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ABSTRACT 

The study examines procedural justice and employee performance of government Universities in Port Harcourt, 

Rivers State, Nigeria. Procedural justice was measured with policies and rules, while employee performance was 

measured with quality of work and efficiency. The instrument was a questionnaire. The population comprises 5002 

non-academic staff and a sample of 315 was determined with Krejcie and Morgans (1970) table. Simple random 

sampling technique was used, and Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was used for the analyses. A positive 

connection exists amid policies, rules and employee performance  
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INTRODUCTION 

The employee performance determines the accomplishment of an establishment. An organisation can offer the best 

productor provides an inimitable service, but if the employees are underperforming and performance worsens, 

business decline, and the corporate goal becomes difficult to attain. The employee performance influence is high on 

performance. Having efficient workers enhances improved work performances and business while incompetent 

workers could cause total failure. 

The employees represent the business and the brand (Sineriz, 2019). A good performance target is 

attainable when there is fairness, as employees care about justice. Giving employees a fair procedure can enhance 

greater and better performance. Procedural justice is vital for efficiency in job roles and performance, job and 

company activities issues on fairness has attracted global academic attention (Bernerth &Walker, 2012; El-Akremi 

et al., 2010; Walumbwa et al., 2009; Li &Cropanzano2009; Fortin & Fellenz, 2008; Colquitt, 2001). 

Most common problems that bring drawbacks to employees’ performance are rules, policies, methods, and 

the general procedures of executing job roles. Process issues are obstacles affecting businesses (Tolero Solutions, 

2020) and most often well-written procedures, job description, rules and methods that could eliminate 

misunderstanding between management and employees and becomes a foundation of performance reviews and 

create a baseline for measurement of performance are not existing. Where this is made available, they are constantly 

subject to changes and improvement because of the technological and environmental changes that affect the work 

situation; this brings complexity as some workers resist change, some find it difficult to adapt quickly to change and 

many employees sometimes find procedure complicated and unfair when there are improper and excesses company 

policies and cases of unfair procedure can cause burnout and intention to quit and turnover behaviour. Hence the 

need to have policies, rules that are fair, favourable and justified in the organisation. 
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Figure 1: Operational Framework of Procedural Justice and Employee Performance 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 To what extent does polices influences service quality? 

 What is the relationship between polices and efficiency? 

 How do rules influence service quality? 

 What is the association between rules and efficiency? 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

There is no significant relationship between: 

Ho1: Policies and service quality of the non-academic staff of the government universities in Port Harcourt. 

Ho2: Policies and efficiency of the non-academic staff of the government universities in Port Harcourt 

Ho3: Rules and service quality of the non-academic staff of the government universities in Port Harcourt. 

Ho4: Rules and efficiency of the non-academic staff of the government universities in Port Harcourt. 

CONCEPT OF PROCEDURAL JUSTICE 

Procedural justice is employees’ insight of being fairly treated by the authorities in settling of disputes and employee’s 

welfare(Cropanzano et al. 2011; Konovsky, 2000). Procedural justice is fairness of policies and rules (Dogan, 2002 in 

Makhdoom et al., 2016) and the violation of these are procedural injustice (Robbins et al., 2000, as cited in Ceylan & Sulu, 

2011; Koodamara et al., 2019.It is processes fairness for determining reward and punishment decisions (Lambert et al., 

2010). Procedural justice comprises transparent and valid fair decision-making rules and encouraging participative decision 

making (De Cremer et al. 2008).  

Procedural justice is connected to natural justice (the rules against bias and fear hearing), fundamental justice 

(fairness in justice and its operations), due processes (respect of legal rights due to all persons) and fairness in processes 

employed to resolve conflict or distribute benefits or burdens among employees and transparency at workplace. Evaluating 

the fairness of a procedure can be determined by different approaches. It lies on whether the procedure produces the 

desired outcome (outcome model), or a balancing method that considers cost benefit and a fair procedure also gives 
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opportunity to those affected by a situation to participate in taking decisions (participation model).The group engagement 

model of Tyler and Blader suggests fairness in group activities through consistency, accuracy, bias suppression, and 

contribution (Leventhal, 1980, as cited in Seok & Chiew, 2013). 

POLICIES 

Policies are guidelines that summarise the organisation’s plan for resolving a problem. It communicates vision, values, and 

day-to-day operations. Vision, values, culture and needs guide the running of the business activities. Irrespective of 

company size, fairness is crucial in enforcing the guidelines, as some policies might be unfavourable. Policies 

communicate the explicit details of why it was developed, who it applies, the acceptable or unacceptable behaviour, 

providing consequences of not obeying the policy and gives information on updates (Snook, 2022). Policy should be 

reviewed regularly. Policy review can be annually, or when new technology or equipment is adopted, when there is 

confusion, inconsistency, increase in customer complaints, accidents, or failures on-site and burnout.  

Fair policies guarantee operational procedures and decision-making processes that are reliable and even across 

cases, provides guidelines, safety measures, define conduct standard and appropriate behaviour and provide answers to 

question in other to solve ambiguities at workplace. Policies reflect the organisation’s values, cultures, and guide 

employees’ daily operations. A fair policy promotes just and reliable treatment, fair evaluative criteria for managers in 

hiring and promotion decisions and gives equitable policies and practices for employee compensation and benefits              

(Dowd, 2021).  

RULES 

Rules are authoritative, agreed direction of conduct. Rules define the corporate principle to follow at every work stage or 

activities. A rule explains the general guidelines or principles to use at workplace. Rules differ from regulation as rules are 

statement or guidelines while regulations are standard laws or statutes. Fair treatment of employees requires administering 

rules without prejudice. Unfair should be reviewed and applied equally. 

EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE 

This refers to employee behaviour and effectiveness in meeting job obligations to reduce waste, function efficiently and 

offer good value to customers. Performance can be task effectiveness, efficiency, and quality (Donohoe, 2019). When it is 

an individual performance at workplace, their performance has a retrospective effect on the organisational performance. 

Poor employee performance often results in inability to meet the client’s needs or satisfy them and thus have a negative 

influence on sales, profits, and reputation, hence the capability to attain their goals lies on employee’s performance, the 

organisational assets that enhances success and efficiency at workplace(Indeed Editorial team, 2022). 

In many organisations, challenges occur when the employees did not see the policies and rules and job procedures 

to be realistic and fair, hence the need to design a fair workplace structures that can support and help lead the employees to 

prosper. Monitoring employee performance reveals how the business is running and highlights what to do to enhance 

business growth, helps employees to reach their full potential and enhance positive effects on morale and quality of work 

and improve organisational performance. Inadequate procedural justice at workplace decreases employee satisfaction and 

performance efficiency drops. 



22                                                                                                                                                Peace Udekaibiyeomie & Bosede Olugbenga David-Alonge 

 

Impact Factor (JCC): 9.1589                                                                                                                                          NAAS Rating: 3.38 

SERVICE QUALITY 

Service quality measures how an organisation delivers services and meets customers’ expectations, since the clients have 

certain standards and expectations and expect the organisation to provide quality services that match or exceed their 

expectations. When poor quality services or service failures occurs at workplace, it is not management choice, but the 

service quality provided by the employees, hence emphasis on behavioural issues like interpersonal relations, attitudes, 

availability, service-mindedness, presence, and commitment enhances functionality. The business nature and procedures, 

among others, determine high service quality.  

Quality services involve tangibility, reliability, empathy, assurance and responsiveness (Indeed Editorial team, 

2022). Tangibility involves service quality methods presentations that attract customers’ attention. Empathy discusses 

employees cares that attract loyalty and a repeat purchase. Responsiveness is dedicated services in receiving, evaluating, 

and quickly attending to customer demands, questions, problems, given feedback and satisfying the customer’s needs. 

Reliability is consistency in satisfying customers' needs, while assurance is the customers’ confidence and belief in the 

company. Providing high-quality services enhances increase sales, brings increase market potentials, strengthen company 

brand, encourage repeat purchases, enhance meeting targets, customers’ satisfaction and attracting quality employees. 

EFFICIENCY 

Efficiency is “doing things the right way (Drucker, 1964), “the state or quality of being efficient, or able to accomplish 

something with the least waste of time and effort”; competency in performance (The Dictionary, 2022).Ghemawat and 

Ricart Costa (1993) suggest two types of efficiency, which are Static efficiency and dynamic efficiency, are often referred 

to as static efficiency. Static efficiency improves existing products, processes, or opportunities within existing conditions, 

while dynamic efficiency is the continuous development of new products, processes, improve profitability and less waste, 

expenditure, and effort. Getting results will require having a fair policies and rules at workplace, support, training and 

career development, given due respects to employees, and always given feedback to encourage better performance. 

PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE 

The impact of procedural justice is a global issue of concern. The employee drives the machines, resources, and processes. 

The fairness of rules and policies guiding the job role is an issue of concern to them, as it can positively or negatively 

affect their performance and the realization of company objectives and goals. The extent to which the employees consider 

themselves valuable organisational members makes them react positively and do their best to achieve the organisational 

goals. 

Procedural justice has four pillars or central principles which are, treating people with dignity and respect, giving 

citizens 'voice', being neutral to have decisions that are unbiased, consistent, rational, and transparent and transmitting 

reliable motives and anxiety about how decisions will affect people’s well-being. Fairness requires getting into routine 

assessment of practices at workplace, at a regular interval, to detect unfair procedural issues before productivity and 

efficiency suffer and performance ultimately affected. Unfair policies and rules can result in burnout, and this workplace 

trauma can cause poor physical and emotional state, poor interpersonal relationships, and poor quality of work, that can 

affect individual productivity negatively. Unfairness at workplace often increases labour turnover and the tendency to 

explore other opportunities. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The study engages in a survey of the three government universities in Port Harcourt. The population comprises 5002 non-

academic staff of the three-government universities. The sample size for a population of 5002 was 347, using Krejcie and 

Morgan 1970 table. Simple random sampling technique was used. Bowley’s (1964) formula was used for questionnaire 

distribution. Out of 347% (100%) copies of questionnaires administered, only 315 (91.78%) copies were retrieved. 4-point 

Likert-scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree was used to answer the questions. Spearman’s Rank 

correlation coefficient measures the linear association among the variables, and the hypotheses were tested at 0.05 level of 

significance. 

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND FINDINGS. 

Table 1: Correlation of Policies and Employee Performance 

 Policies Service Quality Efficiency 

S
p

ea
rm

an
's

 r
h
o
 Policies 

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .695** .735** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 

N 315 315 315 

Service 

quality 

Correlation Coefficient .695** 1.000 .645** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 

N 315 315 315 

Efficiency 

Correlation Coefficient .735** 645 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . 

N 315 315 315 

 

Source: Spss Output, 2022. 

Table 1 above present the analysis of the relationship between policies and employee performance. 

Policies and Service Quality 

The result in the table above reveals a significant level p < 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), rho = 0.695**. The null hypothesis, Ho1, is 

rejected, and the alternate accepted. A strong positive relationship between policies and service quality is observed. This 

shows that an increase in fair policies will result in a corresponding increase in service quality. 

Policies and Efficiency 

The result shows a significant level p < 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), rho = 0.735**. The null hypothesisHo2 is rejected, and the 

alternate accepted. A strong positive relationship is observed. Hence, policies influence efficiency at workplace. A positive 

relationship indicates that an increase in fair polices will result in a corresponding increase in efficiency at workplace. 

Policies and employee performance were examined with Ho1, and Ho2. The result shows policies relate to the 

measures of employee performance, as the p value is lesser than.05. Policies and Service quality have a strong positive 

correlation value of.695, the coefficient of determination (r2) was 0.48. Thus, a unit change in policies will result in48% 

total variation in service quality among the workers. Policies and Efficiency recorded a strong positive correlation value 

of.735 and the coefficient of determination (r2) was 0.54, suggesting that a unit change in policies will have 54% total 

difference in efficiency of the workers. 
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Table 2: Correlation of Rules and Employee Performance 

 Rules Service Quality Efficiency 

S
p
ea

rm
an

's
 r

h
o
 Rules 

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .655** .625** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 

N 315 315 315 

Service 

quality 

Correlation Coefficient .655** 1.000 .605** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 

N 315 315 315 

Efficiency 

Correlation Coefficient .625** 605 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . 

N 315 315 315 

 

Source: Spss Output, 2022. 

Table 2 represents the relationship between rules and employee performance. 

Rules and Service Quality 

The data in table 2 shows a significant level p < 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), rho = 0.655**. The null hypothesis, Ho3, is rejected, 

and the alternate accepted. This indicates a strong positive relationship between rules and service quality.  

Rules and Efficiency 

The result shows a significant level p < 0.05 (0.000 < 0.05), rho = 0.625**. The null hypothesisHo4is rejected, and the 

alternate accepted. A strong positive relationship is observed. This revealed that rules influence efficiency at workplace. 

Rules and employee performance were examined with Ho3and Ho4. The result shows that rules relate to the 

measures of employee performance, as the p value is lesser than.05. Rules and Service quality have a strong positive 

correlation value of.655, the coefficient of determination (r2) was 0.43. Thus, a unit change in rules will cause43% total 

variation in the service quality among the workers. Rules and Efficiency recorded a strong positive correlation value of.625 

and the coefficient of determination (r2) was 0.39, inferring that a unit change in Rules will have 39% total variation in 

efficiency of the workers. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The study examines procedural justice and employee performance of the government universities in Port Harcourt, Rivers 

State. The findings reveal a positive significant relationship between procedural justice and employee performance. It was 

inferred that a fair procedural justice can enhance employee’s performance through fair policies and rules. The study 

concludes that procedural justice significantly relates to the employee performance. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The organisation should put in place a fair decision-making process and feedback mechanisms  

 The workplace rules should be fair for better work performance. 

 The company policies should be fair to enhance efficiency and quality service  

 The procedures for allocating resources and benefits should be fair. 

 The methods of appraisal in the organisation should be fair to all. 
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