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(ABSTRACT)

Organizationa justice has been the source of a great deal of recent research attention and has
consequently been linked to a number of organizationally-relevant constructs, including
organizational citizenship behaviors (Moorman, 1991), employee theft (Greenberg, 1990a),
organizational commitment (Tyler, 1991), turnover (Dailey & Kirk, 1992) and job performance
(Gilliland, 1994). However, researchers’ ability to integrate findings from these diverse contexts
is currently limited by the absence of a standardized operationalization of the justice construct.
To compound this problem, little research has investigated the psychometric properties of
existing organizational justice measures. For example, no research has empirically examined the
dimensionality or the suggested context-sensitivity of this construct (cf., Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997). Therefore, the purposes of the current study were to evaluate the
psychometric properties of justice and to attempt to develop a global measure that could be
applied across contexts.

Study 1 involved three phases (1) screening a set of organizational justice items, (2) investigating
the dimensionality of organizational justice and (3) examining justice for evidence of
measurement stability. The set of items used in the current study was primarily collected from
published research by Hauenstein, McGonigle and Flinder (1997). A set of 48 items with
acceptable psychometric characteristics was identified. Phase 2 investigated the dimensionality
of these items. Results indicated that none of the four a priori models of organizational justice
dimensionality could adequately account for the dimensionality of these items. However, three
aternative models were discovered. The first model includes the four dimensions suggested by
Greenberg (1993b) in addition to a genera organizational justice factor while the second model
includes only justice and injustice factors in addition to the ogernal organizational justice factor.
Finally, the results of an exploratory factor analysis suggested three factors. Systemic Justice;
Distributive Injustice; and Distributive Justice. Phase 3 then investigated the stability of this
solution across subgroups while Study 2 compared exploratory factor structures across two work
contexts. Results demonstrated some differences at both item- and construct-level in
organizational justice across levels of job satisfaction and work experience. Further, some
factorial instability across work contexts (e.g., selection, performance appraisal) was also
observed. Asaresult, it was concluded that devel oping a global measure of organizational



justice is difficult given the demonstrated context-sensitivity of the construct. Instead, a series of
guidelines for developing future measures of organizational justice is proposed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

A recent topic of renewed interest in research on organizational behavior is organizational
justice, the study of decision and alocation fairnessin organizations. As Sheppard and Lewicki
(1987) point out, justice is a concern in any Situation where parties can be differentially affected
by an outcome. However, while justice is afundamental human concern (Lerner, 1965; 1982), it
isonly recently that social scientists have begun to systematically study individuals perceptions of
justice in an organizational context. Organizational justice research originated out of Stouffer,
Suchman, DeVinney, Star and Williams' (1949) serendipitous finding that promotion satisfaction
among Army officers depended upon the promotion rates of their peers rather than on the
promotion rate itself. That is, officers promotion satisfaction was determined through arelative
comparison of their own and their peers promotion rates. From this research, as well as research
on the related constructs of relative deprivation and social comparison, Adams (1965) developed
equity theory, which serves as one foundation of distributive justice. More recently, researchers
noted that distributive justice, or one’s perception of outcome fairness was only part of the
picture; decision-making procedures can also be perceived as just or unjust independent of the
outcome of those decisions (Tyler & Caine, 1981). Asaresult, researchers began to investigate
the role of procedural justice (i.e., Thibaut & Walker, 1975) as distinct from distributive justice.

Forms of Justice

Distributive Justice

Early research on organizational justice focused on outcome fairness/distributive justice.
Homans (1961) and Adams (1965), who first examined distributive justice in an organizational
context, suggested a theoretical basis for judging outcome fairness. Essentially, both researchers
theorize that individuals compare the level of outcome (e.g., salary, benefits) received relative to
perceived inputs (e.g., ability, hard work) to the perceived input-outcome ratio of a comparison

other through the following quasi-mathematical process:

|/Os = /O



For example, individuals hold views of their own inputs (Is) to an organization (i.e.,
previous experience, knowledge, training, education, ability, etc.) and the outcomes (Os) they
expect to receive from the organization (i.e., salary, benefits, experience, etc.). Similarly,
individuals aso hold perceptions of others' inputs (I.) and outcomes (O;). According to Adams
(1965), the relationship between an individua’ s input-outcome ratio (14/Os) and a comparison
other’sratio (1./O,) isthe basis for judging outcome equity. When the ratio of one'sinputsto
outcomes is equivalent to that of a comparison other, regardless of the actual level of input or
outcome, the individual experiences outcome equity. Conversely, when an individua’s input-to-
outcome ratio is sufficiently unequal to the comparison other’s, the individual is predicted to
experience distributive inequity. Thus, perceptions of distributive justice are based on relative

rather than absolute outcomes, a finding that was suggested by Stouffer et a’s (1949) findings.

Homans (1961) and Adams (1965) theories of distributive justice are based on the equity
rule, which is one of severa allocation rules. In an equitable allocation situation, individuals
receive rewards based on their relative inputs to the situation (i.e., following the equity rule).
Thus, when individuals are rewarded according to the equity rule, they should experience
distributive justice. However, if the same individuals are rewarded following the same reward
schedule but under a different alocation rule, distributive justice would not be experienced. For
example, under the equality rule, al individuas receive the same outcome regardless of their
relative individual inputs. Similarly, under the need rule individuals with the greatest need receive
the most rewards irrespective of their individual inputs. Thus, under a equality-based or need-
based distribution rule, an equitable outcome would be perceived as distributively unfair. While
perceptions of distributive justice can be based on any alocation rule, organizational justice
researchers have focused on the equity rule, asit is the most frequently invoked distribution rule

in organizational settings.

Procedural Justice

In the 1970s, researchers began to focus attention on the fairness of the process by which
decisions are made. The first discussion of the term *procedura justice” was by Thibaut and

Walker (1975), who examined reactions to the procedures used in the resolution of legal disputes.



By varying the amount of control individuals had over the procedures available to settle smulated
disputes and the extent to which they could impact the actual outcomes Thibaut and Walker
(1975) showed that not only outcome equity, but also procedural control impacted individuals
perceptions of fairness. Further research extended this finding to organizational contexts (cf.,
Greenberg & Folger, 1983).

While this research suggested that perceptions of justice were at least in part dependent
upon procedura control, research by Leventhal (1980; Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980) identified
specific structura characteristics of the decision making process that influence perceptions of
procedura justice. Specificaly, Leventhal (1980) identified six criteria of procedural justice:

1. consistent application of procedures
freedom from bias
accuracy of information
decision correctability
representativness of content
ethicality

© g ~ D

L ater researchers have identified other rules of procedural justice in specific contexts. For
example, in a series of critical incidents interviews, Greenberg (1986) identified 5 determinants of
procedural justice (i.e., soliciting and using input prior to making an evaluation, enabling two-way
communication during the interview, providing the ability to challenge/rebut one’s evaluation,
ensuring rater familiarity with ratee’s work and ensuring consistent application of standards) and
two determinants of distributive justice (i.e., ensuring the receipt of rating based on performance

achieved and recommending outcome(s) based on rating) in a performance appraisal context.

Later, in questioning the applicability of Thibaut and Waker’s (1975) and Leventhal’s
(1980) models of procedural justice to organizationa research, Sheppard and Lewicki (1987)
identified sixteen principles of procedura justice in a manageria decision making context. Three
of the principles (i.e., consistency of process, reasonableness of process, use of the golden rule)

apply to broad manageria activities, six (i.e., bias suppression, representativeness, resource



utilization, decision correctability, information about implementation, decision timeliness) apply to
making and implementing decisions and the remaining seven (i.e., accountability, two-way
communication, role description, meaningful assignment, equity, ethicality, structural integrity)
apply to specific managerial activities. More recently, Gilliland (1993) identified similar principles
of procedural and distributive justice in a personnel selection context. However, as can be seen,
most of the principles each of these researchers identified are subsumed by Thibaut and Walker's
(1975) notion of process control, the six criteriaidentified by Leventhal (1980) and/or Adams
(1965) principle of equity (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997).

I nteractional Justice

More recently, Bies and Moag (1986) argued that organizational justice perceptions are
often influenced by the manner in which procedures are enacted, rather than on the specific
structural characteristics of the procedures or the allocation of an outcome. For example, they
argue that an employer could meet the procedural rules outlined by Leventhal (1980) and could
make the resulting allocation decision equitably, yet the recipient might still perceive the
interpersonal interaction as unfair if he or she is asked invasive, improper questions or is treated
rudely. Thus, Bies and Moag (1986) argue that perceptions of interactional justice occur
independently of one’s perceptions of procedura or distributive justice. Although Bies and Moag
(1986) suggest that interactional justice should be considered a third category of organizational
justice, Greenberg (1993b) argues that both procedural and distributive justice have interpersonal
and structural components. Thus, interactional justice as defined by Bies and Moag (1986) is
subsumed by informational and interpersona justice, the social forms of procedural and

distributive justice, respectively, in Greenberg’s (1993b) taxonomy.

Other Forms of Justice

Noting that both procedural and distributive justice can have structural and interpersonal
aspects, Greenberg (1993b) proposed a four dimensional taxonomy of organizational justice (See
Table 1). He distinguished perceptions of justice along two dimensions, category of justice and
focal determinant. The two categories of justice are the familiar procedura and distributive.

Justice theories can aso be classified as structural, those that deal with formal rules of justicein a



specific context, or social, those that concern interpersonal experiences. Therefore, as opposed to
Bies and Moag (1986) who delineate only the interpersonal aspects of procedural justice,
Greenberg (1993b) describes the interpersonal aspects of both procedural and distributive justice.

Asaresult, four classes of justice exist in Greenberg’s (1993b) theoretical taxonomy.
Systemic justice involves the structural components of procedural justice. Hence, systemic justice
ismost similar to the original conceptualization of procedural justice (cf., Thibaut & Walker,
1975; Leventhal, 1980) which delineates the principles and rules of justice necessary in various
contexts. Similarly, configural justice refers to the structural components of distributive justice.
Thus, configural justice describes the rules invoked when making an alocation decision. While,
systemic and configural justice are the historical approaches to the study organizational justice,
informational and interpersona justice have received much less research attention. Informational
justice refers to the social component of procedural justice, which is most often manifest as
information about the process by which a decision was made. It is most similar to Biesand
Moag's (1986) notion of interactional justice. Findly, interpersonal justice refers to the social
determinants of distributive justice, which is typically experienced as the expression of concern for
the effects that a decision may have on an individual. Examples of interpersonal justice behaviors
include politeness (Tyler, 1988), altruism (Mikula, Petrick & Tanzer, 1990) and remorse
(Greenberg, 1991). Interpersona justice is distinguishable from informational justice in that the
latter provides information about the decision process while the former expresses a reaction to the

decision.

The Role of Measurement in Theory Development

A persistent problem in socia psychological research is the manner in which research
progresses. In the context of organizational behavior, Schwab (1980) distinguished between two
primary types of research, substantive and construct validation research. Substantive research
examines the relationship between constructs (i.e., the relationship between latent variables),
while construct validation research involves the relationship between a construct and the
instruments designed to measure it (i.e., the relationship between manifest indicators and latent

variables). Although substantive research can lead to important advances in cumulative scientific



knowledge, Schwab (1980) notes that knowledge in any content area (i.e., substantive research) is
limited to the extent that construct validation research is bypassed. Unfortunately, the majority of
research on organizational justice, as well as most other areas of organizational behavior, has
emphasized substantive research over construct validation research. As aresult, many of the
problems outlined above have not been addressed.

Other researchers have echoed Schwalby's (1980) concerns about psychological research.
For example, Cohen (1994), in discussing the role of null hypothesis significance testing in the
accumulation of scientific knowledge, suggests that

...psychologists have to start respecting the units they work with, or develop

measurement units they can respect enough so that researchersin agiven field or

subfield can agree to use them. In thisway, there can be hope that researchers

knowledge can be cumulative (p. 1001).

Cohen (1994) aso argues that the development of psychological theory, at least in the context of
null hypothesis significance testing, is dependent upon the development of meaningful, valid and
reliable measures of psychological phenomena. Without hypotheses that are operationalized using
psychometrically sound measures, Cohen (1994) argues, significance tests are of dubious value
because unsound measures can obscure both the direction and the magnitude of the relationship

between variables.

In asimilar vein, Lamon (1997) reviews the impact of measurement precision on research
into gender differences in mathematics performance, concluding that our knowledge of the
relationship between affect and cognition islargely due to the development of precise measures of
both constructs. Further, Lamon (1997) suggests that other methodological artifacts that receive
agreat deal of research attention (e.g., the external validity of laboratory vs. field studies) are of
uncertain impact when studies are conducted using poorly developed measures. Finally, Tryon
(1996) describes the role that improvements in measurement precision played in the devel opment

of severd theoriesin the natural sciences. For example, the development of the telescope and the



prism resolved theoretical debates surrounding the composition of the Milky Way and the
spectrum of light, respectively.

Each of these examples highlight the importance of improved measurement in the
development of theory and the accumulation of scientific knowledge. As Tryon (1996)
concludes, the development of new measures can often improve researchers' understanding of the
relationship between constructs of interest. Without meaningful measures of relevant constructs,
the development of psychological theory is hindered by the presence of “significant” relationships
that are simply artifacts of a poorly conceived measure coupled with the absence of real

relationships that are obscured by low fidelity measures that produce wide confidence intervals.

As can be seen in the literature discussed above, organizational justice research has
focused primarily on substantive topics to the exclusion of construct validation research. Further,
organizational justice has been studied in contexts as broad as personnel selection (Gilliland,
1993, 1994; Smither, Reilly, Milsap, Perlman & Stoffey, 1993), drug testing (Konovsky &
Cropanzano, 1991), conflict resolution (Karambayya & Brett, 1989), leadership perceptions
(Tyler & Caine, 1981), layoffs (Greenberg, 1989; 1990a), performance appraisal (Greenberg,
1986) and promotion (Greenberg, 1988). Organizational justice has aso been linked to a host of
organizationally-relevant variables, such as organizationa citizenship behavior (Moorman, 1991),
employee theft (Greenberg, 1990a), organizational commitment (Tyler, 1991), turnover (Dailey &
Kirk, 1992) and job performance (Gilliland, 1994). Thus, organizational justice appears to be
both a theoretically meaningful and practical construct.

However, as Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) note, much of the research on organizational
justice should be classified as “ demonstrations’ rather than as theory-building. For example, only
recently has research examined the interactive effects of procedural and distributive justice (e.g.,
Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Van den Bos et al, 1997; Scarlicki & Folger, 1997) rather than
examining them independently. Similarly, little or no research has attempted to generalize fairness
perceptions across contexts. In fact, the mgjority of research on organizational justice is focused

on demonstrating the applicability of justice constructs in an increasingly wide variety of contexts



rather than integrating the growing number of “demonstrations’ of the robustness of
organizationa justice into unified models of organizational justice. Asaresult, our current

understanding of organizational justice as a global construct is extremely limited.

Therefore, despite the broad-reaching research pursuits of organizational justice
researchers, efforts at integrating the rapidly expanding organizational justice literature have been
rare. Exceptionsto this trend include the interactive models of procedural and distributive justice
(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; van den Bos, Vermunt & Wilke, 1997), as well as more genera
approaches to integrating the distinct origins of each form of justice (cf., Folger, 1986;

Greenberg, 1987b; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Greenberg, 1993b). However, it is clear that many
methodological and psychometric issues in organizational justice research are currently unresolved

and/or unresearched.

M easurement Issues in Organizational Justice Research

While Greenberg's (1993b) taxonomy is the most comprehensive to date, little empirical
evidence supports any model of the dimensionality of organizationa justice. Additionaly, no
research has addressed the stability of these models across samples or research contexts.
Therefore, prior to pursuing additional research into the relationship between organizational
justice and other organizationally-relevant variables (e.g., turnover, productivity), a more refined
understanding of these fundamental issues must be achieved.

Dimensionality of Organizational Justice

Historically, four models of the dimensionality of organizationa justice have been
implicitly advocated by organizationa justice researchers. Early research by Adams (1965) and
Homans (1961) suggested that organizational justice was unidimensional, defined ssimply by one's
perceptions of outcomes. Alternatively, research by Greenberg (1986) supported a 2-factor
(procedural and distributive justice) model that has arguably become the dominant model of
organizationa justice (e.g., Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993; Tyler, 1994).
Conversely, Bies and Moag (1986) suggested a 3-factor model of organizational justice that

included an interpersona dimension (i.e., interactional justice)in addition to procedural and



distributive justice while Greenberg (1993b) theorized interpersona dimensions of both

procedural and distributive justice in a4-dimensiona taxonomy.

While most current organizational justice research rejects the 1-factor model, no research
to date has directly compared any of these models. Therefore, one purpose of the current study is
to evaluate and compare each of the existing models of organizational justice. These analyses will
be conducted using confirmatory factor analysis to test the relative fit of each model. The most
appropriate model of organizational justice will then serve as the basis for developing the global
scale.

M easurement Stability of Organizationa Justice

Further, no research has examined the generalizability or stability of any model of
organizational justice across samples or research contexts. For example, given that organizational
justice is considered to be a context-sensitive construct (Greenberg, 1990b; 1993a; Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997), some instability in its dimensionality across contexts (e.g., personnel selection
vs. grievance resolution) and/or subgroups that vary in levels of theoretically-meaningful variables
(e.g., satisfaction, amount of work experience) may be expected. However, the development of a
global measure of organizational justice is only fully tenable to the extent that the dimensionality

of the construct is generalizable.

The approach to developing a global measure of organizationa justice employed in this
study is to create item stems consisting of an introductory phrase that provides contextual
information followed by a standardized “item stem” addressing some aspect of justice. Asa
result, the standardization that has been absent from previous measures of organizational justice
may be maintained while accounting for some amount of context sensitivity. Greenberg (1993b)
refers to a measure of thistype as the “customized application of a standardized measure” (p.
255).

However, despite the flexibility of measures of this type, some amount of measurement
stability is still desirable from a psychometric standpoint. For example, as discussed by Lindell,
Clause, Brandt and Landis (1998) in the context of job analysis ratings, within-group rating



variations are traditionally attributed to random error. However, other research suggests that
some of the remaining variability in these ratings can be attributed to systematic causes, such as
race and gender (cf., Schmitt & Cohen, 1989; Veres, Green & Boyles, 1991) or amount of work
experience (cf., Borman, Dorsey & Ackerman, 1992). To the extent that these moderators of
rating agreement are not accounted for, meaningful and reliable subgroup differencesin

perceptions of job responsibilities are overlooked (Lindell et al, 1998).

Similar findings are discussed by Ceci (1996) in relation to spatia ability research
conducted by Lorenz (1987). Specificaly, Lorenz (1987) conducted a principal components
analysis of 19 tests of spatial ability and also asked participants to provide directions to a stranger.
While her initial results suggested four factors (spatial manipulation, geographic direction,
landmark memory and route memory), Lorenz (1987) also examined the factor structure of two
subgroups (those who gave written directions versus maps). These additional analyses indicated
that participants in the “written directions’ group were characterized by a completely different 3-
factor structure (ecological measures, traditional measures, ability measures). Based on these
results, Ceci (1996) concluded that

...by lumping the two groups together, one arrives at a potentially misleading

understanding of the nature of spatial ability and its relationship to other abilities.

To the extent that subject are heterogeneous with respect to their approach to

problems, the resultant factor structure may not be an adequate characterization of

anyone' s abilities (p.111).

While the above research does not directly address the importance of measurement
stability in measure development, it does highlight the impact of aggregating across subgroups
with reliable and unique perspectives. In asimilar manner, current justice research tends to
implicitly attribute rating variability to random error. However, if some of the remaining
variability in perceptions of justice can be explained by systematic causes (e.g., race, gender, work
experience, job satisfaction, etc.), aggregating responses across these variables obscures important
distinctions in the psychological processes underlying judgements of organizational justice and

provides a“one size fits none” factor structure.

10



Thus, generalizability of factor structures would support the existence of similar
psychological process underlying judgments of justice in different contexts or subgroups, while
factor instability might suggest different processes underlying justice judgments in different
contexts and subgroups. Without direct evidence of an interpretable, generalizable factor

structure, developing areliable global measure of organizational justice may be difficult.

The relationship between justice and satisfaction. Perhaps one of the greatest areas of conceptual

confusion in organizational behavior research is the relationship between organizationa justice
and job satisfaction. In fact, many researchers treat the two constructs as interchangeable (cf.,
Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). However, as Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) point out,
fairness and satisfaction are not equivalent and should not be interchanged. In fact, even the
earliest research involving equity theory (Stouffer et al, 1949) explicitly distinguished between
outcome satisfaction and outcome fairness. Outcome satisfaction is derived from the absolute
value of a given outcome, while outcome fairness depends upon a much more complex
assessment of the ratio between one’s inputs and outcomes relative to a comparison other’ s input-
outcome ratio (Homans, 1961; Adams, 1965). Thus, satisfaction level is only a portion of the
process by which judgments of organizational justice are made. Given the relationship between
satisfaction and justice suggested above, the factor structure of justice may well be different at
different levels of satisfaction. In thisway, job satisfaction is a useful variable to examine the
stability of organizational justice dimensionality. However, because of the fundamental
relationship between these two constructs, evidence of a moderate relationship between
organizational justice and satisfaction at the construct level would also suggest discriminant

validity for the new measure.

The relationship between justice and satisfaction. An additional variable that isideal for

examining the stability of organizational justice is work experience. Because perceptions of
justice are assumed to be context-dependent (cf., Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), they are also
likely to be influenced by an individual’ s unique set of work experiences. Asaresult, it stands to
reason that individuals with more (and more heterogeneous) work experience may have more

developed perceptions of justice than individuals with less experience (and more homogeneous

11



work experiences). Therefore, work experience is also an ideal to examine the stability of

organizational justice dimensionality.

Relationship Between Forms of Justice

While the mgjority of researchers implicitly incorporate multidimensiona models of
organizational justice into their research (cf., Leventhal, 1980; Greenberg; 1987; 1993c), each
form of justice is usually modeled as orthogonal to the other(s) (cf., Alexander & Ruderman,
1987; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993; Tyler, 1994; Tyler & Caine, 1981). However, severd
independent studies support the presence of a relationship between the various forms of
organizational justice. First, ameta-analysis by Hauenstein, McGonigle and Flinder (1997)
examined the relationship between perceptions of procedural and distributive justice. An
extensive search of both published and unpublished research reporting a relationship between
procedural and distributive justice revealed a mean corrected correlation between procedural and
distributive justice of 0.64. Interestingly though, less than seven percent of the variance in the
distribution of correlations was attributable to statistical artifacts (i.e., unreliability).

Although these results suggest that the relationship between the two constructsis quite
robust, it is also interesting to note that few viable moderators were uncovered to explain the
substantial remaining variance. Because organizationa justice is considered a context-sensitive
construct (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Greenberg, 1993a) such results may not be
surprising. However, two particularly informative findings emerged from the Hauenstein et al
(1997) study. First, subgroup analyses supported the context-sensitivity of the procedural-
distributive justice relationship. Specificaly, the relationship was weaker in studies of reward
allocation than in studies of dispute resolution. However, given that the 95% confidence interval
around the procedural-distributive justice relationship never included zero in any context, this
relationship is not likely to be context-dependent. While these results do not address the context
sengitivity of the constructs themselves, they do provide some support to the context-sensitivity of
organizational justice as suggested by Greenberg (1990b; 1993a, Cropanzano & Greenberg,
1997). Additionadly, the Hauenstein et al (1997) meta-analysis indicates that construct
operationalization moderated the relationship between procedural and distributive justice. Thus,

12



as Cohen (1994) might predict, the relationship between procedural and distributive justiceis
dependent upon how each construct is operationalized. Of further interest is that fact that of the
63 studies included in the Hauenstein et a (1997) study, 48 (76%) either devised their own “ad
hoc” (Greenberg, 1990b) measures or provided no information about how organizationa justice
was operationalized. Asaresult, the integration of results across multiple studiesis virtualy

impossible.

Similarly, severa researchers have examined the interactive effects of procedural and
distributive justice. For example, Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) found that procedural justice
has a stronger effect when distributive justice islow and distributive justice has a stronger effect
when procedural justiceislow. That is, the effects of procedural (distributive) justice on overal
perceptions of justice are moderated by the level of distributive (procedural) justice. Further,
Folger's (1986a, 1986b) Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT) suggests that maximally negative
reactions to a decision occur when both procedura and distributive justice are low because
individuals can easily construct aternative, positive outcomes. As perceptions of procedural
and/or distributive justice become more positive, aternative outcomes are more difficult to
conceive. Further, Van den Bos, Vermunt and Wilke (1997), demonstrated a primacy effect in
organizational justice in that fairness perceptions are based more strongly on the information
presented first regardless of whether that information was procedural or distributive. Several
other authors have discussed the interactive relationships between procedural and distributive
justice aswell (e.g., Koper & Vermunt, 1988; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993).

At the same time, a great deal of research suggests that both procedures and outcomes
can, and do, have independent effects on perceptions of organizational justice. For example,
Greenberg (1986) was one of the earliest researchers to empirically demonstrate separate
procedural and distributive justice dimensions. More importantly, the unique effects of procedural
and distributive justice have been repeatedly demonstrated by many other researchers (cf., Tyler &
Caine, 1981; Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987; Moorman, 1991).
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Based on the above discussion, several conclusions about the effects of procedural and
distributive justice can be made. First, it is clear that procedural and distributive information can
have important independent effects on perceptions of organizational justice (cf., Tyler & Caine,
1981; Greenberg, 1986; Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987). However,
more recent research supports the view that perceptions of procedural and distributive justice are
at least moderately related (Hauenstein et a, 1997) and may also interact (Brockner &
Wiesenfeld, 1996; Folger, 1986; Van den Bos et al, 1997). Third, both forms of justice may

consist of structural and interpersonal components (Greenberg, 1993b).

As aresult, any standardized measure of organizational justice should not only be based
on an empirically-supported model of dimensionality, but should also incorporate the
demonstrated relationship between these constructs. Therefore, a desirable property of the
proposed measure will be that it incorporate non-orthogonal relationships between justice
constructs. A measure that contains either extremely correlated or extremely uncorrelated factors
would not represent the relatively strong relationship among justice factors suggested by
Hauenstein et a (1997).
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Existing Measures of Organizational Justice

The lack of measurement consistency in organizational justice research has not only been
discussed by Hauenstein et a (1997). Both Greenberg (1990b, 1993b, 1996) and Gilliland and
Honig (1994), noting organizational justice researchers’ predilection toward using “ad hoc”
measures of justice, have also suggested the need for a standardized measure of organizational
justice so that cross-study comparisons can more easily be made. More generaly, Schwab (1980)
and others (e.g., Cohen, 1995; Lamon, 1997; Tryon, 1996) have noted that adequate and
standardized measures are necessary for theoretical progress to take place. Thus, the need for a

standardized measure of organizational justice has long been recognized.

Perhaps one reason for the lack of measurement standardization in organizational justice
research isthe belief that justice is a context-dependent construct (Greenberg, 1990b; 19933,
Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Therefore, ad hoc measures may be given deference because
they allow questions to be tailored to the varied situations in which justice has been examined
(Greenberg, 1990b). However, Sheppard and Lewicki (1987) argue that not al justice rules are
context sengitive. Of the 16 principles of manageria fairness they discovered, only seven were
categorized as contextually-dependent. Similarly, Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) suggest that
the relative importance of different facets of organizational justice may be context-specific, rather
than the specific principles themselves. The Hauenstein et a (1997) meta-analysis begins to
distinguish between the context-specificity and the context-dependence of organizational justice.
For example, while Hauenstein et al (1997) demonstrated that, at a broad level (i.e., conflict
resolution vs. resource allocation) the relationship between procedural and distributive justice is
moderated by context, the consistent non-zero correlation between procedural and distributive
justice suggests that the determinants of organizational justice may be at least moderately stable

across contexts.

Additionally, several global models of organizational justice have been proposed
(Greenberg, 1987b; Greenberg, 1993b) and many authors have delineated genera dimensions of
organizational justice (cf., Leventhal, 1980; Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1986; Sheppard &

Lewicki, 1987). Thus, it may be possible to develop a global measure of organizational justice
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that can be adapted to the diverse contexts in which organizational justice research is carried out,
as suggested by Greenberg (1993a).

Currently, several measures of organizationa justice do exist, but each is domain-specific.
For example, Greenberg (1986) developed a critical incidents set concerning the perceived justice
of a performance appraisal system with separate distributive and procedural factors. Building off
Greenberg’'s (1986) findings, Folger and Konovsky (1989) developed a 26-item standardized
measure of organizational justice in a performance appraisal context. Separately, Gilliland and
Honig (1994) devel oped a 40-item measure of organizational justice; however, it islimited to
personnel selection contexts. Each of these measures addresses most of the procedural justice
rules outlined by Leventhal (1980; Leventha, Karuza & Fry, 1980) However, none adequately
addresses all four of the organizational justice dimensions suggested by Greenberg (1993b).
Further, while each of these measures may provide insight into individuals perceptions of
organizational justice within a specific domain (e.g., performance appraisal, selection) none has
been consistently adopted in the literature. Moreover, none of the identified measures can allow
comparisons of research from different contexts, and many relevant domains (e.g., reactions to
personnel policies) can not currently be examined with a standardized measure. Without a
standardized global measure, organizational justice may continue to exist primarily as a series of
“demonstrations’ rather than as a meaningfully developed theory. Therefore, the purposes of this
study areto (1) address fundamental questions about the dimensionality of organizational justice
(and its generdizability) and (2) to investigate the devel opment of a standardized measure of

organizational justice that can be adapted for use across a wide variety of research contexts.

Overview of the Study

Because any useful organizationa justice measure must concurrently be context-sensitive
(Greenberg, 19934a) and standardized, the overriding goal of this study is to investigate the
development of a set of generalizable “item stems’ that can be adapted to multiple contexts. A
flexible measure incorporating item stems provides the standardization that has been lacking in
previous organizational justice research, while at the same time allowing the measure to remain

context-sensitive.
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Specificaly, Study | examines the dimensionality and measurement
stability/generaizability of organizationa justice. To thisend, a preliminary global measure of
organizational justice will first be developed by selecting a set of existing items from the
organizational justice literature and screening them for basic psychometric quality. Next, the
resulting set of items will be examined for dimensionality and then will be used to evaluate the
measurement equivalence/stability of that dimensionality across subgroups (i.e., levels of
satisfaction and work experience) and work contexts (i.e., selection, performance appraisal). To
the extent that an interpretable, stable factor structure is uncovered, afinal set of global “item
stems’ will be selected using Item Response Theory (IRT). Construct validity evidence (i.e.,

multi-trait multi-method matrix) will then be provided for the resulting measure.

17



Chapter 2: Study |
Preliminary Item Selection, Dimensionality and Measurement Stability Across Subgroups

Participants

To examine the proposed items under the most heterogeneous conditions possible, data
were collected from two independent samples. The first sample consisted of 142 undergraduate
students enrolled at Virginia Tech. Participantsin this sample ranged widely in age, gender and
work experience (see Table 2). Asarequirement for participation in Study I, al participants must
have held ajob for at least 3 of the previous 12 months. Participants were instructed to respond to
each item in reference to their previous work experience, but were given no further instructions
about how to respond to the items. Each participant in the student sample received 1 extra credit
point for participation. Participants were recruited solely from the Psychology department’s
subject pool and the data were collected in large (e.g., 25-50 people) groups. Participation was

strictly voluntary.

Participants in the second sample were recruited from full time employees of the American
Institutes for Research (AIR), a not-for-profit research organization. AIR employs professional
personnel that vary widely in age, education, work experience and work responsibilities, which is
represented by the sample demographics. The 109 participants from this sample included 66
males and 42 females. Table 2 provides complete demographic information for both samples.
Initially, approximately 275 participants in the AIR subject pool were contacted via email about
the purpose and requirements of the study. Following initial contact, all identified participants
received the study materials through inter-office mail. Participants were instructed to complete
the survey at their convenience and to return it via inter-office mail within one week, but were
again provided no additional instructions for responding to the items. Overall response for this
sample was 109 (an approximately 40% response rate). As with the student sample described

above, participation was completely voluntary.

All cases in both samples were combined to examine the data for the presence of outliers.

Two of the 249 cases were removed because the standard deviation of thelr summed scale scores

18



exceeded [3.00]. Therefore, all analyses were conducted using the remaining 247 cases. Missing
data for the remaining participants were imputed using PRELIS 2.12A (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1993a) after theinitial item selection was compl eted.

Procedure

Included Measures

In order to limit the number of parameters estimated in later stages of measure
development, a sample of 78 initia items was screened for basic psychometric quality. These
initial items were selected from two primary sources. First, existing studies in the organizational
justice literature were searched for non-redundant items. Specifically, the author reviewed all
items collected by Hauenstein et al (1997) and removed items that were significantly redundant in
content. For example, the following two items were judged to be redundant: “1 was treated with
warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the selection process;” and “1 was treated with
warmth, sincerity, and respect during the editorial process.” Because few standardized measures
of organizational justice currently exist, researchers typicaly include alist of itemsin their
manuscripts. The majority of items selected through this method were collected by Hauenstein et
al (1997). In general, the approximately 420 items selected from Hauenstein et a (1997) provide
an adequate starting point for item selection. Specifically, theitem list consists of 159 items
initialy linked to systemic justice, 127 initially linked to configural justice, 101 initialy linked

informational justice and 33 initially linked to interpersona justice.

Where an insufficient number of items addressing a particular dimension of organizational
justice were available (e.g., interpersonal justice) or where the available items appeared to
insufficiently tap one dimension, additional items were written. These items were written to be
consistent with the organizational justice principles outlined by Adams (1965), Gilliland (1993),
Greenberg (1986, 1993b), Leventhal (1980), Leventhal, Karuza and Fry (1980), Sheppard and
Lewicki (1987) and Thibaut and Walker (1975). A list of al itemsincluded in Study | is
presented in both Table 3 and Appendix A.
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Participants also completed the Quinn and Staines (1977) Facet-Free Measure of
Satisfaction, which is designed to measure overall job satisfaction without regard to specific
components of the job (e.g., pay, opportunity, etc.). For the purposes of the current
investigation, two versions of the 5-item scale were created to measure satisfaction with both
procedures and outcomes. See Table 4 for alist of items included from the Quinn and Staines
(2977) measure. Coefficient aphafor the 10-item scale in the current study is 0.95.

Finally, participants in both samples also completed a series of demographic questions.
Specifically, al participants indicated their gender, age, total amount of work experience and

current employment status (i.e., employed or unemployed).

Analytic Approach
Preliminary item selection. As suggested by DeVellis (1991) and Ghisdlli, Campbell and

Zedeck (1981), theinitial 78 items were evauated against the following four psychometric
criteria

1. Number of respondents. Items were initially screened out if fewer than 90% (224) of
respondents endorsed the item.

2. Minimum and maximum item rating. Next, items were removed from the scale if
participants did not employ the entire range of rating points. Specificaly, if the minimum
rating was not 1 or if the maximum rating was not 5, an item was removed.

3. Item standard deviation. Next, items with low standard deviations (less than |1.00]) were
removed.

4. Item mean. Fifth, items with aberrantly high (greater than 3.75) or low (less than 1.25)

means were removed next.

After reducing the set of items to those with acceptable psychometric properties, the
remaining items were used to examine the dimensionality and measurement stability of
organizational justice. Specifically, the four previously discussed theoretical models of

organizationa justice dimensionality were examined using confirmatory factor analysis to assess
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the overall dimensionality of organizationa justice. Finaly, the stability of this factor structure

across subgroups and contexts was eval uated.

Organizational justice dimensionality. Prior to examining the dimensionality of the set of

screened items, three Ph.D. research psychol ogists familiar with organizational justice research
linked each item to a theoretical dimension of organizationa justice. Specificaly, raters were
provided with definitions for each construct (i.e., procedural/systemic, distributive/ configural,
interpersonal and informational justice) and were instructed to link each item to the one construct
most descriptive of it (See Appendix B for specific task instructions). Each rater completed the
item-to-construct linkages independently and then al three raters convened as a group to
determine the final linkage of each item. Ratersinitially disagreed on the linkages of four items.
However, group consensus on the final linkage of each item was reached through discussion.

Table 5 lists the retained items that were linked to each dimension.

These ratings served as the conceptual basis for examining Greenberg’s (1993b) 4-
dimensiona model. As suggested by Greenberg’ s (1987) taxonomy of organizational justice
theories, subsequent sub-models were created by combining informational and interpersonal
justice to examine the three-dimensional model suggested by Bies and Moag (1986), by
combining procedural and informational justice and distributive and interpersonal justice to test
Greenberg’s (1986) 2-dimensional model and by combining all items to examine a unidimensional
model of organizational justice. Figures 1-4 contain conceptua diagrams of the proposed

models.

Organizational justice measurement stability. Next, to examine the stability organizational
justice dimensionality, two sets of theoretically relevant subgroups were created. To create the
first set of subgroups, participants were categorized as high or low in global job satisfaction. Job
satisfaction was selected for these analyses because of its fundamental relationship to
organizationa justice (cf., Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1993). While no specific hypotheses are
proposed, individuals low in satisfaction may be predisposed to perceived justice more
unidimensionaly (i.e., unfair) than individuals who are high in satisfaction. Alternatively,
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individuas high in satisfaction may be predisposed to perceived justice unidimensionally as well

(i.e., fair) than individuals who are low in satisfaction.

As described above, participants completed the Quinn and Staines (1977) Facet-Free
Measure of Satisfaction, which is designed to assess overall job satisfaction without regard to
specific components of the job (e.g., pay, opportunity, etc.). To estimate measurement stability
across levels of job satisfaction, participants were divided into groups based on a median split of
total mean scale scores. That is, subgroups were created that contained those participants high
(vs. low) in overall job satisfaction. Specifically, 118 participants across the two samples were
classified as high in satisfaction because their mean scale scores exceeded the scale score median

(3.00) and the remaining 129 were categorized as low in satisfaction.

Next, subgroups were created to examine the impact of full-time work experience on
individuals conceptions of organizational justice. Therefore, responses from the 108 participants
included in the organizational sample were compared to the responses of the 140 participantsin
the student sample. While it is possible that individua members of the student sample have
significant amounts of full time work experience, the student sample, on average, tended to have
less work experience than the organizational sample (see Table 2). Therefore, this divison was
used as a proxy for work experience that is assumed to represent a reasonable point at which
qualitative differences in work experience may exist. Analyses comparing sample membership and
amounts of work experience support this assumption. Specifically, Cramer’'sV was 0.78 while
the Spearman rank-order correlation was 0.69, indicating a strong relationship between total work

experience and sample membership.

It should be noted that while a direct measure of work experience was collected as part of
Study |, severa concerns with the item’s quality suggested the use of sample membership asa
proxy for work experience in place of the existing direct measure. First, the structure of the
response options (see Appendix A, Item 91) was better suited to respondents with smaller
amounts of work experience. Specifically, respondents with more than 5 years of work

experience were constrained to the maximum rating on that item, regardless of total years of work
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experience. Asaresult, the distribution of data for the organizational sample was extremely
negatively skewed. Additionally, because of the structure of the response items, comparably-
sized subgroups were impossible to create. Creating subgroups of participants with more than
five years of experience versus five or fewer years would lead to samples of 76 and 173,
respectively. Similarly, subgroups of participants with more than two years of experience versus
two or fewer years would results in subgroups of 177 and 72, respectively (see Table 2). Finaly,
the item itself provided little context to rate one’'s “total amount of work experience.” Although,
no data were collected, it is plausible that members of the student sample were more likely to hold
part-time and temporary positions while participants in the organizational sample indicated years
of full-time experience. Thus, using sample membership as a proxy for work experience rather
than the direct rating should provide both more meaningful and more comparable samples for

analyses of measurement stability.

Aswith job satisfaction, no specific hypotheses are proposed. However, it seems likely
that individuals with higher levels work experience may hold more multidimensiona views of
justice because of increased opportunity to experience justice (and injustice) than individuals with

less work experience.

Results
Preliminary ltem Selection

Overadll, 48 of the 78 itemsincluded in Study | met al of the psychometric criteria
Specifically, 14 items were removed due to insufficient response rate, 1 because of insufficient
response range and 7 and 8 because of low standard deviations or aberrant means, respectively.
Of these items, 15 were linked to systemic justice, 14 were linked to configural justice, 10 were
linked to informational justice and 9 were linked to interpersonal justice. Specific results for each

item at each stage are included in Table 6 and Table 7 contains the list of items that were retained.
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Organizationa Justice Dimensionality

To examine the dimensionality of organizationa justice, the 48 items selected for inclusion
in the preliminary scale served as indicators in each of the proposed models of dimensionality. As
described above, four separate models of organizational justice were created to examine the
relative fit a unidimensional model, the Greenberg (1986) 2-factor model, the Bies and Moag
(1986) 3-factor model and the Greenberg (1993b) 4-factor model.

Prior to examining the dimensionality of the screened items, three Ph.D. research
psychologists familiar with organizationa justice research linked each item to a theoretical
dimension of organizational justice. As described previoudly, these ratings served as the
conceptual basis for examining Greenberg’'s (1993b) 4-dimensiona model. As suggested by
Greenberg’s (1987) taxonomy of organizational justice theories, subsequent sub-models were
created by combining informational and interpersonal justice to examine Bies and Moag' s (1986)
3-dimensional model, by combining procedural and informational justice and distributive and
interpersonal justice to test Greenberg’s (1986) 2-dimensional model and by combining al items
to evaluate a unidimensional model of organizational justice. See Figures 14 for conceptua

diagrams of each model.

Confirmatory analyses. This series of confirmatory models was examined using LISREL
8.12A (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993b). All analyses were conducted using maximum likelihood

(ML) estimation and the item covariance matrix. Model fit was evaluated using a series of
criteria. Specifically, consistent with the recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1995), Browne
and Cudeck (1993) and Tanaka (1993), fit was evaluated using the following indices: overall ¢
c?/df; Joreskog and Sorbom’s (1984) Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and Adjusted Goodness of Fit
Index (AGFI); Bollen's (19894) Incremental Fit Index (IFl); Bentler's (1990) Comparative Fit
Index (CFI); Steiger's (1990) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Browne and
Cudeck's (1989) Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) and the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC; Akaike, 1973).
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The selected fit criteria can generally be divided into two groups. those assessing overall
model fit (c?, c?/df, GFI, AGFI, RMSEA, ECVI, AIC); and those assessing incremental fit (IFI,
CFl). Overdl fit indices generally examine the match between the covariances of the observed
model and those proposed by the hypothetical model. Specifically, ¢ examines the null
hypothesis

S=3(a)
where S represents the covariance of the observed model and S(q) isthe covariance of the
hypothesized model (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Because of the well known fact that relying on
an overall c? to assess modd fit frequently leads to Type Il errors (e.g., Joreskog, 1969), several
researchers have suggested evaluating c? relative to the model‘ s degrees of freedom (e.g., Bollen,
1989b), with values below 3.0 to 5.0 generally considered acceptable fit (Bollen & Long, 1993).
As with the c? test, both GFI and AGFI conceptually represent the variance and covariance in the
observed mode that can be accounted for by the hypothesized model. AGFI provides a
correction to GFI that adjusts for the inclusion of additional parametersin the hypothesized model
(Hu & Bentler, 1995) so that more parsimonious models are not unnecessarily rejected. In
general, values of GFl and AGFI above 0.90 indicate acceptable fit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984).

Unlike the previously described indices, which compare the hypothesized model to the
sample covariance matrix, RMSEA is an index of the discrepancy between the expected
population covariance matrix and the model in question. RMSEA can be interpreted as
discrepancy per degree of freedom, with values between 0.05 and 0.08 demonstrating generally
acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Finaly, AIC isan overall measure of modd fit adjusted
for the number of estimated parameters that is valid across al sample sizesand ECVI is an index
of the expected generalizability of the fit to a new sample. Both AIC and ECV1 are useful for
selecting among multiple hypothetical models, with smaller values indicating better fit (Hu &
Bentler, 1995). The incremental fit indices selected for model evaluation (i.e., IFl, CFl) generally
compare the fit of the hypothesized model to the fit of amodel with al indicators uncorrelated.
Specifically, both IFI and CFl reflect the plausibility of the hypothesized model over the null

model and are particularly recommended for small sample sizes (Hoyle & Panter, 1995).
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As can be seenin Table 8, across dl fit indices, the hypothesized models inadequately
describe the structure underlying judgments of organizational justice. Specificaly, values of GFI,
AGFI, IFI and CFl were generally in the 0.50 to 0.60 range and RM SEA exceeded 0.08 in all four
cases. Further, the fit of each of the four hypothesized modelsis relatively undifferentiated from
the other models. While these results initially suggest that none of theoretical models of
organizational justice dimensionality can adequately account for the covariance of the observed
model, severa aternative explanations are plausible. For example, one potentia explanation for
the extremely poor fit of al the modelsis that the data were not normally distributed. Further,
given the somewhat limited sample size and the large number of parameters estimated, it is

possible that the current results are not a stable estimate of the fit of each model.

Therefore, the data were examined for both univariate and multivariate normality.
According to West, Finch and Curran (1995) data can be considered univariate normal for the
purposes of structural equation modeling when skewnessis less than |2.00| and kurtosisis less
than |7.00|. All items selected for inclusion in the examination of dimensionality meet the criteria
for univariate normality. Next, multivariate normality was examined with the multivariate
skewness and kurtosis indices from PRELIS 2.12A (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993a). Results
indicate that the data included in Study 1 are not multivariate normal in terms of skewness
(147.018, p < 0.00) or kurtosis (19.719, p < 0.00).

According to West et a (1995), deviations from multivariate normality negatively impact
estimates of model fit when usng ML estimation particularly with relatively small (N < 500)
samples (e.g., inflated ¢? values, underestimated incremental fit indices, underestimated standard
errors and parameter estimates). Therefore, they suggest several remedies for multivariate non-
normality. Many of the approaches (e.g., Asymptotically Distribution Free estimation) are
computationally-intensive and are therefore impractical for examining models consisting of more

than 25 manifest variables, especially without extremely large sample sizes.

Alternatively, West et a (1995) recommend re-expressing variables in a manner that

produces a more normal distribution. A simple technique for variable re-expression is the creation
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of item parcels (e.g., Marsh, 1994; Marsh, Anthill & Cunningham, 1989). An item parcel consists
of agroup of items theoretically measuring a single construct that are represented by a summary
value (e.g., mean) for the purposes of model testing. Item parcels have several advantages when
testing measurement models. Most specifically, item parcels tend to achieve more normal
distributions than their original items. Further, parcels typically produce results that are more
reliable and generalizable than results based on individual items and they reduce the impact of
item-specific idiosyncrasies (i.e., response biases). Finally, item parcels aso reduce the number of
parameters estimated in any given model, thereby increasing the stability of estimates from small
samples (West et al, 1995).

Therefore, a set of item parcels was created and the set of confirmatory models were re-
analyzed. When creating item parcels, Marsh et a (1989) recommend retaining a minimum of 3
item parcels per factor. Therefore, the items linked to each factor were assigned to one of the
three item parcels per factor so that the within-parcel average item intercorrelation was
maximized. Asaninitia point of reference, the average overall pairwise item intercorrelation
across al 58 itemsis 0.26. Further, the average within-construct pairwise item intercorrelations
range from 0.12 to 0.74 for the 15 items linked to systemic justice, from 0.14 to 0.76 for the 19
configural justice items, from 0.13 to 0.75 for the 9 informational justice items and from 0.13 to
0.78 for the 15 interpersonal justice items. The resulting average within-parcel pairwise
intercorrelations all surpassed the average within-construct pairwise item intercorrel ations.
Specifically, the average within-parcel intercorrelations were 0.41, 0.44, 0.57 and 0.50 for
Systemic, Configural, Informational and Interpersonal Justice, respectively. The specific items
aggregated to create each item parcel arelisted in Table 9.

To ensure that each of the four models described above was evaluated using item parcels
consisting of the same items, parcels were created for the four-dimensional model first. Then,
item parcels from the 4-dimensional model were reallocated to produce the 1-, 2- and 3-
dimensiona models as described above. Test of univariate normality suggest the item parcels are
normally distributed (see Table 10) and tests of multivariate normality indicate that, while still

somewhat non-normal, the item parcels are more normally distributed in terms of both skewness
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(17.63, p < .00) and kurtosis (5.71, p < .00) than were the individual items. Therefore, al
confirmatory analyses were re-run using the item parcels created above. The series of
confirmatory models described above were examined using item parcelsin LISREL 8.12A
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993b). All analyses were again conducted using ML estimation and the
item parcel covariance matrix. Table 11 contains a correlation matrix summarizing the linear

relationships among the item parcels.

To examine dimensionality, each model was compared for the entire sample. Modd fit
was evaluated using the same criteria outlined above. Specifically, fit was evauated with overall
c? c%/df; Joreskog and Sorbom’ s (1984) Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and Adjusted Goodness of
Fit Index (AGFI); Bollen’s (1989a) Incrementa Fit Index (1F1); Bentler's (1990) Comparative Fit
Index (CFI); Steiger's (1990) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Browne and
Cudeck's (1989) Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) and the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC; Akaike, 1973).

Based on the fit of each moddl as represented by the above indices, results again indicate
poor fit for al four theoretica models (see Table 12), with fit indices generally ranging between
0.60 and 0.75. Clearly, then, the sample factor structure still deviates significantly from the
structure of any hypothesized model. Further, for all solutions the pattern of relatively
undifferentiated fit of the theoretical models described for the item-level analyses above was
replicated using item parcels. As evidenced by the improved values for most fit indicesin Table
12, while the non-normality of the data and the small sample size did impact the initia results, the
impact of these artifacts is not a complete explanation for the poor fit of each model. Clearly, as
suggested by the borderline values of many of the indices in both sets of analyses (e.g., GFI,
AGFI, RMSEA) as well as the structure of the item parcel correlation matrix, untested aternative
models may provide better fit than any of the theoretical models.

By examining the structure of the item parcel intercorrelation matrix, it is clear that (1)

most item parcels are generally related and (2) item parcels 4 and 7 are more closely related to

each other than to any other parcels. Therefore, five additional models were investigated. Three of
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the additional models of organizational justice include a general organizational justice factor (J),
indicated by all 12 item parcels, in addition to the two, three or four factors of the theoretical
models described previously. That is, the 2-, 3- and 4-dimensional models described above were
re-examined after incorporating a general organizational factor indicated by all 12 parcels. The
fourth model specifies atwo dimensional model that incorporates only justice and injustice
factors, with injustice indicated by parcels 4 and 7 and justice indicated by the other 10 parcels.
The fifth model includes a general factor in addition to the justice and injustice factors of the
fourth model. The inclusion of a general factor to account for the common variance shared across
factorsis consistent with research into the dimensionality of other constructs, such as human
ability (Comrey & Lee, 1992).

As can be seen in Table 12, results indicate improved fit for al five models when a general
factor isovertly modeled. However, while the fit indices for the 4-factor + Jmodel all exceed
cutoffs for acceptable fit, the 2- and 3-factor models that incorporate general factors and the 2-
factor just-unjust model tended to show more moderate fit. However, the just-unjust + J model,
while fitting dlightly poorer than the 4-factor + J model, generally exceeded cutoffs for most
criteriaas well. Specifically, fit indices for the 2-factor + J, 3-factor + J and the just-unjust models
generally ranged between 0.75 and 0.90, while fit indices for the 4-factor + J model and the just-
unjust + Jmodel generally exceed 0.90. Clearly, then, Greenberg’s (1993b) four-factor model of
organizational justice captures respondents’ perceptions of organizational justice, but only when a
general factor isincluded as well. However, the fit of just-unjust + J model indicates that
respondents’ perceptions of organizational justice may alternatively be conceptualized more

smplistically as consisting simply of justice, injustice and general organizational justice.

Exploratory analyses. To investigate the likelihood of any additional factor structures, an
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine the structure underlying participants
responses. Asan initia investigation of the factor structure of participants responses to the 48
screened items, responses to all items were factor analyzed using ML estimation and direct
guartimin rotation, due to the expected correlations between justice constructs (cf., Hauenstein et

a, 1997) . Ascanbeseenin Table 13, eigenvalues for the initial results suggested the potential
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for a 10-factor solution. Of the 10 factors, six factors appeared to be theoretically interpretable.
Further, most of these factors tended to transcend the procedural-distributive and structural-social
distinctions imposed by the theoretical models. As can be seen in Table 14, the six interpretable
factors can be labeled Genera Unfairness (Factor 2), Genera Fairness (Factor 3), Consistency of
Manager (Factor 4), Explanation of Process (Factor 6), Overall Fairness (Factor 7) and Manager
as Friend (Factor 10). The remaining factors (1, 5, 8 and 9) were not clearly interpretable.

Next, to produce a clearer picture of the factor structure, the five items loading less than
0.35 on any factor were removed and the data were re-analyzed using the procedures described
above. Thefiveitemsremoved from the scale because of low loadings do not generally appear to
be related in content or format (see Table 15). Table 16 contains eigenvalues for the revised
results, which suggest a 3-factor solution explaining 52.4% of the variance in participants' ratings.

Figure 5 contains a scree plot for the revised exploratory analyses.

Ascan be seen in Table 17, results for the 3-factor solution are in opposition to any of the
theoretical models of organizational justice tested above. The large first factor clearly contains
items addressing both procedural fairness and consistency (i.e., systemic justice) aswell as
informational justice. Further, the mgority of items loading on Factor 1 relate to experiences with
amanager. Conversdly, al items loading on the second factor relate to distributive injustice (both
configural and interpersonal injustice). Finally, itemsloading on the third factor primarily suggest
conceptions of distributive fairness. Further, consistent with the results of the Hauenstein et a
(1997) meta-analysis, there is a strong Procedural Justice-Distributive Justice correlation (r =
0.51). Otherwise, the three factors are generally uncorrelated. Table 18 contains the factor

intercorrelation matrix demonstrating the pattern of relationships between each factor.

Based on research into the psychometric quality of the Job Diagnostics Survey (JDS),
Harvey, Billings and Nilan (1985) suggest that a negative wording factor, such as the Distributive
Injustice factor described above, may simply contribute construct-irrelevant variance and cloud
interpretation of raw item scores. However, differences between the Harvey et a (1985) study

and the current study suggest that the presence of a Distributive Injustice factor may not be
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simply artifactual. For example, Harvey et a (1985) report lower communalities and factor
loadings for the negative items, indicating less variance in common with the underlying factors. In
the current study, however, both communalities and factor loadings are of a similar magnitude in
both the positive wording and negative wording factors. Specifically, communalities for all items
ranged from 0.222 (item 30) to 0.719 (item 62), while communalities for the Distributive Injustice
items ranged from 0.372 (item 33) to 0.654 (item 52). In fact, only five items had a higher
communality than item 64. Further, factor loadings for the Distributive Injustice factor ranged
from 0.453 to 0.771, while loadings for positive wording items fell in asimilar (or lower) range
(e.g., 0.322t0 0.776 and 0.314 to 0.743, for the first and third factors respectively). Therefore,
the presence of negative wording items in the current analyses does not appear to smply add
construct-irrelevant variance, but captures real variance in respondents’ views of their work

experiences.

Organizational Justice Measurement Stability Across Subgroups
As discussed by Hemmelgarn, James, Ladd and Mitchell (1995) and others (e.g., Harman,
1976; Gorsuch, 1983), questions of measurement stability are ideally addressed through a

multiple-groups confirmatory factor analytic approach. The largest advantages of confirmatory
factor analytic approach to measurement stability include the ability to estimate measurement
error and the ability to identify the impact of “unmeasured variables.” Hemmelgarn et al (1995)
provide areview of the limitations of previous approaches to assessing measurement stability and
cross-situationa consistency. Therefore, the stability of the overall dimensionality of
organizational justice across subgroups was first examined using a multiple groups confirmatory

factor analytic approach.

According to Joreskog and Sorbom (1989), assessing measurement stability using a
multiple-groups confirmatory factor analytic approach involves testing a series five hypotheses.
Support for the first hypothesis provides only minimal evidence of cross-sample stability, while
support for the fifth hypothesis indicates almost identical factor structures between the samples.
Accordingly, cross-sample consistency analyses are conducted sequentially and are discontinued

when a single hypothesisis not supported. To assess cross-sample stability in the current study,
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five hypotheses were proposed. The first hypothesis (S* = S?) examines the overall similarity of
the samples’ covariance matrices. Hypothesis 2 tests the hypothesis that there are five common
factors in each of the subgroups. Specifically, hypothesis 2 examines whether the results from the
overal analyses — one general factor consisting of all indicators and four correlated factors
representing systemic, configural, informational and interpersonal justice — adequately represent
the factor structures of each subgroup. Hypothesis 3 (L * = L %) examines the similarity of the
pattern of factor loadings, assuming the factor pattern described in hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 4
(Q'L* = Q%L ?) examines the stability of both the pattern of factor loadings and measurement error
under the hypothesized factor pattern. Finally, hypothesis 5 (Q'F 'L* = Q*F °L %) constrains the
pattern of item loadings, measurement error and the factor intercorrelations to be identical across

samples under the hypothesized factor pattern.

Therefore, as discussed previousy two sets of theoretically relevant subgroups were
created and measurement stability was assessed across each subgroup separately for each set. To
create the first set of subgroups, participants were categorized as high or low in global job
satisfaction. To equate measurement stability across levels of job satisfaction, participants were
divided into groups based on a median split of mean scale scores. Specifically, 118 participants
were classified as high in satisfaction and the remaining 129 were categorized as low in
satisfaction. A second set of subgroups was created to examine the impact of full-time work
experience on individuals' conceptions of organizational justice. As discussed above, the strong
association between sample (student or working) and work experience supports the use of sample
membership a proxy for work experience. Therefore, responses from the 109 participants included
in the organizational sample were compared to the responses of the 140 participants in the student
sample. As would be expected, participants high and low in satisfaction were present in both the
organizational and student samples. Therefore, only independent groups (e.g., high satisfaction
and low satisfaction subgroups or organizational and student samples, but not high satisfaction
and organi zational samples) were compared in the following analyses. Job satisfaction and sample
membership were moderately correlated (r = .496), so that members of the organizational sample
tended to be more satisfied.
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As described above, hypothesis 1 compared the overall structure of each subgroup’s
covariance matrix. Hypothesis 1 received strong support in both the satisfaction subgroups (high
versus low) and work experience samples (organizationa versus student). Specifically, in
comparing the form of the high and low satisfaction subgroups, most fit indices approached their
maximum values (e.g., GFI = 0.95, IFl = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.039). Resultsfor the student versus
organizational samples, while indicating sightly poorer fit, were aso well within acceptable levels
of fit (e.g., GFI =0.93, IFl = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.054). Hypothesis 2 examined whether the results
from the overall analyses — one genera factor consisting of al indicators and four correlated
factors representing systemic, configural, informational and interpersona justice — adequately
represent the factor structures of each subgroup. Unfortunately, when testing the hypothesis 2
model simultaneoudly on both samples, a solution did not converge after 3000 iterations.
However, the hypothesis 2 model did converge when tested independently on each subgroup.
Therefore, it appears that the current sample sizes are not sufficient to adequately estimate the
stability of the overall model on each subgroup simultaneously using a multiple groups
confirmatory factor analytic approach. Therefore, to further examine the stability of
organizational justice dimensionality beyond the above hypothesis, an aternative approach must
be followed.

Therefore, measurement stability was assessed across each subgroup separately for each
set using an alternative, multi-stage approach. Stability was examined using the four subgroups
described above. That is, 118 participants were classified as high in satisfaction and 129 were
categorized as low in satisfaction. Similarly, the 109 participants included in the organizationa

sample were compared to the responses of the 140 participants in the student sample.

The analytic approach to examining measurement stability involved five steps. First, to
provide broad evidence of structural similarity, scree plots for each subgroup were compared.
Next, as suggested by Gorsuch (1983) the similarity of individual item factor loadings for each
subgroup was evaluated. To supplement these highly subjective criteria, Gorsuch (1983)
recommends comparing the patterns of factor intercorrelations and the size of each factor as

represented by the proportion of variance accounted for by each factor. Finally, the exploratory
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results for a given subgroup were cross-validated on a complementary subgroup. That is,
separate exploratory factor analyses were first conducted for each subgroup (e.g., high
satisfaction subgroup, students). Then, the results of the exploratory analyses for each subgroup
were used to generate a structural model that was evaluated on an independent, complementary

sample (e.g., low satisfaction subgroup, organizational sample).

Aswould be expected, participants high and low in satisfaction were present in both the
organizational and student samples. Therefore, only independent groups (e.g., high satisfaction
and low satisfaction subgroups or organizational and student samples, but not high satisfaction
and organizational samples) were compared in the following analyses. As described above, the
first examination of measurement stability involved creating scree plots separately for each
subgroup. As can be seen in Figures 6 — 9, the shape of each plot varies only dightly for each
subgroup. Further, the location of the “elbow” for each subgroup suggests the presence of
between two and four factors across all groups. Further, all four subgroups produced large first
factors, followed by a series of similarly-sized secondary factors. Therefore, to provide the
strictest comparison of the dimensionality for each subgroup, the remaining criteria were

evaluated using athree factor solution for each subgroup.

Scree plots provide no qualitative information about the item content of any individua
factor. Therefore, the pattern of item loadings for each factor was examined next. As can be seen
in Tables 19 through 22, both the strongest loading items and the overall content of each factor
varied across subgroups. For example, only one of the six items loading most strongly on Factor
1 for the high satisfaction subgroup was among the highest loading items on any of the first three
factors for the low satisfaction subgroup. However, four of the six highest loading items on
Factor 2 for the high satisfaction and low satisfaction subgroups were in common and three items
loading on Factor 3 were present in the low satisfaction subgroup as well. Further, while the
results for the high satisfaction subgroup are similar to those of the overall analyses, producing
separate factors for Informational (procedural/ social) Justice (cf., Greenberg, 1993b),
Distributive Injustice and Distributive Justice, the low satisfaction subgroup produced a Genera

Justice factor that did not clearly distinguish between procedures and outcomes and two separate



injustice factors addressing Distributive Injustice (Factor 2) and Interactional Injustice (cf., Bies &
Moag, 1986). It should be noted that communalities and factor loadings for the Distributive

Injustice factor were comparable to those for the other factors.

Further, with the exception of the Distributive Injustice factor, the overall item content of
each factor was aso unstable. Specificaly, the items loading on the Informational and
Distributive Justice factors in the high satisfaction subgroup were, in general, combined in the low
satisfaction subgroup to produce the Genera Justice factor. Items loading negatively on the
Interactional Injustice factor in the low satisfaction subgroup are a subset of the items loading

positively on the Informational Justice factor in the high satisfaction subgroup.

The inconsistency of the results for the organizational and student samples was similar to
the high and low satisfaction subgroups. For example, while Factor 1 for the organizational
sample and Factor 3 for the student sample shared three of the six highest loading items, two
other items loaded on Factor 1 in both samples. Aswith the high and low satisfaction subgroups,
Factor 2 for both samples shared four items in common. However, Factor 3 from the
organizational sample contained items loading strongly on both Factors 1 and 3 of the student
sample. Despite these differences, both samples produced Informational Justice and Distributive
Injustice factors. However, the third factor in the organizational sample addressed Interpersonal
(distributive/ social) Justice (cf., Greenberg, 1993b) while the third factor for the student sample
invoked Systemic (Procedural) Justice.

Again, as with the high and low satisfaction subgroups, with the exception of the
Distributive Injustice factor, the overall item content of each factor in the organizational and
student samples was unstable across the student and organizational samples. Specifically, while
both groups did produce an Informational Justice factor, the items loading on each factor varied.
That is, the items comprising Informational and Interpersonal Justice in the organizational sample
tended to be reallocated in the student sample to produce Informational and Systemic Justice

factors.
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Next, the relationship among the factors and the relative size of each factor were
examined. Ascan be seen in Table 23, when it was possible to compare the correlation between
two factors with comparable item content, the pattern of relationships among factors varied in
their similarity. For example, while named differently, Factors 1 and 2 had generally overlapping
item content and were virtually uncorrelated in both the high satisfaction (r = 0.03) and the low
satisfaction (r = -0.04) subgroups. Alternatively, while Informationa Justice and Distributive
Injustice were moderately correlated in the organizational sample (r = 0.45), they are virtualy
uncorrelated in the student sample (r = -0.10). However, it should be noted that the specific item
content comprising Informational Justice and Distributive Injustice in the student and
organizational samples was not identical across samples, which may have impacted the reported
relationship between these constructs. Also, as with the previous analyses, it should be noted that
communalities and factor loadings for the Distributive Injustice factor were comparable to those

for the other factors.

Although the available patterns of factor intercorrelations were sometimes similar across
subgroups, the magnitude of each factor was generally more stable (see Table 24). For example,
the large first factor in each subgroup, which accounted for between 32.6% and 38.1% of the
total variance, always addressed procedural justice with the exception of the low satisfaction
subgroup. Further, for al four groups, the second factor focused on distributive injustice and
explained between 8% and 9% of the remaining variance. Finaly, across al four groups the third

factor invoked different components of justice to explain an additiona 4% to 6% of the variance.

While the previous set of analyses suggest that some aspects of the dimensionality of
organizational justice may not be stable across subgroups, none of the results indicate the extent
to which the factor structure derived in one group can adequately account for the factor structure
of another group. This criterion can be directly addressed by attempting to cross-validate the
factor structure generated for one subgroup on a complementary subgroup. To evauate the fit of
one subgroup’ s factor structure on another subgroup, the pattern of factor loadings for the first
subgroup were compared to the actual pattern of factor loadings of the second subgroup through

confirmatory factor analysis. Specificaly, al analysesinvolved creating structural models with the
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six highest loading items per factor for each subgroup serving asindicators. All analyses were
conducted using ML estimation and the item covariance matrix in LISREL 8.12A (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1993b). Recent research by MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang and Hong (1999) supports
the use of factor analytic approaches on samples sizes in the range of these subgroups (i.e., 100-
150) provided that models with alow number of highly determined factors (i.e., Six or more
indicators per factor) and consistently high communalities (i.e., above 0.60) are available. All four
cross-validation analyses reported below meet these criteria. Conceptua diagrams of each model

are included in Figures 10 through 13.

Job satisfaction. Tables 25 and 26 contain results of the cross-validation anayses for the

exploratory models generated by the high satisfaction subgroup on the low satisfaction subgroup
and for the low satisfaction subgroup on the high satisfaction subgroup, respectively. Given the
universally poor fit across all indices for both analyses, it is clear that neither subgroup model

sufficiently captured the structure of the other subgroup.

Work experience/sample. Tables 27 and 28 contain results of the cross-validation analyses

for the exploratory models generated by the organizational sample on the student sample and the
student sample on the organizational sample, respectively. Aswith the results for the high and
low satisfaction subgroup analyses above, it is clear that neither subgroup model sufficiently

captured the structure of the other subgroup.

Discussion

Based on the results of these analyses, severa interesting conclusions can be drawn. First,
none of the four theoretical models of organizational justice dimensionality described above can
alone clarify our understanding of organizationa justice dimensionality. However, three models
separate models received some support in the current study. In the first model, respondents
produced a genera organizational justice factor and four smaller factors that generaly
corresponded to Greenberg's (1993b) four-factor model. Specifically, in the best fitting model all
items loaded on a general factor and cross-loaded on four separate factors that corresponded
generaly to Greenberg’'s (1993b) Configural, Systemic, Interpersonal and Informational Justice.
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Second, amodel specifying a general factor in addition to justice and injustice subfactors provides
an aternative interpretation of respondents’ perceptions. Finally, the exploratory analyses support
athree-factor model that includes procedural justice, distributive justice and distributive injustice
factors. Regardless of which of these modelsis favored, no currently existing theoretical model of
justice can account for the current participants’ responses. Second, consistent with the findings
reported by Hauenstein et al (1997), procedural and distributive justice were moderately
correlated. Further, based on these results, it appears that judgments of distributive justice and
injustice may be rendered independently rather than existing at opposite ends of asingle

continuum.

The undifferentiated fit of all four a priori models may be due to several potential causes.
First, given the assumed instability of organizational justice across contexts and/or subgroups (cf.,
Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), overall modd fit may have been reduced because contexts
and/or subgroups that differ in dimensionality were aggregated to conduct the overall
confirmatory analyses. That is, because previous research has suggested that organizational
justice dimensionality may not be equivalent across contexts and/or groups, it is possible that no

theoretical model of organizational justice could be created to provide optimal fit.

A clear aternative explanation is that the theoretical models of organizationa justice
examined in the current study do not adequately capture the complexity of the organizational
justice. That is, while sufficiently stable across contexts and subgroups, organizational justice
may consist of amore complex set of constructs than is represented by any of the theoretical
models. To this end, models of organizational justice that incorporate a general factor in addition

to item cross-loadings provided better fit.

The observed relationships between some factors could be due to the inclusion of items
that transcend the procedural-distributive and structural-social distinctions. Because the
individua item loadings of the hypothesized model were highly discrepant from the observed item
covariances, the absence of cross-loadings in any theoretical model clearly negatively impacted
overdl fit for al four theoretical models. The enhanced fit of the 4-factor + J model supports the
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contention that the strong procedural-distributive justice correlation reported by Hauenstein et a
(1997) may simply be the result of the inclusion of multidimensional items that measure neither

procedural nor distributive justice independently.

Third, items may also group into factors independently of the theoretical models described
above. Specificaly, participants responses may group together more clearly according to
contextual/situational information (e.g., compensation, ethics, performance evaluation) or by
other means (e.g., justice versus injustice) than by the structural components of justice implicit in
the theoretical models. The enhanced fit of the just-unjust + J model supports the idea that a

simple justice-injustice distinction may explain a large portion of respondents’ perceptions.

An dlternative interpretation of these results suggests that respondents’ perceptions of
justice (and injustice) are not as complex and differentiated asisimplied by any of the theoretica
models described and tested above. Instead, respondents distinguished primarily between justice
and injustice. To further support this conclusion, it isinteresting to note that only one item
loaded on both Factor 1 (Procedura Justice) and Factor 2 (Distributive Injustice), two items
loaded on both Factor 1 and Factor 3 (Distributive Justice) and no items loaded on both Factor 1
and Factor 3. Further, the item that crossloaded on Factors 1 and 2 (“It took along time for my
manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.”) addressed both interpersonal
injustice and distributive outcomes while the items crossloading on Factors 1 and 3 (“My manager
rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.”, “When decisions were made that
affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights as an employee.”) concerned
interpersonal justice and distributive outcomes. Further, all itemsindicating distributive justice
(versus injustice) loaded only on Factor 3. Finally, based on the pattern of communalities and
factor loadings reported for the Distributive Injustice items, the conclusion that negative wording
items ssimply add construct-irrelevant variance and should therefore be avoided (cf., Harvey et a,

1985) is not warranted in the current analyses.

The results of both the 4-factor + J and the just-unjust + J confirmatory analyses suggest
that while an interpretable factor structure can be recovered, its dimensionality diverges to some

degree from any of the apriori models of organizational justice dimensionality. Thus, while the
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deductive, theoretical models of justice examined in the current study may have a heuristic,
descriptive value, they are unable to capture the actual structure underlying individua’s judgments
of justice. Rather, amore inductive, empirical theory of justice that incorporates the current

results may more adequately reflect the psychological processes underlying justice judgments.

However, several methodological constraints imposed by the current study may have also
negatively impacted the fit of the theoretical models. Specificaly, the task instructions did not
supply any contextual information to frame respondents’ judgments. Asaresult, it is possible that
the contexts individual participants chose when responding varied greatly. Asaresult, to the
extent that justice is context sensitive, agreat deal of “noise” may have been introduced into the
data. Further, by relying on item parcels rather than individual items, it is possible that items with
dissmilar, unmodel ed secondary loadings could have been combined, further increasing the
“noise” in the data. However, given that the items were aggregated to maximize their within-

parcel intercorrelation this scenario isless likely.

The results of the exploratory analyses suggest that individuals may systematically
discriminate between the structural and social components of procedural justice as suggested by
Greenberg (1993b) and Bies and Moag (1986), at least when describing interactions with an
individua (e.g., manager). Future research, then, could investigate the whether justiceis

aternatively differentiated when judged in reference to a more distal target (e.g., an organization).

Based on the results of the analyses investigating measurement stability across subgroups,
it is clear that the dimensionality of organizational justice is not stable, at least across subgroups.
Specifically, differencesin the patterns of item loadings and factor content were observed across
all subgroups. For example, while the high satisfaction respondents tended to discriminate
between different categories of justice (i.e., Informational and Distributive Justice) the low
satisfaction participants discriminated between forms of injustice (i.e., Interactional and
Distributive Injustice). Similarly, while participants in the student sample discriminated between
socid (i.e., Informational) and structural (i.e., Procedural) forms of procedural justice,

participants in the organizational sample distinguished the procedure-oriented form of social
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justice (i.e., Informational Justice) from the outcome oriented (i.e., Interpersonal Justice).
However, the one consistent finding across analysesis that al subgroups again produced a factor
addressing Distributive Injustice. Further, across al groups this factor consisted primarily of the

same seven items.

However, some communality between the subgroups can be seen. For example, the high
satisfaction subgroup appears to correspond directly to the overall solution, while the low
satisfaction appears to merge the procedural and distributive factors while retaining a separate
distributive injustice factor, as does the organizational sample. The student sample also includes
separate justice and injustice factors. As such, one clear distinction between the groups is the
extent to which the samples distinguish between outcomes (i.e., distributive (in)justice) and the
source of the outcomes (i.e., the manager or the organization).

The original purpose of Study Il wasto finalize a global measure of organizational justice,
examine the item-level performance of the measure and provide someinitial validity evidence for
the new scale. However, based on the facts that (1) an alternative overall factor structure was
uncovered that diverged significantly from all of the a priori models examined and (2) the each
identified subgroup factor structure deviated from the overall results as well, finalizing and
validating a global measure of organizationa justice seems premature. Instead, Study I1 will

further investigate the dimensionality and measurement stability of organizational justice.

In interpreting the results of the stability analyses, several points should be noted. First,
context-sengitivity as discussed by Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) could be impacted by two
alternate definitions of “context.” For example, while the above anayses investigate the impact of
individual differences (e.g., satisfaction, work experience) on perceptions of justice, they do not
account for differencesin work context. That is, context-sensitivity can also be examined across
the varying work contexts (e.g., selection, performance appraisal) that individuals experience.
Further, the above analyses were conducted on data that was collected without standardized
contextual information. For example, the task instructions did not specify the recency, length or
number of experiences that participants were to use in making organizational justice judgments.

Therefore, an additional set of analyses was conducted to evaluate the stability of organizational
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justice across work contexts. Further, these analyses were conducted using a set of “item stems’
rather than individual items. Asaresult, the context in which perceptions of justice are rendered
ismore fully specified. Thus, these analyses provide both an opportunity to evaluate the
measurement stability of organizational justice across work contexts and a prospect for examining
the impact of a stronger-context “item stem” approach to scale development on measurement
stability.
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Chapter 3: Study |1

Measurement Stability Across Work Contexts

Participants

Participants included 327 individuals from Virginia Tech. The sample was diversein age,
gender and work experience. Specific demographic information for this sample is presented in
Table 29. Aswith Study I, al participants in the current study were required to have held ajob
for 3 of the previous 12 months. Participants were recruited solely from the Psychology
department’ s subject pool and received 1 extra credit point for participation. Participants
voluntarily completed the study in large (e.g., 25-50 people) groups. As described for previous
analyses, all cases were examined for outliers, but no cases were removed. Missing data for the
remaining participants were deleted listwise. All analyses were conducted using the remaining

314 cases.

Procedure

I[tem Stem Development

To initiate the development of a global measure of organizational justice that could be
adapted for use in a variety of contexts, a set of “item stems’ was created based on the content of
the pool of itemsretained in Study I. All 42 “global” items consist of a contextual phrase (e.g.,
“The procedures used to hire me for thisjob...”) followed by a series of “item stems’ that address
organizational justice in the context provided by the introductory phrase (e.g., “...were
consistently applied to all applicants.”). An “item stem” approach to measure devel opment was
employed for two primary reasons. First, items stems allow researchers to use similar items sets
in different contexts. Thus, they allow researchers to achieve Greenberg's (1993b) notion of the
“customized application of a standardized measure” (p. 255). Further, item stems also provide
standardized contextual information to more systematically focus participants judgments of
justice in specific contexts. See Appendix C for the specific items and task instructions. In
creating the revised scale, five items were removed because of content redundancy or difficulty in

trandating item content into general “item stems’, resulting in atotal of 42 global “item stems.”

43



Included Measures

All participants completed the set of “item stems” in relation to two separate work
contexts. selection and performance appraisal. These contexts were selected for the current study
because they were most likely to be experienced by participants with even minimal amounts of
work experience. Thus, participants were asked to complete atotal of 84 “item stems’ (42 per
work context). In addition, participants completed the 10-item version of the Quinn and Staines
(1977) facet-free measure of job satisfaction, a 27-item organizational justice measure created by
Folger and Konovsky (1989) and the 40-item Selection Fairness Survey (Gilliland & Honig,

1994). However, only responses to the 84 “item stems’ were used in the current analyses.

Analytic Approach

The analytic approach to examining cross-contexts consistency was similar to that
described for the subgroup analyses described previoudly. Specificaly, the results of separate
exploratory factor analyses (ML estimation, direct quartimin rotation) were compared for each
context. However, one difference between the cross-context analyses reported below and the
subgroup analyses reported above isthat all cross-context analyses were conducted using within-
subject data. That is, the analyses were designed to compare participants’ responses to the set of
“item stems’ in the selection context to their responses to the same set of “item stems” in the
performance appraisal context. As described in previous sections, five indices of measurement
stability were examined. First, scree plots for each group were compared to eval uate cross-
context structural similarity in agenera sense. Next, the pattern of item loadings was compared.
These analyses were supplemented with comparisons of the pattern of factor intercorrelations and
the size of each factor as represented by the proportion of remaining variance accounted for by
the addition of each factor. Finally, the exploratory results were cross-validated for each work

context.

Results
To examine cross-context measurement stability, data from each context were factor
analyzed and the results were compared using five criteria. The original solution contained no

items that loaded less that 0.30 on any single factor, therefore, the results reported below are



based on the initial factor analysis results. Evaluation of the cross-context stability of these results
followed five steps. The first examination of measurement stability involved comparing the scree
plots generated in each work context. By comparing Figures 14 and 15, it can be seen that the
shape of each plot varies somewhat across contexts. For example, while the location of the
“elbow” in the selection context produces a sharp break after four factors, the scree plot for the
performance appraisal context produces sharp breaks after both two and four factors. Further,
the relative magnitude of the first factor is clearly higher in the performance appraisal context than
in the selection context. However, upon overall examination of the individual solutions (e.g.,
percent of variance explained per factor, magnitude of factor loadings, number of items not

loading on any factor), athree factor solution was selected for both work contexts.

Next, the pattern of item loadings for each factor was examined. As can be seen in Tables
30 and 31, the mgjority of the strongest loading items were consistent across contexts and the
overall content of each factor varied only dightly. For example, three of the six items|oading
most strongly on Factor 1 in the selection context were also among the highest loading items on
Factor 1 in the performance appraisal context. Further, Factor 2 in each context shared the same
six highest loading items and Factor 3 in each context shared five of the six highest loading items.
Further, the first factor in both contexts consisted of primarily procedura justice items and several
items addressing distributive justice, while items loading on the second factor consistently
emphasizing interpersonal justice and the third factor suggested distributive injustice. Again, the
magnitude of the item communalities and factor loadings suggests that the distributive injustice

factor does not ssimply add construct-irrelevant variance.

Next, the relationship among the factors and the relative size of each factor were
examined. Ascan be seen in Table 32, the pattern of relationships among factors was aso
generally stable across contexts. Specifically, Factors 1 and 2 had generally overlapping item
content across contexts and shared a strong positive correlated in both the selection context (r =
0.51) and in the performance appraisal context (r = 0.66). Similarly, Factors 1 and 3 shared a

moderate positive correlation in the selection context (r = 0.36)and in the performance appraisal
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context (r = 0.27). Factors 2 and 3 in both contexts were virtually uncorrelated (selectionr =

0.13, performance appraisa r = 0.18).

In interpreting the meaning of and the relationship among the factors in each context, it
should be noted that as an artifact of the statistical algorithm used to generate the factor analysis,
virtualy all itemsloading on factor 3 in the selection context and factor 2 in the performance
appraisa context originally had negative weights and were negatively correlated with other
factorsaswell. However, as described by Harman (1976), the individual sign of items loading on
afactor can be flipped, provided that the sign of al items loading on that factor and the sign of the
correlation of that factor with other factors are flipped as well. Accordingly, to smplify
interpretation of the results described above, values for all item loadings on factor 3 in the
selection context and factor 2 in the performance appraisal context (and the correlations of these
factors with other factors) reported in Tables 30 and 31 were flipped.

It should also be noted that several items did not load strongly on any of the factorsin
either context. For example, four items under the first stem and two items under the second stem
did not load on one of the three primary factors above 0.30 in the selection context and two items
(one under the first stem and one under the third stem) did not load on one of the three primary
factors above 0.30 in the performance appraisal context. However, the content of these items did
not suggest a systematic, meaningful relationship. That is, the inclusion of additional factors,
particularly in the selection context, did not explain the relationship of these items to the overal
set of items. In the selection context, for example, the excluded items addressed characteristics of
the selection procedures and the outcome of the selection process in both positive and negative

terms.

One difference between the two sets of results was the magnitude of each factor across the
two contexts (see Table 33). For example, while the first factor in each context was aways large,
it accounted for 25.5% of the total variance in the selection context compared to 35.1% in the
performance appraisal context. Alternatively, the second factor in both contexts explained 8.1%

and 7.0% of the remaining variance, respectively and the third factor explained 6.1% and 5.2%,
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respectively. Thus, alarger portion of total variance was explained in the performance appraisal
context (47.3%) than in the selection context (39.7%) and this differenceis primarily due to the
magnitude of the first factor. The discrepancy in the magnitude of the first factor suggests a
difference in the salience of procedural justice across contexts. That is, a greater proportion of the
variance in respondents’ ratings of organizational justice can be attributed to procedural justice in

the performance appraisal context than in the selection context.

As discussed previoudly, none of the previous results indicate the extent to which the
factor structure derived in one context can adequately account for the factor structure in another
context. Therefore, the factor structure generated for each context was subjected to cross-
validation in the other context. To evaluate the fit of one context’ s factor structure on another
context, the pattern of factor loadings for the first context were compared to the actual pattern of
factor loadings of the second subgroup through confirmatory factor analysis. Specificaly, all
analyses were conducted using the procedure discussed above and involved creating structural
models with the six highest loading items per factor for each subgroup serving as indicators. All
analyses were conducted using ML estimation and the item covariance matrix in LISREL 8.12A
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993b). Further, al loadings and factor intercorrelations were constrained

to be positive. Conceptua models of each analysis are included in Figures 16 and 17.

Selection context. Table 34 contains results of the cross-validation analyses for the

exploratory models generated using the selection context on data from the performance appraisa
context. As can be seen, because the two contexts shared many individual item loadings and
factor intercorrelations in common, the overall fit of each model was generally good across al
indices. Specifically, goodness of fit indices ranged from 0.89 (AGFI) to 0.92 (GFI) while
RMSEA is0.08. Thus, it appears that the factor structure generated in the selection context was

generalizable to the performance appraisal context.

Performance appraisal context. Table 35 contains results of the cross-validation analyses
for the exploratory models generated in the performance appraisal context on data from the

selection context. Aswith the results for the selection context, it is clear that the structure
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generated in the performance appraisal context adequately captures the factor structure of data
generated in the selection context. Again, goodness of fit indices ranged from 0.90 (CFl) to 0.95
(GFI) while RMSEA is 0.07.

Discussion

The above results provide initial evidence that perceptions of organizational justice may be
stable across work contexts. For example, in both the selection and performance appraisal
contexts the scree plots, the pattern of individual factor loadings, the factor intercorrelation matrix
and the magnitude of most factors were generally similar. Further, the factor structure could be
cross-validated for both work contexts on the opposite context. The most significant difference
between the factor structures in each context were the relative size of the first (Procedural
Justice) factor, which accounted for over 10% more of the total variance in the performance

appraisal context.

However, several important limitations of the cross-context analyses should be noted.
Firgt, the 42 item stems in each context were presented with only three introductory phrases.
Coincidentally, these phrases invoke procedures, outcomes and interpersonal treatment in a
manner that was not consistent with the analyses conducted in the cross-subgroup analyses.
Thus, the dimensionality of justice across contexts may have been influenced by the contextual
information provided by the introductory phrases accompanying each item. As discussed above,
items in the cross-subgroup analyses provided little or no contextua information and did not

always conform to the same factor structure reported here.

Further, all cross-context analyses were conducted within-subject, thereby potentially
inflating cross-context similarity. Thus, while the results of the cross-context analyses suggest
that providing contextual information may help frame individuals' response patterns, a study that
does not confound the presence of contextual information with a between-subjects design would

better address the cross-context stability of organizational justice.
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Finally, the results of the cross context analyses did not support the presence of an
informational justice factor that addresses the social component of procedural justice. However,
few of the 42 items included in this study directly addressed informational justice (see Appendix
C). Thethreeitem stems that most closely addressed informational justice (4/46, 6/48, 39/81)
either loaded on none of the three factors or on the interpersonal justice factor. By including item
stem content that more directly addresses components of informational justice, the a different
factor structure might be uncovered. Thus, a study that addresses the above limitations would
provide more definitive evidence of the stability of organizationa justice dimensionality across

work contexts.
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Chapter 4: General Discussion

The overall results of this set of studies suggest three primary conclusions about the
psychometric characteristics of organizational justice. Firgt, it is clear that none of the a priori
models of organizational justice dimensiondity (e.g., Adams, 1965; Greenberg, 1986; Bies &
Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1993b) may adequately describe the structure underlying justice
judgments. Second, although several models descriptive of the overall underlying structure of
organizational justice can be generated, consistent and meaningful difference in this structure may
occur across subgroups. Finaly, the results of Study Il suggest that a common factor structure

may be created to account for perceptions of organizational justice across work contexts.

The examination of the a priori theoretical modelsin Study | suggests that, while
individuals may distinguish between procedure-oriented, outcome-oriented, social and structural
components of justice as suggested by Greenberg (1993b), al items also cross-load on asingle
general organizational justice factor. Alternatively, other results (e.g., just-unjust + J model,
exploratory results) suggest that individuals may not clearly and consistently distinguish between
procedure-oriented, outcome-oriented, social and structural components of justice in any
combination. Thirdly, as suggested by the exploratory analyses, individuals may separately
dimensionalize outcomes in terms of their equity (i.e., fair or unfair) and as distinct from the
procedures used to make those decisions. Interestingly, then, these results suggest that a given

outcome can be evaluated in terms of both its fairness and unfairness.

The exploratory results are strikingly similar to Herzberg' s (1966) motivator-hygiene
theory of job satisfaction. Herzberg's (1966) theory proposed two distinct factors that
independently impact satisfaction: hygiene factors and motivator factors. Hygiene factors are
those needs that support individuals basic functioning (cf., physiological and safety needs
described by Madlow, 1943) while hygiene factors address higher-order needs (cf., esteem and
self-actualization needs described by Maslow, 1943). In short, Herzberg (1966) proposed that

while the presence of hygiene factors has minimal impact on job satisfaction, their absence
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decreases satisfaction. Similarly, while the absence of motivator factors does not decrease

satisfaction, their presence increases it.

Therefore, it may be possible that justice and injustice are different phenomena, at least in
adescriptive sense. For example, it is possible that negative experiences with administrative
policies may lead to perceived injustice while positive administrative policy experiencesin no way
increase perceptions of justice. In fact, in such a case the fairest experience an individual might
have with an administrative policy is smply one that is not unfair. Similarly, while even minimal
recognition for an achievement may lead to perceptions of justice, the absence of such recognition
may be less likely to give rise to perceptions of injustice. Given the conceptual relationship
between satisfaction and organizational justice (cf., Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), such results

may not surprising.

However, the current evidence of a distributive injustice factor as separate from the
distributive justice factor should be considered only tentative support for this distinction.
Specificaly, because the mgority of itemsincluded in Study | were drawn directly from the
existing literature, few, if any, of the items have perfectly contrasting items. Asaresult, the
presence of the distributive injustice factor may, in part, represent a negative wording factor. To
fully examine the presence of a distributive injustice factor, future research should evaluate the
factor structure of organizational justice when perfectly contrasting items are included. For
example, both a positively worded item (e.g., “My manager was consistent in applying company
policies and procedures to al employees.”) and a corresponding negatively worded item (e.g.,

not consistent in applying company policies and procedures to al employees.”)
should be included in future analyses to more directly evaluate the presence of distinct justice and

injustice factors.

Additionally, the strategy adopted by Harvey et al (1985) to evaluate the impact of
negative wording items on model fit using the JDS would provide a direct examination of the
impact of negative wording items. Specifically, Harvey et a (1985) compared fit using
confirmatory factor analysis for models that did and did not have an artifactual negative wording

51



factor. Unfortunately, conducting a similar type of analysisisimpossible on the current
exploratory factor analysis results because al negative wording items |loaded on one and only one

factor, rendering the partitioning of variance between relevant and irrelevant sources impossible.

However, several facts contradict the interpretation of the distributive injustice factor as
simply an item wording artifact. For example, while it istrue that no perfectly contrasting items
were included in the current analysis, the set of items did include multiple positive and negative
items that were largely contrasting. Specifically, many positive items (e.g., “1t seemed that my
manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.”) were in great contrast
to specific negative items (e.g., “When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down
by my manager.”). Thus, it seemslikely that the wording of individua items was sufficiently
variable to discount a strictly artifactual explanation of the distributive injustice factor. Thus,
while the presence of the distributive injustice factor should be interpreted with some caution, it
does not appear to be solely aresult of systematic item wording choices. However, future
research should clarify the extent to which the distributive injustice factor is smply a negative

wording artifact.

It was discussed previously that the poor fit of the a priori models may have resulted from
several causes:
1. organizationa justice istoo context-sensitive to be described by a general model,
2. theaprioi modelstested in Study | do not sufficiently describe the relationship between
justice indicators and constructs, or
3. thetask instructions provided insufficient contextual information to render stable

judgments.

Many of these propositions are supported by the results of the current studies. For
example, the context-sensitivity of organizationa justiceis clearly supported by the distinct
differences in dimensionality across subgroups. Alternatively, the results for the 4-factor + J
model of organizational justice in Study | support a perspective on justice that distinguishes

between procedures and outcomes or the structural and social components of justice in addition
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to ageneral organizational justice factor. Further, the results of the cross-context analyses
provide some initial evidence that dimensionaity may be influenced by contextua information.
However, while the impact of methodological constraints (e.g., wording effects, item parceling
strategies, task instructions) can not be ruled out, their impact appears to be minimal given the
overall discrepancy between the five-factor model and any of the theoretical models of

organizational justice.

The second important outcome of this study is the recognition that despite the overall
exploratory model the additional analyses evaluating measurement stability uncovered differences
in the structure of organizational justice across subgroups. While the structure of the overall
analyses was generally replicated in the sample of high satisfaction respondents, al other
subgroups produced models that varied significantly and meaningfully from the overall structure.
For example, the low satisfaction respondents failed to distinguish between the different structural
forms of justice by combining procedural and distributive information into a single dimension. On
the other hand, low satisfaction respondents also dimensionalized injustice more finely than any
other group, distinguishing between outcome-oriented and interpersonal-oriented injustice items.
Because of the negative experiences seemingly associated with dissatisfaction, injustice may also
be more salient for individuals low in satisfaction. As aresult, these individuals may attend more
closely to items addressing injustice. These results are consistent with a resource model of
attention (e.g., Kahneman, 1973) in which limited cognitive resources are alocated to information

according to its saliency.

Alternatively, the student sample delineated among the procedural, distributive (injustice)
and interpersonal aspects of justice generally consistent with Bies and Moag’s (1986) three-factor
model while the organizational sample distinguished between distributive injustice and the two
forms of interactional justice (informational and interpersonal) suggested by Greenberg’s (1993b)
four-factor model. These differences may have results form differential amounts of work
experience. For example the professionally-employed individuas in the organizational sample

may attend to interpersonal information more closely because their work requires a higher level of
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interpersonal interaction and may be based on less abstract and more well-conceptualized

information than the students' experiences.

Finally, the results of the cross-context analyses in Study |1 provide tentative evidence that
organizational justice is somewhat stable across work contexts, at both the item and construct
level. However, severa important methodological differences between Study | and Study 1
should be noted. First, the item format in Study 11 provided contextual information that directly
corresponded with the factor structure in both contexts. That is, participants in Study |1
responded to itemsin relation to procedures, outcomes and interpersonal treatment and the
exploratory factor analysis recovered separate factors for each of these components of justice.
Further, cross-context stability was evaluated using within-subjects data that was collected during
asingle administration. Thus, it is not surprising that participants responded to the same items
stems in the same way in both contexts given that all items were presented in the same
administration. Therefore, the evidence of cross-context stability should be considered an upper-

bounds, best case estimate of the actual stability of these constructs across contexts.

The overriding purpose of this project was to develop a set of item stems that were stable
and valid across contexts. Items of this type allow researchersto create what Greenberg (1993b)
refers to as the “customized application of a standardized measure” (p. 255) in different contexts
and thereby evaluate models of justice that transcend any single context. However, based on the
results described above, it is clear that, at both the item and the construct level, organizational
justice is adynamic construct that does not lend itself to evaluation against traditional
measurement criteria. Asaresult, developing a global measure is problematic without additional
evidence of stability at both the item and the construct level. In fact, the results of this study
suggest that organizational justice may be difficult to operationalize as a globa construct. Rather,
different groups may conceptualize and dimensionalize organizationa justice differently. Thus,
the proposed analyses designed to develop and validate a global measure of organizational justice

were not fully carried out.



Instead, a set of recommendations for researchers interested in measuring organizational
justice is proposed based on the results of the current studies. First, it is clear that none of the
currently-proposed theoretical models of organizational justice dimensionality can account for the
exploratory structure described in Study 1. However, the four-factor + J, the just-unjust + J or
the exploratory (procedural justice, distributive justice, distributive injustice) models may be
useful as a starting point for devel oping new measures of justice. However, the question remains
about which of these three models best describes the dimensionality of organizational justice.
Clearly, the current results can not definitively answer this question. Instead, future research
addressing this questions could include alaboratory study in which participants complete a four-
factor in relation to justice and injustice and both toward a manager and an organization. Future
research should investigate the extent to which the observed cross-loadings are present in other

samples and contexts.

Importantly, however, the results of this study suggest that the dimensionality of
organizational justice appears to be dependent on characteristics of the specific sample of
respondents and the context provided by the items, so it is critically important for researchers to
develop a clear understanding of the characteristics of both the sample and the work context in
which their research is conducted. Study | identified two sources of potentially systematic
variation in justice perceptions (i.e., job satisfaction, work experience). Researchersinterested in
measuring organizational justice should always measure these, and other potential moderators of
justice dimensionality, so that their impact on perceptions of justice can be accurately model ed.
Further, researchers should continue to develop a more thorough understanding of organizational
justice’ slocation in the nomological network so that these additional moderators can be

discovered and controlled.

However, given the item- and construct-level instability of organizationa justice
demonstrated in Study |, developing items that generalize across subgroups may be difficult
because item loadings appear to fluctuate greatly. The one exception to this robust finding is that
the same items consistently loaded on the distributive injustice factor across al subgroups. Thus,

it may be possible to develop generalizable items that address this component of justice.
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However, future research should systematically examine the impact of contextual information on
the stability of organizationa justice dimensionality in a between-subjects design. Further, the
presence of adistributive injustice factor should be evaluated on a set of more directly contrasting

items.

In sum, researchers should be aware that the meaningful interpretation of organizational
justice research is predicated on an extremely thorough understanding of the characteristics of
both the sample and the context in which the research is carried out. However, barring evidence
that a stable factor structure underlying perceptions of organizational justice can be uncovered
using the strategies described above, the “customized application of a standardized measure”
(Greenberg, 1993; p. 255) of organizationa justice is difficult and may be misleading.
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Justice in the Workplace

The purpose of the following items is to examine employees’ attitudes toward their
experiences at work. Therefore, when completing the scale below, please think
about a job you have held for at least 3 months during the last year. Answer all
questions in reference to that job as accurately as possible. If a questions does not
relate to your job experiences, please do not answer it.

Using the OPSCAN form provided, please use the following scale to rate the following
guestions:

1=
2=

strongly disagree 3 = neither agree nor disagree 5= strongly agree
disagree 4= agree

My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to al employees.
My manager seemed to have favorite employees.

My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the
employees.

It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

5. My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.

Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with
employees.
My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly.

My manager allowed us to appeal our performance evauations.

9. My manager asked for our input on our performance evaluations.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.
My manager answered my questions in atimely manner.

My manager encouraged us to ask questions if we did not understand something.

My manager did not always give us the full story about decisions he or she made.

We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures.
My manager tended to blame his or her mistakes on others.

My manager seemed to assign employees to do his or her dirty work.

My manager punished employees who did not complete their work.

My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.
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19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.

My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time.

In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically.

My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance.

When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.

| can see areationship between how my performance is evaluated and performance on the
job.

| feel that the decision making processes in this company minimized the favoritism that can
sometimes be a problem in organizations.

| feel that my manager’ s decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases.

When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my
control that influenced my performance.

Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

When | was applying for the job, the manager asked me irrelevant or inappropriate questions.
Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’'t do well.

Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.

This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.

My manager consistently rewards high performers.

My manager consistently punishes poor performers.

My manager probably paid me more than | deserved.

The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

| received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.

| was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.

| could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

| could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.

My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

I’'m sure that the decision to hire me was afair one.

In general, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.
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46. Overdll, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

47. People at this company get what they deserve.

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

49. Compared to my pay, my manager seemed to make too much money.

50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

51. When | consider the stresslevel at my job, | was not fairly rewarded.

52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

53. My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.

54. It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.

55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

56. My manager never took time to apologize for decisions that negatively impacted me.

57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager.

59. Thejustifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

60. When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret.

61. It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.

62. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

63. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights as
an employee.

64. My manager didn’t seem to care how decisions he or she made affected me.

65. When | asked my manager about a decision he or she made that affected me, he or she was
often evasive.

66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an
employee.

67. My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me.

68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me.

69. | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made.

70. | understood the process by which my manager made decisions.

71. 1 usualy felt that my manager had ulterior motives for explaining decisions to me.
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72. The explanations my manager offered of how he or she made decisions that affected me
usually made sense.

73. The way my manager made decisions often seemed arbitrary.

74. 1 usually understood my manager’s motivation for making decisions that affected me.

75. My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine.

76. The way my manager made decisions usualy seemed reasonable.

77. Given the way decisions affected me, the explanations my manager gave for how the decisions
were made were reasonable.

78. Given the constraints my manager was under when making a decision that affected me, the

way he or she made the decision was fair.

Instructions. Using the scale below, please answer the following questions concerning the job you
selected.

1=Very Likey 3 = Neither Likely Nor Unlikely 5=Very Unlikely
2 = Somewhat Likely 4 = Somewhat Unlikely

79. All inall, how likely are you to say you are satisfied with the outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion,
new skills, etc.) you received in thisjob.?

80. If you were free to take any job you are qualified for, how likely would you be to choose one
that would guarantee you similar outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.)?

81. Knowing what you know now about the outcome of the job (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills,
etc.), if you had it to do over again how likely would you be to take the job again?

82. In generdl, how likely are you to say that the outcomes of the job (i.e., pay, promotion, new
skills, etc.) measure up to the outcomes you expected when you decided to take it?

83. If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for a job there, based on the
outcomes you received (i.e., pay, promation, new skills, etc.), how likely would you be to
recommend it?

84. All in all, how likely are you to say you are satisfied with the policies and procedures at your
job?

85. If you were free to take any job you are qualified for, how likely would you be to choose one
with similar policies and procedures?
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86. Knowing what you know now about the policies and procedures used at your job, if you had
it to do over again how likely would you be to take the job again?

87. In generd, how likely are you to say that the policies and procedures at the job measure up to
the procedures you expected when you decided to take it?

88. If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for a job there, based on the
policies and procedures you experienced how likely would you be to recommend it?

Finally, please provide the following infor mation about your self:

89. Gender

1= female 2=male
90. Age

1= under 20 3=30-39
2= 20-29 4 = 40-49

91. Total Amount of Work Experience
1 = less than 6 months 3=1-2years
2 =6 months-1 year 4= 2-5years

92. | am currently employed.
1. =vyes 2=n0

5= 50 or over

5= 6 0r moreyears
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Appendix B:
Organizational Justice Item-Construct Linkage Task
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Organizational Justice |tem-Construct Linkage Task

Instructions: The purpose of the following exercise isto link items to the various sub-constructs comprising organizational justice. In
the current context, four sub-constructs are of interest:

1. Systemic (Procedural) Justice - refersto the principles and rules followed in making a decision.

2. Configural (Distributive) Justice - concerns the distributive rules (e.g., equity, equality , need) invoked when making an
allocation decision.

3. Informational Justice —the social component of procedural justice, most often manifest as information about the process by
which a decision was made.

4. Interpersonal Justice - the socia determinants of distributive justice, or the expression of concern for the effects that a
decision may have on an individual (e.g., politeness, altruism, remorse).

Therefore, for each of the 47 items listed on the following page, please determine the sub-construct you think best describes the item
and mark that in the “Category” column.
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Items Designed to Measur e Organizational Justice

Category

Item

Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager.

Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

| could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

| could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.

| received adeguate recognition and rewards from my manager.

| understood the process by which my manager made decisions.

| was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.

In genera, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.

In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically.

In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.

It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.

It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.

It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

My manager answered my questions in atimely manner.

My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.

My manager consistently rewards high performers.

My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.

My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.

My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees.

My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me.

My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.

My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance.

My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time.

My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to all employees.
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My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine.

My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

Overdl, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

People at this company get what they deserve.

Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can't do well.

Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

Thejustifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable.

There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.

When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights as an employee.

When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that influenced my performance.

When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an employee.

When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

When | consider my responsihilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.

When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret.
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Appendix C:
Items Used in Cross-Context Analyses
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Justicein the Workplace

The purpose of the following items is to examine your attitudes toward experiences
at work. Specifically, the following items focus on your experiences with two aspects
of your job: 1) the hiring process and 2) the performance appraisal process.

Therefore, when completing the scale below, please think about one job you held (or
currently hold) for at least 3 months. Answer all questions in reference to that job as
accurately as possible.

Using the OPSCAN form provided, please use the following scale to rate the questions below:

1 = strongly disagree 3 = neither agree nor disagree 5 = strongly agree
2 = disagree 4 = agree

The procedures used to hire me for thisjab...

were consistently applied to al applicants.

were in the best interest of applicants.

were altered for my individual needs.

allowed me to have input into the application process.

allowed the organization to adequately judge my performance prior to evaluating me.
allowed my questions to be answered quickly and accurately.

ensured that employment was offered to applicants who deserved it.

were ethical.

were consistently applied to evaluating applicants’ performance.

10. considered factors beyond my control that influenced my performance.

11. were asfair as possible.

12. accurately got at what | can and can not do well.

13. accurately got at what | do and do not know.

14. allowed the organization to collect accurate and complete information about me.
15. were biased and discriminatory.

©CoNoU~wWNE

The outcome of the hiring process...

16. demonstrated that the organization hires applicants with little regard for how well they perform.
17. shows that the organization consistently hires high performers.

18. seems fair.

19. meant that | was paid significantly less than other employees with similar jobs in the organization.
20. meant that | could receive a more appropriate salary at another organization.

21. meant that | could receive more appropriate assignments at another organization.

22. allowed me to receive fair work assignments.

23. was the same one | would have made if | were the organization.

24, shows that people at this organization get what they deserve.

25. shows that most of the decisions made at this company are fair.

26. was not fair, considering my responsibilities.

27. was not fair, considering my experience level.
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In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter...

28.
29.
30.
31
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

took the time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.
was sensitive to how decisions the organization made affected me.
was always polite to me.

frequently let me down.

was very clear.

provided me with adequate justifications for the decisions that were made.
expressed regret when decisions negatively affected me.

delayed giving me information.

was sensitive to my personal needs.

was aware of my rights as an applicant.

treated me more as a friend than as an applicant.

told me how decisions were made that affected me.

helped me understand the process by which decisions were made.
provided me with genuine explanations for how decisions were made.
made decisionsin areasonable way.

The performance appraisals process at work...

43.
44,
45,
46.
47.
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.
54,
55.
56.
57.

was consistently applied to all employees.

was in the best interest of all employees.

were altered for my individual needs.

allowed me to have input into the appraisal process.

allowed the organization to adequately judge my performance prior to evaluating me.
allowed my questions to be answered quickly and accurately.

ensured that employees received accurate ratings.

was ethical.

was consistently applied to evaluating employees performance.

considered factors beyond my control that influenced my performance.

was asfair as possible.

accurately got at what | can and can not do well.

accurately got at what | do and do not know.

allowed the organization to collect accurate and complete information about me.
was biased and discriminatory.

The outcome of the performance appraisal process...

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.

demonstrated that the organization rewards employees with little regard for how well they perform.
shows that the organization consistently rewards high performers.

seems fair.

meant that | was paid significantly less than other employees with similar jobs in the organization.
meant that | could receive a more appropriate salary at another organization.

meant that | could receive more appropriate assignments at another organization.

allowed me to receive fair work assignments.

was the same one | would have made if | were the organization.

shows that people at this organization get what they deserve.

shows that most of the decisions made at this company are fair.

was not fair, considering my responsibilities.

was not fair, considering my experience level.
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In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor-...

70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.

took the time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.
was sensitive to how decisions the organization made affected me.
was always polite to me.

frequently let me down.

was very clear.

provided me with adequate justifications for the decisions that were made.
expressed regret when decisions negatively affected me.

delayed giving me information.

was sensitive to my personal needs.

was aware of my rights as an employee.

treated me more as a friend than as an employee.

told me how decisions were made that affected me.

helped me understand the process by which decisions were made.
provided me with genuine explanations for how decisions were made.
made decisionsin areasonable way.

Instructions. Using the scale below, please answer the following questions concerning the job

you selected.
1=Very Likely 3 = Neither Likely Nor Unlikely 5=Very Unlikely
2 = Somewhat Likely 4 = Somewhat Unlikely
85. Allinall, how likely are you to say you are satisfied with the outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills,
etc.) you received in thisjob.?
86. If you werefreeto take any job you are qualified for, how likely would you be to choose one that would
guarantee you similar outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.)?
87.  Knowing what you know now about the outcome of the job (i.e., pay, promation, new skills, etc.), if you
had it to do over again how likely would you be to take the job again?
88. Ingenera, how likely are you to say that the outcomes of the jab (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.)
measure up to the outcomes you expected when you decided to take it?
89. If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for ajob there, based on the outcomes you
received (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.), how likely would you be to recommend it?
90. Allinall, how likely are you to say you are satisfied with the policies and procedures at your job?
91. If you werefreeto take any job you are qudlified for, how likely would you be to choose one with similar
policies and procedures?
92.  Knowing what you know now about the policies and procedures used at your job, if you had it to do over
again how likely would you be to take the job again?
93. Ingenera, how likely are you to say that the policies and procedures at the job measure up to the
procedures you expected when you decided to take it?
94. If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for ajob there, based on the policies and

procedures you experienced how likely would you be to recommend it?
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Instructions: Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which your manager ...

1= not at all 3= to a moderate extent 5= to a great extent
a dlight extent 4= to a large extent

95. ...washonest and ethical in dealing with me.

96. ...gave me an opportunity to express my side.

97. ...used consistent standards in evaluating my performance.

98. ...considered my views regarding my performance.

99. ...gave me feedback that helped me learn how well | was doing.
100. ...was completely candid and frank with me.

101. ...showed areal interest in trying to be fair.

102. ...became thoroughly familiar with my performance.

103. ...took into account factors beyond my control.

104. ...got input from me before a recommendation.

105. ...made clear what was expected of me.

106. ...discussed plans or objectives to improve my performance.

107. ...obtained accurate information about my performance.

108. ...found out how well | thought | was doing my jab.

109. ...asked for my ideas on what | could do to improve company performance.
110. ...frequently observed my performance.

111. ...behaved in away | though was not appropriate.

112. ...alowed personal motives or biases to influence recommendations.
113. ...wasinfluenced by things that should not have been considered.

Instructions: Using the scale below, indicate how much of an opportunity existed for you to...

1= very little 3= some 5= very much
2= little 4= much

114. ...review, with my supervisor, objectives for improvement.

115. ...with my supervisor, resolve difficulties about my duties and responsibilities.
116. ...find out why | got the size of salary | did.

117. ... make an appeal bout the size of my salary.

118. ...express my feelings to my supervisor about salary decisions.

119. ...discuss with my supervisor how my performance was evaluated.

120. ...develop, with my supervisor, an action plan for future performance.

Instructions: Using the scale below, please answer the following questions concerning the job you selected.

1 = strongly disagree 3 = neither agree nor disagree 5 = dtrongly agree
agree 4 = agree

121. | consider the size of my salary to be fair.

122. My sdlary gave me the full amount | deserved.

123. Compared to what | expected, the salary | received was fair.
124. The size of my salary was related to my job performance.
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Instructions: Using the scale below, please answer the following questions concerning the way you were you
selected for this job.

1 = strongly disagree 3 = neither agree nor disagree 5 = dtrongly agree
2 = disagree 4= agree

125. Thetype of questions asked during the selection process were directly related to the job.

126. The selection process was directly relevant to the job because it involved the same things that are required
on the job.

127. The questions asked of me during the selection process were neither relevant nor important for the job.

128. The selection process got right down to what | could and could not do.

129. | was given adeguate opportunity to demonstrate my skills and abilities.

130. I had control over the factors that influenced my performance during the selection process.

131. During the selection process, | never got the chance to prove myself.

132. I don't think that the selection procedures used can predict whether or not | will be successful on the job.

133. | can see a connection between the selection procedures and performance on the jab.

134. | am satisfied with how | was informed of the hiring decision.

135. It took along timeto hear back from the company.

136. | received information on the hiring decision in atimely manner.

137. | was offered an explanation of the types of factors that affected the hiring decision.

138. | received an adequate explanation of how the selection tests would be scored.

139. | wastold how selection test scores would be used to make a hiring decision.

140. | was given areasonable explanation for why the specific selection procedures were used to hire people.

141. | feel the company lied about the selection process and the way they chose people for the jaob.

142. The company should have been more honest when telling me about the position and my chances of being
hired.

143. | was treated honestly and openly during the selection process.

144. People were candid and frank with me during the selection process.

145. They were straightforward and sincere about the job and what it entailed.

146. | was treated with warmth, sincerity and thoughtfulness during the selection process.

147. During the selection process, | fedl | was treated more like a number than a human being.

148. The selection process was like an interrogation — the people were cold and rigid.

149. Lack of interactive or two-way communication was a problem during the selection process.

150. | am satisfied with the communication that occurred during the selection process.

151. | was not offered sufficient opportunity to ask questions.

152. Inaway | was able to conduct my own interview, asking questions about the job and the company.

153. Some of the questions asked during the selection process were intrusive of my privacy.

154. | was asked questions that were inappropriate or discriminatory.

155. Personal motives or biases appeared to influence the selection process.

156. | think that my hiring decision was affected by specia treatment offered to some people.

157. | think some people would distort their responses during the selection process to try to make themselves
look better.

158. It would be easy for people to be dishonest when answering questions and make themselves look good.

159. | thought you could beat the tests if you were smart and gave the answers they were looking for.

160. It was obvious how you should respond to some of the questions if you wanted the job.

161. Given my ability and experience, | was not evaluated correctly by the selection process.

162. Given my past experience looking for ajab, | feel | received an appropriate evaluation.

163. The outcome of the selection process was not a good reflection of my job capahilities.

164. Theresults of the selection process were consistent with how | view myself.
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Table 1: Greenberg's (1993b) Taxonomy of Organizational Justice Classes

Category of Justice
Focal Determinant Procedural Distributive
Structrual Systemic Justice Configural Justice
Social Informational Interpersonal
cl Justice Justice




Table 2: Demographic Information for Participantsin Study 1

Gender
AIR VirginiaTech Total
Female 42 96 138
Male 66 44 110
Missing 1 0 1
Total 109 140 249
Age
AIR VirginiaTech Total
under 20 0 45 45
20-29 36 59 95
30-39 34 36 70
40-49 15 0 15
50 or over 24 0 24
Tota 109 140 249

Total Work Experience

AIR VirginiaTech Total
less than 6 months 0 32 32
6 months - 1 year 4 9 13
1-2 years 8 19 27
2-5years 21 80 101
6 or more years 76 0 76
Total 109 140 249
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Table 3: Items Selected for Examination in Study 1

Item

1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto all employees.
2 My manager seemed to have favorite employees.
3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees.
4 1t was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.
5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.
6 Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with employees.
7 My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly.
8 My manager allowed us to appeal our performance evaluations.
9 My manager asked for our input on our performance evaluations.
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.
11 My manager answered my questions in atimely manner.
12 My manager encouraged us to ask questionsif we did not understand something.
13 My manager did not always give us the full story about decisions he or she made.
14 We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures.
15 My manager tended to blame his or her mistakes on others.
16 My manager seemed to assign employeesto do hisor her dirty work.
17 My manager punished employees who did not complete their work.
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.
19 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time.
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically.
21 My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance.
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.
23 | can see arelationship between how my performance is evaluated and performance on the job.
24 | feel that the decision making processes in this company minimized the favoritism that can sometimes be a problem in
organizations.
25 | feel that my manager’ s decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases.
26 When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that influenced my
performance.
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Item

27 Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

28 When | was applying for the job, the manager asked me irrelevant or inappropriate questions.
29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well.

30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

31 There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

32 In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.

33 This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
34 My manager consistently rewards high performers.

35 My manager consistently punishes poor performers.

36 My manager probably paid me more than | deserved.

37 The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.

40 | was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.

41 | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

42 |1 could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.
43 My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

44 I’'m sure that the decision to hire me was afair one.

45 In genera, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.
46 Overall, therewards | received at this company seemed fair.

47 People at this company get what they deserve.

48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.
49 Compared to my pay, my manager seemed to make too much money.

50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

51 When | consider the stress level at my job, | was not fairly rewarded.

52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.

54 It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.
55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

56 My manager never took time to apologize for decisions that negatively impacted me.
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Item

57 When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager.

59 The justifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret.
61 It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.
62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

63 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights as an emplovee.
64 My manager didn’t seem to care how decisions he or she made affected me.

65 When | asked my manager about a decision he or she made that affected me, he or she was often evasive.
66 When explainina decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as afriend than an emplovee.
67 My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me.

68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me.

69 | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made.

70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions.

71 | usually felt that my manager had ulterior motives for explaining decisions to me.

72 The explanations my manager offered of how he or she made decisions that affected me usually made sense.

73 The way my manager made decisions often seemed arbitrary.

74 | usually understood my manager’ s motivation for making decisions that affected me.

75 My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine.

76 The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable.

77 Given the way decisions affected me, the explanations my manager gave for how the decisions were made were reasonabl e.

78 Given the constraints my manager was under when making a decision that affected me, the way he or she made the decision was
fair.

Note: All items were rated using the following scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree
5 = strongly agree).
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Table 4: Items Included in Quinn and Staines (1977) Facet-Free Measure of Satisfaction

[tem

1 All inall, how likely are you to say you are satisfied with the outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.) you received in
thisjob?

2 If you were free to take any job you are qualified for, how likely would you be to choose one that would guarantee you similar
outcomes (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.)?

3 Knowing what you know now about the outcome of thejob (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.), if you had it to do over
again how likely would you be to take the job again?

4 In general, how likely are you to say that the outcomes of the job (i.e., pay, promotion, new skills, etc.) measure up to the
outcomes you expected when you decided to take it?

5 If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for ajob there, based on the outcomes you received (i.e., pay,
promoation, new skills, etc.), how likely would you be to recommend it?

6 All in all, how likely are vou to say vou are satisfied with the policies and procedures at your job?
7 1f you were free to take any job you are qualified for, how likely would you be to choose one with similar policies and

procedures?
8 Knowing what you know now about the policies and procedures used at your job, if you had it to do over again how likely
would you be to take the job again?
9 In general, how likely are you to say that the policies and procedures at the job measure up to the procedures you expected
when you decided to take it?
10 If afriend of yourstold you he or she was interested in applying for a job there, based on the policies and procedures you
experienced how likely would you be to recommend it?

Note: All items were rated using the following scale (1 = Very Likely, 2 = Somewhat Likely, 3 = Neither Likely Nor Unlikely,
4 = Somewhat Unlikely, 5 = Very Unlikely).
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Table 5: Item-to-Construct Links for Confirmatory Factor Analyses

[tem Construct
1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto all employees. Systemic
3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. Systemic
5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. Systemic
6 Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with employees. Systemic
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it. Systemic
14 We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures. Systemic
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethicaly. Systemic
21 My manager used consistent standards to eval uate employee performance. Systemic
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. Systemic
25 | feel that my manager’ s decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases. Systemic
26 When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that Systemic
influenced my performance.
27 Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible. Systemic
29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well. Systemic
30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know. Systemic
32 In makina decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information. Svstemic
33 This company seemsto pay employees with little regard for how well they perform. Configurd
34 My manager consistently rewards high performers. Configural
38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly. Configurd
39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager. Configural
41 | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company. Configurd
42 |1 could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company. Configural
43 My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me. Configurd
45 In general, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me. Configural
46 Overdl, therewards| received at this company seemed fair. Configurd
48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances. Configural
50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded. Configurd
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[tem Construct
51 When | consider the stress level at my job, | was not fairly rewarded. Configural
52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded. Configural
4 It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules. Informational
11 My manager answered my questions in atimely manner. Informational
13 My manager did not aways give us the full story about decisions he or she made. Informational
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. Informational
58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. Informational
59 Thejustifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate. Informational
68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. Informational
69 | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made. Informational
70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. Informational
2 My manager seemed to have favorite employees. Interpersonal
7 My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly. Interpersonal
53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. Interpersond
54 1t seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me. Interpersonal
55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. Interpersonal
60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. I nterpersonal
62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs. Interpersond
66 When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an employee. I nterpersonal
67 My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me. Interpersonal
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Table 6: Results of Study 1 Item Screening

[tem N Min Max SD Mean

1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to all employees. 235 1 5 118 294
2 My manager seemed to have favorite employees. 236 1 5 114 289
3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. 245 1 5 105 299
4 |t was easy to get my manager to bend the rules. 229 1 5 112 361
5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. 240 1 5 114 280
6 Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with employees. 228 1 5 115 321
7 My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly. 248 1 5 106 331
8 My manager allowed us to appeal our performance evaluations. 212 1 5 108 266
9 My manager asked for our input on our performance evaluations. 221 1 5 131 303
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it. 233 1 5 108 330
11 My manager answered my questions in atimely manner. 245 1 5 106 319
12 My manager encouraged us to ask questionsif we did not understand something. 246 1 5 097 332
13 My manager did not always give us the full story about decisions he or she made. 225 1 5 114 318
14 We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures. 229 1 5 107 250
15 My manager tended to blame his or her mistakes on others. 207 1 5 115 392
16 My manager seemed to assign employees to do his or her dirty work. 219 1 5 114 361
17 My manager punished employees who did not complete their work. 220 1 4 089 225
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. 241 1 5 107 298
19 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time. 239 1 5 099 289
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically. 245 1 5 104 316
21 My manager used consistent standards to eval uate emplovee performance. 235 1 5 104 273
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. 237 1 5 105 265
23 | can see arelationship between how my performance is evaluated and performance on the job. 232 1 5 098 3.06
24 | feel that the decision making processes in this company minimized the favoritism that can 231 1 5 095 227

sometimes be a problem in organizations.
25 | feel that my manager's decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases. 236 1 5 115 304
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Item

N Min Max SD Mean

26 When evauating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control

that influenced my performance.
27 Decision making proceduresin this company are asfair as possible.

28 When | was applying for the job, the manager asked meirrelevant or inappropriate questions.

29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can't do well.

30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what |1 do and don't know.

31 There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

32 In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.

33 This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.

34 My manager consistently rewards high performers.

35 My manager consistentlvy punishes poor performers.

36 My manager probably paid me more than | deserved.

37 The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.

40 | was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.
41 | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

42 1 could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.

43 Mv work assianments/workload seemed fair to me.
44 |'m sure that the decision to hire me was afair one.

45 In genera, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.
46 Overadl, therewards | received at this company seemed fair.
47 People at this company get what they deserve.

48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

49 Compared to my pay, my manager seemed to make too much money.
50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

51 When | consider the stresslevel at my job, | was not fairly rewarded.
52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concernina me were made.
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Item

N Min Max SD Mean

54 It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.

55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

56 My manager never took time to apologize for decisions that negatively impacted me.

57 When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager.

59 The justifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret.

61 It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.

62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

63 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rightsasan
employee.

64 My manager didn't seem to care how decisions he or she made affected me.

65 When | asked my manager about a decision he or she made that affected me, he or she was often
evasive.

66 When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as afriend than an
employee.

67 My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me.

68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me.

69 | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made.

70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions.

71 | usually felt that my manager had ulterior motives for explaining decisions to me.

72 The explanations my manager offered of how he or she made decisions that affected me usually made

sense.
73 The way my manager made decisions often seemed arbitrary.

74 | usually understood my manager's motivation for making decisions that affected me.
75 My manager's explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine.
76 The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable.
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N Min Max SD Mean

Item
236 1 5 09 290

77 Given the way decisions affected me, the explanations my manager gave for how the decisions were

made were reasonable.
78 Given the constraints my manager was under when making a decision that affected me, theway heor 240 1 5 094 292

she made the decision was fair.
Note: N = number of respondents, Min = minimum value selected for a given item, Max = maximum value selected for a given item,

SD = standard deviation.
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Table 7: Items Retained After Study 1

[tem

1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto all employees.
2 My manager seemed to have favorite employees.
3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees.
4 |t was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.
5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.
6 Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with employees.
7 My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly.
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.
11 My manager answered my questionsin atimely manner.
13 My manager did not always give us the full story about decisions he or she made.
14 We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures.
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically.
21 My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance.
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.
25 | feel that my manager’ s decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases.
26 When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that influenced my
performance.
27 Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.
29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well.
30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what |1 do and don’t know.
32 In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.
33 This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
34 My manager consistently rewards high performers.
38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.
39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.
41 1 could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.
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[tem

42 | could probably have received more appropriate assianments at another company.
43 My work assianments/workload seemed fair to me.
45 In general, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.

46 Overadl, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

51 When | consider the stress level at my job, | was not fairly rewarded.

52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made.

54 It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.
55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager.

59 The justifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret.
62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.
66 When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as afriend than an employee.
67 My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me.

68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me.

69 | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made.

70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions.

73 The way my manager made decisions often seemed arbitrary.

74 | usually understood my manager’ s motivation for making decisions that affected me.

Note: All items were rated using the following scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree
5 = strongly agree).
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Table 8: Goodness-of-Fit of Four Models of Organizational Justice Using Individual Items

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |Fl CF RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 1653 8787.44 5.32 -- -- -- -- -- 42.20 8903.44
1-Factor 1595 4334.86 2.72 0.46 0.42 0.62 0.62 0.090 21.64 4566..86
2-Factor 1594 4268.95 2.68 0.47 0.43 0.63 0.63 0.089 21.34 4502.95
3-Factor 1592 4007.76 2.52 0.49 0.45 0.66 0.66 0.085 20.12 4245.76
4-Factor 1589 3991.41 2.51 0.49 0.45 0.67 0.66 0.085 20.07 4235.41

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984),
IFl = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AlIC = Akaike Infromation
Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figures 1-4 for descriptions of each model.
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Table 9: Item-to-Parcel Linksfor Confirmatory Factor Analyses

[tem
Item Parcel

1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to al employees.
21 My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance.
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.
3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees.
27 Decision making procedures in this company are asfair as possible.
5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evauating it.
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethicaly.
26 When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that
influenced my performance.
29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well.
6 Changes were made to the company policies and procedures without discussing it with employees.
14 We were asked our opinion about the effects of a change in policies and procedures.
25 | feel that my manager’ s decisions are sometimes influenced by personal biases.
30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.
32 In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information.
33 This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.
41 |1 could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.
52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.
51 When | consider the stress level at my job, | was not fairly rewarded.
42 | could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.
34 My manager consistently rewards high performers.
39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.
38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.
46 Overall, therewards | received at this company seemed fair.
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[tem
Item Parcel

43 My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me. 6
45 In genera, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me. 6
48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances. 6

4 1t was easy to get my manager to bend the rules. 7
13 My manager did not always give us the full story about decisions he or she made. 7
69 | never had a clear understanding of how decisions that affected me were made. 7
11 My manager answered my questions in atimely manner. 8
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. 8
58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 8
59 The justifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate. 9
68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 9
70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 9
53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 10

7 My manager was willing to discuss my work performance with me candidly. 10
54 1t seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me. 11
60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 11
67 My manager usually apologized when a decisions he or she made negatively affected me. 11
55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. 12
62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs. 12

66 When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an 12

Note: Parcels 1-3 indicate Interpersonal Justice, parcels 4-6 indicate Informational Justice, parcels 7-9 indicate Configural Justice and parcels
10-12 indicate Systemic Justice.
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Table 10: Examination of Univariate Normality for Item Parcels

Univariate Normality

Item
Bundle Skewness Kurtosis

1 0.01 -0.70
2 0.20 -0.63
3 0.16 -0.51
4 -0.11 -0.80
5 -0.04 -0.70
6 -0.09 -0.28
7 -0.27 -0.52
8 -0.12 -0.37
9 -0.02 -0.61
10 -0.07 -0.53
11 0.08 -0.81
12 -0.21 -0.60
Note: See Table 7 for item-to-

parcel linkages.
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Table 11: Item Parcel Intercorrelations

Parcel | Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1} 362 083 --
2| 287 082 0664 --
3] 328 072 0.600 0537 --
4 316 0.76] 0.066 -0.142 0.186 --
5 300 077 0626 0627 0460 0.107 --
6| 294 078 0634 0593 0423 0082 0.725 --
71 362 088 0206 -0066 0328 059 0038 0.056 --
8| 287 078 0728 0.708 0448 0.024 0.724 0.656 0.069 --
9 28 070 0637 0703 0492 0011 0631 0691 0151 0738 --
100 273 0.81f 0593 0682 0441 -0.019 0641 0566 0134 0722 0.707 --
11f 3.02 080 0567 0677 0376 -00/3 0535 0606 0.010 0670 0719 0.656 -
12| 292 0.70[ 0569 0.658 0337 -0.026 0506 0579 0.035 0617 0613 058 0.7/5 --

Note: Parcels 1-3 indicate Systemic Justice, parcels 4-6 indicate Configural Justice, parcels 7-9 indicate Informational Justice and parcels 10-12 indicate

Interpersonal Justice.
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Table 12: Goodness-of-Fit of Four Models of Organizational Justice Using Item Parcels

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |FI CF RMSEA ECVI AlC
Null 66 2013.76 30.51 -- -- -- -- -- 8.25 2037.76
1-Factor 55 603.21 10.97 0.74 0.63 0.72 0.72 0.200 263 64921
2-Factor 54  601.05 11.13 0.74 0.62 0.72 0.72 0.200 263 649.05
2-Factor +J 41 372.20 9.08 0.79 0.61 0.83 0.83 0.180 1.83 451.20
3-Factor 52 552.22 10.62 0.76 0.63 0.74 0.74 0.200 245 60522
3-Factor +J 38 213.65 5.62 0.87 0.74 0.91 0.91 0.140 1.19 293.65
4-Factor 49 522.96 10.67 0.76 0.62 0.76 0.76 0.200 235 580.96
4-Factor +J 33 95.23 2.89 0.94 0.87 0.97 0.97 0.087 0.75 185.23
Just-1njust 54 357.74 6.62 0.82 0.74 0.86 0.86 0.160 1.75 405.74
Just-Injust + J 41 183.85 4.48 0.89 0.79 0.93 0.93 0.120 112 259.85

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984),

IFl = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFI = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AlIC = Akaike Infromation
Criterion (Akaike, 1973). J= genera = justice factor. See Figures 1-4 for descriptions of each model.
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Table 13: Eigenvaluesfor Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis Results

Initial Eigenvalues

Factor  Total % Variance  Cumulative %
1 16.42 34.94 34.94
2 5.29 11.25 46.19
3 2.46 5.22 51.42
4 2.18 4.64 56.06
5 1.55 3.29 59.35
6 1.48 3.16 62.51
7 1.36 2.89 65.40
8 1.19 2.53 67.93
9 1.12 2.38 70.31

10 1.01 2.14 72.45
11 0.86 1.83 74.28
12 0.82 1.74 76.02
13 0.77 1.64 77.66
14 0.70 1.48 79.14
15 0.66 1.40 80.54
16 0.63 1.34 81.88
17 0.59 1.25 83.13
18 0.55 1.18 84.31
19 0.52 1.10 85.40
20 0.49 1.05 86.45

Note: Analyses conducted using ML extraction
and direct oblimin rotation. Remaining factors
accounted for less than 1% of total variance.
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Table 14: Results of Initial Exploratory Factor Analysis

Item

10

70. | understood the process by which my manager made
decisions.

76. The way my manager made decisions usually seemed
reasonable.

75. My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were
made usually seemed genuine.

32. In making decisions, my manager collected accurate
and complete information.

54. It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how
decisions he or she made would affect me.

26. When evaluating my performance, my manager
appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that
influenced my performance.

42. | could probably have received more appropriate
assignments at another company.

50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly
rewarded.

52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly
rewarded.

61. It took along time for my manager to let me know
the outcome of decisions made about me.

40. | was paid significantly less than other employeesin
similar job in this company.

57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt
let down by my manager.

0.56

0.43

041

0.36

0.32

0.28

0.12

-0.19

-0.11

0.17

0.76

0.75

0.72

0.72

0.68

0.66
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0.13

0.14

0.11

0.19

-0.13

-0.20

0.17

-0.13

-0.35

-0.29

-0.30

-0.18

-0.12

0.15

-0.15 -0.36 0.16

-0.12 014

-0.17 -0.13

0.28

-0.30 018 0.21

0.16

-0.12

-0.15

020 012 0.12

-0.17

-0.23 0.3 -0.17

-0.17

0.11

0.12

0.15

0.12

0.25

0.16



[tem

8

9

10

31. There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in
this company.

33. This company seemsto pay employees with little
regard for how well they perform.

41. | could probably have received a more appropriate
salary at another company.

4. It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

38. Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded
fairly.

46. Overall, the rewards | received at this company
seemed fair.

39. | received adequate recognition and rewards from my
manager.

19. My manager was consistent in applying company
policies and procedures over time.

21. My manager used consistent standards to evaluate
employee performance.

1. My manager was consistent in applying company
policies and procedures to all employees.

22. When making decisions, my manager applied
consistent standards across all employees.

11. My manager answered my questionsin atimely
manner.

20. In making decisions, my manager behaved ethicaly.
18. My manager rewarded employees who performed
their jobs adequately.

34. My manager consistently rewards high performers.
43. My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

0.11

0.11

0.14

0.14

0.11

0.12

0.36

0.12

0.63

0.59

0.54
0.39

-0.12

0.14

0.10
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-0.31

0.79

0.58

0.32

0.15

0.21

0.23

-0.11

-0.13

-0.82

-0.75

-0.74

-0.70

-0.48
-0.47

-0.23
-0.12

-0.40

0.16

-0.17

-0.11

-0.23

-0.11

-0.11

-0.65
-0.57
-0.40

-0.10

0.13
0.21

-0.26

-0.25 013 -0.23

0.30

0.12

0.14

0.19

0.10

0.29

0.12

-0.13

0.28

0.50

0.21

0.13

0.16

-0.11

0.25
0.17

-0.16

0.28
0.13

0.11



[tem

53. My manager took time to explain why decisions
concerning me were made.

68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions
that affected me.

58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained
very clearly by my manager.

59. The justifications for decisions made concerning me
seemed adequate.

27. Decision making procedures in this company are as
fair as possible.

37. The outcome of most decisions in this company seem
to befair.

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair
considering the circumstances.

47. People at this company get what they deserve.

5. My manager asked for employee input into new
policies and procedures.

62. When decisions were made that affected me, my
manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

60. When my manager made decisions that negatively
impacted me, he or she expressed regret.

63. When decisions were made that affected me, my
manager seemed to be aware of my rights as an
employee.

45. In general, | would have made the same decisions my
manager made concerning me.

30. Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do
and don’t know.

0.13

-0.16

-0.15

0.20
0.11

0.20

0.16

0.13

0.13

-0.12

-0.17

011 0.14

0.12
-0.11 0.30

-0.24

-0.17 015

-0.18 0.24

0.14
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-0.42

-0.24

-0.31

-0.25

-0.16

-0.25

-0.36

-0.11

-0.13

-0.17

-0.12

-0.77

-0.61

-0.44

-0.32

-0.15

-0.10

-0.34

0.13

0.12

0.18

0.74

0.72

0.70
0.50

0.37

0.12

0.14

0.26

0.16

0.30

0.29

0.20

0.45

0.43

0.36

0.33

0.16

0.16

0.10 -0.15

0.18

-0.14

015 024

0.30

0.34

0.15

0.54



ltem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
29. Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what |
can and can’t do well. 0.10 0.19 -0.16 -0.24 035 0.26
66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my
manager treated me more as a friend than an employee. 0.74
3. My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that
were in the best interest of the employees. -0.30 031 -019 -011 049
55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was
aways polite. 0.24 -0.26 033 016 0.39
10. My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my
performance prior to evaluating it. 0.21 -0.23 -0.11 0.33 0.39

Note: Blank cellsindicate |oadings less than 0.10.
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Table 15: Items Loading Weakly on All Factors

[tem

26 When evaluating my performance, my manager appeared to be aware of factors beyond my control that influenced
my performance.

39 | received adequate recognition and rewards from my manager.

45 In general, | would have made the same decisions my manager made concerning me.

54 It seemed that my manager was sensitive to how decisions he or she made would affect me.

59 The justifications for decisions made concerning me seemed adequate.

Note: Listed itemsloaded < .35 on all factorsin exploratory results.
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Table 16: Eigenvalues for Revised Exploratory Factor Analysis Results

Initial Eigenvalues

Factor Total % Variance  Cumulative %
1 14.55 34.64 34.64
2 5.19 12.35 46.99
3 2.26 5.37 52.36
4 2.02 481 57.17
5 1.44 3.43 60.61
6 1.37 3.25 63.86
7 1.31 3.13 66.99
8 1.07 2.56 69.55
9 1.01 241 71.96

10 0.85 2.03 73.99
11 0.77 1.83 75.82
12 0.72 1.72 77.54
13 0.71 1.69 79.24
14 0.64 1.53 80.76
15 0.59 141 82.17
16 0.55 1.32 83.49
17 0.53 1.26 84.75
18 0.50 1.20 85.95
19 0.49 1.16 87.11
20 0.45 1.08 88.19
21 0.43 1.03 89.22

Note: Analyses conducted using ML extraction
and direct oblimin rotation. Remaining factors
accounted for less than 1% of total variance.
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Table 17: Results of Revised Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor
Iltem 1 2 3

62 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my persona needs. 0.776
76 The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable. 0.775
58 Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 0.763
75 My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine. 0.762
60 When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 0.759
19 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time. 0.756
68 My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 0.738
55 When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. 0.728
20 In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically. 0.722
11 My manager answered my questionsin atimely manner. 0.707
70 | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 0.686

1 My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to all employees. 0.682
22 When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. 0.645

3 My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. 0.620
32 In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information. 0.608
21 My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance. 0.606
53 My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 0.590
10 My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it. 0.567
18 My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. 0.475 0.379

5 My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. 0.474
29 Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well. 0.473
63 When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rightsasan 0.440 0.357

employee.

66 When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as afriend than an 0.425
43 My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me. 0.322
52 When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.771
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50 When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

42 1 could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.

40 | was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.

57 When decisions were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

41 | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

61 It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me. -0.314

31 There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

33 This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
4 |t was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

38 Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

46 Overal, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

47 People at this company get what they deserve.

37 The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

27 Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

48 Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

34 My manager consistently rewards high performers.

30 Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

0.758
0.708
0.695
0.679
0.676
0.663
0.635
0.573
0.453

0.743
0.731
0.623
0.568
0.541
0.540
0.491
0.314

Note: Blank cellsindicate |oadings less than .30.
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Table 18: Factor Intercorrelations for Three-Factor Solution

Factor 1 2 3
1 Procedural Justice 1.00
2 Distributive Injustice -0.01 1.00
3 Overall Justice 0.51 -0.04 1.00
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Table 19: Item Loadings for High Satisfaction Respondents

Factor
ltem 1 2 3
75. My manager’s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine. 0.842
58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 0.791
76. The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable. 0.783
1. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto al employees. 0.775
19. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time. 0.761
60. When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 0.755
68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 0.736
62. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs. 0.736
20. In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically. 0.716
70. | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 0.703
22. When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. 0.697
11. My manager answered my questionsin atimely manner. 0.685
55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. 0.681
21. My manager used consistent standards to evaluate employee performance. 0.665
10. My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it. 0.614
32. In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information. 0.614
3. My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. 0.612
53. My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 0.587
18. My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. 0.573
29. Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well. 0.532
63. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights asan
employee. 0.475 0.338
66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an
employee. 0.408
43. My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me. 0.373
5. My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. 0.368
52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.828
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40. | was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.

50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

41. | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

33. This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.

61. It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me. 0.352
57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

42. | could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.

31. There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

4. It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

37. The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

27. Decision making procedures in this company are asfair as possible.

47. People at this company get what they deserve.

46. Overall, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

38. Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

34. My manager consistently rewards high performers. 0.314
30. Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

0.654
0.632
0.599
0.542
0.525
0.505
0.488
0.459
0.366

0.717
0.639
0.638
0.623
0.608
0.546
0.327

Note: Blank cellsindicate loadings less than .30.
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Table 20: Item Loadings for Low Satisfaction Respondents

Factor
ltem 1 2 3

22. When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. 0.845

32. In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information. 0.804

21. My manager used consistent standards to eval uate employee performance. 0.789

27. Decision making procedures in this company are asfair as possible. 0.788

46. Overall, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair. 0.773

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances. 0.772

38. Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly. 0.761

47. People at this company get what they deserve. 0.756

20. In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically. 0.755

19. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time. 0.736

37. The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair. 0.710

58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 0.707

76. The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable. 0.704 -0.347
18. My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately. 0.674

75. My manager’s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine. 0.673

34. My manager consistently rewards high performers. 0.667

1. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures to all employees. 0.661 0.330
11. My manager answered my questionsin atimely manner. 0.652

68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 0.650

70. | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 0.641

53. My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 0.639

63. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rightsas an

employee. 0.612 -0.335
3. My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. 0.612

29. Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well. 0.570

60. When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 0.549 -0.302
5. My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. 0.534
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43. My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

30. Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite.

10. My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.
42. | could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.
41. | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded.

40. | was paid significantly less than other employeesin similar job in this company.
52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded.

57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager.

33. This company seemsto pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
4. It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.

62. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs.

61. It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me.
66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an
employee.

31. There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

0.477
0.463
0.448
0.414

0.505

0.797
0.764
0.620
0.564
0.458
0.449
0.388

0.330

-0.467

-0.631
0.382

-0.365

Note: Blank cellsindicate |oadings less than .30.
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Table 21: Item Loadings for Organizational Sample

Factor

Item 1 2 3
19. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time. 0.854
1. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto all employees. 0.843
76. The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable. 0.836
22. When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees. 0.797
58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 0.759
75. My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine. 0.742
70. | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 0.721
20. In making decisions, my manager behaved ethicaly. 0.717
32. In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and complete information. 0.712
21. My manager used consistent standards to eval uate employee performance. 0.709
11. My manager answered my questionsin atimely manner. 0.707
62. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs. 0.692
55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. 0.670
60. When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 0.654 0.435
68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 0.614 0.389
3. My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees. 0.607
53. My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 0.555
57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager. 0.464
61. It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me. 0.461
5. My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures. 0.455
63. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights asan
employee. 0.454 0.416
4. It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules. 0.377
29. Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well. 0.374
52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.718
50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.710
40. | was paid significantly less than other employees in similar job in this company. 0.649
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38. Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

46. Overall, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair.

42. | could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company.
41. | could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company.

33. This company seemsto pay employees with little regard for how well they perform.
47. People at this company get what they deserve.

31. There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

34. My manager consistently rewards high performers.

37. The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair.

43. My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me.

18. My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.
30. Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

27. Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an
employee.

10. My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it.

0.302

0.310

0.371
0.303

0.381

0.352

0.581
0.566
0.555
0.499
0.488
0.479
0.476
0.462
0.451
0.403
0.378
0.354
0.315
0.401

-0.301
0.391

-0.487

0.441
0.384

Note: Blank cellsindicate loadings less than .30.
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Table 22: Item Loadings for Student Sample

Factor

Item 1 2 3
62. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager was sensitive to my personal needs. 0.981
76. The way my manager made decisions usually seemed reasonable. 0.720
75. My manager’ s explanations for how decisions were made usually seemed genuine. 0.662
66. When explaining decisions that affected me, my manager treated me more as a friend than an
employee. 0.660
70. | understood the process by which my manager made decisions. 0.600
60. When my manager made decisions that negatively impacted me, he or she expressed regret. 0.580
63. When decisions were made that affected me, my manager seemed to be aware of my rights asan
employee. 0.568
55. When informing me of decisions, my manager was always polite. 0.556
68. My manager told me how he or she made decisions that affected me. 0.519
58. Any decisions made concerning me were explained very clearly by my manager. 0.463 0.444
53. My manager took time to explain why decisions concerning me were made. 0.458 0.328
43. My work assignments/workload seemed fair to me. 0.452
10. My manager had adequate opportunity to judge my performance prior to evaluating it. 0.385
34. My manager consistently rewards high performers. 0.346
5. My manager asked for employee input into new policies and procedures.
42. | could probably have received more appropriate assignments at another company. 0.827
41. |1 could probably have received a more appropriate salary at another company. 0.825
50. When | consider my responsibilities, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.532
40. | was paid significantly less than other employees in similar job in this company. 0.437
52. When | consider my experience level, | was not fairly rewarded. 0.384
57. When decision were made concerning me, | often felt let down by my manager. 0.380
33. This company seems to pay employees with little regard for how well they perform. 0.354
61. It took along time for my manager to let me know the outcome of decisions made about me. 0.305

4. It was easy to get my manager to bend the rules.
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19. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and procedures over time.

27. Decision making procedures in this company are as fair as possible.

1. My manager was consistent in applying company policies and proceduresto all employees.
22. When making decisions, my manager applied consistent standards across all employees.
32. In making decisions, my manager collected accurate and compl ete information.

47. People at this company get what they deserve.

48. Most of the decisions made at this company seem fair considering the circumstances.

38. Considering how hard | worked, | was rewarded fairly.

20. In making decisions, my manager behaved ethically.

21. My manager used consistent standards to eval uate employee performance.

37. The outcome of most decisions in this company seem to be fair. 0.369
46. Overall, the rewards | received at this company seemed fair. 0.374
3. My manager seemed to make rules and decisions that were in the best interest of the employees.

11. My manager answered my questions in atimely manner. 0.378

18. My manager rewarded employees who performed their jobs adequately.

29. Procedures for evaluating me accurately got at what | can and can’t do well.
31. There seemsto be alot of bias and discrimination in this company.

30. Procedures for hiring me accurately got at what | do and don’t know.

0.773
0.766
0.704
0.661
0.625
0.614
0.607
0.530
0.529
0.528
0.474
0.443
0.439
0.382
0.382

Note: Blank cellsindicate loadings less than .30.
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Table 23: Factor Intercorrelations for Each Subgroup

High Satisfaction Subgroup

Factor IfJ DI DJ
1fJ 1.00
DI 0.03 1.00
DJ 0.38 0.00 1.00
Low Satisfaction Subgroup
Factor GJ Dl I
GJ 1.00
DI -0.04 1.00
[l -0.20 0.02 1.00
Organizational Sample
Factor IfJ DI InJ
1fJ 1.00
DI 0.45 1.00
InJ 0.09 0.04 1.00
Student Sample
Factor IfJ DI PJ
1fJ 1.00
DI -0.10 1.00
PJ 0.52 0.10 1.00

Note: 1fJ= Informational Justice, DI = Distributive Injustice

DJ = Distributive Justice, GJ = General Justice
Il = Interactional Injustice, InJ = Interpersonal Justice.
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Table 24: Percentage of Variance Accounted for by Factorsin Ec

High Satisfaction Subgroup

Factor Factor Rank  Variance
Informational Justice 1 32.6%
Distributive Justice 3 6.4%
Distributive Injustice 2 9.9%
Interactional Justice -- --
Interactional Injustice - -
Total 48.9%

Low Satisfaction Subgroup

Factor Factor Rank % Variance
General Justice 1 36.0%
Distributive Justice -- --
Distributive Injustice 2 8.4%
Interactional Justice -- --
Interactional Injustice 3 5.4%
Total 49.8%

Organizational Sample

Factor Factor Rank % Variance
Informational Justice 1 38.1%
Distributive Justice -- --
Distributive Injustice 2 7.7%
Interpersonal Justice 3 6.7%
Interactional Injustice - -
Total 52.5%

Student Sample

Factor Factor Rank % Variance
Procedural Justice 3 4.4%
Distributive Justice -- --
Distributive Injustice 2 8.1%
Informational Justice 1 37.1%
Interactional Injustice -- --
Total 49.6%
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Table 25: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from High Satisfaction Subgroup on Low
Satisfaction Subgroup

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |FI CFl RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153 1118.07 7.31 = ~- = ~- = 11.43 1154.07
Satisfied 135 44543 3.30 0.69 0.61 0.68 0.68 0.15 5.12 51743

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 10 for a description of the model.
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Table 26: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from Low Satisfaction Subgroup on High
Satisfaction Subgroup

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |FI CFl RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153 1013.26 6.62 = ~- = ~- = 8.60 1049.26
Unsatisfied 135 420.14 3.11 0.74 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.13 4.03 492.14

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 11 for a description of the model.
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Table 27: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from Organizational Sample on Student Sample

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |Fl CF RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153 826.78 5.40 -- -- -- -- -- 830 862.78
Organizational 135 398.58 2.95 0.72 0.64 0.62 0.61 0.14 452 470.58

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECV1 = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 12 for a description of the model.
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Table 28: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from Student Sample on Organizational Sample

Model df c2 c2/df GFl AGFI |Fl CF RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153 1025.89 6.71 -- -- -- -- -- 10.11 1061.89
Student 135 38141 2.83 0.73 0.66 0.72 0.72 0.13 432 45341

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECV1 = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 13 for a description of the model.
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Table 29: Demographic Information for Participants in Study 2

Gender
Female 182
Mae 138
Missing 7
Total 327
Age
18 45
19 153
20 48
21 38
22 22
23 3
24 or Over 3
Missing 15
Total 327
Total Work Experience
less than 6 months 65
6 months - 1 year 52
1-2 years 42
2-3 years 70
3 or more years 85
Missing 13
Total 327
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Table 30: Item Loadings for Selection Context

Factor
ltem 1 2 3
1 The procedures used to hire me for this job were consistently applied to all applicants. 0.661
9 The procedures used to hire me for this job were consistently applied to evaluating applicants 0.651
performance.
2 The procedures used to hire me for this job were in the best interest of applicants. 0.633
11 The procedures used to hire me for this job were asfair as possible. 0.628
7 The procedures used to hire me for this job ensured that employment was offered to applicants 0.599
who deserved it.
14 The procedures used to hire me for this job allowed the organization to collect accurate and 0.559
complete information about me.
18 The outcome of the hiring process seems fair. 0.550
15 The procedures used to hire me for this job were biased and discriminatory. 0.450 0.306
8 The procedures used to hire me for this job were ethical. 0.445
16 The outcome of the hiring process demonstrated that the organization hires applicants with little 0.435
regard for how well they perform.
5 The procedures used to hire me for this job allowed the organization to adequately judge my 0.419
performance prior to evaluating me.
17 The outcome of the hiring process shows that the organization consistently hires high performers. 0.376
3 The procedures used to hire me for this job were altered for my individual needs. -0.341
13 The procedures used to hire me for this job accurately got at what | do and do not know. 0.328
40 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter helped me understand the 0.808
process by which decisions were made.
41 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter provided me with genuine 0.759
explanations for how decisions were made.
39 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter told me how decisions were 0.758
made that affected me.
33 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter provided me with adequate 0.638

justifications for the decisions that were made.
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28 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter took the time to explain why 0.621
decisions concerning me were made.
29 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter was sensitive to how 0.563
decisions the organization made affected me.
36 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter was sensitive to my personal 0.484
needs.
38 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter treated me more as afriend 0.470
than as an applicant.
42 1n explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter made decisionsin a 0.454
reasonable way.
32 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter was very clear. 0.414
34 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter expressed regret when 0.360
decisions negatively affected me.
37 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter was aware of my rights asan 0.352
applicant.
26 The outcome of the hiring process was not fair, considering my responsibilities. 0.837
27 The outcome of the hiring process was not fair, considering my experience level. 0.823
21 The outcome of the hiring process meant that | could receive more appropriate assignments at 0.466
another organization.
19 The outcome of the hiring process meant that | was paid significantly less than other employees 0.455
with similar jobs in the organization.
20 The outcome of the hiring process meant that | could receive a more appropriate salary at another 0.401
organization.
35 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter delayed giving me 0.372
25 The outcome of the hiring process shows that most of the decisions made at this company are 0.341 0.367
30 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter was always polite to me. 0.353
31 In explaining the outcome of the hiring decision to me, the recruiter frequently let me down. 0.343
22 The outcome of the hiring process allowed me to receive fair work assignments. 0.339

Note: Blank cellsindicate |oadings less than 0.30.
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Table 31: Item Loadings for Performance Appraisal Context

Factor
ltem 1 2 3

60 The outcome of the performance appraisal process seemsfair. 0.759

44 The performance appraisals process at work was in the best interest of all employees. 0.730

49 The performance appraisals process at work ensured that employees received accurate ratings. 0.718

56 The performance appraisals process at work allowed the organization to collect accurate and 0.710
complete information about me.

43 The performance appraisals process at work was consistently applied to al employees. 0.693

54 The performance appraisals process at work accurately got at what | can and can not do well. 0.669

67 The outcome of the performance appraisal process shows that most of the decisions made at this 0.653
company arefair.

53 The performance appraisals process at work was as fair as possible. 0.651

65 The outcome of the performance appraisal process was the same one | would have made if | were 0.642
the organization.

55 The performance appraisals process at work accurately got at what | do and do not know. 0.622

66 The outcome of the performance appraisal process shows that people at this organization get what 0.551
they deserve.

48 The performance appraisals process at work allowed my guestions to be answered quickly and 0.550
accurately.

47 The performance appraisals process at work allowed the organization to adequately judge my 0.497
performance prior to evaluating me.

46 The performance appraisals process at work alowed me to have input into the appraisal process. 0.497

64 The outcome of the performance appraisal process allowed me to receive fair work assignments. 0.496

57 The performance appraisals process at work was biased and discriminatory. 0.490 0.356

51 The performance appraisals process at work was consistently applied to evaluating employees 0.486
performance.

59 The outcome of the performance appraisal process shows that the organization consistently 0.485
rewards high performers.

50 The performance appraisals process at work was ethical. 0.474
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82 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor helped me
understand the process by which decisions were made.

81 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor told me how
decisions were made that affected me.

83 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor provided me with
nentline exnlanations for how decisions were made

75 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor provided me with
adeniate instifications for the derisions that were made

70 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor took the time to

explain why decisions concerning me were made.

71 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor was sensitive to
how decisions the araani 7ation made affected me
78 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor was sensitive to my

personal needs.

80 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor treated me more as
afriend than as an employee.

76 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor expressed regret
when decisions negatively affected me.

74 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor was very clear.

84 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor made decisionsin a
reasonable way.

79 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor was aware of my
rights as an employee.

72 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor was always polite to
me.

68 The outcome of the performance appraisal process was not fair, considering my responsibilities.

62 The outcome of the performance appraisal process meant that | could receive a more appropriate
salary at another organization.

61 The outcome of the performance appraisal process meant that | was paid significantly less than
other employees with similar jobs in the organization.

69 The outcome of the performance appraisal process was not fair, considering my experience level.
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63 The outcome of the performance appraisal process meant that | could receive more appropriate 0.515
assignments at another organization.

58 The outcome of the performance appraisal process demonstrated that the organization rewards 0.366
employees with little regard for how well they perform.

73 In explaining the outcome of the performance appraisal to me, my supervisor frequently let me 0.341
down.

52 The performance appraisals process at work considered factors beyond my control that influenced -0.303

my performance.
Note: Blank cellsindicate loadings less than .30.
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Table 32: Factor Intercorrelations for Work Context

Sdl ection Context

Factor PJ 1J DJ
PJ --
1J 0.505 --
DJ 0.363 0.131 --

Performance Appriasal Context

Factor PJ DJ Dl
PJ --
1J 0.664 --
DJ 0.266 0.177 --

Note: PJ = Procedural Justice, 1J=
Interactional Justice, DJ = Distributive
Justice.
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Table 33: Percentage of Variance Accounted for by Factorsin

Selection Context

Factor Factor Rank  Variance
Procedural Justice 1 25.5%
Interactional Justice 2 8.1%
Distributive Justice 3 6.1%
Total 39.7%

Performance Appraisal Context

Factor Factor Rank % Variance
Procedural Justice 1 35.1%
Interactional Justice 2 7.0%
Distributive Justice 3 5.2%
Totdl 47.3%
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Table 34: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from Selection Context on Performance
Appraisal Context Items

Model df c2 c2/df GFI AGFI IFI CFI RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153  3396.7 22.20 ~- = ~- = ~- 10.32 3432.70
Selection 135 530.55 3.93 0.92 0.89 0.91 0.89 0.08 1.77 805.75

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 16 for a description of the model.
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Table 35: Cross-Validation of Exploratory Factor Structure from Performance Appraisal Context on
Selection Context Items

Model df c2 c2/df GFI AGFI IFI CFI RMSEA ECVI AlIC
Null 153 2476.31 16.19 ~- = ~- = ~- 9.27 2512.31
PA 135 417.15 3.09 0.95 0.93 0.91 0.90 0.07 1.24  593.50

Note: GFI = Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), AGFI = Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (Joreskog & Sorbom,
1984), IFI = Incremental Fit Index (Bollen, 1989a), CFl = Comparative Fit Index (Bentler, 1990), RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (Steiger, 1990), ECVI = Expected Cross-Validation Index (Browne & Cudeck, 1989), AIC =
Akaike Infromation Criterion (Akaike, 1973). See Figure 17 for a description of the model.
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Figure 1. One-Factor Model of Organizational Justice (e.g., Adams, 1965)
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Figure 2: Two-Factor Model of Organizational Justice (e.g., Greenberg, 1986)
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Figure 3: Three-Factor Model of Organizational Justice (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986)
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Figure 4. Four-Factor Model of Organizational Justice (e.g., Greenberg, 1993b)
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Figure 5: Scree Plot for Revised Exploratory Factor Analysis
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Figure 6: Scree Plot for High Satisfaction Subgroup
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Figure 7: Scree Plot for Low Satisfaction Subgroup
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Figure 8: Scree Plot for Organizational Sample
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Figure 9: Scree Plot for Student Sample
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Figure 10: Exploratory Model of Organizational Justice from High Satisfaction Subgroup
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Figure 11: Exploratory Model of Organizational Justice from Low Satisfaction Subgroup
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Figure 12: Exploratory Model of Organizationa Justice from Organizational Sample
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Figure 13: Exploratory Model of Organizationa Justice from Student Sample
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Figure 14: Scree Plot for Selection Context
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Figure 15: Scree Plot for Performance Appraisal Context
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Figure 16: Exploratory Model of Organizational Justice from Selection Context
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Figure 17: Exploratory Model of Organizational Justice from Performance Appraisal Context
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