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Abstract 
The management discourse has increasingly focused on the performance of the organizations to meet the 

challenges of global competition. The performance can be enhanced when organizations tend to restructure the 

process and policies through increased managerial effectiveness in terms of their activities and potential. Infact, 

managerial effectiveness is an important factor for the accomplishment of organizational goals. This study was 

carried out to determine the effect of justice perception on managerial effectiveness factors activity of his 

position, achieving results and developing further potential. A survey questionnaire was used as the main and 

most appropriate tool for data collection. The respondents randomly selected were at managerial position in 

different sectors. The sample size of the study is 300 managers whose responses were taken for analysis. Step 

wise multiple regression analysis was conducted to find the results. The results revealed that the distribution of 

rewards, organizational policies and procedures and interpersonal treatment determines the positive behavior 

patterns along with emotional and cognitive balances while perceiving the jobs calling and enjoying. 

Keywords: organization justice, distributive justice, procedural justice, interactional justice, managerial 

effectiveness 

 

Introduction 

The growth of international business has drawn increasing interest in managerial effectiveness in the context of a 

revolutionary organizational change process. Over the last decades, managerial effectiveness is appearing as an 

important factor for the accomplishment of organizational goals and has been conceptualized in terms of 

competence, satisfaction, conflict resolution, need fulfillment, value realization and recognition (Srivastava & 

Sinha, 2007). Managerial effectiveness has been identified through three factors. First, it involves an individual’s 

competencies, which includes a set of knowledge, skills and abilities (Shipper et al. 2003). Second, this 

encompasses motivation to do the job and third entails factor related to the work environment which facilitate in 

performing the job effectively (Sethi & Nicholson, 2001). 

Gupta (1996) support the definition of managerial effectiveness as “the ability of a manager to carry out 

the activities required of his position while achieving the results both current and its terms of developing further 

potential”. Earlier, factors such as organizational structure, reward system, occupational variables, safe working 

conditions, job satisfaction and commitment had a significant motivational factor which influenced managerial 

effectiveness. But in the present scenario these aspects have become mundane and can be highlighted that 

perception of justice as the demand of the present scenario to meet the competitive edges while considering 

managers as human beings and developing potential to exercise to attain effectiveness. The importance of 

perceived fairness and its effect on managerial effectiveness cannot be overlooked. Managerial effectiveness and 

organizational effectiveness both are interlinked because performing well is prerequisite for today global 

managers within an organizational dynamics. When managers perceive an organization to be fair, they may react 

positively to the organization and would be more willing to work effectively which also improve both 

organization’s effectiveness and performance. Greenberg (1993) has defined organizational justice that refers to 

the fairness of decisions made by authorities, in respect to the outcomes and implementation of the procedures. 

In a more comprehensive manner, we can say that perception of justice within organizations (Distributive justice, 

Procedural justice and Interactional Justice) leads to high levels of job satisfaction, commitment, reduced 

turnover intentions and attenuation of counterproductive behavioral and cognitive dissonance.  

 A substantial body of research has examined the impact of justice perceptions on outcomes such as job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviour, productivity, and withdrawal 

behaviours that consistently illustrate the importance of justice in the workplace (Charash & Spector, 2001). The 

purpose of this investigation is to explore the relationship between perceptions of organizational justice and 

managerial effectiveness dimensions. If modern managers focus on justice issues, they will be healthier and 

more productive at workplace and will create long term performance cultures which lead to sustainability. 

Implications from this research can help organizations advance processes and prepare managers to facilitate 

organizational decision that impact policies and procedures to maximize their competencies.  
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Concept of Organizational Justice (OJ) 
Cropanzano et al. (2001) defined organizational justice as the fairness perceptions of employees in 

organizational decision making. They linked the justice perceptions to commitment level of employees, job 

performance, withdrawal and organizational citizenship behavior. Fairly treated employees, compared to the 

ones who are unfairly treated, demonstrated organizational citizenship behavior, show higher job performance, 

are more committed and have fewer turnover intentions (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Folger (1994) linked 

justice to moral and ethical standards and explained in his studies that individuals prefer to be part of 

organizations that behave morally and ethically than those that do not. Justice is considered to be socially 

constructed which means that an act is considered to be just if it is perceived so by the individuals on the basis of 

empirical research (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Organizational justice researchers have consistently 

identified three different types of fairness perceptions as: Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, and 

Interactional Justice (McDowall & Fletcher, 2004; Erdogan et al. 2006; Zhang et al. 2009; Klendauer & Deller, 

2009). Brief introductions of the three dimensions of organizational justice have been discussed below. 

 

Distributive Justice  

Distributive justice concern people’s perceptions of the fairness of the distribution of resources between people 

(Greenberg & Baron 2003). Furthermore, Rahim et al. (2001) found that when perceptions of distributive justice 

were high, employees used more cooperative conflict management styles when interacting with their supervisor. 

Managers is concerned about the equity aspect of work loads, working hours, working condition, incentives, 

remuneration, promotions, career development. The manager’s perception of whether the outcome is fair or 

unfair is the basis of the concept of distributive justice.  

 

Procedural Justice  

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the means used to determine the amount of benefits (Folger 

& Konovsky, 1989). These procedures should be consistent, bias free and take into account the concerns of all 

parties and be morally acceptable (Leventhal, 1980). Here the managers are concerned about whether the 

decision process is fair and the process used to determine the outcome is just. It is mainly concerned with the 

fairness of the means that an organizations uses to determine outcomes. Importantly, the view of managers about 

whether procedural justice should be reflected in a decision-making process plays a crucial role .We expect that 

procedural justice perceptions will enhance the level of managerial effectiveness. Procedural justice in the 

workplace helps to managers which they operate same set of rules, regulation and procedure to maintain equity 

and harmonious environment for achieving organization excellence.  

 

Interactional Justice  

Justice research began to focus on interactional justice that focus on the fairness of the interpersonal treatment 

the individual receives from the decision maker (Ambrose et al. 2007). The perception of the supervisor as 

supportive and respectful of subordinates’ dignities in the interaction process will improve perceived 

interactional justice and positively influence subordinates’ trust in supervisor (Wat & Shaffer, 2005). If 

managers perceive the interactional justice perception their morale, trust, respect among the coworkers lead to a 

greater satisfaction. Interactional justice (interactional and informational justice) which help the managers to 

perceived equity, strengthen peer group cohesion and feel some recognition lead to the managerial effectiveness. 

 

Concept of Managerial Effectiveness 

For any successful business organization issue of managerial effectiveness is very important, although 

managerial effectiveness varies organization to organization and it is also vary to different job position and 

hence the topic of effectiveness needs to be studied carefully. Balarman (1998) defined managerial effectiveness 

in behavioral terms which evaluated managers on selected job oriented criteria such as communication, cost 

awareness, delegation of work, labour relation, planning and scheduling, securing interdepartmental cooperation, 

training subordinates and utilizations of capacity. Nair & Yuvaraj (2000) defined managerial effectiveness is to 

analyze organizational design, cultural imperatives, people problems and performance systems that produce 

results.  

In the present scenario of mergers and acquisitions, downsizing, layoffs, restructurings, up-gradation of 

technology are examples of fundamental organizational change which need to focus and restore on the issue of 

managerial effectiveness. Rastogi & Dave (2004) defined managerial effectiveness is not only a personality 

characteristic but it is related to performance and output. Tyler & Lind (1992) proposed that managers care about 

justice within the organization criteria because depending on justice perception managers will arrive at different 

conclusions about their recognition, standing, and trust by management. A number of studies have focused on 

the characteristics and skills of the individual managers (Katz et al. 1978; Balaraman, 1989).  Gupta (1996) 

suggested three important aspects of effectiveness: activities of the position (communication and task assignment, 
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networking, colleagues management, informal communication ,management of market environment, conflict 

resolution, integrity and communication, motivating, delegation, welfare management and consultative) 

achieving the results (such as discipline, client management and image building) and developing further 

potential (confidence in subordinates, and inspection and innovation). 

With the above discussion a lacuna has been observed in the management discourse, where managerial 

effectiveness at workplace has always been an agenda. An urge has been expressed to provide work environment 

which leads to managerial effectiveness while delineating major behavioral pattern as organizational justice 

within organizations while establishing managers to be marked as fully functioning and flourishing towards their 

roles. Thus, it can be hypothesized that perception of justice (distributive justice, procedural justice and 

interactional justice) leads to managerial effectiveness in terms of activities of the position, achieving the results 

and developing further potential.  

 

Methodology 

Sample  

The present study was carried out on a randomly selected sample of 300 managers belonging to the government, 

public and private sectors. Majority were from the middle level of management. However, there was a general 

mix when it came to the functional areas, age groups, years of experience, educational background and income 

groups. 

 

Measurement 

Two questionnaires were used for the present study. These were:  

(1) “Managerial Effectiveness Questionnaire (ME)”developed by Seeta Gupta (1996). It consists of 45 items, 

which describes managerial behaviours, incorporating 16 factors with three dimensions of managerial 

effectiveness, mainly activity of his position, achieving result and developing further potential. This is a 5-point 

likert scale. The reliability of the scale is .73 

(2) “Organizational justice Questionnaire (OJ)” by perception of justice within organizations was measured by 

using three scales, which purports to identify the three dimensions of organizational justice as distributive justice, 

procedural justice, and interactional justice. Distributive justice was measured with the 5-item scale Index, 

developed by Price and Muller (1986). The reliability of the scale is .90. Perception of procedural justice was 

measured by using 15-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). The scale has reported reliability 

for .90. Perception of interactional justice was measured by using a 9-item scale developed by Moorman 

(1991).This 9-item scale measures the interpersonal treatment that the employees receive during the enactment 

of organizational procedure. This is a 7-point scale and the scores on the scale ranges from 1=strongly Disagree 

to 7=Strongly Agree. With the reliability reported as .98. 

 

Result 

Table 1 presents the mean, standard deviation and intercorelation for all the variables. It can be observed that our 

hypotheses  is generally supported by the strong correlations between each of the independent variables and the 

dependent variables, the strength of this relationship varies widely between .57 (lowest) and .90 (highest). 

However, these are only zero order correlations and, moreover, some of the independent variables are highly 

correlated among themselves. It is, therefore, not possible to say whether or not all of the observed correlations 

are indeed genuine as some of them might be spurious.  

To identify the genuine and most critical predictors of managerial effectiveness, therefore, it is 

necessary to go beyond the zero order correlations and undertake multivariate analysis. This was done with the 

help of stepwise multiple regression technique. The dimensions of organizational justice were entered for the 

stepwise multiple regression equation and it was found that all the dimensions of justice i.e., distributive justice, 

procedural justice and interactional justice were significant for the activity of his position, achieving the results 

and developing further potential. On the basis of table 2, the results of stepwise multiple regression reveal that 

among all the dimensions of organizational justice, distributive justice predicted activity of his position, with 

multiple R as .60 (F=167.86**, p<.01, β =.60, R
2 
=.36); procedural justice with multiple R as .64 (F=105.95**, 

p<.01, β =.41, R
2 

=.41); interactional justice multiple R as .67(F=80.34**, p<.01, β =.44, R
2
=.44) and jointly 

explained 44 % variance in the prediction of activity of his position. And as a whole, distributive justice has been 

found as the strongest predictor of activity of his position with the calculated Beta value as .60.  

For achieving the results, distributive justice predicted achieving the results with multiple R as .57 

(F=144.54**, p<.01, β =.57, R
2 
=.32), procedural justice with the multiple R as .61(F=91.88**, p<.01, β =.38, R

2 

=.38); interactional justice with the multiple R as .64 (F=68.71**, p<.01, β =.41, R
2
=.41) and jointly explained 

41 % variance in the prediction of achieving the results. And as a whole, distributive justice has been found as 

the strongest predictor of achieving results with the calculated Beta value as .57. On the basis of the table we can 

say that distributive justice is the strongest predictor of achieving the result. 
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Lastly, developing further potential has been predicted on the basis of dimensions of organizational 

justice and has been found that distributive justice predicted developing further potential, with multiple R as .58 

(F=157.39**, p<.01, β =.58, R
2
=.34); procedural justice with multiple R as .62 (F=91.17**, p<.01, β =.39, 

R
2
=.39); interactional justice with multiple R as .65 (F=72.56**, p<.01, β =.41, R

2
=.42) and jointly explained 

42 % variance in the prediction of activity of his position. And as a whole, distributive justice has been found as 

the strongest predictor of developing further potential with the calculated Beta value as .58.  Among all the 

dimensions of justice distributive justice has strongly support the managerial effectiveness dimensions followed 

by interactional justice and procedural justice. Hence, we can say that our hypothesis has been retained at .01 

levels while predicting managerial effectiveness dimensions on the basis of justice dimensions. 

 

Discussion 

On the basis of the obtained results, it can be suggested that there is a significant relationship between perception 

of justice and managerial effectiveness. The findings have indicated that positive perception of justice 

(distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice) leads to managerial effectiveness. It can be 

stated that distributive, procedural and interactional justice related  to the  fulfillment of the cognitive needs 

(thinking, growth and decision making) and also affects  task performance and contextual performance of 

managers (Harrison et al. 2006). It is also evident from the results that perception of justice at workplace plays a 

significant role in determining the activities of the position, achieving the results and developing further potential 

among managers, which in combination increases managerial effectiveness. It can be suggested that satisfaction 

of being treated fairly at workplace generates positive emotions as self-respect, pride, contentment and happiness 

(Burne, 2008) along with personalize relationship increase job satisfaction and effectiveness of managers which 

directly contribute to the success of an organization (Tripathi & Tripathi , 2001). When managers perceive their 

organization as fair they are more likely to improve their skills, gain expertise on competencies and proactive 

behaviors ( Acquaah & Tukamushaba , 2009), and are more willing to perform effectively, which in turn 

increases managerial  effectiveness (Rana et al. 2011). Thus, organizational justice is one of the most important 

factors for increasing competency and individual’s performance (Fathy & Tony, 2010). 

Table 2 reveals that activities of his position have been predicted by distributive justice with the joint 

effect of procedural justice and interactional justice. The findings suggest that if managers perceive fair 

treatment at workplace which provide material motivation (monetary incentives) (Jamaludin, 2009) and 

encourage managers to voice their concern in the decision making process while interactional justice facilitates 

managers’ positive attitude toward information sharing and bring feeling of recognition within organization 

(Jerusalim & Hausdorf, 2007).  This improve manager’s activity towards professional front. Further, achieving 

results has been predicted by distributive justice with the joint effect of procedural justice and interactional 

justice. The results suggest that positive perception of organizational justice (distributive, procedural and 

interactional justice) at workplace provides feelings of deservedness which reduces turnover intentions (Lambert 

et al. 2010) and counterproductive work behavior among managers. This make managers disciplined and 

develop achievement orientation (Barrick et al. 2005), and push them for achieving the results. Lastly, 

developing further potential has been predicted by distributive justice with the joint effect of procedural and 

interactional justice. Perception of justice at workplace lead to positive outcomes, and these positive outcomes 

may either be tangible (e.g., money, services) or non-tangible in nature (social rewards, such as status and 

respect) (Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2001) which further fosters personal values and identity to managers. This 

creates meaning in manager’s work life and establishes standards of excellence, and promotes high ideals.  

Overall perception of distributive justice has a greater impact on work-related outcomes including pay 

satisfaction (Folger & Konovsky, 1989), job satisfaction (Dailey & Kirk, 1992), job security and supervision 

(Oldham et al. 1986), which make managers harmonious, synergistic and efficient towards work (Orlitzky et al. 

2003) and fosters integrity and communication for  reducing personal bias and conflict. It is suggested that 

procedural justice and interactional justice develop the feelings of respect and pride and fosters group 

cohesiveness (Janssens et al. 2003; Kickul & Troth, 2003) while reducing communication gap and managers 

displaying social sensitivity, respect, honesty, dignity, and politeness (Konovsky, 2000) with increased 

effectiveness. 

 

Conclusion 
The present study initiated a more in-depth analysis by highlighting the psychological framework of managers in 

terms of perception of justice at workplace, which is not only a cognitive construct but also an affective and 

highly personal for managers. It has become increasingly clear that fairness, integrity, and sensitivity at work 

place create organizational systems that are welcoming, inclusive, and congruent while increasing self-

esteem(competence and worth) and feeling of  achievement  as a key criterion to judge one’s total potentialities 

and capabilities (Joshi & Srivastava, 2009) among managers. The present findings indicate that perception of 

distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice generates a strong sense of affiliation with 
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organization and acknowledge managers’ personal responsibility for the outcomes such as clear communication 

for resolving problems, with increased managerial effectiveness in terms of activities of the position, achieving 

the results and developing further potential. It can be concluded from the present study that work is a pervasive 

aspect of one’s life, where  manager expects more than materialistic gain and experience progress and 

momentum marked by a sense of learning (greater understanding and knowledge) in the stimulated market 

environment (Johnson et al. 1996) and help them to develop in a positive direction and finally spurt one’s self 

development, emotional literacy and emotional alchemy and enable them to realize their full potential towards 

organizational goal  (Adekola, 2006; Williams & Warrens, 2003; Ajaja, 2003). Thus, perception of justice 

enhances the managers, skills, commitment, effectiveness and productivity.  
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Table 1 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Intercorelation between Organizational Justice and Managerial 

Effectiveness Dimensions (N=300) 

Variables Mean S.D ACTP ACHR DFP DJ PJ 

 

IJ 

1.ACTP 

 

2.ACHR 

 

3.DFP 

 

4.DJ 

 

5.PJ 

 

6.IJ 

54.78 

 

16.17 

 

19.52 

 

23.11 

 

41.50 

 

41.09 

19.21 

 

5.80 

 

6.63 

 

8.05 

 

15.28 

 

14.36 

1 

 

.88** 

 

.90** 

 

.60** 

 

.62** 

 

.66** 

.88** 

 

1 

 

.86** 

 

.57** 

 

.60** 

 

.63** 

.90** 

 

.86** 

 

1 

 

.58** 

 

.61** 

 

.64** 

.60** 

 

.57** 

 

.58** 

 

1 

 

.82** 

 

.86** 

.62** 

 

.60** 

 

.61** 

 

.82** 

 

1 

 

.88** 

.66** 

 

.63** 

 

.64** 

 

.86** 

 

.88** 

 

1 

**Significant at .01 level (2-tailed) 

ACTP -activity of his position, ACHR-Achieving the results, DFP-Developing further potential, DJ-Distributive 

justice, PJ-Procedural justice, IJ-Interactional justice 
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Table-2 

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis showing Managerial Effectiveness as Dependent variable with the 

Dimensions of Organization Justice as Predictor Variable (N=300) 

Independent variable R R
2
 SEm F-value D.F β Value 

1.D.V. ACTP 

DJ 

DJ,PJ 

DJ,PJ,IJ 

2.D.V:ACHR 

DJ 

DJ,PJ 

DJ,PJ,IJ 

3.D.V:DFP 

DJ 

DJ,PJ 

DJ,PJ,IJ 

 

 

.60 

.64 

.67 

 

.57 

.61 

.64 

 

.58 

.62 

.65 

 

.36 

.41 

.44 

 

.32 

.38 

.41 

 

.34 

.39 

.42 

 

15.39 

14.72 

14.33 

 

4.75 

4.58 

4.48 

 

5.37 

5.17 

5.06 

 

167.86 

105.95 

80.34 

 

144.54 

91.88 

68.71 

 

157.39 

91.17 

72.56 

 

1,298 

1,297 

1,296 

 

1,298 

1,297 

1,296 

 

1,298 

1,297 

1,296 

 

 

.60 

.25,.41 

.07,.17,.44 

 

.57 

.23,.41 

.06,.18,.41 

 

.58 

.26,.39 

.09,.16,.41 

*ACTP : Activity of his position, ACHR: Achieving the results, DFP: Developing further potential, DJ: 

Distributive justice, PJ: Procedural justice, IJ: Interactional justice 
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