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Abstract 
Organizational Justice helps an organization to achieve ethical and legal standards. Organizational Justice means 
to what extent organization treats employees fairly and equally without bias. Globalization and technological 
change help organization for fast communication at the same time technological change also create challenges for 
an organization like cyberloafing. Cyberloafing means unproductive use of technologies at the workplace. The 
objective of the study is to investigate whether Organization Justice significantly predicts Cyber loafing. The total 
sample comprised of 276 employees from the manufacturing sector and the service sector. Organizational justice 
perception scale and Cyberloafing scale as standardized scales used for data collection and the researcher used the 
survey method. The result shows that distributive justice and interactional justice significantly negatively predict 
Cyberloafing and Procedural Justice no significantly predict cyberloafing. The finding will implicate in 
organizations to form polices minimizing cyberloafing behaviour at the workplace.  
 
Keywords: Organizational Justice, Cyberloafing, Distributive justice, Procedural Justice and interactional justice  
Introduction 
 
In today’s world business environment is changing rapidly due to globalization, new technology, government 
policies, market competition, etc. Organizational justice contributes to positive organization behaviour like 
organizational citizenship behaviour, employee engagement, employee retention, etc.  Organizational justice 
research addresses perceptions of fairness in organizational decisions and decision-making procedures. There 
are four types of organizational justice namely distributive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice and 
informational justice. 
Distributive justice means employee's perception of the fairness of his or her outcomes, such as pay (Adams 
1965).   Distributive justice means fairness of the rewards and outcomes received and justice is perceived if 
rewards received are proportional to the input. (Adams & Jex, 1999, Homans, 1961).  MacFarlin and Sweeney 
(1992) concluded that the positive relationships of procedural justice with evaluation of supervisor and 
commitment were weaker when distributive justice is high than when it is low. Furthermore, procedural 
justice is found to be more positively related to an individual’s reactions when outcome fairness is relatively 
low (Brockner, Wiesenfeld, 1996). Procedural justice refers to justice in the means by which distributions or 
decisions are made (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995). Employees generally consider means to be justice when 
those means allow consistency across individuals and time, suppression of bias, representativeness of the 
opinions of people affected, accuracy of information, mechanisms to correct bad decisions, and conformity with 
moral and ethical standards (Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry 1980). 
Justice is a subjective perception so that it is quite difficult for organizations to found justice among the 
employees in absolute terms. Even if justice has been achieved in absolute terms, the perception of employees 
in this regard is developing in a negative direction, and employees can try to maintain justice in the 
organization on their own (Günay, Azizoğlu & Çakar, 2018).  Cyberloafing is ways of avoiding work and engage 
in unproductive work result from employees thinking to maintain justice on their own or for no reason. In 
organizations, the extensive use of technology, especially computers, has led to increased access to internet 
services and even to organizations becoming dependent on online technology (Günay, Azizoğlu & Çakar, 2018). 
As a subjective concept, the sense of organizational justice is shaped as a result of employees' judgments 
compared to their past work, as well as the output they obtain from their contributions to the organization, 
compared with other people such as friends and colleagues (Robbins and Judge., 2012). The distributive justice 
expressed in terms of the benefits that employees receive in return for their contributions to the organization 
(İyigün 2012). The awards (or punishments) must be equal if the efforts made by the employees are equal for 
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the enterprise (ÖzafşarlıoğluSakallı, 2015). Interactional justice focuses on human relationships, unlike 
procedural and distributive justice (Özyer and Azizoğlu, 2014).  
Lim (2002) introduced concept Cyberloafing as an anti-production aberrant behaviour. Gunay (2017) noted 
that  because it causes a waste of resources based on Robinson and Bennett's (1995) typology of aberrant 
organizational behaviours, is defined as the use of digital equipment and on-line connection facilities that have 
been allocated for work purposes by employees for their consumption rather than productive utilization. 
Cyberloafing behaviour, which was included in the literature with the mere definition of personal e-mail 
activities and surfing on websites by Lim (2002), is now defined as a much wider array of actions due to the 
development of technology and the diversification of the services offered via internet. Many employees use 
smartphones and tablets in the aftermath of the development of communication types of equipment as well as 
communication technologies, and employees can show Cyberloafing behaviours by using these tools that 
belong to themselves (Arslan and Demir, 2016). Employee’s behaviours intended to obtain information about 
the work of employees, increase productivity while the use of negative Cyberloafing will lead to a 
disadvantageous situation for the organization resulting from the abuse of resources (Aydemir et al., 2016) 
Trivial Cyberloafing includes short-term behaviors that do not affect the workflow and can be tolerated, while 
serious cyberloafing refers to behaviours that can put the employees themselves, manager and business in a 
legally or ethically difficult situation (Günay, 2017).  There is a lot of serious example of Cyberloafing like 
playing illegal gambling online, entering adult sites, hacking, etc. Proost et al. (2015) says that organizational 
injustice increases stress and Lim and Chen (2012) and Ugrin and Pearson (2013) say that cyberloafing 
activities are good at reducing stress. 
Lim (2002) found that Cyberloafing is used by employees as a neutralization technique. When employees 
perceive an injustice against their favour, they try to achieve justice by attempting cyberloafing. Blau et al. 
(2006) with the data obtained from 267 medical technology specialists registered and recently graduated from 
the American Society for Clinical Pathology found that experts demonstrated Cyberloafing behaviours in the 
case of perceiving an organizational injustice.  De Lara (2007) concluded that work anomia has a mediating 
effect between organizational justice perceptions and cyberloafing behaviors.      Zoghbi (2011) found there is a 
negative relationship between procedural justice as a sub-dimension of organizational justice and cyberloafing.  
Kaplan and Öğüt (2012) collected  data from 198 university students in two university hospitals in Konya and 
concluded that there is a  significant relationship between all sub-dimensions of organizational justice and 
cyberloafing behaviour and Cyberloafing behaviors are only negatively related to distributive justice. Yıldız et 
al. (2015) researched on 151 academic and administrative personnel and found that there is no significant 
relationship between employees' perceptions of organizational justice and cyberloafing. There is a significant 
negative correlation between  perception of interactional justice and total organizational justice and 
cyberloafing behavior and that as the justice perception of employees increases, the cyberloafing behavior 
decreases (Günay, Azizoğlu & Çakar, 2018).   There is not a significant relationship between the dimensions of 
organizational justice and cyberloafing.  (Akin,Ulukök  &  Arar, 2017).   Lim (2002) stated that when employees 
perceived their organizations to be distributive, procedurally and internationally unjust, they were likely to 
invoke the metaphor of the ledger as a neutralization technique to legitimize their subsequent engagement in 
the act of cyberloafing. Organisational trust mediated the correlation between organisational justice and work 
engagement while work engagement mediated the relationship between organisational trust and Cyberloafing 
(Oosthuizen,  Rabie, G & De Beer 2018).  
A Review of literature doesn’t show clearly that there is a significant negative correlation among sub-
dimensions of organizational justice and cyberloafing. A maximum review of literature found there is a 
significant effect of organizational justice on cyberloafing. However, there is some review of literature 
concluded that there is no significant effect of organizational justice on cyberloafing. The current research 
aimed to study whether organizational justice significantly predicts cyberloafing.  
 

OBJECTIVES 
 
To study whether  distributive justice significantly predict Cyberloafing  
To study whether  procedural justice significantly predict Cyberloafing  
To study whether  interactional justice significantly predict Cyberloafing  
 

HYPOTHESES  
 
Distributive justice will significantly predict Cyberloafing  
Procedural justice will significantly predict Cyberloafing  
Interactional justice will significantly predict Cyberloafing  
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METHODS 
 
Sample 
The sample comprises 276 managers, executives and supervisors from manufacturing and service sector of 
Vadodara and Panchmahal (Gujarat) which consists of 155 (56.16 %) male employees and 121 (43.84%) 
female employees.  A total of 125(45.28%) employees belong manufacturing sector and 151 (54.72%) 
employees belong to service sector. An inclusive criterion is minimum one-year work experience in the current 
organization as fulltime employees were used to select the sample.   
 
Tools 
A survey questionnaire was used for data collection. The questionnaire has the following subscales.  
 
Organizational Justice Scale: 
Niehoff and Moorman's (1993) scale was used as the organizational justice perception scale. The scale includes 
three sub-dimensions and a total of 20 items. It included 5 distributive justices, 6 procedural justices, 9 
interactional justice statements and 5-point Likert scale is used where 1 stands for strongly degree and 5 
stands for strongly agree.  The current reliability of the scale is 0.83 and sub- dimensions wise 0.78, 0.85 and 
0.86 respectively for distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice.  
 
Cyberloafing scale: 
In the present study, the Cyberloafing scale developed by Lim (2002) was used. The final 17 item scale used to 
measure cyberloafing. In Lim and Teo’s (2005) Cyberloafing scale, three items were added and one was 
removed. It is six points scale where 1 means never and 6 means constantly. The current reliability of the scale 
is 0.76.  
 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
A survey questionnaire was used for data collection. Organizational justice and Cyberloafing scale were 
borrowed from the previous studies Scales were face validated by experts.  Total 276 employees were taken as 
samples from manufacturing sector and service sector.   
Procedure – The permission for data collection was taken from the concerned manufacturing and service 
sectors. After the permission was granted, the employees were briefed about the objective of this study. Then 
the survey questionnaire was given to those employees who fall in the research criteria and the data was 
collected.  Regression analysis was used for data analysis.  
 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
 
Linear Regression was used to study whether Organization Justice significantly predicts cyberloafing. 
Table 1 Regression analysis to study whether to study whether distributive justice significantly predicts 
Cyberloafing  

Variables Beta value t-value F Ratio R R2 Adjusted  R2 

Cyberloafing -0.26 11.43** 30.71** -0.26 -0.20 -0.19 

Note. **p < 0.01 level . *p < 0.05 level 
Table 1 shows the values of Beta, t, ANOVA, and regression from  the result of responses collected. There is a 
significant negative correlation between distributive justice and Cyberloafing (r (274) = -0.26, p < 0.01). The 
result of independent t-test between the variables show a significant difference (t= 11.43, p < .01). Extend of 
distributive justice viewed explain 20% of variance in the cyberloafing.  The result indicates that employees 
who perceived higher distributive justice in the organization, they less engage in cyberloafing. The first 
hypothesis assumed that distributive justice will significantly predict cyberloafing. Hence the hypothesis is 
accepted. the current finding is supported by the review of literature. Lim (2002) found that When employees 
perceive an injustice against their goodwill, they try to achieve justice by attempting cyberloafing. Kaplan and 
Öğüt (2012) concluded Cyberloafing behaviors are only negatively related to distributive justice. Yıldız et al. 
(2015) also found that there is a significant negative correlation between cyberloafing and total organizational 
justice.  
Table 2 Regression analysis to study whether to study whether procedural justice significantly predicts 
Cyberloafing  

Variables Beta value t-value F Ratio R R2 Adjusted  R2 
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Cyberloafing -0.081 1.32 0.91 -0.081 -0.053 -0.047 

Note. **p < 0.01 level . *p < 0.05 level 
Table 2 shows the values of Beta, t, ANOVA, and regression from the result of responses collected. There is no 
significant correlation between procedural justice and Cyberloafing (r (274) = -0.081, p > 0.05). The result of 
independent t-test between the variables show no significant difference (t= 1.32, p > 0.05). Extend of 
procedural justice viewed explain 5% of variance in the cyberloafing.  The second hypothesis assumed that 
procedural justice will significantly predict cyberloafing. Hence the hypothesis is rejected.  Review of literature 
supports the current finding.   There is not a significant relationship among the dimensions of organizational 
justice and cyberloafing.  (Akin,Ulukök  &  Arar, 2017). There is no direct influence of organization justice on 
cyberloafing without mediation work anomia (De Lara, 2007).  However, Zoghbi (2011) concluded that there is 
a negative relationship between procedural justice and cyberloafing.    
Table 3 Regression analysis to study whether to study whether interactional justice significantly predict 
Cyberloafing  

Variables Beta value t-value F Ratio R R2 Adjusted  R2 

Cyberloafing -0.17 9.37** 20.19** -0.17 -0.126 -0.118 

Note. **p < 0.01 level . *p < 0.05 level 
Table 1 shows the values of Beta, t, ANOVA, and regression from results of responses collected. There is 
a significant negative correlation between interactional justice and Cyberloafing (r (274) = -0.17, p < 0.01). The 
result of independent t-test between the variables shows a significant difference (t= 9.37, p < .01). Extend of 
distributive justice viewed explain 13% of variance in the cyberloafing.  The result indicates that employees 
who perceived higher interactional justice in organization, they less engage in cyberloafing. The third 
hypothesis assumed that interactional justice will significantly predict cyberloafing. Hence the hypothesis is 
accepted.  Previous researches have similar finding support the result.  There is a significant negative 
correlation between  perception of interactional justice and cyberloafing behavior and that as the justice 
perception of employees increases, the cyberloafing behavior decreases (Günay, Azizoğlu & Çakar, 2018). 
Organisational trust mediated the correlation between organisational justice and work engagement while work 
engagement mediated the relationship between organisational trust and Cyberloafing (Oosthuizen, Rabie & De 
Beer 2018). Lim (2002) stated that when employees perceived their organizations to be distributive, 
procedurally and internationally unjust, they were likely to invoke the metaphor of the ledger as a 
neutralization technique to legitimize their subsequent engagement in the act of cyberloafing. Equity theory on 
job motivation suggests that when employees perceived organization justice, their motivational level increases 
and they engage in positive organization behaviour and less engage in negative organization behaviour like 
cyberloafing (Adams, 1963). Blau et al. (2006) noted that there are Cyberloafing behaviours in the case of 
perceiving an organizational injustice. 
 

LIMITATIONS 
 
Samples were taken only from Vadodara and Panchmahal districts. Male employees’ and female employees’ 
proportion was not equal. Employees from manufacturing sector and employees from service sector 
proportion were also not equal.  
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Employees who perceived higher distributional justice in organization, they engage less in cyberloafing. There 
is no significant effect of procedural justice on cyberloafing. Employees who perceived higher interactional 
justice in the organization, they engage less in cyberloafing. Knowing the relationships between organizational 
justice and cyberloafing behaviour is useful to organizations and can provide them with additional information 
from which to base their forming policies to minimize cyberloafing and similar negative organization 
behaviour.  It can conclude that distributive justice and interactional justice help organizations to decrease 
cyberloafing behaviour.  
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