics perception is

inherent in organizational life and the universality of

concerns about fairness (Morris & Leung, 2000; Pearce,

Bigley, & Branyiczki, 1998), much of the extant research
(particularly on organizational politics) has focused on
Western, specifically North American samples. Thus,

the extent to which findings in the literature generalize

to nonWestern contexts is an important question which

has not been adequately addressed. Pearce and her as-

sociates� (Pearce, 2001; Pearce, Branyiczki, & Bigley,

2000) distinction between facilitative and nonfacilitative

contexts is a particularly useful one when considered in

the context of fairness in employee–organization ex-
changes. Their distinction is based on the extent to

which major social institutions such as governments and

businesses enforce the rule of law in Weber�s (1947) ra-
tional legal sense.

Following Wade (1981), Pearce (2001) described

India as a nonfacilitative organizational context. While

organizations in India have adopted bureaucracy, the

person-oriented nature of Indian society suggests an
emphasis on particularistic rather than universalistic

treatment of employees. Pearce et al. (2000, p. 150)

noted that in ‘‘. . . . . . particularistic settings, those with

power to hire, reward and fire would be expected to do

so based on certain employee�s personal characteris-

tics.’’ Emphasis on particularism suggests that although

bureaucratic means of formalism and hierarchy are

present, they have been harnessed to particularistic
ends leading to perceptions of lack of fairness in em-

ployee–organization exchanges. Relatedly, Pandey

(1986) noted that manipulative behaviors that have

implications for fairness of employee–organization ex-

changes are more prevalent in developing countries

characterized as they are, by resource scarcity, in-

equality, deprivation, and sociopolitical uncertainty.

Given that much of the extant research has been con-
ducted in the facilitative organizational context of

North America, the question arises as to whether the

factors that shape perceptions of fairness in employee–

organization exchanges are similar or differ in the

context of a particularistic, developing country such as

India. Globalization and the resulting need to manage

a multi-cultural workforce suggest a practical concern

in understanding how employees in different cultural
contexts perceive fairness in employee–organization

exchanges and the implications of such perceptions for

their job performance.
Examining the distinctiveness of organizational politics

and procedural justice

We sought to establish the distinctiveness of organi-

zational politics and procedural justice by examining

their relationship and antecedents. In this section, we

provide a brief discussion of the two constructs followed

by a review of the literature, and a formal statement of

the hypotheses linking the antecedents to the two con-

structs.
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Organizational politics

To facilitate a programmatic research on organiza-

tional politics, Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1989) identified

two streams of research: (a) the nature of actual political

behavior, types of tactics and strategies, and their con-

sequences and (b) perceptions of politics in work envi-

ronments by individual employees, the antecedents of

such perceptions and their consequences. Although
these two streams of research are implicitly interrelated,

it is only in recent times that research has examined how

perceptions of politics and political behavior might be

interrelated (Ferris et al., 2000; Harrell-Cook, Ferris, &

Dulebohn, 1999). Our focus in this study is on percep-

tions of politics in work environments. Examining per-

ceptions of politics is important because as Gandz and

Murray (1980) suggest, organizational politics ought to
be conceived of as a subjective evaluation rather than an

objective state. This is because it is the cognitive evalu-

ation of perceptions of events that influence people�s
reactions and the outcomes of those reactions (Lewin,

1936).

As a means of getting things done in organizations, a

mechanism for resolving conflicts outside of the formal

bureaucratic structure (Morgan, 1996; Pfeffer, 1992),
politics may have positive consequences. However,

politics is generally viewed as a potentially negative ac-

tivity. This is because research evidence indicates that

when asked to describe political behavior, respondents

typically list self-serving and manipulative activities that

are negatively evaluated (Drory & Romm, 1988; Gandz

& Murray, 1980; Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick, &

Mayes, 1980; Vigoda, 2001). From this perspective,
politics is considered a self-serving interpersonal influ-

ence behavior, not formally sanctioned by the organi-

zation and designed to maximize self-interest at the

expense of others (Mintzberg, 1985). Perceptions of

politics may stem from informal behaviors which are not

sanctioned by the organization but which are designed

to promote the goals of the individual thereby creating

an organizational politics climate.

Procedural justice

Operating within a structural framework, Leventhal

and his associates� (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal, Karuza,

& Fry, 1980) focus on reward allocation decisions ex-

tended the notion of procedural justice into nonlegal

contexts such as organizational settings. They identified
six procedural rules against which fairness of procedures

may be evaluated. These rules are (a) consistency rule—

allocation procedures should be consistent across per-

sons and over time; (b) bias suppression rule—personal

self-interest in the allocation process should be pre-

vented; (c) accuracy rule—decisions must be based on

accurate information; (d) correctability rule—opportu-
nities must exist to enable decisions to be modified; (e)
representativeness rule—the allocation process must

represent the concerns of all recipients, and (f) ethicality

rule—allocations must be based on prevailing moral and

ethical standards. Procedural justice is, therefore, con-

cerned primarily with the extent to which structural

features of decision making (allocation process) facili-

tate employee voice, appropriateness of criteria, and the

accuracy of the information used to arrive at a deci-
sional outcome (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002).

To the extent these structural features minimize indi-

vidual influence in the allocation process, they bear re-

markable similarity to the ‘‘meritocratic principles of

universalism and impersonal decision making that We-

ber (1947) associated with bureaucracy’’ (Pearce et al.,

1998, p. 375).
Antecedents of organizational politics and procedural

justice

Employee–organization exchanges take place within

a social context and for that reason, some organiza-

tional structures may enhance the likelihood of fair ex-

changes than others. What then are the characteristics of
organizations that promote fair and unfair exchanges?

Sheppard, Lewicki, and Minton (1993) suggested that

systemically fair organizations are characterized by

participation and an emphasis on due process. This is

consistent with Pearce and her associates� distinction
between facilitative and nonfacilitative organizational

contexts on the basis of the extent to which they pro-

mote the rule of law. While the implications of the or-
ganization�s context on employee–organization

exchanges has long informed research on the anteced-

ents of perceptions of politics (Ferris et al., 2002; Kac-

mar & Baron, 1999), it has only recently, informed

research on the antecedents of procedural justice

(Schminke, Ambrose, & Cropanzano, 2000; Schminke,

Cropanzano, & Rupp, 2002). For example, Schminke et

al. (2000, p. 301) noted that ‘‘as purposively constructed
social systems, organizations provide the environmental

context in which fair and unfair interactions inspire. To

neglect structural attributes is to neglect the setting in

which fair and unfair interactions inspire.’’

Although we recognize a multitude of antecedents of

perceptions of organizational politics and procedural

justice, we focused on structural antecedents because of

their implications for the rule of law in organizational
contexts. Antecedents examined in this study are for-

malization, centralization, and spatial distance. A limi-

tation of the extant research on politics perceptions is the

failure to address the issue of level of analysis, which may

threaten statistical conclusion validity. Ferris et al. (2000,

p. 215) noted that researchers have measured individuals�
perceptions of formalization and centralization at the
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group level, which reduces these constructs to an indi-
vidual�s perception of group-level phenomena. Accord-

ingly, we treated formalization and centralization as

group-level variables.

Formalization

Formalization describes the extent to which organi-

zations attempt to achieve uniformity and standardiza-
tion in job behavior and system operation through rules,

regulations, procedures, and policies (Pugh, Hickson,

Hinings, & Turner, 1968). Highly formalized structures

should constrain individual discretion and facilitate the

application of universalistic principles to the treatment

of employees leading to perceptions of a within-orga-

nization �rule of law.� Previous research has reported a

positive relationship between formalization and proce-
dural justice (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001; Schminke

et al., 2002). In contrast, formalization has been

reported to be negatively related to perceptions of or-

ganizational politics (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001; Ferris

et al., 1996; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992). This is because

rules and procedures that promote consistent or uni-

versalistic treatment of employees in highly formalized

structures eliminate uncertainty and opportunities for
the particularistic treatment of employees, thereby

minimizing perceptions of organizational politics.

Hypothesis 1. A higher level of formalization will be

positively related to procedural justice but negatively

related to perceptions of organizational politics.

Centralization

Centralization describes the extent to which decision-

making authority is centralized in a single point in the

organization. Following Schminke et al. (2000), we ex-

amined the two components of centralization identified

by Hage and Aiken (1967). These are participation in

decision making and authority hierarchy. Participation

in decision making describes the relative concentration
of decision-making power with regard to policy making

such as issues relating to hiring, promotion, and for-

mulating departmental policies. Authority hierarchy on

the other hand, describes the relative concentration of

decision-making power with regard to task performance

or task-related autonomy. A low degree of participation

in decision making and a high degree of authority

hierarchy indicate a highly centralized structure. Schm-
inke et al. (2000) reported participation in decision-

making power to be positively related to procedural

justice and authority hierarchy to be negatively related

to procedural justice.

With the exception of Parker, Dipboye, and Jackson

(1995) who reported a negative relationship between

centralization and perceptions of organizational politics,
a highly centralized structure has consistently been re-
ported to be positively related to organizational politics

(Andrews & Kacmar, 2001; Ferris et al., 1996; Kacmar,

Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999; Valle & Perrew�e,
2000). A low degree of participation in decision making

(high centralization) will be positively related to per-

ceptions of organizational politics. Lack of input into

decision making in highly centralized structures reduces

perceptions of control leading to increased levels of
perceptions of organizational politics. Although as a

component of a centralized structure, authority hierar-

chy has not been examined as an antecedent of organi-

zational politics, task autonomy, a conceptually similar

construct, has been shown to be negatively related to

perceptions of organizational politics (Ferris & Kacmar,

1992, Study 1). Task autonomy describes a reduced

concentration of decision-making power with regard to
performing tasks (Schminke et al., 2000, p. 296). The

sense of personal control that stems from task auton-

omy should minimize perceptions of organizational

politics.

Hypothesis 2a. Higher levels of participation in decision

making (highly decentralized structure) will be positively

related to procedural justice but negatively related to
organizational politics.

Hypothesis 2b. Higher levels of authority hierarchy

(highly centralized structure) will be negatively related

to procedural justice but positively related to organiza-

tional politics.

Spatial distance

Spatial distance describes dyadic distance in the su-

pervisor–subordinate relationship. It is reflected by a

general perception of the amount of interaction on a

day-to-day basis between a supervisor and a subordinate

(Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Napier & Ferris, 1993). Spatial

distance will be positively related to perceptions of or-

ganizational politics. This is because it will limit
frequency of supervisor–subordinate interactions pre-

cipitating an inadequate understanding of the basis of

supervisor decisions that affect subordinates. The un-

certainty and ambiguity that such a situation engenders

may be minimized by the subordinate�s proactive use of
supervisor-focused influence behaviors. Ferris, Judge,

Rowland, and Fitzgibbons (1994), however, reported

the effectiveness of supervisor-focused influence behav-
iors to be contingent on the subordinate�s proximity to

the supervisor. For subordinates in a spatially distant

relationship with the supervisor, the ineffectiveness of

such behaviors will exacerbate ambiguity and uncer-

tainty in the organizational environment leading to

perceptions of organizational politics. In contrast, we

expect spatial distance to be unrelated to perceptions of
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procedural justice. This is because procedural justice
facilitates the consistent treatment of employees re-

gardless of spatial distance and by implication, fre-

quency of supervisor–subordinate interactions. Based

on the preceding discussion we hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3. Spatial distance will be positively related

to organizational politics but unrelated to procedural

justice.
Performance consequences of organizational politics and

procedural justice

Having theoretically demonstrated the distinctiveness

of organizational politics and procedural justice in an

Indian context, we then, sought to examine their con-
sequences in terms of employee task and contextual

performance. In this section, we provide a conceptual

discussion of employee performance and a review of

the literature relating these constructs to the outcome

variables.

Recognition of employees as a competitive resource

(Pfeffer, 1994) has given renewed impetus to organiza-

tional scholars� perennial interest in understanding em-
ployee behaviors particularly those that are

discretionary but contribute to organizational effective-

ness (Katz, 1964). This has become important in view of

the uncertain and dynamic environments in which or-

ganizations operate making it difficult to specify be-

haviors that are needed or desired of employees.

Campbell�s (1990) proposition that job performance

comprises not only tasks but interpersonal and moti-
vational components has contributed to a better con-

ceptualization of the performance construct.

Researchers now distinguish between core tasks and

contextual performance as two dimensions of employee

performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Conway,

1999; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997; Van Scotter

& Motowidlo, 1996).

Task performance describes job-specific behaviors
including core job responsibilities that are directly

related to the organization�s technical core. Contextual

performance on the other hand, describes a set of

interpersonal and volitional behaviors that support the

social and motivational context in which organiza-

tional work is accomplished. It has been shown to

have two facets—interpersonal facilitation and job

dedication. Interpersonal facilitation describes inter-
personally oriented behaviors that contribute to or-

ganizational goal accomplishment and include

encouraging cooperation, consideration of others, and

building and mending relationships. Job dedication on

the other hand, describes �self-disciplined motivated

acts such as working hard, taking initiative, and fol-

lowing rules to support organizational objectives� (Van
Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996, p. 525). Both types of
performance have been posited to contribute to or-

ganizational effectiveness. While task performance

contributes directly through the production of goods

and services, contextual performance improves the

context in which the technical core is embedded

(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Borman, White, &

Dorsey, 1995; Katz, 1964).

In view of the conceptualization of the employment
relationship as one of exchange, organizational

scholars have explained employee performance in

terms of the fairness of an employee�s exchanges with

his/her organization. Because they are both under-

pinned by the theme of fairness, perceptions of politics

and procedural justice have been shown to influence

performance (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Ferris

et al., 2002; Witt, Kacmar, Carlson, & Zivnuska,
2002).

From a social marketplace perspective (Cropanzano

et al., 1997), political environments make for risky en-

vironments as there is no way of assuring the safety of

one�s investment in terms of time and effort. Accord-

ingly, employees may be disinclined to invest in such an

organizational environment. Perceptions of organiza-

tional politics have been shown to be related to neglect
(Vigoda, 2001), and both interpersonal facilitation and

job dedication facets of contextual performance (Witt

et al., 2002). We, therefore, expect perceptions of orga-

nizational politics to be negatively related to task and

contextual performance. In addition to the social mar-

ketplace explanation, Witt et al. (2002) explicated the

negative influence of perceptions of organizational pol-

itics on contextual performance in terms of individuals
immersing themselves in their work and, therefore, not

interacting with coworkers beyond what is minimally

required.

Based on the extant literature (Cohen-Charash &

Spector, 2001), we expect procedural justice to be posi-

tively related to task and contextual performance.

Fairness in employee–organization exchanges will lead

employees to perceive the work environment as less
risky and will consequently, develop confidence in the

safety of their investment of time and effort. Addition-

ally and from a group value perspective (Lind & Earley,

1991), procedural justice communicates to employees

that they are valued by the organization. This creates an

environment in which task and contextual performance

occur.

Hypothesis 4a. Organizational politics will be negatively

related to task performance, interpersonal facilitation,

and job dedication.

Hypothesis 4b. Procedural justice will be positively

related to task performance, interpersonal facilitation,

and job dedication.
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Method

Overview of the studies

Based on data obtained from a manufacturing firm

and a newspaper firm in India, the studies reported in

this paper assessed the distinctiveness of organizational

politics and procedural justice by examining their rela-

tionship and antecedents. In Study 1, we used data from
both samples to examine the discriminant validity of

organizational politics and procedural justice. Specifi-

cally, data from the manufacturing sample were used as

the development sample and the confirmatory factor

analysis (CFA) results provided a basis for modifying

the measurement model. Then data from the newspaper

sample were used to cross-validate the modified model.

In Study 2, we used data from the manufacturing sample
to examine the antecedents of organizational politics

and procedural justice. Study 3 examined the conse-

quences of organizational politics and procedural justice

using data from the newspaper sample. The conse-

quences were defined in terms of task performance and

the interpersonal facilitation and job dedication facets of

contextual performance.

Study 1

In this study, we examined the distinctiveness of the

constructs of organizational politics and procedural

justice with two samples, the manufacturing company

sample and newspaper company sample.

Sample 1 and procedure (manufacturing firm)

Respondents in this sample were employees of a large

marble manufacturing company in India. Work groups

constitute the basic unit of work organization in the

participating organization. Each work group was

headed by a supervisor and it ranges in size from 5 to 15

employees. Work groups operating within the same

department tend to be sequentially interdependent. The

survey coordinator was requested to randomly select
four employees from each work group and to ensure

that the work groups were representative of the partic-

ipating organization�s workflow. Questionnaires were

distributed to 280 employees representing 70 work

groups. Attached to each questionnaire was a cover

letter that explained the objective of the study, assured

respondents of the confidentiality of their responses, and

informed them of the voluntary nature of participation
in the study. Because of the emotive nature of issues

relating to the organizational marketplace, respondents

were told that the study aimed to examine the influence

of organizational design factors on their work-related

experiences. Completed questionnaires were returned

in sealed envelopes to a designated box in the human

resources department.
Of the 280 questionnaires distributed, 223 completed
questionnaires were returned representing a 79.6% re-

sponse rate. We deleted 12 cases from four work groups

in which respondents� ratings on the three unit level

variables were below the recommended interrater

agreement coefficient (IRC) of .70 (see Aggregation of

individual level data described in Study 2). The data for

this study were based on responses from 211 employees

representing 66 work groups. Seventy-one percent of
respondents were men. In terms of the age composition

of the sample, 52.6% were in the below 30 years of age

bracket, 37.5% in the 30–40 age bracket, 7.7% in the 41–

50 age bracket, and 1.4% in the over 50 age bracket.

Respondents reported a mean organizational tenure of

3.4 years, 40% had obtained university education and

represented a mix of production, technical, and admin-

istrative employees.

Sample 2 and procedure (newspaper firm)

Respondents in this sample were employees of a re-

gional newspaper located in northern India. Separate

surveys were sent to respondents and their immediate

supervisors. Supervisor surveys contained task and con-

textual performance while subordinate surveys contained

measures of perceptions of organizational politics, pro-
cedural justice, and other variables not relevant to the

purposes of this study. The supervisor surveys contained

the code for both the supervisor and the subordinate,

whereas the subordinate surveys contained only the sub-

ordinate code. A cover letter that explained the objective

of the survey, assured respondents of the voluntary nature

of participation in the survey, and confidentiality of their

responses was attached to each survey.
Surveys were distributed to 260 subordinates and 65

supervisors representing a subordinate–supervisor ratio

of 4:1. In other words, one supervisor evaluated four

subordinates� task and contextual performance. Com-

pleted surveys were obtained from 213 subordinates and

58 supervisors, respectively. Deletion of respondents

with excessive missing data and/or could not be matched

to supervisors resulted in a sample size of 203 subordi-
nates and 55 supervisors. The majority of the subordi-

nate respondents (83.0%) were men. In terms of age

composition of the sample, 53.5% were in the under 30

age bracket, 37.2% in the 30–40 age bracket, 8.1% in the

41–50 age bracket, and 1.2% in the over 50 age bracket.

Respondents reported a mean organizational tenure of

3.5 years, over 74.7% had obtained university education,

and were in administrative and professional positions.
The supervisors reported an average age of 38 years

(SD¼ 9.50) and were predominantly men (90.8%). They

reported a mean organizational tenure of 3.79 years with

over 63.5% having obtained university education. In

terms of position in the managerial hierarchy, 39.9%

were in middle, 52.6% in senior, and 7.5% in top level

management positions.
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Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, response options ranged

from (1) �strongly disagree� to (5) �strongly agree.�
Procedural justice. A 7-item scale developed by

Moorman (1991) was used to measure procedural jus-

tice. Sample items are ‘‘My present organization has

procedures designed to generate standards so that de-

cisions could be made with consistency’’ and ‘‘My

present organization has procedures designed to provide
useful feedback regarding a decision and its implemen-

tation.’’ The scale�s a reliability in Sample 1 is .83 and

.90 in Sample 2.

Organizational politics. An 8-item shortened version

of a scale developed by Kacmar and Ferris (1991) was

used to measure organizational politics. Sample items

are ‘‘Favoritism rather than merit determines who gets

ahead in this organization,’’ and ‘‘The stated pay and
promotion policies have nothing to do with how pay

raises and promotions are determined.’’ The scale�s a
reliability in Sample 1 is .75 and .80 in Sample 2.

Assessing discriminant validity

To assess the discriminant validity of the two con-

structs, we performed three separate CFAs with data

from Sample 1 as the development sample and data
from Sample 2 as the validation sample. Results of the

CFA based on Sample 1 showed that the v2 value for the
2-factor model (v2 ¼ 229:98, df¼ 89, p < :01) was sig-

nificantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 292:16, Ddf ¼ 1, p < :01) than

that for the 1-factor model (v2 ¼ 522:14, df¼ 90,

p < :01). Additionally, all the fit indices showed a better

fit for the 2-factor model (TLI¼ .89, CFI¼ .90,

RMSEA¼ .09) than the 1-factor model (TLI¼ .65;
CFI¼ .70, RMSEA¼ .19). However, the fit indices for

the 2-factor model indicates a good fit. A close inspec-

tion of the CFA results revealed the standardized

loading for one of the items of organizational politics

was unacceptably low (.27) and was deleted. After de-

leting that item, we conducted another CFA based on

data from Sample 1. The CFA results provided support

for a 2-factor model of the organizational politics and
procedural justice constructs. The v2 value for the 2-

factor model (v2 ¼ 182:42, df¼ 76, p < :01) was signifi-
cantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 127:43, Ddf ¼ 1, p < :01) than that

for the 1-factor model (v2 ¼ 309:85, df¼ 77, p < :01).
Further, the fit indices showed a better fit for the 2-

factor model (TLI¼ .91, CFI¼ .93, RMSEA¼ .07) rel-

ative to the 1-factor model (TLI¼ .81, CFI¼ .84,

RMSEA¼ .13).
The CFA results based on data from Sample 2 that

served as the validation sample provided support for a

2-factor model indicating the distinctiveness of the or-

ganizational politics and procedural justice constructs.

The v2 value for the 2-factor model (v2 ¼ 137:34,
df¼ 76, p < :01) was significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 242:16,
Ddf ¼ 1, p < :01) than that for the 1-factor model
(v2 ¼ 379:50, df¼ 77, p < :01). Further, the fit indices
showed a better fit for the 2-factor model (TLI¼ .96,

CFI¼ .97, RMSEA¼ .06) relative to the 1-factor model

(TLI¼ .82, CFI¼ .85, RMSEA¼ .17). Based on these

CFA results, we used a 7-item scale to measure orga-

nizational politics in the two subsequent studies. The .75

a reliability of the organizational politics scale in Sample

1 and .80 in Sample 2 are comparable to previous re-

search that also used a shortened organizational politics
scale. For example, Parker et al. (1995) reported an a
reliability of .76 and Vigoda (2001), an a reliability of

.79.

Study 2

In this study, we examined the antecedents of orga-

nizational politics and procedural justice with Sample 1.

Measures

In addition to the organizational politics and proce-

dural justice measures reported in Study 1, we measured

the following variables:

Formalization. A 6-item scale developed by Podsakoff

and MacKenzie (1994) was used to measure formaliza-

tion. Response options ranged from (1) �not at all ac-
curate� to (5) �accurate to a large extent.� Sample items

are ‘‘Clear written goals and objectives exist for my job’’

and ‘‘Written rules and guidelines exist to direct my

work efforts.’’ The scale�s a reliability in this study is .87.

Centralization. Two dimensions of centralization–hi-

erarchy of authority and participation in decision

making were measured using scales developed by Hage

and Aiken (1967).
Hierarchy of authority. A 5-item scale with response

options ranging from (1) �definitely false� to (4) �defi-
nitely true� was used to measure hierarchy of authority.

Sample items are ‘‘A person who wants to make his/her

own decisions would be quickly discouraged’’ and

‘‘There can be little action here until a supervisor ap-

proves a decision.’’ The scale�s a reliability is .70.

Participation in decision making. A 4-item scale with
response options ranging from (1) �never� to (5) �always�
was used to measure participation in decision making.

Sample items are ‘‘How frequently do you actually

participate in the decision to hire new staff?’’ and ‘‘How

frequently do you participate in decisions on the adop-

tion of new programs?’’ The scale�s a reliability in this

study is .79.

Spatial distance. A 4-item scale developed by Pod-
sakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, and William (1993) was

used to measure spatial distance. Sample items are ‘‘The

nature of my job is such that my immediate supervisor is

seldom around me when I�m working’’ and ‘‘On my job,

my most important tasks take place away from where

my immediate supervisor is located.’’ The scale�s a reli-

ability in this study is .70.
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Aggregation of individual level data

Data for all the measures were obtained at the indi-

vidual level. However, formalization, authority, and

participation reflect organizational level variables. In

order to make the level of the data consistent with the

level of the theory, we aggregated data for these three

measures to the organizational or group level. A major

condition for aggregation of data from individual to

group level is interrater agreement (George & James,
1993; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). We tested for

interrater agreement using the interrater agreement co-

efficient (IRC) developed by James et al. (1984). They

recommended an IRC of .70 as an indicator of interrater

agreement. However, of the 70 work groups, four had

an IRC below .70 so they were dropped from further

analysis. Across the 66 work groups that constituted our

sample, the IRC for formalization ranged from .73 to
.93, for hierarchy of authority ranged from .71 to .91,

and for participation in decision making ranged from

.74 to .95.

Data analysis

First, we conducted a CFA to examine the distinc-

tiveness of organizational politics and procedural justice,

and their hypothesized structural antecedents of formal-
ization, hierarchy of authority, participation in decision

making, and spatial distance. Second, the hypotheses

were tested with structural equation modeling (SEM)

using LISREL 8 (J€oreskog & S€orbom, 1996). Given the

small sample relative to the measurement items, we em-

ployed procedures recommended in the extant literature

(Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994; Brooke, Russell, & Price,

1988) to reduce the number of items by creating two in-
dicators for each construct. On the basis of factor analysis

results, the items with the highest and lowest loadings for

each construct were combined first, followed by items

with the next highest and lowest loadings until all the

items for each construct had been assigned to an indica-
Fig. 1. Structural equation modeling results for Study 2. Note. v2 ¼ 77
tor. In addition to the paths shown in Fig. 1, the model
freely estimated the covariances among the latent exog-

enous variables and the residuals of the latent endoge-

nous variables. To assess model fit, we used the overall v2

model measure, the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI, Tucker &

Lewis, 1973), the comparative fit index (CFI, Bentler,

1990) and the root mean square error of approximation

(RMSEA, Browne & Cudeck, 1993).

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis. The CFA results provided

support for the hypothesized 6-factor model indicating

the distinctiveness of the six constructs. The v2 value for
the 6-factor model (v2 ¼ 77:00, df¼ 39, p < :01) was

significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 77:90, Ddf ¼ 5, p < :01) than
that for the 5-factor model 1 (combining the two di-

mensions of centralization, hierarchy of authority, and
participation in decision making; v2 ¼ 154:90, df¼ 44,

p < :01), significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 69:44, Ddf ¼ 5,

p < :01) than the 5-factor model 2 (combining organi-

zational politics and procedural justice; v2 ¼ 146:44,
df¼ 44, p < :01), and significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 305:17,
Ddf ¼ 15, p < :01) than the 1-factor model

(v2 ¼ 382:17, df¼ 54, p < :01). Further, the fit indices

showed a better fit for the 6-factor model (TLI¼ .90,
CFI¼ .94, RMSEA¼ .06) relative to the 5-factor model

1 (TLI¼ .77, CFI¼ .84, RMSEA¼ .10), the 5-factor

model 2 (TLI¼ .75, CFI¼ .83, RMSEA¼ .11), and the

1-factor model (TLI¼ .39, CFI¼ .50, RMSEA¼ .17).

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and zero-

order correlations among the study variables. As shown,

organizational politics was negatively related to proce-

dural justice (r ¼ �:38, p < :01). Further, formalization,
hierarchy of authority, participation in decision making,

and spatial distance were all related to organizational

politics while only formalization and participation in

decision making were related to procedural justice.
:00, df¼ 39 (p < :01); TLI¼ .90, CFI¼ .94, and RMSEA¼ .06.



Table 1

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for Study 2

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Formalization 3.22 .69 [.87]

2. Hierarchy of authority 2.51 .45 ).13 [.70]

3. Participation in decision making 2.52 .78 .39�� ).07 [.79]

4. Spatial distance 2.78 .52 .06 ).12 .03 [.70]

5. Procedural justice 3.57 .52 .40�� ).08 .27�� .10 [.83]

6. Organizational politics 2.70 .58 ).29�� .35�� ).26�� .22�� ).38�� [.75]

Note. N ¼ 211. Figures in parentheses are a reliabilities.
** p < :01.
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Tests of hypotheses. Fig. 1 presents the standardized

LISREL estimates for the hypothesized antecedents of

organizational politics and procedural justice. As shown

in that figure, formalization (b ¼ �:18, p < :05), par-

ticipation in decision making (b ¼ �:21, p < :05), hier-
archy of authority (b ¼ :34, p < :01), and spatial

distance (b ¼ :28, p < :01) were all related to organiza-

tional politics. However, only formalization (b ¼ :30,
p < :01) and participation in decision making (b ¼ :18,
p < :05) were related to procedural justice. Thus, with

the exception of the hypothesized influence of hierarchy

of authority (Hypothesis 2b) and spatial distance (Hy-

pothesis 3) on procedural justice, all the hypothesized

relationships received support. The fit indices revealed

an acceptable fit of the model to the data (v2 ¼ 77:00,
df¼ 39, p < :01; TLI¼ .90; CFI¼ .94; RMSEA ¼ .06)

Study 3

In this study, we examined the consequences of orga-

nizational politics and procedural justice with Sample 2.

Measures

In addition to the organizational politics and proce-
dural justice measures reported in Study 1, we measured

the following variables:

Task performance. Supervisors rated the task perfor-

mance of their subordinates with a 6-item abbreviated

version of a scale by Tsui, Pearce, Porter, and Tripoli

(1997). Sample items are ‘‘This employee�s quality of

work is much higher than average’’ and ‘‘This em-

ployee�s standards of work quality are higher than the
formal standards for his/her job.’’ The scale�s a reli-

ability in this study is .84.

Contextual performance. Supervisors rated the con-

textual performance of their subordinates using a

15-item scale by Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994).

Response options ranged from (1) �not at all likely� to (5)

�extremely likely.� Following the stem ‘‘While perform-

ing his/her job, how likely is it that this employee
would,’’ the supervisor indicated the likelihood of a

subordinate to ‘‘. . . . . . talk to others before taking ac-

tions that might affect them?’’ (interpersonal facilita-

tion), and ‘‘. . . . . . ask for a challenging work
assignment?’’ and ‘‘. . . . . . take the initiative to solve a

work problem?’’ (job dedication).

To test the assumption of independence among the

performance ratings that each supervisor provided for

multiple (2–4) subordinates, we followed Dansereau,

Alutto, and Yammarino (1984), and conducted a within

and between analysis (WABA). The E-ratios (tests of

practical significance) for each measure were all less than
1.0 (ranging from .78 to .83) suggesting that variation

within groups was significantly greater than variation

between groups. Second, adjusted F test (tests of sta-

tistical significance) was computed for each measure,

and none was statistically significant. Together, the

WABA results supported the assumption of indepen-

dence for all three measures and the appropriateness of

conducting the analysis at the individual rather than the
group level.

Data analysis

Following Anderson and Gerbing�s (1988) recom-

mendation, a two-step procedure involving CFA and

SEM was employed to test our hypotheses. In the first

step, we conducted a CFA to examine the distinctiveness

of organizational politics, procedural justice and the
performance measures of task performance, interper-

sonal facilitation, and job dedication. In the second step,

we tested the hypothesized influence of organizational

politics and procedural justice on the performance

measures with SEM using LISREL 8 (J€oreskog &

S€orbom, 1996). Given the small sample relative to the

measurement items, we employed procedures recom-

mended in the extant literature (Bagozzi & Heatherton,
1994; Brooke et al., 1988) to reduce the number of items

by creating two indicators for each construct. On the

basis of factor analysis results, the items with the highest

and lowest loadings for each construct were combined

first, followed by items with the next highest and lowest

loadings until all the items for each construct had been

assigned to an indicator. In addition to the paths shown

in Fig. 2, the model freely estimated the covariances
among the latent exogenous variables and the residuals

of the latent endogenous variables. To assess model fit,

we used the overall v2 model measure, the Tucker–Lewis

Index (TLI, Tucker & Lewis, 1973), the comparative fit
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index (CFI, Bentler, 1990) and the root mean square

error of approximation (RMSEA, Browne & Cudeck,
1993).

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis. The results of the CFA

provided support for a 5-factor model indicating the

distinctiveness of the constructs studied. The v2 value for
the 5-factor model (v2 ¼ 63:26, df¼ 25, p < :01) was

significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 49:39, Ddf ¼ 4, p < :01) than
that for the 4-factor model 1 (combining organizational

politics and procedural justice; v2 ¼ 112:65, df¼ 29,

p < :01), significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 17:59, Ddf ¼ 4,

p < :01) than the 4-factor model 2 (combining inter-

personal facilitation and job dedication; v2 ¼ 80:85,
df¼ 29, p < :01), and significantly lower (Dv2 ¼ 257:49,
Ddf ¼ 10, p < :01) than the 1-factor model

(v2 ¼ 320:75, df¼ 35, p < :01). Further, the fit indices
showed a better fit for the 5-factor model (TLI¼ .94,

CFI¼ .97, RMSEA¼ .08) relative to the 4-factor model

1 (TLI¼ .89, CFI¼ .93, RMSEA¼ .11), the 4-factor

model 2 (TLI¼ .93, CFI¼ .96, RMSEA ¼ .10), and the

1-factor model (TLI¼ .69, CFI¼ .76, RMSEA¼ .20).

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and zero-or-

der correlations of the variables studied. As shown in that

table, organizational politics and procedural justice were
related to the work outcomes in the expected direction.
Table 2

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for Study 3

Variables Mean SD 1

1. Organizational politics 2.75 .62 [.80

2. Procedural justice 3.47 .65 ).33
3. Task performance 3.57 .56 ).15
4. Interpersonal facilitation 3.52 .53 ).20
5. Job dedication 3.60 .59 ).17

Note. N ¼ 176. Figures in parentheses are a reliabilities.
* p < :05.
** p < :01.
Test of hypotheses. Fig. 2 presents the SEM results that

examined the hypothesized influence of organizational
politics and procedural justice on the outcomes of task

performance, and the interpersonal facilitation and job

dedication dimensions of contextual performance. As

shown in that figure, procedural justice was related to

task performance (b ¼ :34, p < :01), interpersonal fa-

cilitation (b ¼ :20, p < :01), and job dedication (b ¼ :35,
p < :01) providing support for Hypothesis 4b. However,

Hypothesis 4a did not receive support as organizational
politics was unrelated to any of the performance mea-

sures. The v2 value of 63.26 (df¼ 25) and the fit indices

(TLI¼ .94; CFI¼ .97; RMSEA¼ .08) indicate an ade-

quate fit of the model to the data. The differential in-

fluence of organizational politics and procedural justice

on the performance measures provide yet another evi-

dence of the distinctiveness of the two constructs.
Discussion

The conceptualization of the employment relation-

ship as one of exchange makes the fairness of employee

rewards a critical motivational underpinning of work

attitudes and behaviors. Two intertwined constructs

that are germane to the fairness of rewards employees
obtain from the organizational marketplace are orga-

nizational politics and procedural justice. Based on data
2 3 4 5

]
�� [.90]
� .33�� [.84]
�� .30�� .51�� [.83]
� .32�� .66�� .67�� [.87]
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obtained from two organizations (manufacturing and
newspaper) in India, this paper reports the findings of

three separate studies that examined the relationship

between these two constructs. Study 1 assessed the re-

lationship between organizational politics and proce-

dural justice using data from both samples. Study 2

examined the antecedents of organizational politics and

procedural justice with data from the manufacturing

sample. Study 3 examined the consequences of organi-
zational politics and procedural in terms of task and

contextual performance with data from the newspaper

sample.

The CFA results from Study 1 provided evidence of

the discriminant validity of organizational politics and

procedural justice. Modifications of the measures of

organizational politics and procedural justice based on

data from the manufacturing sample were validated
with data from the newspaper sample. Given that our

findings were based on a separate development and

validation sample, these findings should reinforce con-

fidence in previous research that reported organizational

politics and procedural justice to be distinct constructs

(Andrews & Kacmar, 2001). Pertaining to the structural

antecedents, formalization and participation in decision

making were positively related to procedural justice but
negatively related to organizational politics. Formal-

ization facilitates due—process and rule—constrained

practices which lead to increased perceptions of proce-

dural justice (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001). This is because

formalization encourages consistent treatment of em-

ployees considered a defining attribute of the level of

bureaucratization (Pearce et al., 1998). Because of the

consistent treatment of employees that formalization
fosters, it eliminates uncertainty and ambiguity leading

to decreased perceptions of organizational politics.

Similar to Schminke and his colleagues� (2000, 2002)

findings, participation in decision making or decentral-

izing power related to task was related to procedural

justice. However, contrary to their findings, ours re-

vealed hierarchy of authority or decentralizing decision

making related to departmental policies or procedures
to be unrelated to procedural justice. This pattern of

findings underlines the crucially important role of con-

trol over day-to-day tasks that task-related participation

engenders in perceptions of procedural justice.

As predicted, our findings revealed the two dimen-

sions of centralization to be related to organizational

politics but in opposite directions. Participation in task-

related decisions was negatively related to perceptions of
organizational politics. Prior research has reported the

conceptually similar construct of task autonomy to be

negatively related to organizational politics (Ferris &

Kacmar, 1992). This relationship is explicable in terms

of the empowering potential of participation in task-

related decisions leading to reduced perceptions of or-

ganizational politics. The positive influence of hierarchy
of authority is consistent with the reported influence of
centralization on organizational politics (Andrews &

Kacmar, 2001; Valle & Perrew�e, 2000). Unlike task-re-

lated decisions, decisions involving departmental poli-

cies and procedures may be characterized by uncertainty

and disagreements due to the absence of clear, objective

criteria thereby precipitating increased perceptions of

organizational politics (Gandz & Murray, 1980).

Consistent with our prediction, spatial distance was
related to organizational politics in the predicted direc-

tion but unrelated to procedural justice. Being involved

in a spatially distant relationship with the supervisor

may cause an employee to lack understanding of deci-

sions made by the supervisor leading to increased per-

ceptions of organizational politics. Given that much

research has shown span of control, a conceptually

similar construct to be unrelated to organizational pol-
itics (Kacmar & Baron, 1999; Valle & Perrew�e, 2000),
future research should examine spatial distance rather

than span of control as an antecedent of organizational

politics.

Study 2 was partially motivated by a concern to ex-

amine multi-level issues in research on the antecedents

of organizational politics, the neglect of which may

threaten statistical conclusion validity. Our findings in-
dicate that the influence of formalization on politics

perceptions was consistent with findings of research that

reduced structural antecedents to individual level phe-

nomena (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001; Valle & Perrew�e,
2000). This, however, does not diminish the purported

threat to statistical conclusion validity. Future research

should, therefore, respond to Ferris et al.�s (2002) call

and examine multiple level antecedent conditions on the
individual�s perceptions of politics. Additionally, future

research should examine the two dimensions of cen-

tralization since they were found to be related to politics

perceptions in opposite directions.

The SEM analysis that examined the consequences of

organizational politics and procedural justice provided

mixed support for our propositions. While procedural

justice was related to all the performance measures
contrary to previous findings, organizational politics

was unrelated to task performance (Ferris et al., 2002)

and the interpersonal facilitation and job dedication

facets of contextual performance (Witt et al., 2002). It is

worth noting that previous research that reported or-

ganizational politics to be related to the performance

measures examined here did not control for procedural

justice (Cropanzano et al., 1997). Our findings suggest
that procedural justice might mediate the relationship

between organizational politics and these performance

dimensions. Indeed, organizational politics has been

posited to decrease perceptions of procedural justice

(Ambrose & Harland, 1995; Dulebohn, 1997). Given the

cross-sectional data, we were unable to examine the

causal status of the relationship between organizational
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politics and procedural justice. Future research with
longitudinal data should examine the possibility of

procedural justice mediating the influence of organiza-

tional politics on the performance measures examined

here. A steady stream of research has reported proce-

dural justice to be related to both in-role and citizenship

behaviors (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt,

Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). The influence of

procedural justice on work performance is explicable in
terms of group value theory and social exchange. Op-

erating within a social exchange perspective, Organ

(1990) argued that procedural justice suggests that an

organization can be trusted to protect the interests of its

employees. This engenders an obligation on the part of

employees to reciprocate fair employee–organization

exchanges with behaviors that promote organizational

effectiveness.
The findings reported here have both theoretical and

practical implications. Theoretically, this study has

provided evidence for the generalizability of the dis-

tinctiveness of organizational politics and procedural

justice, two key constructs that underpin employee–or-

ganization exchanges to a nonWestern context. Further,

although these constructs have generated separate re-

search streams, our findings indicate that they could be
combined to provide better insights into the motiva-

tional underpinnings of employee work performance. A

direction for future research suggested by our findings is

the need to examine, preferably using a cross-national

sample with longitudinal data, an integrated model of

the influence of organizational structure on employee

perceptions of fairness of exchanges with the organiza-

tion which in turn, influence their work-related behav-
iors (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Ferris et al., 2002). A

practical implication of the antecedents of organiza-

tional politics and procedural justice examined here re-

lates to the design of the social context of work in order

to facilitate fair exchange of resources at the organiza-

tional marketplace. Essentially, the social context of

work could be designed in accordance with the purpo-

sive, meritocratic, and universalistic objectives of We-
ber�s (1947) ideal type bureaucracy. Instead of the

dysfunctional consequences of bureaucratic rigidity

particularly in the increasingly unpredictable environ-

ment of today�s organizations, emphasis should be

placed on organizational practices that promote uni-

versalistic principles (Pearce et al., 2000) which in turn,

engender fairness in employee–organization exchanges.

Indeed, Schminke et al. (2002) also alluded to how the
constitution or design of large bureaucratic organiza-

tions can impact on employee work lives through the

fairness of their exchanges with these organizations.

The findings and their implications are tempered by

the limitations of this study. First, the cross-sectional

methodology constrains the extent to which cause–effect

relations can be inferred from our findings. Second, both
organizational politics and procedural justice were
based on self-reports. However, the modest correlations

between these variables and the results of the factor

analyses suggest that our findings are substantive and

not entirely attributable to method variance. Third, al-

though our findings resonate with those reported in the

extant Western literature, we are unsure whether politics

perceptions and procedural justice have the same con-

notations in India as they do, for example, in the United
States. Relatedly, although the abbreviated scales used

to measure politics perceptions and task performance

showed acceptable a reliabilities, their validity is un-

known. Future research should consider using Kacmar

and Carlson�s (1997) more recent and refined scale of

organizational politics perceptions. Lastly, given the

generally young sample, we urge caution when com-

paring our results to those in the extant literature as we
were unable to ascertain the extent to which our findings

are applicable to an older sample.
Conclusion

The results of the factor analyses and the differential

influence of the antecedents on organizational politics
and procedural justice indicate the generalizability of the

demonstrated distinctiveness of these constructs to In-

dia, a developing country. Further, results of the SEM

analysis that examined the consequences of organiza-

tional politics and procedural justice coupled with

findings in the extant literature provide preliminary ev-

idence of a possible mediating influence of procedural

justice on the relationship between organizational poli-
tics and the performance measures of task performance,

interpersonal facilitation, and job dedication. Given the

importance of fairness as a motivational underpinning

of employee work performance, an important task for

management is to design organizational structures that

engender fairness in employee–organization exchanges.
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