

[image: Cover]



Original Research

Assessing organisational justice as a predictor of job satisfaction and employee engagement in Windhoek

Wesley R. Pieters1,*,[image: symbol]

1Department of Human Sciences, University of Namibia, Namibia

Abstract

Orientation: Working in the service industry with similar products and services requires organisations to be proactive and efficient. Enhancing employees’ levels of organisational justice is likely to influence job satisfaction and employee engagement.

Research purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the dimensions of organisational justice that best predict job satisfaction and employee engagement among employees in Windhoek, Namibia.

Motivation for the study: Poor service delivery is a concern within the service industry and this includes the banks and universities that operate in Windhoek. Having engaged employees is most likely going to improve the quality of service and customer satisfaction.

Research approach/design and method: A cross-sectional survey design was used, employing a questionnaire to collect data on the biographical details, organisational justice, job satisfaction and employee engagement of employees at a bank and university in Windhoek. The sample consisted of employees from a bank, Bank A (n = 106), and administrative staff at a university (n = 97).

Main findings: Significant predictors of employee engagement (work energy) were interpersonal organisational justice and intrinsic job satisfaction. Regarding employee engagement (work focus), intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction were the significant predictors.

Practical/managerial implications: Managers and supervisors need to regularly assess, monitor and enhance employees’ perception of organisational justice, job satisfaction and employee engagement. Improving organisational justice within the workplace is likely to result in an increase in job satisfaction and employee engagement, resulting in increased productivity and customer satisfaction.

Contribution/value-add: The novelty of this study in Namibia will add to already existing knowledge within industrial and organisational psychology, pave the way for future research and guide the development of interventions aimed at keeping employees satisfied and engaged in their work.
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Introduction

Employees working in the service industry may regard their jobs as challenging and exhausting. The manner in which employees or representatives from an organisation interact with clients will have a significant impact on the customers’ experience (Bettencourt & Brown, 1997). Furthermore, the nature of the interaction will also impact on customers’ decision regarding whether to continue making use of the organisation’s service or to look for another service provider. The consequences of poor customer service are related to tertiary institutions and the banking industry.

Ikhide (2000) indicated that banks are critical to a country’s financial sector, and in Namibia they account for half of the country’s financial assets. Considering that Namibia has five banks that offer similar services, it is important to identify how banks can remain competitive while at the same time remaining productive. Competitiveness and productivity are some of the main reasons why organisations go into business. Apart from the different advertising approaches or reduced banking fees, having the most satisfied and engaged workforce will likely add to that competitive advantage. Soltis, Agneessens, Sasovova and Labianca (2013) indicated that organisations are constantly working hard to retain their top talent, especially considering how much money and time is invested in developing employees to levels of effective functioning. Universities, like many other organisations, are faced with increased challenges without the necessary resources to deal with the challenges (Rothmann & Jordaan, 2006). In order to maintain a competitive advantage and to overcome some of the challenges experienced by employees, apart from other positive experiences, these employees need to experience organisational justice.

Organisational justice can be defined as the perception of employees about fairness within the organisation (Greenberg, 2011). This subjective perception can contradict what the employer believes or does in terms of fairness. Organisational justice has different forms, namely distributive, procedural, informational and interpersonal justice. Organisational justice may also be considered to consist of distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Dajani (2015) found that when employees experience organisational justice they are also more likely to experience job satisfaction at the workplace. When employees perceive interactions to be fair at work they are likely to be more satisfied.

Job satisfaction can be regarded as the overall evaluation of employees regarding their jobs, characterised by gratification and positive feelings about their jobs. Job satisfaction can be determined by different components of the job, namely pay, benefits, collegial relations, advancement opportunities or the meaning they experience from doing their jobs (Judge & Nammeyer-Mueller, 2012). Job satisfaction has been investigated as an antecedent or outcome variable.

Sehunoe, Viviers and Mayer (2015) found that when employees experience job satisfaction, they are also more likely to become more engaged in their work. Employee engagement is defined as a positive, motivational state of work-related well-being that is fulfilling and affective (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008). Rothbard and Patil (2012) explained engagement as the psychological presence of an employee in a role. This means that employees who are engaged experience positive emotions and work towards the goals of the organisation, especially if they identify with the specific role. These objectives would include providing quality customer service and ensuring that the objectives of the organisations are met more efficiently.

Rasheed, Khan and Ramzan (2013) indicated that organisational justice is a key factor for enhancing employee engagement within the organisation, and when improving employees’ perception of organisational justice, organisations ultimately also increase their competitive position within the job market. Engaged employees also allow an organisation to achieve significant outcomes within their working environment.

Purpose

A number of studies (Alvi & Abbasi, 2012; Biswas, Varma, & Ramaswami, 2013; Dajani, 2015; Rasheed et al., 2013; Saks, 2006; Strom, Sears, & Kelly, 2013; Tessema, 2014) have been conducted on the relationship between organisational justice and employee engagement, but a limited number, if any, has investigated the predictability of employee engagement by organisational justice. The same has been noted in relation to the relationship between job satisfaction and employee engagement. The researcher did not find any research regarding organisational justice, the relation between organisational justice, job satisfaction and employee engagement, nor has any study been found investigating the predictability of employee engagement by organisational justice or job satisfaction in Namibia. This study aims to investigate these relations but also the predictability of organisational justice and job satisfaction on employee engagement. The aim of this study is equally to replicate the study in different industries, trying to influence the perception of employers, importance and understanding of organisational justice within the world of work.

Literature review

Organisational justice and job satisfaction

As noted earlier, organisational justice comprises of three forms of justice, namely, distributive, procedural and interactional justice (interpersonal and informational justice combined). This study will be defining organisational justice based on the three forms of justice. Distributive justice refers to the perception of fairness by employees in terms of how the outcomes within the organisation are distributed (rewards, recognition, pay). Procedural justice pertains to how fair the procedures are that have been used to determine these outcomes. Interactional justice refers to employees’ perception of fairness in terms of interpersonal treatment they receive from their authority figures within the organisation (Greenberg, 2011).

In a longitudinal study by Kim, Lin and Leung (2015) conducted in Hong Kong on changes regarding the perception of employees about fairness, it was found that distributive justice at Time 1 had a correlation of 0.29 with job satisfaction and 0.53 at Time 2. Procedural justice had correlations of 0.33 at Time 1 and 0.43 at Time 2 with job satisfaction. Interactional justice also had correlations with job satisfaction, 0.27 at Time 1 and 0.46 at Time 2. This indicates that when employers invest time and effort in clarifying and educating employees on the procedures within organisations, communicating the outcomes of decisions and helping employees understand how decisions were reached, they are likely to increase their levels of perceived distributive, procedural and interactional justice. When these levels of perceived justice increase, they are more likely to experience higher levels of job satisfaction in their respective jobs.

Pinikahana and Happell (2004) referred to job satisfaction as a state that is impacted by the employees’ personal characteristics, what they expect from the work and the organisation. In a study on talent management Gelens, Hofmans, Dries and Pepermans (2014) found a positive practical significant relation between job satisfaction and perceived procedural fairness. They also reported a positive practical significant relation between job satisfaction and perceived distributive justice. This means that if employees experience procedural and distributive justice in the organisation, perceiving procedures to be followed fairly and rewards and punishment to be distributed fairly, they are also more likely to experience job satisfaction in the organisation.

Organisational justice was shown to be positively related to job satisfaction in an investigation on employees in Malawi (McAuliffe, Manafa, Maseko, Bowie, & White, 2009). Procedural justice (0.49), distributive justice (0.49), interpersonal justice (0.43) and informational justice (0.51) had a positive relation with job satisfaction (Lawson, Noblet, & Rodwell, 2009). It was further found that distributive and interactional justice significantly influenced job satisfaction (Lopez-Cabarcos, Pinho, & Vazques-Rodriguez, 2014). Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015) conducted research at an academic institution and found that organisational justice was also positively correlated to job satisfaction (0.47). Procedural justice (0.39) and distributive justice (0.51) had significant correlations with job satisfaction among employees working in Canada (Saks, 2006). These findings indicate that when employees perceive organisational justice within the organisation, if rewards and punishment are being distributed fairly, if procedures within the organisation are being followed and if the manner in which supervisors and colleagues interact is collegial, employees are likely to find more pleasure and satisfaction in their jobs. When working for an organisation that is regarded as treating employees fairly, employees are more likely to experience satisfaction in their work.

Considering the literature presenting a link between organisational justice and job satisfaction, the following hypotheses were developed:


Hypothesis 1: Organisational justice has a positive relation with job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2: Organisational justice is a significant predictor of job satisfaction.



Organisational justice and employee engagement

In a study on bank employees conducted in Ethiopia by Tessema (2014), it was found that perceptions of organisational justice positively impacted on employees’ level of engagement. It was further stated that when employees perceive fairness within the organisation they are also more likely to feel obliged to be fair in doing their work, resulting in higher levels of employee engagement. Alvi and Abbasi (2012) also undertook a similar study in Pakistan on banking employees and found distributive (0.56), procedural (0.41) and interactional justice (0.43) to be positively correlated to employee engagement. When employees experience interactional justice, they perceive the manner in which supervisors and colleagues interact with them as fair and just. When you have colleagues and supervisors treating you with the necessary respect and dignity, you are also more likely to want to follow the instructions of such a supervisor or work collectively with these colleagues to achieve your organisational goals, becoming more engaged in the work that you are tasked to do.

In an online survey by Strom et al. (2013), distributive justice (0.44) and procedural justice (0.52) had positive correlations with employee engagement. This indicates that when employees perceive the distribution of rewards and punishment to be done fairly and justly, they are more likely to also become engaged in the work that they do in the organisation. Based on the equity theory of 1963 by Stacey Adams (Al-Zawahreh & Al-Madi, 2012), when employees perceive an imbalance between inputs and outcomes, they are likely to find ways to re-establish equity. This means that when employees are treated unfairly (distributive justice, more punishment or fewer rewards), it is expected that these employees might try to find ways to reduce their inputs to justify the outcomes that they receive.

Conducting research on managers in India, Biswas et al. (2013) found that distributive (0.01) and procedural justice (0.39) showed positive correlations with employee engagement. In a study that set out to determine the antecedents and outcomes of employee engagement in Pakistan, Rasheed et al. (2013) reported that procedural justice (0.26) correlated positively with job engagement and organisational engagement (0.47). Distributive justice also had positive correlations with job engagement (0.19) and with organisational engagement (0.27). In an analysis of the antecedents and outcomes of employee engagement Saks (2006) found a positive correlation between procedural justice and job engagement (0.25) and organisational engagement (0.41). Distributive justice was also positively related to job engagement (0.22) and organisational engagement (0.33). In another study on employee engagement, Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015) found that organisational justice was positively related to employee engagement (0.53). Similarly, Dajani (2015) conducted research within the Egyptian banking sector and also found organisational justice to be positively correlated to employee engagement (0.44). When employees perceive the procedures used to determine outcomes as fair, meaning that the way or manner in which decisions within the organisations are made seems to be in line with organisational procedure, employees are more likely to become engaged in the work that they do in the organisation.

Based on the aforementioned literature on the link between organisational justice and employee engagement, the following hypotheses were developed:


Hypothesis 3: Organisational justice has a positive relation with employee engagement.

Hypothesis 4: Organisational justice is a significant predictor of employee engagement.



Job satisfaction and employee engagement

Bakker et al. (2008) indicated that employee engagement is characterised by vigour (high levels of energy in executing work tasks), dedication (remaining focused on completing the task even when it becomes challenging) and absorption (being able to work for long periods of time while being actively involved). Harter, Schmidt and Hayes (2002) indicated that job satisfaction and employee engagement are related to meaningful business outcomes, and in order for the business to be successful and productive, it must first impact on individual-level constructs.

Saks (2006) found that job satisfaction is positively related to job engagement (0.52) and organisational engagement (0.57). The same positive correlation was found between job satisfaction and employee engagement (0.43) (Brunetto, Teo, Shacklock, & Farr-Wharton, 2012). Job satisfaction was also proven to have a positive correlation with vigour (0.44), dedication (0.50) and absorption (0.35) (Sehunoe et al., 2015). It was further noted that job satisfaction and employee engagement are strong predictors of organisational commitment (affective commitment). This indicates that when employees are satisfied in their jobs they are more likely to become engaged in their work and are more likely to want to remain with the organisation. Rothmann (2008) found that extrinsic satisfaction had a positive correlation with vigour (0.20) and dedication (0.21); intrinsic satisfaction also correlated positively with vigour (0.16) and dedication (0.23). Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015) have shown that job satisfaction is an outcome of employee engagement.

Based on the aforementioned literature discussing the relation between employee engagement and job satisfaction, the following hypotheses were developed:


Hypothesis 5: Job satisfaction is positively related to employee engagement.

Hypothesis 6: Job satisfaction is a significant predictor of employee engagement.



Method

Research approach

Making use of a questionnaire, a cross-sectional research design was used to collect data on the biographical variables of employees, organisational justice, job satisfaction and employee engagement (Creswell, 2003). Research assistants approached institutions that provided a service to customers and these institutions provided approval to conduct the research. These organisations were approached at random and research was only conducted where and when approval was granted.

Participants

Making use of convenience sampling, participants who were fluent in English were included from a bank and a university in Windhoek, Namibia. From Bank A, 106 participants (52.2%) and 97 participants from the university (47.8%) took part in the study. In total, 240 questionnaires were distributed and 203 completed questionnaires were returned. The distribution between males and females was fairly even with 45.3% males (n = 92) and 54.7% females (n = 111). The larger group in terms of age is of participants between the ages of 24 and 30 years (n = 85, 41.9%), with only five participants in the age category of 51 and older (2.5%). The participants had worked for approximately 1–2 years (n = 56, 27.6%), and 12 participants (5.9%) had worked for 7–8 years. Looking at marital status, 69.5% (n = 141) of the participants were single, 26.6% (n = 54) were married and 3.9% (n = 8) were divorced. Regarding qualifications, 91 participants (44.8%) had completed Grade 12 and 0.5% (n = 1) had obtained post-doctoral qualifications. Regarding the number of dependents, 90 (44.3%) had no dependents and only 1.5% (n = 3) had 5–6 dependents. The remainder of the biographical information is presented in Table 1.
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Measuring instruments

Biographical information was collected using a questionnaire developed by the researcher to get information regarding the participants’ sex, age, marital status, qualifications, tenure and dependents within the two organisations.

Organisational justice was measured using the organisational justice measure developed by Colquitt (2001) measuring procedural, distributive, interpersonal and informational justice. This instrument measures procedural justice by using seven items (‘to what extent have those procedures been free from bias?’), four items measuring distributive justice (‘to what extent is your [outcome] justified, given your performance?’), interpersonal justice being measured by four items (‘to what extent has he/she treated you with dignity?’), with informational justice being measured by five items (‘to what extent has he/she communicated details in a timely manner?’). This instrument is a self-report questionnaire making use of a Likert-scale response format ranging from 1 (to a very small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). Cronbach’s alphas of 0.86 and 0.90 were also recorded for procedural justice and interpersonal justice, respectively, indicating the reliability of this instrument.

Employee engagement was measured using the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale developed by Schaufeli, Bakker and Salanova (2006), making use of 17 items measuring vigour (‘I am bursting with energy in my work’), dedication (‘I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose’) and absorption (‘time flies when I am working’). This is a self-report questionnaire with responses ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (every day), having reported Cronbach’s alphas of 0.70 (Simons & Buitendach, 2013).

Job satisfaction was measured using the Revised Minnesota Job Satisfaction Questionnaire developed by Weiss, Dawis, England and Lofquist (1967). The instrument measures intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction (‘the working conditions’, ‘the praise I get for doing a good job’). This is also a self-report questionnaire with response items ranging between ‘very dissatisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’. Pieters (2015) reported Cronbach’s alphas ranging between 0.70 and 0.77 for autonomy, social, advancement and intrinsic job satisfaction.

Design

Research assistants were employed to help in conducting the study, and permission to conduct the study was obtained from the participating bank and university. Participants were individually approached for permission to participate in the study. An information sheet and a consent form were distributed, and informed consent was then granted on an individual basis. The data were analysed using SPSS; no participants were harmed during the research; participants’ information was anonymised and kept confidential. Furthermore, participants were in no way disadvantaged if deciding not to participate or to withdraw from the study. The questionnaires are kept in a safe place for safety and future consideration.

Analysis

Making use of SPSS version 24.0 (SPSS, 2016) the data were analysed. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (α) were used to determine the internal consistency of the measuring instruments; Pearson correlation coefficients were used to determine the relationship between the variables. Descriptive statistics were also used to describe the means and standard deviations (SDs). Multiple regression analyses were used to investigate whether organisational justice predicted job satisfaction and employee engagement. It was also decided to set the value of significance at 95% confidence interval level (p < 0.05). Effect sizes were used to determine the practical significance of the findings (Steyn, 1999), while a cut-off point of 0.30 (medium effect) was set for the practical significance of the correlation coefficient (Cohen, 1988).

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations

The means, SD, Cronbach’s alpha and correlations were analysed and recorded in Table 2.
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Cronbach’s alphas were obtained on all the measuring instruments and were found to range between 0.68 and 0.86. Resi and Judd (2000) indicated that Cronbach’s alphas between 0.80 and 0.60 are acceptable for research.

Means and SDs were analysed to describe the data. A mean score of 18.00 was recorded for procedural justice and 14.85 for interpersonal justice. As part of job satisfaction, a mean score of 23.71 was recorded for intrinsic job satisfaction and a mean score of 25.44 for extrinsic job satisfaction. For employee engagement, a mean score of 13.75 was recorded for employee engagement (work energy) and a mean score of 15.58 for employee engagement (work focus). It terms of the SD, 4.93 was recorded for procedural justice and 3.37 for interpersonal justice. An SD of 4.02 was recorded for intrinsic job satisfaction and 5.26 for extrinsic job satisfaction. For employee engagement (work energy) an SD of 3.45 was reported and 5.93 for employee engagement (work focus).

Making use of Pearson correlation coefficients, it was found that procedural justice had a positive correlation with interpersonal justice (r = 0.41, p < 0.05; medium effect); with intrinsic job satisfaction (r = 0.35, p < 0.05; medium effect); and with extrinsic job satisfaction (r = 0.44, p < 0.05; medium effect). Interpersonal justice was also found to be positively related to intrinsic job satisfaction (r = 0.41, p < 0.05; medium effect); with extrinsic job satisfaction (r = 0.55, p < 0.05; large effect); supporting Hypothesis 1. Procedural justice had a positive correlation with employee engagement (work energy) (r = 0.22, p < 0.05; statistically significant) and with employee engagement (work focus) (r = 0.37, p < 0.05; medium effect). Interpersonal justice was also found to be positively related to employee engagement (work energy) (r = 0.38, p < 0.05; medium effect) and with employee engagement (work focus) (r = 0.36, p < 0.05; medium effect), thereby supporting Hypothesis 3. Intrinsic job satisfaction correlated positively with employee engagement (work energy) (r = 0.57, p < 0.05; large effect) and with employee engagement (work focus) (r = 0.50, p < 0.05; large effect). Extrinsic job satisfaction also had positive correlation with employee engagement (work energy) (r = 0.40, p < 0.05; medium effect) and with employee engagement (work focus) (r = 0.51, p < 0.05; large effect), hence supporting Hypothesis 5.

Multiple regression analyses

Multiple regression analyses were carried out to test Hypotheses 2, 4 and 6. In the first model, extrinsic job satisfaction was used as the dependent variable, with procedural justice and interpersonal justice as the independent variables in Step 1. The results are reported in Table 3.
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From Table 3 we can see that including procedural justice and interpersonal justice at the first step of the regression analysis produced a statistically significant model (F(2,200) = 56.82; p < 0.00) and accounted for 36% of the variance. It appears that procedural justice (β = 0.26; t = 4.18; p < 0.00) and interpersonal justice (β = 0.45; t = 7.22; p < 0.00) are significant predictors of extrinsic job satisfaction.

Multiple regression analyses were performed in order to identify the significant predictors in relation to the hypotheses of this study. The first model analysed used intrinsic job satisfaction as the dependent variable and procedural justice and interpersonal justice as the independent variables (Model 1). The results are reported in Table 4.
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As can be seen from Table 4, including procedural justice and interpersonal justice at the first step of the regression analysis produced a statistically significant model (F(2,200) = 25.83; p < 0.00) and accounted for 20% of the variance. It appears that procedural justice (β = 0.22; t = 3.20; p < 0.02) and interpersonal justice (β = 0.32; t = 4.55; p < 0.00) are significant predictors of intrinsic job satisfaction.

The first model analysed used employee engagement (work energy) as the dependent variable and procedural justice and interpersonal justice were the independent variables (Model 1). Intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction in Model 2. The results are reported in Table 5.
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As shown in Table 5, including procedural justice and interpersonal justice at the first step of the regression analysis produced a statistically significant model (F(2,200) = 17.96; p < 0.00) and accounted for 14% of the variance. It appears that procedural justice (β = 0.08; t = 1.11; p < 0.27) is not a significant predictor and that interpersonal justice (β = 0.35; t = 4.91; p < 0.00) is a significant predictor of employee engagement (work energy). In the second step of the regression analysis, job satisfaction was entered, and it produced an insignificant model. Job satisfaction being part of the model (F(4,198) = 27.49; p < 0.57) explained an additional 34% of the total variance. Looking at this together with job satisfaction, interpersonal justice (β = 0.16; t = 2.25; p < 0.03) and intrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.47; t = 7.03; p < 0.00) predicted employee engagement (work energy).

Multiple regression analyses were performed. The first model used employee engagement (work focus) as the dependent variable and procedural justice and interpersonal justice as the independent variables (Model 1). Intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction in Model 2. The results are reported in Table 6.
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It can be seen from the data in Table 6 that entry of procedural justice and interpersonal justice at the first step of the regression analysis did not produce a statistically significant model (F(2,200) = 23.80; p < 0.09) and accounted for 18% of the variance. It appears that procedural justice (β = 0.32; t = 3.83; p < 0.00) and interpersonal justice (β = 0.49; t = 3.65; p < 0.00) are significant predictors of employee engagement (work focus). In the second step of the regression analysis, job satisfaction was entered, and it produced a significant model. Job satisfaction being part of the model (F(4,198) = 27.42; p < 0.00) explained an additional 34% of the total variance. Looking at this together with job satisfaction, intrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.30; t = 4.50; p < 0.00) and extrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.29; t = 3.79; p < 0.00) predicted employee engagement (work focus). In summary, it has been shown from this discussion that:


	Procedural justice predicted intrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.22; t = 3.20; p < 0.02), intrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work energy) (β = 0.47; t = 7.03; p < 0.00) and intrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.30; t = 4.50; p < 0.00).

	Procedural justice (β = 0.26; t = 4.18; p < 0.00) predicted extrinsic job satisfaction, and extrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.29; t = 3.79; p < 0.00).

	Procedural justice predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.27; t = 3.83; p < 0.00).

	Interpersonal justice predicted intrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.32; t = 4.55; p < 0.00), intrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work energy) (β = 0.47; t = 7.03; p < 0.00) and intrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.30; t = 4.50; p < 0.00).

	Interpersonal justice predicted extrinsic job satisfaction (β = 0.45; t = 7.22; p < 0.00); extrinsic job satisfaction predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.29; t = 3.79; p < 0.00).

	Interpersonal justice predicted employee engagement (work energy) (β = 0.35; t = 4.91; p < 0.00).

	Interpersonal justice predicted employee engagement (work focus) (β = 0.25; t = 3.65; p < 0.00).



Discussion

Outline of the results

The first hypothesis of this study, organisational justice has a positive relation with job satisfaction, was accepted. Procedural justice had a positive correlation with intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction. Interpersonal justice also had positive correlations with intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction. Interpersonal justice was found to be a stronger predictor of extrinsic job satisfaction and intrinsic job satisfaction over procedural justice, supporting Hypothesis 2. Gelens et al. (2014) also found positive correlations between procedural, distributive justice and job satisfaction. This indicates that when the organisational procedures are followed and applied consistently and fairly, when supervisors and managers treat employees with the necessary respect and dignity, employees are more likely to be satisfied in their jobs.

Several studies, including Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015), Lawson et al. (2009), Lopez-Cabarcos et al. (2014), McAuliffe et al. (2009) and Saks (2006), also found positive correlations between components of organisational justice and job satisfaction. What is interesting to note is that these studies also highlighted the importance of interpersonal justice within the organisation and how it also has a positive correlation with job satisfaction. Once managers or supervisors make a decision, informing employees about how that decision was made and treating them with the necessary respect and dignity enhances interpersonal justice. Another critical component that impacts on job attitudes is the relations supervisors, managers and colleagues have with each other at work. Employees spend 160 hours per month at work, and having negative relations or interactions with colleagues can negatively impact on the levels of job satisfaction.

Procedural justice had a positive correlation with employee engagement (work energy) and with employee engagement (work focus). Interpersonal justice was also found to be positively related to employee engagement (work energy) and with employee engagement (work focus), supporting Hypothesis 3. Tessema (2014) also found similar results and stated that when employees experience fairness and justice within the workplace, they are likely to feel obligated to be fair in doing the work that they are paid for (employee engagement). Interpersonal justice was found to be a significant predictor of work energy (employee engagement), supporting Hypothesis 4 partially. Procedural justice was not found to be a significant predictor of work focus (employee engagement); equally, procedural justice and interpersonal justice were also not found to be significant predictors of work energy (employee engagement). Alvi and Abbasi (2012) found interactional justice to be important in enhancing employees’ levels of engagement in their work. When supervisors and managers treat employees with the necessary respect and dignity (interactional justice), they are more likely to follow and execute instructions from these supervisors and managers (employee engagement). It was also found that distributive justice correlated positively to employee engagement. Considering the equity theory by Stacey Adams in 1963 (Al-Zawahreh & Al-Madi, 2012), when rewards and punishment are not distributed fairly, employees will likely try and find ways to re-establish this imbalance between inputs and outcomes. This means that when supervisors favour certain employees, ensuring that these employees get more rewards and less punishment when compared to other employees, the employees who experience lower levels of distributive injustice will likely become disengaged from their work. This positive correlation between organisational justice and employee engagement was also supported by studies conducted in India (Biswas et al., 2013), Pakistan (Rasheed et al., 2013) and Egypt (Dajani, 2015) and by studies conducted by Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015), Saks (2006) and Strom et al. (2013).

Intrinsic job satisfaction correlated positively with employee engagement (work energy) and with employee engagement (work focus). Extrinsic job satisfaction also had positive correlation with employee engagement (work energy) and with employee engagement (work focus), supporting Hypothesis 5. Intrinsic job satisfaction was found to be a significant predictor for employee engagement (work energy). Intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction were found to be significant predictors of employee engagement (work focus), thereby supporting Hypothesis 6. These findings are also supported by studies conducted by Al-Tit and Hunitie (2015), Brunetto et al. (2012) and Saks (2006). Rothmann (2008) and Sehunoe et al. (2015) found positive correlations between job satisfaction and vigour, dedication and absorption. This means that when employees are satisfied in their jobs they are more likely to become more engaged in the work that they do. They would experience high levels of energy and mental resilience (vigour); they would be more involved in the work that they do, experience pride, inspiration, enthusiasm and feel like they were making a positive contribution in the work that they do (dedication); they would be fully concentrated on, happy and engrossed (taken in) by their work (absorption) (Bakker et al., 2008).

Kim et al. (2015) found that the perception of justice decreases over time especially for newcomers in an organisation. After the honeymoon phase when joining a new organisation, employees perceive lower levels of organisational justice. Resultantly, employers need to clarify unrealistic expectations, establish fair procedures for allocating rewards and improve communication about procedures and decisions made. When employers improve employees’ perception of organisational justice, employees will be more satisfied in their jobs. Overall performance was found to be positively related to distributive justice (0.22) and procedural justice (0.46) (Kassahun, 2005). This supports the importance of organisational justice, indicating how it also impacts on organisational performance.

Brunetto et al. (2012) suggested that possible factors that could influence job satisfaction levels of employees are inadequate supervisory resourcing and support, as well as unrealistic performance targets. This means that when supervisors do not provide the necessary resources and support to employees while having unrealistic work expectations, it could result in employees becoming dissatisfied in their work.

Rothmann and Rothmann (2010) indicated that work role fit was the best predictor of employee engagement. Job resources were also found to be positively related to employee engagement. Organisational support and growth opportunities were the best predictors of vigour, dedication and absorption. It is thus suggested that organisations should put more emphasis on employment practices to ensure that the best-suited candidates are employed in the positions that best fit their abilities and skills. Working in an environment that provides the necessary resources (physical, emotional and cognitive) to execute their duties allows for improved employee engagement. Having policies and work practices in place that support employees, allowing employees to become part of decision-making within the organisation, identifying the needs of the employees and developing career growth paths for advancement (remuneration, promotion and training) also impacts positively on employee engagement.

Practical implications

Managers and organisations need to ensure that when they distribute rewards and punishments, it is done fairly and consistently. It is also important for managers and organisations to apply workplace policies consistently and fairly, giving the same outcomes for the same actions. Gelens et al. (2014), as with this study, found that when employees perceive distributive and procedural justice within the organisation, they are more likely to become more satisfied in their jobs.

Ensuring that employees become more engaged and perceive organisational justice is not a once-off process, but rather one that requires continuous assessment, monitoring and improvement (Kim et al., 2015; Rasheed et al., 2013). It is thus suggested that organisations should monitor employees’ engagement levels regularly and improve where needed. The same can be said about employees’ levels of perceived organisational justice. When employees do not know or understand how and why certain outcomes were reached, they might perceive these outcomes as being unfair even though the organisation is handling procedures fairly and applying workplace policies consistently.

To keep employees satisfied, conduct regular assessments and identify what would make your employees satisfied. The requirements for job satisfaction are not the same for all employees nor for all organisations. Each organisation and employee will have different aspects that satisfy them in their work. Boonzaier, Ficker and Rust (2001) indicated that in order for employees to be motivated and satisfied in their jobs, the jobs need to have five job characteristics. These job characteristics are task identity, the degree to which an employee can identify with a complete or identifiable piece of work, from start to finish; task significance has to do with the degree to which the job has an impact on the lives or work of other people, in the organisation or the external environment. Skill variety refers to the degree to which the employees can use different skills and talents to execute their duties at work. Autonomy can be defined as the degree to which the job allows you to be able to decide, having substantial freedom, independence and discretion in deciding how to execute your duties at work. Feedback refers to the extent to which the job requires you to execute your work with direct and clear information about the effectiveness of your work performance. Job resources and support, opportunities for advancement (Marais, de Klerk, Nel, & de Beer, 2014), supportive colleagues and supervisors (Okediji, Etuk, & Anthony, 2011) and total rewards (Smit, Stanz, & Bussin, 2015) may influence job satisfaction of employees.

In order for businesses to become successful and productive, they need to focus on individual-level constructs such as job satisfaction and employee engagement (Harter et al., 2002). One way of enhancing job satisfaction and employee engagement could be to start with organisational justice. Organisational justice can be enhanced by ensuring that rewards and punishment are distributed fairly within the organisation and ensuring that organisational procedures are followed when making decisions that impact on the employees. Managers and supervisors need to communicate these decisions, but they should ensure that the employees have been educated about these policies and procedures. Another measure could be to ensure that managers and supervisors treat employees with the necessary respect and dignity that would not only enhance employees’ level of job satisfaction but also make employees more engaged in their work.

Limitations

Some of the limitations experienced when conducting this study include limited access to the bank because of gatekeepers. In addition, some questionnaires were not completed in full and were excluded from this study. Data were collected over a period of a few months because of time constraints.

Recommendations

This research has thrown up many questions in need of further investigation. It is therefore recommended that a similar study should be conducted on a long-term basis (longitudinal study) to solidify the findings in this study. Further research could employ a quasi-experimental approach to explore the impact of educating employees about workplace policies and procedures, being informed about the information used to reach certain outcomes to test how organisational justice can be improved with education, information sharing and transparency.

Conclusion

Rasheed et al. (2013) indicated that because employee engagement is such a critical factor for an organisation to achieve significant outcomes, it should be measured, monitored and improved on a regular basis. When enhancing employees’ perception of organisational justice (distributive, procedural and interactional justice), organisations are also enhancing employee engagement within the organisation and improving overall performance (Kassahun, 2005).

Managers need to understand that in order for employees to become more engaged, managers and supervisors need to provide resources and benefits that will motivate employees to want to do more. Some of the factors that might positively influence employees’ level of engagement include organisational justice, job satisfaction, social support and job characteristics (Saks, 2006). It is also critical to note that the same motivating factors might not work for all employees, meaning that organisations need to identify what resources and benefits would make employees more likely to become more engaged in their work.

This study found that procedural justice and interpersonal justice are significant predictors of intrinsic job satisfaction, extrinsic job satisfaction and employee engagement (work energy and work focus). If organisations could introduce measures of addressing organisational justice within the workplace, they would be attending to the employees’ levels of job satisfaction and enhance their levels of engagement, thus resulting in increased productivity and customer satisfaction.
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TABLE 2: Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlation coefficient.
Item Total a 1 2 3 a4 5 6
Mean SD

Organisational justice

1.P) 18.00 493 086 - - - - - -
2. INTI 14.85 337 090 0.41%F - - - - -
Job satisfaction

3. INTIS 23.71 4.02 082 035%F 0.41%F - - - -
4. EXTIS 25.44 5.26 085 0.44%1 0.55¢ 050t - - -
Employee engagement

5. EE (energy) 1375 345 068 022+ 038*F 057t 0.40%F - -
6. EE (focus) 15.58 5.93 0.82 037+ 036*F 0501 0511 0501 -

SD, standard deviation; PJ, procedural justi
(focus), employee engagement (work focus).

a, alpha coefficients.
*, statistically significant: p < 0.05.
+ practically significant correlation (medium effect): 0.30 < r < 0.49; 1, practically significant correlation (large effect): 7> 0.50.

; INTJ. interpersonal justice; INTJS, intrinsic job satisfaction; EXTIS, intrinsic job satisfaction; EE (energy), employee engagement (work energy); EE
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TABLE 3: Multiple regression analysis with extrinsic job satisfaction being the dependant variable and procedural justice and interpersonal justice the independent

variables.

Model Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients t r F R AR?
B SE

(Constant) 10.10 147 = 6.88 0.00 56.82 0.36 0.36

Procedural justice 0.28 0.07 0.26 418 0.00%* = = =

Interpersonal justice 0.70 0.10 0.45 22 0.00** = = =

1, test; p, probability value; F, overall significance; R?, percentage variance explained; AR?, change in percentage variance explained; B, regression coefficient; SE, standard error.

Dependent variable: extrinsic job satisfaction.
* »<0.05; ** p<0.01.
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TABLE 1: Biographical details of sample (n = 203).

Item Category Frequency Percentage
Sex Male 2 453
Female 11 54.7
Age (in years) 18-23 35 172
24-30 85 419
31-35 32 15.8
36-40 21 103
41-45 17 84
46-50 8 39
51and older 5 25
Marital status Single 141 69.5
Married 54 266
Divorced 8 39
Qualification Grade 12 91 448
Honours degree 84 414
MA degree 24 11.8
PhD 3 15
Post-doctoral 1 05
Tenure Less than 1 year 36 177
1-2 years 56 276
3-4years 43 2I%)
5-6 years 25 123
7-8 years 12 59
9 years and more 31 153
Dependents None % 443
12 78 384
34 32 15.8
56 3 15
Organisation Bank A 106 478
University 97 47.8
Total 203 100.0
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TABLE 6: Multiple regression analysis with employee engagement (work focus) being the dependent variable and procedural justice, interpersonal justice, intrinsic job

satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction the independent variables.

Model Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients r AR?
B SE @
(Constant) 3.14 187 = 1.68 0.94 23.80 0.19 0.18
Procedural justice 0.32 0.08 0.27 3.83 0.00** = = =
Interpersonal justice 0.49 0.12 0.25 3.65 0.00** = = =
(Constant) -6.79 222 - -3.06 0.03 27.42 0.36 0.34
Procedural justice 0.15 0.08 0.13 1.92 0.56 - - =
Interpersonal justice 0.06 0.13 0.03 0.44 0.66 - - =
Intrinsic job satisfaction 0.45 0.10 0.30 4.50 0.00%* - - N
Extrinsic job satisfaction 0.32 0.09 0.29 3.79 0.00** - - =

1, test; p, probability value; F, overall significance; R?, percentage variance explained; AR?, change in percentage variance explained; B, regression coefficient; SE, standard error.

Dependent variable: work engagement (work focus).
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TABLE 4: Multiple regression analysis with intrinsic job satisfaction being the dependent variable and procedural justice and interpersonal justice the independent
variables.

Model Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients r AR?
B SE

(Constant) 14.90 125 = 11.90 0.00 25.83 0.21 0.20

Procedural justice 0.18 0.06 0.22 3.20 0.02* = = =

Interpersonal justice 0.38 0.08 0.32 4.55 0.00%* = = =

#, test; p, probability value; F, overall significance; R, percentage variance explained; AR?, change in percentage variance explained; B, regression coefficient; SE, standard error.






OPS/SAJHRM-16-928-T5.jpg
TABLE 5: Multiple regression analysis with employee engagement (work energy) being the dependent variable and procedural justice, interpersonal justice, intrinsic job

satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction the independent variables.

Model Unstandardised coefficients Standardised coefficients r AR?
B SE @
(Constant) 7.42 111 = 6.68 0.00 17.96 0.15 0.14
Procedural justice 0.06 0.05 0.08 111 0.27 = = =
Interpersonal justice 0.36 0.07 0.35 4.91 0.00** = = =
(Constant) 0.73 129 - 0.56 0.57 27.49 0.36 0.34
Procedural justice -0.35 0.05 -0.05 -0.76 0.45 - - =
Interpersonal justice 0.16 0.07 0.16 2.25 0.03* - - -
Intrinsic job satisfaction 0.41 0.06 0.47 7.03 0.00%* - - N
Extrinsic job satisfaction 0.06 0.05 0.10 1.26 0.21 - - =

1, test; p, probability value; F, overall significance; R?, percentage variance explained; AR?, change in percentage variance explained; B, regression coefficient; SE, standard error.

Dependent variable: work engagement (work energy).






