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Abstract 8 

The aim of this article is to examine the relationship between equity perception (distributive, 9 

procedural and informational justice) and employees’ affective job satisfaction. This study 10 

tested the mediating role of individual self-efficacy on the direct relationship between 11 

perceived equity and affective job satisfaction based on the organisational justice theory and 12 

social cognitive theory. Data were collected using questionnaire from 450 workers across the 13 

six States of north eastern Nigeria, where Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and mediation 14 

analysis were used for testing the hypothesized model of the study using SEM-AMOS. 15 

Preliminary analyses revealed that there is an adequate fit between the data and the tested 16 

model. As expected, a positive and significant relationship was found between equity 17 

perception and employees’ affective job satisfaction. It was also found that the individual 18 

self-efficacy has significant and positive relationship with both equity perception and 19 

employees’ affective job satisfaction. In addition, the analysis further showed that individual 20 

self-efficacy fully mediated the positive relationship between perceived equity and 21 

employees’ affective job satisfaction. Study limitations and practical implications were also 22 

discussed. 23 

Keywords: Equity perception, Job satisfaction, Individual self-efficacy, Social cognitive 24 

theory and Organisational justice theory. 25 

1.0 Introduction 26 

In a general note, researchers have shown that equity perception is a key concern to human 27 

beings (Inuwa, 2015; Singer, 1993; Srivastava, 2015), where they expect to be treated fairly 28 

and equally, they exhibit shock when they perceived this has not occurred (Greenberg, 2004). 29 

For several decades research on equity perception has been of serious concern to 30 

organisational justice studies. This is not unconnected with the fact that employees’ 31 

satisfaction with their job is attached to the perceive level of equality received in the 32 

allocation of resources, the level of fairness in the processes of allocating these resources, the 33 

level of un-bias treatment by superiors during the allocation of such resources and the level of 34 

adequate and accurate explanations provided during the allocation of such resources. That is, 35 

distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational justices. 36 

Sometimes, in working places as superior we tend to give priority to some subordinates to the 37 

detriment of others. In a developing nation such as Nigeria, organisational bosses tend to 38 

consider and give their allies more favour and overlook the remaining employees regardless 39 

of their genius, commitment and contribution to the overall goals of the organisation. These 40 

behaviours are of serious concern to employees in many organisational set-up which lead to 41 

various consequences, among which are; counter-productive attitude, conflicts, and low 42 

commitment by the employees until the treatments and rewards are seen as fair, this 43 

ultimately means job dissatisfaction. In essence, employees are not working in isolation in 44 
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their workplace, but rather they are conscious of what others do and how? Thus, the manner 45 

in which, they are treated and rewarded have an effect on their job satisfaction.  46 

Furthermore, subordinates compare how hard they work for the organisation, with the amount 47 

of work others put in. They also compare what they get with what others receive. In view of 48 

that, when employees make comparisons and feel that they are at the receiving end, they 49 

perceive the situation as lacking in equity. With this situation, subordinates not only feel 50 

frustrated but their satisfaction is affected (Adams, 1963). Thus, this attitude of some bosses 51 

especially in the Nigerian context is what we refer to as organisational injustice. For the 52 

purpose of this study, we refer to equity perception as the believe subordinates have on the 53 

level of treatment received from superiors as well as their adherence to the code of conducts 54 

of a given organisation.  55 

It is worth noting by superiors that, employees’ job satisfaction is the backbone of all positive 56 

organisational outcomes. Hence, understanding organizational justice is extremely important 57 

for organizations because of its direct and positive relationship with employees’ job 58 

satisfaction (DeConinck & Stilwell, 2004; Khalid, 2013). For instance, when an employee is 59 

satisfied with the job, he would show more commitment to the organisation’s goal and 60 

certainly the overall performance would increase. Similarly, it is reported that equity 61 

perception and/or organisational justice have significant impact on organisational outcomes 62 

such as job satisfaction, organisational commitment, loyalty, work motivation among others 63 

(Dartey-Baah, 2014; Fortin, 2008; Hassan, 2002; Khalid, 2013; Shulga & Tanford, 2017; 64 

Srivastava, 2015). However, despite the number of studies on equity perception and job 65 

satisfaction, there are inconsistent and mixed results. Hence, the need for a mediating variable 66 

in such relationship. The study introduces individual self-efficacy as a mediating variable 67 

considering the fact that, the construct has been regarded as an important resource for 68 

individual employees and organizations alike, as well as, the calls for further studies to use 69 

such construct in organisational studies (Ozyilmaz, Erdogan, & Karaeminogullari, 2017; 70 

Rigotti, Schyns, & Mohr, 2008). 71 

For instance, it was found that procedural and interpersonal justices have a direct and positive 72 

effect on organisational outcomes such as job satisfaction, organisational commitment and 73 

loyalty (Dartey-Baah, 2014; Shulga & Tanford, 2017; Srivastava, 2015). Also, distributive 74 

justice was found to have significant relationship with job satisfaction (Colquitt, Long, 75 

William, Rodell, & Halvorsen-ganepola, 2015; Dartey-Baah, 2014); while in another study, 76 

distributive justice construct and informational justice were found to be non-significant with 77 

job satisfaction (Srivastava, 2015).  78 

Studies on equity perception/organisational justice on employees’ job satisfaction has been 79 

on the rise among organisational studies, with most if not all, conducted in developed 80 

countries (e.g. Netherlands, Germany, Switzerland, Austria, India and Belgium). 81 

Furthermore, there are limited studies if any on this issue in the Nigerian context. 82 

Additionally, empirical studies that look at all the four dimensions (i.e. procedural, 83 

distributive, interpersonal and informational justice) of organisational justice remain scarce in 84 

Nigerian setting. Recent meta-analysis studies revealed that, the combination of all the 85 

organisational justice dimensions have stronger associations with outcomes such as job 86 

satisfaction, affective commitment to the organization, and perceived organizational support, 87 
than the individual predictability of the various justice dimensions (Rupp et al., 2014; 88 

Colquitt et al., 2013). 89 

The aim of the study therefore is to determine the effect of perceived organisational equity on 90 

employees’ job satisfaction. Other specific objectives are to examine the potential mediating 91 
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role of individual self-efficacy in the context of perceived organizational equity on job 92 

satisfaction, and find answers to the following research questions: How does perceived 93 

organisational equity affects employees’ job satisfaction? and how does individual self-94 

efficacy mediate the relationship between perceived organisational equity and job 95 

satisfaction? 96 

2.0 Literature Review 97 

Conceptualization 98 

For the purpose of this study equity perception was used as synonymous with organisational 99 

justice, and can stem from various sources in the organisation, such as from employer, 100 

superior and colleagues (Cropanzano et al., 2015; Goldman & Cropanzano, 2014). 101 

Additionally, it can also emanate from an event, such as a performance evaluation process, 102 

promotional exercises, appointment processes and sharing of responsibilities in an 103 

organization. Organizational justice is used to describe the role of equity perception and 104 

fairness in the workplace as it affect employees (Greenberg, 2004). Organizational justice 105 

focuses on the ways in which employees determine if they have been treated fairly in their 106 

jobs and the ways in which those perceptions influence organizational outcomes such as job 107 

satisfaction, commitment and loyalty (Ghosh, Sekiguchi, & Gurunathan, 2017; Pillai, 1999). 108 

The search for extant literature on organizational justice research, shows that individual 109 

employees keep examining what make fairness judgments in their workplace. Consequently, 110 

two different approaches have been identified as the determinants of employees’ fairness 111 

judgements in workplace by organizational justice researchers. This includes; the event and 112 

the social entity paradigms. The event paradigm asserts that employees evaluate the fairness 113 

of a specific event that occurred in their workplace, such as performance evaluation, 114 

promotional activities, appointments to offices among others. While, the social entity 115 

paradigm contends that employees judge the fairness process of the organization as a whole, 116 

such as the fairness of the immediate superiors and the organization at large. Furthermore, the 117 

social entity paradigm believed that, employees develop ideas about the level of fairness they 118 

expect to receive from a boss or from an organization as a whole, and these ideas guide future 119 

outcomes (Choi, 2008). 120 

Albeit, there is no consensus among researchers on the exact types of organisational justice 121 

that are important in equity perceptions among employees in workplace. However, there is 122 

little agreement by some scholars on the types. Some researchers believed on one type (i.e. an 123 

overall perception of fairness) (Adams, 1963; Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). Where, they 124 

argue for the use of one general justice construct, instead of two, three or four. Their views 125 

are that, an employee’s overall justice perception may be more important in influencing 126 

subsequent organisational outcomes such as satisfaction, commitment and performance, than 127 

would any one of the two, three or four types of justice alone. According to Greenberg 128 

(1985), there are two types of justice; distributive and procedural justices. Some believed 129 

that, there are three types by adding interactional justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993), while, 130 

Colquitt (2001), made it four types by subdividing interactional justice into two; interpersonal 131 

and informational justices. Hence, this study considered the four dimensions of justice by 132 

Colquitt (2001). 133 

Self-efficacy was drawn from Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) of Bandura (1986), and which 134 

is regarded as an important indicator of workplace outcomes, such as job satisfaction and 135 
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attitudes (Bandura, 1997, 2012). Self-efficacy is a person’s felt confidence to perform a 136 

particular task and has been guided by the assumption that self-efficacy affects choice 137 

behaviours, persistence of effort, perseverance in setbacks, and self-aiding and self-hindering 138 

thought patterns of employees (Ozyilmaz et al., 2017). Self-efficacy refers to belief in one’s 139 

ability and capacity to successfully and effectively complete a given assignment in an 140 

organisation (Bandura, 1977, 1986). It is the confidence an individual employee has in his/her 141 

ability to cope with difficult jobs in their workplace. Self-efficacy refers to the competence 142 

that a person feels concerning the ability to successfully fulfill the tasks involved in his/her 143 

job (Rigotti et al., 2008). Therefore, self-efficacy is regarded as a key predictor of job 144 

satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 2001). For the purpose of this study, the term individual self-145 

efficacy is used to refers to the ability and capability of an individual employee to accomplish 146 

a given task in a workplace amidst justice concern. 147 

Job satisfaction is an important construct to organisational studies and subsequently to 148 

organization's success (Khalid, 2013). Much research has been carried out into ways of 149 

improving job satisfaction of workers in various organizations of different sectors (Khalid, 150 

2013; Qureshi, Frank, & Lambert, 2016). It was discovered that, high levels of job 151 

satisfaction among employees are associated with reduced stress, greater empowerment, 152 

increased productivity, lowered absenteeism, and increased motivation and physical health. 153 

Likewise, low levels of job satisfaction are related to absenteeism, low morale, high turnover 154 

and frustration (Khalid, 2013; Thompson & Phua, 2012). Job satisfaction is a pleasurable 155 

emotional state resulting from one’s job and job related experiences. It is the fulfilment or 156 

gratification derived from one’s workplace (Qureshi et al., 2016). Job satisfaction refers to 157 

the degree to which employees are satisfied with such features of their job as the physical 158 

work conditions, the recognition they get for their good work, their immediate boss, their rate 159 

of pay, their opportunity to use their abilities, their chance of promotion and attention paid to 160 

their suggestions (Ozyilmaz et al., 2017). Thus, job satisfaction can be seen as a positive 161 

emotional state resulting from individual employees’ workplace and job experience. 162 

It is believed that, individual employees take into account various aspects of their jobs when 163 

thinking about their levels of job satisfaction. An individual employee’s overall job 164 

satisfaction is determined by summing his/her satisfaction with each of these aspect of the 165 

job. These factors include; organisational policies such as, job working conditions, room for 166 

initiatives, advancement and achievement, compensation package, moral values and many 167 

more. It is equally important to note that, while considering employee’s job satisfaction that 168 

some factors may be more important than others for any given employee at a time (George & 169 

Jones, 2012). 170 

However, there are relatively few researches into the relationship between equity perception 171 

and job satisfaction among civil servant in Nigeria let alone the north-east geo-political zone, 172 

using organisational justice theory and social cognitive theory. Therefore, this paper seeks to 173 

address this gap in literature. 174 

Theoretical Consideration and Hypotheses Development 175 

In this study, the theoretical lenses of the Organisational Justice Theory (OJT) by (Colquitt, 176 

Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005) and the Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) (Bandura, 1986), 177 

were employed to explain the relationship between equity perception and employees’ job 178 
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satisfaction as well as individual self-efficacy. Thus, the research model of this study is 179 

presented in Figure 1. 180 

Organisational Justice Theory 181 

OJT can be traced to the work of Greenberg (1987), Greenberg and Bies (1992), and Colquitt, 182 

Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan, (2005). The theory focuses and emphasizes on the need for 183 

fair treatment of people in an organisation, and how such people form judgments about such 184 

fair treatment and the way they react to perceived violations of fair treatment (Rupp, Shapiro, 185 

Folger, Skarlicki, & Shao, 2014). This theory examines individual employee’s perceptions of 186 

equity in their working place, among them and superiors as well as co-workers (Colquitt et 187 

al., 2005). According to Williamson and Williams (2011), OJT provides a model through 188 

which perceptions of fairness and equity by those affected by processes, outcomes and 189 

treatment within the organisation can be understood. Thus, it is believed that, when the 190 

processes, outcomes and the nature of treatment given are seen as fair the individual 191 

employee would perceive the situation as just and fair. Likewise, when the outcomes and 192 

decision taken are seen as unfair within the organisation, employees would perceive the 193 

situation as unjust and lack equity. It asserts that, employees monitor the fairness of 194 

processes, outcomes, and interpersonal treatment in their organizations. When employees feel 195 

that the treatment is being fair, then four important individual needs are met for them: the 196 

need for belonging, the need for meaning, the need for positive self-regard, and the need for 197 

control (Miles, 2012).  198 

Hence, in this study we argued that, if employees perceived that their superior act fairly in 199 

their resource allocations, decision-making processes, treating them with dignity and respect, 200 

and providing them with details explanations on how and why important resource allocations 201 

were made, then their attitude in terms of job satisfaction may be affected positively. 202 

 203 

Social Cognitive Theory 204 

SCT was developed by Bandura (1986) who was influenced by the social learning theory. 205 

The theory evolved under the umbrella of behaviorism, which is a subset of psychological 206 

theories intended to explain why people behave the way they do. The SCT model is widely 207 

used to understand and predict individual and group behavior (Khalid, 2016). Individual self-208 

efficacy construct of the theory was adopted for the study, and it refers to the believe, ability 209 

and the capability of an individual employee about his/her ability to mobilize the courage, 210 

cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to execute a particular job in an 211 

organisation (Bandura, 1997). In this study, we argue that, individual employees who feel 212 

able and confident concerning their ability to meet the demands of their job amidst equity 213 

perception, will be more satisfied with their job than those who feel that they cannot meet 214 

these job demands amongst injustice concern. This justifies the theoretical assumptions that 215 

individuals who have high belief of self-efficacy persist longer and seek more challenging 216 

jobs, which ultimately leads to job satisfaction (Ozyilmaz et al., 2017; Rigotti et al., 2008). 217 

Hence, individual employees with higher levels of self-efficacy may influence their own 218 

happiness at work by shaping their work environment to fit them better and satisfy their 219 

needs. In addition, as theorized by Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997), individual employees 220 

with high self-efficacy will be more satisfied at work than those with low efficacy, because 221 

they will be more proactive on the job. 222 
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224 
Equity Perception 225 

 226 

       Figure 1: Framework of the Study 227 

Empirical Reviews 228 

In this section, empirical studies that linked the constructs of the study are reviewed such as 229 

equity perception, job satisfaction and individual self-efficacy. 230 

Equity Perception and Job Satisfaction 231 

Employees’ equity perception about organisational processes have been recognised as the 232 

most important aspect in determining the organisational outcomes such as employees’ 233 

commitment, organisational citizen behaviour and job satisfaction (Qureshi et al., 2016; 234 

Singhry, 2018; Srivastava, 2015). It is believed that studies on equity perception and job 235 

satisfaction have significant importance to both individual employee and organisations at 236 

large. Also, literatures on organisational behaviour showed that, there is positive and 237 

significant relationship between equity/justice perception and job satisfaction in an 238 

organisation (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2015; Khalifa & Truong, 2010; Singhry, 2018). 239 

However, studies that indicates which dimension of equity perception has strong effect on job 240 

satisfaction remain unknown. For example, (Dartey-Baah, 2014; Srivastava, 2015), in their 241 

studies found that, procedural and interpersonal justice dimensions of equity perception have 242 

positively and significantly predicted job satisfaction of employees in Ghana and India, while 243 

distributive and informational justice did not predict job satisfaction. Also, the perceptions of 244 

distributive justice and procedural justice have significant positive relationships with job 245 

satisfaction (Qureshi et al., 2016). In view of all these mixed findings, and lack of such 246 

findings in the Nigerian context to show that equity perception could positively predict job 247 

satisfaction, the study hypothesized that: 248 

H1: Equity perception will have a significant effect on employees’ job satisfaction.    249 

Equity Perception and Individual Self-Efficacy 250 

Based on experience, it has become apparent that, Nigerian employees are seriously affected 251 

on-the-job with injustice and nepotism by their superiors. It has gone to the level, where some 252 

employees do not apply for their rights like promotion, because the promotional exercise are 253 

unjust and full of bias. This often reduces the efforts, commitment and zeal of the employees 254 

and subsequently, affect their self-efficacy on the job. And, it is believed that, employees who 255 

Distributive 
Justice 

Job 
Satisfaction 

Procedural Justice 

Interpersonal 
Justice 

Informational 
Justice 

Individual Self-
efficacy 
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have high self-efficacy show high task performance when compared to employees with lower 256 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Ozyilmaz et al., 2017). Thus, it is expected that, superiors 257 

in the workplace should show higher levels of justice among their subordinates, so as to boost 258 

the individual employee’s self-efficacy and subsequently their job satisfaction. The paper 259 

predicts that, there would be positive relationship between equity perception and self-efficacy 260 

of employees, because when employees perceived that there is justice in the organisation, 261 

then their self-efficacy would increase. Therefore, the study proposes that: 262 

H2: Equity perception will have a significant effect on self-efficacy. 263 

Individual Self-Efficacy and Job Satisfaction 264 

It is believing that individual employee’s self-efficacy on the job will predict his/her job 265 

attitudes and behaviours such as job satisfaction. It was found that individual self-efficacy has 266 

positive effects on job satisfaction, task performance and citizenship behaviours in 267 

organisation (Judge & Bono, 2001; Maggiori, Johnston, & Rossier, 2015; Ozyilmaz et al., 268 

2017). Even though, self-efficacy has positive effect on job satisfaction, there are other 269 

studies indicating that self-efficacy has a negative effect on employee’s job satisfaction (e.g. 270 

Vancouver & Kendall, 2006). Based on the aforementioned mixed results and the theory 271 

postulation that, individual self-efficacy would affect job satisfaction, and it is argued that 272 

individual self-efficacy is likely to increase employees’ job satisfaction, because the greater 273 

the employee’s self-efficacy, the higher would be his/her effort and level of motivation, and, 274 

consequently, the higher would be his/her job satisfaction. In addition, only few studies  were 275 

carried out in order to find out the effect of individual self-efficacy on employees’ job 276 

satisfaction (Maggiori et al., 2015; Ozyilmaz et al., 2017) and none is from Nigeria. Hence, 277 

the study hypothesized that: 278 

H3: Individual self-efficacy will have a significant effect on job satisfaction. 279 

Individual Self-Efficacy as a Mediator of the relationship between Equity Perception 280 

and Job Satisfaction 281 

The current focus of the research on organizational justice perceptions and employees’ work 282 

outcomes such as job satisfaction focus less on the direct effect. Furthermore, researchers on 283 

organizational justice have concluded that studies on direct relationships between 284 

organizational justice perceptions and job satisfaction is declining (Eib, 2015). Hence, it 285 

becomes evident that there is need for mediating variable and therefore, individual self-286 

efficacy serves as mediator in the relationship between equity perception and job satisfaction. 287 

Even though, there is positive and direct relationship between individual self-efficacy and job 288 

satisfaction (Ozyilmaz et al., 2017), research has paid little attention if any, to the mediating 289 

effect of self-efficacy on the relationship of equity perception and job satisfaction. 290 

Furthermore, studies that integrate equity perception with self-efficacy and job satisfaction in 291 

one framework remain unknown in the literature, and according to extant literatures, the 292 

relationship between dimensions of equity perception and job satisfaction are not consistent. 293 

The study argued that, where there is fairness in organisational processes, such as promotion, 294 

the individual employee’s positive feelings about the job would increase and, certainly can 295 

increase their level of job satisfaction. Additionally, individual employees with high self-296 

efficacy deals more effectively with difficulties and persists in the face of failure and 297 

certainly they are more likely to attain valued outcomes and thus derive satisfaction from 298 

their jobs (Judge & Bono, 2001). Therefore, the study proposes that: 299 
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H4: Self-efficacy mediate the relationship between equity perception and job satisfaction.  300 

3.0 Methodology 301 

The study employed cross-sectional survey design, where data was collected from civil 302 

servants across the six states of the north east geopolitical zone of Nigeria. A total of 450 303 

workers were conveniently approached and asked to fill the questionnaires for the study. The 304 

adapted questionnaire was self-administered by the researchers as well as with the help of 305 

some undergraduates and postgraduate students of Abubakar Tafawa Balewa University 306 

Bauchi. Even though face-to-face questionnaire administration is expensive in terms of time, 307 

money, and efforts, it performs better than mail and telephone surveys (Rowley & Rowley, 308 

2014; Szolnoki & Hoffmann, 2013). Out of 450 questionnaires distributed, 404 309 

(approximately 90% response rate) were retrieved and found valid for further analysis.  310 

All scales used in this study had been validated in previous studies and adapted to suit the 311 

context of the study. All the constructs have been measured on five-point Likert-type scale 312 

from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. For organizational justice construct, four 313 

dimensions were employed to assess organizational justice. The first, distributive justice 314 

where four items scale were used to measure the degree to which outcomes received by 315 

employees are perceived to be fair and related to efforts put. The second, procedural justice 316 

was measured using five items scale to measure the perceived fairness of the outcomes 317 

involved in these procedures. Third, interpersonal justice where four items scale were used to 318 

measure the degree of fairness in interaction received by the employees from their superior. 319 

Finally, informational justice was measured using four items scale measuring the degree of 320 

perceived fairness in communication received by employees. Furthermore, all items of the 321 

construct of organisational justice were extracted from Colquitt (2001). Individual self-322 

efficacy was measured using five items scales, all adapted from Rigotti et al. (2008). While, 323 

job satisfaction was measured using seven affective job satisfaction scale, three of the items 324 

were negatively worded and refers to as distracter items, (e.g. My job is time consuming) so 325 

as to help in reducing Common Method Bias (CMB) as suggested by Thompson and Phua, 326 

(2012). However, all negatively worded items were reversed using SPSS before the analyses. 327 

All were adapted from Thompson and Phua (2012). 328 

The data collected were analysed using IBM SPSS and IBM AMOS version 25 and 22 329 

respectively. IBM SPSS was used in data coding and entry, descriptive statistics analysis as 330 

well as the data cleaning and management of the data set. While, IBM AMOS was used in 331 

testing the model fits of the instruments used and structural model in testing the relationships 332 

among the variables of the study as well as hypotheses testing. 333 

4.0 Results and Discussion 334 

Data analysis was conducted on the data collected to test the four hypotheses stated. Three 335 

stages of data analysis were followed: (i) Preliminary analysis was conducted which include; 336 

outlier detection, a test of normality and general assumptions of regression analysis; (ii) 337 

Assessment of the measurement model to test for goodness fit of the items; and (iii) 338 

Assessment of the structural model to test the relationship among the variables of the study. 339 

 340 

 341 

 342 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents 343 

Data  Frequency 
(404) 

Percent
(100) 

Gender Male 314 77.7 
 Female 90 22.3 
Age 20 – 30 70 17.3 
 31 – 40 218 54.0 
 41 – 50 102 25.2 
 51 and above 14 3.5 

Qualification O level/Vocational certificate 19 4.7 
 Certificate/Diploma/NCE 224 55.4 
 HND/Degree 148 36.6 
 Masters/PhD 

Undisclosed 
7 
6 

1.7 
1.5 

 
Nature of your 
organisation 

 
Government Institution 

 
348 

 
86.1 

 Private Institution 48 11.4 
 Non-governmental organisation 08 2.0 
Work Experience Less 10 years 246 60.9 
 Less 20 years 105 26.0
 Less 30 years 40 9.9 
 Less 40 years 11 2.7 
 Undisclosed 02 0.5 
     
Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 344 

Table 1 shows the frequency as well as the percentage of the demographic data of the study. 345 

Out of the 404 respondents in the study, males were 314 (77.7%) while females were 90 346 

(22.3%). This illustrates that, majority of the organisational employees in northern Nigeria 347 

are males (77.7%). With regards to age, the respondents spread across different age groups; 348 

31-40 years’ bracket were the majority 218 (54%), while 51 years and above were the least 349 

14 (3.5%). This result indicates that the organisational employees in northern Nigeria is 350 

dominated by youthful class (54%). With regards to level of educational qualification, Table 351 

1 shows that respondents with Higher National Diploma/Degree qualifications were the 352 

highest with 224 (55.4%), followed by those with Master’s degrees 148 (36.6%), while 353 

respondents with Ph.D degrees were the least which accounts for 07 (1.7%). This indicates 354 

that majority of the respondents are learned enough to respond appropriately to the 355 

questionnaire of the study. Among the 404 respondents, 348 (86.1%) were employees 356 

working in government institutions, 48 (11.9%) were of the private institutions, while, 08 357 

(2.0%) were of the Non-governmental organisations. This indicates that, majority of the 358 

northern Nigerian citizens are government workers (86.1%). Finally, working experience 359 

(years of service), those employees with less than or equal to 10 years in service were the 360 

majority 246 (60.9%), followed by less than or equal to 20 years with 105 (26.0%) while, 361 

those with 40 years or less were the least with 11 (2.7%). This further buttressed the earlier 362 

claimed of youthful class dominating the working class in northern Nigeria. 363 

4.1 Preliminary analysis 364 

The data set was checked for missing values and it was found that there are few cases with 365 

missing values. After thorough examination, it was concluded that it is item missingness, 366 
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hence, the recommendation by Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010) and Newman 367 

(2014), was followed and imputation with replacement value using mean substitution was 368 

used with the aid of SPSS transform command. Furthermore, outliers were checked, defined 369 

and handled from the data set based on the recommendation of Aguinis, Gottfredson, and Joo 370 

(2013). As with most if not all social sciences data sets, it was found that there are outliers in 371 

the data set, therefore we screened it using multiple and influence techniques of Z-scores, 372 

Mahalanobis Distance (D2/df), leverage (> 2K/n) and Cook’s Di (> 4/n); and they were of 373 

two types: (i) Error outliers and (ii) Interesting outliers. Error outliers are outliers that results 374 

from entry errors and they were corrected by referring back to the original filled 375 

questionnaires, while interesting outliers are outliers that contain valuable and unexpected 376 

knowledge from the respondents, and such outliers were handled using the aforementioned 377 

techniques. Using the Z-scores techniques none of the items is above ±3.30 meaning there is 378 

no concern for outliers, while for Mahalanobis, leverage and Cook’s Di, twelve extreme 379 

outliers were detected and excluded from the final data set before further analysis as 380 

suggested by (Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2005).  381 

Similarly, the normality of the data was tested using descriptive outputs such as 5% trimmed 382 

mean, and Skewness and Kurtosis with their Standard errors. However, as a rule values of 383 

skewness and kurtosis can help to estimate normality in a large sample data, average 384 

skewness and kurtosis have values of ±1.13 and ±1.61 respectively, while high skewness and 385 

kurtosis have  ±1.8 and ±3.8 respectively (Goodhue, Lewis, & Thompson, 2012). Table 2 386 

shows the test of normality of the data set, where all the skewness values are less than ±1.96 387 

and Kurtosis values are less ±3.0. Also, 5% trimmed mean and grand mean all indicates 388 

negligible difference. In addition, correlation cooefficients (Table 3), Durbin-Watson (1.93), 389 

tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) in Table 2 results showed that no violation was 390 

found of normality, linearity, auto-correlation and multicollinearity. Thus, indicates normality 391 

of the data set for further analysis. 392 

In addition, since all data were collected at the same time, which may cause the Common 393 

Method Variance (CMV) issue. CMV deals with the possibility that there is some built-in 394 

bias due to the nature of the singular sample of self-reported data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 395 

Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Hence, the Harman’s single factor test conducted and the results 396 

confirmed that no CMV issue, because the recommended threshold is 50% and the result is 397 

78%. 398 

Table 2: Descriptive Analysis and Normality Test of the Constructs 399 

Constructs Mean  Std.  
Deviation
  

5% 
Trimmed 

Mean 

Skewness 
Values 

Kurtosis 
Values 

Tolerance VIF 

DISJ 3.747 .844 3.799 -1.013 .798 .805 1.242 

PROJ 3.410 .637 3.428 -.397 -.024 .792 1.262 

INTJ 3.799 .723 3.822 -.405 -.075 .799 1.252 

INFJ 3.553 .697 3.568 -.368 .329 .685 1.459 

INSE 3.983 .484 4.005 -.842 1.225 .749 1.336 
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JSAT 3.632 .790 3.663 -.665 .128 - - 

Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018.  400 

DISJ = Distributive Justice; PROJ = Procedural Justice; INTJ= Interpersonal Justice; INFJ= Informational 401 
Justice; INSE= Individual Self-Efficacy; JSAT= Job Satisfaction. 402 

4.2 Correlational Analysis and Internal Consistency 403 

Table 3 presents the inter-construct correlation analysis of the equity perception dimensions, 404 

individual self-efficacy and job satisfaction. The relationship between them was analyzed 405 

using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. It was found that all the equity 406 

perception dimensions (DISJ, PROJ, INTJ and INFJ) have a strong and positive correlation 407 

between them and with mediating variable (INSE) and the dependent (JSAT) variable of the 408 

study; distributive justice (r = 0.491**), procedural justice (r = 0.431**), interpersonal justice 409 

(r = 0.314**), informational justice (r = 0.521**), and individual self-efficacy (r = 0.819**), 410 

were correlated in a statistically significant manner with job satisfaction at the 0.01 level (2-411 

tailed). Finally, the shared variances, which is the coefficient of determination among the 412 

variables were quite good with majority having more than 45% and this indicates that job 413 

satisfaction helps to explain more than 35% of the variances in respondents’ scores on all the 414 

independent variables. With regards to items scale reliability of the constructs, all the six 415 

constructs have excellent Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from (0.82 to 0.93) as 416 

recommended by Nunnally (1978), as shown in Table 3. 417 

 418 

Table 3: Inter-Constructs Correlation and Internal Consistency Estimates 419 

Constructs Cronbach's 
alpha 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

JSAT .87 1      
DISJ .87 0.491** 1     
PROJ .80 0.431** 0.729** 1    
INTJ .80 0.314** 0.416** 0.678** 1   
INFJ .93 0.521** 0.308** 0.304** 0.367** 1  
INSE .82 0.819** 0.478** 0.439** 0.362** 0.642** 1 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 (p < .001) level (2-tailed).     420 

Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 421 

4.3 Assessment of the Measurement Model 422 

As stated earlier the data collected were analysed using SEM-AMOS version 22. As part of 423 

the measurement model assessment, the measurement items of each construct were subjected 424 

to iteration processes in SEM-AMOS using Gaskin and Lim (2016b)’s AMOS plugin for 425 

model fit measures. In other to ensure goodness fit of the measurement items, two items each 426 

for job satisfaction and individual self-efficacy were dropped from the constructs. One 427 

dimension (interpersonal justice) of equity perception was dropped and also three items from 428 

procedural justice were removed, all due to high measurement errors and low factor loadings.  429 

As shown in Table 4, all the values of the fit indices supported a well-designed fit between 430 

the theories and the data collected for this research. As recommended by authors (e.g. 431 

Awang, 2014; Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999) the study reported 432 

the measurement model fit indices according to the three broad classifications, i.e. absolute 433 
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fit, incremental fit and parsimonious fit. Where two most widely respected and reported fit 434 

indices were reported from each of the three aforementioned fits. Furthermore, for absolute 435 

fit; Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA = 0.062) and Standardised Root 436 

Mean Square Residual (SRMR = 0.056) were reported, also for incremental fit; Comparative 437 

Fit Index (CFI = 0.956) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI = 0.937) were reported, while Model 438 

chi-square (χ2/df = 2.506) and Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI = 0.655) were reported 439 

for parsimonious fit.  440 

In details, based on the results of the model fits in Table 4, the two residual estimates 441 

(RMSEA = 0.062 & SRMR = 0.056) were also found to be excellent and acceptable in terms 442 

of the small magnitude of the error of the fit between the measurement structure and data 443 

collected. As recommended, RMSEA value should be in the range of 0.06 to 0.10 while, 444 

SRMR value should be less than 0.08 or range from 0 to 1.0 (Awang, 2014; Hu & Bentler, 445 

1999). Furthermore, the closer the SRMR value to zero, the better and it indicates perfect fit 446 

(Hooper et al., 2008). Incremental fit indices in terms of Comparative Fit Index (CFI = 0.956) 447 

and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI = 0.937) which means approximately 95% of the variance and 448 

covariance of the research measurement was explained by the data collected in this study. 449 

More importantly, the values of the two indices indicated an excellent fit as suggested by 450 

Awang (2014), Hooper et al. (2008), Hu and Bentler (1999), Kline (2005), that the values of 451 

CFI and TLI should be greater than 0.90 (>0.90). With regards to parsimonious fits, chi-452 

square model supports the measurement model with the adjusted chi-square value (χ2/df = 453 

2.506) was excellent at p-value < 0.05 as recommended by Awang (2014), Hu and Bentler 454 

(1999), that the relative chi-square value (χ2/df) should be <5.0. And also, Parsimonious 455 

Normed Fit Index (PNFI = 0.655) was acceptable, even though there is no specific threshold 456 

to it. However, it is suggested that when the index is within the region of 0.50 and above, it 457 

should be considered accepted (Hooper et al., 2008). Thus, the overall model fits of the six 458 

constructs are excellent. Table 4 provides the model fits of all the six constructs. 459 

Table 4: Model Fit Indices 460 

Measures Absolute fits 
RMSEA         SRMR 

Incremental fits 
CFI                   TLI 

Parsimonious fits 
χ2/df             PNFI 

Model Estimate 0.062 0.056 0.956 0.937 2.506 0.655 
Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 461 

4.4 Validating the Measurement Models 462 

Following the three-step approach recommended by Awang (2014), we first evaluated a 463 

measurement model to assess constructs unidimensionality using Confirmatory Factor 464 

Analysis (CFA) (Table 4); secondly the validity were evaluated (convergent, construct and 465 

discriminant validities) of all the latent variables, through the use of SEM-AMOS master 466 

validity plugin by Gaskin and Lim, (2016a) (Table 5) and finally, the reliability of the 467 

measurement model was assessed using the three approaches recommended by Awang 468 

(2014); first internal reliability was assessed based on Cronbach’s alpha value (Table 3) using 469 

IBM SPSS, second and thirdly, Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Explained 470 

(AVE) were determined using master validity plugin by Gaskin and Lim (2016), (Table 5). 471 

Convergent validity was evaluated based on recommendations by Awang (2014), first, where 472 

all items in the measurement models must be statistical significance. Second, CR of a 473 

construct must be greater than or equal to 0.60. Third, AVE of all constructs must be greater 474 
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than or equal to 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Awang, 2014). However, on the first 475 

condition, all items of the latent constructs were found to be significant at p < 0.001. The 476 

results also show that CR of all construct ranges between 0.831 – 0.937; while AVE of all 477 

constructs ranges between 0.552 – 0.740. Thus, AVE greater than 0.50 of all the variables 478 

indicates that all the six variables have items total variance explained of more than 50 per 479 

cent (Table 5). Also, since the regression weight of all items from the unstandardized AMOS 480 

output are significant, it can be concluded that the convergent validity is achieved which is, 481 

an evidence that convergent validity exist (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Awang, 2014).  482 

Discriminant validity was assessed based on the criteria recommended by Awang (2014) and 483 

Fornell and Larcker (1981). The first criterion states that to achieve discriminant validity of 484 

the latent variables, the correlational coefficients between them should not be greater than 485 

0.85 and the second criterion states that, discriminant validity is achieved when a diagonal 486 

value in bold is greater than its correlations with all other constructs in its row and column.  487 

In order words, “AVE should exceed the squared correlation with any other construct” (Hair, 488 

Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2013). The bolded values represented on diagonal in Table 5 show 489 

that the square root of AVE for each construct is greater than its correlation with all other 490 

constructs (Fornell & Larcker 1981).  Furthermore, values below the bolded diagonal are the 491 

squared correlations of all construct and are smaller than AVE (Hair et al., 2013). The values 492 

in Table 5 indicate that each construct is empirically and statistically distinct from other 493 

constructs in the study (Chin, 1988) . Therefore, it can be concluded that evidence of 494 

discriminant validity exist (Anderson & Gerbing 1988). 495 

Table 5: Discriminant Validity and Correlation 496 

Constructs CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5 
Distributive 
Justice 0.898 0.689 

 
0.830 

    

Job 
Satisfaction 0.937 0.680 0.555*** 

 
0.825 

   

Procedural 
Justice 0.911 0.596 0.280*** 0.368***

 
0.772 

  

Informational 
Justice 0.934 0.740 0.236*** 0.247*** 0.547***

 
0.860 

 

Individual 
Self-Efficacy 0.831 0.552 0.713*** 0.596*** 0.233***

 
0.411*** 

 
0.743 

Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 497 

Note: CR = Composite Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted. Bolded diagonal values are 498 
the squared root of average variance extracted (AVE). Values below the diagonal are the squared 499 
correlation of variables ***significant at the 0.001 level (p < 0.001) (two-tailed). 500 

4.5 Assessment and Validation of the Structural model 501 

Here, the relationships among the variables of the study, the direct and indirect effects to 502 

prove the mediating effect of individual self-efficacy as well as all hypothesized relational 503 

paths were examined.  504 

Figure 2 presents the direct effect of equity perception and job satisfaction. As illustrated in 505 

Figure 2, the direct path (equity perception on job satisfaction) showed significant and 506 

positive effect of the exogenous variable (equity perception) on the endogenous variable (job 507 

satisfaction) with standardized estimate coefficient and p-value of (0.69, p<0.001) 508 
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respectively. Hence, the first hypothesis (H1), which states that ‘Equity perception will 509 

positively lead to employees’ job satisfaction’ is supported.  510 

 511 

The structural model was assessed based on how the latent constructs were conceptualised. 512 

The structural model of the study showing the relationship among equity perception, 513 

individual self-efficacy, and job satisfaction is presented in Figure 3.  Overall, the validation 514 

of the structural model indicates good fitness indices (Figure 3): RMR = .044, SRMR = .065, 515 

GFI = .908, AGFI = .878, CFI = .955, TLI = .947, NFI = .931, RMSEA = .067, ChiSq/df. = 516 

2.756 and P-Value =. ***.  517 

From table 6 it is clear that, the overall predictive power of the model toward explaining the 518 

employees’ job satisfaction in organization is 0.89. This means that combined effects of 519 

equity perception (distributive, procedural and informational justices) and individual self-520 

efficacy explained employees’ affective job satisfaction by 89%. In other words, the error 521 

variance of employees’ affective job satisfaction is approximately 11% of its variance for all 522 

constructs in the model.  523 

However, on individual basis, the standardized estimate (beta) of equity perception to 524 

individual self-efficacy is 0.77, this shows that when equity perception goes up by 1-unit, 525 

individual self-efficacy goes up by 0.77 standard deviation. With a standard error of about 526 

0.159, and the level of significance for regression weight of equity perception in the 527 

prediction of individual self-efficacy is significantly different from zero at the 0.001 level 528 

with a critical ratio of 7.560 (two-tailed test). Similarly, individual self-efficacy standardized 529 

estimate to job satisfaction is 0.94, which means when individual self-efficacy goes up by 1 530 

unit, job satisfaction goes up by 0.94 standard deviation, but with a standard error of 0.083 531 

and significant value of 0.000 which is significantly different from zero at the p < 0.001 level 532 

(two-tailed test) with a critical ratio as large as 11.093. Finally, equity perception to job 533 

satisfaction (even though it is least because of the indirect effect of the mediating variable 534 
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introduced to the relationship) with standardized estimate of 0.01, which means when equity 535 

perception goes up by 1 unit, job satisfaction goes up by 0.01 and has a standard error of 536 

about 0.120 and significant value of 0.920 which is non-significant and different from zero at 537 

the p > 0.05 level (two-tailed test).  538 

 539 

Table 6: Result of Standardized Regression Estimates  540 

Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 541 

4.6 Test of Mediation 542 

To test for the mediating effect of individual self-efficacy in explaining the relationship 543 

between equity perception and employees’ job satisfaction, the causal chain approach as well 544 

as the mediation argument of Aguinis, Edwards and Bradley (2017); and Kim et al., (2018) 545 

were followed. Furthermore, information available in Figure 2 & 3 and Table 6 & 7 were 546 

used to compute and describe the nature of the mediating effects in the model and 547 

subsequently to test the hypotheses stated. 548 

Based on the analysis in Table 6 & 7, the direct effect of equity perception on the employees’ 549 

job satisfaction is 0.69 (see Figure 2); while the indirect effect of equity perception on the 550 

employees’ job satisfaction through the individual self-efficacy is 0.01 (see Figure 3); and the 551 

total effect of equity perception on the employees’ job satisfaction through the individual 552 

self-efficacy is 0.89, which is stronger than the direct effect of equity perception on the 553 

employees’ job satisfaction. This suggested that the mediating effect of individual self-554 

Relationships between 
the constructs 

R2 Std. 
Estimate 

( β) 

S.E. C.R. P-Value Results 

Equity perception <---  
Job satisfaction              

 

0.89 

0.01 0.120 0.101 0.920 Not significant

Equity perception <--- 
Individual Self-efficacy         

0.77 0.159 7.560 *** Significant 

Individual self-efficacy <--- 
Job satisfaction            

0.94 0.083 11.093 *** Significant 
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efficacy is full. Also, as shown in Table 6 & Figure 3, with the introduction of the mediating 555 

variable (individual self-efficacy) to the model, the relationship between equity perception 556 

and employees’ job satisfaction becomes weak and statistically insignificant (β = 0.01, p-557 

value = 0.920) when compared to the model before the introduction of the mediating variable 558 

as shown in Figure 2. Similarly, a full mediating effect of individual self-efficacy on the 559 

relationship between equity perception and job satisfaction is supported by (β for equity 560 

perception → individual self-efficacy = 0.77; individual self-efficacy → job satisfaction = 561 

0.94; and equity perception → job satisfaction = 0.01) see Table 6. These results provide 562 

evidence that support the full mediating effect of individual self-efficacy to explain the 563 

relationship between equity perception and employees’ job satisfaction. Thus, the second, 564 

third and fourth hypotheses (H2, H3 & H4), were supported.  565 

Table 7: Decomposition of Effects 566 

Relationship Standardised Estimates 
Direct Effect    Indirect Effect    Total Effect 

Equity Perception      Job Satisfaction 0.69 - 0.47 
Equity Perception      Individual Self-

Efficacy 
0.77 - - 

Individual Self-Efficacy            Job Satisfaction 0.94 -  
Equity Perception  Job Satisfaction  through 

Individual Self-Efficacy 
- 0.01 0.89 

Source: Researchers’ survey, 2018. 567 

4.7 Discussion of Findings 568 

The main aim of the study was to examine the potential mediating effect of individual self-569 

efficacy on the relationship between equity perception and employees’ job satisfaction. The 570 

study found that equity perception has a positive and significant effect on employees’ job 571 

satisfaction. This shows that all of the three dimensions of equity perception (distributive, 572 

procedural and informational justices) are important predictors of employees’ job 573 

satisfaction. This finding revealed that perceived equity among organisational employees in 574 

northern Nigeria, is accorded by job satisfaction and this is much in line with previous 575 

research findings (Colquitt et al., 2015; Dartey-Baah, 2014; Fortin, 2008; Khalifa & Truong, 576 

2010; Singhry, 2018). 577 

The study also found positive and significant relationship between equity perception and 578 

individual self-efficacy as well as employees’ job satisfaction. These findings are consistent 579 

with previous research findings (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Judge & Bono, 2001; Maggiori et al., 580 

2015; Ozyilmaz et al., 2017) which discovered that individual self-efficacy has positive 581 

effects on employees’ job satisfaction. However, this finding contradicts that of Vancouver 582 

and Kendall (2006), where they found a negative effect on the relationship between self-583 

efficacy and employees’ job satisfaction. 584 

Lastly, the study found that individual self-efficacy mediated the relationship between equity 585 

perception and employees’ job satisfaction. The mediation effect was full, this confirmed the 586 

earlier assertion that, where there is fairness in the organisational processes, individual 587 

employee’s positive attitudes towards the job would increase and certainly his/her job 588 

satisfaction will increase. This finding is partially related with the findings of a recent study 589 

by Maggiori et al. (2015), conducted on employed adults living in Switzerland, which 590 
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confirmed the mediating role of occupational self-efficacy between personality traits 591 

(neuroticism, conscientiousness, and extraversion) and job satisfaction.  592 

5.0 Conclusion and Implications 593 

The results confirmed the mediating effect of individual self-efficacy in the relationship 594 

between equity perception (distributive, procedural and informational justice) and employees’ 595 

job satisfaction. It was found that the positive relationship between equity perception and 596 

employees’ job satisfaction becomes weaker and non-significant when individual self-597 

efficacy was introduced to the model. This indicates that perceived equity among 598 

organizational employees would lead to higher job satisfaction when individual self-efficacy 599 

is present. Additionally, when individual employees possess self-efficacy, they are more 600 

likely to take on full personal responsibility, take/make decisions proactively, and have a 601 

deeper dedication toward organizational goals and objectives with enthusiasm and sense of 602 

belonging. In view of that, favourable policies and practices of organizational justice into 603 

organizational culture is believed to result in high employees’ job satisfaction and 604 

subsequently organizational performance (Park, Song, & Lim, 2016). Furthermore, it could 605 

be concluded that equity perception using the three dimensions of organisational justice 606 

theory improves employees’ job satisfaction in organisations. Thus, the need for 607 

organisational employers and superiors to apply the pluses of distributive, procedural and 608 

informational justice among the organizational employees’ so as to achieve employees’ job 609 

satisfaction. Moreover, empirical evidences have shown that when employees feel that their 610 

organisations deviate from justice and fair play, their reciprocal behaviors turn to be negative 611 

and in worst cases, counterproductive work behaviors such as vandalism, absenteeism, 612 

sabotage, arson, theft, retaliation and aggression (Greenberg & Bies, 1992; Khattak, Khan, 613 

Fatima, Zul, & Shah, 2018). 614 

The study has both theoretical and managerial implications as well as some limitations and 615 

suggestion for future studies. 616 

Theoretical implications 617 

The study makes unique contribution by integrating the OJ and SC theories to explain the 618 

relationship between equity perception, individual self-efficacy and employees’ affective job 619 

satisfaction. The findings suggest that the effect of equity perception on employees’ job 620 

satisfaction depends largely on employees’ self-belief, confidence and initiative in the 621 

workplace. This statement is consistent with the organizational behavior literatures which 622 

suggest that the perception of equity and fairness among organisations’ workers have direct 623 

implications for employees’ job satisfaction and consequently lead to organisational 624 

performance. In addition, the study adds to body of literature on equity perception and 625 

employees’ job satisfaction, by adding individual self-efficacy that is previously unconnected 626 

to equity perception.  627 

 628 

Managerial implications 629 

Meta-analysis, conceptual and empirical studies have shown that employees’ job satisfaction 630 

has been the major source of all positive outcomes in organisations. It is believed that when 631 

employee feel satisfied with the organisational processes such as promotional and rewards 632 

activities, these could be translated into workplace productive behaviour such as higher job 633 

commitment, loyalty and even stability of tenure in organisations. Thus, based on the findings 634 
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of the study and that of recent and previous studies as shown in the extant literatures, equity 635 

perception (distributive, procedural and informational justice) has a direct positive and 636 

significant effect on the employees’ job satisfaction. Organizational employers and superiors 637 

alike must provide employees with a working environment that thrive fairness in all it 638 

ramifications. Using academic institution where we come from as example, the allocation of 639 

responsibilities and offices must be on equity basis and free from nepotism, the processes of 640 

allocating such responsibilities must be free from bias and also, the information about such 641 

offices and responsibilities must be freely available and communicated to all with respect and 642 

dignity. Additionally, the study found that the individual self-efficacy mediates the 643 

relationship between equity perception and employees’ job satisfaction. This finding suggests 644 

that organisations’ employers and superior should set a mechanism to ensure that employees’ 645 

self-confidence, zeal and morale are boost regularly, since the individual self-efficacy was 646 

found to be a strong predictor of the employees’ job satisfaction in organisations. 647 

Limitations and suggestion for future studies 648 

There are some limitations associated with this study which deserved to be mentioned here. 649 

First, the study restrict itself to only equity perception at workplace from employees' 650 

perspective which may limit the scope of this study. Hence, the need for future studies to 651 

measure perception of equity from both the workers and the employers. Second, the study 652 

also restrict itself to only job satisfaction as an organisational outcome, without for example, 653 

considering other outcomes like organisational citizen behaviour, organizational 654 

commitment, turnover intentions, task performance, intrinsic motivation, the willingness to 655 

report problems and organisational performance in the organizations, which may broaden the 656 

scope of the study. Future researchers are encouraged to consider these organisational 657 

outcomes variables in their studies, even as an intervening variable. Third, there is need for 658 

future studies to consider introducing a moderating variable into the model, especially 659 

leadership style and more precisely servant leadership style. As it was found by (Divya & 660 

Suganthi, 2018) where employees working under servant leaders have positive perception of 661 

organisational justice in their workplace. Fourth, the study was cross-sectional in nature, thus 662 

one may rule out the alternative causal relationships of the study variables. Because, 663 

perception of equity is situational and temporal, so there is no assurance that an employee's 664 

equity perception of today would be same as tomorrow or next week. Thus, the need for 665 

longitudinal research design for future researchers in order to keep track of perceived equity 666 

among workers in organisation. Finally, the fact that this study used convenient sampling, the 667 

generalizability of the results to the entire region could be limited. Hence, to lessen the 668 

possible doubts concerning the generalizability of the results, it is recommended that future 669 

studies should consider the applicability of this model using a sample that covers a broader 670 

percentage of civil servants in the region as well as to use probability sampling technique if 671 

possible. 672 
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