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Abstract

Organizational justice is a multifaceted construct used to measusppens of
equity within an organization. Utilizing hierarchical regression analirsis study tested
how equity sensitivity moderated the relationship between organizationat jastic
overall job attitudes, including job satisfaction and affective commitresaumple of
employees at one small and one medium southeastern university were used to
demonstrate that equity sensitivity influenced perceptions of justicéimgsual an
increase or decrease in individual and organizationally-directed workptacdes.

Implications and directions for future research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Social interaction is an essential factor in explaining how and whyrcéanan
behaviors and attitudes occur in the workplace. Social exchange theory posits that a
relationship develops between two parties through a process of joint, but not nigcessari
concurrent exchanges, which then gives way to a joint responsibility (Blau, 1964).
According to equity theory (Adams, 1965), employees make comparisons about whether
outcomes (i.e., output) offered in an organization (e.g., pay, promotions) are fairly
distributed based on the amount of effort put forth (i.e., input; Blakely, Andrews, &
Moorman, 2005). Individuals who view themselves as under-rewarded or over-rewarded
will often experience some level of distress, which can result in decreasiqolace
attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment; HusemarelHa&iMiles,
1987). In an effort to identify individual preferences for different input-output
combinations, Huseman et al. proposed the construct of equity sensitivity, based on
relative equity preferences (i.e., benevolents, sensitives, and entitleds) zatigaal
justice also extends equity theory by turning attention to employees’ viemisether
they are fairly treated by the organization (Greenberg, 1987).

The present study explores equity sensitivity as an explanation for themitkésr
in individual job satisfaction and organizational commitment in response to their
perceptions of organizational justice. In the following paper, the resfudtshorough
literature review will be presented which provided the theoretical badissiable
hypotheses. Then, a description of how the study was conducted and the analyses
performed will be provided. Finally, the paper will conclude with a discussion of the

results, identification of study limitations, and provide suggestions for futurarcbse
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Equity Theory

In an effort to relieve the distress and uphold joint responsibility, individuals
constantly strive to maintain a sense of balance or equity compared to others when i
comes to organizational inputs and resulting outcomes as reflected in the Equaity The
of Motivation (Adams, 1965). Since the early 1950s, theorists have sought to accurately
assess why and how people determine a sense of equity through social exchange.
According to Equity Theory, individuals seek to determine whether their reards
output) accurately reflect their level of effort (i.e., input) in completirask ais
compared to a referent employee. An unbalance can result in a sense of ogatgaym
underpayment inequity, which motivates individuals to restore balance byieelgnit
altering specific inputs or outputs, changing the “referent other,” termgntde
relationship with the “referent other” or leaving the organization (Adarmseman et al.
(1987) suggest that these reactions to inequity are moderated by perceptions of or

sensitivity to equity.

Equity Sensitivity

In an effort to better understand individual and group perceptions of equity,
Huseman et al. (1987) proposed the Equity Sensitivity Continuum stating that
“individuals react in consistent but individually different ways to both perceived equity
and inequity because they have different preferences for (i.e., arewmlitfdy sensitive
to) equity” (p. 223). By measuring output/input ratios on a continuum (see Figure 1),
Huseman et al. divided these differences between individuals into three levels of

individual sensitivity: benevolents, entitleds, and sensitives.
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Benevolentare individuals who consciously desire that their input/output ratio be

less than the comparative standard (Huseman et al., 1987). King and Miles (1994)

changed the definition ofl@enevolento an individual who has a “greater tolerance” for

an unbalanced ratio. From all outward appearances, the altruistic behavioeof thes

individuals is sincere and heartfelt. However, their motivation is oftesudt ief a desire

for social approval. At the other end of the spectremtifledsseek a higher ratio of

inputs/outputs as compared to other individuals. These “getters” create sdasgeof

indebtedness to the giver of the output and always expect comparateaigrgrutcomes

from the organization. Finally, the individuals who adhere most closely to ths t#ne

equity theorysensitivesseek personal input/output ratios that equal other individuals’

ratios.

O/l < O/l

O/l = O/l

O/l > O/l

formula, simplified from Adams (196!

O = Output | =Input E = Employee C = Comparative Other

E C E C E C
Benevolents Sensitives Entitleds
) High Ratio Low Ratio g

Note The equity formula shown in Figure 1 is an adaptation of Huseman’

)

Figure 1 Equity sensitivity continuum.



Equity Sensitivity 4

Workplace Attitudes: Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Overall JaldAttit

Previous research has identified the positive relationship between perceptions
fairness and workplace attitudes such as job satisfaction, organizationaitic@minjob
performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, trust in authorities, and pay
satisfaction (Ambrose, Hess, & Ganesan, 2007; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng,
2001; Liao & Rupp, 2005). A social exchange occurs at two levels within an
organization, which has a direct link to employee attitudes and behaviors. Firststhere i
an exchange between an organization and its employees, which can impageemplo
commitment to the organization. Second, there is an exchange between supeargisors a
individual employees, which can impact employee satisfaction. For th@ehs study
was designed to focus on the individually-directed attitude of job satisfactiohend t
organizationally-directed individual attitude of organizational commitment.

Job satisfactionJob satisfaction can be defined as an employee’s affective
response to a work situation or particular job (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Theedegre
which employees feel an internal sense of accomplishment and fulfillmenthether a
job has met physical and psychological needs provided at work) in their jobsedy gr
affect their commitment to the organization (Masterson, Lewis, Goldmamy&iT
2000; Spector, 1997). However, job satisfaction should be viewed from a more expanded
viewpoint than mere needs fulfillment because cognitive processes undediadkes,
which reflect individual attitudes. Therefore, the attitudinal perspedte/e &
combination of affect and cognition) should dominate any study of job satisfaction

(Spector). Job satisfaction will be influenced by the degree to which emplayeesoa
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disagree with organizational procedures and outcomes (Moorman, 1991), thus reflecting
employees’ organizational attitudes (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951).

Organizational attitudes often reflect the interpersonal exchanges that oc
between supervisors and subordinates. Therefore, job satisfaction is higheahwhen
employee perceives that there has been a fair distribution of outcomdsr@dast al.,
2000; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Fairness heuristic theory (Lind, Kuhkpyse, &
de Vera Park, 1993) further proposes that fairness judgments can be affected by the
potential for exploitation by an authority figure, suggesting that lackust tan threaten
social identity and negatively impact employee attitudes such as employeatment
to an organization (Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006).

Organizational commitmenthe ability to achieve organizational goals may be
dependent upon individual satisfaction, productivity, or job performance. However, an
organization cannot achieve increased job performance without committed employees
Organizational commitment is broadly defined as an employee’s Idgadtyparticular
organization that has affective, continuance, and normative components (Meyen& All
1991). Affective commitment involves individual identification with, involvement in, and
overall emotional connection between that individual and the organization (Allen &
Meyer, 1996). If employees feel no emotional attachment to their workplace, they wi
have increased distress, increased absenteeism, and will be les® ldatyit, which
results in decreased productivity for the organization. An employee wisirbag
affective commitment is more likely to remain with an organization. HoweWegctive
commitment can be greatly altered by perceptions of equity and organéaiistice

(Williams, 1999).
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In contrast to affective commitment, continuance commitment refleets t
perceived investment an employee has made in the organization (Alleeyé& M.996).
Individuals high in continuance commitment have weighed the costs and benefits of
leaving the organization, but have decided that the cost of leaving would be greater tha
staying. Thus, employees remain in the organization because they feel théy have
(Allen & Meyer).

Normative commitment, on the other hand, is based on the sense of obligation an
individual feels toward an organization (Allen & Meyer, 1991; 1996; Jex, 2002).
Individuals high in normative commitment tend to remain in the organization because
they believe it is the right thing to do (Allen & Meyer). The three-component nobdel
organizational commitment gives a more holistic approach to understanding this
multifaceted organizational attitude and served as the basis for invesfigsiti
relationship with equity sensitivity in the present study.

Overall job attitude Job satisfaction, with its cognitive and affective components,
has been theoretically and empirically linked with organizational commit(karrison
et al., 2006; Schleicher, Watt, & Greguras, 2004; Spector, 1997). Affective commitment
in particular, has been found to be highly correlated with overall job s#ibsfaath the
only difference being the target or focus of the attitude (e.g., metaiamaiyt65;

Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Whereas job satisfactiorusefibc
on individual work roles or positions, affective commitment is directed towardrier la
organization (Harrison et al., 2006; Hulin, 1991). Thus, as proposed by Judge, Thoreson,

Bono, and Patten (2001), and extended by Harrison et al., it is appropriate to treat job
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satisfaction and affective commitment as an overall job attitude that foocoséhe

fundamental evaluation of one’s job experiences” (p. 306).

Organizational Justice and the Construct of Equity Sensitivity

Researchers have identified and explored multiple conceptualizations of
organizational justice to help explain perceptions of fair treatment in the woekpla
(Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Leventhal, 1980; Masterson et al., 2000; Roch &
Shanock, 2006). However, theorists have continued to examine how equitable treatment
could be more clearly defined and measured beyond merely assessing tygéseof |
(Colquitt; Cropanzano & Folger, 1989; Huseman et al., 1987; Moorman, 1991). It may be
that the construct of equity sensitivity can assist in the quest to furtines dquitable
treatment, as it directly mirrors the levels at which equity operia@st and output.

At the first level, employees assess the process (input) by which tiienges
outcomes were received, and at the second level, they assess the outcomes (output)
provided. From an organizational perspective, supervisors evaluate thesgrpedsch
rewards were given to employees via a bilateral connection. If this caambetween
manager and employee is balanced and remains equitable, then mutual resipectal
trust, and a sense of obligation between the two parties will occur (Roch & Shanock,
2006). These levels of measurement are subsumed under the heading of organizational
justice (Colquitt, 2001).

Organizational justice can be addressed most simply by asking the quéstioy
workplace relationship or exchange: Was it fair? Generally speaking, thequas
fairness can be applied to any work situation and is evaluated by the individual and the

organization. Often, this question is asked by employees when comparing outcoimes, suc
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as pay, and is also asked when comparing the process by which a pay rasavass
not given (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Moorman (1991) expanded the concept of “was
it fair” to include the ways in which these assertions influence a varietthef work-
related variables, such as job satisfaction and organizational citizenshijiobgha
Huseman et al.’s (1987) equity sensitivity construct can be used as aatoodér
the relationship between perceived organizational justice and other workfiiactes
(Blakely et al., 2005). Benevolents, entitleds, and equity sensitive persbaseah
unique perspective on equity and all react differently when asking the questigiveh
work outcome or process, “Was it fair?” For example, an entitled is concerred wit
fairness and equity, but compared to a benevolent, is unlikely to react wiikigoosi
cognitive and behavioral outcomes to fair treatment unless that treasneatriemely fair

(i.e., overpayment; Blakely et al.).

The ‘What If' Factor

Among the most important reasons to study organizational justice is tetamder
how to avoid counterproductive behaviors within the organization, while at the same time
bolstering more desired behavioral outcomes or attitudes (Konovsky & Pugh, 1094). |
their referent cognitions theory (RCT), Folger (1986) and Cropanzano and @&88)
took the need to study organizational justice a step further than previous resehych
cautioning organizations against the “what if” factor:

In a situation involving outcomes allocated by a decision maker,

resentment is maximized when people believe tiheyld have obtained

better outcomes if the decision maker had used other procedures that

shouldhave been implementedlhe absence of participation makes it
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easier for people to imagine ways their outcomes might have been more
favorable. Thus, the lesson for administrators is that if people do not
participate in decisions, there may be little to prevent them from assuming
that ‘things would have been better if | had been in charge’ (p. 293).
This suggests that the organization needs to be aware of individual perspectives on
justice. For this reason, it is important to understand the intricacies of atjamat
justice, the levels at which it operates, both for the individual and within the caiganiz

and the resulting outcomes that produce perceived levels of satisfactionrasskfa

Types of Organizational Justice

Theorists have indicated that employees evaluate fairness using fawtdisdt
interrelated classes of justice: distributive, procedural, and interadctidmah includes
interpersonal and informational forms of justice (Colquitt, 2001).

Distributive justiceDerived from equity theory, distributive justice (DJ) can be
cultivated when the outcomes received are consistent with previously specifiexlaform
distribution (Colquitt, 2001). This type of justice is typically measured ahtheidual
level (e.g., regarding educational level, effort, performance, eta.pasception of equity
and is a result of individual cognitive evaluation (Moorman, 1991). For example,
distributive justice can only exist to the extent that the distribution of an outeogae (
pay) is consistent with the goals of a particular situation, such as magrthza
productivity of individuals or improving cooperation among employees (Colquitt). At the
organizational level, there should be one guiding norm which promotes the equitable

distribution of rewards and resources to employees based on a recipient’s conttibuti
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the process (Leventhal, 1976), thereby promoting a sense of fairnessrbéiee
individual and “comparison other.”

Procedural justiceProcedural justice (PJ) focuses on the process by which
employees seek to create or participate in fair decision making, polietepr@edures
(Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997). Procedural justice is fostered by a patilee decision-
making process, which is an individual’s perception of influence over the outcome
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975) and/or by adherence to fair process criteria, such as
consistency, lack of bias, correctability, accuracy, and ethicalityefitbal, 1980;
Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Folger (1986) indicated that having a voice in the
decision-making process assists an employee in perceiving grealerdeprocedural
justice. The key to achieving procedural justice at the organizational leeehigintain
managerial consistency across organizational situations (Greenberg,|d@RFer
words, organizations need all supervisors to implement the same procedures. These
evaluations of fairness could result from formal or informal proceduregéJnl
distributive justice, judgments of procedural justice typically focus owithanizational
level processes that lead to outcomes (Moorman, 1991).

Although an employee may evaluate distributive and procedural justice with
different criteria (outcomes or process), there still needs to be a tionnaade between
the two. According to referent cognitions theory, employees evaluatefect on their
work situations by evaluating what could have been if there were differeminstances
(Folger, 1986). This closely follows Cropanzano’s and Folger’s (1989) “whatafof,

suggesting that referent cognitions theory offers a potential link betwsteibutive and
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procedural justice. McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) summarized the connectiongtsat exi
between the forms of justice as follows:

In effect, referent cognitions theory suggests that employees will sbntra

this situation to the more positive outcomes [e.g., distributive justice] that

they would have obtained had the decision maker used fair allocation

procedures [e.g., procedural justice]. On the other hand, referent cognitions

theory predicts that when people perceive procedures to be fair, resentment

will be minimal, even when distributive justice is low (p. 627).

It is important to studyhe reciprocal interaction of distributive and procedural justice,
which can be measured with equity sensitivity, when evaluating a work @itu@tiese
employees will be influenced either positively or negatively by theirgpéians of the
justice of the outcome, and by the process of achieving that outcome.

Interactional justiceln the past, justice research was restricted to the individual
and organizational levels of analysis. As mentioned above, however, procedural justic
was defined by Greenberg (1987) as having a formal level and an informalNethed
formal level, individuals might merely evaluate the inputs and resulting outputs
contributed via distributive and procedural justice. At the informal level, indi\sdeat
to look at the social interaction that occurs between comparative employeel as
relationships employees have with their supervisors.

Bies and Moag (1986) introduced the concept of interactional justice to ta#ect
interpersonal treatment that people receive when a process or norm inémigd, as
well as the perceived adequacy of the explanations for policy implementation

Interactional justice has since been divided into interpersonal and infonaigtistice
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(Colquitt, 2001) Interpersonal justic€lPJ) focuses on how management treats
employees when implementing procedures or determining outcomesjniditaational
justice(IFJ) focuses on the adequacy of an explanation for the processes or outcomes that
were implemented or received (Colquitt et al., 2001).

Interactional justice relates to the social exchange theory mentiorredaittet
of this discussion (i.e., the development of a relationship between two parties mtith joi
but not necessarily concurrent exchanges; Blau, 1964). When studying the socia
exchanges in the workplace, research also needs to examine the equity of social
interactions. Employees do not merely measure outcomes and the procésshby w
outcomes are received. They also consider who distributed the outcomes, the psocedur
used, and how they were treated by supervisors and the organization as a whole (i.e.,
interpersonal and informational justice).

There are several basic criteria by which interactional justiceasuned:
justification, truthfulness, respect, and propriety (Colquitt, 2001). When employees
evaluate the level of justification used in procedures, they are looking to undetsta
base for certain decisions in comparison to those used for other emplbgees. |
supervisor is forthright about procedures (i.e., informational justice), then an e oy
most likely to view those procedures as fair.

Respect (e.qg., politeness rather than rudeness) and propriety (e.mnjrapftam
indecent remarks or statements) work hand-in-hand because they affealthe
employee perceives the supervisor’s intentions toward the individual (Colquitt, Z001). |

supervisors are polite and value the individual person, they are more likelgttthae
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employees in a non-prejudicial manner. It seems, therefore, that equitivggrsan
moderate the perceived level of justice in interpersonal work situations.

The updated four-factor model (i.e., distributive, procedural, interpersonal,
informational) encompasses a more complete and holistic approach to orgaaizat
justice (Colquitt, 2001; Masterson et al., 2000). Each dimension of this modelaal criti
on its own and has the ability to uniquely predict certain behaviors and job attitudes,
while equity sensitivity may help to explain individual differences in geices of

fairness.

The Present Study
Many studies of organizational justice have focused on how the individual
responds to an organization’s processes and decision-making policies. In addition, much
of the organizational research investigates how an employee’s percepistece
might ultimately be strengthened within the workplace through a varid¢actufrs (e.qg.,
locus of control, individual personality; Lilly & Virick, 2006). Sweeney and MdRarl
(1992) further suggest that the greater employees’ perceptions of justiceote likely
they are to reduce any cognitive distress when posed with an unfair outcome or. process
The purpose of the present study is to investigate the perception of fairness and
equity sensitivity of the individual, as well as the individual’s justice and equity
perspective of the greater organization. Neither perspective, individual or
organizationally-directed, should be studied in isolation from the other, as each
dimension of the four-factor model of justice predicts different behavioral ouscanie
attitudes for each. Past research has indicated that individual, persaedenteomes,

such as job satisfaction, are most affected by distributive and interpexssire, jwhile
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individual evaluations of the organization (e.g., organizational commitment)agiees m
related to procedural and informational justice (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Lingl&,T
1988; Masterson et al., 2000; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Tyler, Degoey, &,Smit
1996).

However, this past research has only studied these outcomes with a two--or three
factor model of justice. In his analysis of the multiple variations of justesgsorements
(e.q., two-factor model including only procedural and distributive justice), Colquitt
(2001) determined, through confirmatory factor analysis, that the besg-fitbodel for
evaluating perceptions of fairness is a four-factor model with distribyieeedural,
interpersonal, and informational justices as distinct measures.

The present study will use the four-factor model of justice to help explkain t
development of two of the most heavily researched individual and organizationally-
directed workplace attitudes: job satisfaction and organizational commigneent
affective commitment). As mentioned in the preceding sections, organizadiomst
achieve increased job performance without committed employees, and thetability
achieve organizational goals may be partially dependent on individual job setrsfac
(see Figure 2). This leads to the first set of hypotheses:

Hypothesis laPerceptions of procedural justice will have a positive relationship

with overall job attitudes (job satisfaction and affective commitment).

Hypothesis 1bPerception®f distributive justice will have a positive relationship

with overall job attitudes (job satisfaction and affective commitment).

Hypothesis 1cPerceptions of interpersonal justice will have a positive

relationship with overall job attitudes (job satisfaction and affective ctmmant).
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Hypothesis 1dPerceptions of informational justice will have a positive

relationship with overall job attitudes (job satisfaction and affective ctmnt).

Procedural
Justice

Distributive
Justice

Overall Job
Attitude
(Job Satisfaction

and Affective
Commitment
Combined)

Interpersonal
Justice

Informational
Justice

Figure 2 Proposed model for relationship between organizational justice and overall job
attitude.

Equity Sensitivity as a Moderator
According to McFarlin and Sweeney (1992), distributive justice is generally a
better predictor of personal job attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizationa
commitment) than procedural justice. Every social exchange involves both aniewaluat
of the process and the resulting outcome. Attempts to separate the two seem
counterintuitive. Equity sensitivity has been shown to affect all types of aegemal
justice and the resulting overall job attitudes (Begley et al., 2006; Blakaly, 2005;

Howard, 1999; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Moorman, 1991).
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Equity Perceptions

Most researchers have measured individual perceptions of organizational justic
apart from the concept of equity sensitivity. However, Greenberg (1987) proposad tha
employee’s sensitivity to equity within the organization did, in fact, atfeganizational
justice by influencing the perceptions of fairness on performance avakiaBy using
accurate information obtained from diaries, the fairness of the performanciesalppra
method, the evaluator, and the actual evaluation itself was increased (Eggenbe
Blakely, Andrews, and Moorman (2005) expanded on this basic understanding by
proposing that equity sensitivity had a relationship with perceptions of organglati
justice (see Figure 3).

Blakely et al. (2005) proposed that reactions to perceptions of injustice may be
more prevalent for entitleds than for sensitives and benevolents. This rdag teethe
mentality that most entitleds adhere to, that of a “getter” (Huseman £9&7). Some
organizations might appreciate the insatiable, exploitive charm of the dénatitiech
could contribute to increased competition internally, between individual emp|oyee
externally between other companies. However, other organizations seegimgnote a
greater sense of justice may choose to hire individuals who are more bahésaxde
Figure 3).

Hypothesis 2The positive relationship between perceptions of organizational

justice and overall job attitude (OJA) will be moderated by equity sensitivity

such that those higher in equity sensitivity will have a stronger positive

relationship with OJA.
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Equity
Sensitivity
(high > low)

Overall Job
Overall Attitude
Justice »| (Job Satisfaction an
Affective
Commitment

Combined

Figure 3 Proposed model of interaction between equity sensitivity, overall orgamahti
justice, and overall job attitude.

Individually-Directed Attitude: Job Satisfaction

The social exchange that occurs between supervisors and subordinates has a direc
link to employee attitudes and behaviors. Masterson et al. (2000) found that perceptions
of interactional justice associated with this social exchange influencdlgobra
satisfaction. The individual’s reaction to the outcome received is affegtin @attitude
of the person who distributes the outcome or treatment (Masterson et al.).

Thus, it appears that interpersonal and informational justices are mogtréadpro
for the measurement of job satisfaction. According to Adams’s (1965) equoty the
under-rewarded individuals should report low levels of job satisfaction, equitably
rewarded individual should have a high level of job satisfaction, and over-rewarded
individual should report a low to moderate level of job satisfaction (Huseman et al.,
1987). Thus, by incorporating the hypothesized moderation of equity sensitivity, the
following hypotheses are proposed (see Figure 4):

Hypothesis 3aThe positive relationship between interpersonal justice perceptions

and job satisfaction will increase with an increase in equity sensitivity.



Equity Sensitivity 18

Hypothesis 3bThe positive relationship between informational justice

perceptions and job satisfaction will increase with an increase in equity

sensitivity.

Interpersonal
Justice

Workplace
Attitudes:
Job Satisfaction

Equity
Sensitivity
(high > low)

Organizational
Commitment -
Affective

Informational
Justice

Figure 4 Proposed model of interaction between equity sensitivity, interpersonal and
informational justice, and workplace attitudes.

Organizationally-Directed Individual Attitude: Affective Commitment

Organizational justice also can be studied from the individual’s organiatyton
directed perspective (Liao & Rupp, 2005). When viewing the interactions within the
workplace, employees have individual perspectives on how the organization deals with
relationship exchanges. While one employee may emphasize the outcomed,ateiv
other might place a larger emphasis on who distributed the outcome and how fairly the
exchange took place. However, individual outcomes of perceived organizational justice

can also have an important effect on the organization as a whole.
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In recent years, there has been a slight shift away from the heaedyaiesd
individual perspective (e.g., job satisfaction, intent to quit, job performance), moving
toward the less researched organization-directed perspective (e.g.zatigaal
citizenship behaviors, organizational commitment, collective esteem;\Beight, 2006;
Blakely et al., 2005; Masterson et al., 2000; Moorman, 1991; Roch & Shanock, 2006).
According to Moorman (1991), employers, including managers and supervisors, should
be more concerned with how their treatment of subordinates affects th# overa
occurrence of organizational attitudes, such as commitment and citizenshipetalge
procedural and interactional forms of justice predict organizationallgtdotendividual
attitudes (i.e., affective commitment) more effectively than distribytistce, which
better predicts individually-directed attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction).

Organizational commitment (i.e., continuance, normative, and affective) also
seems to increase with an increase in perceptions of justice (Masteedqr2000). In an
effort to incorporate the effects of procedural and distributive justice amiaggional
commitment, McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) proposed a relationship between the two
forms of justice and workplace attitudes: procedural justice better medicrkplace
attitudes involved with evaluation of a company, such as organizational commitment,
than distributive justice, which tended to better predict individual work attitudes, such a
job satisfaction. In contrast, Howard (1999) noted a relationship between overal
commitment and distributive justice, acknowledging that one source of indrease
commitment would be outcome based (e.g., pay increase). If, however, procedwal justi
was high, organizational commitment varied insignificantly as a function toibdisve

justice.
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While previous research indicates that procedural and distributive justcaciyt
their specific influence on organizational commitment is disputed. Questisasiatin
regard to which form of justice has a larger impact on commitment. McFarlin and
Sweeney (1992) argued that, regardless of perceived distributive jusitigeptedures
produced a higher level of organizational commitment. Likewise, fair proegdue
influenced by the exchange between supervisors and their subordinate@)sVari
workplace attitudes may have an individual or an organizationally-dirented e.g.,
the job, the occupation, the organization, the supervisor), but still they are individually
based.

Regardless of the focus, the interactional character of these workjtiamies is
predominantly affective in nature (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Liao & Rupp, 2005). As
mentioned above, employees with no emotional attachment to the organization will be
less likely to commit. Employee perception of equity and organizational justice
greatly influence individual affective commitment to a job or to an organization
(Williams, 1999). Thus, the final set of hypotheses is as follows (see Higure

Hypothesis 4aThe positive relationship between interpersonal justice perceptions

and affective commitment will increase with an increase in equity satysit

Hypothesis 4bThe positive relationship between informational justice

perceptions and affective commitment will increase with an increase ity equit

sensitivity.
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METHOD
Participants

Participants in this study were 166 employees at one small and one medium
southeastern university, including staff and faculty members. Fifty-fikeepeq = 92)
of participants were female, 33% mate<55), and 11%n(= 19) did not provide data on
gender. Whereas the majority of participants who responded to the questionveenace
Caucasiann(= 142; 86%), the remaining were African-American=(3; 2%), and Native
American ( = 1; < 1%). The average age of the participants was 44 (SD= 13).

Of the participants who responded, most were employed full{tirzel29; 78%)
but some were part-tim@ = 17; 10%). The mean salary range of participants was
between $30, 000 - $40,000 (SD = $10,500). Of those who reported their current tenure
at their organization, 22% had been at their job for 1 year ofrles81), 38% had been
at their job between 2 and 5 yeéns= 54), 10% had been at their current job 5 to 10
years(n = 15), and 30% had been in their job for more than 10 yeargl4). When
participants were asked how long they planned staying in their current job, I8%@la
on staying for 1 year or le¢s = 21), 24% planned on staying between 2 and 5 years
40), 26% planned on staying for 5 to 10 ydars 43), and 23% planned on staying for
more than 10 yeai® = 39). 14% of participants chose not to answer the question of
intent to stay.

The participants who responded ranged in their level of education from some
college(n = 15; 10%), 2-year degrée = 3; 2%), a 4-year college degree= 41; 28%),

a master’'s degre@ = 40; 27%) to a doctoral or professional (MD, JD) de@nee48;

33%). Of those who responded, the majority of participants were ménrred7; 67%)
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or single, never marriegh = 31; 22%), with 8% divorceth = 12) and 3% widoweth =
4).
Measures

The actual scales are presented in Appendix A.

Equity sensitivityA five-point Likert-type scale, created by Sauley and Bedeian
(2000) was used to measure equity sensitivity. The Equity PreferencecQoast
(EPQ) is a 16-item scale that measures the extremes of the coresttitietd and
benevolent) on a five-point scale ranging frbm strongly disagre¢o 5 = strongly
agree.Each statement describes a particular perception or feeling reganding
individual’'s work situation (e.g., “I prefer to do as little as possible at worlkevgatting
as much as | can from my employer”). Under each question, the parti@spohdent
was asked to select the appropriate response. Each participant’s sceresmmed and
given a total. Summed values reflect the level of equity participantsipe in the
workplace based on a continuum (i.e., high to low equity sensitivity). Reliabilgy wa
moderated = .76).

Organizational justiceA total of 20 items were used to assess organizational
justice with procedural justice (PJ) being measured with items develogddidaut and
Walker (1975) and Leventhal (1980; e.g., “Have you been able to express yourniews a
feelings during those procedures’s .90). Measures developed by Leventhal (1976)
were used to measure distributive justice (e.g., “Is your (outcome) afgteofan the
work you have completed?d;= .95). There was high overlap in the distributive justice
(DJ) measures, but additional analyses determined that loading the DJ measoreeont

scale item did not result in improved reliabilities. Thus, the aggregate measiused.
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Interpersonal justice (IPJ) was measured using items developeésgrizi Moag
(1986; e.g., “Has (your supervisor) treated you with dignity?*;.97) and informational
justice (IFJ) was measured using items developed by Bies and Moag (1986gaid,S
Buttner, and Barry (1994, e.g., “Has (your supervisor) explained the procedures
thoroughly?”;a = .93). The IPJ measure was highly skewed and had a large amount of
overlap in the measures. However, the consistency of the individual itemsevesasid
therefore, the IPJ measure was not loaded onto one scale item. The five-patrtypixe
scale ranged frorh = to a small extentp 5 = to a large extentand asked questions
about how participants generally felt about justice on average. Each justeeren@as
summed to calculate a total score. Reliability for an overall justiceureeasthe 20-
items was strongu(= .84).

Job satisfactionln line with Harrison et al.’s (2006) approach, two five-point
Likert-type scales developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951) and Weiss, Dagiané,
and Lofquist (1967) were used to measure job satisfaction. The combined scatedonta
38 statements about work-related job satisfaction, assessing both theeaéiedt
cognitive components of satisfaction. The Likert-type scale fromfigtdyand Rothe’s
Overall Job Satisfaction (OJS) scale ranged ftomstrongly disagre¢o 5 = strongly
agree The Likert-type scale from Weiss et al.’s Minnesota Satisfaction @Quogaatre
(MSQ) was modified to reflect the same scale as the OJS (i.strargly disagre¢o 5
= strongly agreg Those individuals with higher scores on the combined scale represent
higher job satisfaction.

Participants were told that the questionnaire described how they act at work and

were asked to indicate to what extent they generally feel thatiteenys were summed to
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calculate the total job satisfaction score of each participant. Estimatdsbility were
strong for OJSo(= 0.87) and for MSQuo(= .89). An overall job satisfaction scale, which
included the MSQ and the OJS, was used (92).

Organizational commitmen&llen and Meyer’s (1990) eight item scales for
affective commitment (AC) were used in this study. Each item was ratedwea@oint
Likert-type scale that ranged frobn= strongly disagree¢o 5 = strongly agreeA high
score of 40 points is possible for the AC scale, where higher scores indicate higher
commitment.

Participants were told that the questionnaire described how they act at work and
were asked to indicate to what extent they generally feel thatiteayresponses were
summed to calculate the total commitment score of each participantiy@ffect
commitmento = .82).

Overall job attitudeParticipant responses to the job satisfaction (i.e., OJS and
MSQ); Schleicher et al., 2004) and affective commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1890¢s
were aggregated together to form the overall job attitude scale meassrsmeHsure
served as an empirical extension of Judge et al. (2001) and the meta-aralytd w
Harrison et al. (2006), who argued that job satisfaction and organizational commitment
can be conceptualized as an indicator of one underlying overall job attitude. For purposes
of this study, job satisfaction and affective commitment were aggregatedeoget
create the overall job attitude measure. After reviewing the variabflitye OJA
measure, it was determined that the OJA mean would be used as the dependbéat varia

Reliability for the items that composed the OJA measure was ston@d).
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DemographicsParticipants were asked to provide demographic information with
their questionnaire, though all the information was anonymous and confidential (see
Appendix A). The information gathered from this included: gender, age, race, highest
level of education completed, current marital status, work status, and catesptper
year. Also, questions were asked regarding how long the participant had beeor at his
her current job, and how long the participant was planning on staying at his or her current
job.

Procedure

Questionnaires were distributed via an internet survey program monitohed wit
the psychology department. The online survey included an informed consent statement
(see Appendix B), the different work attitudes scales, and the demograpbrosatidn
(see Appendix A). Each participant was instructed that the study was ¢telmple
anonymous and no information regarding their identity or the identity of their woekplac
would be revealed. Participants were asked to read and acknowledge @& cons
statement from the questionnaires prior to completing the online surveyifRatsc
could request debriefing information.

Analysis

Job satisfaction and organizational commitment have been found to correlate with
a number of personal, job, and organizational characteristics. For this reason, agfumber
demographic variables were used as covariates to in the analyses to ensheentioalel
was properly specified, including race, annual income, age, and gender.

Traditionally, organizational justice has focused on the unique predictability of

the four distinct types of justice (i.e., procedural distributive, interpersardl, a
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informational; Ambrose & Schminke, 2007). These four measures of justice have unique
effects on various outcomes. For this reason, the first set of hypotheses (la&s1d) w
analyzed as four, distinct justice constructs. For H2, H3a, b, and H4a, b the following
were entered into hierarchical linear multiple regressions: (1) ievesi(e.g., age, race,
gender, salary), (2a) overall justice, (2b) interpersonal justice, apoh{@emational
justice and equity sensitivity, and (3) two-way interactions of equityitsetysby
overall, interpersonal, and informational justice.

A hierarchical regression test for moderation does not require the maits eéffe
be significant (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Support for moderating effects ekisisR for
the set of interaction terms with each dependent variable is signifi@astipport the
specific effects hypothesized, the slopes of the interaction terms musheeedicted
direction. To reduce the possibility of multicollinearity during overall nnatiien
analysis (H2), the justice variables were first standardized and combinedcomposite
overall justice measure (Cohen & Cohen, 1983; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Schminke &
Ambrose, 2007). For the analysis for the third and fourth set of hypotheses, suegber
and informational justice were entered separately into step 3 of the modération
combined justice measures were not used to analyze H3 and H4). In addition, equity

sensitivity measures were standardized for purposes of analysis.
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RESULTS

The means, standard deviations, and simple correlations for each of the study
variables are reported in Table 1.

Several linear regression analyses were conducted for each of the direct
hypotheses (1a-1d) and will be discussed in detail below. Step-wisechiead)rlinear
multiple regression analyses for the hypothesized moderating interacaquoitf
sensitivity on overall job attitudes were conducted (H2, H3, H4).

Procedural JusticeThe first exploratory hypothesis (1a) stated that there would
be a positive relationship between procedural justice (PJ) and overall jodea{@JA).

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict overall job attitdedur
covariates (i.e., age, race, gender, and salary). The results of thissamaligsited that
age, race, gender, and salary accounted for a significant amount of the overatudé att
variability, adjusted® = .14, F(4, 133) = 6.73p < .05, indicating that these four
covariates did impact OJA. Not surprisingly, those with higher pay were rkelg to

have increased OJA. Also, women expressed higher perceptions of job satisadti
affective commitment.

The second step in the analysis evaluated whether PJ predicted OJA above the
covariates. PJ accounted for a significant proportion of variance in OJAaifiieolling
for the effects of age, rage, gender, and salary, adjRéted48, F(5, 132) = 25.84p <
.05. The results shown in Table 2 provide evidence that PJ does have a significant
positive relationship with OJA. The multiple regression results suggesiipdyees

who have similarities in age, race, gender, and salary are more likely to haasatcr



Table 1.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Betwéariables

Correlations

Variable Means Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Gender 1.63 0.49 -
2. Age 43.90 13.01 -0.05 -
3. Race 1.05 0.36 -0.10 0.03 -
4. Current Salary 4.49 1.53 -0.26 * 057 ** -0.20 --
5. Equity
Sensitivity 67.59 9.09 0.16 * 0.29 ** 0.04 0.10 -
Procedural
6. Justice 21.95 7.38 0.08 0.18 * -0.16 * 0.15 0.23 ** -
Distributive
7. Justice 12.30 5.16 0.10 0.10 -0.12 0.22 **  0.06 0.65 -
Interpersonal
8. Justice 16.87 4.31 0.01 0.15 -0.26 ** 0.15 0.03 0.6 047 *

*p < .05. *p < .01 (two-tailed)Due to participant responses, there is no constsiertross all variables

Note: Gender (1 = Male, 2 = female), race (1 = white, fsican-America, 3 = Hispanic, 4 = Asian-Pacifgldnder, 5 = Native American, 6 = Other),
Salary (1 = <$10K, 2 = $10-$20K, 3 = $20-$30K, 839-40K, 5 = $40-$50K, 6 = $50-$100K, 7 = 100K+grerdummy-coded. For all other variables,
increase scores indicate increasing levels of én@able.

ve Auanisuas Aunb3



Table 1, cont'd.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Betwéariables

Correlations
Variable Means Std. Dev. 8 9 10 11 12

8. Interpersonal Justice --

9. Informational Justice 18.05 5.72 0.71 ** -
10. Overall Justice 69.34 23.81 0.80 ** 0.84 * -
11. Job Satisfaction 141.57 23.78 049 *= 054 *=* 071 * --
Affective
12. Commitment 24.21 5.53 0.47 * 052 * 059 *= 074 --
13.  Overall Job Attitude 3.76 0.53 055 = 057 * 060 ** 0.67 ** 0.85 **

*p < .05. *p < .01 (two-tailed)Due to participant responses, there is no consigiecross all variables

Note:Gender (1 = Male, 2 = female), race (1 = white, Rfscan-America, 3 = Hispanic, 4 = Asian-Pacifgldnder, 5 =
Native American, 6 = Other), Salary (1 = <$10K, $10-$20K, 3 = $20-$30K, 4 = $30-40K, 5 = $40-$56k5 $50-$100K,
7 = 100K+), were dummy-coded. For all other vagabincrease scores indicate increasing levelseofariable.

Ge Auamsuas Ainb3



Equity Sensitivity 36

OJA if perceptions of procedural justice are high.

Distributive JusticeThe second hypothesis (1b) stated that there would be a
positive relationship between distributive justice (DJ) and overall job attidiks)(
above the covariates. DJ accounted for a significant proportion of OJA aftelloogt
for the effects of age, rage, gender, and salary, adjRéted33, F(5, 132) = 14.25p <
.05. The results shown in Table 2 provide evidence that DJ does have a significant
positive relationship with OJA. The multiple regression results suggesiipdyees
who have similarities in age, race, gender, and salary are more likely to haasaucr
OJA if perceptions of distributive justice are high.

Interpersonal Justicelhe third hypothesis (1c) stated that there would be a
positive relationship between interpersonal justice (IPJ) and overall jaldat{tbJA)
above the covariates. IPJ accounted for a significant proportion of OJA aftexloumt
for the effects of age, rage, gender, and salary, adjRéted36, F(5, 131) = 16.10p <
.05. The results shown in Table 2 provide evidence that IPJ does have a significant
positive relationship with OJA. The multiple regression results suggesiipdyees
who have similarities in age, race, gender, and salary are more likely to hazsatt
OJA if perceptions of interpersonal justice are high.

Informational JusticeThe fourth hypothesis (1d) stated that there would be a
positive relationship between informational justice (IFJ) and overall jobaet{{OJA)
above the covariates. IFJ accounted for a significant proportion of OJA@&iteoling
for the effects of age, rage, gender, and salary, adjRéted40, F(5, 131) = 19.13p <
.05. The results shown in Table 2 provide evidence that IFJ does have a significant

positive relationship with OJA. The multiple regression results suggesiipdyees
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who have similarities in age, race, gender, and salary are more likely to haasatcr

OJA if perceptions of informational justice are high.

Table 2.
Summary of Linear Regression Analyses for OJA
0JR

Independent
Variables

Stepl  Gender A7
Age 20 ¢
Race -18 *
Salary .20
AR? A7
F 6.73
Adjusted R 14
F 6.73

Step2a PJ .60 ™
AR? 33 ™
F 85.22
Adjusted R 48
F 25.84

Step2b DJ 45 =
AR? 18
F 37.03
Adjusted R 33 ™
F 14.25

Step2¢  IPJ .50
AR? 21
F 44.84
Adjusted R .36
F 16.10

Step2d IFJ 52
AR? 25
F 57.45
Adjusted R 40
F 19.13

Note.Steps 2a-2d represent the regression analysisictat
for each of the hypotheses (1a-1d). OJA = oveoallgttitude;
PJ = procedural justice; DJ = distributive justidej =
interpersonal justice; IFJ = informational justice

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.2Due to participant responses,

there is no consistemtacross all variables
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Moderation.To test the second, third, and fourth hypotheses, equity sensitivity
was entered in the second step of the moderation analyses. Table 3, 4, and 5 present the
results of the moderated hierarchical regressions. Because the fag ¢listensions
were so highly correlated, and because it was hypothesized that organizasinre
would have a positive relationship with overall job attitude, the four dimensions were
collapsed into one overall measure of justice to test the moderation of H2. This procedure
is consistent with past research in which justice measures of faireessnalbined into a
composite measure (e.g., Blakely et al., 2005; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Konovsky &
Organ, 1996).

In contrast to previous research conducted by Huseman et al. (1987) and King and
Miles (1994), equity sensitivity was analyzed as a continuous variable in aceawisimc
procedures developed by Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) which is more
statistically efficient than splitting the construct into three componeatsl{enevolent,
sensitive, and entitled) prior to analysis.

Overall JusticeThe second hypothesis (H2) stated that the positive relationship
between perceptions of organizational justice and OJA would be moderated by equity
sensitivity. Table 3 shows that when analyzed together as an overall justisare
equity sensitivity does have a significant interaction effect with ovefalkttitudes (I3 =

.78; adjusted?? = .64 p < .05).
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Table 3
Results of Analysis Using Hierarchical RegressmmQverall Justice

Betas for Dependent Variables

Outcomes

Indgpendent OJA IS AC
Variables

Step 1 Age 17 14 24
Race -16 19 = .06
Gender A7 .16 = A7
Salary 21 24 .09
AR? 16 16 * 11 0=
F 6.25 ** 6.54 ** 435 *
Adjusted R 13w 14 = 09 *
F 6.25 ** 6.54 * 435 *

Step2 ES .06 0.06 .10
0J 52 A 66 * 52 =
AR? 26 ** 39 = 28 =
F 29.90 ** 56.51 *  30.96 **
Adjusted R 39w 53 = 37
F 15.92 ** 26.78 * 1451 *

Step3 ES*0J 78 82+ 92 =
AR? 24 27 34 =
F 93.80 ** 19571 * 17197 *
Adjusted R 64 x 81 = 72 ™
F 36.56 ** 8451 ™ 5299 *

Note:OJ = Overall justice, ES = Equity Sensitivity, O3/verall job attitude,
JS = Job Satisfaction, AC = Affective Commitment

*p<.05. **p<.01l. **p<.001. Due to participant responses, there is no
consistent across all variables

Job SatisfactionTo investigate the individual impact of justice perceptions on
workplace attitudes, the third set of hypotheses (3a and 3b) stated that tlve positi
relationship between interpersonal and informational justice and job satisfaciuld be
increased with an increase in equity sensitivity. As can be seen in Tables 4 ant/5, equi
sensitivity did have significant main effects on job satisfaction @fjlisted?*= .31;p <
.05; IFJ; adjuste® = .37;p < .05), but the interactive effects were not supported. This

would seem to indicate that employee perceptions of job satisfaction are t@ssaodia
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higher levels of equity sensitivity, but that perceptions of IPJ or IFJ do not have an
impact.

Table 4
Results of Analysis Using Hierarchical RegressmmPJ

Betas for Dependent Variables

Outcomes
Indgpendent OJA s AC
Variables
Stepl  Age A7 14 24
Race -16 -19 ™ -.06
Gender A7 x= .16 A7
Salary 21 * 24 " .09
AR? 16 ** 16 ™ A1 0
F 6.21 ** 650 * 432 *
Adjusted R 13 14 09
F 6.21 ** 649 * 432 *
Step2 ES 21 = 14 25
IPJ 50 43 44 ™
AR? 26 18 23
F 29.36 ** 17.70 * 2341 *
Adjusted R 39 31 32
F 15.67 * 11.30 * 1165 *
Step3 ES*IPJ .00 -.05 .04
AR? .00 .00 .00
F .00 .39 .33
Adjusted R .39 31 31
F 13.33 9.70 9.98

Note: IPJ = interpersonal justice , ES = Equity SensitivDJA = overall job
attitude, JS = Job Satisfaction, AC = Affective Goitment

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001Due to participant responses, there is no
consistent across all variables

Affective Commitment.o investigate the individual impact of justice perceptions
on workplace attitudes, the fourth set of hypotheses (4a and 4b) stated that the positive
relationship between interpersonal and informational justice and affeotivaitment
would be increased with an increase in equity sensitivity. Much like the resthis of
moderating effects of job satisfaction, Tables 4 and 5 indicate that teesigaificant

main effects with affective commitment (IPJ; adjus®e .31;p < .05; IFJ; adjuste&’
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=.36;p < .05), but there was no support for the interaction of equity sensitivity on the
relationship between interpersonal and informational justice and affeotivaitment.
Thus, those with higher levels of equity sensitivity would have an increase itivaffec

commitment regardless of perceptions of IPJ or IFJ.

Table 5
Results of Analysis Using Hierarchical RegressmmiFJ

Betas for Dependent Variables

Outcomes
Ind(_apendent OJA s AC
Variables
Step 1 Age 17 14 24 7
Race -16  ** -19 = -.06
Gender A7 .16 A7 0
Salary 21w 24 7 .09
AR? 16 16 = 11 0=
F 6.21 ** 6.49 * 432 *
Adjusted R 13 ** 14 0 09 =
F 6.21 ** 6.49 * 432 *
Step2 ES 20 13 25 =
IFJ 52w 48 48 ™
AR? 29 24 = 28 =
F 3479 ** 2638 * 3035 *
Adjusted R 42 ** 37 37
F 17.82 * 1476 * 1426 *
Step3 ES*IFJ .04 .02 -.01
AR? .00 .00 .00
F .34 .08 .02
Adjusted R 42 .37 .36
F 15.24 12.57 12.13

Note: IFJ = Informational justice, ES = Equity SensityyiDJA = overall job
attitude, JS = Job Satisfaction, AC = Affective Goitment

*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001Due to participant responses, there is no
consistent across all variables
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between perceptions of
justice and overall job attitudes as moderated by the construct of equityv#gn3ikis
study specifically examined how people perceive procedural, distributivggergenal,
and informational justice and how that perception was related to overall jolexdtit
(OJA). Hypotheses were examined and tested using both multiple regresssdepand
wise (hierarchical) linear regression analyses.

Results indicate that, as perceptions of organizational justice (progedural
distributive, interpersonal, informational) increase, so does the level of OJAinthing
adds further support to past research that suggests that a fair work enviraament i
important for promoting individual workplace attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction aadtit
commitment; Begley, Lee, & Hui, 2006; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Liao & Rupp, 2005).
Of the multiple forms of justice, employee perceptions of interpersonalgusad the
most dramatic impact on OJA. This provides support for the notion that personal
interactions with authority figures in the workplace have an important impact cadlove
satisfaction and commitment to an organization. The social exchange thathmtorgen
supervisors and subordinates has a direct and dramatic link to employee atidides
behaviors in the short and long-term outlook of the organization (Masterson et al., 2000).
This study supports that notion.

In addition, Harrison et al. (2006) had proposed a measure of overall job attitudes
(OJA) that could be used to predict behavioral criteria (combined measurealof foc
performance, contextual performance, lateness, absence and turnover)hidsing t

framework of combining the measures of job satisfaction and organizational
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commitment, results from this study add further support to Harrison et al. (2006) who
also found that OJA increases with increases in employee perceptions ot atigaal
justice.

It was also hypothesized that equity sensitivity would moderate the relagienshi
of the perceptions of overall organizational justice with OJA. When using a cibenpos
measure of organizational justice, the interaction was significant and pnettieted
direction (see Figure 5). Because benevolents are more tolerant ofewdeded
situations in the workplace, they continued to exhibit higher levels of OJA thaedstitl
or equity sensitives even when there was low organizational justice. Whiled=mti
exhibited lower levels of OJA than benevolents, they still had a positive incread3A in O
as perceptions of justice increased. Justice is still an important coristraquity
sensitives, but reactions to perceptions of justice or injustice appear to be more
pronounced for benevolents and entitleds. This relationship may be a result of the nature
of equity sensitivity measures, which is based on a continuous variable anchdred by t

extremes of equity sensitivity (i.e., high and low equity sensitivity).
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Figure 5 Graphical depiction of results of equity sensitivity moderating thaoekdtip
between overall organizational justice and overall job attitudes.

More specifically, it was hypothesized that interpersonal (IPJ)rdadmational
justice (IFJ) would be related to the individual work attitudes of job satisfaatid
affective commitment. Contrary to the prediction, equity sensitivity had n@aatien
with the relationship between the justice measures (i.e., IPJ, IFJ) and theualty-
and organizationally-directed workplace outcomes (i.e., job satisfactionj\adfect
commitment). It was also hypothesized that equity sensitivity wouldaserthe positive
relationship that already existed between the IPJ and IFJ and the wokpikackes. If,
for instance, the fairness perceptions were low, employees may hajableasisfaction
and affective commitment because they would try to rebalance their output toatnput

as predicted by Adam’s (1965) equity theory. As fairness perceptions increasasl, i
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expected that equity sensitivity would increase job satisfaction and aéfecinmitment

in an effort to maintain a sense of balance in the ratio of inputs to outputs. However, t
main effects suggest that there is a positive relationship between equitiisgasid

job satisfaction and affective commitment. In other words, those employeeswgh |
ratios of outputs to inputs (benevolents) tend to be more satisfied and affectively
committed to their organizations than entitleds, who have a ratio with a nggioeof
outputs to inputs (Huseman et al., 1987). This could also help to explain generational
differences that exist in the workplace. Smola and Sutton (2002) conducted a study to
determine how workers’ values shift as they age. Overall work values were found t
change as generations matured. Younger generations reported lessdotyadty
organizations, wanting to be promoted more quickly and being more “me-oriented” than
older generations (Smola & Sutton). This sense of entitlement (i.e., higher ratio of
outputs to inputs) supports the notion that younger employees will likely be |sfedati
and committed to their organizations if they feel they have not received a lagbeafr

outputs to inputs compared with their older counterparts.

Organizational Justice

Research has indicated that the measurement of overall justice is ataimpor
construct that does contribute to individual perceptions of justice (Schminke & Ambrose
2007). The significant interactive results of this study suggest that theypeasr af
organizational justice do not exist exclusively from each other. Instead,akeyatfour-
way interaction that results in an indeterminate interaction. Accordingi® (2908),
“four-way interactions occur when three-way interactions differ as aiumaet the level

of a fourth variable. Four-way and higher interactions are usually very difficcul
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interpret and are rarely meaningful.” It may be that combining the foucgusriables
into a single composite measure eliminates the interactions and moreghaamisults
are the outcome, as is seen in the significant interactive effects of the $gpathesis.
While combining the four types of justice into one composite masks the unique

relationship of the specific components, the results may be more gerigealiza

Limitations and Future Research

The present study had a few limitations. First, while the participantslietlin
this study were employees from two differing universities, they westlynmiddle-age,
Caucasian females from the southeastern portion of the United States who earned a
decent salary. Thus, the results are harder to generalize across ageagmaggssdoth
genders, across races, across salary brackets, and across the Umited I$tat
generalizability of future studies would be dependent on using a broader rangelef pe
to make sure the results are more accurate for organizations across the count

Second, employee perceptions of fairness have a tendency to change aver time
This study only measured perceptions at one point in time. How much perceptions
change and the affects of the change are unknown. Future research should perhaps
include a longitudinal study and look more into perceptions of fairness at variousrtimes
the life of the employee. This could then account for more accurate perceptions of
fairness and their impact on workplace attitudes over time.

Third, there has long been a discussion that revolves around measuring overall
organizational justice or measuring the constructs separately (i.e.¢praice
distributive, interpersonal, informational). Both methods were used in this studyhthoug

further empirical research should provide support for which method is more useful. This
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would require more theory development on expanding the justice measures to determine
whether they should be examined individually (i.e., distributive, procedural, interpersona
and informational) or as a composite.

Fourth, the Equity Preference Questionnaire (EPQ) used to measure equity
sensitivity in this study may not accurately reflect the continuous natune ghtiable
(i.e., low—> high sensitivity). Previous research has tended to split the results of the EPQ
into artificial categories (i.e., benevolent, sensitive, entitled), which w@pend the
interpretation of their results. Treating equity sensitivity as egoaical variable reduces
the variability of the construct. The reduced variability could be on@aeapbn as to
why the relationships between interpersonal and informational justice akplac®
attitudes (job satisfaction and affective commitment) were not signifiEature
research should seek to create and validate an updated measure of equitytygensitivi
which accurately reflects the continuous nature of the variable.

Finally, a further limitation to this study is common method variance.
Questionnaires were the only tool used for collecting data. This may resplirious
positive correlations between constructs that may in fact have no correlaibn at
However, especially in the social sciences, it has been argued thatlgalesigned
research, even with the use of a questionnaire, does not always result in comhoazh met
variance (Kline, Sulsky, Rever-Moriyama, 2000).

Future research should look more closely at how equity sensitivity and
organizational justice affect workplace attitudes at work. It would be integgstknow
more about how these fairness perceptions affect other outcomes, such astangahiza

citizenship behavior, and intent to turnover.
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Conclusion

As indicated by the results of this study, perceptions of fairness do p&yia r
the lives of employees. Fairness affects employee satisfactiomammittnent levels.
Perhaps fairness perceptions should be incorporated into the understanding of the
organizational culture. It is possible that organizational culture could beethagg
implementing organization-wide training (e.g., supervisors and subordifaehlptps
employees learn how to identify the antecedents (i.e., ratio of outputs to inputs) and
consequences of perceived fairness (i.e., workplace outcomes). This trainiatsmay
provide a better understanding, for individual employees and the larger orgamizati
where motivation is placed and how to increase it. As a result, employees and
organizations would better understand influences on their fairness perceptions and how
that affects their attitudes and outputs at work. Furthermore, by understanding the
possible discrepancy that lies between the ratio of outputs to inputs, people could fee
more empowered to rebalance or align their actions with their beliefs. Al aso
assist organizations in knowing best how to motivate and interact with empthgées
have individual perceptions of justice.

This study has demonstrated that perceptions of fairness are important to people
in the workplace both from the individual and organizational perspectives. However, the

importance of such a question still needs to be assessed in the future.
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EQUITY SENSITIVITY (Sauley & Bedeian, 2000)

This scale consists of a number of statements that describe differesytmers and
feelings. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the spacehatx
word. Indicate to what extent you generally feel this way at work théséllowing scale
to record your answers.

1 2 3 4 5
SFroneg Disagree Nelthe_r Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree

| prefer to do as little as possible
2r. at work while getting as much a: 1 2 3 4 5
I can from my employeiR
| am most satisfied at work when
3r. I have to do as little as possible. 1 2 3 4 5
R
When | am at my job, | think of
ways to get out of work.
If | could get away with it, |
5r. would try to work just a little bit 1 2 3 4 5
slower than the boss expedss.
It is really satisfying to be me
6r. when | can get something for 1 2 3 4 5
nothing at workR
It is the smart employee who gets
7 as _much as he/she can wh_ile 1 > 3 4 5
giving as little as possible in
return.R
Employees who are more
concerned about what they can
8r. get from their employer rather 1 2 3 4 5
than what they can give to their
employer are the wise onéds.
When | have completed my task
for the day, | help out other
employees who have yet to
complete their tasks.
Even if | received low wages ani
poor benefits from my employer
I would still try to do my best at
my job.
If I had to work hard all day at
my job, | would probably quiR
| feel obligated to do more than
am paid to do at work.
At work, my greatest concern is
13. whether or not | am doing the 1 2 3 4 5
best job | can.
A job which requires me to be
busy during the day is better tha
a job which allows me a lot of
loafing.
At work, | feel uneasy when
there is little work for me to do.
| would become very dissatisfiec
16. with my job if | had little or no 1 2 3 4 5
work to do.

4r.

10.

11r.

12.

14.

15.



17.
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All other things being equal, it is
better to have a job with a lot of
duties and responsibilities than
one with few duties and
responsibilities.

1 2 3

R = Reversed Scored

(0-63.4 = low equity, 63.5-72.5 = moderate equity, 72.6-80 = high equity)



Equity Sensitivity 61

ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE (Bies & Moag, 1986; Leventhal, 1976, 1980;
Shapiro, Buttner, & Barry, 1994; Thibaut & Walker, 1975)

This scale consists of a number of items that describe how you react to proeedures
outcomes at work. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space
next to that word. Indicate to what extent you generally feel this wagytRésfollowing

scale to record your answers.

1 2 3 4 5
Procedural Justice-
The following items refer to the
procedures used to arrive at your
(oytcome). Outcomgs are those Toa To Neither To Toa
things that you receive as the Smay  Somewhat Largeor Somewhata | .o
result of your efforts at work, such  gxtent =~ @Smal  Small Large £y ient
. g Extent Extent Extent
as pay, vacation, recognition,
respect, or other rewards and
benefits. To what extent:
18. Have you been able to express your vie\ 1 2 3 4 5
and feelings during those procedures?
19. Have you had influence over the
(outcome) arrived at by those procedures? 1 2 3 4 5
20. Have those procedures been applied 1 5 3 4 5
consistently?
21. Have those procedures been free of bias? 1 2 3 4 5
22. Have those procedures been based on 1 5 3 4 5
accurate information?
23. Have you been able to appeal the 1 > 3 4 5
(outcome) arrived at by those procedures?
24. Have those procedures upheld ethical ai 1 5 3 4 5

moral standards?
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Distributive Justice-

The following items refer to your

(outcome). Outcomes are those _

things that you receive as the Toa To Neither o Toa

Somewha Large of Somewha

result of your efforts at work, such ~ Small "o o™ “smal talarge  L219€
- s Extent Extent

as pay, vacation, recognition, Extent Extent Extent

respect, or other rewards and

benefits. To what extent:

26. Is your (outcome) appropriate for the
work you have completed?

28. Is your (outcome) justified, given your

performance? 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
I nterpersonal Justice-
; ; To Neither To
The fo!low_lng items refer to (the STr(r)1 ;I Somewha Largeof Somewha LL? ae
authority figure who enacted the Eqo tasmal  Small  talarge Extgnt
procedure). To what extent: Extent Extent Extent

30. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity? 1 2 3 4 5

32. Has (he/she) refrained from improper
remarks or comments?
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1 2 3 4 5

Informational Justice- _
The following items refer to (the Toa To Neither To Toa
authority figure who enacted the Small  Somewhat Laige of - Somewhata | 54,
Extent a Small Small Large Extent

Extent Extent Extent

procedure). To what extent:

34. Has (he/she) explained the procedures
thoroughly? 1 2 3 4 5

36. Has (he/she) communicated details in a
timely manner? 1 2 3 4 5
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JOB SATISFACTION (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951; Weiss et al., 1967)

This scale consists of a number of items that describe how satisfied yowar&.dRead
each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that waate todic
what extent you generally feel this way. Use the following scalectordeyour answers.

1 2 3 4 5
Neither
Strongly Slightly Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Agree Agree
Disagree

My job is usually interesting enough to

39. keep me from getting bored.

41r. | consider my job rather unpleasaRt. 1 2 3 4 5

43r. | am often bored with my jolR 1 2 3 4 5

Most of the time | have to force myself to 1 2 3 4 5

45. go to work.

| feel that my job is no more interesting

arr. than other | could geR

| feel that | am happier in my work than 1 2 3 4 5

49. most other people.
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Each day of work seems like it will never

51r. end.R

53r My job is pretty uninterestind? 1 2 3 4 5

| am disappointed that | ever took this

551 iob.R

57. I am satisfied_ with the chance to work 1 2 3 4 5
alone on the job.

| am satisfied with the chance to be
59. “somebody” in the community. 1 2 3 4 5

| am satisfied with the competence of my

61. supervisor in making decisions.

| am satisfied with the way my job

63. provides for steady employment.

65. | am satisfied with the chance to tell 1 2 3 4 5
people what to do.
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| am satisfied with my pay and the

68. amount of work | do.

| am satisfied with the freedom to use my

70. own judgment.

| am satisfied with the working

2. conditions.

| am satisfied with the praise | get for

4. doing a good job.

R = Reversed Score
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ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT (Allen & Meyer, 1990)

This scale consists of a number of items that describe how you act at wadkedtdn
item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to
what extent you generally feel this way. Use the following scalectiradeyour answers.

Affective Commitment

76.

77.

78.

79r.

80r.

81r.

82.

83r.

I would be very happy to spend the rest
of my work career with my current
organization.

| enjoy discussing my organization with
people outside it.

| really feel as if my organization's
problems are my own.

I think that | could easily become as
attached to another organization as | am
to my current jobR

| do not feel like "part of the family" at
my organizationR

I do not feel "emotionally attached" to
my organizationR

This organization has a great deal of
personal meaning for me.

I do not feel a strong sense of
"belonging" to my organizatiofiR

1 2 3 4 5
Neither
Strongly Slightly Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

R = Reversed Score
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1 2 3 4 5
Continuance Commitment _ Neither _
Strongly Slightly Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
If I quit my job without having another
8ar. one lined up, | am not afraid of what 1 2 3 a 5

might happenR

Too much in my life would be disrupted
if | decided | wanted to leave my 1 2 3 4 5

86. organization now.

Right now, staying with my organization
88. is a matter of necessity as much as desire. 1 2 3 4 5

One of the few serious consequences of
leaving my organization would be the 1 2 3 4 5

90. scarcity of available alternatives.

R = Reversed Score
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1 2 3 4 5
Normative Commitment _ Neither _
Strongly Slightly Agree Slightly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree nor Agree Agree
Disagree
| think that people these days move from 1 2 3 4 5

92. company to company too often.

Jumping from organization to
organization does not seem at all 1 2 3 4 5

o4r. unethical to meR

If | got another offer for a better job
elsewhere | would not feel it was right to 1 2 3 4 5

96. -
leave my organization.

Things were better in the days when
people stayed with one organization for 1 2 3 4 5

98. most of their careers.

R = Reversed Score
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Please fill in the following demographic information as honestly and acouest@ossible. This
information is voluntary and will remain completely anonymous. It will onlydzessible to
individuals involved in this study. Please try not to leave any information blank.

Gender:
OMale
O Female

Age:

Race:
O White
O African-American
O Hispanic
O Asian-Pacific Islander
O Native American
O Other:

Highest level of education completed:
0O Less than high school
O High school / GED
0O Some college
O 2-year college degree (Associates)
O 4-year college degree (BA, BS)
O Master’'s Degree
0O Doctoral Degree
O Professional Degree (MD, JD)

Current marital status:
0O Single, never married
O Married
0O Separated
O Divorced
O Widowed

What is your work status? (Check all that apply)
O Part-time
O Full-time
O Self-employed
0O Unemployed

How long have you been at your current job?
OLess than a year
01 year
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0O2-5 years
05-10 years
OOver 10 years

How long do you plan on staying at your current job?
OLess than a year
O1 year
0O 2-5 years
05-10 years
OOver 10 years

What is your current salary per year?
$ lyear
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INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT

GENERAL |NFORMATION

You will complete a few questionnaires plus a demographic questionfa@etudy will last about 20-
30 minutes. While you will not receive any direct benefit from participatindyelieve that the results
of this study can provide information that will assist organizationsmderstanding their workers
better.

PARTICIPATION & RISKS

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may elect todisnue your participation at
any time during the study. In addition, if you do not feel comfortable answering #my gfiestions
you may leave that question blank and continue with the rest of the stugartidipants must be at
least 18 years old. There are no physical risks involved in this study.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information that you provide in this questionnaire will be kept stricthfidential.

Your responses to this questionnaire are completely anonymous—we do not gek idantify

yourself in any way. This information will be stored securely and will beéenaaailable only to

persons directly involved in the study. Your name and place of witirkot be included on any
documents. At no time will single responses be identified.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY AND PROCEDURE

We are interested in the relationship between perceptions of jesttifaction and commitment in the
workplace. You will be given a survey that asks you to rate a seriet@ients and reactions to them.
In addition, other questions will provide us with information about your backgroundagatigudes,
and present employment status. These questions will help us to interpesttbiethe study.

When you have completed the survey please return it to the researchasilimg the study.
Remember this is an anonymous questionnaire, so do not put your name on any part of it.
CONTACT

The UTC Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved tharcesdf you have any
guestions regarding your rights as a human subject or would like to know moréehaliRB policies
and procedures, you may contact:

The IRB Chair: Dr. M. D. Roblyer (423) 425-5567

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures or yodikeotddbtain a report
of this research study when the results have been completed, please contact

Dr. Brian O’Leary: Brian-O’Leary@utc.edu / (423) 425-4283
Dept. of Psychology, The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga
CONSENT

| have read and understand the above information. | have received a copy ofhirs étactronic
form. By choosing to continue on and complete the survey, | agree to partinigagestudy.

The Institutional Review Board of the University of Tennessee atl@attanooga (FWA00004149)
has approved this research project # 08-145.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Tatiana Trevor IRE # 08-145
Dr. Brian O'Leary

FROM: Lindsay Pardue, Director of Research Integrity
M. D. Roblyer, IRB Committee Chair

DATE: September 23, 2008
SUBJECT: IRB # 08-145: Organizational Justice, Equity Sensititivity, and Workplace Attitudes
The Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved your application and assigned you the IRB

number listed above. You must include the following approval statement on research materials seen by
participants and used in research reports:

The Institutional Review Board of the University of Tennessee at Chattanooga (FWA00004149) has
approved this research profect # 08-145.

Please remember that you must complete Form C when the project is completed or provide an annual
report if the project takes over one year to complete. The IRB Committee will make every effort to remind
you prior to your anniversary date; however, it is your responsibility to ensure that this additional step is
satisfied.

Please remember to contact the IRB Committee immediately and submit a new project proposal for
review if significant changes occur in your research design or in any instruments used in conducting the
study. You should also contact the IRB Committee immediately if you encounter any adverse effects
during your project that pose a risk to your subjects.

For any additional information, please consult our web page http:/fwww . utc.edufirb or email
instrb@utc edu

Best wishes for a successful research project.




