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ABSTRACT 
Direct benefits of social support are well established, yet its stress-buffering effects are 
inconsistent. Relational regulation theory (RRT) may better explain this inconsistency beyond 
the demands-control support (DCS) model, though RRT has yet to be applied to organisations. 
RRT proposes that ‘everyday’ interactions help individuals self-regulate their thoughts and 
feelings, and organisational justice appears similar to RRT. The study investigates direct and 
interactional influences of support on mental wellbeing and work-related outcomes in relation to 
DCS, RRT and justice. Respondents were 269 (59%) administration staff across a medium-sized 
Australian hospital. Results extend RRT to organisations, and indicate that support benefits all 
employees, not just those with work-related stress. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Stress buffering theory proposes that social support protects against the negative effects of stress 
[1], as outlined by the demand-control-support (DCS) model [2]. The positive direct effects of 
social support are well documented, yet evidence for buffering effects is less consistent [3] [4]. 
Stress buffering theory and the DCS model do not fully account for this inconsistency. Relational 
regulation theory (RRT) [4] may explain these results, and proposes that the direct effects of 
social support are due to ordinary, everyday social interactions through which individuals 
manage their feelings, cognitions and behaviours. RRT has yet to be applied to an organisational 
setting and work related outcomes. The current study investigates the influence of social support 
on mental health and work-related outcomes in relation to the DCS model and RRT.  

 

The DCS model and buffering theory 
The DCS model proposes that job demands, control and social support interact to predict 
employee outcomes. However, these variables may exert independent effects on outcomes and/or  
have  interaction effects [5] [6].There are different implications depending on the nature of these 
effects [7]. For example, interaction effects suggest that increasing social support improves 
coping with high stress, whereas independent effects suggest that high social support is 
beneficial by itself but may not help to deal with stress. 



 
 

According to the DCS model, high demands/low control are the most stressful conditions, and 
high demands/high control may be beneficially challenging. Thus, the interaction between 
demands and control, rather than independent effects, is important. In addition, social support 
may buffer the effects of high demands and low control [8], and positive effects of social support 
are therefore unlikely to emerge except in the presence of stress. The independent effects of DCS 
variables are well demonstrated in the literature, though interaction effects are less consistent [3] 
[5]. Therefore, the stress buffering hypothesis does not appear to completely account for 
relationship between social support and mental health. 

The inconsistent results may also be attributable to non-linear relationships causing  artifactual 
interaction effects [9]. Curvilinear relationships are of additional interest because, despite a 
heritage of curvilinear relationships between work characteristics and stress outcomes (e.g. 
Selye’s U-shaped stress curve) [10], most DCS research has assumed linear relationships [7] 
[11]. The present study will examine linear, curvilinear, and interaction effects of the DCS 
variables. 

 
Relational Regulation Theory 
Relational regulation theory (RRT) seeks to explain the frequently-observed independent effects 
of social support [4]. RRT proposes that the effects of social support are exerted in everyday 
social interactions, and that  individuals need ongoing relationships to maintain wellbeing. 
Specifically, individuals regulate themselves through social interactions, and social support is 
perceived when this regulation is successful through interacting with others who share similar 
attitudes or experiences. Therefore, the benefits of social support may emerge in stressful 
situations, where regulation is needed more greatly (as the stress buffering hypothesis would 
suggest) and quality social interactions should predict better wellbeing irrespective of stress 
levels. However, RRT is rarely applied to organisational contexts. Some forms of organisational 
justice regarding interpersonal relationships appear conceptually similar to RRT. 

 
Organisational justice 
As many as four dimensions of organisational justice have been suggested by Colquitt  [12]: 
procedural (procedures), distributive (pay, rewards), informational (quality and frequency of 
information), and interpersonal (respectful treatment). Organisational justice has been related to 
job strain over and above the DCS model [13] [14] [15], though much of this research used only 
two dimensions: procedural and distributive. The four-dimension conceptualisation of 
organisational justice is particularly interesting within the context of examining the RRT with its 
focus on interpersonal relationships. The degree of justice experienced by an employee is an 
indicator of the quality of social interaction experienced between an employee and, particularly, 
their supervisor. Given the crucial role of interpersonal interaction in RRT, it is likely that 
justice, and more specifically interpersonal justice (i.e. being treated with fairness, sincerity and 
respect by an interaction partner) would result in successful affective regulation. Thus, 
organisational justice can be seen as indicative of the kind of interpersonal behaviours which, 
according to RRT, drive the positive effects of social support.  
 

The study 



 
 

The study primarily examines the buffering and independent effects of social support within the 
framework of DCS and RRT. If RRT has utility in the organisational context, social support and 
organisational justice (particularly interpersonal) should exert independent effects on outcomes, 
whereas the utility of the stress buffering theory will be indicated by the moderation effects of 
social support regarding job demand and control. This study also extends RRT to organisational 
variables. The study will also explore whether organisational justice affects outcomes over and 
above DCS variables. Non-linear effects of DCS and justice variables will also be accounted for 
in analyses. 

 

METHOD 

Participants and procedure 
Questionnaires along with reply-paid envelopes were distributed across a number of sites at a 
medium-sized Australian hospital facility. Two hundred and sixty-nine administration staff 
responded to the questionnaire representing a response rate of 59%. The majority of respondents 
were female (85.3%), 49 years or younger (67.4%) and had worked for the organisation for nine 
years or fewer (79.3%). 

 

Materials 
Demands. In order to measure demands an 11-item scale developed by Caplan et al. [16] was 
used. This scale has demonstrated good psychometric properties [16]. Consisting of two sections, 
this scale first required participants to rate on a five- point scale how often different work aspects 
pertaining to work load and time constraints occurred in their job. The second section asked how 
relevant aspects pertaining to work load and time constraints were to their job. These were also 
rated on a five-point scale. 

Job Control. Job control was measured using a scale developed by Karasek [17] which has 
demonstrated acceptable internal consistency [18]. Consisting of nine items, participants 
indicated the degree to which they agreed with the statements on a five-point scale. 
Social Support. Support consisted of three sub-scales: Supervisor support, co-worker support and 
support from family and friends. Developed by Caplan et al. [16], each sub-scale has been shown 
to have good psychometric properties. Each sub-scale consists of four items with participants 
selecting the amount of support they felt they received from each of the sources of support.  
Organisational Justice. The eleven-item scale developed by Colquitt [12] consisted of four sub-
scales: procedural justice (7 items), distributive justice (4 items), interpersonal justice (4 items) 
and informational justice (5 items). Participants were required to rate the extent to which, on a 
five-point scale, each of the statements aligned with their experience of the organisation. This 
scale has been shown to have good internal and discriminant validity [12]. 

Wellbeing. The General Health Questionnaire-12 developed by Goldberg [19], which has shown 
good psychometric properties [20], was used to assess wellbeing. This twelve item measure 
required participants to rate on a four-point scale how often over the past month they 
experienced issues relating to wellbeing. 



 
 

Organisational Commitment. Allen and Meyer’s [21]Affective Commitment Scale was utilised 
for assessing organisational commitment. This eight-item scale has demonstrated good internal 
consistency [21], and required the participants to rate on a five-point scale the degree to which 
statements  reflected their point of view. 

Job Satisfaction. A shortened version of Brayfield and Rothe’s  [22] satisfaction scale was used 
to assess job satisfaction. This scale consists of statements which participants are to rate on a 
five-point scale according to the extent to which the statements align with their own experiences 
at the organisation. This scale has been shown to have sound psychometric properties [23]. 

 
RESULTS 

SPSS 19 was used for screening data and multiple regressions. For each of the analyses 
participants missing over a third of items from any scale, summed zero for a support sub-scale, 
or were univariate or multivariate outliers were excluded [24]. This resulted in n = 215 for 
wellbeing, n = 213 for organisational commitment, and n = 216 for job satisfaction. Further 
analyses found that the excluded participants did not differ from other participants in age, 
gender, length of employment at the organisation, type of employment, or the location and type 
of facility at which they worked. Assessment of normality revealed support from family and 
friends was negatively skewed with an inverse square root transformation correcting the 
violation [24]. For each of the variables the means and standard deviations were calculated along 
with correlations as presented in Table 1. 

Hierarchical multiple regressions consisted of entering the variables in the following blocks: (a) 
DCS variables, (b) squared DCS variables, (c) DCS two-way interaction terms, (d) DCS three-
way interaction terms, (e) Justice variables, (f) squared justice variables and (g) the justice 
interaction term. When creating interaction terms the variables were centred to reduce issues 
with multicollinearity [24]. Results of the regressions are presented in Table 2.  
The predictors explained a significant amount of variance in wellbeing (R2

adj=.158, F[29, 214] = 
2.39, p<.001), organisational commitment (R2

adj=.283, F[29, 212] = 3.90, p<.001), and job 
satisfaction (R2

adj=.215, F[29, 215] = 3.03, p<.001). Regarding the DCS variables, workload 
significantly predicted wellbeing, and job control and support from family and friends 
significantly predicted job satisfaction. None of the squared DCS variables were significant 
predictors of any of the outcome variables. Regarding the DCS interaction variables, the 
interaction between demands and supervisor support explained a significant amount of variance 
in wellbeing. Interpersonal justice was the only justice variable to predict any of the outcome 
variables as it a significant predictor of organisational commitment. Organisational commitment 
was also predicted by the interaction between procedural justice and distributive justice.  



 
 

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients and correlations between all variables.  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

(1) Job control 31.65 5.66 0.83           

(2) Workload 42.04 7.13  .26** 0.89          
(3) Supervisor support 12.10 3.27  .28** -.11 0.88         

(4) Co-worker support 11.83 2.59 .16*  -.08  .45** 0.81        
(5) Outside work support 13.82 2.48 -.01  .02  .12  .27**  0.77       

(6) Procedural justice 21.32 7.06  .42** -.07   .45**  .23**  .09 0.92      
(7) Distributive justice 11.20 4.72  .24** -.23**  .24**  .24**  .03  .54** 0.94     

(8) Interpersonal justice 16.21 4.05  .36**  .01  .46**  .35**  .09  .63**  .47** 0.96    
(9) Informational justice 17.86 5.61  .30** -.10  .51**  .38**  .15*  .71**  .56**  .81** 0.95   

(10) Wellbeing 23.09 5.94  .11 -.13  .30**  .26**  .13  .25**  .22**  .30**  .28** 0.91  
(11) Organisational commitment 26.38 6.71  .27**  .00  .37**  .27**  .12  .37**  .29**  .50**  .44**  .37** 0.87 

(12) Job satisfaction 20.83 5.24  .41**  .13  .31**  .19**  -.02  .29**  .23**  .33**  .32**  .38**  .58** 

Note. The alpha reliability coefficients for each variable are displayed on the diagonal. The reliability coefficient for job satisfaction was 0.90. 
*p<.05  **p<.01



 
 

 
Table 2. Regressions of DCS and justice predicting wellbeing, organisational commitment, 
and job satisfaction. 

 Wellbeing 
Organisational 
commitment Job satisfaction 

 b β b β b β 
(1) Job control .04 .04 .03 .03 .25 .27** 
(1) Workload -.15 -.19* -.08 -.08 .06 .08 
(1) Supervisor support .20 .12 .11 .06 .19 .12 
(1) Coworker support .12 .06 .16 .06 .05 .03 
(1) Outside work support .00 .00 -.10 -.04 1.14 .19* 
(2) Job control2 .00 .00 .01 .05 .00 .01 
(2) Work load2 -.01 -.07 -.01 -.13 -.01 -.09 
(2) Supervisor support2 -.02 -.06 -.01 -.03 -.01 -.03 
(2) Coworker support2 -.03 -.05 .03 .04 .03 .06 
(2) Outside work support 2 -.05 -.09 -.08 -.14 -.05 -.11 
(3) Job control x Workload .00 -.03 .00 .02 .00 .03 
(3) Job control x Supervisor support -.01 -.02 -.03 -.08 -.01 -.04 
(3) Job control x Coworker support -.01 -.01 .01 .02 .04 .11 
(3) Job control x Outside work support -.02 -.03 .01 .02 .00 -.01 
(3) Work load x Supervisor support -.05 -.19* .00 .01 .01 .04 
(3) Work load x Coworker support -.02 -.08 -.02 -.06 -.01 -.03 
(3) Work load x Outside work support .00 .01 -.02 -.04 .01 .04 
(4) Job control x Workload x Supervisor support .00 -.05 .00 .06 .00 .03 
(4) Job control x Workload x Coworker support .00 .01 .00 -.07 .01 .17 
(4) Job control x Workload x Outside work support .00 -.01 .01 .09 .00 .00 
(5) Procedural justice .02 .03 .06 .06 -.02 -.03 
(5) Distributive justice -.04 -.03 .02 .01 .09 .08 
(5) Interpersonal justice .36 .25 .68 .41* .00 .00 
(5) Informational justice .00 .00 .02 .01 .19 .20 
(6) Procedural justice2 .00 .03 -.02 -.14 .01 .06 
(6) Distributive justice2 -.01 -.06 -.03 -.11 .00 .01 
(6) Interpersonal justice2 -.02 -.09 -.01 -.04 -.04 -.20 
(6) Informational justice2 .03 .19 .02 .10 .02 .17 
(7) Procedural justice x Distributive justice .02 .13 .06 .30* .00 .03 

* p < .05. **p < .001 

 

  



 
 

DISCUSSION 
The study examined the role of social support in predicting job specific and general 
wellbeing. More specifically, it compared two mechanisms of social support’s effects on 
wellbeing: the stress buffering hypothesis [1] and RRT [4]. The former predicts that social 
support buffers against stress, whereas the latter proposes that ordinary social interactions are 
important regulators of affect and are directly associated with positive outcomes.  

 

Relational regulation theory 
The results provide evidence for independent effects of social support, consistent with RRT. 
Support from family and friends predicted job satisfaction., which supports the notion that 
social support exerts positive effects regardless of stress. In addition, organisational 
commitment was predicted by interpersonal justice. Interpersonal justice is a measure of the 
fairness and respect with which an individual is treated by the organisation [12], and thus 
provides a measure of the quality of social interactions.  These results show that the quality of 
interpersonal relationships predicts outcomes independent of job demands and control, and is 
consistent with RRT. Furthermore, these effects were found for organisational commitment, 
suggesting that RRT is not just applicable to general mental health, but also organisational 
outcomes. 

 

Stress buffering 
Despite the independent effects of social support and interpersonal justice, some evidence 
was also obtained for a buffering role of social support. The interaction between job demands 
and supervisor support was a significant predictor of wellbeing, showing that social support 
does have some role in buffering the effects of high work demands, although the three-way 
interaction between demands, control and support was not detected for any of the outcomes. 
The nature of these results provides some support for the optimal stress-support matching 
model [25], which proposes that the effect of social support depends upon the source of 
support and its match to the type of stressful event encountered. In this case, the stressful 
effects of job demands are buffered by support from a directly related source i.e. one’s 
supervisor. Rather than providing a general emotional buffer against stressful situations, 
social support is most effective (as a moderator) in a more practical sense; for example, 
supervisors providing an environment conducive to meeting a high level of work demands. 
Although stress buffering theory cannot account for the numerous independent effects of 
support and interpersonal justice, in certain conditions (i.e. a similar source of stress and 
support) a buffering effect of support may still be observed. 
Interestingly, these results do not seem to support a proposed extension of the optimal stress-
support matching model to include a match with outcomes [26] [27]. One expects that the 
buffering of work demands by supervisor support would primarily effect work-related 
wellbeing; however, aspects of mental wellbeing were affected.  

 

Supervisor support 
The most prominent result from this study was that, regardless of whether it was an 
independent or interaction effect, by far the most consistent result observed was that support 
from one’s supervisor predicted more positive outcomes. The effects of supervisor support 
(assuming interpersonal justice largely captures the relationship with one’s supervisor) were 



 
 

observed for three of the four outcomes in this study, with job satisfaction being the 
exception. Thus, supervisor support affected both job specific and general wellbeing. 
Numerous authors have argued that different sources of support should be examined [e.g. 28, 
29] rather than treating support as a single, general variable; a view emphasised in both RRT 
and the optimal stress-support matching model. These results underscore this perspective and 
provide further evidence that the specific provider of support is an important variable in 
social support research. 
The specific pattern of results shows that supervisor support was an important predictor of 
subjective wellbeing and a more cognitive evaluation of the workplace (organisational 
commitment), but not an evaluation of the workplace with a greater affective component (job 
satisfaction).  
 

Organisational justice 
In addition to the significant effects of interpersonal justice described above, the role of 
organisational justice as a predictor of wellbeing over and above the DCS was supported. The 
interaction between procedural and distributive justice was a significant predictor of 
organisational commitment. This result is consistent with previous research showing a 
significant procedural-by-distributive justice effect on measures of job-specific wellbeing 
[30] [31], and supports the notion that even if distributive outcomes are perceived as unfair, 
the impact of that perception can be buffered by a perception that the process of decision 
making was just [32].  
These findings suggest that organisational justice can be an important source of initiatives to 
improve the wellbeing of employees. Consistent with RRT, improving interpersonal 
relationships between employees and supervisors can provide an important source of positive 
affect and wellbeing independent of other workplace characteristics. In addition, it would 
appear that making decision processes fair can buffer against the possible negative effects of 
other workplace characteristics. The utility of expanding DCS research to include justice can 
also be seen from the relatively small number of significant main effects of demands and 
control in this study. Expanding the range of workplace characteristics investigated may 
allow for more precise predictions of the most important factors in producing employee 
wellbeing. Justice has also been conceptualised as a buffer against stressful workplace 
situations [33], and future research may wish to consider organisational justice as a moderator 
of the effects of other workplace characteristics such as those contained within the DCS. 
 

Summary 
Overall, the results of this study suggest that social support can exert both additive and 
interactive effects. Consistent with RRT, interpersonal interactions and relationships with a 
variety of sources were associated with enhanced wellbeing regardless of stress and other 
workplace characteristics. Thus, increasing social support appears to benefit all employees, 
not just those dealing with stressful situations. Nevertheless, social support did exert some 
buffering effects against high work demands. Given that this interaction was only observed 
for support from supervisors, support from different sources may be more or less relevant to 
different kinds of stressors. This suggests that increasing support can be used as a means of 
protecting against the deleterious effects of high job demands, but that this may only be 
effective if the source of that support is the same as the source of the stressful event. 



 
 

RRT is shown apply to organisational and general mental health and suggests a reappraisal of 
how social support interventions may operate. However, stress buffering theory is still 
relevant, though buffering may occur primarily where the source of stress and the source of 
support are the same. Future research may consider this possibility further by testing the 
effects of various stressors and corresponding sources of support.  
 

REFERENCES 
 

[1] Cohen, S. & Wills, T. Stress, Social Support, and the Buffering Hypothesis. Psychology 
Bulletin, 1985, 98(2), 310-357. 
[2] Karasek, R. & Theorell, T. Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the Reconstruction of 
Working Life. New York: Basic Books, 1990. 
[3] Hausser, J., Mojzisch, A., Niesel, M., & Schultz-Hardt, S. Ten Years On: A Review of 
Recent Research on the Job Demand-Control(-Support) Model and Psychological Well-
Being. Work & Stress, 2010, 24(1), 1-35. 
[4] Lakey, B. & Orehek, E. Relational Regulation Theory: A New Approach to Explain 
Perceived Social Support’s Link to Mental Health. Psychological Review, 2011, 118, 482-
495. 
[5] De Lange, A.H., et al. " The Very Best of the Millennium": Longitudinal Research and the 
Demand-Control-(Support) Model. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 2003, 8(4), 
282-305. 
[6] Pelfrene, E., et al. Psychosocial Work Environment and Psychological Well-Being: 
Assesment of the Buffering Effects in the Job Demand-Control Model in Belstress. Stress and 
Health, 2002, 18, 43-56. 
[7] Van Der Doef, M. & Maes, S. The Job Demand-Control(-Support) Model and 
Psychological Wellbeing: A Review of 20 Years of Empirical Research. Work & Stress, 1999, 
13(2), 87-114. 
[8] Johnson, J.V. & Hall, E.M. Job Strain, Work Place Social Support, and Cardiovascular 
Disease: A Cross-Sectional Study of a Random Sample of the Swedish Working Population. 
American Journal of Public Health, 1988, 78(10), 1336. 
[9] Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S., & Aiken, L. Applied Multiple Regression/Correlation 
Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc, 2003. 
[10] Selye, H. Stress without Distress. Sydney, Australia: Hodder & Stoughton, 1974. 
[11] Abu Al Rub, R.F. Job Stress, Job Performance, and Social Support among Hospital 
Nurses. Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 2004, 26(1), 73-78. 
[12] Colquitt, J.A. On the Dimensionality of Organizational Justice: A Construct Validation 
of a Measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 2001, 86(3), 386-400. 
[13] De Boer, E., Bakker, A.B., Syroit, J., & Schaufeli, W.B. Unfairness at Work as a 
Predictor of Absenteeism. Journal of organizational Behavior, 2002, 23, 181-197. 
[14] Elovainio, M., Kivimäki, M., & Vahtera, J. Organizational Justice: Evidence of a New 
Psychosocial Predictor of Health. American Journal of Public Health, 2002, 92(1), 105-108. 
[15] Francis, L. & Barling, J. Organisational Justice and Psychological Strain. Canadian 
journal of behavioural science, 2005, 37, 250-192. 
[16] Caplan, R., et al. Job Demands and Worker Health: Main Effects and Occupational 
Differences. Ann Arbour, MI: The Institute for Social Research, 1980. 
[17] Karasek, R. Job Content Questionnaire and User's Guide. LA: Department of Industrial 
and Systems Engineering, 1985. 



 
 

[18] Karasek, R., et al. The Job Content Questionnaire (Jcq): An Instrument for 
Internationally Comparative Assessments of Psychological Job Characteristics Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology 1998, 3, 322-355. 
[19] Goldberg, D.P. The Detection of Psychiatric Illness by Questionnaire. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1972. 
[20] Banks, M.H., et al. The Use of the General Health Questionnaire as an Indicator of 
Mental Health in Occupational Studies. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 1980, 53, 187-
194. 
[21] Allen, N.J. & Meyer, J.P. The Measurement and Antecedents of Affective, Continuance 
and Normative Commitment to the Organization. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 1990, 
63(1), 1-18. 
[22] Brayfield, A.H. & Rothe, H.F. An Index of Job Satisfaction. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 1951, 35(5), 307-311. 
[23] Agho, A.O., Price, J.L., & Mueller, C.W. Discriminant Validity of Measures of Job 
Satisfaction, Positive Affectivity and Negative Affectivity. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 1992, 65, 185-196. 
[24] Tabachnick, B.G. & Fidell, L.S. Using Multivariate Statistics. 5th ed. Boston: Pearson 
Education Inc, 2007. 
[25] Cutrona, C.E. & Russell, D.W., Type of Social Support and Specific Stress: Toward a 
Theory of Optimal Matching, in Social Support: An Interactional View, B.R. Sarason and 
G.R. Pierce, Editors. 1990, Wiley: New York. p. 319-366. 
[26] Frese, M. Social Support as a Moderator of the Relationship between Work Stressors 
and Psychological Dysfunctioning: A Longitudinal Study with Objective Measures. Journal of 
Occupational Health, 1999, 4, 179-192. 
[27] Kaniasty, K. & Norris, F.H. Social Support and Victims of Crime: Matching Event, 
Support, and Outcome. American Journal of Community Psychology, 1992, 20, 211-241. 
[28] Parkes, K.R. Personality and Coping as Moderators of Work Stress Processes: Models, 
Methods and Measures. Work & Stress, 1994, 8, 110-129. 
[29] Sargent, L.D. & Terry, D.J. The Moderating Role of Social Support in Karasek's Job 
Strain Model. Work & Stress, 2000, 14, 245-261. 
[30] Janssen, O. How Fairness Perceptions Make Innovative Behaviour More or Less 
Stressful. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2004, 25(2), 201-215. 
[31] McFarlin, D. & Sweeney, P. Distributive and Procedural Justice as Predictors of 
Satisfaction with Personal and Organizational Outcomes. The Academy of Management 
Journal, 1992, 35(3), 626- 637. 
[32] Brockner, J. & Weisenfeld, B. An Integrative Framework for Explaining Reactions to 
Decisions: Interactive Effects of Outcomes and Procedures. Psychological Bulletin, 1996, 
120(2), 189-208. 
[33] Heponiemi, T., et al. The Effects of Ownership, Staffing Levels and Organisational 
Justice on Nurse Commitment, Involvement, and Satisfaction: A Questionnaire Study. 
International Journal of Nursing Studies, 2011, 12, 1551-1561. 
 

 
 


