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ABSTRACT

This study examined the moderating role of organizational trust in the relationship between
perceived organizational justice and proactive work behaviour. Six hundred and twenty-nine
commercial bank employess in Akwa Ibom state, South-South Nigeria took part in the study.
They were selected from a population of 1,074 staff, using purposive sampling technique,
while the banks were selected using systematic sampling technique. Three instruments were
used for data collection, namely, Measure of Organizational Justice (MOJ), Organization-
al Trust Inventory (OTI), and Proactive Personality Scale (PPS). A cross-sectional design
was adopted for the study. Data generated were analyzed using Hayes’ multiple regression
PROCESS macro for SPSS in order to test the hypotheses. Result of the study indicated that
distributive, procedural, and informational justice were significantly related with proactive
behaviour. Similarly, organizational trust was positively related with proactive behaviour.
As expected, organizational trust moderated the relationship between procedural justice and
proactive behaviour of bank employees. Recommendations for harmonious working rela-

tions between employers and employees were offered.

Introduction

In the heat of the current world economic
recession, ambiguous tasks, and increased business
uncertainties, many firms and organizations depend
on employees who are proactive — persons who
work outside assigned work descriptions. Most
organizations nowadays hire and rely on the proactive
stance of their employees. Because work environment
keeps changing, employees must effectively develop
their skills and knowledge to enable them mould their
organizations. This they do in order to keep their jobs
(Frese & Fay, 2001).

Proactive behaviour is distinct from reactive
or passive behaviour in two ways. First, it means
acting in advance. Proactive employees think, plan,
and act in advance with foresight about events in
the future even before they occur. Second, it means
creating anticipated impact. Proactive employees
desire to have visible impact on themselves and/or
the organization in order to create an outstanding
difference (Crant, 2010).

Page (2003) traced the concept of proactive
behaviour to the 1946 work of Dr. Victor Frankl, an
Australian existential neuropsychiatrist. In a book
titled “Man’s Search for Meaning”, Dr. Vicktor
Frankl used the concept to discuss an individual who
accepted blame for his or her action without putting
such blame on others. The Austrian neuropsychiatrist
equally emphasized the importance of beinl%
courageous, tireless, and coming to terms wit
the existence of many opportunities and choices,
irrespective of the circumstances which employees
find themselves.

According to research evidence, employees

Corresponding author

can show proactive behaviour in various ways such
as feedback (Ashford, Blatt, &Vand-Walle, 2003),
being enterprising in handling personal and group
goals (Frese & Fay, 2001), effectively adjusting to
new circumstances (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller,
2010), being vocal (Lepine & van Dyne, 2011),
bringin% useful ideas (Dutton & Ashford, 1993),
acting beforehand to impact co-workers and the
organization (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1988), and enlarging
tasks (Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997). Other ways
of acting proactively include changing roles (Staw
& Boettger, 1990), networking and doing things
differently (Morrison, 2006), displeasing persons
and groups (Spector & Fox, 2015), taking risks and
ensuring that ideas are implemented and solutions
given to problems (Williams & Turner, 2006).

Even though available literature gives a great deal of
characteristic evidence of proactive emp%oyees (e.g.,
Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2011), there is, however,
not much information as to what behaviours are
proactive. For instance, Frese and Fay (2011) see
proactive behaviour as being characterized by
perseverance in pursuing a goal and having personal
ingenuity. Earlier, Frese ?2006) opined that when there
is no action, it means there 1s inactivity, and when
there is no personal initiative there is no proactivity
since the presence of proactivity involves acting in
advance. This definition makes one to understand
proactive behaviour in two important perspectives.
First, instead of considering the personality profiles
of prospective employees, individual or personal
initiative looks at the totality of proactive behaviour
demonstrated (Seibert et al., 2011). Second, what is
given in the personality literature is far less than what
personal initiative has conceptualized as proactive
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behaviour. While Frese and Fay (2011) bring in
important descriptions that proactive behaviours
are anticipatory and futuristic, Bateman and Crant
(1993) described the same concept as behaviours
that bring about change in the way things are done in
organizations.

The above definition is limited in the way
it is applied to proactive behaviour. According to
Frese and Fay (2001), only behaviours that support
the organization should be included in the definition
of proactive behaviour, that is, additions that will
harm others and the organization but benefit self,
should be excluded from proactivity definition. Not
including these definitions narrows the range of
proactive behaviour, making it to be less robust. It
1s true that employees engage in proactive behaviour
to benefit themselves first; their actions are also
believed to sometimes harm rather than build their
organizations (Spector & Fox, 2015). For an
employee to be proactive does not always mean such
an employee must display personal initiative. Hence,
defining proactive behaviour requires an integrative
conceptualization to bridge any missing gap. It is on
this basis that Parker, Williams, and Turner (2006)
decided to conceptualize proactive behaviour as
any anticipatory action taken by employees to affect
themselves and/or their organization.

Many scholars have agreed with the truth
about the definition given above that proactive
behaviour is not tied to a particular set of behaviours,
such as networking, feedback-seeking or being
controlled. Instead, proactive bahviour as a process
can be used at any time in any situation, using any set
of action, provided an impact is created. Employees
are given boundaries as they are assigned tasks. Any
action that goes beyond these boundaries, accordin
to Crant (2010) is considered as proactivity. It shouldg:
however, be noted that defining proactivity in this
way has a sharp contrast with what the citizenship
behaviour literature presents. Hence, research sees
proactivity as purely extra-roles. According to Ojo
(2017) and Weick (2009), proactive behaviours are
defined as extra- roles since in-roles are assigned
roles by others - management or organizational
representatives. This may not be said to be conclusive
since, in-roles can be executed in a proactive way.
For instance, an employee may reasonably decide
to complete his task ahead of time. Also, there is
no clear distinction between what constitute in-role
and extra-role behaviours as many behaviours can
either be viewed as in-role or extra-role depending on
how they are coined by the job holder or supervisor
(Weick, 2009).

Although some scholars may not realize the
benefit of proactive behaviour, others have focused on
its beneficial impacts to individuals and organizations
(Chan, 2016; Bolino, Turnley, & Nichoff, 2014).
Also, expressing proactive behaviour is believed to be
influenced by certain organizational characteristics;
one of such organizational -characteristics is
organizational justice (Pelton, 2013). Researchers
(e.g., Hopkins & Weathington, 2016; Smith, 1996)
describe four types of organizational justice: (a)
Distributive justice — fairness in the distribution
of benefits or outcomes to employees within the
organization; (b) Procedural justice — making
employees or their representatives part of the decision
making process that leads to sharing accrued benefits
within the organization (Bies, 2005); (c) Interpersonal
justice — the friendliness, respect, and honour in

the way employees are treated by their employers
(Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005); (d) Informational
justice — the correctness, completeness, and timing in
g?)rglln)nunicating information to employees (Colquitt,
The main purpose of this study was to explore
the role of organizational trust in moderating the
relationship between perceived organizational
justice and proactive behaviour. Although each
component of organizational justice, or injustice
has 1ts separate effect (Matheny & Smollan, 2005:
Shepherd, Levick, & Minton, 2012), organizational
trust is believed to be a strong moderator in
assuaging the relationship between organizational
justice and proactive behaviour. Research evidence
(e.g., Pitariu & Rus, 2013; Trussell, 2015) indicates
that trust served as a significant mediator in the
relationship between burnout and the willingness to
cElit the organization, and also moderated, not only
the effects of stress but also of other outcomes. A
review of literature also shows studies on trust in
organizations as a system with many parts (Huff
& Kelley, 2015). For instance, trust can be elicited
from one’s personality and valued culture operating
within an organization at a particular time. With this
in operation, the organization in question can from
time to time, open communication channel with its
employees and the employees will as a response,
comn)nunicate their feelings to management (Zucker,
1986).

Trust in organizations is said to be highly
important, particularly when the trustor relies on
the trustworthiness of the trustee in the future to
realize his or her goals (Lane, 1998). In order to
increases trust, it is expected that the trustee does
not engage in sharp practices and shady deals in
order not to put the trustor in a vulnerable state. In
work organizations, employees put all their trust in
their organization and pledge their loyalty, to serve
and make their living tﬁere-from (Hardin, 2012).

Scholars have generally agreed that trust
is very relevant in organizations. It is, however,
surprising that there is no uniformity as to what
trust really is. Nevertheless, Gills’ (2003) view of
the construct which has gained prominence and a
wider acceptability was considered in the present
study. According to Gills (2003), trust is the trustor’s
willingness to be vulnerable to the trustee, with the
belief that the trustee is competent, trustworthy, and
reliable based upon the terms and conditions of the
contract. The employees are often regarded as the
trustors, while the organization or its representative
is the trustee. In other situations, this position can,
however, swap.

Talking about competence on the part of
the trustee, research evidence (e.g., Sonnenberg,
1994) indicates that trust is enhanced when
employees perceive that their organizations and
co-workers are competent. When co-workers and
organizations make themselves competent and
dependable, employees can team up with them to
produce quality goods and services that will impact
their organization meaningfully (Covey, 2009).
Employees can as well express feeling of distrust in
the organization as insecure or when the condition
under which they serve is poor (Kiefer, 2005).
Sometimes too, the way organizations are designed
could trigger off employees’ perception of trust or
distrust.
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In order to remove distrust, organizations
systems must be designed in such a way that
organizations and employees see each other as
partner in progress. This will increase the potency of
trust in both the firm and the workers (Lindenberg,
2010; Pferffer, 2008). Based on this, the present
study examined whether organizational trust would
moderate the relationship between organizational
justice dimensions and proactive behaviour.
Two major hypotheses were tested in this study:
Organizational justice (distributive, procedural,
interpersonal, informational) will significantly
predict proactive behaviour of bank employees.
Organizational trust will significantly moderate
the relationship between organizational justice and
proactive behaviour of bank employees.

Method
Participants and Procedure

A total of six hundred and twenty-nine (409
males and 220 females) commercial bank employees
in Akwa Ibom State, South—South Nigeria participated
in the study. Their ages ranged from 20 to 55 years,
with a mean age of 31.5 years. The average job tenure
was 6.03 years. Ninety-six of the participants were
senior staff, while five hundred and thirty-three were
junior staff. Three hundred and twenty-four of them
had NCE and below, while three hundred and five
had HND and above. Using the systematic sampling
technique, the researcher collected names of all
a[p))proved banks which have their branches in Akwa
Ibom state and had them arranged in alphabetical
order. The nth element was selecting every 2nd
bank in that alphabetical order which resulted in the
selection of eleven (11) banks used in the study.

Participants were drawn from Access Bank
(n=66), Diamond Bank (#n=60), Ecobank (n=70),
First Bank (#n=80), Guaranty Trust Bank (GTB)
(n=50), Keystone Bank (n=63), Skye Bank (n=70),
Standard Chartered Bank (#=29), Suntrust Bank
(n=31), United Bank for Africa (UBA) (n=70), and
Wema Bank (#=40). Seven hundred (700) copies of
questionnaire were administered on initial pool of
700 respondents. Of the 700 copies of questionnaire,
only 629 copies (representing 89.86%) were used
for this study. Fifty-one copies of the questionnaire
were not returned, while 20 copies were not properly
completed, hence they were rejected.

The researcher obtained the consent of the
participants who volunteered to participate in the
study. This came after the researcher had obtained
permission from the heads of the eleven banks
used for the study. The researcher employed the
services of two research assistants who helped in the
administration and collection of the questionnaire.
Data generated from the study were collated and used
for analysis.

Instruments

Questionnaire was used for data collection.
The questionnaire was divided into two sections:
the first section covered statements that elicited
demographic information such as gender, age, marital
status, rank, employment status, position, tenure,
educational attainment and place of employment. The
other section focused on measures of other variables
of interest. Three separate scales were used to measure

proactive behaviour, perceived organizational justice,
and organizational trust.

Measures of Organizational Justice (MOJ)

Measures of Organizational Justice (MQOJ) originally
developed by Colquitt (2001) was used to measure
organizational justice. It is a 20-item measure that
focusesmainlyonthe fourdimensionsoforganizational
justice - distributive, procedural, interpersonal and
informational. The measure is scored on a 5-point
Likert-type response format that ranges from very
little (1), to very great (5). Colquitt (2001) obtained a
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .81 for the
scale. For the present study, the researcher obtained
a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .83. Samples of the
items in MOJ include the following among others:
To what extent have you been able to express your
views and feelings during those procedures? To what
extent has your boss treated you in a polite manner?
To what extent has your boss been candid in his/her
communication with you? Participants who score
high on the MOJ are said not to experience injustice
in their organizations, while those who score low
on the MOJ are said to experience injustice in their
organizations.

Proactive Personality Scale

A shortened version of Bateman and Crant’s (1993)
Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) with ten items
was used to measure proactive work behaviour. The
original version of PPS is a 17-item questionnaire
that measures proactive behaviour in organizations.
The original questionnaire is a seven-point Likert
type structure ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). To make responses easier, a 5 —point
Likert response format was adopted by the present
researcher instead of the 7-point format proposed by
the authors. The researcher obtained a Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficient of .86 in the present study.
Sample items in the PPS include the following: 1 can
spot a good o%portunity long before others can; if |
believe in an 1dea, no obstacle will prevent me from
making it happen; I am constantly on the look-out
for new ways to improve my life. Participants who
score high on the PPS are said to have high proactive
behaviour, while those who score low on the same
measure are said to have low proactive behaviour.

Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI)

The Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI) developed
by Nyhan and Marlowe, Jr. (1997) was usedp to
measure organizational trust. It is a 12-item scale with
8 items measuring trust in supervisors and four items
measuring trust in the organization as a whole. The
scale has a 7-point Likert type format. The authors
obtained .79 as the alpha reliallj)ility coefficient for the
scale. The alpha reliability coefficient of the scale in
the current study was .84.

Design / Statistics

This was a survey research and cross-sectional design
was adopted in the study. Pearson’s correlation
(r) analysis was conducted among the study’s
demographic variables, predictors and dependent
variables while the Hayes’ regression statistics was
applied for hypotheses testing (Hayes, 2013, 2014).
Urbina (2004) maintains that correlation analysis
1s a major tool in demonstrating linkages between:
(a) scores on different tests, (b) test scores and non-
test (demographic) variables, (c) scores on parts
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of tests and scores on whole tests, and (d) between
scores on different parts of tests (e.g., organizational
justice subscales) and non-test variables. Pearson’s
correlation enables researchers to make predictions
by implying a certain amount of common or shared
variance (Urbina, 2004). It was used in this study
to ascertain if proactive behaviour was bivariately
related to organisational justice and organisational
trust. Furthermore, it was used to determine proactive
behaviours’ relationships to potential covariates
which may be included as control variables in the
tests of the hypotheses for the study (i.e., covariates
in PROCESS; see Hayes & Preacher, 2014).

The robust PROCESS macro for SPSS is
suitable for measuring the moderation or interactive
effects (Hayes, 2013), and it is preferable to the
normal regression analysis in moderation research.
PROCESS conducts regression-based path analysis
and creates product terms to analyze interaction
effects, automatically centering the predictor variables
prior to analysis. The Hayes PROCESS is currently
the gold standard in tests of moderation analysis in
organizational psychology and management sciences
research (see Brienza & Bobocel, 2017; Mugadas,
Rehman, & Aslam, 2017). If a product term was
significant, it would mean that the association between
the relationship variable (e.g., organizational justice)
and the outcome variable (proactive behaviour)

76

was either stronger or weaker in the presence of the
moderator (organizational trust), depending on the
direction of the relationship.

As PROCESS allows for a single predictor
variable, 4 analyses were conducted, for each of
the justice subscales. For example, in the first test,
procedural justice was entered as the predictor
variable, organizational trust as the moderating
variable, job tenure as a covariate, and proactive
behaviour as the criterion. In all subsequent tests, the
predictor variables were entered as required, while the
moderating variable, the covariate, and the criterion
remained the same.

Results

The correlations of the demographic and study
variables are shown in Table 1. In the correlations,
relevant demographic variables were included in the
analysis. Those that were significantly correlated
with bank employees’ proactive behaviour will be
included in the PROCESS module as covariates (i.e.,
control variables) in order to marshal out their effects.
The Hayes multiple regression statistical results for
testing the hypotheses are in Tables 2. Slopes of
moderation (interaction graphs) are plotted where the
interaction terms are significant. It 1s unnecessary to
show the slopes if the interaction is not significant.

Table 1: Pair-wise correlations of demographic and study variables

~Variablcs T 2 3 75 6 7 8§ 0 101117
1 Gender -

2 Age -.03 -

3  Rank 147 -43™ -

4 ES 157 -.08° 23 -

5 Education -.02 23" -34" -.04 -

6 Tenure A2 57 547 S 127 .09° -

7 DIJ .09" =127 04  -22" 04 -04 .40 -

g8 PJ .10° -.09" -04 -26" -06 -06 377 58" -

9 IntJ] 100 - 11 06  -22 -03 -04 36" 647 .65 -

10 InfoJ 13" -.09" -05 -20" -04 -07 36" .60 .68 - -

11 OT -.04 -.04 .02 -08 .01 -.16" -17" .18™ 25" .14™ .19™ -
12 PB .01 -.01 -.00 -02 .08 -10° .52 .12 .16 09" .14™ .16

Note. ""p<.001; "p<.01; "p<.05; For gender: 1 = Male, 2 = Female,; For Rank: 1 = Senior staff, 2 = Junior

staff; ES = Employment status (1 = Permanent staff, 2 =

Temporal staff); For Education: 1 = NCE and below,

2 = HND and above; DJ = Distributive justice; PJ = Procedural Justice; Int J = Interpersonal Justice; Info
J = Informational Justice; OT = Organizational Trust;, PB = Proactive Behaviour.

Being a female employee was associated
with being a senior staff (rank) (r = -.14, p< .001),
and a permanent staff in terms of employment status
(r = -.15, p<.001), as well as having more years
of work (r = .12, p<.01). Being female was also
related to having higher perceptions of distributive
justice (r = .09, p<.05), procedural justice (r = .10,
p<.05), interpersonal justice (r = .10, p<.05), and
informational justice (r = .13, p<.01). Older workers
were more educated (r = .23, p<.001), senior staff
(r = -.43), permanent staff (r = -.08, p<.05), and
had spent more years at work (r = .57, p<.001).
The older workers reported less perceptions of
organizational justice at work in terms of distributive
justice (r = -.12, p<.001), procedural justice (r =
-.09, p<.05), interpersonal justice (r = -.11, p<.01),
and informational justice (r = -.09, p<.05). Being a
junior staff was associated with being a temporary
or contract staff (r = .23, p<.01), having lower

educational attainment (r = -.34, p<.001), and less
years of work (r = -.54, p<.001).

Employees who were permanent staff had less
perceptions of organizational justice in the workplace
across the justice dimensions as follows: distributive
justice (r = -.22, p<.001), procedural justice (r =
-.26, p<.05), interpersonal justice (r = -.22, p<.01),
and informational justice (r = -.20, p<.05). Higher
educational qualification was associated with more
job tenure (r = .09, p<.05). Higher number of years
spent at work was related to lower organizational
trust (r =-.16, p<.01), and lower proactive behaviour
(r=-.10, p<.05).

Perceptions of distributive justice was
positively linked to procedural justice (r=.58,p<.001),
interpersonal justice (r = .64, p<.001), informational
justice (r = .60, p<.001), organizational trust (r = .18,
p<.001), and proactive behaviour (r = .12, p<.001).
Procedural justice had a positive relationship with
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interpersonal justice (r = .65, p<.001), informational
justice (r = .68, p<.001), organizational trust (r = .25,
p<.001) and proactive behaviour (r = .16, p<.001.
Employees perceptions of interpersonal justice was
positively associated with their informational justice
(r=.75,p<.001), organizational trust (r = .14, p<.001)

and Froactive behaviour (r = .09, p<.001). Likewise
employees perceptions of informational justice had a
positive association with organizational trust (r=.19,
p<.001) and proactive behaviour (r = .14, p<.001).
Finally, organizational trust had a positive relationship
with proactive behaviour (r = .16, p<.001).

Table 2: Hayes’ PROCESS Macro results predicting proactive behaviour from perceived organizational justice

and organizational trust

Predictors Coefficient SE t p 95% CI
(a) Distributive justice and Organizational trust
Distributive justice (DJ) .16 .08 12.57 .044 [.00, .32]
Organizational trust (OT) .09 .03 1.25 .004 [.03,.15]
DJx OT -.00 .01 -1.51 743 [-.02, .01]
Job tenure -24 A2 -1.02 .053 [-.48,.00]
(b) Procedural justice and Organizational trust
Procedural Justice (PJ) A5 .05 2.89 .004 [05, .25]
Organizational trust (OT) .07 .03 2.25 .025 [.01,.12]
PJx OT -.01 .00 -2.16 .031 [-.02,-.00]
Job tenure -23 A2 -1.87 .064 [-.47, .01]
(c) Interpersonal justice and Organizational trust
Interpersonal Justice (IntJ) 12 .08 1.39 165 [-.05, .28]
Organizational trust (OT) .09 .03 3.08 .002 [.03,.15]
Int] x OT -.01 .01 -1.59 113 [-.03,.00]
Job tenure -24 A2 -1.92 .055 [-.48,.01]
(d) Informational justice and organizational trust
Informational Justice (InfolJ) 18 .08 2.31 .021 [.03,.32]
Organizational trust (OT) .08 .03 2.74 .006 [.02,.13]
InfoJ x OT -.01 .01 -1.68 .094 [-.02,.00]
Job tenure -.22 A2 -1.81 071 [-.47,.02]

Note. (a) Total R> = .04, F(4, 624) = 54.00, p <.001. (b) Total R* = .04, F(4, 624) = 5.54, p < .001. (c) Total R?
= .05, F(4, 624) = 5.20, p < .001. (d) Total R? = .05, F(4, 624) = 6.60, p < .001.

Results of the PROCESS module in Table
2a showed that distributive justice was positivel
associated with proactive behaviour of ban
employees (B = .16, t = 1.97, p<.05), indicating that
for every one unit rise in distributive justice, proactive
behaviour increases by .16 units. Organizational trust
was significantly associated with proactive behaviour
of employees (B = .09, ¢t = 2.89, p<.01), illustrating
how each unit rise in organizational trust was
associated with .09 increase in proactive behaviour.
The interaction effect of distributive justice and
organizational trust in relation to proactive behaviour
was not significant (B = -.00, ¢ = -1.94, p>.05),
showing that organizational trust did not moderate
the relationship between distributive justice and
bank employees’ proactive behaviour. Job tenure was
included in the analysis as a control variable due to its
significant correlation with proactive behaviour (See
Table 1). Job tenure was not associated with proactive
work behaviour (B = -.24, t = -1.94, p>.05) in the
regression. All the variables in the model explained
4% of the variance in proactive behaviour among the
workers (R? = .04).

In Table 2b, procedural justice was positivel
associated with proactive {)ehaviour of ban
employees (B=.15,1=2.89, p<.01), accounting how

for each one unit rise in procedural justice, proactive
behaviour increases by .15 units. Organizational trust
was significantly associated with proactive behaviour
ofemployees (B=.07,¢=2.89, p<.05). The interaction
effect of procedural justice and organizational trust in
relation to proactive behaviour was significant (B =
-.01, t = -2.16, p<.05) indicating that organizational
trust moderatedpthe relationship between procedural
justice and bank employees’ proactive behaviour.
Simple slopes analysis (see Figure 4.1), revealed that
the positive relationship between procedural justice
and proactive behaviour was strongest for employees
who have low organizational trust (B =.26,¢t=3.75,p
=.000, 95%CI=.12,.39) compared to those who have
moderate trust in the organization (B=.15,7=2.89, p
=.004, 95%CI = .05, .26); yet at high organizational
trust, the association between procedural justice and
proactive behaviour was not significant (5 = .03, ¢t =
44, p = .66, 95% CI=-.22, .18)

Job tenure was included in the analysis as a
control variable due to its significant correlation with
proactive behaviour. Job tenure was not associated
with proactive work behaviour (B = -.23, t = -1.87,
p>.05) in the regression. All the variables in the model
explained 5% of the variance in proactive behaviour
among the workers (R* = .05).
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Figure 4.1: Slope of moderating effect of organizational trust on procedural justice and proactive behaviour

Table 2c showed that interpersonal justice
was not significantly associated with proactive
behaviour o% bank employees (B = .12, ¢ = 1.39,
p>.05). Organizational trust was significantly
associated with proactive behaviour of employees
(B = .09, t = 3.08, p<.01). The interaction effect
of interpersonal justice and organisational trust in
relation to proactive behaviour was not significant (B
=-.01, t = -1.59, p>.05); this points to the fact that
organizational trust did not moderate the relationship
between interpersonal justice and bank employees’
proactive behaviour. Job tenure was included in the
analysis as a control variable due to its significant
correlation with proactive behaviour. Job tenure
was not associated with proactive work behaviour
(B=-24,t=-1.94, p>.05) in the regression. All the
variables in the model explained 5% of the variance
in proactive behaviour among the workers (R? = .05).

Table 2d showed that informational justice
was positively associated with proactive behaviour of
bank employees (B = .18, t =2.31, p < .05), drawing
attention that for each one unit rise in informational
justice, proactive behaviour increases by .18 units.
Organizational trust was significantly associated with
proactive behaviour of employees (B = .08, t = 2.74,
p<.01). The interaction effect of informational justice
and organizational trust in proactive behaviour was
not significant (B=-.01, ¢=-1.68, p>.05); it shows that
organizational trust did not moderate the relationship
between informational justice and bank employees’
proactive behaviour. Job tenure was included in the
analysis as a control variable due to its significant
correlation with proactive behaviour. Job tenure
was not associated with proactive work behaviour
(B=-.22,¢t=-1.81, p>.05) in the regression. All the
variables in the model explained 5% of the variance
in proactive behaviour among the workers (R = .05).

Discussion

This study explored the role of organizational
trust in moderating the relationship between
organizational justice dimensions and proactive
behaviour. The result of the study clearly indicated
that distributive justice positively related with
proactive behaviour of bank employees. This implies
that as distributive justice rises, proactive behaviour
also keeps rising. This result agrees with the findings
of previous studies by Brockner (1990) and Hellgren
and Sverke (2011) which showed the relevance of
applying fairness whenever there is change in any
organization. It also points attention to the fact that
employees’ proactive behaviour will increase if
distribution of outcomes (pay, status, promotion, etc.)
in the organization is fair. According to Hellgren and
Sverke (2011), employees tend to report higher job
satisfaction and display positive work attitudes when
the outcomes of organizational change are fair.

The result also indicated that procedural
justice significantly related with proactive behaviour.
This means that a rise in procedural justice leads to
a rise in proactive behaviour. This result agrees with
earlier findings (e.]g., Konosvsky & Folger, 1987)
that found backing for the importance of the different
justice dimensions. According to Parker et al. (1997),
having a greater involvement in organizational
decision and believing that things are properly and
justly done, make employees to show positive
response to organizational change. Organizations that
involve their employees in the decision process that
affects them stand to get positive response from such
employees.

The result of the study equally indicated that
interpersonal justice was not significantly related to
proactive behaviour of bank employees. This implies
that interpersonal justice is not a strong predictor of
proactive behaviour. This result however, doesn’t see
Interpersonal justice as a non-existing component of
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the justice dimension because according to Colquitt
(2001), Bies (2005), and Greenberg (2001), there is
relevance and usefulness of treating interpersonal and
informational justice as separate forms.

Also, the result of the study indicates
that informational justice significantly related to
proactive behaviour of bank employees. The finding
of the study is in tandem with the results of previous
studies. Cohen-charash and Spector (2011) opine that
justice or its absence predicts employees’ behaviour
at work. According to Riolli and Savicki (2006),
when employees are well informed about impending
restructuring in organization, such information evokes
positive affective reactions. However, doing otherwise
evokes negative affective reactions. Fairness issues
in organizations are sometimes ambiguous. There are
cases where employees say they are fairly treated,
while in other cases, they report of how their rights
are denied them which make them become angry and
depressed (Riolli & Savicki, 2006).

The result of the study equally indicated that
the interaction effect between distributive justice and
organizational trust in relation to proactive behaviour
of bank employees was not significant. This suggests
that organizational trust failed to moderate the
relationship between distributive justice and proactive
behaviour of the bank staff. This result disagrees with
earlier findings (e.g., Pitariu & Rus, 2013, Jawad
& Scott-Jackson, 2016) that organizational trust
moderated not only the effects of stress, but also of
other outcomes, and that trust could mediate between
work engagement and voluntary absence. However,
the result agrees with Hawks’ (2004) study where
trust failed to have a strong moderating effect in
the relationship between distributive, interpersonal
justice and proactive behaviour In the Hawks’ (2004)
study still, organisational trust was a strong moderator
in the relationship between procedural, informational
justice and proactive behaviour.

As earlier indicated, organizational trust
moderated the relationship between stress and
many organizational characteristics and between
engagement and voluntary absence (Jawad & Scott-
Jackson, 2016, Pitariu & Rus, 2013). Equally too, a
study by Ambrose and Schminke (2003) indicated
that organizational trust had a significant moderating
relationship between procedural, interpersonal justice
and supervisor trust. It is, therefore, not strange to find
in the present study that trust is able to moderate the
relationship between procedural justice and proactive
behaviour of bank employees. Reported also in the
study is that there was no significant moderating effect
between interpersonal justice and organizational trust
in relation to proactive behaviour. This result agrees
with Hawks’ (2004) finding that trust was not a strong
moderator in the relationship between distributive,
interpersonal justice, and proactive behaviour. In
Hawks’ (2004) study, however, trust moderated the
relationship of other justice dimensions and proactive
behaviour.

The result of the study further revealed that
there was no significant interaction effect between
informational justice and proactive behaviour. Thus,
the second hypothesis which stated that organizational
trust would moderate the relationship between
organizational justice dimensions and proactive
be%aviour was not confirmed. Previous studies
(e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Jawad & Scott-
Jackson, 2016., Pitariu & Rus, 2013; Trussell, 2015)
have shown organizational trust to have moderated
the relationship between many organizational

characteristics such as stress, burnout, social support,
empowerment, and intention to quit.

The findings of the present study have
some implications for demonstration of proactive
behaviour in organizations. First, the finding suggests
that distributive, procedural, and informational
justice positively predicted proactive behaviour. In
other words, employees who received fair share of
organizational outcomes, are well represented in the
decision making process in organizations, and are
well informed of happenings in their organization,
are more likely to demonstrate proactive behaviour.
As noted by Hellgren and Sverke (2011), employees
tend to report higher job satisfaction and demonstrate
positive work attitudes when the outcomes of
organizational change are fair. Also noted by Parker
et al. (1997), having a greater involvement in
organizational decision and believing that things are
properly and justly done, make em{)lozees to show
positive response to organizational change. Riolli
and Savicki (2006) also noted that when employees
are well informed about impending restructuring
in_organization, such information evokes positive
affective reactions. The relevance of fairness in
organizations is emphasized in this study even as the
findings suggest. Employers of labour should have
listening ears by not treating personnel issues with
levity since employees are the wheels that drive the
engine of any organization - public or private.

Second,t%eﬁndingsuggeststhatorganizational
trust moderated the relationship between procedural
justice and proactive behaviour. In other words,
the interaction effect between procedural and
organizational trust in relation to proactive behaviour
of bank employees was significant. This tells us that
organizational trust is a strong mediator between
Erocedural justice and proactive behaviour. As noted

y Hawks (2004), organizational trust moderated
in the relationship between procedural justice,
informational justice and proactive behaviour, in a
study to examine the role of organizational trust in
moderating the relationship between organizational
justice dimensions and proactive behaviour. In this
study as the findings suggest, organizational trust can
moderate/mediate the associations between procedural
justice and proactive behaviour. We know that there
1s no organization where the notion of equality for all
prevails. But where organizations show some level
of fairness, employees will respond by demonstrating
positive work behaviours. Employees are not robots;
when they are given the freehand to operate, we see
wise ideas. A balance should be created where trust
is seen as a very important variable in organizations.
To get trust from employees, organizations must first
give trust to their employees. Employees too must
learn to engage in behaviours that wil?,beneﬁt them,
and their organization and our society will be better
for it.
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