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ABSTRACT

Employees (N =178) completed a questionnaire to evaluate performance
appraisal sessions. Hypotheses derived from procedural justice theories
were confirmed. Neutrality, standing, trust, and accuracy of information
correlated positively with perceived procedural justice of PA sessions.
Quality of outcomes of PA sessions also co-varied with perceived fairness.
Moreover, personal power bases of supervisors (expert power, referent
power) contributed to employees’ procedural justice perceptions. Perceived
procedural justice correlated, as predicted, positively with three outcome
variables: satisfaction with PA session; organizational commitment; and

motivation.

Performance appraisal (PA) systems belong to the most important human resource
management instruments in organizations. These systems are used for a variety
of reasons. There is a long list that includes twenty common uses of PA [1].
However, most authors seem to agree that applications of PA cluster around a
few major uses [2-4]. Good PA systems should provide valuable information
about the development of employees. PA systems may enhance the effectiveness
of human resource decisions and offer much potential for satisfying employees’
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needs. For instance, to improve their performance employees need to get meaning-
ful, accurate feedback. Performance appraisal also is frequently used to allocate
merit pay, to justify promotions, and to assess the training needs of employees.
Moreover, PA systems may be used for legal purposes: Accurate documentation
of performances can be used in a court case to defend painful decisions [5].

It is expected that the use of a good PA system has several positive effects.
Better decisions, higher satisfaction and motivation among the workers, a stronger
commitment to the organization, and last but not least higher organizational
effectiveness are the results expected from using PA systems. But what, then,
are the characteristics of a “good” PA system? Several answers have been given
to this question. The traditional way is to use techniques and methods developed
by experts in the field of psychological testing. Numerous approaches exist to
the evaluation of work performance. These approaches can be broken down
into five classes of information:

Performance measures, such as productivity counts;

Personnel data, such as rate of absenteeism;

Self-assessments and peer ratings;

Supervisor evaluations, such as graphic rating scales, behaviorally-anchored
rating scales (BARS), behavior observation scales, and forced-choice scales;
5. A class combining several of these approaches, such as the 360-degrees
feedback method, i.c., a method in which ratings from several sources—
supervisors, subordinates, peers, self, and sometimes even organization’s
clients—are combined [6-11].

bl ol e

It is obvious, of course, that psychometric experts have a lot to offer. However,
that’s not enough. In the field of personnel selection, interest in applicant
reactions has recently increased, in particular since the pioneering studies of
Gilliland and Steiner [see, e.g., 12-15]. Studies focusing on applicant reactions
to selection techniques suggest that perceived selection fairness is related to
such outcomes as organizational attractiveness, intention to accept job offers,
and in general favorable reactions toward the selection methods. Moreover, those
who are familiar with Total Quality Management know that qualitative criteria
such as subordinates’ satisfaction with management systems and the factors
contributing to these reactions of subordinates should be used as important criteria
to measure the quality of such systems [16]. This leads to the new question: What
are the determinants of satisfaction with PA?

In an earlier study we had demonstrated that procedural justice criteria such
as having “voice” and receiving adequate information beforehand contribute to
employees’ satisfaction with PA sessions. But although procedural justice was
valued highly, we found that people are also motivated by selfishness, manifesting
itself in the form of self-serving attributions and perceptions [17].

In the present study, we used a more refined procedural justice model to predict
employees’ satisfaction with PA sessions. Moreover, the outcome of the PA
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session was included as a potential predictor of satisfaction—a predictor implied
by self-serving motivation models. We also studied the effects of personal power
bases of the supervisor who is talking with the subordinate about past per-
formance, and the performance expected in the near future. And, finally, we took
a closer look at some other variables possibly affected by the quality of PA
sessions: work motivation and commitment to the organization. First, we present
a brief history of procedural justice research. Then, the refined model will be
presented, and several hypotheses will be derived.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF PROCEDURAL
JUSTICE RESEARCH

Most social justice studies can be categorized in two broad categories. In the
beginning, almost all studies focused on distributive justice. The central topic of
distributive justice is how and why allocations of outcomes result in perceptions
and feelings of (un)fairness, and the consequences of feelings of (in)justice are
studied, too. [For early reviews, see 18-21.] Three norms of distributive justice
are frequently used to allocate outcomes, and to evaluate the allocation of out-
comes: equity, equality, and the need principle. The equity norm states that
allocations should be given proportional to the inputs of individuals, while the
need principle prescribes allocations according to individual needs. The equality
principle prescribes equal allocations to all individuals. Application of the norms
seems to be dependent upon the characteristics of situations and social relation-
ships between the persons involved [22].

The second broad category of studies focuses on procedural justice. The central
hypothesis is that the way a decision is made influences people’s reactions to
that decision. Thibaut and Walker were the first to demonstrate that procedures
used to arrive at a decision have profound effects on fairness judgments, inde-
pendent of the favorability of the outcomes [23, 24]. Since the publication of
their studies, a quarter of a century ago, many researchers have addressed issues
of procedural justice. A number of models have been advanced to explain the
procedural justice phenomenon. Some procedural justice researchers adhere to
the instrumentality view: The better a procedure serves your interests, the more
fair it is perceived to be. Thibaut and Walker made a distinction between two
types of control. Decision control refers to control over the actual decisions that
are made, while process control refers to control over the presentation of evidence
(Thibaut and Walker studied procedural justice in legal settings). Process control
is often equaled with the concept of voice, i.e., people have a say, they have the
right to present their view on reality without having the formal power to make
the decision [25]. Thibaut and Walker argue that people want control—either
decision control or process control—because control is seen as instrumental to
attaining desirable outcomes.
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A highly practical model of procedural justice was presented by Leventhal
[26]. Leventhal identified six important procedural justice rules, to be used
in the context of outcome allocations. The first criterion is consistency: Allo-
cation procedures must be applied consistently across people and over time. The
bias suppression criterion states that personal self-interest and preconceptions of
the allocator are not allowed to play a role. The accuracy rule prescribes that
decisions should be based on accurate, good information. Correctability implies
the existence of opportunities to ask for modification of decisions. Representative-
ness means that the concerns of all important subgroups and individuals are
somehow represented in the allocation process. Finally, the ethicality rule says
that the allocation process must be compatible with high ethical standards.

Since about fifteen years ago a new model of procedural justice has become
popular: the relational or group value model, proposed by Tyler and Lind [27,
28]. This model does not focus on instrumentality, but on relationship issues.
According to this model, procedures are evaluated for what they seem to indicate
about how one is viewed by the group or the authority using the procedures. To the
extent that a procedure is seen as indicating a positive relationship between the
person and his/her group or authority, it is judged to be fair. However, procedures
that appear to imply that a person has a negative relationship with an authority
or institution are perceived as unfair by the person. In this relational model,
three factors are seen as especially important for procedural fairness judgments:
Trust, standing, and neutrality. Trust involves beliefs about the good intention
of the authority (the group leaders, supervisors, managers). Authorities that
act ethically and demonstrate concern for the needs of group members and
consideration of the views of their subordinates can be trusted to try to behave
fairly. Information about one’s status position in a group (standing) is com-
municated by the treatment one receives. Dignified, respectful, and polite treat-
ment implies that one is seen as a valuable member of the group, and such behavior
is perceived as fair. Neutrality is neutral decision making, based on objective
facts and honesty, and it involves the absence of bias or prejudice [27, 28]. The
way you treat persons to whom outcomes are to be allocated is categorized by
researchers such as Tyler and Lind (and others) as a form of procedural justice.
However, some researchers distinguish explicitly between procedural (in)justice
and interactional (in)justice [29, 30].

It will be clear by now that the experience of procedural fairness may be
influenced by many aspects. Still, one more aspect should be added to the already
long list of procedural justice criteria: giving adequate information to people.
Keeping people well-informed is a necessary condition for the successful imple-
mentation of organizational changes and new policy [31]. However, this aspect
of adequate notice or advance notice has been somewhat neglected by many
researchers, although it should be mentioned that recently attention has been
paid to this factor in several justice studies—and in particular, in studies that
focused on performance appraisal [32-36].
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PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND PERFORMANCE
APPRAISAL SESSIONS: A NEW MODEL

The general assumption underlying all procedural justice models is that certain
aspects (control, trust, standing, neutrality, accuracy, et cetera) affect people’s
perception of procedural justice. Perceived procedural fairness, in turn, leads
one to be satisfied, to feel committed (to the group and/or to the organization),
and to have high performance motivation. It should be mentioned here that
some researchers believe that there is a causal chain of events, with procedural
criteria affecting perceived procedural justice, justice perceptions promoting satis-
faction, and finally, satisfaction leading to commitment. However, while the first
part of this model—from aspects to perceived procedural justice—is accepted
by all theorists, there is far less agreement about the exact order of dependent
variables following after the fairness perceptions. Therefore, we will study the
effects of perceived (procedural) fairness on satisfaction, motivation, and organi-
zational commitment without speculations about possible causal connections
between satisfaction, motivation, and commitment.

But there’s more that should be said about the predictors of perceived fairness.
Justice researchers introduced the term fair process effect: Fair procedures may
have beneficial effects on the evaluation of an unfair outcome [37]. The fair
process effect, however, is just one way to overcome an initial injustice. The
negative effects of unfair procedures may be somewhat improved by a fair
end-state of allocations. This phenomenon was labeled the fair outcome effect
[38]. Actually, there are four ways of overcoming initial injustices: compensation,
justification, appreciation, and mitigation [39]. The lesson that can be learned
from the advances in justice research is that perceptions of fair procedures may
be influenced not only by the criteria of procedural justice, but also by the
quality of the outcomes people receive. Therefore, outcomes are included as
predictors in our model of procedural justice.

BASES OF POWER AND JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS

Social power is the potential to change the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of
a person or group of persons. Social scientists usually distinguish between six
bases of social power:

« reward power, or the ability to reward;

* coercive power, where the ability to punish is the basis for power;

* legitimate power, i.e., power resulting from having legitimate rights to influ-
ence others;

* referent power: A person toward whom people are highly attracted has
referent power;

* expert power, varying with the knowledge or expertise;

« informational power, based on the information that influencing agents can
present to the target of influence attempts [40, 41].
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Some of these bases of power share similarities. Referent and expert power
are two types of personal power that stem from the individual’s personal attributes
[40, 42, 43]. Legitimate, reward, and coercive power are all aspects of power
sanctioned by an organization or by the influencing agent’s position in the
organization. Therefore, one may speak of position power. Finally, informational
power shares characteristics with both position and personal power. Some authors
have suggested that bases of power are related to the use of particular forms of
influence tactics. Position power could lead to the use of the so-called hard--
influence tactics, i.e., relatively controlling and coercive tactics, while soft-influence
tactics may result from personal power bases [42, 44]. Hard-influence tactics will,
in general, be experienced as disagreeable by the targets of influence attempts.
This implies that the target-agent relationship may suffer from the use of hard-
influence tactics, even though these tactics might have the effects that were
intended by the actor. In particular when future interactions are to be expected with
targets, agents will prefer the use of soft tactics, since soft tactics have positive
effects on the attitudes and the motivation of the targets of influence attempts.

Managers and supervisors expect, of course, to have continuing interactions
with most of their employees who participate in PA sessions. This gives those
supervisors who have expert power and referent power an advantage: Their way
of influencing subordinates is seen as “better” than the influence attempts of
supervisors who rely on position power. During PA sessions, it seems best to
create a situation in which position power does not interfere with the willingness
to discuss all topics freely. The climate for such open discussions is served best
by managers/supervisors who don’t need to rely on their formal position: Agents
with high amounts of expert power and referent power. Subordinates will feel
that experts and supervisors with referent power have both the knowledge and
the (informal) “right” to evaluate performance of subordinates and to discuss
ways in which things can be done better.

THE NEW JUSTICE MODEL: HYPOTHESES

So far, our plea was to include both bases of personal power of supervisors, and
the outcomes received by their subordinates as predictors in a model of the
(perceived) procedural justice of performance appraisal sessions. However, there
are already many standards or criteria of procedural justice, and it was not
possible to study all those criteria in one study. When doing research in organi-
zations, legitimate desires of managers and the Works’ Council often function as
constraints on the range of theoretical issues that can be combined in one research
project. So, choices had to be made. Which criteria should be included in the
present study? Nowadays, most procedural justice researchers use the relational
model developed by Tyler and Lind [28] with standing, neutrality, and trust as
the criteria of procedural justice. At the same time, the process control or “voice”
effect is probably the most widely replicated finding in all procedural justice
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studies published so far. Fortunately, the concept of trust is indicated by concern
for needs and consideration of views, and this implies that Tyler and Lind’s central
concept of trust overlaps considerably with the concept of process control.

In our earlier study on perceptions of performance appraisal by employees
and supervisors we had found that employees’ satisfaction with PA sessions
covaried positively with “voice” and with receiving adequate information
beforehand. In that same study, we also wanted to test the effect of accuracy on
satisfaction with the quality of PA. But since we could not gather data on accuracy
of information, we had to use a proxy variable: The frequency of PA sessions.
It was predicted that frequency of PA covaries positively with satisfaction with
the quality of PA, and that hypothesis was supported by our data [17]. In the
present study there was no need to use a proxy variable for accuracy, and therefore
it was decided to include accuracy as an independent variable to be studied as
a predictor of (perceived) procedural justice.

So, besides the three criteria of the Tyler and Lind model, and the criterion
of accuracy, the new model of procedural justice of PA sessions also includes
the personal power bases (expert power and referent power) of the supervisor
responsible for PA sessions. Moreover, the outcomes received by employees
as a result of the PA session also have predictive value for the perception of
procedural justice. The new model is represented in Figure 1.

Several hypotheses may be derived from this new procedural justice model:

Hypotheses la-d: The higher the levels of a) neutrality, b) trust, c) standing,
and/or d) accuracy are during PA sessions, the higher the perceived procedural
Justice of the PA session will be.

Hypothesis 2: The more positive the outcomes of a PA session are, the higher the
perceived procedural justice of that session will be.

Hypothesis 3a-b: The more a) expert power and/or b) referent power supervisors
have, the higher their subordinates’ perceived procedural justice evaluations of
PA sessions will be.

Hypotheses 4a-c: The higher the (perceived) procedural justice of PA sessions
is, the higher a) subordinates’ satisfaction with the PA session, b) organizational
commitment, and c) the motivation of subordinates will be.

METHODOLOGY

Participants

A sample was drawn from employees of the Dutch Treasury Department. From
the 399 employees who were approached, 178 participated (response rate: 45
percent). Most participants were men (67 percent). There were no significant
differences between men and women in their answers. Therefore, the data were
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Figure 1. The model of procedural justice.

combined. Nearly 10 percent of respondents were younger than 30 years; 45
percent were in the age category from 30-39, while 34 percent were 40-49 years
old, and 11 percent were 50 years or older.

Questionnaires

Respondents had to fill out a questionnaire with items about PA sessions,
several procedural justice aspects, outcomes, personal power bases of supervisors
who administer the PA session, motivation, satisfaction, commitment, and a few
demographic variables. Some variables of the New Procedural Justice Model
were measured with only one item of the questionnaire. In most cases, however,
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variables were measured using sumscores: Scores on the items measuring the
variable were summed, and the sumscore was divided by the number of items.

Variables

Neutrality was measured by three items. A five-point scale format was used.
A sample item reads as follows: “How fair is the way your supervisor is adminis-
tering the PA session for all subordinates involved?” (5-point scale from 1 =
very unfair, . . . 5 = very fair)

Trust was measured by three items. A sample item reads as follows: “To what
extent did your supervisor try to show concern for your needs?”” (5-point scale)

Standing was measured by two items. An example: “How politely were you
treated by your supervisor?” (5-point scale)

Accuracy was measured by three items. A sample item: “To what extent was
the PA session discussion based on facts?” (5-point scale)

Expert power was measured by five items. For all items, a five-point scale
was used from “fully disagree,” . . . “fully agree.” A sample item reads as follows:
“My supervisor is very competent in his field.”

Referent power was measured by five items. Again, a five-point scale was
used from fully disagree . . . fully agree. A sample item reads as follows: “I admire
my supervisor.”

Outcome of the PA session was measured by the item: “How good was the
outcome of your PA session?” (5-point scale, from 1 =very bad to 5 =very good)

Procedural Justice

(Perceived) procedural justice was measured by the item: “How fair were
the procedures used to administer the PA session?” (5-point scale, from 1 = very
unfair to 5 = very fair)

Organizational Commitment

(Organizational) commitment was measured by the item: “To what extent do
you feel commitment to the organization?” (5-point scale, from 1 = don’t feel
committed at all to 5 = feel very strongly committed)

Satisfaction with the PA session was measured by 5 items with a 5-point
scale format. A sample item reads as follows: “In all, how satisfied are you with
the way in which the PA session was administered?” (5-point scale, from 1 =
very dissatisfied to 5 = very satisfied)

Motivation was measured by the item: “To what extent are you willing to
make more effort than, strictly speaking, is necessary?” (5-point scale, from 1 =
not at all willing to 5 = very willing)
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Mean scores and standard deviations of the scores on all variables are pre-
sented in Table 1. For the multiple-item additive scales, the Cronbach’s alpha
reliability coefficients were computed. These reliability coefficients are pre-
sented in the fifth column of Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha is the most widely
used reliability coefficient and is a measure of internal consistency. From Table 1
it can be seen that all Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were higher
than .80. This implies that all additive scales were highly reliable “good” measures
[45, 46]. Table 1 also shows that for all variables, mean scores are rather positive:
All means are (slightly) above the theoretical midpoint of the scale.

Table 2 summarizes the Pearson Correlation Coefficients between all variables
of the model of procedural justice of performance appraisal sessions. It can be
seen that all correlations are positive. Moreover, almost all correlations reach
the level of statistical significance, with only two exceptions: The correlation
between expert power of supervisor and motivation of subordinate (r=.10),
and the correlation between outcomes of the performance appraisal session and
organizational commitment (» =.13). All other correlations are statistically sig-
nificant, with significance levels from p < .05 to p <.001.

Hypotheses la-d were strongly supported by the research data: The level of
perceived procedural justice correlated positively with the four procedural criteria
of neutrality, trust, standing, and accuracy. Both the predictors borrowed from

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach’s Alpha
Reliability Coefficients

Mean Standard Cronbach’s
Variable N items score deviation alpha
Neutrality 3 3.77 .76 .83
Trust 3 3.70 .80 .83
Standing 2 4.09 .79 .82
Accuracy 3 3.38 .83 .84
Expert power 5 3.68 .82 .89
Referent power 5 3.32 .92 .92
Satisfaction 5 3.85 .80 .90
Outcome 1 3.82 .91 —
Org. commitment 1 3.99 .78 —
Motivation 1 413 .66 —
Procedural justice 1 3.76 .94 —
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the relational model of procedural justice [28], and the accuracy criterion [26]
demonstrated their value in promoting feedings of justice in subordinates who
evaluated performance appraisal sessions. In an earlier study we had used a proxy
variable to study the effect of accuracy. That proxy variable, frequency of PA
session, covaried positively with the satisfaction with the quality of PA sessions
[17]. In the present study we used a far more direct measure of accuracy. This
direct measure correlated very strongly with the perceived procedural justice
(r=.73, p <.001), and, as can be seen in Table 1, the correlation of accuracy
(direct measure) with satisfaction with PA sessions was very high too (r=.74,
p <.001). Actually, the correlation of accuracy with satisfaction was higher in the
present study than in our former study, where the proxy measure had correlated
r=.31 (p <.01) with satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2 was also supported. The better the outcome of the PA session
was, the more fair the procedure had been, according to the employees. This is a
very interesting result, since it demonstrates that outcomes really matter, even
when people evaluate the fairness of procedures instead of the fairness of distri-
butions. Outcomes can be used to redress unfairness caused by procedures;
likewise, procedures can be used to overcome an initial unfair distribution of
outcomes [37-39]. Of course, it’s always better to strive for procedural and
distributive justice at the same time. The importance of outcomes points to the
conclusion that it is perfectly possible for people to be motivated by two social
laws that seem to be incompatible with each other at first sight. The first law is that
people are motivated by selfishness, and therefore will strive for a maximum
number of outcomes. The second law is that people are motivated by consider-
ations of fairness. Apparently (but this is no surprise), mental mechanisms can
be very complex.

Hypotheses 3a-b were supported, as can be seen in Table 2. Expert power and
referent power correlated positively with procedural justice of PA sessions: 7 = .58
(p <.001), respectively, r=.61 (p <.001). Feelings of (procedural) fairness can
be enhanced by supervisors who have personal power bases at their disposal.
This is an important finding. The implication is clear. Employees accept judg-
ments and appraisals from supervisors with expert knowledge and from super-
visors who have “charismatic” personality characteristics. Performance appraisal
systems are used frequently in organizations, and for many reasons, as was
described in the introduction. But to get the best results with PA systems, it is
not sufficient to pay attention to procedural criteria. The supervisors responsible
for evaluating their subordinates in PA sessions preferably should score high on
personal bases of power.

All predictors of perceived procedural justice correlated more or less strongly
with one another (see Table 2). Therefore, the high correlation of a predictor with
the perceived justice of a PA session can partly be explained by the correlations
with all other relevant predictors. It is possible to remove this “common” part to
study the “unique” contribution of a predictor, i.e., the contribution of a particular
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predictor to the perception of procedural justice that cannot be explained by
the common ground that this predictor shares with the other predictors. Multiple
regression analysis was used to get more insight into the unique contributions of
all predictor variables. The results of the multiple regression analysis (method:
enter) are presented in Table 3.

Neutrality, trust, accuracy, and outcomes pop up as the variables with the
highest unique contributions to the evaluation of procedural fairness. Together,
these four predictors explain 71 percent of the variance of procedural justice.

Combining all seven predictors in one multiple regression analysis resulted
in nonsignificant regression weights for expert power, referent power, and the
“standing” criterion. To prevent misunderstandings, it should be stressed that
this does not mean that these variables are not really important. When the inten-
tion of researchers is to explain as much variance as possible with the smallest
number of predictors, the multiple regression method does a very good job.
Or, stated differently, multiple regression analysis results in a parsimonious
statistical model of reality. However, in real life predictors often are correlated
with one another, and they are not independent from each other as is “artificially”
the case in multiple regression analysis, where the predictors are made to correlate
zero with one another. To give an example: In the real world it would be very
strange for the “standing” criterion of procedural justice to have no correlation
at all with the criteria of trust and neutrality.

Finally, the results of the present study supported hypotheses 4a-c. Perceived
procedural justice of PA sessions correlated positively with a) subordinates’
satisfaction with the PA session, b) organizational commitment, and c) the
motivation of subordinates to perform well. The strongest correlation was
found with satisfaction (»=.76, p < .001); correlations between procedural
justice and commitment, respectively motivation, though significant, were lower

Table 3. Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis Results

Variable B t-Value Significant t-value
Neutrality .33 4.495 .000
Trust .24 2.579 .011
Standing .07 .937 N.S.
Accuracy .20 2.684 .008
Expert power .05 .559 N.S.
Referent power -.08 -.828 N.S.
Outcomes 15 2.740 .007

N.S. = not significant.
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(.22, p < .01 and .20, p < .01). This difference in strength of correlations can be
explained in two ways. First, there is a rather high “correspondence” between
the measures of satisfaction with PA session and justice of PA session [47].
Both satisfaction and procedural justice are connected to the same entity:
PA sessions, while the distance to PA sessions is longer for the measures of,
respectively, commitment and motivation. The second explanation focuses on the
number of items on each scale. In the present study, the satisfaction measure
was obtained by combining five items, while motivation and commitment were
“single item measures.” Adding items to a test generally results in a more reliable
measure (provided that these items correlate positively with the scale items),
and higher reliability of scores on variables leads to an increase of correlation.
Therefore, one may expect a higher correlation between procedural justice of PA
sessions and the multiple-item measure of satisfaction than between procedural
justice of PA sessions and single-item measures (all other things being equal).

According to the theoretical model presented in Figure 1, (perceived) pro-
cedural justice functions as a mediator variable between, on the one hand, justice
criteria, personal power bases and outcomes, and on the other hand, the highly
desirable dependent variables commitment, satisfaction, and motivation. A
mediator variable meets three conditions: a) variations in the independent variable
significantly account for variations in the mediator; b) variations in the mediator
significantly account for variations in the dependent variable; and c) a previously
significant path between independent variable and dependent variable either
disappears (perfect mediation) or significantly decreases (partial mediation)
when the causal paths between, respectively, independent variable and mediator,
and between mediator and dependent variable are controlled [48]. Each media-
tional model with three variables (independent variable or predictor; mediator;
dependent variable or “outcome variable”) can be tested by estimating three
regression equations. Since most dependent variables in real life situations have
multiple causes, it is often found that mediators significantly decrease the strength
of direct paths, but do not eliminate the direct effects of independent variables
on outcomes altogether. And this partial mediation is exactly what we found in
the present study for the majority of the relations.

CONCLUSIONS

Our hypotheses were all confirmed. The model that was developed out of the
procedural justice literature seems to be a fruitful one. In particular, criteria from
the relational model of procedural justice may contribute to positive perceptions
of PA sessions by subordinates. But this is only a part of the story, for outcomes
play an important role, too. Moreover, perceptions of procedural justice are
enhanced when the supervisors score high on personal power bases: expert power
and referent power.
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Organizations may profit from these findings by designing PA systems and
PA sessions that meet the criteria of procedural justice and that offer desirable
outcomes. Organizations should also pay attention to the selection of supervisors,
and promotions to higher positions in the organizational hierarchy preferably
should be based at least partly on the personal power bases of candidates and
applicants for these positions. The results of such fair PA systems and of the
PA sessions guided by attractive supervisors who rely on personal power bases
are very positive. Moreover, one may speak of a win-win situation: Both the
organization and the employees will profit strongly.

As was discussed in the section on results, our research points to the conclusion
that people are motivated by two social “laws™: selfishness and considerations
of fairness. We now may add the observation that organizations which use fair
PA procedures not only get good, valuable information, but at the same time
succeed in promoting feelings of satisfaction, commitment and motivation of
their employees. Fairness pays!
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