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Abstract :
i This paper examines the motivational role of budgetary participation. Based on prior literature, budgetary participation
i should enhance managers’ commitment to achieving their organisational goal. Also, managers’ perception of
procedural justice is identified as a mediator that could possibly explain such relationship. Using survey data collected
from 124 middle-level managers of industrial firms in Algeria, PLS-SEM results show that budgetary participation
i enhances managers’ goal commitment indirectly through the mediating role of procedural justice perceptions.
i However, this mediation is only partial, as we find that budgetary participation still influences managers’ goal
i commitment directly after considering the effect of procedural justice perceptions. These findings are consistent with
the extant literature and can guide top management on how to design their management control systems. H
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perception and goal commitment (PP. 129-141)

I- Introduction

Building on organisational justice theory and goal-setting theory, this study aims to
investigate the positive outcomes of middle-level managers’ participation in the budget-setting
process. Budgetary participation is assumed to have a motivational effect on managers by
reinforcing their commitment to achieving the defined goals due to the intervening effect that the
perception of procedural justice has on this relationship. Accordingly, a mediation model is
proposed and tested using the “structural equation modelling” (SEM) approach, which is suitable
for testing mediation relationships between latent constructs (see Hoyle, 2012; Hair et al., 2022).

This study is conducted on relatively new ground, as it encompasses industrial firms
established in Algeria. Thus, we add to the extant literature by contributing to the sparse non-
western research on the influence of budgetary participation on managerial behaviour (Her et al.,
2019). Replicating previous research in a new context is insightful, as it allows us to see if previous
findings hold in a new field that is characterized by its own cultural differences (see Hofstede et al.,
2010), the importance of replication was highlighted by Chenhall (2003). Hence, in the current
paper, we aim to replicate previous studies on the links between budgetary participation, procedural
justice, and goal commitment in order to see if their findings hold in the Algerian context.

We find that that middle level managers’ participation in the budgetary process enhances their
commitment to achieving the defined goals. Also, this relationship is mediated by managers’
perceptions of procedural justice. However, this mediation is only partial, as we find that budgetary
participation still influences managers’ goal commitment directly after considering the effect of
procedural justice perceptions.

The remainder of this paper includes a literature review and the research hypotheses (I1); a
description of the research method (111); the empirical results and findings (IV); and it ends with a
discussion and a conclusion (V).

Il — Theory and hypotheses development

In this section, “organisational justice” and “goal-setting” theories are succinctly reviewed
and the research hypotheses tested in this study are developed.

1. Organisational justice theory

Adherence to justice is one of the main quests in any social system, including organisations.
Organisational justice theory is a salient theory in the literature of management with a well-
constructed body of knowledge (see Cropanzano and Ambrose, 2015). This theory suggests that
individuals are concerned with justice in their workplace; consequently, they form perceptions
about the authority’s adherence to justice and act in accordance with these perceptions.
Organisational justice is composed of: distributive, procedural, and interactional justice (Colquit et
al., 2012).

In its early stages, organisational justice research was pertained to distributive justice, which
is based on a predefined standard such as, but not only, the “contributions to outcomes ratio of
equity” of Adams (1965). Later, in 1975, procedural justice first gained focus when Thibaut and
Walker (1975; 1978) introduced the notions of “process control” and “decision control” in dispute
resolution procedures. According to Thibaut and Walker (1975), disputants judge procedures as fair
when they have “process control” (i.e., they are allowed to present their evidence and their
arguments) even if they did not have “decision control” (i.e., they did not have influence of the final
verdict of the case) (Bobocel and Gosse, 2015). Folger (1977) labelled “process control” as “voice”
and later Folger et al. (1979) referred to its “decision satisfaction” effect as the “fair process effect.”
Another important contributor to the advent of the procedural justice theme, Leventhal (1980)
suggests that procedures are perceived to be fair when: (1) they are immune to bias (bias
suppression rule); (2) they ensure that accurate information is collected and used when making
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decisions (accuracy rule); (3) they secure mechanisms for correcting ill-founded decisions
(correctability rule); (4) they protect the inclusiveness of different opinions of different groups
affected by the decision (representativeness rule); (5) they are applied consistently over time and
across people (consistency rule); and (6) they comply with the prevailing standards of ethics and
morality (ethicality rule). In addition to distributive and procedural justice, interactional justice was
introduced as another dimension of the organisational justice construct by Bies and Moag (1986).
Interactional justice is perceived when authorities interact with individuals: (1) with politeness,
dignity, and respect when implementing procedures, reflecting “interpersonal justice,” and (2) with
truthfulness and symmetric communication of information and explanations among individuals
when explaining the purpose of procedures; this reflects “informational justice” (Colquitt et al.,
2001).

There are multiple models that explain individuals® consideration for procedural justice. The
“instrumental model” (Thibaut and Walker, 1978; Leventhal, 1980) considers procedural justice “a
means to an end” by individuals who are driven by their self-interest and aim to guarantee a fair
distribution of outcomes, i.e., distributive justice (Bobocel and Gosse, 2015); in this view,
distributive justice is subordinated to procedural justice. Without excluding the “self-serving”
approach, the “group value model” (Lind and Tyler, 1988) adds that procedural justice has a non-
instrumental value and argues that procedural justice conveys to people that they are valued by the
authority, which enhances their feelings of belonging and self-worth (Bobocel and Gosse, 2015). In
the “fairness heuristics theory” (Lind, 2001), procedural justice perceptions have an uncertainty
reduction role; it postulates that people form justice judgments mainly to assess if they can trust that
the party they are engaging with will not exploit them (Bobocel and Gosse, 2015). Procedural
justice can also have a more extensive role in dealing with any form of uncertainty that individuals
face in their workplace, as suggested in the “management uncertainty theory” (Lind and Van den
Bos, 2002; Bobocel and Gosse, 2015).

2. Budgetary participation and procedural justice perceptions

Organisational justice research is highly concerned with the mechanisms designed to foster
organisational justice. In this stream of research, mechanisms that drive procedural justice include
managers’ participation in the budgetary process.

Followmg the thesis of Thibaut and Walker (1975), Folger (1977) advanced that providing
“voice” to managers means providing them with the opportunity to participate in the process in
question, to express their own opinions and views, and to provide key decision input to authority
figures. This is reflected in budgetary participation, which grants managers influence and
involvement (Milani, 1975) in setting the budget of their area of responsibility. Hence, due to the
“voice” effect, budgetary participation is likely to promote perceptions of procedural justice. Also,
Langevin and Mendoza (2014b) argued that participation in goal-setting reflects many of the “fair
procedure” rules of Leventhal (1980). Indeed, early research has associated participation with
morals (French et al.,, 1960), which is consistent with the “ethicality rule.” In addition, the
“accuracy rule” is reflected in managerial participation, according to Mia (1989, p. 348):
“participation as a mechanism for information exchange may enable managers to obtain and process
additional information about their job [...]” Also, the “voice” effect reflects the “representativeness
rule” (Kessler and Leider, 2016).

Empirically, Sholihin et al. (2011) and Langevin and Mendoza (2014b) found a positive and
direct effect of participation in goal-setting on procedural justice perception. Also, a positive
relationship between budgetary participation and procedural justice perception is demonstrated in
many studies (Wentzel, 2002; Duan et al., 2022). Accordingly, we set the following hypothesis:

H1: Budgetary participation is positively associated with procedural justice perception.
3. Managers’ goal commitment

Developed by Lock and Latham, Goal-setting theory asserts that goals have a motivational
effect and can influence an individual’s actions in a positive way for the organisation. Its main
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finding is that specific and difficult goals have a positive effect on the individual’s performance
(Lock and Latham, 2002). According to these authors, goals affect actions through four
mechanisms: (01) goals have an effect on the choice of relevant actions; they direct attention and
effort towards appropriate actions and away from inappropriate ones; (02) goals have an energizing
function, as they lead to higher effort; (03) goals increase persistence of the effort; and (04) goals
have an indirect effect as they lead individuals to the uncovering and use of task-relevant
knowledge and strategies (Lock and Latham, 2002).

The positive effects that goals can have on goals and performance are highly dependent on the
individual’s level of goal commitment (Locke and Latham, 2002). Seijts and Latham (2011, p. 192)
stated that “goal difficulty level should be more highly related to task performance among
individuals with high commitment than among those with low commitment to a goal.” According to
these authors, commitment is the sine qua non of goal-setting (Seijts and Latham, 2011, p. 191).

Klein et al. (2012) provide a thorough explanation of the “commitment” experienced by
individuals in their organisations. They define commitment as “a particular type of bond reflecting
volitional dedication and responsibility for a target” (Klein et al., 2012, p. 130). Commitment, along
with other bond types, form a continuum ranged as follows: acquiescence, instrumental bond,
commitment, and identification. Also, this conceptualization is based on the assumption of the
existence of multiple commitment targets; for example, managers can be committed to their
organisation or committed to the goals that they are supposed to achieve (Klein et al., 2012).

4. Budgetary participation and managers’ goal commitment

In management control literature, a salient antecedent of goal commitment is the managerial
participation in the goal-setting process (Wentzel, 2002; Maiga, 2005; Sholihin et al., 2011;
Langevin and Mendoza, 2014a). In this context, budgetary participation is supposed to strengthen
managers’ goal commitment. According to Maiga (2005), this effect is due to the influence that a
manager will have on the goals and the information exchange that will be permitted by budgetary
participation. Also, the involvement and influence dimensions of budgetary participation (Milani,
1975) lead to a better feeling of “controllability” (Bourguignon and Giraud, 2019) over the
budgetary targets; this perceived control is a necessary evaluation before committing to a target
(Klein et al., 2012).

According to previous research, empirical findings indicate that managers’ commitment to
achieving their goals is enhanced by their participation in goal-setting (Sholihin et al., 2011,
Langevin and Mendoza, 2014a), and more specifically, by their participation in setting their budget
(Maiga, 2005; Macinati and Rizzo, 2014; Nguyen et al., 2019). Therefore, we set the following
direct relationship hypothesis:

H2: Budgetary participation is positively associated with a manager’s goal commitment.
5. Procedural justice perceptions and managers’ goal commitment

Individuals tend to react positively when they engage their efforts in an environment that they
perceive as “just.” Indeed, it was found that procedural justice has several positive outcomes, such
as organisational commitment (Langevin and Mendoza, 2014b); trust (Sholihin et al., 2011,
Colquitt et al., 2012); organisational citizenship behaviour (Burney et al., 2009); etc. Also, Wentzel
(2002) demonstrated a direct relationship between perceived procedural justice and managers’ goal
commitment. This relationship can be elucidated by the “instrumental model” and the “group value
model.” Under the “instrumental model” and based on the premise that fair procedures will
necessarily lead to a fair outcome distribution, commitment to achieving the defined goals arises
from the belief that their achievement is going to be associated with achieving personal and
positively valued outcomes that satisfy personal interests. Alternatively, the “group value model”
argues that procedural justice perceptions allow people to form judgments about their position and
relationships within their organisation, their identity, and their social worth (Lind and Tyler, 1988),
and not only about their self-interest concerns. According to this model, individuals will be more
inclined to engage in a long-term relationship with their organisation if they perceive that decisions
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are made fairly (Lind and Tyler, 1988); goal commitment can be assumed as one facet of this long-
term relationship. Following these arguments, we test the validity of the following hypothesis:

H3: Perceived procedural justice is positively associated with a manager’s goal commitment.

Considering the three previous “direct effect” hypotheses, we can put forward that procedural
justice perception can be modelled as an intervening variable (Birnberg et al., 2006); this suggests
that it mediates the relationship between budgetary participation and managers’ goal commitment.
Put differently, budgetary participation has an effect on managers’ motivation to achieve
organisational goals mainly through the procedural justice perceptions that it induces. Therefore, we
test the following mediation hypothesis:

H4: Perceived procedural justice mediates the relationship between budgetary participation and a
manager’s goal commitment.

I11— Research method
In this section, we briefly describe the research method adopted in this study.
1. Sample and data collection

In order to test our hypotheses, a cross-sectional survey was conducted. The target of this
survey were middle-level managers with “budgetary responsibility” working for industrial
companies established on Algerian territory. The data of this study was collected using a
questionnaire written in French, all measurement instruments used in this study were already
available in French thanks to previous similar studies and no translation process was required. The
overall size of the questionnaire was reduced following the feedback received during the pretest.

Using a convenience sampling approach, managers from Algerian manufacturing companies
were reached online using the LinkedIn social network. A total of 748 questionnaires were sent
along with a participation invitation message, this message insisted on the imperative of having a
budgetary responsibility. Some respondents apologised for their inability to fill out the survey
because they did not meet the requirement of having a budgetary responsibility. A total of 134
answers were received, leading to a response rate of 17.91%; among them, only 124 responses were
usable. The final sample did not include any missing values. It consisted of firms from different
manufacturing sectors (pharmaceutical laboratories, food & beverage, oil & gas, etc.). The bulk of
the firms in the sample have a size that ranges from 300 to 999. The majority of respondents were
for the most part males, including 84.06% males and 16.94% females. Also, their age was
predominantly between 31 and 40 years of age. Respondents’ tenure suggests that most of them
have been occupying their current role for a period of 3 to 10 years.

2. Variable measurement

The variables in this study are modelled as latent constructs. Each latent construct was
measured with multiple items, resulting in a total of 13 questions. Respondents rated these items on
a five-point Likert scale (from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”). The anonymity and
confidentiality of respondents were ensured and definitions of key concepts was provided in the
questionnaire. All measurement instruments are drawn from the existing literature, Cronbach’s
alpha is used to indicate the internal consistency of each instrument. They are the following:

Budgetary participation (BP) was measured using the ubiquitous six-item scale of Milani (1975).
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient obtained for this instrument in our study is 0.912.

Procedural justice (PJ) was measured using the four-item scale used by Langevin and Mendoza
(2014b). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient obtained for this scale is 0.881.

Goal commitment (GC) was measured by the three-item scale used by Wentzel (2002). This
instrument has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.918.

Table 1 provides preliminary analysis of the sample based on composite scores.
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3. Statistical method description

Structural equation modelling (SEM) is used as our statistical method for testing the
hypotheses of this study. There are two main approaches of structural equation modelling: the
covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) (Hoyle, 2012) and the variance-based SEM that includes the
PLS-SEM method (Hair et al., 2022). The covariance-based SEM can estimate the model
parameters using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator, which relies on rigorous assumptions.
Most importantly, it assumes multivariate normality of the observed data (Lei and Wu, 2012). Other
estimators that make no distributional assumptions were developed, such as Browne’s
asymptotically distribution-free (ADF) estimator, which unfortunately requires unrealistically large
sample sizes (Lei and Wu, 2012). PLS-SEM on the other hand makes little assumptions about the
distributional behaviour of the observed variables (Hair et al., 2022). In our sample data, Anderson
Darling’s normality test has proven that each observed variable deviates from the normal
distribution. Consequently, PLS-SEM was chosen as the statistical modelling approach for this
study. Also, since PLS-SEM does not rely heavily on the normality assumption, a bootstrapping
procedure is required in order to be able to estimate the standard errors of the parameter estimates
(Hair et al., 2022). A parameter estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 5% o level if the
bootstrap-based t-statistic is higher than the critical value of z = 1.69 (two-tailed) or if the value of 0
does not fall in the bootstrap-based confidence interval. The recommended number of bootstrap
samples of 10,000 is used in this study (Hair et al., 2022). Also, the program used for statistical
analysis in this study is the “SEMinR” package of R.

IVV— Results and discussion

PLS-SEM is a two-step approach: the measurement model assessment and the structural
model assessment (Hair et al., 2022).

1. Measurement model

All latent variables of this study have reflective indicators. According to Hair et al. (2022), the
assessment of a reflective measurement model requires an assessment of factor loadings, internal
consistency, convergent and discriminant validity.

The factor loadings of each latent variable and their associated bootstrap-based t-statistics and
confidence intervals are reported in Table 2. All factor loadings are significant at the 5% level and
above the recommended cut-off value of 0,708, meaning that indicator reliability, measured as the
square of the factor loading, is higher than 0.50 (Hair et al., 2022).

Internal consistency was investigated using Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability
coefficient (pa). Table 3, shows that all reliability measures exceed the cut-off value of 0.70 (Hair et
al., 2022).

Convergent validity is established if the indicators of the same construct demonstrate a
relatively high correlation. It requires that the Average Variance Extracted, i.e. the mean value of
the squared loadings of the indicators of a construct, to be higher than 0.50 (Hair et al., 2022). AVE
results reported in Table 3 show that this cut-off value is exceeded and the condition is fulfilled,
therefore, support is provided for convergent validity.

Discriminant validity, on the other hand, is the degree of dissimilarity that exists among
distinct constructs. It is established if the indicators from different constructs demonstrate a
relatively low correlation. Discriminant validity can be evaluated using the heterotrait-monotrait
(HTMT) ratio of correlations (see Henseler et al. (2015) for a detailed description). Discriminant
validity is considered satisfying if the HTMT ratio is less than the threshold value of 0.90 (or the
more restrictive value of 0.85) (Hair et al., 2022). Table 4 shows that the HTMT ratios of the three
latent constructs are lower than 0.85, which supports their discriminant validity.

2. Structural model
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First step in the structural model evaluation is to assessment of the levels of collinearity
between the antecedent variables in the model. The variance inflation factor values (VIF values) for
each antecedent variable in the model must be less than 3 (Hair et al., 2022). Indeed, this condition
is met as we observe that the VIF value for both “budgetary participation” and “procedural justice
perception” is 1.957, which shows that there are no collinearity concerns.

The structural model provides standardised estimates of the path coefficients that represent
the hypothesised relationships. Testing for the significance of these path coefficients allows us to
retain or reject the underlying hypothesis. Table 5 shows the results obtained from 10,000 bootstrap
samples that will allow us to assess the significance of these path coefficients. Also, the R2 and the
2 effect sizes are used to assess the explanatory power of the model (Hair et al., 2022). The R?
values of the endogenous variables in the model are 0.489 for “procedural justice perception” and
0.559 for “manager’s goal commitment”, both results indicate moderate explanatory power
(Langevin and Mendoza, 2014a).

H1 states that budgetary participation is positively associated with procedural justice
perception, the path coefficient from budgetary participation to procedural justice perception (BP-
PJ) is positive and significant. H1 is therefore supported. An 2 value of 0.957 indicates a very
strong effect size (Hair et al., 2022), meaning that if budgetary participation is removed, there will
be a 95.7% decline in the R2 value of procedural justice perception. H2 states that budgetary
participation is positively associated with a manager’s goal commitment, the budgetary
participation-goal commitment path coefficient (BP-GC) is positive and significant, providing
support for H2. The f2 value of this relationship is 0.341, representing a strong effect size (Hair et
al., 2022). H3 states that perceived procedural justice is positively associated with a manager’s goal
commitment, the path coefficient from procedural justice perception to goal commitment (PJ-GC) is
also positive and significant. This supports H3. The f2 value of this relationship is 0.068, indicating
a weak effect size (Hair et al., 2022).

A mediation test of hypothesis H4 is the final step in this study. The product of the two direct
effects — BP-PJ path and PJ-GC path — is the estimate of the indirect effect, that is: 0.699 x 0.241 =
0.168. Results from the bootstrap model estimation (see Table 5) indicate that the indirect effect is
significantly different from 0 at o = 5%, as its t-statistic (2.887) is higher than the critical value (z =
1.96), its CI [0.048, 0.282] does not include the value of 0. Hence, the mediation hypothesis H4 is
supported. Furthermore, since the direct effect (BP-GC) hypothesis H2 is held, it can be concluded
that this mediation is partial. Also, because all direct and indirect effects indicate a positive
association, this partial mediation is complementary (Hair et al., 2022). Figure 1 gives a summary
of the results.

V- Conclusion

Building on goal-setting theory and organisational justice theory, we examined in the present
paper the motivational effects that budgetary participation could have on middle-level managers in
Algerian settings. Adopting an intervening approach, we provided evidence on the existence of a
positive relationship between budgetary participation and managers’ goal commitment and on
procedural justice perception’s mediating role.

PLS-SEM results, based on 124 responses from middle-level managers of industrial firms
established in Algeria, generally support the developed hypotheses. These results are consistent
with previous research conducted in western settings and provide additional support to the body of
knowledge of the behavioural effects of budgetary participation. The findings of this study suggest
that budgetary participation enhances managers’ goal commitment. This result is consistent with
previous findings (Maiga, 2005; Macinati and Rizzo, 2014; Nguyen et al., 2019). Also, budgetary
participation has a positive influence on managers’ perception of procedural justice; this result is
also in coherence with previous research (Wentzel, 2002; Duan et al., 2022). Moreover, procedural
justice perception is positively associated with a manager’s goal commitment, similar to the results
of Wentzel (2002). Finally, procedural justice perception is found to be an intervening variable as it
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mediates the relationship between budgetary participation and a manager’s goal commitment;
however, this mediation is only partial.

This paper has important implications for both research and practice. For research, this study
shows that previous findings of western research on budgetary participation also hold in the
Algerian field, which reinforces the extant theoretical body of knowledge of management control.
In practice, top level managers may find this study useful in grasping the importance of budgetary
participation in fostering procedural justice perceptions in their organisations and in enhancing
managers’ goal commitment.

These empirical findings are subject to several limitations. First, the convenience sampling
approach adopted in this study may not fully represent the population of interest, which can lead to
biased and contestable results. Second, the survey approach that we adopted can suffer from
“common method bias” because the data are obtained from the same rater (Podsakoff et al., 2003);
this can induce leniency bias or social desirability errors when filling out the questionnaire. Hence,
caution should be exercised in generalising these results. Finally, the mediating role of procedural
justice perception was found to be only partial. This might be an indication of the complexity of the
relationship between budgetary participation and managers’ goal commitment; therefore, other
important intervening variables could have been omitted; such as the other facets of the
organisational justice construct: distributive justice and interpersonal justice. Despite these
limitations, this study is still relevant as it provides interesting evidence about the motivational
effects of budgetary participation in a relatively less investigated context.

— Roa Iktissadia REVIEW, University of Echahid Hamma Lakhdar, Eloued, Algeria, 14, 02, 2024



The effect of budgetary participation on procedural justice

perception and goal commitment (PP. 129-141)

References

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psychology,
Vol 2, pp. 267-299. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2

Bies, R. J., & Moag, J. F. (1986). Interactional justice: Communication criteria of fairness. In R. J. Lewicki, B. H.
Sheppard, & M. H. Bazerman (Eds.), Research on negotiations in organizations (Vol. 1, pp. 43-55). Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

Birnberg, J. G., Luft, J., & Shields, M. D. (2006). Psychology Theory in Management Accounting Research. Handbook
of Management Accounting Research, 1, 113-135. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1751-3243(06)01004-2

Bobocel, D. R., & Gosse, L. (2015). Procedural Justice: A Historical Review and Critical Analysis. In R. S. Cropanzano
& M. L. Ambrose (Eds.). The Oxford Handbook of Justice in the Workplace (pp. 51-87). New York, Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199981410.013.3

Bourguignon, A. A., & Giraud, F. (2019). Control-related social psychology concepts: Their contribution to
management control research. Accounting Auditing Control, 25 (3), 9-39. https://shs.cairn.info/journal-
accounting-auditing-control-2019-3-page-9?lang=en.

Burney, L. L., Henle, C. A., & Widener, S. K. (2009). A path model examining the relations among strategic
performance measurement system characteristics, organizational justice, and extra- and in-role performance.
Accounting, Organizations and Society 34, 305-321. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.a0s.2008.11.002

Chenhall, R. H. (2003). Management control systems design within its organizational context: findings from
contingency-based research and directions for the future. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 28, 127-168.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., & Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice at the millennium: A
meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86 (3), 425-
445, https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425

Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., Piccolo, R. F., Zapata, C. P., & Rich, B. L. (2012). Explaining the Justice—Performance
Relationship: Trust as Exchange Deepener or Trust as Uncertainty Reducer? Journal of Applied Psychology, 97
(1), No. 1, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025208

Duan, W., Li, H., Sun, J., & Yang, G. (2022). Standardization of the strategy translation process, procedural fairness in
budgeting and firm performance. China Journal of Accounting Research 15 (3), 01-18.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjar.2022.100254

Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and procedural justice: Combined impact of “voice” and improvement on experienced
inequity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35 (2), 108-119. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.35.2.108

Folger, R., Rosenfield, D., Grove, J., & Corkran, L. (1979). Effects of “voice” and peer opinions and responses to
inequity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37 (12), 2253-2261. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.37.12.2253

Hair, J. F. Jr., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2022). A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural
Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 3rd edition, Los Angeles, SAGE Publications.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based
structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43 (1), 115-135.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

Her, Y. W., Shin, H., & Pae, S. (2019). A multi-group SEM analysis of moderating role of task uncertainty on
budgetary participation-performance relationship: Evidence from Korea. Asia Pacific Management Review 24,
140-153. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2018.02.001

Roa Iktissadia REVIEW, University of Echahid Hamma Lakhdar, Eloued, Algeria, 14, 02, 2024 ——


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1751-3243(06)01004-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199981410.013.3
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2019-3-page-9?lang=en
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2019-3-page-9?lang=en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjar.2022.100254
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.35.2.108
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.35.2.108
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.12.2253
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.12.2253
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2018.02.001

The effect of budgetary participation on procedural justice

perception and goal commitment (PP. 129-141)

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2010). Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind: Inter-cultural
Cooperation and Its Importance for Survival. 2nd Edition, McGraw-Hill, London.

Hoyle, R. H. (2012). Handbook of structural equation modeling. New York, The Guilford Press.

Kessler, J. B., & Leider, S. (2016). Procedural Fairness and the Cost of Control. Journal of Law, Economics, &
Organization, Vol. 32, No. 4, 685-718. https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/eww009

Klein, H. J., Molloy, J. C., & Brinsfield, C. T. (2012). Reconceptualizing workplace commitment to redress a stretched
construct: Revisiting assumptions and removing confounds. Academy of Management Review, 37 (1), 130-151.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0018

Langevin, P., & Mendoza, C. (2014a). Motivating managers’ goal commitment: participation, feedback, and trust.
Accounting Auditing Control, 20 (3), 43-71. https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2014-3-
page-43?lang=en.

Langevin, P., & Mendoza, C. (2014b). The impact of results control on affective organizational commitment: the
mediating effects of perceived procedural justice. Accounting Auditing Control 20 (1), 13-42.
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2014-1-page-13?lang=en.

Lei, P. W., & Wu, Q. (2012). Estimation in Structural equation Modeling. In R. H. Hoyle (Eds.). Handbook of structural
equation modeling (pp. 164-180). New York, The Guilford Press.

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory? New approaches to the study of fairness in social
relationships. In K. Gergen, M. Greenberg, & R. Willis (Eds.), Social exchange: Advances in theory and research (pp.
27-55). New York, NY: Plenum Press. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3087-5_2

Lind, E. A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgments as pivotal cognitions in organizational relations. In J.
Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organization justice (pp. 56-88). Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Lind, E. A., & Van den Bos, K. (2002). When fairness works: Toward a general theory of uncertainty management,
Research in organizational behavior, Vol. 24, pp. 181-223. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(02)24006-X

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). Work Motivation and Satisfaction: Light at the End of the Tunnel. Psychological
Science, Vol. 1, No. 4, 240-246. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1990.tb00207.x

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and task motivation: A 35-
year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57 (9), 705-717. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.57.9.705

Macinati, M. S., & Rizzo, M. G. (2014). Budget goal commitment, clinical managers’ use of budget information and
performance. Health Policy 117, 228-238. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.05.003

Maiga, A. S. (2005). Antecedents and consequences of budget participation. In Advances in management accounting,
Vol. 14 (Eds, Epstein, M. J., Lee, J. Y.). Emerald Group Publishing Limited, 211-231.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1474-7871(05)14010-6

Mia, L. (1989). The impact of participation in budgeting and job difficulty on managerial performance and work
motivation: A research note. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 14 (4), 347-357.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90005-6

Milani, K. (1975). The relationship of participation in budget setting to industrial supervisor performance and attitudes:
a field study. The Accounting Review 50 (2), 274-284.

Nguyen, N. P., Evangelista, F., & Kieu, T. A. (2019). The contingent roles of perceived budget fairness, budget goal
commitment and vertical information sharing in driving work performance. Journal of Asian Business and
Economic Studies, Vol. 26 No. 1, 98-116. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABES-06-2018-0026

— Roa Iktissadia REVIEW, University of Echahid Hamma Lakhdar, Eloued, Algeria, 14, 02, 2024


https://doi.org/10.1093/jleo/eww009
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0018
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2014-3-page-43?lang=en
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2014-3-page-43?lang=en
https://shs.cairn.info/journal-accounting-auditing-control-2014-1-page-13?lang=en
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3087-5_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(02)24006-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1990.tb00207.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.57.9.705
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1474-7871(05)14010-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(89)90005-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABES-06-2018-0026

The effect of budgetary participation on procedural justice

perception and goal commitment (PP. 129-141)

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common Method Biases in Behavioral
Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended Remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 88, No. 5, 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Seijts, G. H., & Latham, G. P. (2011). The Effect of Commitment to a Learning Goal, Self-Efficacy, and the Interaction
Between Learning Goal Difficulty and Commitment on Performance in a Business Simulation. Human
Performance, 24 (3), 189-204. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2011.580807

Sholihin, M., Pike, R., Mangena, M., & Li, J. (2011). Goal-setting participation and goal commitment: Examining the
mediating roles of procedural fairness and interpersonal trust in a UK financial services organisation. The British
Accounting Review, 43, 135-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2011.02.003

Streukens, S., & Leroi-Werelds, S. (2016). Bootstrapping and PLS-SEM: A step-by-step guide to get more out of your
bootstrap results. European Management Journal, 34 (6), 618-632. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em].2016.06.003

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wentzel, K. (2002). The influence of fairness perceptions and goal commitment on managers’ performance in a budget
setting. Behavioral Research in Accounting, 14, 247-271. https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.247

Roa Iktissadia REVIEW, University of Echahid Hamma Lakhdar, Eloued, Algeria, 14, 02, 2024 ——


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2011.580807
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2011.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.06.003
https://doi.org/10.2308/bria.2002.14.1.247

The effect of budgetary participation on procedural justice

perception and goal commitment (PP. 129-141)

Appendices

Table 1

Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients

Variable Mean Sp /ol r(;zggre“ca') Cronbach’s ) gp 5 p; 3 GC
1.BP 403 088 1-5 (1-5) 0.912 1 - -
2.PJ 358  0.92 1,25-5 (1-5) 0881 068 1 -
3.GC 430 086 1-5 (1-5) 0918  071* 062* 1

* Pearson correlations are significant at o = 0,01.
Note: BP = Budgetary Participation; PJ = Procedural Justice Perception; GC = Manager’s

Goal Commitment.

Table 2

Factor loading estimates, t-statistics, and confidence intervals

Latent . Factor loading _— LL 95% UL 95%
Indicator . t-statistic
construct estimates Cl Cl
BP BP1 0.901 38.855 0.847 0.937
BP2 0.860 24.319 0.777 0.914
BP3 0.842 20.293 0.742 0.903
BP4 0.740 11.235 0.588 0.847
BP5 0.874 29.497 0.804 0.919
BP6 0.779 16.889 0.674 0.855
PJ PJ1 0.834 27.445 0.767 0.886
PJ2 0.880 34.821 0.823 0.921
PJ3 0.904 49.757 0.862 0.934
PJ4 0.815 19.825 0.725 0.883
GC GC1 0.881 29.053 0.811 0.930
GC2 0.950 64.357 0.913 0.971
GC3 0.950 56.415 0.908 0.973

All t-statistics and confidence intervals are obtained from the bootstrapped model
estimation (10,000 samples). All t-statistics are larger than the critical value of z = 1.69
(a = 5%) and all confidence intervals do not include the value of 0. All factor loadings
are significantly different from 0 at o = 5%.

Table 3

Internal reliability estimates

Variable Cronbach’s a PA AVE
BP 0.912 0.927 0.696
PJ 0.881 0.888 0.738
GC 0.918 0.888 0.738
Table 4
The HTMT ratios
Variables 1.BP 2.PJ 3.GC
1.BP - - -
2.PJ 0.766* - -
3.GC 0.780* 0.696* -

* Significantly different from 0 at o = 5%.

Table 5

Path coefficients, t-statistics, and confidence intervals
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coe??it:r:en ¢ Bootstrap SD t-statistic LL(?IS% ULC9|5%
BP - PJ 0.699 0.050 13.904 0.594 0.791
BP -GC 0.559 0.086 6.513 0.375 0.717
PJ-GC 0.241 0.083 2.886 0.066 0.399
Indirect effect 0.168 0.058 2.887 0.048 0.282

All t-statistics and confidence intervals are obtained from the bootstrapped model
estimation (10,000 samples). All t-statistics are larger than the critical value of z = 1.69
(o = 5%) and all confidence intervals do not include the value of 0. All path coefficients
are significantly different from 0 at a = 5%.

Figure 1
The structural model

Manager’s goal
commitment

Budgetary
participation

Procedural justice
perception

The measurement model is not included.
* Significant at a = 5%.
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