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ABSTRACT 

This work explored the criteria that individuals in the Arab context use to form perceptions of 

organizational justice and the dimensionality of justice, to develop and validate an indigenous 

measure of Arab organizational justice. Justice or fairness has concerned social and 

organizational scientists for a considerable time, but although Arab countries control a 

substantial portion of global resources and their culture differs substantially from Western 

societies in fundamental aspects, such as power distance and collectivism, the construct and 

dimensions of justice have been developed in western countries, particularly the United 

States. Cross-cultural research has shown national variations in forming and reacting to 

organizational justice. As with many social science and management constructs, perceptions 

of justice cannot be assumed to be invariant across cultures. As culture concerns common 

perceptions regarding fundamental issues, cultural characteristics tend to affect perceptions of 

fairness, the criteria used to judge fairness and the dimensionality of organizational justice. 

Societies with substantially different cultural features may have evolved different ways of 

perceiving fairness. Globalization has led to firms with multicultural workforces operating in 

multiple national locations, therefore differences across cultures in perceptions of justice must 

be considered. 

This thesis comprises three pragmatic phases: the first developed a model of justice and 

generated items representing the construct of organizational justice in the Arab context, while 

the second and third examined its validity and measured the relationships between aspects of 

justice and a number of attitudinal and behavioural outcomes. In the first phase, qualitative 

data from 52 employees on their experiences of unfair treatment in their organizations was 

analyzed and 75 items were collected. In the second, the results of the exploratory factor 

analysis provided an initial understanding of organizational justice in the Arab context. The 

third examined the relationships between organizational justice and other related theoretical 

constructs in a nomological network in the Arab context. 

The results showed that six factors of perceived fairness in the Arab context provide excellent 

fit, including fairness of policies, distributive fairness, procedural fairness, informational 

fairness, eastern interpersonal fairness and interpersonal fairness western). The findings also 

supported recent interest in modelling overall justice as a second-order construct for justice 

sub-dimensions. However, specific justice facets are better predictors of employees' attitudes 

and behaviours than overall justice.  In addition, while these results complement earlier work 

supporting the existence of etic criteria of organizational fairness (e.g., process control, 
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respect, correctability), indigenous criteria (e.g., need-based allocation, confidentiality, 

keeping promises, sensitivity and support in supervision, publishing information and avoiding 

threat and personal revenge) were found to be important causes of fairness perceptions and 

possibly unique to the Arab cultural context. Therefore, it is essential not to rely on the 

narrow set of justice rules in established measures when studying justice in the Arab context. 

Also, similarities and differences regarding the effects of organizational justice were found 

and discussed.   
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1. Chapter One: Exploring Organizational Justice in the 

New Workplace Context
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1.1 INTRODUCTION: THE RATIONALE FOR THE RESEARCH   

Organizational justice (OJ) has received a great deal of consideration in the organizational 

psychology literature. Organisational justice “is about the conditions of employment that lead 

individuals to believe they are being treated fairly or unfairly” (Folger and Cropanzano, 1998: 

xii). The significance of organizational justice has been recognized as a basic requirement for 

the effective functioning of organizations (Colquitt et al., 2005; Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; 

Cropanzano et al., 2007, Greenberg, 1990; Konovsky, 2000). It is suggested that, in order for 

organizations to be effective, their representatives must act fairly and convince their 

employees of their fairness (Cropanzano &Ambrose, 2015; Greenberg, 2009). Perceptions of 

fairness have been linked to a variety of employees’ attitudes and behaviour, and include, but 

are not limited to, pay satisfaction (e.g., Day, 2011; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993), 

organizational commitment (e.g., Poon, 2012; Lowe & Vodanovich 1995), trust in 

organisations (e.g., Tlaiss & Elamin, 2015; Van den Bos et al, 1998), organizational 

citizenship (e.g., Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015; Moorman, 1991), turnover and  intention  to  leave 

(e.g., Campbell et al, 2013; Dailey & Kirk, 1992).  

While organizational justice research has been largely conducted using Western samples 

(most of which were conducted in organizations located in the U.S), over the past two 

decades, significant efforts have been made by researchers applying existing organizational 

justice concepts, theories and etic instruments to non-Western societies. Cross-cultural studies 

have revealed that cultural dimensions such as individualism/collectivism and power distance 

underlie cross-cultural variations in perceptions and effects of justice (e.g., Lam et al., 2002; 

Pillai et al., 1999a; Pillai et al., 2001). Although these empirical studies have advanced our 

understanding of cultural influence on justice perceptions, these studies are impaired by 

methodological limitations. They excessively utilize quantitative approach focusing on 

culture general perspective  (“etic approach”, Schaffer & Riordan, 2003) in making cross-

cultural comparisons, without investigating and understanding the locally meaningful 

construct of organizational justice in a non-Western culture. This line of research treats 

cultural values or dimensions (e.g., power distance) as moderator variables or uses them to 

explain the differences in justice impacts (Shao et al, 2013). The failure to consider 

indigenous criteria and construct of organizational justice in non-Western cultures, along with 

the assumption that criteria and construct of organizational justice exist equally across 

cultures, may influence the generalizability of organizational justice results across cultures.  



 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

As noted by Fortin (2008) and Shao et al. (2013), the majority of organizational justice 

research has been conducted in Western countries, mainly in the United States. Leung et al., 

(1996, p.985) stress that “justice  theories developed  and  confirmed  in  the  U.S.,  should  

not  be automatically assumed to be valid in different  cultures”. Hofstede (1980, p.22) 

commenting on the patterns of correlations between scores of an instrument of his 

international sample with the correlations reported for American samples,  emphasizes that “it 

is doubtful practice to use instrument developed in one country (in this case, the United 

States) in another cultural environment, assuming they carry the same meaning there”. Also, 

Farh et al., (2006, p.306) contend that validity transfer across cultures of constructs and 

measures “are probably less serious for perceived objective characteristics (such as 

organizational structure, strategy and performance), but more so for psychological constructs 

(such as motivation, commitment and justice) whose meaning may be affected by social and 

cultural traditions”. They argue that translating or adopting measures from an original 

language and culture to a new one might be subject to errors such as semantic non-

equivalence and cultural biases. A similar claim forwarded by Tsui (2007, p.1359) is that 

explanation of social phenomena should be context-specific. Even though the basic constructs 

may be universal ‘etic approach’, manifestations may be context-specific ‘emic approach’. In 

other words, even when assessing etic (culture-general) organizational constructs, it is 

important to develop emic (culture-specific) items (Gelfand et al., 2007). 

Organizational justice research suggests that, although concerns about justice may be 

universal (Cohen , 2015; Crawshaw et al, 2013; Greenberg, 2001; Leung, 2005; Leung et al., 

1996; Leung & Stephan, 1998; Leung, Su & Morris, 2001, Shao et al, 2013), “there are 

substantial cultural variations in the salience of and preference for justice rules, criteria, and 

practices” (Leung, 2005:xx). That is, the operationalization of justice standards is highly 

particularistic (Greenberg, 2001). In the same vein, it is argued that organizational justice is a 

subjective construct and its meaning is culturally determined (Beugré, 2007; James, 2015; 

Leung & Tong, 2004; Van den Bos, 2003). See section 2.6 The Impact of Cultural differences 

on Justice Perception, for further details. 

While western-developed constructs and measures of organizational justice are based on work 

values derived from Western cultures (e.g., Colquitt, 2001), the justice constructs, their 

indicators or operationalizations may be emic, culture-specific in non-Western cultures where 

the assumptions about autonomy, individual rights, social behaviour, and interpersonal 

relationships are fundamentally different from those in Western cultures. Leung (2005, p.578) 

reviewed cross-cultural studies of organizational justice and raises a common problem for 

research that utilizes “etic paradigm”, stating that “When measures developed in one culture 

(typically the US) are applied in other cultures (typically non-Western cultures), their 
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reliability may be compromised”. He suggests that “one solution to this problem is to develop 

emic instruments that are appropriate for the cultures studied”. Others suggest that future 

research, particularly in non-Western countries, should examine the salience of emic and etic 

dimensions of organizational justice (Aryee et al, 2002; Pillai et al., 2001; Morris & Leung 

2000). Schaffer and Riordan (2003, p.174) note that,  

Researchers often inappropriately use the etic approach to make cross-

cultural comparisons without fully taking into account some relevant culture-

specific emic. This failure to consider such emic factors, along with the 

assumption that key constructs exist equally across all cultures, has been 

labeled imposed etics…in other words, an etic shortcut is utilized when 

perhaps a more through emic analysis would have been warranted.  

In the case of organizational justice, little is known about the locally meaningful 

organizational justice construct dimensions and indicators in the Arab context. A look at the 

empirical studies on organizational justice involving Arab samples indicates, first, that there 

are very few published studies in this area, and second, that the approach taken in these 

studies is largely influenced by the western social-psychological view (imposed-etic 

approach). That is not to say that people's reactions to justice judgments that have been 

examined in these studies are irrelevant to understanding justice in the Arab context. 

However, these studies have investigated mainly, if not only, the consequences of perceived 

justice (e.g. Abu Elanain, 2010; Fernandes & Awamleh, 2006; Pillai, et al., 1999a; Suliman 

2007).  

To the best of my knowledge, there is no published indigenous study which explores the local 

constructs of organizational justice concepts in the Arab context, specifically, how employees 

understand the concept of justice in the Arab culture; what factors constitute employees’ daily 

experience of fairness at work in the Arab culture; and how people respond to fair or unfair 

treatment in the Arab culture.  Unfortunately, previous organizational justice studies in the 

Arab context have simply used Western constructs and instruments, and imposed an etic 

approach (Berry, 1989) which did not give complete answers to the above issues. Therefore, 

an emic approach may provide a viable option. 

  

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES  

Despite the proliferation of research on organizational justice, there is a paucity of knowledge 

of how it is socially constructed in the Arab context. The present study is based on the 

premise that although concerns about justice may be universal across cultures, they can be 

manifested in different ways as justice exists in the eyes of the beholder (Greenberg, 2001; 

Leung, 2005; Morris & Leung, 2000). The research is exploratory in nature and is motivated 

by three research questions: What are the criteria of organizational justice in the Arab 
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context? What is the dimensionality of the justice construct in the Arab context? How do 

employees respond to workplace justices, that is the relationship between organizational 

justice and other related theoretical constructs in a nomological network in the Arab Context? 

By answering these questions, the research attempts to achieve the following objectives: (1) 

to identify the justice criteria used by Arab employees that generalize to other cultures (the 

etic dimensions of organizational justice); (2) to identify the justice criteria that are possibly 

unique to Arabs (the emic factors of organizational justice); (3) to assess the construct validity 

of a set of multi-item scales used to measure perceptions of organizational fairness; and (4) to 

demonstrate criterion validity between fairness dimensions and recently introduced and 

heavily researched personal and organizational outcomes and test whether organizational 

justice assumes the same significant role in the Arab context as it does in a Western context. 

This research contributes to the existing literature in several important ways. It is the first 

attempt to explore the locally meaningful construct of justice in the Arab context and build a 

measure that uses both emic and etic facets of Arab perceptions of fairness. It provides more 

information about the justice criteria used by Arab employees to determine fairness in an 

organizational environment. This study will help to extend the existing management theories 

by explicating which part of the particular construct is etic (culturally invariable) and which 

part is emic (culture-specific), hence making a contribution to global management knowledge. 

As a consequence, it will help to open the door for Arab and other researchers to investigate 

organizational justice issues in an Arab context by using an Arab-developed construct and 

measure. Moreover, the growing significance of multicultural companies in today's globalized 

world suggests the need to examine organizational justice in non-Western countries. Relying 

on qualitative and quantitative data, findings from this study can be used to help national 

managers to effectively manage fairness and multinational companies doing business in the 

Arab region to be become more culturally sensitive and aware of their host country's socio-

cultural environment. International managers may find the results of this study helpful when 

hiring national managers and staff as well as in designing cultural-sensitivity training for 

potential expatriates.  

1.3 THESIS STRUCTURE 

This chapter has stated the research objectives, questions and importance. It has identified the 

gaps in the literature to be filled by the study and its anticipated contributions. The rest of the 

thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter Two is a review of the literature related to 

organizational justice, culture, and measurement. It explores the history of justice, discusses 

the impact of cultural differences on justice perception, and reviews studies which have 
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investigated organizational justice in the Arab context and measurements of organizational 

justice. Chapter Three outlines and justifies the research paradigm approach and how it is 

designed and implemented. Chapter Four begins with a semi-structured interview to generate 

items representing the construct domain of organizational justice in the Arab context (Study 

One). The questionnaire items are then developed from the qualitative data and used in the 

quantitative studies. Chapter Five provides items analysis and factor structure of 

organizational justice (Study Two). It presents findings of factor analysis procedures used to 

identify sets of questions that measure the same construct and investigate the dimensionality 

of organizational justice. In Chapter Six, a number of organizational justice models and 

hypotheses are tested using structural equation modelling technique (Study Three). Chapter 

Seven presents a discussion of the findings of criteria and dimensions of organizational justice 

in the Arab context and its relationship to four work attitudes. This final chapter also provides 

the contributions, practical implications, and limitations of the study and offers suggestions 

for future research. 

 

Figure 1.1 The Research Plan and Phases 
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2.1 INTRODUCTION  

The term organisational justice was first introduced by Greenberg (1987) to refer to people's 

perceptions of fairness in organisations (Fortin, 2008). In the most simplistic terms, 

organizational justice concerns people's perceptions of fairness in the workplace (Byrne & 

Cropanzano, 2001). Beugré (1998, p.xiii) defines organizational justice  as “the perceived 

fairness of the exchange taking place in an organization, be they social or economic, and 

involving the individual in his or her relations with superiors, subordinates, peers, and the 

organization as social system”. Organisational justice is a subjective concept and “an act is 

just because someone perceives it to be just” (Fortin, 2008; p.2). Therefore, it might be 

difficult to fully understand what prompts perceptions of justice and to identify its precursors 

as they may differ from person to person and from culture to culture (Beugré, 2007). 

However, it is very important to measure and control these precursors and eliminate the 

negative effects and consequences of injustice. Organizational justice for the present study 

concerns employees' perceptions of fairness in organisations.  

This chapter provides an overview of organizational justice forms and theory. In presenting a 

historical review of organizational justice, Colquitt et al. (2005) categorize the history of 

justice into four trends; distributive, procedural, interactional and integrative. This chapter 

also discusses the impact of cultural differences on justice perception, reviews studies which 

investigate organizational justice in the Arab context and measurements of organizational 

justice. The consequences of organizational justice are discussed in Chapter Six with research 

hypotheses. In line with organizational justice literature (Colquitt et al., 2005; Cropanzano et 

al., 2011; Schminke et al., 2015), the terms justice and fairness are used interchangeably in 

the present study.  

 

2.2 DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE  

Early research on fairness focuses on the fairness of resource allocation that an individual 

receives, which is termed distributive justice (e.g. Adams, 1965; Homans, 1961, Leventhal, 

1976, 1980). Folger and Cropanzano (1998, p. xxi) define distributive justice as “the 

perceived fairness of the outcomes or allocations that an individual receives”. When making a 

distributive justice judgment, an individual evaluates whether an outcome is appropriate and 

moral (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998), which is crucial for employees when resources are 

scarce (Beugré, 2007).  Cropanzano et al (2007) states that not all employees are treated in 

the same way and not all outcomes are distributed equally. They give the example of 

promotions being made as a result of a political relationship and state that for employees 



 

 

 

9 

 

 

 

justice, in terms of receiving their “just share”, is a major concern (Cropanzano et al., 2007, 

p.37). During the 1960s and 1970s, concerns of distributive justice dominated the 

organisational justice literature. The following sections focus on the main contributions in the 

distributive justice literature. 

2.2.1 Social Exchange Theory and Organizational Justice 

Scholars of social exchange theory (e.g. Blue, 1964, Ekeh, 1974; Homans, 1961) believe that 

social interactions are mainly driven by the exchange of various resources.  For instance, 

Homans (1961, p.317) suggests that “social behaviour is an exchange of rewards (and cost) 

between persons”. Social exchange can be described as “voluntary action  of individuals  that  

are motivated  by  returns  they  are  expected  to  bring  from  others”  (Blue, 1964, p.91). 

Blue (1964) distinguishes between social and economic exchange, arguing that economic 

exchange involves more of a short-term, quid pro quo exchange of tangible resources that 

entail specified obligations at an exact time between two parties. People involved in an 

exchange relationship only when they expect - at an agreed time - their benefits (e.g. pay, 

recognition) to surpass and justify the cost (e.g. effort, loyalty) of taking part in it. If the cost 

of this exchange relationship is perceived as greater than the perceived benefits, then the 

theory assumes that people will quit this relationship. Therefore, people seek to maximize 

their individual gain (van Knippenberg & Sleebos; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). “[In such 

exchange] relationship between employees and their employer...social exchange processes 

imply that individuals perceive self and organization as distinct entities psychologically” (van 

Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006, p.574).   

On the other hand, social exchange relationships involve long-term relationships between 

people that create unspecified obligations and open-ended commitments and the size of the 

parties’ contributions are unclear (Masterson et al., 2000). In other words, social exchange 

portrays relationship-oriented interactions between people. These interactions are based on 

socio-emotional benefits, mutual trust, and commitment. Thus,  Blue  (1964, p.98)  states:  

“the  establishment  of  exchange  relations  involves  making  investment  that  constitute  

commitment  to the other party”. Therefore, it is important in terms of motivation for 

employees to form excellent social exchange relationships which will encourage them to 

behave with discretion and to cooperate with their organization in the long term. This can 

occur when employees are able to identify the organization’s success with their own and feel 

obliged to support the organization (Lavelle et al, 2007). Research suggests that social 

exchange relations are related more with perceptions of procedural and interactional justice, 

whereas economic exchange relationships are linked more with the perception of distributive 

justice (Cropanzano et al., 2002; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Pillai et al., 1999b). 
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2.2.2 Equity Theory  

A central next step in the distributive justice literature appears in the works of Adams (1965) 

and Walster et al. (1976). Equity theory has dominated the research of justice for two decades 

(Colquitt et al, 2005; Skitka & Wisneski, 2012). Equity theory is based on the assumption that 

employees who invest time, energy and skills in an organisation have certain expectations in 

terms of potential rewards (outcome) (Cohen-Charash, and Spector, 2001). Equity is 

determined by comparing one's input-outcome ratio with the input-outcomes ratio of a 

referent. This theory suggests that equity exists when the two ratios are equal, whereas when 

the input-outcome ratio differs from that achieved by others employees perceive unfairness. 

This may cause them to change their input, outcomes, change their referent or leave the job in 

an attempt to restore justice (Beugré, 2007; Boyd & Kyle, 2004). Furthermore, according to 

Cropanzano et al. (2007) inequity may lead to negative repercussions for organisations, such 

as sabotage, theft, and even stress.    

 Equity theory has been criticized since the distribution of resources might not be based solely 

on equity (Beugré, 2007; Cropanzano & Folger, 1989; Cropanzano et al., 2011), which might 

be seen as problematic. Central to the problem is that the equality of ratios is a comparison 

with one or more referents, however, this theory neglects the process of deciding who and 

how many referents there are, and on which criteria the comparison should be based 

(Pritchard, 1969 cited in Colquitt et al, 2005). Fairness Heuristic Theory seems to fill this gap. 

It suggests that when individuals are uncertain about others outcomes they tend to rely on 

procedural justice information to make their judgments (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015; Cropanzano 

& Byrne, 2001).  Also, while emphasizing reward allocation results, equity theory neglects 

the impact of the procedures in forming justice judgments that led to those results 

(Cropanzano & Byrne, 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2011). With distributive justice, an 

employee’s main goal is to maximize his/her outcomes in an exchange relationship. However, 

people start questioning the fairness of procedures as they experience injustice in outcomes. 

Thibaut  and Walker  (1975)  argue  that perception  of procedural fairness  is  as  important  

as perception  of  outcome  fairness. 

 

2.2.3 Deutsch’s Theory of Distributive Justice.  

According to this theory, “distributive justice is concerned with the distribution of the 

conditions and goods that affect individual well-being, broadly defined to include its 

psychological and physiological, economic and social aspects” (Beugré, 1998, p.10). Deutsch 

(1985) suggests that distribution should be based on equality, equity and needs. Equality 
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consists of all employees receiving the same reward or equal allocation, equity means their 

rewards are directly related to their input, whereas needs are provided according to each 

individual’s specific needs (Cropanzano et al, 2007; Steensma & Visser, 2007; Conlon et al., 

2004). In general, “equity is conducive to productivity, equality to interpersonal harmony, and 

need to individual well-being” (Leung, 2005, p.559). Deutsch (1985) suggests  that  the  

distribution  of positive and negative  outcomes depends  on  seven elements: the  nature  of 

the outcomes (positive or negative) being  distributed; the  roles  involved in the distribution 

process; the styling and  timing of the distribution; the value underlying the distribution; the 

criteria applied to represent the value; the measurement  procedures  used  to implement  the 

criteria; and the decision-making  procedure. Despite the importance of outcomes individuals 

receive in forming perceptions of fairness, individuals are also concerned with how outcomes 

are determined, procedural justice (Beugré, 2007), which is discussed next.   

 

2.3 PROCEDURAL JUSTICE  

By the late 1970s, organizational justice research witnessed the introduction of procedural 

justice. “The justice literature became more nuanced with the introduction of procedural 

justice as a complement of distributive justice” (Nowakowski & Conlon, 2005, p.6).  In 

addition  to outcomes,  employees  were seen to evaluate  and  judge the  fairness  of the 

procedures  and  decisions  by which outcomes  were distributed  in organizations  

(Leventhal, 1980;  Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Several theorists (e.g., Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut 

& Walker, 1975) note that procedural justice should be added to distributive theory to give a 

broader view of perceived fairness in social relationships (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). 

Folger and Cropanzano (1998, p.26) define procedural justice as a “fairness issue concerning 

the methods, mechanisms and processes used to determine outcomes”. Where workers 

perceive there to be fair procedures in place they are more likely to accept management 

practices within an organization (Irving et al., 2005; Cawley et al, 1998). Perceptions of 

procedural justice also affect employees' behaviours and attitudes such as trust, commitment 

and satisfaction (Suliman, 2007; Cropanzano et al, 2007); citizenship (Moorman, 1991) and 

satisfaction with complaint procedures (Fryxell & Gordon, 1989). Procedural justice is also 

critical in maintaining organizational legality and mitigating unfavourable outcomes 

(Cropanzano et al 2007). The following sections present the main models of procedural 

justice.  
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2.3.1 The Self-interest Model  

Thibaut and Walker (1975) investigate disputants’ reactions to dispute resolution procedures 

and introduce the construct of procedural justice. This model proposes that individuals 

perceive decisions as fair when they have control over those decisions. Thibaut and Walker 

(1975, 1978) differentiate between two forms of control: process control which refers to the 

participant's control over the presentation of the information and evidence used to resolve a 

dispute, the second is decision control where disputants have control over the outcome of the 

dispute. Disputants may perceive procedures as fair if the procedures allow them to 

participate in making decisions that affect them and if they have control over the outcomes 

(Beugré, 2007; Colquitt et al, 2005).   

Thibaut and Walker's (1975) model has been criticized on several counts. Firstly, this model 

is only appropriate in a dispute resolution setting (Tyler, 1989). In addition, the participants in 

the study were college students, who may not be concerned about long-term relationships and 

are members of an artificially created group (Sears, 1986). Moreover, the model also 

supposes that the judge in a legal situation has no bias toward the disputants which differs 

from managers who often act with accordance to their organization interests (Cohen, 1985). 

Another criticism is that this model emphasizes the structural aspects of making decisions and 

ignores the human side such as social and personal interaction during the implementation of 

these procedures (Tyler & Blader, 2000).     

 

2.3.2 The Procedural Preferences Model 

Leventhal (1980) argues that equity theory does not recognize the issues related to procedural 

justice. He defines procedural justice as “an individual's perception of the fairness of the 

procedural components of the social system that regulate the allocative procedures” 

(Levanthal, 1980, p.35). Leventhal's model of procedural justice judgments focuses on six 

criteria that a procedure should meet if it is to be perceived as fair. The procedures are more 

likely to be perceived as fair when they: (1) incorporate the use of accurate data (accuracy); 

(2) allow input from representatives of the potential resource recipients (representativeness); 

(3) are consistently applied across people and over time (consistency); (4) suppress any 

potential bias of decision makers (bias suppression); (5) allow for questionable allocative 

decisions to be reviewed (correctability); and (6) adhere to current ethical standards 

(ethicality). These criteria can be used as a guide for decision-making. These procedural 

criteria are the most significant contribution of Leventhal (1980) which inspired 

organizational justice research (Colquitt et al., 2005).  
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Both Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) and Leventhal’s (1980) investigations of procedural justice 

focus more on the quality of formal procedures and less on the quality of the social structure 

of justice in work settings. Scholars point out that even with fair procedures, interpersonal 

relationships in exchange situations may play a critical role in perceptions of fairness 

(Greenberg & Tyler, 1987). Procedures might be recognized as fair if they stress respect, 

solidarity and unity. By the end of the 1980s, researchers began to conceptualize and 

investigate interactional justice (e.g. Bies & Moag 1986).  

 

2.4 INTERACTIONAL JUSTICE  

By the end of the late 1980s, a social aspect of fairness was proposed by Bies and Moag 

(1986) as a third form of justice which they termed “interactional justice”, which highlights 

the significance of perceived interpersonal treatment during the implementation of procedures 

and decisions. The implementation of decision procedures involves communication between 

the decision makers and the employees which, according to Bies and Moag (1986) can 

explain why people may feel unfairly treated even when they perceive the procedures as fair. 

The authors identify four criteria people use to judge the fairness of interpersonal treatments 

by decision makers related to the recruitment context, which can also be significant in other 

decision making settings (Colquitt et al., 2005): (1) their honesty and openness in 

communication with employees (truthfulness) (2) treating employees with dignity and 

politeness and avoiding being rude (respect), (3) avoiding asking improper questions or 

making prejudicial statements (propriety of questions), (4) explaining his or her actions and 

decisions to followers (justification).   

A few years later, Greenberg (1993) proposed a taxonomy to clarify the structural and social 

aspects of conceptualizations of organizational justice. He argued for separating the 

interactional justice into two dimensions: informational justice and interpersonal justice.  

Informational justice refers to being truthful and providing explanations for unfavourable 

outcomes. On the other hand interpersonal justice refers to treating individuals with dignity 

and respect (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2005).   

 

2.5 THE INTEGRATIVE APPROACH OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE 

Colquitt et al., (2005) termed the final phase of organizational justice research as the 

integrative wave in which researchers started to develop models and theories that examined 

the effects of various justice dimensions in combinations. These models and theories provide 
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insights into why and how people form judgments of justice, and how perceptions of justice 

impact their attitudes and behaviour (Fortin, 2008). A short introduction of four integrative 

theories and models are presented below. These are the Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT), 

the Group-value Model (GVM), and Fairness Heuristic Theory (FHT). 

2.5.1 Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT)/ Fairness Theory 

Folgers (1986, 1987) note the limitation of equity theory since it defines the basis of 

unfairness and the associated distress caused by comparing one’s inputs-outcomes with those 

of others. The referent cognitions theory (RCT) addresses the shortcoming of equity theory by 

predicting that people form fairness judgments by integrating information about outcomes and 

procedures, and it is based on the idea of counterfactual thoughts. Folgers developed RCT 

that defined the basis for anger and resentment as consisting of mental comparison of what 

happened to what might have happened. RCT proposes that people come to fairness judgment 

by considering three referent conditions and that resentment about the perceived unfairness is 

highest when the three conditions hold (Colquitt et al., 2005, p. 36): (1) referent outcomes are 

high (a better state of alternative affairs easily could be imagined); (2) the perceived 

likelihood of amelioration is low (i.e. there is little hope that future outcomes will be better); 

(3) justification is low (i.e. the event ought to have occurred differently). People will perceive 

unfair treatment if they believe that favourable outcomes would have been obtained from 

alternative procedures that should have been implemented (Cropanzano & Folger, 1989). 

RCT has been modified and named fairness theory, which assumes that attribution of blame 

and responsibility is necessary in order to make fairness judgments. It states that unfairness 

requires responsibility and that “if no one is to blame, there is no social injustice” (Folger & 

Cropanzano, 2001, p.1). This theory tries to explain how an authority is considered 

responsible for unfairness. The theory maintains that people would examine three 

counterfactual questions before interpreting a situation as unfair and hold an agent as 

accountable for it: ‘would’, ‘could’ and ‘should’ (Cropanzano et al., 2001; Folger & 

Cropanzano, 2001). According to this theory, the agent will be held responsible for unfairness 

if an unfavourable condition has occurred (would the situation have been better off), there 

were alternative course of actions (could the agent have behaved differently), these harmful 

actions violated moral principles (should the agent have behaved differently) (Colquitt et al., 

2005: 38). In general, the fairness theory predicts that when people experience injustice, they 

engage in three counterfactual processes to understand what happened and why. Thus, 

fairness theory states that if an individual’s well-being is threatened and those in power 

would, could, and should have acted differently, the situation will be considered unfair 

(Cropanzano & Rupp, 2003). Despite its contributions, RCT has some problems. While RCT 

outlines the specific necessary conditions to hold others accountable for injustice, it does not 
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offer sufficient information on how an accountability judgment is made. Also, it focuses on 

economic outcomes and does not address the interpersonal aspect of justice (Cropanzano et 

al., 2001). 

 

2.5.2 The Group-Value Model (GVM) 

The group-value model was proposed by Lind and Tyler (1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 

1992) as an alternative explanation of procedural effects. As previously explained, the self-

interest model suggests that people desire control over procedures, and such control will 

increase the possibility of obtaining favourable outcomes. In contrast, GVM explains 

procedural effects in terms of group identification processes. Lind and Tyler (1988, p.231) 

emphasize the importance of procedures by stating that, “This model views the procedures we 

have been discussing as norms of treatment and decision making that regulate much of a 

group's social structure and process. When procedures are in accord with fundamental values 

of the group and the individual, a sense of procedural justice results”.  

This model assumes that people want to belong to a social group and to establish a long 

relationship within that group. The central themes of GVM are that noninstrumental (i.e., 

relational) criteria will affect procedural justice judgments, and that judgment of procedural 

justice is one way of informing people about their relationships with their groups and group 

authorities. GVM predicts that “people value procedural indications that they have positive 

standing within valued groups” (Lind & Tyler, 1992, p.141). People judge procedural justice 

according to a different set of criteria than those proposed by Thibaut and Walker (1975). 

This model proposes that people who are interested in long relationships would be concerned 

with and evaluate fairness of procedures according to three relational criteria: (a) the 

neutrality of the decision makers: unbiased, honest and based on evidence; (b) the 

trustworthiness of the decision makers enacting the procedures; and (c) the individual’s 

standing or status recognition in the group: assessments of interpersonal treatment by decision 

makers (e.g., politeness, dignity, and respect individuals’ rights and entitlements). In general, 

this model suggests that procedures are valued because they communicate information about 

one position within the group rather than having control (self-interest) over the procedures. 

Thus, people focus more on the relational criteria of procedural justice than on whether they 

receive favourable outcomes and the fact that negative evaluation of relational criteria may 

communicate that rejected or excluded from the group (Lind & Tyler, 1992). GVM is not 

without limitations, however. Gilliland and Chan (2001) point out that although the group 

value model explains why people care about procedural justice, it does not provide much 



 

 

 

16 

 

 

 

explanation on how justice judgments are made, and how these judgments impact attitudes 

and behaviour. 

2.5.3 Fairness Heuristic Theory (FHT)  

Fairness Heuristic Theory (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos et al., 2001) was developed to explain 

when and how people make fairness judgements. The theories and models explained above 

seem to offer incomplete answers as to how people make judgments when important 

information is missing (e.g., outcome of a comparison or trustworthiness). According to FHT, 

fairness judgements matter when people have no direct information (e.g., competence, 

integrity, benevolence and predictability) about an authority's trustworthiness (Van den Bos et 

al., 2001). This theory proposes that people frequently cede to authority and ceding to 

authority of another individual may increase the risk of exploitation and exclusion from their 

social groups (Cropanzano et al., 2001). Thus, people need information to determine the 

legitimacy of authority and whether to trust authority figures not to exclude them from their 

valued groups. If people do not know whether an authority is trustworthy, the theory suggests 

that people rely on justice heuristics to guide their subsequent behaviours. People also use 

these mental shortcuts as proxy for other information which is not available to them (Van den 

Bos et al., 2001). For example, if outcomes information is not available, people may use 

procedural information to assess what is fair and how to react to a situation which arises.   

 

2.6 THE IMPACT OF CULTURAL DIFFERENCES ON JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS 

This section reviews the results of cross-cultural studies on organizational justice. To 

illustrate the impact of cultural differences on justice perception, this section sheds light on 

how culture influences both the meaning and the importance of justice and briefly review 

findings concerning differences in how justice judgments are made in collectivistic cultures, 

as opposed to individualistic cultures. Also, two models are used to discuss and interpret the 

impact of cultures on organizational justice. Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) model of culture and 

Morris and Leung’s (2000) two-stage model of justice rules and criteria are briefly outlined.  

Fortin (2008, p.108) summarizes the effects of culture on organizational justice: “Culture 

may, in particular, affect the following: the rules for judging justice; the goals of fair 

treatment; the choices made when applying principles; the process of forming judgments; and 

the effects of justice on outcomes”. Commenting on the contemporary theories of 

organizational justice discussed in the previous chapter, Beugré (2007, p.52) concludes that 

“the common thread of these theories is that they did not integrate culture as a meaningful 
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dimension”. As culture impacts how events are perceived and understood and proper 

behaviour is defined, it is expected to play an important role in shaping justice perceptions 

(Steiner, 2001). Also, it has been suggested that “The perception of justice cannot be 

considered complete without understanding difference in national culture” (Greenburg, 2001, 

p.366).  In other words, justice effects cannot be understood when they are detached from 

cultural beliefs, values, and norms.  In the same vein, Leung and Morris (2000, p.343) state 

that:  

There is increasing doubt that principles of justice, like principles of physics that 

govern a scale, are recognized by people everywhere. That is, some claim that what 

we see when we see justice depends on the lens of the one’s culture or ethnicity. 

A relatively high number of cultural frameworks and dimensions have been used to measure 

differences in national cultures and explain the impact of culture on social interaction and 

human behaviour (see Beugré, 2007 for a review of four different culture models). Although, 

these frameworks use different labels, their dimensions can be related to each other. It is 

suggested that a researcher may be confused if he or she employs the multiple model while 

assessing the influence of culture on fairness perception (Beugré 2007; Merchant et al, 2009). 

Hence, Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) model of culture is employed here to discuss and interpret the 

results of cross-cultural studies on organizational fairness. Also, Morris and Leung (2000) 

developed a two-stage model of justice rules and criteria to integrate the universalistic and 

particularistic perspectives. Their model is explained and utilized here to organize cultural 

similarities and differences in justice processes.  

2.6.1 Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 

Culture is defined by Hofstede (1980, p.25) as “the collective programming of the mind 

which distinguishes the members of one human group from another”. Hofstede’s cultural 

framework is the most frequently-cited framework in studies into the effect of culture on 

human behaviour practically in the organizational justice field (e.g. Begley et al, 2002; Bond 

et al., 1982; Brockner et al., 2000; Giacobbe-Miller et al., 2003; Hui et al., 1991; Kim et al., 

1990; Lam et al 2002; Lee et al, 2000;  Leung, 2005; Leung & Bond, 1984; Nowakowski & 

Conlon 2005; Patterson et al 2006; Wang  & Nayir, 2009). The Arab culture has been 

traditionally considered collectivistic and high on power distance (Ali, 1992; Bjerke & Al-

Meer, 1993). Therefore, to shed light on the role of culture in the study of organizational 

fairness it is crucial to briefly review the two culture dimensions that are most relevant to our 

discussion.  

 



 

 

 

18 

 

 

 

2.6.1.1 Individualism versus collectivism  

In explaining the individualism and collectivism dimension, Hofstede (2001, p.209) states 

that “it describes the relationship between the individual and the collectively that prevails in a 

given society. It is reflected in the way people live together (e.g., in nuclear families, 

extended families or tribes) and it has many implications for values and behaviour”. The main 

attributes of individualism are autonomous action, independence and emotional detachment 

from in-groups, whereas the central feature of collectivism is that individuals conform to the 

mores of the group(s) to which they belong (Triandis 1989; 1995; Yuki, 2003). In collectivist 

societies, “the self is defined by in-group memberships” (Earley & Gibson, 1998, p.267) and 

the individual defines his or her identity by a social group, such as a family and tribe (Davis, 

1997). Moreover, in such cultures, intra-group relationships are the key source of group 

identity. The self in collectivism is defined in terms of interpersonal relatedness and 

relationships with significant others (Yuki, 2003). According to social identity theory, 

members of a social group identify with the group itself; however, in collectivism, members 

are connected to fellow group members and to the group per se (Yuki, 2003). Collectivism 

emphasizes in-group harmony, cooperative behaviours, interdependence, and interpersonal 

relationships within in-groups. In collectivist cultures, Triandis et al. (1988, p.342) state that 

“the relationship of the individuals to the in-group tends to be stable, and even when the in-

group makes highly costly demands the individual stays with it”. In contrast, in individualistic 

cultures people seek independence from others and the affiliation with others is relatively less 

important (compared to people in collectivism) for self-definition (Abrams et al., 1998). 

Therefore, people may leave the in-group that does not meet their expectations (Triandis, 

1995; Triandis et al. 1988). Consistent with this argument, Chen et al., (1998, p.293) argue 

that “collectivists’ social identities are relatively more salient than personal identities, 

whereas for individualists the reverse is true”.  In individualist cultures, people tend to raise 

the question of whether or not to accept the in-group values, and their social behaviours are 

mostly governed by social exchange concerns. In individualist cultures, employment is 

contractual or agentic in nature and mainly based on cost and benefit relationship (Chiang & 

Birtch, 2007; Glazer et al., 2004). People value personal achievement and material success, 

they are more resistant to teams, and they prefer performance-based compensation to equal 

pay. Collectivists, by comparison, tend to accept in-group norms without question and these 

norms govern their behaviours (Triandis, 1995; Triandis et al., 1988). In such cultures, an 

individual has to present him/herself as modestly as possible and avoid confrontation; conflict 

resolution procedures that reduce animosity are preferred (Davis, 1997; Triandis, 1995; 

Triandis et al., 1988). A second dimension of culture identified by Hofstede (1980) is power 

distance. 
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2.6.1.2 Power distance  

Hofstede (1980, p.45) explains this dimension as follows: “[it] indicates the extent to which a 

society accepts the fact that power in institutions and organizations is distributed unequally. 

It’s reflected in the values of the less powerful members of society as well as in those of the 

more powerful ones. Most countries fall somewhere in between”. According to Hofstede 

(1980), in high power distance societies, people accept the inequality of power in their society 

as part of their cultural heritage; superiors and subordinates are unlike; powerful members are 

entitled to privileges denied the powerless;  others are viewed as a threat to one’s power and 

rarely are to be trusted. By contrast, in low power distance countries, legitimacy is 

emphasized; all society members are entitled to equal rights; people feel less threatened and 

are more prepared to trust each other. 

 

2.6.2 A Two-stage Model of Justice Perception  

Morris and Leung (2000) proposed a two-stage model of justice rules and criteria to organize 

cultural differences and similarities in justice processes. According to this model, when 

individuals encounter fairness and have to determine a social situation as just or unjust, they 

will assess this situation to identify appropriate rules of fairness and then select certain criteria 

that are associated and legitimate in implementing these rules.  

Justice rules are “abstract principles [which] specify the rules and procedures used for making 

decisions” (Leung and Tong, 2004, p.316). Also, in his revised and expanded form of the 

justice judgment model, Leventhal (1980, p.4) defines a justice rule “as an individual’s belief 

that a distribution of outcomes, or procedure for distributing outcomes, is fair and appropriate 

when it satisfies certain criteria” . In contrast, justice criteria are defined as “the guidelines for 

implementing these rules and procedures” (Leung & Tong, 2004, p.316).  Justice criteria are 

specific beliefs that determine how the principles apply. People use justice criteria to link 

abstract rules to a particular justice situation (Leung & Morris, 2000).  For example, fair 

distribution may be a universal concern; people may vary in their choices of distribution rules, 

such as equity, equality, need and generosity.  Even if there is agreement on the rule of 

distribution, disagreement over distributive justice criteria to implement a given rule may 

influence judgments of fairness.  For instance, when applying equity rule people may differ 

on which characteristics (criteria within equity rule) count as important contributions or 

inputs, such as past performance, seniority, education or loyalty. For example, seniority is a 
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key criterion for reward allocation in collectivistic cultures (e.g. Japanese, Leung et al, 2001) 

and is more acceptable in higher power distance cultures (e.g., Mexico, Crawley et al, 2013) 

In this model culture is a major, but not the only factor, influencing justice rule and criteria 

(Leung & Tong, 2004) and “cultural difference may occur in each stage, and any such 

differences may lead to difference in the outcomes and perceived fairness of a justice 

decision” (Leung, 2005, p.558).  

 

2.6.3 The Impact of Culture on Distributive Rules 

Management is challenged by the necessity to allocate scarce goods to organizational 

members (Morris & Leung, 2000; Sama & Papamarcos, 2000). A sense of justice in an 

organization enhances the legitimacy of its structure and facilitates cooperation between its 

members to achieve its goals (Fadil et al., 2009). As previously discussed, early research on 

justice was dominated by distributive justice and primarily focused on the equity principle. 

Distributive justice scholars in general hold one of two perspectives on decision maker’s 

choice of allocations norms (Zhang & Yang, 1998). Equity advocates (Adams, 1965; 

Homans, 1961; Walster et al., 1973) assume that equity (i.e. differential rewards for 

differential contributions) is the only conduct through which the goal of being fair to all is 

achieved and assert that equity is the prevailing rule cross all distributive contexts. However, 

multi-principle theorists (Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976; Griffith, 1989) stress the critical 

role of context in which distribution occurs and argue that rules (i.e. equality and need) other 

than equity might be more suitable in some circumstances.  

It has been argued that the choice of distribution rule is critical not only because of its 

organizational and/or personal consequences (Leventhal, 1980), but also because the way in 

which distribution is applied will affect people’s perceptions of fairness (Conlon et al., 2004).  

In the same vein, Deutsch (1975, p.137) states that “the concept of distributive justice is 

concerned with the distribution of the conditions and goods which affect individual well-

being…”, hence, the choice of distribution values, rules and justice of implementation have 

major consequences as it may possibly influence individuals’ judgments of fairness and 

consequently important personal and organizational attitudes and behaviour.  

Building on his definition of justice rule cited above, Leventhal (1980, p.4) defines a 

distribution rule as “an individual’s belief that it is fair and appropriate when rewards, 

punishments, or resources are distributed in accordance with certain criteria”. Several rules of 

allocation have been posited by theorists of distributive justice and almost all were formulated 
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in North America (Fischer & Smith, 2004). As shown below, a review of some important 

contributions reveals a substantial amount of overlap and similarity between many of the 

principles.  

For example, Rescher (1966) recognizes multiple rules which guide fair allocation. The rule 

of equality suggests that people should receive the same treatment. The rule of need argues 

that people should be treated based on their level of need. The rule of ability and/or 

achievement states that people should be treated according to their abilities.  The rule of effort 

proposes that justice is achieved by treating people according to sacrifices they have made for 

themselves or their group. Productivity rule stipulates that treating people base on their actual 

results accomplished.  

Deutsch (1975) identifies eleven substantive values that have been associated with 

distributive justice.  According to Deutsch, rules of distributive justice are conceptualized as: 

equity values (input, ability, effort, accomplishments, and the principle of reciprocity); 

equality values (equal distribution, equal opportunity to compete without external favouritism 

or discrimination; and need values (outcome is allocated based on people needs, the supply 

and demand of the market place, the requirements of the common good, so no one falls below 

a specified minimum). 

Other studies have suggested and examined more than three rules of allocations. McLean 

Parks, et al. (1999, p. 724) identified three categories of distributive rules and operationalized 

over eight specific allocation criteria. For example, equity includes past contributions (e.g., 

tenure), present contributions (e.g., current performance), or future contributions (e.g., 

performance potential). Conlon et al., (2004) suggested and examined four different 

allocation rules (equity rule: past performance, future performance, rank; quality rule: random 

draw, chance meetings; need rule: business need and personal need, and finally, political 

reasons). Simpson and Varma, (2006) have suggested more than three rules of distribution. 

For example four distinctive allocative standards: equity; need; bounded equality; absolute 

equality. 

Cross-national studies on allocation rules tend to link preferences regarding these rules to 

cultural dimensions and suggest that preferences for a distribution rule vary according to 

culture (Giacobbe-Miller et al., 2003). A review of cross-national studies on organizational 

justice indicates that individualism-collectivism and power distance are the most common 

framework used to interpret cross-cultural findings of distributive justice. Cross cultural 

research on distributive justice has been guided by assumptions that individualism-

collectivism value and norms influences individuals’ preferences of allocation principles 

(Morris & Leung, 2000). In collectivist cultures, people tend to favour equality and need rules 
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as such cultures value solidarity, harmony, and unity. On the other hand, individualists tend to 

prefer differential allocations that match proportional contributions (i.e. equity norm) as these 

rules are compatible with the emphasis on productivity, personal achievement, and 

competitiveness (Beugré 2007) and maximize personal gain (Beatty et al., 1988; Chen, 1995).  

Several empirical researches used this dimension and identified various principles of 

distribution that reveal cultural differences in antecedents of justice judgments (e.g. Leung & 

Bond, 1984; Hundley & Kim, 1997). This line of research begins with Leung and Bond’s 

(1982, 1984) laboratory studies. Leung and Bond (1984) examined different styles of reward 

allocation of university students (Americans and Chinese). They found that Chinese subjects 

follow egalitarian distribution more than American subjects across different performance 

conditions. They attribute these results to cultural differences, arguing that because of social 

evaluation and pressure (friendliness and solidarity), people in collectivistic cultures may 

prefer equality over equity to maintain a favourable image in front of significant others (in-

group members). However, Chinese subjects follow the equity rule when the social pressure 

is removed. Similar results were reported by Gomez et al, (2000) using Mexican and U.S. 

samples. 

Törnblom et al., (1985) investigated factors that influence people's choices among allocation 

rules in the distribution of resources by two nationalities (American and Swedish). They 

found that Swedish participants followed equality over equity choice, whereas American 

participants preferred equity and resented to equality choice. Similar results were found in a 

study by Kim, Park, and Suzuki (1990) in which Korean students exhibited a stronger 

preference for an egalitarian fashion of reward distribution than Japanese and American 

subjects.  

This pattern of relation was also found in recent studies. Using a policy-capturing approach, 

Zhao and Martocchio (2001, p.115) found that, compared to American managers, Chinese 

managers: place less emphasis on work performance when making bonus decisions; place 

more emphasis on relationships with co-workers when making nonmonetary decisions; place 

more emphasis on relationships with managers when making nonmonetary award decisions; 

and place more emphasis on personal needs when making bonus decisions. Giacobbe-Miller 

et al., (2003) found that Chinese managers emphasize equality more than productivity in 

bonus distribution than American and Russian managers using scenario measures but found 

no significant differences in responses to the “Beliefs about inequality” survey. Fischer et al. 

(2007) investigated differences in reward allocation principles by surveying employees in five 

countries: Germany (both East and West); the United Kingdom; New Zealand, the United 

States, and Brazil. Fischer and his colleagues hypothesized and found that greater emphasis 
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on embeddedness and harmony (vs. mastery) was associated positively with reliance on 

equality and need but negatively with reliance on equity. Also, they found that greater 

hierarchy was associated with less reliance on equity. 

In collectivistic cultures, people may consider highly differentiated reward unfavourable to 

the basic goal of maintaining harmonious relationships (Hofstede, 1980). Colquitt et al., 

(2005, p.20) argue that “Equity norms requires differentiating the contributions of recipients, 

it threatens to undermine interpersonal cooperation and to disrupt socio-emotional relations”. 

Kim et al. (1990) put forward a similar argument when they maintain that “in collectivistic 

societies, people may consider too much differentiation of rewards for any reason inimical to 

the fundamental goal of maintaining harmonious relationships in groups, and therefore to be 

avoided” (p. 197). Moreover, in collectivistic cultures, employees who perform 

extraordinarily are disliked because this may invoke jealousy and conflict and thus 

disturbance of group harmony (Aycan, 2005). Also, it might be that equality rules signify that 

each member is valued and included in the group (Conlon et al., 2004)  

Other studies, nevertheless, do not confirm cultural effect on allocations rules. Marin (1985) 

asks university students from Indonesia and the United States to divide reward between two 

individuals whose performances differed. Both samples choose to allocate reward in terms of 

equity rule and preferred equitable allocator regardless of the relationship between the 

allocator and the recipients, Also, Kashima et al. (1988) predict and find that both Japanese 

and Australians students seem to support the universalistic notion of distributive justice and 

choose equity rule regardless of contextual factors (i.e. legislation and consensus) to divide a 

bonus. However, Japanese participants view equality to be fairer and equity to be less fair 

than Australians. In addition, the age variable affects Japanese alterability judgments; whereas 

Australians judgments of fairness are affected by the debt of the employees. McLean Parks et 

al. (1999) investigate allocation norms using experimental design with 63 MBA students. 

They find no significant cultural effect on preference for distribution norm (i.e., equity, 

equality, and need rule) between individualistic (United States) and collectivistic (Singapore) 

participants, however, their allocation rules are affected by both the type of resource and the 

distribution or recovery of these resources. In a recent multi-country study, Chiang and Birtch 

(2007) survey employees drawn from the banking industry from (Canada, Finland, Hong 

Kong China and the UK) to investigate differences in reward allocation principles. They 

observe evidence of common preference across the sample for criteria based on the equity 

norm, such as pay for performance.  

Also, meta-analysis studies on culture and reward allocation preferences have often been 

inconsistent and contradictory. Using meta-analysis techniques, Sama and Papamarcos (2002) 
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explore Hofstede’s (1980) prediction that a culture’s score on individualism-collectivism will 

be associated with individuals’ allocative standards. The authors find that members of 

individualistic cultures prefer equity as allocation strategy because of a cultural preference for 

personal initiative and achievement. In contrast, in collectivistic societies, equality or need is 

emphasized where maintaining harmonious relationships is appreciated. Another meta-

analysis by Fischer and Smith (2003) concludes that individualism-collectivism dimension at 

the national level does not explain differences between the East and the West in reward 

allocation preference, at least in situations where the allocator is not a recipient of rewards. 

Interestingly they also show that where the allocator does not benefit from the allocation: 

societies high on power distance and hierarchy prefer equity and more differential allocation 

of material rewards whereas in cultures low on power distance and with egalitarian values 

people prefer equality. 

Findings of meta-analysis studies by Sama and Papamarcos (2002) and Fischer and Smith 

(2003) contradict each other and this is likely due to sampling issues (participants in most of 

the studies included in the meta-analysis were students) and contextual factors, namely the 

differential role of the allocator across the two meta-analyses (Gelfand et al., 2007). 

 

2.6.4 The Impact of Culture on Distributive Criteria 

“Distributive justice is achieved if all groups regarded their share of a resource as fair. To 

avoid a sense of injustice, participations must agree on the allocation norms used and the way 

the norm are to be applied” (Leung & Stephan, 1998, p.196). Although many fairness 

principles have been identified, three principles have received the most attentions (i.e. equity, 

equality, and need) and are discussed in terms of their criteria (Leung & Tong, 2004).  

 

2.6.4.1 Criteria of equity rule 

For the application of equity rule, the concept of input is crucial to the outcome of the 

distribution (Leung and Morris, 2000).  As previously explained, individuals vary in their 

understanding of distributive justice. Despite holding similar fairness rules (e.g., equity), 

different cultures may hold alternative views as to what criteria or input count as legitimate 

(Morris et al. 1999, Komorita & Leung, 1985). Fairness criteria must be identified to 

determine input. Input has been classified in different dimensions (Campbell, 1999; Hunt, 

1996; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Komorita & leung, 1985). Equity rule can be 

operationalized basing allocations on task-relevant and/or irrelevant input (Komorita & leung, 
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1985). Task-relevant input refers to criteria that have a direct relationship with job 

performance, such as effort and the amount of time spent on a task.  

Task-irrelevant input refers to criteria that aren't specific to various aspects of job 

performance, such as past contribution and length of service. It is suggested that the effect of 

culture on what counts as legitimate criteria be may differ between task-relevant and task-

irrelevant criteria (Leung & Stephan, 1998, p.196).   

Several researchers have utilized a general cultural value dimension (i.e. individualism-

collectivism and power distance) to explain differences in justice criteria (e.g. Conner, 2003; 

Chiang & Birtch, 2007; Kim et al., 1990).  As indicated earlier, individualists tend to give 

priority to personal over collective goals, and are more driven toward accomplishing a task 

and less concerned with relationships. People from such cultures are more likely to view 

performance as mainly the product of an individual’s effort not that of a group or team, hence 

they favour rewards that are based on the individual’s performance. In contrast, collectivists 

demonstrate a strong moral attachment and long-term relationship with their groups (i.e. 

organizations) (Shamir, 1990). People in such cultures tend to view performance as context-

specific (Mcfarlin & Sweeney, 2001; Staw, 1980; Zhao & Martocchio, 2001) and therefore, 

irrelevant-task criteria (e.g. social class, gender, length of service) may be emphasized in 

distributive decisions. It has been suggested that people from countries such as Saudi Arabia 

and China are less likely to embrace the equity concept and “often feel that external factors 

(e.g. fate) control their lives to a great extent” (Mcfarlin & Sweeney, 2001, p.75). Seniority 

rule (length of service) provides all employees with a basis for predicting their future 

employment position. Cooper and Sobol (1976) suggest that the use of test scores and 

seniority rule govern hiring (determine the allocation of work), promotion, layoffs, and 

transfers can be seen as unfair by members of minority groups who may have been subjected 

to past discrimination from earning seniority or acquiring test-taking skills. However, It is 

well documented that seniority is a key criterion for compensation and promotion in 

collectivistic cultures (e.g. Japanese companies) (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990).  

Using the policy-capturing approach Beatty et al., (1988) examine the compensation decision-

making policies of 41 Japanese and 63 United States managers. They find that performance is 

significantly less emphasized by the Japanese sample than the U.S. sample. U.S managers 

place more importance upon job performance in their pay decisions, whereas Japanese 

managers consider performance and others factors such as job worth, need for achievement, 

loyalty, and length of service. Hundley and Kim (1997) conduct a comparative study on 

American and Korean college students to investigate factors that affect pay fairness 

judgments. They conclude that American fairness judgments of pay level are determined 
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more by individual job performance and work effort whereas Korean fairness judgments are 

more sensitive to variations in seniority, education, and family size. Similarly, compared to 

western participants, Mamman et al. (1996) and Entrekin and Chung (2001) conclude that 

Asian participants prefer to use non-equity criteria, such as loyalty, seniority and age in 

performance evaluations and in determining pay increases. 

It has been suggested that seniority often results in more commitment and loyalty to an 

organization (e.g. Meyer et al., 1993), hence it is counted as a central allocative criterion in 

determining resource-distribution decisions, e.g. compensation and promotion (Leung & 

Stephan, 1998). Fischer (2004) states that rewarding loyalty (e.g. a loyal employee is less 

likely to be dismissed first) was significantly related to procedural justice. Also, Fischer and 

Smith (2004) deduce that allocation based on seniority is seen as fair and seniority accounted 

for about 7%, whereas performance accounts for 11% of the variance in justice perception. 

For performance dimension, it is argued that collectivists tend to emphasise contributions to 

interpersonal relationships such as to promoting group cohesiveness and harmony (Leung & 

Tong, 2004).  

Also, in high power distance countries, “Superiors are thought to be different (physically and 

psychologically) from subordinates and hierarchy legitimates inequality” (Conner, 2003, 

p.35), and people at the top of the organizational hierarchy are entitled to more privileges and 

deference. Therefore, less powerful people (e.g. fellow employees) tend to accept inequalities 

in rewards based on criteria such as rank or position and social class as would be in the case 

in low power distance societies (Leung, 2005; Leung & Tong, 2004).  

 

2.6.4.2 Criteria of equality rule 

In general, equality rule refers to allocating rewards equally to individuals regardless of their 

contributions. Simpson and Varma, (2006) argue that this definition or formulation of 

equality does not recognize other alternative conceptual constructs of equality. According to 

them, this rule of distribution can be divided into two distinct constructs; absolute and 

bounded equality.  “Absolute equality refers to an allocative standard embodying the belief 

that all people have equally legitimate claims to social resources”. In other words, 

organizational rewards are equally distributed across different types of jobs and different 

productive units, so that “all organizational members have equally legitimate claims to 

economic [and social] rewards no matter what their job or where they work within the 

organization”. “Bounded equality refers to allocative standards embodying the belief that 

people who are alike or similar in terms of some meaningful group reference category have 
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equal claims to social resources” (Simpson & Varma, 2006, pp. 238-341). In this case 

individuals who are in the same job and level are rewarded equally regardless of their 

contributions. It is clear that social categorization is an important factor in the calculation of 

rewards. Bounded equality emphasizes rewards on the basis of group membership and it is 

quite distinctive from internal equity that emphasizes rewards on the basis of perceived 

individual inputs where social categorization is disconnected as with absolute equality.  

Leung and Tong (2004) distinguish between objective and subjective equality in the case of 

nondivisible and multidimensional resources. Also, Conlon et al., (2004) suggest that in 

nondivisible resources, equality is achieved by giving people an equal opportunity to receive 

a reward, such as by using a random draw. Also, authority figures may allocate rewards and 

resources through chance meetings. The relative lack of empirical research exploring equality 

criteria in allocations provides little guidance concerning various equality criteria. However, it 

is suggested that in the case of nondivisible and multidimensional resources, people from 

collectivistic cultures who tend to value the group cohesiveness and harmony may possibly 

choose criteria and practices that are conflict free (e.g. turn-taking). Also, in societies high in 

power distance, people tend to favour subjective equality because it provides flexibility to 

superiors to decide on an allocation in the way they prefer (Leung & Tong, 2004)   

 

2.6.4.3 Criteria of need rule 

Needs theories have a long history of influence on thinking about human behaviour, and are 

largely based on the work of Alderfer (1969), Herzberg et al. (1959), Maslow (1943), and 

McClelland (1965). A basic assumption underlying all major needs theories is that different 

types of needs exist among human beings and these needs occur in a hierarchical structure 

(Rauschenberger et al., 1980).   

Maslow’s (1943) needs hierarchy is one of the most extensively used needs theories, and 

consists of five different classes or levels: psychological (e.g., work conditions), security 

(e.g., health insurance), social (e.g., belonging), esteem (e.g., social recognition) and self-

actualization (e.g., personal growth). Maslow’s needs-hierarchy theory has been criticized on 

several grounds. Wahba and Bridwell (1976) carried out an in-depth review and analysis of 

Maslow’s theory and concluded that the evidence for the hierarchal needs is sparse. Whilst 

acknowledging that human beings do have needs that have to be met, the existence of a rigid 

order of those needs for every individual is not necessarily going to be the same. Hofstede 

(1984) built upont this idea, asserting that the hierarchy was steeped in ethnocentricity and 

based upon a Western ideology. Hofstede (1984) goes on to state that this hierarchy alone 
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does not acknowledge or recognise differences in the cultural needs of societies and their 

unique social and intellectual needs. Hofstede (1984) uses the example of his dimensions 

theory elements of collectivist and individualistic societies to illustrate his ideas, stating that 

the needs of individualistic are more self-actualisation and self-fulfilment, whereas in a 

collectivist society, the focus is more aimed towards the community and acceptance and 

belonging within this structure. The theory also assumed that individuals must satisfy lower 

level needs before they become motivated to attain higher-level needs. However, individuals 

are aware of the attainment of higher needs even though their basic human needs have not 

been fully satisfied (Bennett, 1997). Moreover, Martin (2005, p.436) argues that the amount 

of satisfaction needed at a specific level before a higher level need is activated is unknown 

and differs from individual to individual. 

Another area for consideration which was not addressed by Maslow, but was criticised by 

Cianci and Gambrel (2003) that the hierarchy is too simplistic and suggests that it does not 

account for societal needs which may occur at different times such as recession and war. 

Also, age was not taken into consideration. Tay and Diener (2011) demonstrated that the 

ranking of needs varies with age and displays no evidence that these needs reflect the same 

across all age groups. 

Subsequently, Alderfer’s existence, relatedness and growth needs theory (ERG) modified 

Maslow’s theory by suggesting a revision consisting of three hierarchical needs instead of the 

original five. ERG theory (1969, 1972) categorizes human needs in organizational settings 

into three groups: existence, relatedness and growth needs. Existence needs refers to “all of 

the various physiological and material desires” (e.g., work related pay) and is equivalent to 

psychological and material or security of Maslow’s needs hierarchy. Relatedness needs 

“concern the desires people have for relationships with significant others that can be 

characterized by a mutual sharing of thoughts and feelings” and is to the equivalent safety—

interpersonal, esteem—interpersonal and belongingness (social) of Maslow’s needs hierarchy. 

Growth needs concern the “desires of a person to have creative and productive effects upon 

himself and upon his environment” (e.g., develop new capabilities) and is equivalent to 

esteem—self-confirmed and self-actualization of Maslow’s needs hierarchy (Schneider & 

Alderfer, 1973, p.490). 

It has been argued that an employee may evaluate the fairness of an outcome in terms of how 

well it meets his or her personal needs (Mamman, 1997). Leung and Tong (2004) suggest that 

these needs can be considered as justice criteria.  For example, they speculate that relatedness 

needs will be emphasized more in collectivistic than in individualistic cultures. Also, it is 

suggested that “employees have become reluctant to accept job transfers because of the 
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potential disruptions to their personal and family lives” (Lee & Johnson, 1994, p.377). It has 

also been argued that employees who value collectivism and/or familism will be more likely 

to want to spend time with their families, and prefer benefit systems that offer them the 

opportunity to do so (i.e. to satisfy their personal needs) (Stone et al., 2007). Several 

empirical studies show cultural influence on need importance to people across different 

cultures and nations (Al-Meer, 1996; Blunt & Jones, 1986; Slocum et al., 1971). For example, 

a comparative study by Al-Meer (1996) explores the need importance of Saudi and western 

individuals (managers and non-managers) working in some Saudi organizations. The results 

indicate that Saudi subjects attach a relatively high value to social needs compared to western 

individuals.  

A number of studies support the notion that individuals in highly collectivistic cultures are 

more likely to take needs into consideration than individuals in highly individualistic cultures. 

In distribution of money to a hypothetical recipient, Murphy-Berman et al., (1984) found that 

Indian participants were significantly more inclined than their U.S. counterparts to distribute 

money on the basis of need and less on the basis of equity or equality. The researchers argue 

that individualism-collectivism values explain the differences in allocation decisions. They 

state that “perceptions of fairness are culturally relative and bound to specific socialization 

practices and societal norms” (p.1267). Another explanation is that “the greater emphasis of 

Indian students on need presumably reflects the greater awareness and reality of substantial 

material need in that society” (Konow, 2003, p.1229). Zhao and Martocchio (2001) used an 

experimental design and found that, relative to American managers, Chinese managers place 

more emphasis on personal needs (financial situation) when making bonus decisions.  

Other distribution justice criteria have been reported in mono-cultural studies and yet not 

formally recognized in the justice literature and measurements. For example, Narcisse and 

Harcourt (2008) used a qualitative case study method to examine employee perceptions of the 

fairness of their performance appraisals at Saint Lucian public service organization in 

Castries, Saint Lucia, West Indies. They found that consistency in reward allocation is an 

important factor in judging its fairness. Also, a study by Assad (2001) examined perceptions 

of incentive systems using a sample of 185 female Saudi office workers at King Abdul-Aziz 

University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. She found that the respondents perceived the system to be 

inadequate and failed to meet affective criteria such as time of distribution (the length of time 

between efforts and rewards). Also, Abu-Tayeh (2007) reported the importance of the timing 

as a factor shaping Jordanian employees’ perceptions of distributive justice. Moreover, Ali 

(1988) found that appraisal systems in Arab countries focus mainly on the quality of 

interpersonal interactions. 
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Based on the preceding review and consistent with Fischer et al.’s (2007) criticism of reward 

allocation, there are a number of important issues. First, most studies does not always “pit 

equity against equality [and need] as a choice for research participants” (Steiner, 2001, 

p.125). Second, most research utilizes different frames of reference (i.e. resource allocators, 

recipients and co-recipients of the allocation) making inferences across studies difficult. 

Third, most previous studies use different designs in terms of settings, experimental 

manipulations, and participants, most commonly relying on scenario based and role playing 

studies that describe a hypothetical situation and ask participants how they would respond to 

it. Fourth, sampling of most of these studies involves university students for convenience. It 

has been argued that “students may share a university environment that is likely to promote 

similar modus operandi” (Kashima et al., 1988, p.62), in addition to which there is doubt 

whether students can be representative of full-time employees. The results of the meta-

analysis by Fischer and Smith (2003) confirm that mean effect sizes for studies with students 

and working adults differ. It has been suggested that “It is necessary to study individuals 

working in organizations rather than students, if conclusions valid for organizations are to be 

drawn” (Fischer et al., 2007, p.4). The fifth issue is that of sampling of nations in cross-

cultural studies. Most studies reported here were conducted comparing East Asian (i.e. 

Chinese, Japanese, and Korean) or Indian participants with U.S. students. Fischer et al., 

(2007) suggest that allocation norms in other nations should be investigated. Moreover, less 

attention is paid to emic approach to investigate specific allocation processes within a culture 

(Leung & Morris, 2000).  

 

2.6.5 The Impact of Culture on Procedural justice 

It has been suggested that “distribution of reward is only the final step in a sequence of 

events” (Leventhal, 1980, p.16), and is not the only manner of evaluating fairness of a 

decision, rather that procedural methods of the allocative process used to arrive at the 

distribution decision are important determinants of fairness judgments (Leventhal, 1980; 

Thibaut and Walker, 1975, 1978). According to Leventhal (1980, p.16) procedural justice 

“refers to an individual’s perception of the fairness of procedural components of the social 

system that regulate the allocative process”. He defines a procedural rule “as an individual’s 

belief that allocative procedures which satisfy certain criteria are fair and appropriate” 

(Leventhal, 1980, p.5). A similar definition was proposed by Leung (2005, p.562) that 

“procedural rules typically involve a set of steps and processes for decision making”.  

For the application of procedural and interactional rules and criteria, two theoretical models 

explain individuals’ preferences for fair process of decision making about distribution of 
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social and economic recourses (i.e. why justice matters?). First, the instrumental model (i.e. 

formal procedures) “focused on stipulating specific standards of process fairness” (Blader & 

Tyler, 2005, p.747) and assumes that people value fairness of a process (i.e. process control) 

because it is a control mechanism maximizes people control over the decision and ensure the 

predictability and favourability of their outcomes over the long term (Tyler 1987; Fortin, 

2008). This view of procedural justice is based on the work of Thibaut and Walker (1975) and 

Leventhal (1980) discussed in Section 2.3.  

The second theoretical perspective is noninstrumental effects of procedural justice (Bies & 

Moag, 1986; Lind & Tyler 1988). As previously mentioned, the group-value model offers an 

alternative explanation of procedural effects. This model assumes that procedural justice 

informs people about their relationships with groups and group authorities, and people judge 

procedural fairness according to three criteria: (a) the neutrality of the authorities - unbiased, 

honest and basing decisions on evidence; (b) the trustworthiness of those authorities enacting 

the procedures; and (c) the individual’s standing or status recognition in the group (Tyler & 

Lind, 1992).  

Cross-cultural research on procedural and interactional rules is relatively limited (Beugré, 

2007; Leung & Morris, 2000; Kim & Leung, 2007; Steiner, 2001).  Steiner (2001, p.122) 

stresses that the importance of cross-cultural research is “to assess the generalizability of US-

based research or to develop the theory relating to the differences”.  It has been argued that 

people have different histories, norms and expectations that lead them to develop different 

beliefs about the legitimacy of procedural factors (Beugré, 2007; Leung & Tong, 2003; 

Mcfarlin & Sweeney, 2001; Steiner, 2001).  

 

2.6.5.1 Formal procedural justice  

It has been suggested that having voice is more important in individualistic and low in power 

distance societies such as the U.S. than their counterparts in collectivistic societies (McFarlin 

& Sweeny, 2001). People in collectivistic cultures tend to prefer indirect control over the 

process and direct control over the outcomes (Leung, 2005; Leung & Tong, 2004). Early 

investigation in this area focused on formal legal procedures by Thibaut and Walker (1975). 

This work was replicated in different cultural contexts, and process control (i.e. voice) is 

valued across cultures (e.g. Lind et al., 1987). Lind et al., (1987) conducted a cross-national 

experimental study to examine perceptions of four procedural models for adjudicative conflict 

resolution using 178 participants from four countries: the United States, Britain, France, and 

West Germany. The findings demonstrate a general preference for process control by 
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disputants (adversary models) over inquisitorial models. In contrast, in conflict resolution and 

opposed to Thibaut and Walker model of procedural justice, Leung (1987) hypothesized and 

found that individualistic American participants prefer adversary adjudication whereas 

collectivists from Hong Kong prefer conciliation and negotiation as they expect more 

harmony from informal procedures. This result is reconfirmed in a study by Morris et al., 

(2004). Using a hypothetical dispute, Morris et al. (2004) found that students from Hung 

Kong differ significantly from American students in that they expect harmony restoration 

with informal negotiation-based procedures rather than formal adjudicatory procedures. The 

authors state that: 

We reject the view [of Thibaut and Walker] that people’s preferences hinge directly 

on procedural structure. Adversary adjudication is not always favoured over other 

procedures. Expectancies are constructed by simulating an interaction with given 

person. That is, disputants evaluate procedural structures in relation to what they have 

learned, frameworks shape the inferences they draw about personality and thus the 

expectations and preferences they ultimately construct. (p.142) 

Also, Bierbrauer (1994) found that Kurdish and Lebanese preferred to use norms of religion 

and tradition to resolve a conflict, whereas Germans preferred formal legal procedures. Leung 

and Tong, (2004) explain this result being due to the salience of norms of religion and 

tradition giving the Kurdish and Lebanese direct control over the outcome of the dispute, 

while for the German formal procedures was the alternative way to impact the outcome which 

is in the hand of judges.  Irani and Lebanon (1999, p.2) reviewed Arab-Islamic indigenous 

methods of conflict resolution techniques and reported several methods of resolving disputes 

such as wasta (patronage-mediation) tahkeem (arbitration) rituals of sulh (settlement) and 

musalaha (reconciliation). Some cross-national studies have investigated styles of conflict 

resolutions. For instance, Elsayed-EkJiouly and Buda (1996) conducted a comparative study 

on Arab Middle Eastern executives (collectivists) and U.S. executives (individualists). They 

found that Arab executives use more of an integrating and avoiding style in handling 

interpersonal conflict while U.S. executives use more of an obliging, dominating, and 

compromising style. AL-Ghamdi, (1999, p.42) states that “personal relationships may be an 

important factor in the success or failure of negotiations with Saudis”. Other studies support 

such differences. For example, Morris et al., (1998) found differences between Chinese and 

Americans in term resolution of conflicts of styles.  Due to their relatively high emphasis on 

the value of conformity and tradition, Chinese managers relied on an avoiding style whereas 

American managers relied on a competing style as result of their emphasis on individual 

achievement. However, other studies failed to confirm differences between individualists and 

collectivists in terms of conflict styles (e.g., Cai & Fink, 2002).  
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Consistency and the degree of formality also differ across cultures. Beugré (2007) suggests 

that consistency of procedural justice may not always prevail in relationship-centred cultures 

(i.e. collectivistic). Also, Leung and Tong (2004, p. 324) suggest that because collectivist 

societies value group boundaries, and variations across actors, time and context being more 

accepted more than individualistic societies do, they will have a tendency to view consistency 

in particularistic terms. Individualistic cultures, on the other hand will focus more on the 

universal meaning of consistency. Also, while formality is emphasized in the USA and related 

cultures, it may be the opposite in other cultures (McFarlin and Sweeney, 2001). In addition, 

collectivists tend to value “face saving” and to be less comfortable with explicit criticism, 

especially negative feedback (McFarlin and Sweeney, 2001).  They may prefer feedback to be 

communicated to them through a third party or at least not in public. Ali (1988) investigated 

appraisal systems in five Arab countries. He found that these systems are informal in that with 

less use of documents, feedback is subjective with emphasis on interpersonal aspects of 

performance. For example, in Saudi Arabia a manager-subordinate relationship is considered 

to be important criteria in performance evaluation. Other studies show the important role of 

formalization in collectivist cultures. For instance, Abu-Tayeh (2007) investigated the effects 

of participation in decision making (PDM) and formalization on Jordanian employees’ 

perceptions of organizational justice. He found high levels of perceived formalization 

associated with high levels of perceived distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. In 

addition, a high level of uncertainty avoidance interacted with formalization to impact 

organizational justice perceptions, although obtaining more accurate information could reduce 

uncertainty. However, there was no significant relationship between participation in decision-

making and employees’ perceptions of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. 

Furthermore, he found that high  levels  of  perceived  hierarchy  of  authority  was associated 

with  high  levels of perceived  interactional  justice but not procedural and distributive 

justice. The findings of this study did not support the process model of Thibaut and Walker 

(1975). Campbell and Finch (2004, p.183) suggest that “cultural dimension 

[individualism/collectivism and power distance] not only influence management’s willingness 

to delegate decision-making power, but also employees’ willingness to participate”. Sagie and 

Aycan (2003) argue that paternalistic PDM is more common in societies characterized by 

high power distance and low individualism. Ali (1992) found that the predominant decision-

making style in the Arab Gulf countries was pseudo-consultative, that is to prepare 

subordinates to accept decisions already made by managers. 

Appeal and correctability means that there must be an opportunity to reconsider and modify 

decisions; however, the possibility of correctability is less expected in high power distance 

and collectivist cultures. As for application of accuracy criteria in collectivist and high power 



 

 

 

34 

 

 

 

distance cultures, superiors may be seen as an important source in determining the accuracy 

of information.   In contrast, in individualist cultures, people tend to rely on their knowledge 

and experiences to evaluate the accuracy of information (Leung & Tong, 2004).  

2.6.6 The Impact of Culture on Interpersonal Justice  

As previously explained, the relational antecedents of procedural justice are status 

recognition, neutrality, and trust. Greenberg (2001) suggests that “interpersonal determinants 

of justice based on social norms and customs are likely to be operationalized differently cross 

cultures”. Also, it is suggested that “differences in term of collectivistic-individualistic 

dimension will determine whether much attention is devoted to relational information” (De 

Cremer & Tyler, 2005, p.15). Several USA-based studies support the argument that people 

use justice information (e.g., trust, neutrality, and status recognition) to inform them about 

relational concerns as well as the fairness of their outcomes (e.g.,Tyler et al., 1996; Tyler & 

Folger, 1980). As for status recognition criteria, although respect is a universal value, 

behaviours which constitute respect are culture-specific (Morris & Leung, 2000). Culture 

impacts expression of emotions and in general people from collectivist and high power 

cultures are less likely to express their negative emotions and to accept openly negative 

feedback. This can be seen as a sign of disrespect. In such cultures, there is also a high 

expectation that a supervisor may play the role of a father-figure in solving disputes among 

those below him, whereas in individualist cultures people tend to rely on their own efforts to 

do so.  

In societies where inequality of power is predominant, there will be low expectations 

regarding fair treatment for all (neutrality) (McFarlin & Sweeney, 2001) and less negative 

reactions toward injustice.  In a scenario study, Bond et al., (1985) found that Hong Kong 

Chinese respondents were more tolerant of verbal insults from higher status persons than their 

American counterparts.  Similarly, Tyler et al., (2000) predicted and found that when making 

evaluations of their superiors, people in high power distance societies were less affected by 

relational information and the quality of their treatment by those in authority and focused 

more on outcome favourability. Also, a field study by Blader et al. (2001) indicates 

differences between U.S and Taiwan subjects in the weight of both interpersonal and 

instrumental concerns. Their findings show that for Taiwan respondents (relatively high on 

power distance) relational information has less impact than the instrumental aspect when 

making procedural justice judgments and the opposite is true for U.A subjects. A similar 

result is reported by Leung et al. (2001). The authors found that Chinese participants reacted 

less negatively to supervisory criticism. Compared to Americans, they regarded the treatment 

as less unjust, showed more trust and satisfaction towards the supervisor and displayed a 
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higher level of organizational commitment. On the other hand, Zhang and Zhang (2015) 

examined the impact of Gilliland’s (1993) criteria of justice (associated with formal 

procedural, interpersonal and informational justice dimensions) on Chinese employees' 

evaluation of the recruitment process. They found that the interpersonal effectiveness of the 

administrators (as being thoughtful, respectful, and enthusiastic) were predictors of the overall 

procedural justice perception, whereas, property of questions, and information known did not 

show significant impact on perception of procedural justice. Tata et al. (2003) also examined 

employees’ preferences for justice principles (corresponding to procedural, interpersonal and 

informational dimensions) in the Chinese context. They found that the principle of 

interpersonal treatment (i.e., treating employees with kindness and considerations, dealing 

with them in a truthful manner, respecting them and showing concern for their rights) is 

perceived as fairer in collectivistic China than in individualistic U.S.   

 

2.6.7 The Impact of Culture on Informational Justice  

It has been suggested that informational justice criteria can vary across cultures. Leung and 

Tong (2004, p.327) suggest five criteria; justification (explanations provide); truthfulness; 

reasonable explanations, timeliness (communication in a timely manner); and target 

specificity of communication (tailored to individual’s specific needs). Beugré (2007, p. 117) 

argue that “collectivists tend to prefer mitigating tactics in social conflicts, such as apologies 

and excuses, whereas individualists tend to prefer assertive tactics, such as justification and 

denial”. Tata et al.’s (2003) study mentioned above found that culture influences the 

perceived fairness of explanation and that explanation is perceived as fairer in the U.S. than in 

China. They suggest that as Chinese are highly influenced by power distance, Chinese 

respondents are less likely to receive explanations to be fair compared to U.S. employees.  Ali 

and Azim (1996) examined expatriate and indigenous managers’ perceptions of personal and 

organizational problems in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). They found that British 

expatriates are more sensitive to comments which are taken personally and prefer to receive 

rational explanation compared to Arab expatriates and indigenous managers. They state that 

British expatriates expect to receive rational explanations; however, in the Arab work 

environment such practice is not necessary.  

The above discussion would suggest that theoretically, instrumental and non-instrumental 

models tend to be absolute and pay relatively less attention to variations of justice 

characteristics and effects across cultures (Leung & Tong, 2003).  However, some empirical 

results indicate that cultural differences affect the applications of different justice rules. Also, 

some studies have replicated USA-based findings and applied an “imposed etic” but not emic 

approach to investigate organizational justice norms in non-western cultures.  
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2.6.8 Organizational Justice in the Arab Context 

A number of recent studies have been conducted on organizational justice in the Arab context 

where collectivism and power distance are highly prevalent. All these focused on the impact 

of organizational justice on work behaviours and attitudes such as job satisfaction, trust, 

organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviour, job performance, turnover 

intentions and job stress. They found that perceived organizational justice is positively 

associated with job satisfaction, trust, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship 

behaviour, job performance; on the other hand, it is negatively associated with turnover 

intentions and job stress. For example, Abu Elanain, (2010) surveyed 350 UAE national 

employees from five different service and industrial product organizations in the UAE 

(Dubai). Abu Elanain (2010) found that procedural and distributive justice factors have 

significant impacts on intention to leave. He also found that, consistent with western research 

findings, distributive and procedural justice have important functional impacts on job 

satisfaction and commitment. However, as opposed to the western literature, job satisfaction 

is more strongly impacted by employees’ perceptions of procedural justice than distributive 

justice. Also, Elamin, (2012) surveyed 315 Saudi employees from 24 organizations operating 

in an Eastern province in Saudi Arabia. Distributive justice was found to be a stronger 

predictor of job satisfaction compared to procedural justice. Contrary to many Western 

studies, procedural justice failed to account for additional variances in organizational 

commitment beyond the main effects of interactional and distributive justice in the Saudi 

Arabian context. Suliman (2007) conducted a field study of 1089 employees from three cities, 

working in the private and public sectors in the UAE, to assess the relationship between 

organisational justice, job satisfaction and work performance (supervisor-rated performance 

and self-rated performance). The results show that distributive, procedural and interactional 

justice perceptions were positively and significantly related to job satisfaction and 

performance. However, compared to other justice dimensions, interactional justice had a 

paramount impact on job satisfaction. Tlaiss and Elamin (2015) used responses of 231 junior 

and middle managers from eight organizations in Saudi Arabia to examine the relationship 

between perceived justice and two foci of trust (trust in an organization and trust in an 

immediate supervisor). Consistent with mainstream research findings, the study found that 

only interactional justice was related to trust in a supervisor, whereas procedural justice was a 

better predictor of trust in an organization than interactional justice. Distributive justice had 

no impact on either dependent outcome. In general their findings reveal that interactional 

justice plays a major role in enhancing not only trust in supervisors, but also trust in 

organizations in the Arab context.  
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In addition to work attitude, perceived organizational justice significantly influences the work 

behaviours of Arab employees. Fernandes and Awamleh (2006) investigated the links 

between three dimensions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural justice and 

interactional) and self-assessed performance and job satisfaction of 302 expatriates and UAE 

nationals. Their findings indicate an interesting result compared to the previous study. 

Distributive and interactional justice are significantly and positively related to job satisfaction 

and self-perceived performance. Contrary to western studies, procedural justice fails to show 

any significant relationship with any of the independent variables. This contradiction is 

attributed to the employment practices in the UAE. The authors state that recruitment and 

promotion is more dependent on government policies than on organisational procedures. 

Elamin and Tlaiss (2015) used the responses of 250 of Saudi managers to examine the 

relationship between perceived justice and organizational citizenship behaviour. The study 

found that in comparison with procedural and distributive justice, interactional justice has the 

most significant impact on organizational citizenship behaviour. 

Another study examined health consequences of justice perceptions. Dbaibo et al. (2010) 

investigated value incongruence and organizational justice as predictors of perceived stress in 

a sample of 362 organizational employees in Beirut, Lebanon. They found that interpersonal 

justice and distributive justice were the only ones related to stress perception, accounting for 

17 per cent of the variance, whereas informational and procedural justice failed to predict 

occupational stress. Another study by Suliman and Abdulla (2005) found that although 

distributive and procedural justice were negatively related to frustration, interactional justice 

played the most important role in explaining variance in frustration.  

Indeed, these studies attempted to answer one important question: Can Western findings of 

reaction to justice be generalized to the Arab context? These studies used an imposed-etic 

approach by translating an original Western-developed measure to assess three organizational 

justice dimensions. They employed a self-administered questionnaire developed by Moorman 

(1991) and Niehoff and Moorman (1993). Only Dbaibo et al. (2010) measured all four 

dimensions of organizational justice as suggested by Colquitt (2001). Research in the Arab 

context has included informational and interpersonal justice under the umbrella of 

interactional justice, which has tended to inflate the importance of interactional justice when 

examining organizational fairness and employee attitudes and behaviours (Hauenstein et al, 

2001). As indicated by the results in the Arab context and contrary to the large body of 

western justice literature (see Chapter 6, Section 6.4), among justice dimensions, interactional 

justice is strongly related to job satisfaction (Elamin & Alomaim, 2011), organizational 

commitment (Elamin, 2012) trust (Tlaiss & Elamin , 2015) and organizational citizenship 

behaviour (Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015). 



 

 

 

38 

 

 

 

Overall, these studies suggest that the cultural values and employment practices influence 

respondents' reactions to the perceived justice. These factors were summarized by Elamins 

(2012). First, Arab culture is high in power distance which is reflected in people’s obedience 

to authorities, therefore, respondents may not have high expectations of fair procedures in 

terms of participating in making decisions and appealing unfair decisions. Second, Arab 

culture is collectivist in nature, focussing on the interests of the group and group solidarity; 

thus, criticism of unfair procedures may be seen by respondents as disruptive to group 

solidarity. Third, respondents may have little faith that procedures and the system will be fair. 

It has been suggested that employee-related job decisions in work setting are largely based on 

the subjective judgments and attitudes of top managers (Iles et al, 2012) and it is therefore 

quite common to have different, inconsistent procedures. People may prefer inconsistent 

procedures when they promote group harmony (insofar as these procedures do not bring 

disagreement between people). Fourth, employment practices in investigated countries are 

influenced more by government policies than by organizational procedures. For example, a 

national policy in the Arab Gulf countries is to replace foreign workers with local workers. 

Consequently, such policy may lessen the impact of procedural justice for those workers. One 

major gap in these studies is that they have utilized Western measurement items and scales 

and focused on the consequences of fairness rather than the antecedent of fairness. Thus, this 

thesis has focused on the formation of workplace fairness and developed and validated a 

measure for workplace fairness in the Arab context.  

 

2.6.9 Organizational Justice Measurements and Constructs  

Over the last two decades, numerous efforts have been made to better measure perceptions of 

organizational justice (e.g. Colquitt, 2001; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Moorman, 1991; 

Konovsky, et al., 1987; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). The application of justice theories and 

measurements has been widespread in the third world. These scales are based exclusively on 

Western theoretical and empirical research (e.g. Adams, 1963; Bies & Moag, 1986; Deutsch, 

1975; Greenberg, 1993; Homans, 1974; Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut and Walker 1975). This is 

predominantly obvious in equity theory (Adams, 1963; Homans, 1974). The literature has 

been dominated by the concept of equity as fairness and reflects Western values (Howard, 

1999). Although, it is argued that evaluating fairness of outcomes is more problematic than is 

proposed by equity theory (Leventhal, 1980), these measurements, and as a result researches 

based on them, treat the construct of distributive justice as unidimensional. Therefore, the 

measurement of other important allocation rules (e.g. equality and need) has been largely 

overlooked. As previously explained, these rules are valued in collectivistic cultures and 

studies may yield different result if they pit equity against equality and need rules.  
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Furthermore, when conceptualizing equity theory, these scales overlook one of the basic 

elements of equity theory which is social comparison information in the process of 

assessment outcome fairness (Adams, 1965; Kulik & Ambrose, 1992). Current measurements 

concentrate on the self as a referent. To determine the fairness of the ratio, an employee's 

perception of outcome fairness is based on ''the equality of ratios'' a comparison with a 

referent (e.g. co-workers) common in the workplace (Suliman, 2007). For example, Colquitt 

(2001) conceptualizes distributive justice based on the equity definitions of Deutsch (1975) 

and Leventhal (1976). Deutsch (1975) describes the equity rule as “a proportionality between 

the individual's outcome of rewards and costs (i.e., of things of intrinsic value) and his inputs 

or contributions of assets and liabilities” (p.144). Leventhal (1976, p.94) describes the equity 

rule as “a single normative rule which dictates that rewards and resources be distributed in 

accordance with recipients' contributions”. This conceptualization of distributive justice is 

labelled by Leung et al (1996) as performance based distributive justice, whereas comparative 

distributive justice focuses on the fairness of one's reward in comparison to referent others. 

Leung and Morris (2000, p.352) argue that “it seems plausible that this general tendency to 

make basic fairness comparison within social groups, marked by characteristics such as race, 

gender, ethnicity, class, and so forth would be stronger in collectivist than individualist 

culture”.  

Fortin (2008, p.94) states that “The social science definition of organizational justice is based 

on people’s perceptions, such that an act is just because someone perceives it to be just”. The 

frequently used instruments of organizational justice were developed based on theoretical 

conceptualization of justice but not on workers’ actual experience of justice (e.g., Colquitt, 

2001; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Moorman, 1991). Components of their measures correspond 

to the three main proposed concepts of organizational justice: the distributive justice 

component based on equity theory (Adams, 1965); the procedural justice component based on 

procedural preferences model (Leventhal, 1980) and the self-interest model (Thibaut and 

Walker, 1975). Also, Moorman (1991) based his measures for interactional justice on Bies 

and Moag's (1986) unidimensional concept of interactional justice. Ten years later, Colquitt 

(2001) confirmed a two-dimensional conceptualization of interactional justice as interpersonal 

and informational justice based on Bies and Moag (1986) and Shapiro et al. (1994). Bies and 

Moag (1986) interviewed two groups of MBA job candidates. In the first group, candidates 

were asked about their expectations of job interviews processes, whereas candidates in the 

second group were asked to recall a job-interview experience and report interpersonal 

treatment criteria during the job interview process. Using cross-sectional surveys and a 

simulation experiment, Shapiro et al. (1994) asked MBA students to recall a job-interview 

experience that resulted in rejection. Among other questions, job applicants were asked to 
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what extent they had received adequate explanations for firms' rejection decisions. In general, 

these measures were based on context-specific evaluations (job interviews) and limited 

samples (MBA students), therefore, may have missed some important aspects of employees' 

justice experiences.  

In addition, while organizational fairness is subjectively perceived (Fortin, 2008; Goldman, 

2015; James, 2015; Van den Bos, 2005), few studies investigated employees’ feelings of 

justice in organizations. Taylor (2001, p.251) reflects on justice research stating that “Looking 

back at the justice literature, I am struck by how infrequently qualitative methodologies have 

been used or at least published”. This pattern is especially true in collectivistic and developing 

countries compared with individualistic and developed ones. The following paragraphs 

provide a brief review of existing qualitative studies.  

Bies and Moag (1986, p.45) argue that allocation decision is a “sequence of events in which a 

procedure generates a process of interaction and decision making through which an outcome 

is allocated to some-one”. Thus, they suggest that organizational justice research has 

neglected the role of social interactions when decisions are made. Specifically, the self-

interest model (Thibaut and Walker, 1975) and the procedural preferences model (Leventhal, 

1980) do not distinguish procedure from its enactment. Based on Bies (1985, PhD work), Bies 

and Moag (1986) summarize the results of two studies of MBA job candidates regarding their 

reactions to corporate recruiting practices.  Using open-end interviews, the first study asked 

MBA job candidates to list a set of criteria that they would expect recruiters to follow during 

interview and callbacks processes. The second study asked 109 MBA job seekers to recall 

recruiting practices and describe fair and unfair experiences. A content analysis of the second 

group generated the same interpersonal communication criteria for fairness as the first group 

had produced. These criteria were: (1) truthfulness (an authority figure should be honest and 

avoid deception), (2) respect (being polite rather rude), (3) propriety of question (avoiding 

improper remarks and prejudice comments), and (4) justification (explaining the basis for 

decisions).  

In the same year, Greenberg (1986) examined the application of organizational justice to 

performance appraisals by identifying the determinants of perceived fairness in performance 

appraisals. He used a critical-incident technique, asking 56 middle managers to think of an 

event related to performance evaluation and to write down the most important reasons that 

made it fair or unfair. Using new groups, he reduced 56 statements into seven factors as the 

most important determinants of the fairness of the appraisal evaluation. Five factors related to 

procedural justice: (1) the soliciting input prior performance evaluation; (2) two-way 

communication during the feedback interview; (3) opportunity to appal evaluation results; (4) 
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consistent application of evaluation procedures; (5) rater knowledge about ratee's work. These 

correspond closely to justice rules suggested by the self-interest model and the procedural 

preferences model. Also, Greenberg found that distributive justice in appraisal context is 

related to (1) appraisal ratings are based on performance achieved; (2) reward allocations are 

based on the ratings. These factors correspond to Adams' (1965) equity theory, particularly, a 

ratio of inputs to outcomes. Greenberg suggests that individuals' perceptions of the fairness of 

the appraisal are simultaneously influenced by both, procedural and distributive factors.   

In another survey of managers, Sheppard and Lewicki (1987) explored principles used to 

evaluate managerial fairness within seven managerial roles. They state that the self-interest 

model and the procedural preferences model were developed in a conflict management and 

resources allocation context. Therefore, the authors examined their potential applicability and 

whether or not justice principles, other than those suggested by these models, may exist when 

considering other management practices. Using a critical-incident technique, the authors 

asked 44 managers to describe fair and unfair events, and the principle of fairness that was 

followed or violated by their superiors. They indentified 16 principle of managerial fairness 

including Leventhal's six rules of procedural justice and Adams' (1965) principle of equity 

(i.e., reward allocations based on performance). Their emergent rules were: reasonableness 

(“use common sense when making a decision or enforcing a policy”), golden role (“do things 

that benefit others not hurt them”), resources (”utilize available expertise, time & resources 

accurately and as necessary to make good decision”), timeliness  (“take timely action and 

provide sufficient lead time”) accountability (“lay credit and blame where it is due”), 

communication (“communicate expectations clearly, do not expect what was not 

communicate”), information (“provide information necessary to perform task”), role 

description (expectations for others should fall within the other's role and not someone else's 

role) meaningful assignment (“assign challenging and meaningful work”), ethicality (“act 

according to prevailing law, policy or standards”) and structural integrity (“follow authority 

structure or social structure”) (pp. 168-169). Communication and information is now defined 

as elements of informational justice (Colquitt, 2001). Resources, role description and 

meaningful assignment seem to pertain to distributive justice framework. For example, 

Patient and German (2012) introduce the concept of task-relevant justice as “fairness 

perceptions resulting from employees receiving (or not) the resources they need to properly 

do their job” (p.29).  Ethicality rule seems to overlap with Leventhal's procedural justice rule 

of ethicality that requires adherence to ethical standards when making decisions. 

In addition, Lupfer et al (2000) examined whether theories of psychological justice represent 

layperson’s understanding of everyday (in)justices. Using critical incident technique, the 

authors asked 50 laypeople to recall fair and unfair events experienced by themselves and by 
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others. They based their content analysis on 17 predefined criteria describing three major 

categories, distributive, procedural and interpersonal justice (e.g., Adams, 1965, Lind & 

Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Their results suggest that justice as experienced by 

laypersons supports the conceptions of justice developed by justice researchers. 

The above qualitative studies of fairness examined individuals’ perceptions of unjust event(s) 

(e.g., performance appraisals). A more recent study by Hollensbe et al. (2008) explores the 

rules individuals use in forming entity-based justice perceptions (entity can be an 

organization, supervisor or co-worker). The authors argue that justice research has assumed 

that past rules (e.g., consistency, justification) from event-based studies may serve as a base 

for fairness judgment of entities, however, other rules of fairness may exist with entity-based 

justice judgments. Using a qualitative longitudinal methodology, Hollensbe et al. interviewed 

33 job entrants within a few weeks of entry and again after three to five months of entry. 

Content analysis of these interviews indicates the present of the traditional justice rules (not 

list in the article) and new rules related to an organization and to a supervisor. According to 

their results, an organization is regarded fair based on (a) organizational support, (b) 

organizational flexibility, (c) organizational demographic diversity, (d) employees turn-over 

rates, (e) the fairness of supervisors, (f) Affective state of an employee (i.e., “if the new job 

entrant felt positively toward his or her organization, the individual surmised from this feeling 

that the organization was fair”  p.1108), and (g) social information (i.e., coworkers’ 

experiences of fairness). Similarly, new rule used in assessing supervisor fairness, (a) 

supervisor support, (b) supervisor flexibility, (c) supervisor traits (i.e., “using characteristics 

of a supervisor, positive and negative, to assess the fairness of the supervisor”, p.1109), (d) 

the fairness of the employing organization, and (e) and social information (“using co-workers’ 

experiences and perceptions of fairness to assess the fairness of a supervisor” p.1109).     

This brief review indicates that Bies and Moag (1986), Greenberg (1986), Sheppard and 

Lewicki (1987) adopted an inductive approach to identify the principles employees use for 

judging perceptions of fairness. Bies and Moag (1986) interviewed MBA students, whereas 

Greenberg (1986) and Sheppard and Lewicki (1987) investigated only managers. Thus, these 

studies had sample limitations and the researchers acknowledged that their results may lack 

generalizability and that “future research is needed to determine the extent to which other 

factors would emerge as determinants of fairness in different populations” (Greenberg 1986, 

p.342). Lupfer et al., (2000) adopted a deductive approach in which qualitative data was 

forced into pre-existing categories (procedural, distributive, interpersonal justice). In 

exploratory research, such as the present research, it may not be appropriate to impose pre-

existing categories or measures onto a new social context (Hinkin, 1995).  Finally, although 

Hollensbe et al. (2008) found evidence of the traditional justice rules, their work only 
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explored the rules of fairness in assessing entity-based justice perceptions, while this current 

research investigated event-based fairness within a new culture. The etic perspective research 

into organizational justice has suggested that justice issues are culturally-embedded and that 

culture affects formation and reactions toward fairness perceptions (Kim & Leung, 2007; 

Morris et al., 1999). The philosophical assumption underlying the current research is the 

belief that employees’ fairness perceptions are a subjective concept and is derived from their 

interpretations of their varied work experiences. Moreover, there is little evidence of 

organizational justice studies within the Arab context and no apparent evidence that the 

concept and measurement of organizational justice within this context has been established. 

Therefore, more bottom-up approach was necessary to provide an in-depth investigation of 

justice concept in a new culture. This approach involved taking the opinions of local people 

into account when investigating perception of fair treatment.  

Last but not least, there is an ongoing debate concerning the dimensionality of organizational 

justice and this is reflected in the current measurements. The debate is whether organizational 

justice is best represented as two (e.g., Greenberg, 1986; Folger and Konovsky, 1989), three 

(Bies and Moag, 1986; Moorman, 1991) or four (Colquitt, 2001) sub-dimensions. In regard to 

studies using Arab samples, they were etic in nature in that they used measurement methods 

developed primarily for the U.S. to study justice relationships in the Arab context; however it 

is difficult to be sure of the equivalence of the measures across the two nations. Moreover, 

different measurements and dimensions were employed across these studies. Thus, it would 

be useful to investigate the dimensionality of organizational justice in new context using emic 

approach. 

 

2.7 SUMMARY  

This chapter provided an overview of organisational justice theories and models, followed by 

an exploration of the impact of cultural differences on justice perception, organizational 

justice research in Arab context. In addition, the measurement and construct of organizational 

justice were discussed. The review of the literature and the discussion of empirical studies 

demonstrated that culture is an important factor in shaping justice perceptions. Furthermore, 

the literature indicated that organizational justice research in an Arab context has received 

little attention by Arab and non-Arab scholars, with the studies only examining the 

consequences of organizational justice. An important issue that has previously been 

overlooked is what constitutes organizational justice in the Arab context and the possibility 

that components and criteria related to justice judgments may be culturally bound. Therefore, 

this research takes a closer look at indigenous conceptions of justice among Arab employees, 
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such as what Arab-specific criteria are important antecedents of perceived organizational 

justice, the dimensions of organizational justice and how the Arabs react to perceived justice. 

The path to achieve the research objectives constitutes research methodology (Creswell & 

Clark, 2007). The next chapter presents the research design and methods of the empirical 

works in the thesis.  
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3 Chapter Three: Research Design and Methodology 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION  

The current work has been carried out to develop a model of organizational justice in the 

Arab World on which items development was based. Thus, this thesis has been arranged in 

three pragmatic phases or studies: the first phase aims to generate items representing the 

construct of organizational justice in the Arab context. The second and third phases are then 

required to examine the construct validity and to measure the relative impacts of justice 

dimensions on a number of attitudinal and behavioural outcomes. This three phase method is 

known as sequential mixed methods research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). This chapter 

presents the research paradigm, approach and how it was designed and implemented. Further 

details regarding the statistical analysis strategies are explained in the following chapters. 

3.2 THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

Creswell (2009, p.3) describes research designs as “plans and the procedures for research that 

span the decisions from broad assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and 

analysis”. Research design is a general plan of how research questions will be answered in 

research studies (Saunders et al, 2009). To assist in the development of the constructs and 

measurement of organizational justice and its relation to employees’ attitudes and behaviours, 

Creswell’s Research Design Model was employed (see Figure 3.1). 

Figure 3.1 Research Design Model (Creswell, 2009, p.5) 
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3.2.1 Research Paradigm 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) stress the importance of researchers locating their research in 

a selected paradigm at the beginning of their studies. A paradigm is “an accepted model or 

pattern as an organizing structure, a deeper philosophical position relating to the nature of 

social phenomena and social structures” (Feilzer, 2010, p.7).  The paradigm can be regarded as 

worldviews, beliefs and assumptions made about the nature of a problem and a guide of the 

researcher’s inquiry (Rocco et al., 2003). A number of paradigms (post-positivism, 

constructivism, critical theory participatory and pragmatism (Table 3.1) exist for researchers 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p.25). The main differences between these paradigms are based 

on assumptions of ontology (the nature of reality) and epistemology (the nature of knowledge), 

and methodology (the plan/process of research). 

Table 3.1 Research Paradigms 

Worldview 

Element 

 

Postpositivism 

 

Constructivism 

Advocacy and 

Participatory 

 

Pragmatism  

Ontology (What 

is the nature of 

reality?) 

Singular reality 

(e.g., researchers 

reject or fail to 

reject hypotheses) 

Multiple realities 

(e.g., researchers 

provide quotes to 

illustrate different 

perspectives) 

Political reality 

(e.g., findings are 

negotiated with 

participants) 

Singular and 

multiple realities 

(e.g., researchers 

test hypotheses 

and provide 

multiple 

perspectives) 

Epistemology 

(What is the 

relationship 

between the 

researcher and 

that being 

researched?) 

Distance and 

impartiality (e.g., 

researchers 

objectively collect 

data on 

instruments) 

Closeness (e.g., 

researchers visit 

participants at 

their sites to 

collect data) 

Collaboration 

(e.g., researchers 

actively involve 

participants as 

collaborators) 

Practicality (e.g., 

researchers 

collect data by 

“what works” to 

address research 

question) 

Axiology (What 

is the role of 

values?) 

Unbiased (e.g., 

researchers use 

checks to 

eliminate bias) 

Biased (e.g., 

researchers 

actively talk about 

their biases and 

interpretations) 

Biased and 

negotiated (e.g., 

researchers 

negotiate with 

participants about 

interpretations) 

Multiple stances 

(e.g., researches 

include both 

biased and 

unbiased 

perspectives) 

Methodology 

(What is the 

process of 

research?) 

Deductive (e.g., 

researchers test an 

a priori theory) 

Inductive (e.g., 

researchers start 

with participants’ 

views and build 

“up” to patterns, 

theories, and 

generalizations) 

Participatory (e.g., 

researchers 

involve 

participants in all 

stages of the 

research engage in 

cyclical reviews 

of results) 

Combining (e.g., 

researchers 

collect both 

quantitative and 

qualitative data 

and mix them) 

Rhetoric (What is 

the language of 

research?) 

Formal style (e.g., 

researchers use 

agreed-on 

definitions of 

variable) 

Informal style 

(e.g., researchers 

write in a literary, 

informal style 

Advocacy and 

change (e.g., 

researchers use 

language that will 

help bring about 

change and 

advocate for 

participants) 

Formal or 

informal (e.g., 

research may 

employ both 

formal and 

informal styles of 

writing) 
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Source:  Creswell & Plano Clark (2007, p. 24). 

 

3.2.1.1 Positivist and Post-positivist paradigms  

Research which is based on positivist assumptions uses scientific methods to study a social 

phenomenon and understand causal relationships. Positivists assume that the nature of reality 

is objective, ‘out there’, and can be explored as a single meaning, independent of social 

actors. They tend to adopt a deductive approach using available theories to develop testable 

propositions. Discoverable knowledge - using objective measurement and statistical analysis - 

is regarded as absolute and value-free (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Saunders et al, 2009). 

Similarly, post- positivism proposes that a researcher aims to quantitatively search for causal 

relationships; however, it has emerged in reaction to the critique of positivism (claiming 

absolute truth) and adopts critical realism as an ontological position (Guba and Lincoln, 

1994). This position holds that “Reality is assumed to exist but to be only imperfectly 

apprehendable because of basically flawed human intellectual mechanisms and the 

fundamentally intractable nature of phenomena” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.110). Post-

positivists believe that participants are partially biased about their perception of reality, thus, 

testing validity and reliability is an important part of the research (Onwuegbuzie et al, 2009).  

According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), post-positivism is based on the concept of critical 

multiplism (a refurbished version of triangulation) as a method to falsify hypotheses. 

Researchers adopting a post positivist approach try to find knowledge through various 

research methods. Guba and Lincoln (1994, p. 109) argue that post-positivism encourages 

researchers to find out knowledge by “modified experimental methods, critical mulitiplism, 

falsification of hypotheses and include qualitative methods”.  

In the context of the present study knowledge on organizational justice is hypothetical and the 

research paradigm (post-positivism) of the subject of investigation emphasized inductive and 

deductive logic in supporting theory generation. Hirschheim (1992) called post-positivism, an 

approach that advocates methodological combination. The post-positivism paradigm admits 

reported experience (for example, surveys), psychological experiments (where the data must 

be inferred from other phenomena) and observed human behaviour as data. Because of the 

wider criteria for data acceptability than is the case for positivism, post-positivism is often 

used to describe an approach to research where large amounts of qualitative data are 

categorized to produce quantitative data to be analysed using statistical methods (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 1998). Even though qualitative methodology provides very detailed descriptions of 

the organisational phenomenon under investigation, it is difficult to test hypotheses about 

relationships among variables and study’s findings may not generalize to other people or 



 

 

 

49 

 

 

 

other settings. That is, quantitative methodology is more appropriate for hypotheses testing 

and generalisation (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). On this basis of the aforementioned 

information, post-positivism can be considered as an alternative paradigm. 

In short, the post-positivism paradigm was also considered in the present study for the 

following reasons:  

First, the researcher believed that the post-positivism approach (where the effects of an 

intervening variable on dependent variables are statistically assessed) would be more 

appropriate to understand in detail the nature of relationships among major variables and to 

provide a rich contextual basis for interpreting and validating the results.  

The second reason to consider this philosophy was due to the techniques it uses such as 

observations, descriptions and/or classifications of phenomena in organizations which can 

identify the relationship between the major variables. 

The third reason relates to the capability of the post-positivism approach to introduce both 

testability and context into the research. Collecting data from structured and unstructured 

questionnaire survey will provide a wide coverage that may result in a real picture of the 

entities and phenomena under study.  

The fourth reason relates to the fact post-positivism research approach involves an 

examination of a phenomenon in a wide variety of naturalistic settings. The post-positivism 

research method in this study not only allows an in-depth study into the organisational 

processes, but also may clarify the elements that are likely to be particular to organizational 

justice in Arab context.   

 

3.2.1.2 Constructivist/ interpretivist paradigm 

Qualitative purists reject the positivist assumption of reality and the role of social actors. They 

argue for the advantages of constructivism as an alternative to the positivist paradigm 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The ontological position of the constructivist is relativism 

(as opposed to realism). Ontological relativism views reality as subjective and the truth is 

different for each individual (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Constructivism is based on the 

assumption that “individuals seek understanding of the world in which they live and work. 

Individuals develop subjective meaning of their experiences” (Creswell, 2009, p.8). A 

researcher is interactively connected with and strongly relies on individuals’ views of a social 

phenomenon. Constructivism proposes that multiple realities can co-exist and thus different 

interpretations may result from any research. Those interpretations are shaped by situations 

that may occur as a research proceeds. Thus, a qualitative researcher’s role is to interpret the 
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understandings of individuals about the phenomena being studied (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). In 

other words, constructivism occurs when the researcher uses his or her knowledge to interpret 

and construct a meaningful reality out of the interactions between human beings and their 

world (Crotty, 1998) developed and transmitted within social contexts. As there is no absolute 

knowledge and because of the effects of social situations, multiple constructions can co-exist 

(Creswell, 1998). 

Traditionally, research has been based on forced choice between the positivism and 

constructivism paradigms with regard to methods, logic and epistemology (Howe, 1985; 

Teddlie, & Tashakkori, 2009). Purists of each paradigm have long argued that the paradigms 

are opposing and incompatible which results in the so-called paradigm wars (e.g., Gage, 

1989). The cornerstone of the paradigm wars was that quantitative and qualitative paradigms 

and methods cannot be mixed (Denzin, 2010). On the other hand, compatibility thesis argues 

that competition between paradigms is not helpful, and quantitative and qualitative research 

methodologies can be combined as “these two orientations are epistemologically incoherent” 

(Howe, 1988, p. 10). Thus, mixed methods research rejects the forced choice and forms a 

bridge between the positivist and constructivist paradigms (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004; 

Teddlie, & Tashakkori, 2009). 

 

3.2.1.3 Paradigm of mixed methods research: pragmatist paradigm 

The following section discusses the pragmatism paradigm adapted in this thesis. 

Postpositivism is a philosophy that amends positivists. The difference is in that the positivists 

are in the opinion that the researcher and the individual being researched are independent of 

another. On the other hand, postpositivists believe that theories, background, knowledge and 

values of the researcher can influence what is observed. This paradigm was considered in this 

research. 

Although this approach is valid in research, if the research had adopted a postpositive 

approach, the opinions and experiences of the researcher could have led the participant in the 

data collection into basing their own opinions on that of the researcher. There are of course 

advantages in a postpositive paradigm. Post-positivists accept that it is not possible to observe 

the world that we are part of as totally objective and having disinterested outsiders. However, 

post positivists do believe in the possibility of an objective reality. While it is not possible to 

totally uncover that reality through our research, post-positivists believe that researchers 

should try and approximate that reality as much as is possible, all the while realizing that our 

own subjectivity is shaping that reality. Rather than finding the truth, the post-positivist will 
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attempt to represent reality as best he or she can through their own experiences and relate it to 

the findings.  

The paradigm opted more suitable for this research was a pragmatic approach, which is 

defined by Creswell (2009, p.8) as stating that “a worldview arises out of actions, situations, 

and consequences rather than antecedent conditions (as in postpositivism)”. A Pragmatist 

paradigm is a basis for supporting work that combines the qualitative and quantitative 

approaches within a single study (Morgan, 2007; Tashakkori &Teddlie 1998). It is based on 

the philosophy that ‘the end justifies the means’, focusing on the findings of the research, and 

not adherence to the process and the methods of a particular purist position (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p.17). The researcher combines methods by using ‘what works best’ to 

answer the research questions (Tashakkori &Teddlie 2010). The pragmatic paradigm is 

informed by the belief that research includes the use of different forms of logical reasoning: 

induction, deduction and abduction (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p.17). Creswell et al. 

(2003) identify three profound advantages of mixing methods: the use of multiple methods 

can neutralize or cancel out some of the disadvantages of certain methods; mixing different 

types of method can strengthen a study; and social phenomena are so complex that different 

kinds of methods are needed to best understand these complexities. Further, Teddlie, and 

Tashakkori (2009) note that a mixed methods approach is superior to a single-method 

approach and that, most importantly, a mixed methods approach can have the ability to 

address simultaneously exploratory and confirmatory questions within a study.
 

3.2.2 Research Design: Mixed Methods  

From the discussion provided above, selecting certain paradigms implies taking a particular 

approach to research. Three approaches have been discussed in the literature. Quantitative 

approach is often associated with post-paradigm, uses deductive approach and employs pre-

determined measures to collect or use numerical data. Typically, it aims to test theories or 

hypotheses. Qualitative approach, by contrast, is often guided by constructivist assumptions, 

uses inductive approach and collects or uses non-numerical data. Finally, mixed methods 

approach is based on pragmatic paradigm and strategies that involve collecting data in a 

sequential or concurrent manner using quantitative and qualitative methods in a way that 

addresses the research problem (Creswell 2003; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).  

Consistent with the exploratory purpose of this thesis and the research paradigm (i.e. 

pragmatist), mixed methods approach was determined as the most suitable. Creswell et al. 

(2003) defines “a reasonable beginning point” of mixed methods study:  
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A mixed methods study involves the collection or analysis of both 

quantitative and/or qualitative data in a single study in which the data are 

collected concurrently or sequentially, are given a priority, and involve the 

integration of the data at one or more stages in the process of research.  (p. 

212). 

Mixed methods provide a more comprehensive understanding of phenomena of interest, 

combining the qualitative and quantitative approaches within phases of the research process 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Mixed methods designs incorporate concurrent and 

sequential designs (Creswell, 2009). Concurrent design occurs when using concurrent timing 

to employ both qualitative and quantitative data during the same phase and analyse them 

independently, and then merge their results. It helps to see the situation from different angles 

and triangulation is possible. In contrast, sequential design, occurs when using the analysis 

and results of the data of one study to inform the collection of the data of a second study. 

Sequential design has two strategies depending on which type of data is collected first. 

Researchers applying sequential explanatory strategy collect and analyse quantitative data in 

the first phase and, building on these results, they collect and analyse qualitative data in the 

second phase. 

 

Figure 3.2 Graphical representation of mixed methods research processes (Adapted from 

Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007) 
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On the other hand, the sequential exploratory strategy “involves a first phase of qualitative 

data collection and analysis, followed by a second phase of quantitative data collection and 

analysis that builds on the results of the first qualitative phase” (Creswell, 2009, p.221). A 
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number of fairness studies use mixed method design (e.g. Elliott et al., 2011, Greenberg, 

1986; Gilliland, 1995). Sequential exploratory strategy is employed in this thesis and 

graphically presented in Figure 3.2. Following Hinkin’s (1995, 1998) recommendations, the 

first phase of this thesis involves the use of qualitative techniques (critical incident 

interviews) to generate a list of potential items about organizational justice in the Arab 

context (item generation phase). The second phase, the quantitative phase, involves the use of 

a questionnaire, whose items were more specific and focused, to test the preliminary justice 

scale items. In the final phase, a second round of questionnaires provides an additional 

quantitative phase to establish predictive validity. The data collected in each phase were used 

in the planning of the following phase (Creswell 2009). 

A similar sequential research design that methodologically implements qualitative and 

quantitative approaches was found in the organizational justice literature (e.g., Colquitt, 

2001). In Colquitt's study comprising qualitative exploration in order to build a measurement 

scale, phases two and three consist of the administration and testing of the scale in different 

settings. However, Colquitt uses a deductive approach in the first phase to generate items. An 

underlying assumption in the present study is that there is little evidence of organizational 

justice studies within the Arab context and no apparent evidence that a construct and 

measurement of organizational justice within the Arab context has been established. As 

organizational justice is a subjective phenomenon and culturally grounded (Sheppard et al., 

1992), mixed methods approach would offer a better understanding of the experiences of 

victims/employees of injustice in the Arab context and develop a valid measurement of 

organizational justice. 

 

3.2.3 Research Strategy 

According to Crotty (1998, p.55) methodology is “the strategy, plan of action, process or 

design lying behind the choice and use of particular methods and linking the choice and use 

of methods to the desired outcomes”. Building on the pragmatic paradigm and consistent with 

the sequential exploratory design, a two stage analysis was adopted. The first phase aimed to 

generate context-related items for the purpose of understanding the patterns of determinants 

that influence perceptions of justice in the Arab context. Van den Bos (2003) emphasizes that 

justice judgments are subjective and hence what is fair or not fair is dependent on the 

individual’s feelings and interpretations of the events they have encountered. 

Several justice studies utilize an inductive approach for data collection and analysis (e.g. Bies 

& Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1986; Harlos, 2001; Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987). Bies (2001, 
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p.90) suggests that “Researchers can gain a deeper insight into justice by listening to and 

analysing people’s narratives of injustice. More specifically, if we begin our analysis by 

examining the events or incidents arousing the sense of injustice, then we can generate a more 

complete understanding of justice dynamics”. As explained below, when making judgments, 

people tend to remember and weight negative events with unfair events more heavily than 

positive ones Therefore, an inductive logic of inquiry was employed using critical incident 

technique (CIT) and qualitative content analysis.  

Since its introduction CIT has been employed in a wide range of disciplines and research 

contexts, including analysis of organizational justice (e.g., Fischer, 2004; Greenberg, 1986, 

Gilliland, 1995). Chell (2004, p.48) defines CIT as “a qualitative interview procedure, which 

facilitates the investigation of significant occurrences (events, incidents, processes or issues), 

identified by the respondent, the way they are managed, and the outcomes in terms of 

perceived effects. The objective is to gain an understanding of an incident from the 

perspective of the individual, taking into account cognitive, affective and behavioural 

elements”. CIT procedure is explained in detail by Flanagan (1954), who states that first the 

CIT data collection method is used to identify what people consider to be critical incidents, 

then, once the critical incidents have been collected and identified, an inductive analysis is 

employed. Typically, inductive analysis is used to explore information and develop a 

categorization scheme to understand the patterns of determinants that influence the 

phenomenon under study (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Patton (2002, p. 453) defines qualitative 

content analysis as “any qualitative data reduction and sense-making effort that takes a 

volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and meanings”. 

Qualitative content analysis is used to develop a model about the underlying structure of 

experiences of in/justice.  As noted previously, this approach is appropriate because there is 

little evidence of organizational justice studies in the Arab context to guide predictions about 

specific forms of organizational justice. 

The strategy of the second and third phase was a survey to cover a large sample (Bryman, 

2004; Saunders et al., 2009). A survey is defined as “a set of standard questions asked of a 

sample of people, whose answers are collected and combined to represent the answers of an 

entire population” (Reaves, 1992, p.105). The first quantitative study was carried out to 

determine the dimensionality of justice in the Arab context. Assessing the construct and 

predictive validity of organizational justice was performed in the second quantitative study 

using a new sample.   
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3.2.4 Data Collection Methods  

As previously explained, data collection processes vary according to the research design 

chosen. Data processes in mixed methods research, which is relevant to this study, also vary 

according to type and strategy (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Consistent with the sequential 

exploratory design of the thesis, data was collected in three separate phases. In the qualitative 

phase, semi-structured interviews were conducted with employees from different 

organizations, using the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954). Flanagan (1954, p.335) 

point out that CIT is a suitable tool for gathering important information concerning 

individuals’ behaviours and attitudes. Edvardsson and Roos (2001) suggest that preferred 

methods of data collection regarding critical incidents are individual interviews, focus group 

interviews, and observations. Critical incident interview technique has been applied 

successfully to the study of organizational justice (e.g., Greenberg, 1986). The interview is 

utilized to identify and understand experiences (e.g. of unfairness) as described by individuals 

in their own words rather than objectively (Guba & Lincoln 1994). Interviews play a central 

role in qualitative studies, allowing the researcher to collect information related to the 

phenomenon being studied (Creswell, 2009; Saunders et al., 2009). Generally, an interview is 

defined as a person-to-person encounter in which one person (an interviewer) asks questions 

related to a research study (Patton, 2002). Qualitative interviews have been categorised, in 

terms of their degrees of structure, into three types: unstructured, semi-structured and 

structured (Merriam, 2009). In the unstructured interview, the interviewer asks the 

interviewee questions regarding the topic under study without a predetermined set of 

questions, and lets the dialogue develop within that topic. The second type, the semi-

structured interview, is often organized around a set of predetermined open-ended questions. 

The main question(s) is asked of everyone, but the interviewer can then use questions 

emerging from the conversation. The third type is the structured interview, in which all 

interviewees are asked closed questions with the same wording and in a set order (Merriam, 

2009). 

The semi-structured interview has been chosen over unstructured and structured interviews as 

the main data collection method in this phase for a number of reasons. The aim of the 

interview is to understand experiences of justice as perceived by the interviewees by giving 

them the freedom to talk about what they think is important. Also, the interviewer is freer to 

probe interesting areas that arise. According to Patton (2002), by refraining from establishing 

questionnaire categories in advance the researcher is better able to comprehend respondents’ 

worldview. However, attentions are focused on a given issue (e.g., reasons and sources for 

unjust treatment) as everyone is asked the same questions. Also, it was found during the pilot 

study that respondents had less time to spend on informal conversation; therefore, semi-
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structured interviews were used to save time and maintain focus. One drawback of using 

critical incident interviews is that subjects are more likely to recall past incidents 

incompletely and looking backward may impair the accuracy of recalling. It is suggested, 

however that, when making judgments, people tend to remember and weight negative events 

as this case with unfair events, more heavily than positive ones. When people experience 

positive events, they are more likely to rely on general knowledge to know that positive event 

occurred (Cojuharenco & Patient, 2013; Lupfer et al., 2000; Ochsner 2000; Taylor, 1991). 

Researchers (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2001; Edvardsson & Roos, 2001; Taylor, 1991) suggest 

that negative events tend to be unexpected, increase uncertainty, and cause stronger and more 

immediate negative emotions and consequences. It is also suggested that people do compare 

between actual and a desired circumstance; if a discrepancy exists negative events are more 

likely to elicit causal reasoning than positive ones. It is suggested that this leads people to 

focus their attentions and interpret a situation in more detail (Cojuharenco & Patient, 2013). 

Baumeister et al. (2001, p.323) conclude that “bad emotions, bad parents and bad feedback 

have more impact than good ones, and bad information is processed more thoroughly than 

good”. The second and third phases used questionnaires as collection methods. Krosnick and 

Presser (2010, p. 263) state that “The heart of a survey is its questionnaire”. Collis and 

Hussey (2003, p.354) define a questionnaire as “a method for collecting data in which a 

selected group of participants are asked to complete a written set of structured questions to 

find out what they do, think or feel”. Based on a set of items collected in  the qualitative 

phase, a questionnaire will be developed and administered to a new sample to test the 

psychometric properties of the organizational justice measure (phase two, quantitative). The 

third phase will use the items for organizational justice that have been retained from phase 

two, along with other established measures, to examine the nomological network of relations 

among constructs (Hinkin, 1995; 1998). In this exploratory mixed methods design, 

participants in each phase were not included as participants in the later phases, i.e. using a 

new sample in each study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). 

 

3.3 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS  

This thesis is based on what employees think, feel and experience in their organizations. As 

this research requires the involvement of human participants, ethical principles must be taken 

into account at various stages of the research process. These principles include: (1) voluntary 

participation, (2) privacy, (3) confidentiality, (4) anonymity, (5) preventing harm or risk, (6) 

right to quit at any time (Creswell, 2003; Patton, 2002). 
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To ensure all ethical considerations were met, the supervisory team and the Business 

School Research Ethics officer were consulted regarding the ethical aspects of this research, 

and their suggestions were followed. Before conducting the fieldwork for this research, 

principles underpinning research ethics were met and approved by Portsmouth University 

Ethics Committee (UEC). The researcher tried to follow the ethical principles to make sure no 

ethical problems affected the participants:  

 The participants were fully informed about the purpose, methods and intended 

possible uses of the research. 

 Participation in the research was voluntary and participants were informed that they 

had the right to decline participation and withdraw from the research at any time.  

 Confidentiality, anonymity, and privacy of participants were assured and no 

individuals or organization is named or can be identified. Participants were also asked 

their permission to record the interviews and given the right to stop the voice 

recorder, and re-check their responses during and after the interviews. Twelve 

females and three males asked to have their recorded voice sent to their emails, but no 

feedback was received from them.   

 The participants were assured that no harm or risks were involved in participating in 

this research.  

 

3.4  SUMMARY  

This chapter has reviewed and justified the employed research paradigm, analysis strategy 

and data collection methods to fulfil the research objectives. The research is exploratory in 

nature and sequential mixed methods were adopted as no single “best approach” would 

answer the research questions. Mixed methods approach (a non-purist position) allows the 

researcher to maximise the strengths and minimise the weaknesses of single paradigm. 

Qualitative interviews and questionnaires were used as collection methods in the three 

sequential phases. The next three chapters will introduce and discuss the findings of each 

phase.  
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4 Chapter Four: Qualitative Study Analysis and Findings
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the qualitative study was to generate items representing the construct domain 

of organizational justice in the Arab context. The first phase of the study focused on 

development and the second and third phases focused on validation. The specific objective of 

this, the first phase of the study, was to generate a list of components (items) expected to form 

the content of organizational justice in the Arab context. A semi-structured interview format 

was utilized for the collection of data relating to the participants’ perceptions of fairness in the 

organization. Qualitative content analysis is used obtain qualitative data from 52 employees 

who had experienced unfair treatment in their organizations. The questionnaire items were 

then developed from the qualitative data. Then the extracted items were evaluated for validity. 

Finally, the measurement was piloted using a selective sample of Saudi employees.  

Perceptions of fairness are socially constructed and thus subject to interpersonal validation of 

reality (Lamertz, 2002; van den Bos, 2003). In this study, the focus is on the employees’ 

experiences of injustice in the workplace. Transitionally, organizational justice is an 

overarching construct which encompasses both justice and injustice It is argued that 

individuals’ behaviour is influenced more by injustice-based judgment than justice which is 

the normal state that individuals become aware of when something goes wrong (Beugré, 

2007; Bies, 2005; Cropanzano et al., 2011). While some suggest that justice and injustice are 

two separate constructs (e.g., Bies, 2005) others (e.g. Colquitt et al., 2015) conceptualize and 

measure justice and injustice as opposite ends of a continuum. Colquitt et al. (2015) use full-

range measurement by combining justice rule violation and justice rule adherence (Colquitt's 

(2001) original items with reverse-coded versions of the items). They found that experience 

of injustice was a significant predictor of hostility, distractions, and counter-productivity, 

whereas experience of justice was more predictive of self-esteem, task performance, and 

citizenship behaviour.  

The salience of different justice facets also depends on whether individuals focus on fair or 

unfair experiences. A study by Cojuharenco and Patient (2013) found that when recalling fair 

events, employees focus on fewer justice dimensions, largely on distributive justice, whereas 

when considering unfair events, employees evaluate more justice aspects, especially 

communication and interpersonal treatment. The authors suggest that employees tend to 

examine unfair events in more detail and enumerate features of unfair treatment than for fair 

events. Taylor (1991) reports on a number of studies which investigated moral judgments. 
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These studies suggest that negative information tends to be given more weight than positive 

information.  

Bies and Tripp (2002, pp. 204–205) suggest that “to understand justice in organizations, one 

must understand the event that arouses the sense of injustice- the emotions of injustice”. The 

authors also state that when people are asked to talk about justice, they actually recall 

injustice they have encountered. As previously explained, unfair experiences are less 

expected, and elicit feelings that are longer in duration, more intense and easier to recall than 

positive ones. Furthermore, Crawshaw (2006, p. 190) analysed employee perceptions of 

(un)fairness regarding organisational career management practices and reported that “fairness 

judgements seemed to be made using similar criteria whether an individual was describing a 

positive or negative career management experience”. Also, the interview was piloted with ten 

Saudi doctoral students, all of whom had work experience of three years or more. Instead of 

asking about injustice or justice experiences directly, interviewees were asked about their 

experiences of workplace treatment: how are you treated in workplace? It was found that the 

interviewees recalled more unfair incidents than fair ones. When considering fair treatment, 

the interviewees took more time and provided less information. Similar results were found in 

previous studies (e.g. Lupfer et al., 2000; Mikula, 1993). 

Building on the above discussion, the assumption was that the incidents were experienced as 

critical because behaviours or actions were contrary to expectations (Edvardsson & Roos, 

2001). General open-ended questions were developed for the semi-structured interviews. 

These questions were used to guide the conversation and to allow issues to emerge. In order 

to ensure the indigenousness of understandings of justice, interviewees were not presented 

with the established factors of organizational justice but were asked to freely describe their 

personal experiences of unfairness. In other words, the interview questions did not directly 

address the issues or factors that employees may view as being causes or reasons for unfair 

treatment. Further, instead of asking the participants about a specific context (e.g., promotion, 

pay rise, performance evaluation), they were told to think of unjust interactions that take place 

in their organizations. Therefore, the structure and content of the interview format was 

designed to encourage interviewees to express and propose issues they felt important 

regarding the main topic.  

 

4.2 SAMPLING STRATEGIES AND PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTION 

In a qualitative inquiry, it has been suggested that it is difficult to determine in advance how 

many interviews should be conducted (FitzGerald et al, 2008, Oppenheim, 2000). Given the 
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nature of this research, the research process involved continuous data gathering and analysis. 

The sample size relied on the concept of ‘saturation’. Strauss (1987, p. 21) describes 

theoretical saturation as “when additional analysis no longer contributes to discovering 

anything new about a category”. In other words, saturation is reached when no new incidents 

add fresh information to the data analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Theoretical sampling 

saturation is consistent with critical incident technique since it is the incidents rather than the 

participants that are analysed.  

Participants in this study were recruited according to two sampling techniques: convenience 

sampling and snowball sampling (Bryman, 2008). Snowball sampling technique was used 

only for female participants, who were asked to invite their contacts. The researcher contacted 

several organizations to participate in this study. Access to potential participants was 

facilitated by an invitation letter (summary of the study proposal, personal information letter, 

and recommendation letter from the supervisory team). Four organizations responded with 

their agreement within one to two weeks. These organizations sent emails with 

recommendations to their employees to participate in the study and were allowed to contact 

the researcher directly.  

Four criteria were used for recruiting informants: 1) they had a minimum of one year’s 

experience; 2) they were in full-time employment; 3) they had experienced unfair treatment; 

4) they came from different types of organizations with different backgrounds (e.g. gender, 

levels of positions, educations). The initial sample for this study consisted of fifty two 

individuals (20 women and 32 men, ranging in age from 23 to 51 years) who were employed 

in a variety of industries including health, telecommunications, education, and banking. In 

interviews, they were asked to recall cases of unfair incidents, explain why they considered 

these incidents to be unfair, identify the source of unfairness, and describe their reaction to the 

unfair incident. The interview questions were partly based on Lupfer et al.'s (2000) study. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the topic, many preferred to use their sector name but not their 

organization name. Table 4.1 lists the demographic features of the sample. 

 

Table 4.1 Characteristics of Interviewees 

Characteristics Group Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male  32  61.5  

Female  20  38.5  

Age 30 or less  11 21.2  

31-41  30  57  

41-50 10 19  
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50 and above  1 1.9  

Educational Degree Less than Bachelor   16 30.8  

Bachelor   25 48.1  

Master   10 19.2  

PhD  1 1.9 

Years of Experience Less than 5 10 19.2  

5-10 15  28.8  

11-15 13  25.0 

16-20 9 17.3 

21-25 3 5.8 

26 or more 2 3.8 

Managerial Position Supervisor  16  30,8  

  Non-supervisor  36 69.2  

Sector  Education  18  34.6  

Health  11 21.2 

Telecom 8 15.4 

Banking 15 28.8 

 

Before commencing the fieldwork, 28 interviews were scheduled. Other participants, mostly 

females, were contacted during the data collection using snowball sampling technique.  Most 

interviews were conducted in the participants’ offices as these were private and comfortable 

locations. Other interviews were conducted at a coffee shop after office hours. It should be 

noted that all interviews with female participants were conducted during working hours. The 

interviews took between one and three hours depending upon the time available and emerging 

categories produced. Some interviews took longer because the participant was keen to talk 

about more than one incident. The interviewer started by asking for general information about 

the participant and their organization, followed by questions that explored the topic being 

studied. The semi-structured questionnaire is shown below.  

Can you please recall an incident where you felt there was unfairness in your organization?  

1. Please explain the unfair incident? (e.g., location, time, what happened). 

2. Who was involved in the unfair incident? 

3. Why do you think this incident was unfair? What were the reasons or causes of the 

unfair incident? 

4. Please describe the result of the unfair treatment (what happened as a result of the 

unfair treatment i.e. what was your reaction toward the perpetrator). 

5. If there is a chance of this incident happening again, how should it be dealt with so as 

to make it fair?  
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4.3 MANUAL ANALYSIS  

The process of data analysis did not rely on computer programs but instead was analysed 

manually in consideration of the interpretive-subjective assumptions (Nurjannah et al., 2014). 

This decision was guided by doubt about the use of data analysis software package for this 

stage of the research. For example, Easterby-Smith (1991, p.113) states that there is:  

no package that can substitute for the interpretive skills of the researcher. 

Many of them can alleviate much of the clerical task of sorting words, 

concepts and passages contained in transcripts; but the identification of 

significant themes, patterns and categories still has to be done by the 

researcher.  

There was also a technical reason for analysing the data manually in that no sufficient 

qualitative data analysis software is available for the Arabic language. For example, it is 

posted on QSR International website that NVivo 8, 9 and10 may not operate as expected 

when attempting to use right-to-left languages such as Arabic. Some researchers recommend 

analysing qualitative data in original language of the interview (e.g. Twinn, 1998; Van Nes et 

al, 2010). Twinn (1998) stresses that data analysis in qualitative research should be conducted 

in the language of the respondents to avoid compromising data quality and validity. 

According to Nurjannahet al. (2014, p.4), “[Qualitative approaches] assert that the social 

world influences the perspective of the translator and colors the way the translator interprets 

and translates the data”. Winslow et al.(2002, p. 572) stated that “The complexities of Arabic 

grammar and dialect and the challenges of translating words for which there is no English 

equivalent made it difficult to capture the true meaning of what the participants were feeling 

and experiencing”. As the researcher is Saudi Arabian and understands the Arabic language 

and culture, manual data analysis was best suited to this stage of the research.  

 

4.4 DATA TRANSCRIPTION  

It is suggested that qualitative data should be prepared and organized in a way that facilitates 

data analysis. All interviews were conducted and transcribed in Arabic, the native language of 

the participants and the researcher. Oliver et al. (2005) suggests two general approaches to 

transcription: naturalized transcription in which every utterance is transcribed in as much 

detail as possible, and denaturalized transcription in which idiosyncratic elements of speech 

(e.g., stutters, pauses, non-verbal signs) are removed. Idiosyncratic approach is appropriate 

when both the content and the pattern of speech are important. All interviews were 

transcribed by the researcher applying a denaturalised style of transcription as this research 
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primarily focuses on the meanings and perceptions attached to the content of the interviews 

(Oliver et al., 2005). The transcriptions were written in Arabic and saved as Word files. The 

name of the file reflects the details of the participant; for instance, file ‘PF1’ means the first 

female participant. For accuracy purposes, all transcribed interviews were double checked by 

re-listening to each interview and checking it against the written transcription.  

An important concern in qualitative studies is when existing theory and literature should be 

consulted (McGhee et al, 2007). Strauss and Corbin (1990) support reviewing the existing 

literature early in the study for several reasons: it stimulates theoretical sensitivity; it provides 

a secondary source of data; it stimulates questions; it directs theoretical sampling; and it 

provides supplementary validity. However, Glaser (1992) stresses that the researcher should 

not examine the literature until much of the data has been collected, and problems, codes and 

categories have begun to emerge from these data (McGhee et al, 2007, p. 336). These two 

discrete positions were adopted prior to the current qualitative phase. The researcher reviewed 

the existing organizational justice literature and empirical studies relating to this topic in order 

to identify what work had been done and what issues had already been investigated in Arab 

culture. However, the researcher avoided imposing a specific theoretical lens on the 

qualitative study at the beginning. For example, in the interviews, the participants were not 

presented with the established factors of organizational justice but were asked to freely 

describe their personal experiences of unfairness. Also, initial coding and categories were 

derived directly and inductively from the raw data. This could reduce the possibility of the 

researcher analysing the data through a specific theoretical lens. 

 

4.5 DATA CODING AND DATA ANALYSIS 

The data analysis of this phase (responses from the semistructured interviews) was carried 

according to a qualitative content analysis process. Patton (1990, p.381) defines qualitative 

content analysis as “the process of identifying, coding, and categorising the primary patterns 

in the data". Also, it is described by Hsieh & Shannon, (2005, p.1278) as “a research method 

for the subjective interpretation of the content of text data through the systematic 

classification process of coding and identifying themes or patterns”. 

In qualitative analysis, coding processes are used as a way of breaking down the raw data into 

distinct units of meaning, revaluating them and moving to a higher level of abstraction 

(Goulding, 2002). Glaser (1978, p. 55) describes the code as a process that “gets the analyst 

off the empirical level by fracturing the data, then conceptually grouping it into codes that 

then become the theory which explains what is happening in the data”. In the open coding 
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stage, the researcher collects key points, identifies concepts and uses constant comparison to 

scrutinises the data for every possible meaning (Goulding, 2002).  During the open coding 

“the data are broken down into discrete parts, closely examined, compared for similarities and 

differences, and questions are asked about the phenomena reflected in the data” (Strauss & 

Corbin 1990). 

The principles of open-coding are based on the concept-indicator model “which directs the 

conceptual coding of a set of empirical indicators” (Strauss, 1987, p. 25). The concept-

indicator model is based on constant comparison of indicators; that is, an empirical indicator 

(e.g. a cause of injustice) is compared with previous indicators in data for similarities and 

differences (Strauss, 1987). As a result of this comparison process, similar indicators are 

grouped together to produce a higher level abstraction, i.e. a concept (Corbin and Strauss 

2008). An indicator may refer to a word, sentence, or significant statement and so forth in the 

data being analysed (a reason for injustice judgment is an indicator). A concept is a name for 

an indicator or a group of similar indicators. The constant comparison method was repeated 

on these concepts to produce another level of abstraction called a category. A concept or set 

of concepts was grouped to form a category.  

To start the coding process, it is essential to define the unit of analysis. The term incident can 

refer to “complete verbal expressions of an attitude or complete acts by an individual or 

group” (Glaser, 1965, cited in Fielding et al., 1998, p. 29). In other words, the critical incident 

may refer to the entire interview or to discrete behaviours and actions contained within the 

interview. Although the entire interview was important, the first step was to outline the unit of 

analysis as this may affect data reduction and coding decisions. The unit of analysis refers to 

the basic unit of text to be classified during content analysis (Zhang &Wildemuth, 2009). It 

was determined that an expressed experience of injustice would best maintain the specificity 

of the text. The experience of injustice (i.e. injustice expressions in the data) is defined as an 

event, where the individual believes that he or she has been treated unfairly (Ambrose et al., 

2002; Fortin, 2008; Keaveney, 1995). The individual is defined as a recipient/victim of 

injustice rather than an observer of an unjust event (Fischer & Smith, 2004). Research has 

shown that a recipient's response to unfair experience is more intense and negative than that 

of an observer of injustice (Lind et al., 1998; Tyler, 1989). Injustice may be experienced as an 

individual incident or as an accumulation of incidents. As one participant said:  

Where do I start? I should talk about more than one incident: excluding me 

from meetings, writing letters against me, accusing me of different things, 

trying to stop any promotion and lowering my salary by trying to change my 

position from a TA to a secretary, unfair evaluation of my work (PF5). 
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Also, a single incident may involve one or multiple injustice issues and so multiple codes may 

be applied (Cojuharenco et al, 2011; Gilliland 2008). Some scholars (e.g. Masterson et al, 

2000; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002) also confirm that separate multifoci justice existed. That is, 

experiences of (in)justice can be attributed to the organization, the supervisor or/ and co-

workers. Moreover, what is expressed in the incidents is more important than the number of 

occurrences of those incidents reported by participants. 

Keeping the clarifications of the unit analysis in mind, the first step of data analysis started by 

listening to the tape and reviewing each transcript line by line, and underlining words, phrases 

or sentences that might suggest themes. Glaser (1978) calls this process, which eventually 

contributes to the formation of categories “unitizing the data”. During this process, each 

transcript was read several times with the objective of identifying critical words, phrases 

and/or statements that related to perceived unjust events.  

More specifically the researcher tried to identify causes and sources (responsible party) of 

injustice experiences, and reactions to these unjust events. Both sources of and reactions to 

injustice were identified as they were clearly articulated in the interviews. For example, one 

interviewee claimed that “HR and my general manager, they were all involved in hurting me 

and pushing me to resign”. In this example, the interviewee described anger and resentment 

toward his manager and therefore, the source of injustice was coded as “manager”. However, 

if a respondent connects unfairness practice to the organization, the sources of injustice was 

coded as ‘organization’. 

Based on this process, 147 expressions of injustice were generated from the data that were 

perceived as unjust. All 147 were screened again using two criteria: the expression must refer 

to an unjust incident; and the expression of injustice has to be related to the respondent as the 

recipient of injustice. Applying these criteria, twenty-nine expressions of injustice were 

considered unusable and were discarded, resulting in 118 usable items. Based on the collected 

expressions of injustice, several statements were developed in fair directions and supported 

with quotation(s) from interviews to ensure that the real meanings were presented (Greenberg, 

1986, Kim & Mauborgne, 1991). Writing these statements was essential in order to develop 

and refine the scale measurement of organizational justice. Using the identified expressions of 

unfairness and written statements, abstract meanings were develop from the 118 expressions 

of unfairness, “naming them by articulating what they perceive is happening or is being 

expressed in those incidents” (Locke, 2001, p. 47). In other words, 118 initial expressions of 

injustice were coded to a more concise form (for example, keywords that described or 

reflected the content of each item (Table: 4.2).  
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Table 4.2 Examples of Reducing Data from Unjust Expressions 

Unjust expressions Reduced  

expressions 

[The managing director] expects us to support him... we need to talk with him 

because we care about this organization.... he does not listen to our suggestions. I 

must be frank... I am not going to lose anything, but the company is. It is unfair not 

to use all available information and experience.... different points of view can bring 

up good alternatives (PM4). 

Lack of voice 

My supervisor sometimes seeks advice from me, but he never truly takes my 

suggestions. In fact, he never wants it (PF8). 

Pseudo voice 

I felt out of control, I didn’t feel I had any say or choice at least. I don’t like take it or 

leave it... and that was quite worrying. I had to defend my opinion but I could not 

convince him [the manager].  I felt that I would lose face [in front of other 

employees] and make myself vulnerable [for such decisions in the future] if I 

followed him ... So I ignored him and went to his manager... I waited for [my 

manager’s] retribution and this was another story (PM1). 

Defending 

voice 

 

Finally, the researcher analysed the generated codes and statements to provide a list of 

categories proposed to form the content of the organizational justice. The constant 

comparison method was used again to generate a higher-level abstraction. The researcher 

sorted these items into 15 categories based on similarity of the item content. As DeVellis 

(2003) suggests, it is better to be over-inclusive and redundant in the latter stage of the scale 

development process. The 15 categories are discussed below.  

4.6 FORMING ORGANIZATIONAL FAIRNESS CATEGORIES 

As explained in the previous section, the reasons of injustice were coded into 15 categories 

according to their content. This section presents the categories of unfair experiences resulting 

from the data analysis of interviews. The chief focus was to discover how unfairness 

judgements were made by employees in the Arab context.  

 

4.6.1 Lack of Input in Decision Making 

This category includes feelings of unfairness experienced when a respondent suspects that the 

opportunity to make suggestions and explain to the authorities his/her viewpoint is not 

allowed or not taken seriously. This category also includes accuracy of information used in 

making decisions. This category is similar to the “voice effect” in Thibaut and Walker (1975) 
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and Leventhal’s (1980) representativeness and accuracy criteria. Generally speaking, 

interviewees claimed that management style is autocratic - making unilateral choices - and 

decisions are not always based on sufficient information. 

In events directly affecting the respondents, participation was a personal issue and considered 

as a defensive voice. In this context, preventing employees from participating was seen as 

extremely unfair and employees were likely to think of objecting to unfairness. The objection 

was not only to reverse the decision but also to maintain social reputation and not to be 

vulnerable to future mistreatment. In events not directly related to the respondent, he or she 

may not expect to have a direct voice but instead might be asked to share information and 

make suggestions (suggestive voice). Consultation is a type of information sharing and is 

requested by a company and/or representatives. When respondents believed that their 

suggestions were not considered, they had less motivation to express their opinions, again to 

preserve dignity. 

The managing director always asks me to do something and I can’t say no or 

make any objections. I just follow what he says… You can't argue with the 

managing director. He expects us to support him... we need to talk with him 

because we care about this organization.... he does not listen to our 

suggestions. I must be frank. I am not going to lose anything, but the 

company is. It is unfair not to use all available information and experience.... 

different points of view can bring up good alternatives. I think he does not 

trust us.. you know the mind of old managers. ...low level employees’ 

influence on the decision-making process is minimal because of his status.... I 

don’t care anymore (PM4).  

One explanation given [for the decision] was that it was best for all [the 

employer, me and colleagues] ...but the decision was more about me. He [the 

manager] did not seriously take my reasons into account. ... I felt out of 

control, I didn’t feel I had any say and some choice at least. I didn’t like take 

it or leave it... and that was quite worrying. I could not convince him [the 

manager]. I felt that I would lose face [in front of other employees] and make 

myself vulnerable [to such decisions in the future] if I followed him ... So I 

ignored him and went to his manager... I waited for [my manager’s] 

retribution and this was another matter (PM11). 

 

4.6.2 Unequal Treatment  

Unequal treatment includes experiences of injustice, participants being treated differently by 

the authorities, and procedures and policies not being applied in the same manner across 

employees. This category is similar to criteria of consistency suggested by Leventhal’s 

(1980). Furthermore, interviewees indicated that managers should be consistent when they 

personally interact with subordinates. Equal treatment as a golden rule is generally applicable 

to outcome allocation, policies, procedures and interpersonal behaviours. Respondents also 
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referred to flexibility when forming judgments about fairness of decisions; they stressed that a 

supervisor with discretionary authority should be reasonable and flexible, taking into account 

individual differences and unique circumstances. Comments suggested that flexibility does 

not contradict consistency if it is used for good reasons.  

There is no fairness. The treatment depends upon the relationship with the 

manager. For example, last year one colleague who had a good relationship 

with a senior manager was ranked ‘outstanding’ in the evaluation, although I 

and other employees whose performance was better received a lower grade in 

the evaluation... You need to brown-nose and supplicate them even if you are 

good performer and please the senior managers. You have to make them 

happy, feel they own your job, life. They like people who please them … and 

don’t disagree with them ...” (PM23). 

In the meetings, we [women] are not listened to when we present our views. 

Men fail to pay attention to what women say at meetings (PF7).  

I have been a nurse for 17 years and have no management position. It all goes 

to men... I meant high position. It is cultural thing here [in the organization] 

and outside [in the community at large] (PF3).  

 

4.6.3 Inability to Appeal a Managerial Decision 

This category refers to the possibility of appealing a decision. It is related to the first category 

explained above. That is, if a decision is unfair, biased or based on inaccurate information, 

could the victim appeal against it? One commonality in this category was that participants 

who felt unfairly treated were seldom given the opportunity to appeal in front of a neutral 

party; thus, it was claimed that formal appeal is a waste of time and causes problems. Also, 

formally appealing to the higher management - direct based appeal- was not always 

successful and sometimes led to further injustice. Informal appeal with mediation was 

preferred for challenging unfair decisions as the mediator is a person who is respected and 

trusted by parties, the decision-maker and the employee. Dissatisfied respondents perceived 

relying on interpersonal relationships (informal appeal) as easy to use, less threatening and 

likely to influence work related issues. This category is comparable to the correctability 

criteria in Leventhal’s (1980) work. 

It is not possible to resolve a grievance through the labour court, you will get 

nothing.. They have in mind that if the employee returned to work, there will 

be a problem between the company and the employee. Also, there are no 

deadlines for labour disputes...it was a bad experience, I would not do it 

again. Going to the court was a big mistake (PF1).  

If you appeal and go to higher management they will send you back to the 

direct manager and the direct manager says go to the higher management, till 

you hate the appeal. If you cannot solve the issue with your manager just 

accept it (PM28). 
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I made an objection... I expected some action, not straight away, but I 

expected that [the management] would look into my complaint to at least let 

me know that they cared about me... Instead, my complaint fell on deaf ears... 

I was hated by my manager and the management; what I got was a negative 

reputation as a trouble-making employee (PM9). 

 

4.6.4 Unfairness of Policy  

This category includes arguments about the lawfulness of organizational policy, lack of 

knowledge/employees’ awareness of the existence of a policy, vagueness and conflicting 

interpretations of organizational policy. Employees not only use information about a policy to 

determine the fairness of particular procedures and outcomes but also to evaluate the policy 

itself. Therefore, the policy must be fair, available and clear. For example, subjects were not 

satisfied with performance evaluation procedures/received unfavourable appraisal/ as the 

underlying policy of ‘forced distribution’ was seen as unfair. That is, employees blamed the 

organization for having that policy in the first place. This policy contradicts the employees’ 

values of group harmony and cohesion and can cause employees to feel vulnerable. 

Participants also examined the lawfulness of a policy to determine how justifiable it is and 

that it is not in conflict with State law, for example Saudisation of the workforce. Also, a 

number of female respondents indicated gender inequality in human resources policy. 

Moreover, interviewees described policies as vague and did not understand them in relation to 

their own work context. This may have led to individuals interpreting these policies 

subjectively which could lead to multiple, or contradictory, interpretations. 

These policies are open to subjective views…policies [in this organization] 

can mean different things to different people... are we referring to different 

things when using the same concept…what is meant by professional 

competencies …your background or what you can do with it (PM22).  

The policies specify a number of conditions for recruitment and promotion 

but they ended with a sentence like ‘or other conditions’. It is left open to 

interpretation and decision makers can add new conditions; for example, the 

new management added overseas training as a promotion requirement 

(PF13). 

As far as I know, there is no employee handbook; there is one copy and that 

is locked in the manager’s office. It is like, do what the boss says, not what 

the policy says (PM22). 

 

4.6.5 Equity-based Allocation 

The fifth category, equity-based allocation, suggests that outcomes received by employees 

should be in proportion to their contribution, in the form of performance and responsibilities. 
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Also, this category includes expressions of injustice where subjects felt that seniority and 

qualification were not appropriately acknowledged and rewarded. The expression of injustice 

was greatly emphasized by the interviewees when they talked about the role of relationships 

in rewards distribution. This type of influence, while possibly more informal, obviously 

impacted the career development opportunities of employees in the workplace. Further, 

respondents highlighted the unfavourable nature of their outcomes compared with other 

employees and that increased their feeling of unfairness. Respondents evaluated their personal 

outcomes against people working in similar organizations and overseas employees. So, when 

they considered their pay to performance with others they suffered from a lack of satisfaction 

and motivation. This category demonstrate equity norm (Adams, 1965) 

My company asked employees to take on heavier workloads but is not able to 

offer raises due to budget constraints according to the management. It was 

not fair but I accepted this in return for job security and the added experience 

that I can gain (PM2). 

While my responsibilities are equal to those working in similar organizations, 

I continue to have less salary and benefits.... (PM2). 

To get the job I had to sign a written statement that I will not use my highest 

qualification [Master’s degree] at any time to claim pay rises or promotions 

or whatever might cost the organization (PM13). 

I think that the department of labour in my bank is not fair because as tellers 

we have heavier workloads and higher levels of financial risk than customer 

service employees, while we get less benefits and promotions (PF10). 

Employees with long service records have given many years of their lives 

working for the banks and therefore, they deserve better positions and 

salaries (PM17). 

 

4.6.6 Need-based Allocation 

Need-based allocation mandates allocating outcomes or resources based on employees’ 

personal needs. This category includes situations where participants did not feel that their 

needs were of interest to management when allocating resources, benefits and growth 

opportunities. Respondents emphasized justice as meeting people’s needs. While 

organizations pay much attention to organizational needs, they often overlook employees’ 

personal needs. 

Training is not allocated by need or based on weakness revealed in the 

appraisal, but on subjectivity, because training is treated as a reward or 

prerequisite (PM 21).  
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Some important training courses are organized abroad [out of the country]. 

For me, it is impossible to go there as I have kids, it is just an extra stress,.... 

it is basically courses for men (PF13).  

All staff must report for duty by 7:15 a.m., Sunday to Thursday, or they will 

be punished. I tried several times telling my manager about my family 

situation. I’m losing my enthusiasm for work. I’ll probably quit because I feel 

guilty about my family situation and my performance isn’t smooth (PM5). 

 

4.6.7 Predictability of Outcomes Distribution  

This category is related to an employee’s expectation of a specific outcome and the time taken 

to achieve it. Respondents went beyond the current outcomes to evaluate future ones. 

Employees have a natural need for certainty and predictability that certain outcomes will 

result from certain contributions or behaviours in future exchange. Respondents were upset 

that pay increases, promotions and transfer of employees cannot be predicted. For example, 

respondents mentioned that they had no clear expectations of their future outcomes before 

experiencing the transfer, timing of pay actions resulting from appraisal ratings varied, and 

promotions are not carried out in a timely manner. Feasibility of future outcomes is an 

important factor in forming justice perception and it affects respondents’ commitment and 

performance.  

Some time ago I asked – why are we appraised? We get appraisals, we get 

good scores and [We] still have the same position, salary. So what is the 

sense of it’? It has demoralized everyone in the office... [Employees are] 

discouraged from continuing to perform at their best. I was so annoyed, to the 

point where I felt like leaving the organization (PM18).  

I am really confused about what is going to happen in the next few years. 

Everything is ambiguous in this company. [There is] no room for me to grow 

in this company. I don’t like being a simple employee (PF11). 

I expected to be promoted at the end of the last year, but that was delayed by 

seven months. They’re not always fair, [I] lost all related benefits (PM22). 

 

4.6.8 Compatibility with Islamic Law of Reward Distribution 

This category refers to rewards and gains having to be compatible with Islamic law.  

Regardless of fair process, respondents reject outcomes that are not consistent with their 

‘Islamic mandate’. When an outcome is inconsistent, a fair procedure may not change the 

feeling of injustice. In other words, justice is in part a judgment about the morality of an 

outcome. It is concerned with what people view as ethically appropriate, and not merely what 

serves their economic self-interest. For example, rewards from any prohibited exchanges or 
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contracts can be seen by some employees -regardless of whether fair procedures are used - as 

unfair outcomes. 

I work as a cashier [in the bank] ... [the management] asked me to move to 

customer service to obtain clients’ confirmation of unconfirmed treasury 

deals. I do this to customers all the time. So, every customer faces unfairness 

in this transaction...this kind of financial method contains an element of riba 

[debt usury]. I am confused as to whether my salary is haram [forbidden] 

because I am part of this deal. Some people have said to me, ‘you work 

against your faith’. I feel disconnected from this bank (PF9). 

The branch management instructed employees to include additional products 

and services on customer receipts without their knowledge. Their reason to 

do so was to meet and exceed sales targets irrelevant of customers’ finances. 

Despite some employees expressing their disagreement with this approach; 

the standard position by management was always a case of ‘You know 

everybody gets rewarded for that’. Having encouragement to mark- up prices 

and add items not requested made me feel very immoral and bad about 

myself and being rewarded for that (PM20). 

 

4.6.9 Lack of Respect and Recognition  

This category refers to whether one feels respected by his/her supervisors and whether 

authoritative figures make employees feel important and valued by recognizing them as the 

core of the workforce and not humiliating them. Respondents’ comments suggested that 

individuals deserve respectful treatment regardless of any formal process and its outcomes. 

Lack of respect includes not respecting an employee’s contribution, damaging their 

reputation, publicly criticizing them, undermining them, being over-demanding, and invading 

their privacy. Not respecting and putting pressure on subordinates could cause them to deviate 

from acceptable ethical behaviours. This category resembles Bies and Moag’s (1986) respect 

criteria. 

She does not respect me. She always criticizes me in front of the customers. I 

am not sure, but [I] think ... she simply loves to show off her power in front 

of the customers. She wants to be the centre of attention. I am not asking for 

special treatment, but it is a human thing to treat everyone with respect..... I 

wouldn’t talk to her. I feel very distressed about it (PF12). 

I would love to get an appreciation award for my achievements. As an 

employee you need to feel valued.  But mostly when I do wrong, my manager 

yells at me, telling everyone.. [that I have done wrong], he never keeps things 

private. To be honest, he never accepts me as part of his team (PM27). 

My manager spent one hour in her office, reprimanding me…and then as 

soon as I was out of earshot, she told everything to all the other employees 

who were around. She openly talks about employees when they aren’t around 

[not in a nice way]. She prides herself on having an open door policy and 

wonders why no one comes to her when they have a problem (PF6). 



 

 

 

74 

 

 

 

My manager does not pay attention to my positive work. I am never 

appreciated.. I feel sometimes that he deliberately wants to keep me stressed. 

[My manager] focuses on my weakness when he talks to others e.g. to the 

general manager. Now I do the minimum requirements of my job (PM19). 

 

4.6.10 Threats and Personal Revenge 

This category refers to any actions or behaviours which instil fear and induce control in 

employees. It reveals that subordinates feel vulnerable and fearful of managers and/or 

organizations, and that employees experience behaviours that put them in a situation of fear. 

Respondents often experience threats and revenge when they try to defend themselves or 

others and stand up for their rights or attempt to change the mistreatment. An individual may 

respond to violations of justice and avoid any threats and revenge that would follow from 

seeking justice by appealing to the unfair manager to eliminate misstatements. Interestingly, 

references to appeals (supplications) were negative and referenced perceptions of justice 

violations. The primary motivation for appealing is that managers may deliberately try to 

create injustice to acknowledge his/her superiority over the supplicant.   

  

The other administrative assistant... [quit], but I was going to stay and fight it 

out. I said, ‘This isn’t right’, so I went to the Dean and the HR person....Not 

only were they not helpful, the HR person... portrayed a disloyal employee, 

helped to harm me. I was eventually transferred to the university's general 

library (PF17). 

I get nervous and feel sick every time I am asked to meet with my boss. I 

know I will have a terrible experience with him ....it will end up with a threat. 

He tells me one thing, then he later on tells me something else, then he asks 

what I am doing. I keep making mistakes and he keeps making notes of my 

mistakes. He saves up every mistake I make until my annual performance 

appraisal or to use it at any point in the future to threaten me (PF4). 

My boss actually becomes frightened by any subordinate who is talented... he 

goes into attack mode, abusing his authority in order to keep subordinates in 

their place. Since I became a possible threat and most certainly could do his 

job with ease and much better, he has put me under the microscope, given 

negative evaluations, and wants me to leave (PM23).  

 

4.6.11 Lack of Sensitivity and Support in Supervision  

Empathy and support for subordinates are important criteria for interpersonal fairness which 

refers to the care and individualized attention authoritative figures provide to their 

subordinates’ work and lives, and which is particularly important in the case of hard times 

and decisions. Evidence of supervisor fairness includes providing emotional support and not 

being jealous of employees' achievements and/or attempting to restrain their professional 
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development. Also, managers protecting and standing up for their subordinates is a crucial 

sign of fair behaviour. Employees experience work and personal difficulties and seek help 

from informal and formal resources, including their managers. 

I found that my colleague and I were punished because one customer 
informed the top management that we made him wait a long time before 

serving him. My boss knows that we are among the best in his branch and 

this customer was not honest and always makes such problems. I talked to 

my boss and asked him to talk to his boss to cancel this action. He did not 

back us and agreed with the complainant (PM29). 

My boss shows no compassion and provides little or no direction to me. It 

hinders my development and forces me to seek other managers for feedback 

(PM4). 

My boss doesn’t care about me or for the feelings of the other staff. On one 

occasion I had an adverse outcome to surgery which resulted in several days 

of prolonged absence from work beyond the expected sick leave. My 

manager asked HR to call me and ask me to come to work. HR told him I am 

still ill but the manager said to him ‘leave your feelings at home, boy’. He 

made me feel worse. I came to his office to explain my situation to him, he 

did not even ask about my surgery.  I do not know what he would do if he 

was in my situation (PM16). 

 

4.6.12 Not Honouring Promises  

Promises established a critical expectation in respondents and impacted their perceptions of 

fairness in their organizations. This category concerns respondents’ experiences of managers’ 

(or management’s) words contradicting their actions. Respondents experienced unfair 

treatment and were particularly upset when a promise was made with no intention of keeping 

it or when management denied making a promise.  

You wouldn’t believe it. My manager always says fairness, team work and 

solidarity are top priorities. What a great model...The Company created a new 

position to help take some of the load off my boss. Problem is, my boss is a 

control freak and likes what he’s doing so he won’t give me anything to do. I 

hear him on the phone with clients solving their issues when he should be 

delegating them to me. Like I said, he’s been in the position for ten years and 

doesn’t want to share his work with me, so now I’m getting laid off due to 

lack of work. Now I have doubt about my boss’s sense of integrity, I would 

not expect him to treat me fairly anymore (PM25). 

I agreed with my boss that I would work on weekends for two months to 

computerize customers’ files… His obligation was to allow me work in the 

company office located in my home town for a month. I worked more than 

my co-workers…. My immediate boss did not want to fulfil our verbal 

agreement. He made the promise with no intention of fulfilling it….  My 

overall boss supported him because if I left, the work would be re-divided 

between two employees and the immediate boss. They are close friends. They 

were willing to renege because they know I have nowhere to go.  They care 
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about themselves. They have no morals. It is against our religion and values 

to intentionally break your promise and cause harm to others as in my case. 

As a manager, he should care about losing his reputation and being seen as an 

immoral person (PM14).  

 

4.6.13 Improper Attribution: Blaming and Credit Taking 

This category includes experiences where managers claim credit, blame others for their 

mistakes and take unfair advantage of a subordinate. Such negative experiences are violations 

of perceived fairness. According to interviewees, supervisors or team leaders sometimes take 

undue credit for the work of subordinates. Another area of injustice that was noted in some 

interviewees was that when outcomes are negative, managers avoid sharing the responsibility, 

putting the blame for errors onto others. It was found that people who appear to take more 

credit from group accomplishment are less well liked and thought to be unfair. Participants 

called such managers “parasitic, opportunistic, and dependent bosses” and viewed them as 

unfair and hostile in many instances. 

I was frustrated when my supervisor took credit. I felt like it was unfair 

because I worked hard and all I wanted was somebody to say, ‘You’re doing 

a great job.’ Well, he never did. What he did was to attribute our 

achievements to himself, and blame others for his own mistakes and failures. 

He wants to shine in his manager's eyes and to protect himself from 

punishment and get rewards. I would not mind if he generally shared credit 

for good performance, not punishing us for doing our jobs (PM27).  

She acted as if she hadn’t previously known about the problem and that it 

was my responsibility for not having dealt with the problem. I was a bit 

shocked, as I had already told her about the problem and had also offered her 

a solution. This situation has contributed to a false impression in the minds of 

top management that it is my fault and I was the only one responsible for it 

(PF15). 

 

4.6.14 Availability of Information  

This category refers to whether information is in the public domain. It focuses on the 

knowledge and information regarding, for example, employees’ rights, procedures and 

policies. Work assignments, compensation programs, professional advancement 

opportunities, and so on, should be open and public to all employees. Availability and clarity 

of such information would save time and effort in explaining some managerial decisions. 

Conversely, the absence of information may foster employee suspicions that an organization's 

representatives may use their possession of information to best serve their own interests. As 

participants mentioned in the interviews, if all work-related information was open and 

transparent, employees would know what it took to get promoted or receive rewards and 
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penalties, and whether the decision-makers engaged in deception. Also, it was found that 

greater use of segregation affected personal interactions and communications between the 

genders. Therefore, the publication of information could increase employees’ awareness of 

the situations around them and the workplace and thus decrease the perception of unfairness. 

Respondents suggested that promotion decisions and performance evaluation results should 

be publicized. Such suggestions could be considered as an invasion of privacy. 

They give you no access. They give you no information through the Internet 

[company website] or through the HR department. If there are any changes in 

the company or we [as females] have questions, we need to call them [HR, 

are all men] .. and sometimes you don’t understand them and get confused. 

The company website is full of top managers’ photos and introductions of the 

company (PF7).   

I have five kids and for long time I was not aware of the employment right 

that allows male parents to take one week off work when they have a new 

baby. We thought that was just females’ rights (PM10).  

 

4.6.15 Managerial Explanation and Justification  

This category refers to the role of authoritative figures in explaining and justifying the reasons 

for various decisions and actions. Authority figures of an organization are often the primary 

source of information as it relates to organizational events. Respondent were give no 

explanations, unsatisfactory explanations or false explanations. Respondents’ comments 

suggested there was no open and honest compunction and absence of adequate information. 

They did not understand some decisions and that increased their level of uncertainty and 

stress and decreased their level of trust. Respondents emphasized the role of supervisors as 

critical to employees’ interpretations of events and decisions. This category resembles Bies 

and Moag’s (1986) explanation criteria. 

There was an explanation, but it was not clear and confused me, the manager 

explained... just to say that he has explained, he tried to get off the point and 

changed the subject...there are tricks by managers (PM12). 

He gave me justifications that were baseless, ‘Your colleague started at lower 

salary and we need to offer him an opportunity to improve his salary’. He 

knows I cannot do anything bad to my friends. It is a cultural thing, you 

know...  Also he said, ‘We will compensate you next year and so and so’, I 

am sure next year he will bring other fake excuses (PM7).  

I don’t feel like going to the company branch... just because they say … ‘You 

have to go there’. I need to know why. My manager just told the decision and 

said ‘it is not my problem’. [He] did not give clear and enough information. 

[He] blamed the policies and the upper management for the unpopular 

decision... The HR employee said to me that it was because they needed more 

employees in that branch, but his manager said it was because I had low 
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[performance] evaluation. I felt lost. You don’t know who you can trust 

(PM15).   

 

4.7 ITEM REFINEMENT AND SCALE DEVELOPMENT  

The process of item purification began with transforming the content of the open-ended 

question responses into a quantitative measure that will be administered to a larger sample in 

the main study. Creswell and Plano Clark (2007, p. 124) suggest that “the quotes from 

individuals can be turned into questionnaire items, the codes can be designated as variables 

measured by multiple items, and the themes can represent the larger scales of an instrument”. 

As mentioned above, based on the qualitative analysis of the interviews, a list of 147 

items/indicators of organizational justice was compiled. This list was reduced to 87 items by 

the researcher. The list of 87 items was reduced in a second step through several meetings 

with the supervisory team. The goal was to keep the scale short to minimize response biases. 

After several iterations 75 items were used in the final scale. It is suggested that researcher 

should start with a fairly large set of items to allow the removal of items during the 

development process (DeVellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1998). 

The researcher modelled the format of items on that of an already validated instrument. At 

this stage of questionnaire design, multiple-choice questions were employed to collect 

personal information about the participants, such as age, gender, and experience. Closed-

ended questions were designed to rate the generated items measuring organizational justice in 

the Arab context. Although, there are various rating scales, Likert-type scales are the most 

commonly used in survey questionnaire research and in the development of new instruments 

(Hinkin, 1998). Also, a Likert scale supports the employment of factor analysis and structural 

equation modelling (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Although there is no common agreement on the 

number of Likert scale points, most literature suggest that there are no major differences 

between 5 or more point Likert scales in the statistical results of data analysis such as means, 

standard deviations, item–item correlations, item–total correlations, Cronbach’s alpha, or 

factor loadings (e.g. Dawes, 2008; Leung, 2011). However, Hinkin (1998) suggests that new 

items should be rated using a 5-point Likert scale, making it easier for respondents to 

discriminate between response categories (Mertler, 2013). Further, the 5-point Likert scale is 

commonly used in organizational justice studies. Thus, respondents were asked to indicate to 

what extent they agreed or disagreed with the 75 statements related to fairness in the 

workplace. All statements were worded positively (DeVellis, 2003). Responses were obtained 

on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 being strongly disagree, 2 being disagree, 3 neither agree nor 

disagree, 4 being agree and 5 being strongly agree. 
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4.8 PILOTING QUESTIONNAIRE  

A pilot study is an important step to test and refine the instrument of the major study. The 

draft questionnaire was piloted among a selective sample. Purposive sampling, also known as 

judgmental, selective or subjective sampling, involves selecting sample units (e.g. employees) 

for a specific purpose (Hair et al. 2010). The Arabic version of the questionnaire was 

subjected to a pilot test by 17 Saudi PhD students, all of whom had work experience of three 

years or more. These students were asked to complete the survey carefully and report any 

issues they came across. Specifically, they were asked to report their opinions about the 

questionnaire’s clarity, layout, length and wording and to provide suggestions for 

improvement. They reported no critical comments on understanding and interpreting any 

item. However, the comments showed that the questionnaire was somewhat long, taking 

between 25 and 30 minutes to complete. Therefore, participants in the next study were told 

that filling out the questionnaire would take about 30 minutes. Copies of the final version of 

the questionnaire and its covering letters are presented in Appendix C4.1. 

 

4.9 SUMMARY 

The purpose of the qualitative study was to generate a list of components (items) expected to 

form the content of organizational justice in the Arab context. A semi-structured interview 

format was utilized for the collection of data relating to the participants’ perceptions of 

fairness in the organization. The qualitative phase of the methodology relied on the CIT and 

qualitative content analysis in order to obtain qualitative data from 52 employees who had 

experienced unfair treatment in their organizations. The questionnaire items were then 

developed from the qualitative data. Then the extracted items were evaluated for validity. 

Finally, the measurement was piloted using a selective sample of Saudi employees and used 

in the next quantitative study. 
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5 Chapter Five: Items Analysis and Factor Structure of 

Organizational Justice 
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5.1 INTRODUCTION  

The previous chapter outlined the data collection, analysis and findings from the qualitative 

study - phase one. Based on the qualitative analysis of interview data, 75 items were collected 

(see Appendix C4.1).  In this chapter, factor analysis procedures are used to identify sets of 

questions that measure the same construct and investigate the dimensionality of the 

phenomenon being studied. In other words, this chapter aims to examine the similarities 

between collected items in terms of dimensionality of organizational justice. 

This chapter provides the results of analysis of the data collected for phase two, which 

concentrates on the quantitative procedures to determine the dimensionality of justice in the 

Arab context. The chapter starts by checking the accuracy of the data coding, providing an 

overview of missing data, and describing the study’s population. The basic statistical 

assumptions are then tested. It then goes on to explain how dimensionality of the scale was 

developed and verifies its reliability and replication. Finally, the factors are interpreted.  

 

5.2 CLEANING AND CHECKING ACCURACY OF DATA CODING 

Screening and cleaning of the data was carried out in several steps. The questionnaires 

collected from respondents were visually scanned and then entered onto an SPSS coding sheet 

designed by the researcher. Next, values of each variable in the study were carefully 

compared with the original hard copy over a 10-day period. This was followed by screening 

of the raw data using descriptive analysis in SPSS 21 to examine the means, standard 

deviations, missing data and ranges. 

 

5.2.1 Missing Data  

Missing data are not uncommon in social science. This problem occurs when no data value is 

stored for an item in an observation (Field, 2009). Some questionnaires collected in the 

training sessions had missing data of sufficient magnitude to justify their exclusion. Missing 

data due to unengaged responses is described by Kline (2010, p. 55) as “systematic data loss 

pattern”. He defines such missing data as follows: “incomplete cases differ from cases with 

complete records for some reason, rather than randomly”. With Likert scale-rated items, it is 

quite possible to experience missing data issues, but missing data are not considered a serious 
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problem if the percentage of missing values is less than 10% (Cohen et al., 2003; Hair et al., 

2010). In the present study, a total 392 employee questionnaires were returned. Most missing 

data patterns indicated that respondents had filled out a couple of items and then exited the 

survey, quit half-way through, or answered all items with roughly the same values. Fourteen 

cases with such missing data were excluded from the data file. After eliminating unengaged 

respondents, the new data (n = 378) were entered onto SPSS 21 and assessed for missing data. 

Although no missing values were found regarding the main scale items, only a small 

percentage of personal information was reported as missing values. The missing value of 

personal information was less than 10% and occurred in a random pattern determined by the 

insignificance of the Little MCAR test (Chi-Square = 8.016, DF = 9, Sig. = .533). As these 

values are missing completely at random, an imputation technique can be used to replace 

these values.  

Apart from inattentive responses, the raw data had no missing data that might impact the 

subsequent analysis and results. This can be explained by strong preparation for data 

collection, careful work, excluding any skipped sections of questions, and the considerable 

amount of time spent on collecting usable questionnaires. Moreover, research participants 

were encouraged to review completed surveys for missing answers before leaving the training 

sessions. They were also told that this project is an essential step for the researcher to obtain 

his PhD and that completed forms would help him to achieve his aim.  

 

5.2.2 Assessment of Outliers 

After the descriptive analysis of missing values and the study's sample, the data were 

subjected to examination of outliers. In statistics, outliers are observations with values that are 

extremely different from the rest of the data (Field, 2009). There are two main categories of 

outliers: univariate and multivariate outliers. Univariate outliers are cases with extreme values 

on a single variable. In contrast, multivariate outliers are unusual combinations of scores on 

two or more variables. Univariate outliers were identified first, followed by multivariate 

outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  

 

5.2.3 Detecting Univariate Outliers  

A number of techniques were used to identify the univariate outliers. First, the histogram of 

each variable in the analysis was examined to spot any extreme values. Next, the boxplot of 

every individual variable was checked. Outlier cases are those that fall more than 1.5 lengths 
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from the edge of the box (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2010). Finally, an exploratory analysis of the 

data was conducted via descriptive statistical analysis in the SPSS 21 and standardized scores 

for each case were assessed. 

Inspection of the histogram of each variable in the dataset indicated that there were no strange 

values. However, the boxplot suggested that seven items on the scale contained outliers. 

These items are listed in Table 5.1. The outlier boxplot of all items is displayed in Appendix 

C5.1.  

It is suggested that when outliers are identified, the researcher should investigate any 

procedural errors in the data entry (Pallant 2010). No values were found that fall outside the 

range of possible values for each variable.  

An alternative measure to outliers is the trimmed mean rather than a sample mean. A trimmed 

mean is a mean based on the distribution of observations or values after some percentage of 

highest and lowest values discarded from computation. That is a sample mean is calculated on 

the remaining values (Field 2009, p. 136). Pallant (2010, p. 64) states that “if the trimmed 

mean and mean values are very different, you may need to investigate these data points 

further”. However, based on the trimmed mean values and the mean values for the seven 

items listed in Table 5.1, the outliers were found to be less serious as the trimmed means and 

the mean values were very similar. Although it was decided to retain these items rather than 

exclude them or change their values, it is critical to look carefully at these items when 

conducting the exploratory factor analysis. 

 

Table 5.1 Items with Univariate Outliers 

Items with Univariate Outliers  Mean values Trimmed mean 

Decisions of employee benefits are allocated according to 

personal needs. 

3.7804 3.8292 

Managers would not start punishing employees by applying 

maximum sanctions. 

3.9153 3.9909 

Managers would not expect ingratiation or supplication from 

their subordinates. 

3.7672 3.8116 

A policy applies the same to all employees in my organization. 3.8942 3.9586 

Managers would accept responsibility for their unfair 

decisions. 

3.9735 4.0206 

Managers value employees’ work contributions. 3.8810 3.9350 

Managers treat employees with dignity. 3.9471 4.0088 
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In addition, the standardized values of subjects were examined. Regardless of data 

distribution, any z values exceeding ± 3 (p<0.001, two-tailed test) indicate potential outliers 

(Kline, 2010). Nevertheless, authors such as Hair et al. (2010) and Stevens (2009) state that in 

large samples the cut-off value of standard scores increases up to z >± 4. Using this value as a 

criterion, the result of this analysis indicated that four cases were negative univariate outliers 

exceeding the threshold among these variables in this dataset, as reported in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.2 Cases with Standardized Values Exceeding ± 4 

Scale Items Cases with Standardized 

Values Exceeding ± 4 

Standardized  

Score (z) 

Managers would accept responsibility for 

their unfair decisions. 

81 and 145 - 4.06 

Managers show a concern for the impact 

that his/her actions will have on me. 

5 and 351 - 4.04 

 

5.2.4 Detecting Multivariate Outliers 

The previous section explained the assessment of univariate outliers. At this stage, four 

outliers were deleted.  Hair et al. (2010, p.66) suggests that multivariate methods are “best 

suited for examining a complete variate, such as the dependent variables in regression or the 

variables in factor analysis”. Multivariate outliers are detected using the Mahalanobis 

measure, as recommended by Tabachnick & Fidell (2013). The Mahalanobis distance is the 

distance of an individual case from the centroid of the remaining cases and it uses the X2 as a 

measure of that distance (Kline, 2010). To consider a case an outlier, Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2013) suggest a conservative probability estimate of p<0.001 for the X2 value. The 

Mahalanobis distance is calculated through linear regression via SPSS 21. Any case with a 

Mahalanobis distance exceeding X = 118.599 was a multivariate outlier and was deleted. 

Please refer to Table 5.3.  

  

Table 5.3 Cases with Multivariate outliers 

Cases with Multivariate outliers Mahal. Distance 

295 158.59478 

211 151.71136 

6 148.21194 

54 141.17511 

147 141.66285 

352 136.37317 
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As seen in Table 5.3, eighteen cases had an unusual combination of values in the 75 items, 

resulting in their designation as outliers. Although Cook's distances reveal that twenty-two 

univariate and multivariate outliers were not influential data points, since the distances were 

less than one (Stevens, 2009), to preserve conservative analyses, these cases were deleted. 

Consequently, 356 respondents were included in the subsequent analyses. 

 

5.2.5 Assessment of Multicollinearity and Singularity   

After the assessment analysis of outliers, it is important to examine the condition of any 

possible multicollinearity and singularity. Multicollinearity and singularity refer to the 

relationship between variables in the same analysis (Pallant, 2010). Multicollinearity and 

singularity exist and may cause problems when variables correlate too highly or are perfectly 

correlated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013, p88-89). Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) argue that 

these problems are less important, and small correlation variables can be included when 

conducting structure analysis (e.g. PCA). In addition, Field (2009, p. 648) suggests that 

“multicollinearity does not cause a problem for principal component analysis”. Hair et al. 

(2010, p.102) states that “some degree of multicollinearity is desirable”. However, a 

collinearity test was conducted on all items of the scale to gain an idea of and feeling for the 

data and to anticipate possible challenges in the analyses. The degree of multicollinearity can 

be identified by examining the R-matrix and the Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor 

(VIF) averages (Field, 2009). Hair et al. (2010, p. 222) explain tolerance as “1 minus the 

proportion of the variable's variance explained by other independent variables”. On the other 

hand, VIF shows the impacts of other independent variables on the dependent variable. A 

tolerance value of less than 0.10 and a VIF value of more than 10 indicate multicollinearity 

(Kline, 2010; Pallant, 2010). 

343 134.93874 

235 134.57791 

7 131.68217 

245 131.11166 

218 131.86196 

61 131.79772 

318 129.11366 

312 122.23686 

347 122.11976 

348 121.88111 

284 121.46681 

36 121.29425 
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A visual scan of the bivariate correlation matrix revealed no serious multicollinearity among 

the scale items. Moreover, the R-matrix suggested that there were a substantial number of 

correlations greater than 0.3 and less than 0.8; therefore, factor analysis is appropriate (Hair et 

al., 2010). However, three variables had a number of correlations well below 0.3. These 

variables are as follows: 

 My manager does not bring up old mistakes over and over again to threaten 

subordinates. 

 My organization would regularly improve necessary rules and regulations where 

personal responsibility can be identified. 

 In my organization, employees are adequately informed on a regular basis about the 

company’s performance. 

In addition, the impact of collinearity was tested by collecting tolerance and variance inflation 

factor (VIF) via regression analysis using SPSS 21. Tolerance values for the scale items 

ranged from 0.131 to 0.765, while the VIF values ranged from 1.307 to 7.620 (please refer to 

Appendix C5.2). Therefore, no multicollinearity was found that might have serious impacts 

on the data analysis and results.  

To conclude, according to the R-matrix and tolerance and VIF, factor analysis is appropriate 

and the three variables mentioned above will be looked at closely when conducting the 

exploratory factor analysis and deleted if they strongly influence the dimensionality extraction 

stage. 

 

5.2.6 Assessment of Normality  

Normality is a fundamental assumption in multivariate analysis. It refers to the shape of the 

data distribution in the population. Hair et al. (2010) argue that violation of the assumption of 

normality is quite common when sample sizes reach 200 cases or more. Gorsuch (1983) states 

that exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis are relatively robust against violations of 

normality. As suggested by many statisticians (e.g. Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2013), violation of the normality assumption can be assessed by statistical tests, such as 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W), Skewness and Kurtosis, and graphical 

methods (i.e. boxplot and histograms) of the scale items.   

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W) measures displayed a high value of 

significance (p<0.0001) indicating a deviation from normality. Please refer to Appendix C.5.3 

for the results of normality tests of all items. However, Field (2009, p. 144) states that one 
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limitation of K-S and S-W tests is that the larger the sample size, the greater the likelihood of 

significant results. Thus, it is common to obtain significant results even with only small 

deviations from normality. Accordingly, it is hard to decide that “deviation from normality is 

enough to bias any statistical procedures that we apply to the data”.    

Authors such as Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) agree that the test of normality can be 

determined through assessment of skewness and kurtosis. Therefore, the researcher 

considered the skewness and kurtosis of the variables as a second technique for testing the 

normality. Skewness explains the symmetry of the distribution. Kurtosis describes the 

peakedness or flatness of a distribution compared with the normal distribution (Hair et al., 

2010, p. 80). In a perfectly normal distribution, the values of both skewness and kurtosis are 

zero. It is suggested that variables with absolute values of skewness and kurtosis should range 

between < -/+3.0 and > -/+10 respectively (Kline, 2010, p. 63). Based on Kline's 

recommendation, the current data were regarded as normally distributed since the skewness 

ranged between - 1.654 and + 0.742 and the kurtosis ranged between - 1.338 and + 1.775.  

The shape of the data distribution was assessed by visual inspection of histograms and Q-Q 

plot. The histograms’ scores do not seem to be normally distributed. The Q-Q plots of the 

items revealed non-straight lines, suggesting that the scale's items are not distributed 

normally. The visual inspection supported the previous results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) 

and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W) tests. Both analyses concluded that the data are not normally 

distributed.  

 

5.3 THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY PARTICIPANTS 

The data for the second survey were collected over a two-month period, using a paper-and-

pencil questionnaire and based on convenience sampling, commonly used in organizational 

studies (Bryman, 2008) Several factors have made it very challenging to probabilistic samples 

in the Arab environment. For example, the unavailability of published information or 

statistics about the working populations, the unwillingness of participants to complete surveys 

and lack of cooperation of organizations to allow researchers to survey their employees 

(Elamin & Tlaiss, 2015; Robertson et al, 2002; Tlaiss, 2013, Tuncapl,1998). Given the 

exploratory nature of the study, the selection of the research site and participants were 

convenience based. The use of a convenience sample was necessitated by these practical 

reasons. As Tuncapl (1988, p.18) points out, “it is a formidable, if not impossible, task to 

draw probabilistic samples in Saudi Arabia”. The convenience sample consisted of full-time 

employees enrolled in different management training courses in the Institute of Public 
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Administration and Al-khaleej Training and Education of Saudi Arabia, Riyadh. These are the 

two biggest training providers in Saudi Arabia. This convenience sample yielded 378 usable 

questionnaires. 

Table 5.4 shows that the majority of the respondents were males, at 56.9% (n = 215), while 

females accounted for 34.7% (n = 131) of the participants (8.8%, n = 32 individuals did not 

specify their gender). The respondents were of different ages; the group of ≥ 30 years 

represented 27.5% and that of 31-34 years represented 31.0%, whereas the group of 41-50 

years represented 26.5% and that of 51 years and above represented 10.6 % (4.5% individuals 

did not specify their age). The sample also showed that 32.3% of the respondents were below 

the level of bachelor’s degree holders, 46.8% of the respondents had bachelor's degrees, 

13.2% had master’s degrees, and 2.1% had PhDs at the time of the survey (5.6% individuals 

did not specify their educational level). Further, nearly half of the sample had 11 years or 

more of work experience, 49.5%, at the time of the survey.  

Table 5.4 The Characteristics of the Questionnaires' Respondents* 

Characteristics Group Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male  215 56.9 

Female  131 34.7 

Missing  32 8.5 

Age 30 or under 104 27.5 

31-41  117 31.0 

41-50 100 26.5 

50 and above 40 10.6 

Missing  17 4.5 

Educational Degree Below Bachelor  122 32.3 

Bachelor  177 46.8 

Master  50 13.2 

PhD 8 2.1 

Missing  21 5.6 

Years of Experience 1-5 97 25.7 

6-10 80 21.2 

11 or more 187 49.5 

Missing  14 3.7 

  *Missing values were less than 10%. 

5.4 DEVELOPMENT OF JUSTICE CONSTRUCT AND SCALE EXPLORATORY 

FACTOR ANALYSIS  

Having assessed the relevant items with regard to missing values and statistical assumptions 

(i.e. normality, linearity and multicollinearity), the exploratory factor analysis was conducted 
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on the entire set of justice items. This stage of analysis was guided by scale development 

processes prescribed by Churchill (1979) and Hinkin (1998), which are widely applied 

procedures for constructs and measures development and are extensively used in many fields 

including organizational justice research (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Bauer et al., 2001; 

Kickul et al., 2001; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). Exploratory factor analysis was carried out 

in order to determine the measurement dimensionality assumption (Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 

2003; Hinkin, 1998).  

5.4.1 Evaluation of Data Suitability for Factor Analysis 

Four issues should be addressed in determining whether a particular data set is suitable for 

factor analysis: sample size, intercorrelation between scale items, Bartlett’s tests, and Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO). These concerns were investigated as 

follows:  

Determining the Appropriateness of the Study’s Sample for Factor Analysis  

There has been substantial debate over the suitable sample size in the application of factor 

analysis. Generally speaking, it is suggested that the use of large samples would lead to 

accurate factor solutions, however there is a lack of agreement on the minimum sample size 

necessary for factor analysis (Pallant, 2010,). It is argued that sample size depends on the 

level of communality of the variables, loadings, the minimum ratio of sample size to the 

number of variables, and the minimum ratio of variables to the number of factors (Hair et al., 

2010; Stevens, 2009; Fabrigar et al., 1999; MacCallum et al., 1999; Nunnally, 1978).  

The recommendations of Comrey and Lee (1992) are the most cited guidelines for sample 

sizes: 100 is considered poor, 200 fair, 300 good, 500 very good, and 1000 or more excellent. 

Hinkin (1998) suggests that at least 200 observations are needed to obtain sufficient solutions 

in exploratory factor analysis. Some authors suggest the variables-to-response ratio as a 

general rule for determining sample size. For example, Hair et al. (2010,) suggest 5:1 as the 

desired ratio of variables to the number of respondents. Indeed, after reviewing this issue, 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, p. 613) suggested a rule of thumb that “it is comforting to have 

at least 300 cases for factor analysis”.  

Based on the above literature, the sample size of the present study is suitable for conducting 

factor analysis as the total sample is 354, thus meeting the threshold of Tabachnick and Fidell, 

and the ratio between the number of cases and the number of items is almost 5:1, as suggested 

by Hair et al. (2010).   
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Determining Factorability of the Correlation Matrix  

To further assess the appropriateness of the data to be used for the analysis, the correlation 

between the variables was analysed through a correlation matrix. The intercorrelations 

between the scale’s items were discussed in the assessment of multicollinearity and 

singularity section. It was found that a substantial number of correlations were greater than 

0.3, as suggested by Hair et al. (2010). In addition, the correlation between the scale's items 

was assessed through the anti-image correlation matrix. Field (2009, p.659) states that “It is 

important to examine the diagonal elements of the anti-image correlation matrix: the value 

should be above the bare minimum of 0.5 for all variables (and preferably higher)”.  Based on 

Field's suggestion, the anti-image matrix of the entire 75 items was investigated. It was found 

that 72 items had diagonals above 0.5 and most of them were higher than 0.7. However, three 

items had diagonals below the bare minimum of 0.5 (see Table 5.5), which may be an 

indicator for exclusion of the factor analysis (with low loading and communalities). For the 

rest of the anti-image correlation matrix, the off-diagonal elements were very small, which is 

preferable for a good factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Moreover, the reproduced 

correlation matrix was checked for the percentage of non-redundant residuals with absolute 

values > 0.05, which should be less than 50% (Field, 2009). In the present data, there were 

574 (20.0%) /265(9%) non-redundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0.05. The 

small residuals indicated that there was very little difference between the reproduced 

correlations and the correlations actually observed between the variables. 

Table 5.5 Items with anti-image diagonals' values less than the cut-off value of .5 

Scale' items  Anti-image Diagonals' 

Value 

When I consider my working conditions, I am fairly rewarded. .446 

My rewards fairly reflect my qualification. .455 

In my organization, employees are adequately informed on a regular basis about the 

company’s performance. 

.456 

 

Bartlett’s Tests  

A third issue to be assessed for the factorability of the data is Bartlett's test of sphericity. 

Bartlett's test of sphericity tests the hypothesis that correlations among the scale's variables 

are zero (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). A significance level of p< 0.05 indicates that the matrix 

has significant correlations different from zero among variables and, therefore, factor analysis 

is considered appropriate (Hair et al., 2010; Pallant, 2010). It should be noted that the 

statistical significance is driven by the sample size (Thompson, 2004; Zwick & Velicer, 

1986).  
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO)  

The final measure used to assess the factorability of the data was the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO). This measures the strength of the intercorrelations 

among the items. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013, p.619-620) define the KMO as “a ratio of the 

sum of squared correlations to the sum of squared correlations plus sum of squared partial 

correlations”. They state that values of KMO range from 0 to1 and a conservative cut-off of at 

least 0.6 is the minimum requirement for a good factor model. Please refer to Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6 Evaluation thresholds of KMO values, (Source: Kaiser 1974) 

KMO/MSA Value Adequacy of the Correlations 

Below 0.50 Unacceptable 

0.50–0.59 Miserable 

0.60–0.69 Mediocre 

0.70–0.79 Middling 

0.80–0.89 Meritorious 

0.90 and higher Marvelous 

 

These two tests were calculated on the entire set of the scale's items to determine the 

factorability of the present data. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett 1954) reached statistical 

significance at p = .000, with an approximate Chi-Square = 16037.550 and df = 2775. 

Meanwhile, the KMO associated with the correlation matrix was 0.904, which is considered a 

“marvellous” result according to Kaiser’s (1974) guidelines. The above results supported the 

factorability of the current data. In other words, it is expected that these data will produce 

reliable factors. A summary of these two tests is shown in Table 5.7. 

Table 5.7 KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy  

.904 

Bartlett's Test of  

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 16037.550 

Df 2775 

Sig. .000 

 

5.4.2 Production of Justice Scale Dimensions in the Arab Context 

After the assessment of data suitability for factor analysis, the exploratory factor analysis was 

conducted. Factor analysis is a multivariate statistical procedure that has several purposes, 

three of which will be briefly explained here. One of its main purposes is to understand the 

structure of a set of variables. A second purpose of factor analysis is to construct a 
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questionnaire to measure an underlying variable. Factor analysis also reduces a large data set 

into new, more manageable sets of dimensions that can then be used in subsequent analyses 

(Field, 2009).  

According to the factor analysis literature, there are two major classes of factor analysis: 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and exploratory factor analysis (EFA). CFA allows the 

researcher to assess unidimensionality by testing pre-specified assumptions about the 

structure of a given set of scales. On the other hand, EFA is often used in the early stages of 

research and the researcher has no prior expectations regarding the structure underlying a set 

of variables (Pallant, 2010; Steven, 2009; Thompson, 2004).  

 

Extraction Techniques  

EFA has two basic extraction techniques: common factor analysis (FA) and principal 

component analysis (PCA). “Factor analysis derives a mathematical model from which 

factors are estimated, whereas principal component analysis merely decomposes the original 

data into a set of linear variates” (Field, 2009, p. 636). It is suggested that FA and PCA 

usually result in similar solutions when the number of items is greater than 30, with 

communalities equal to or above 0.4 (Thompson, 2004).  

In this stage of the research, PCA was used as the extraction method for the following 

reasons: firstly, PCA was used to establish preliminary solutions in EFA by reducing a large 

number of variables into a smaller set of linear components for subsequent analyses (Conway 

& Huffcutt, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Secondly, as suggested by Fabrigar et al. 

(1999), when the data obtained violate the assumption of normality (which seemed to be the 

case in this stage), it is best to employ the PCA method of EFA. Finally, PCA is the most 

widely used approach as a factor extraction method (Pallant, 2010) and is commonly applied 

in organizational justice research (e.g., Rahim et al., 2000; Paterson et al., 2002; McDowall & 

Fletcher, 2004; Aquino et al., 2006). 

 

Factor Retention Criteria  

Having decided the extraction method, the next step was to extract the unrotated factors and 

determine the number of meaningful factor solutions. The question of how many optimal 

factors to retain is a critical decision in exploratory factor analysis (Hayton et al., 2004). For 

this reason, a number of criteria for answering this question have been proposed (Fabrigar et 
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al., 1999: 275). However, Thompson and Daniel (1996, p.200) state that the “simultaneous 

use of multiple decision rules is appropriate and often desirable”.  

In the current study, multiple criteria were utilized: the Kaiser criterion, Cumulative 

percentage of variance, Scree Test criterion and Parallel analysis. Moreover, the existence of 

at least three items in each factor was used for factor retention (Floyd & Widaman, 1995; 

Hinkin, 1998). These criteria are explained as follows: 

 

Kaiser Criterion  

The Kaiser Criterion or eigenvalue rule is the most widely used procedure for determining the 

number of factors. This criterion asserts that a factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 is 

considered significant and therefore should be retained for interpretation (Pallant, 2010). The 

eigenvalue of a factor represents the amount of information explained by that factor 

(DeVellis, 2003).  

 

The Percentage of Variance Criterion  

Hair et al. (2010, p.109) state that “The percentage of variance criterion is an approach based 

on achieving a specified cumulative percentage of the total variance extracted by successive 

factors”. Although there is no agreement in the social sciences on the cut-off value for the 

cumulative percentage, it is suggested that extraction procedures should not be stopped until 

the factor solutions account for a cumulative variance of 60% or higher (Hair et al., 2010).   

 

Scree Test Criterion 

Another popular approach for deciding the number of factors is the Scree Test (Zwick & 

Velicer, 1986). The Scree test displays a plot of eigenvalues in descending values associated 

with successive factors (DeVellis 2003; Hair et al., 2010). The plot is assessed to identify a 

point at which the last significant drop occurs, which signifies where the line levels off. This 

point divides the major from the trivial factor solutions (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 

Parallel Analysis  

The least used procedure in management and organizational research is Parallel Analysis 

(PA) (Hayton et al., 2004). It is suggested that PA is one of the most accurate methods for 
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determining the number of factors to retain from factor analysis (Velicer et al., 2000; Zwick 

and Velicer, 1986). PA creates a random dataset with the same number of cases and variables 

as in the original row dataset. PA extracts eigenvalues for both sets of data and that a 

researcher would retain those factors whose eigenvalues in the actual data set are greater than 

the eigenvalues from the random data (O'Connor, 2000, p. 397). 

 ` 

Preliminary Analysis: Factor Initial Extraction  

As described above, PCA is the most commonly used extraction method
1
. PCA was 

conducted to examine the dimensionality of the items, guide item removal and enable scale 

refinement. The analysis was carried out on the justice items (i.e. 75 items) with eigenvalues 

>1, unrotated and with an unlimited number of factors. According to Hair et al.’s (2010) rules 

of loading size, 0.30 is sufficient loading with a sample size of 350.  However, they also 

recommend that loadings -/+ 0.50 are practically significant. Therefore, a threshold value of 

0.5 was set up as an acceptable item's loading.  

The results showed that the common variance explained by nineteen factors was 69 %, which 

means that 69 % of the common variance shared by the 75 items can be accounted for by the 

nineteen factors. This percentage is above the preferred value, i.e., 60%, or higher than that 

suggested by Hair et al., (2010). To determine the number of factors, the Kaiser criterion was 

applied and factors with eigenvalues of less than one were discarded.  

Indeed, Preacher and McCallum (2003, p.23) review empirical findings on the efficacy of the 

Kaiser criterion and report that “the general conclusion is that there is little justification for 

using the Kaiser criterion to decide how many factors to retain”. It seemed unreasonable to 

retain nineteen factors; thus, simultaneous use of different procedures is preferred in 

determining the number of factors. Therefore, the Scree plots from the unrotated solution 

were evaluated.  

The Scree plot graphs the eigenvalue against the component number. It should be noted that 

determination of the “elbow” and interpretation of the Scree plot are subjective and not free of 

the researcher’s judgment (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Thompson, 2004). A visual inspection 

                                                      

 

 

1
 Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) was also conducted to compare the two extraction methods. Some authors also 

recommend PAF instead of PCA. Although PAF produced same factors, the explained variances of these factors 

were remarkably lower than with PCA. 
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of the Scree plot indicated that the plot was ambiguous and showed no clear inflexions at any 

point. Therefore, it was hard to interpret.  Please refer to figure 5.1. 

  

 

Figure 5.1 Scree plot 

 

 

Although PCA was used to reduce the actual data to a simple structure, the analysis yielded a 

framework with nineteen factors and eigenvalues surpassing one. Furthermore, the Scree plot 

was vague. Both analyses revealed several uninterruptible factors. Hence, PA analysis was 

used to determine the number of factors.  

As elaborated previously, PA involves comparing the actual eigenvalues with the random data 

eigenvalues (O’Connor, 2000). Syntax for parallel analysis provided by O’Connor (2000) was 

imported to SPSS 21. Following recommendations from O’Connor (2000), a parallel analysis 

based on 1000 random permutations of the raw data was conducted using PCA with the same 

sample size of 356 and 75 items. It should be noted that PA was based on permutations of the 

raw data set, as the present data were non-normally distributed (see section 5.2). As shown in 

Table 5.8, seven factors obtained eigenvalues of the observed data exceeding the eigenvalue 

at the 95th percentile of those obtained from the random permutations. The eigenvalues of the 

observed data for the first seven factors were 18.214, 5.462, 3.702, 2.888, 2.447, 2.150 and 

1.917, respectively. The random eigenvalues obtained from the parallel analysis for the first 

seven factors were 2.138, 2.028, 1.959, 1.895, 1.846, 1.800, and 1.757 (see Appendix C.5.4 

and Appendix C5.5 for the syntax and the random data table for the parallel analysis 

respectively).  It is suggested that PA may overestimate the number of significant factors 

(Hayton et al., 2004). As the random eigenvalue of the seventh factor was nearly 

indistinguishable from the seventh observed eigenvalue, seven and six-factor solutions were 
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performed. The results indicated that all items (i.e. items 73, 74 and 75) loaded on factor 

seven had communality values below the threshold value of 0.4. Monte Carlo PCA for 

Parallel Analysis suggested similar results (Appendix C5.6). This was good reason to believe 

that a six-factor structure would provide a more interpretable solution.  

 

Table 5.8 Results of Parallel Analysis: Actual and Random Eigenvalues 

Factor Number Raw Data 

Eigenvalue 

Average Eigenvalue Random Data 

Eigenvalue 

Decision 

1.  18.213963 2.052716 2.138358 accepted 

2.  5.462273 1.967713 2.028555 accepted 

3.  3.701837 1.904163 1.959425 accepted 

4.  2.888493 1.850143 1.895920 accepted 

5.  2.447407 1.801533 1.846053 accepted 

6.  2.150402 1.758273 1.800260 accepted 

7.  1.917055 1.717484 1.757834 rejected 

8.  1.687519 1.679765 1.718299 rejected 

 

 

Factor Rotation  

Having determined the number of factors, the next step is to clarify the pattern of factors in 

order to interpret them. It is often agreed that most rotated factor solutions will provide 

adequate interpretations by reducing some of the ambiguities that often accompany the 

unrotated solutions (Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Thus, factors were rotated 

to discriminate between factors and obtain simple, meaningful factor structures (Field, 2009; 

Pallant, 2010). There are two common rotational approaches: orthogonal and oblique. 

Orthogonal solutions are preferred when factors are expected to be uncorrelated. Methods of 

orthogonal rotation include QUARTIMAX, VARIMAX and EQUAMAX. In contrast to 

orthogonal solutions, oblique rotation solutions allow factors to be correlated. Oblique 

rotation techniques include OBLIMIN and PROMAX) (Thompson, 2004:48). Field (2009, 

p.643) states that “the choice of rotation depends on whether there is a good theoretical reason 

to suppose that the factors should be related or independent, and also how the variables 

cluster on the factors before rotation”.  

Oblique rotation, i.e. PROMAX, was applied in the current analysis for the following reasons: 

firstly, Costello and Osborne (2005, p.3) state that “In the social sciences we generally expect 

some correlation among factors, […]. Therefore using orthogonal rotation results in a loss of 

valuable information, and the oblique option should theoretically render a more accurate, and 

perhaps more reproducible, solution”. In addition, Colquitt and Shaw (2005) review the 

empirical findings and measure the development of organizational justice and report that 
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justice dimensions are highly correlated (Table 5.9). Secondly, Pallant (2010) strongly 

recommends starting with an oblique rotation to check the correlations between factors. 

Moreover, for the most likely development of a logical and understandable framework/model, 

PROMAX should be employed (Conway & Huffcutt, 2003). A number of organizational 

justice studies (e.g. Paterson, 2002) have utilized oblique methods. It should be noted that, as 

suggested by Field (2009), both methods were applied and the oblique option achieved 

significantly better results.  

Table 5.9 Correlations for Justice Dimensions using Colquitt’s (2001) Measure 

Justice dimension (1) (2) (3) (4) 

(1) Procedural justice  - - - - 

(2) Distributive justice  .55* - - - 

(3) Interpersonal justice .45* .37* - - 

(4) Informational justice .56* .50* .64* - 

N = 2,331 individuals from 16 independent samples. *p<.05. Source: Colquitt & Shaw (2005).  

 

Initial Rotation  

On the basis of unrotated solutions, PCA was re-run with a different set of options. The item 

loadings were set to be greater than 0.5, a forced six-factor solution using the promax rotation 

method.  

Tabachnick and Fidell (2013, p.651) advocate interpretation of the pattern matrix following 

promax rotation because the “pattern matrix contains values representing the unique 

contributions of each factor to the variance in the variables”. The rotated pattern matrix 

revealed that many items had substantial relationships with a single factor. However, twenty-

nine items had loading values of less than 0.5.  These items were eliminated from subsequent 

analysis. Pallant (2010, p.198) suggests that “Communality values can change dramatically 

depending on how many factors are retained, so it is often better to interpret the communality 

values after you have chosen how many factors you should retain using the screeplot and 

parallel analysis”.  Hence, communalities were examined in order to keep or remove items as 

suggested by the solution. As a result, six items were deleted due to low values of 

communality of less than 0.4 (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 

This iteration of PCA revealed that thirty-five items had loadings of less than 0.5 and/or 

communalities lower than 0.4, and they were thus dismissed from the final model. 
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Final Improved Factor Solution  

Based on the rotated solutions explained above, PCA with promax rotation and the same 

options was repeated on the remaining 40 items. This iteration showed much better results, 

with a six-factor solution, high and clear item loadings (all exceeding 0.5 and most above 

0.7), and values of communalities all above 0.4 and most above 0.5. This loading and 

communality provide evidence of convergent and discriminant validity of the scale items 

(Segars & Grover, 1993). The total variance explained was 67.385%. The KMO was 

sufficiently large at 0.932, the Bartlett’s test provided an approximate Chi-Square of 

10395.522, and degree of freedom was 780 with a significance of p = .000.  The first factor 

resulting from the analysis accounted for 34.405% of the variance explained, indicating that 

common method variance was not a major threat to the present data (Podsakoff et al., 2003) 

(see Table 5.10 and 5.11). These indicators were obviously over the recommended thresholds. 

In addition, the final Scree test showed a clear break point with a 6-factor model (Figure 5.2).  

Table 5.10 KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .932 

Bartlett's Test of  

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 10395.522 

df 780 

Sig. .000 

 

 

Table 5.11 Factor Structure of Organizational Justice Items, Pattern Matrix 
  

The study's Items Component h.2* 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Factor One 

1. In my organization, rewards are compatible with Islamic 

ethics. 

 

.843 

 

.053 

 

.010 

 

-.019 

 

-.061 

 

-.097 

 

697 

2. My rewards fairly reflect my true performance at work. 
.839 .048 .022 .006 -.088 -.070 .696 

3. In my organization, the distribution of rewards is not based on 

Wasta. 

.838 .039 -.058 .020 .023 -.054 .720 

4. In my organization, there is a consistency in the rewards 

allocations resulting from good performance. 

.812 -.128 .151 -.111 .022 .020 .619 

5. In my organization, distribution of rewards is predictable. 
.804 -.026 -.068 .026 .029 .097 .662 

6. My rewards fairly reflect my work experience. 
.793 .006 -.028 .123 -.085 .074 .684 

7. Managers would not punish the entire group for misconduct 

by a single group member. 

.772 .028 -.029 -.008 .017 -.047 .598 
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8. In my organization, the severity of the punishment is 

appropriate given the misconduct. 

.745 -.135 .095 .080 -.042 .086 .580 

9. I am fairly rewarded in comparison to Saudis who do the 

same work in similar organizations. 

.743 .087 .002 -.105 .027 -.015 .569 

10. Decisions of employee benefits are allocated according to 

personal needs. 

.690 -.001 -.086 .013 .156 .027 .545 

Factor Two 

11. Managers offer adequate explanations for decisions made 

about their employees’ jobs. 

 

-.158 

 

.915 

 

.057 

 

.055 

 

-.112 

 

-.019 

 

.730 

12. In my organization, policies and procedures are widely 

publicized and available. 

.017 .891 -.022 -.100 -.038 -.012 .684 

13. Managers openly exchange work-related information with 

their employees. 

.033 .814 -.117 -.037 -.077 -.034 .515 

14. Employees’ queries are answered within a reasonable time. 
-.025 .814 -.024 .079 .007 .027 .704 

15. In my organization, information about employees' rights is 

publicly available and accessible. 

.057 .805 -.073 -.025 .102 -.026 .702 

16. Managers would discuss with their employees the 

implications of their decisions. 

-.032 .792 .094 .003 -.009 -.031 .678 

17. Procedures relevant to decisions about employees (e.g., 

promotion) are explained well in advance. 

.011 .771 .100 .062 .009 .016 .760 

18. The communication by management to employees is 

trustworthy. 

-.007 .697 -.078 -.014 .124 -.010 .521 

19. Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the management are 

communicated within reasonable time. 

.104 .590 .179 .008 .016 .083 .620 

20. Managers would not hide unpopular decisions from 

employees. 

.089 .551 .112 -.046 .163 .145 .617 

Factor Three 

21. Managers consult with their employees on work-related 

issues. 

 

.012 

 

-.012 

 

.898 

 

-.021 

 

.085 

 

.000 

 

.871 

22. I am not scared to openly express my views at work. 
-.033 -.062 .895 -.036 .069 .012 .773 

23. If I believed I was treated unfairly, I would feel safe to 

complain without fear of of revenge. 

.013 .043 .891 -.006 -.009 -.014 .826 

24. If I believed I was treated unfairly, I could complain to the 

management and expect to receive fair consideration. 

.037 -.010 .877 .085 -.153 -.020 .710 

25. In my organization, the formal complaint procedures are 

relatively simple to follow. 

-.013 .095 .859 -.013 .002 -.027 .810 

Factor Four 

26. Managers treat employees with dignity. 

 

.008 

 

-.017 

 

.009 

 

.817 

 

-.089 

 

-.012 

 

.592 

27. Managers would not disclose employees’ personal matters. 
-.038 -.039 .040 .812 .055 .035 .704 

28. Managers show respect to employees as persons. 
-.057 -.026 -.036 .800 .041 .124 .671 
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29. Managers would not publicly criticize employees. 
-.033 -.061 .132 .775 .024 -.046 .638 

30. Managers value employees’ work contributions. 
.119 .048 .011 .754 .027 -.098 .688 

31. Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her actions 

will have on me. 

.038 .089 -.140 .709 .057 -.008 .558 

Factor Five 

32. Managers would fulfil their promises. 

-.025 .018 -.048 -.009 .907 -.006 .774 

33. Managers would not show nepotism to certain employees. 
-.032 .045 .014 -.010 .826 .018 .714 

34. Managers would not use their position of power to carry 

retaliation towards subordinates for personal reasons. 

-.010 -.099 .104 .096 .808 .014 .751 

35. Managers would not take credit for subordinates’ success. 
.050 .108 -.135 -.029 .789 -.073 .618 

36. Managers would not expect ingratiation or supplication from 

their subordinates. 

-.003 -.035 .094 .077 .782 -.027 .730 

Factor Six 

37. Organizational policies are clearly articulated so they are 

unequivocal in their interpretation. 

 

.029 

 

-.054 

 

-.036 

 

-.039 

 

.054 

 

.949 
.873 

38. There is no discrepancy between policies and how these 

policies are implemented. 

.010 -.089 .057 -.131 .019 .876 .720 

39. Policies in my organization are based on accurate 

information. 

-.052 .161 .021 .050 -.041 .699 .566 

40. A policy applies the same to all employees in my organization 
.001 .040 -.102 .181 -.133 .635 .466 

Eigenvalues 13.762 4.351 2.852 2.477 2.149 1.364  

% of Variance Explained 34.405 10.878 7.130 6.192 5.372 3.409 

Cronbach Alpha .930 .934 .932 .882 .896 .792 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

Note: major loadings for each item are bolded. 

*Communality ( h.2) 
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Figure 5.2 Scree plot (final factor solution) 

 

Correlations of the Final Factor Solution  

The final factor solution was additionally supported by the results of the component 

correlation matrix. The factor correlation matrix showed that the factors were not truly 

orthogonal. In fact, the six justice factors were positively correlated, ranging from 0.118 to 

0.555. Most of the correlations exceeded 0.30 and all were less than 0.70, which indicated 

that justice factors have discriminant validity (Brown, 2006). A number of studies have 

reported such correlations for the justice scale (e.g., Colquitt, 2001, used a four-factor scale). 

Table 5.12 provides the component correlations matrix.  

 Table 5.12 Component Correlation Matrix  (n = 356) 

Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.000      

2 .410 1.000     

3 .282 .528 1.000    

4 .380 .436 .398 1.000   

5 .332 .555 .518 .543 1.000  

6 .132 .192 .168 .271 .118 1.000 

         Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

The final model interpreted from this rotation stage contained 40 items, which was considered 

to be a large number in comparison with previous studies (e.g. Colquitt, 2001; Moorman, 

1991), but it will provide a better reflection of organizational justice in the Arab context.  
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5.4.3 Reliability Assessment of the Factors Retained (Cronbach’s alpha)  

After extracting the six components out of 40 items, it was important to examine the 

reliability of the scale as a condition for validity (Hinkin, 1998). Reliability refers to the 

degree to which all items on an instrument measure the specific construct that was designed to 

be measured correctly. It is concerned with the stability and consistency of measurements 

(Pallant, 2010). There are a number of approaches for calculating the reliability of total scale 

and/or subscales, including internal consistency, test-retest, and split-half reliability. It is 

commonly measured by internal consistency using Cronbach's alpha (DeVellis, 2003; Hinkin, 

1998; Pallant, 2010). According to DeVellis (2003), internal consistency indicates how 

strongly the items correlate with one another. A scale can be regarded as reliable if it yields 

high internal Cronbach’s alpha findings. Most scholars suggest that the Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient of a scale should be no less than 0.7 (e.g., Churchill, 1979; Nunnally, 1978; Hair et 

al., 2010; Pallant, 2010). In exploratory research, however, a value of 0.6 is acceptable. But if 

the value of Cronbach's alpha exceeds 0.95, the researcher is strongly recommended to re-

evaluate the study's variables to ensure that they measure different features of the construct 

(Hair et al., 2010). To judge the value of Cronbach's alpha, it is suggested by Hair et al., 

2010, that any value that is: 

 Less than 0.6 is regarded as poor,  

 Equal to or more than 0.6 and less than 0.7 is regarded as moderate,  

 Equal to or more than 0.7 and less than 0.8 is regarded as good,  

 Equal to or more than 0.8 and less than 0.9 is regarded as very good,  

 Equal to or more than 0.9 is regarded as excellent.  

In fact, alpha coefficients are sensitive to a number of issues, such as sample size and scale 

length. Therefore, it may be more appropriate to examine other measures of internal 

consistency, e.g. the mean inter-item correlations for the items, the item-to-item correlations 

and the inter-item correlations (Pallant, 2010).  

 

Reliability of factor 1 

Table 5.13 reveals that the first factor of the justice scale achieved a strong reliability. The 

Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.930, suggesting very high internal consistency reliability for 

this factor. The item-to-total correlations and the inter-item correlations were higher than the 

cut-offs of 0.5 and 0.3 respectively (Hair et al., 2010). The mean of inter-item correlation was 
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0.580 with values ranging from 0.443 to 0.733. Item analysis confirmed that deleting any 

items from these measures would not significantly improve the alpha reliability.  

 

Table 5.13 Reliability of factor 1 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item 

Deleted 

In my organization, rewards are 

compatible with Islamic ethics. 

.775 30.125 .649 .921 

My rewards fairly reflect my true 

performance at work. 

.779 30.574 .652 .921 

In my organization, distribution of 

rewards is predictable. 

.750 30.186 .626 .922 

In my organization, there is a 

consistency in the rewards 

allocations resulting from good 

performance. 

.709 29.235 .516 .925 

In my organization, the distribution 

of rewards is not based on Wasta. 

.800 30.397 .654 .920 

My rewards fairly reflect my work 

experience. 

.762 29.942 .612 .921 

Managers would not punish the 

entire group for misconduct by a 

single group member. 

.715 30.079 .532 .924 

In my organization, the severity of 

the punishment is appropriate given 

the misconduct. 

.683 30.785 .512 .925 

I am fairly rewarded in comparison 

to Saudis who do the same work in 

similar organizations. 

.683 29.684 .505 .926 

Decisions of employee benefits are 

allocated according to personal 

needs. 

.663 30.659 .473 .926 

Cronbach's α/Factor .930 
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Reliability of factor 2 

Table 5.14 shows that the reliability of factor 2 was 0.934, which is above the usually 

accepted standards of internal consistency coefficients of around 0.7. Moreover, the corrected 

item-to-total ranged from 0.616 and 0.832, whereas the inter-item correlations were between 

0.463 and 0.798. This result exceeded the generally agreed thresholds of 0.5 and 0.3 

respectively. Thus, there was no need to delete any item to improve the reliability of the scale.   

Table 5.14 Reliability of factor 2 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach

's Alpha 

if 

Item 

Deleted 

Managers offer adequate 

explanations for decisions made 

about their employees’ jobs. 

33.4972 41.417 .778 .925 

Managers openly exchange work-

related information with their 

employees. 

33.4298 42.184 .616 .934 

Employees’ queries are answered 

within a reasonable time. 

33.4522 41.995 .792 .925 

In my organization, information 

about employees' rights is publicly 

available and accessible. 

33.3764 40.173 .785 .925 

Managers would discuss with their 

employees the implications of their 

decisions. 

33.4101 41.127 .757 .926 

Procedures relevant to decisions 

about employees (e.g., promotion) 

are explained well in advance. 

33.5702 40.387 .832 .923 

The communication by management 

to employees is trustworthy. 

33.1629 42.430 .653 .931 

Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the 

management are communicated 

within reasonable time. 

33.5421 41.753 .723 .928 

Managers would not hide unpopular 

decisions from employees. 

33.6657 41.558 .709 .929 

In my organization, policies and 

procedures are widely publicized 

and available. 

33.5365 40.300 .757 .926 

Cronbach's α/Factor .934 

 



 

 

 

115 

 

 

 

Reliability of factor 3 

The result of the reliability test of the third factor is presented in Table 5.15. The alpha level 

of 0.932 is regarded as highly acceptable for assuming the homogeneity of items. In addition, 

the corrected item-total correlation values indicated high degrees of correlation between each 

item and the total score. These values ranged from 0.889 to 0.750. The inter-item correlations 

were greater than the rule of thumb (0.3) and ranged from 0.884 to 0.643.  

 

Table 5.15 Reliability of factor 3 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach

's Alpha 

if 

Item 

Deleted 

Managers consult with their 

employees on work-related issues. 

13.1882 41.417 .889 .904 

I am not scared to openly express 

my views at work. 

13.1854 42.184 .804 .919 

If I believed I was treated unfairly, I 

would feel safe to complain without 

fear of revenge. 

13.1826 41.995 .852 .911 

If I believed I was treated unfairly, I 

could complain to the management 

and expect to receive fair 

consideration. 

13.1320 40.173 .750 .935 

In my organization, the formal 

complaint procedures are relatively 

simple to follow. 

13.1770 41.127 .841 .913 

Cronbach's α/Factor .932 

 

 

Reliability of factor 4  

As shown in Table 5.16, the fourth factor has good internal consistency. The reliability of this 

factor if items were deleted ranged from 0.851 to 0.873, comfortably above the acceptable 

reliability standard of 0.70 (Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Item-to-total 

correlation coefficient and inter-item correlation for this factor were also sufficient, exceeding 

the minimum acceptable values of 0.5 and 0.3 respectively.  
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Table 5.16 Reliability of factor 4 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach

's Alpha 

if 

Item 

Deleted 

Managers treat employees with 

dignity. 

19.3652 10.751 .647 .869 

Managers would not disclose 

employees’ personal matters. 

19.5197 9.777 .757 .851 

Managers show respect to 

employees as persons. 

19.6910 9.572 .717 .858 

Managers would not publicly 

criticize employees. 

19.4803 9.929 .693 .862 

Managers value employees’ work 

contributions. 

19.4017 10.157 .725 .857 

Managers show concern for the 

impact that his/her actions will have 

on me. 

19.2416 10.843 .623 .873 

Cronbach's α/Factor .882 

 

Reliability of factor 5 

As shown in Table 5.17, the fifth factor consisting of eight indicants had a coefficient alpha 

reliability of 0.896, suggesting that the scale is highly reliable with this sample. The item-to-

total correlation coefficient and inter-item correlation for this factor were also examined and 

were highly sufficient, exceeding the acceptable cut-off values.  

 

Table 5.17 Reliability of factor 5 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach

's Alpha 

if 

Item 

Deleted 

Managers would fulfill their 

promises. 

14.8483 9.042 .797 .862 

Managers would not show nepotism 

to certain employees. 

14.9045 9.168 .746 .873 

Managers would not use their 

position of power to carry out 

retaliation on subordinates for 

14.7921 9.529 .774 .868 
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personal reasons. 

Managers would not take credit for 

subordinates’ success. 

14.8904 9.360 .660 .894 

Managers would not expect 

ingratiation or supplication from 

their subordinates. 

14.7444 9.532 .760 .871 

Cronbach's α/Factor .896 

 

Reliability of factor 6 

Finally, factor six had an alpha coefficient of 0.792, suggesting that the items can be grouped 

under this factor (Churchill, 1979). The inter-item correlation values ranged from 0.341 to 

0.810 whereas the corrected item-total correlation scores ranged from 0.472 to 0.856.  

Table 5.18 Reliability of factor 6 

Factor’s Items Scale 

Mean if 

Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item 

Deleted 

Corrected 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach

's Alpha 

if 

Item 

Deleted 

Organizational policies are clearly 

articulated so they are unequivocal in 

their interpretation. 

11.5618 5.114 .856 .620 

There is no discrepancy between 

policies and how these policies are 

implemented. 

11.2247 4.068 .654 .751 

Policies in my organization are based 

on accurate information. 

11.4270 6.533 .550 .770 

A policy applies the same to all 

employees in my organization 

11.2669 6.624 .472 .798 

Cronbach's α/Factor .792 

 

Furthermore, the reliability for the entire scale was tested. The final reliability coefficient for 

the 40-item justice instrument was very high (α = .94) for a cross-sectional study. This high 

alpha level suggests that the individual items behave in a consistent manner, and reflect the 

extent to which the items are measuring the same construct (DeVellis, 2003). Moreover, the 

inter-item correlation matrix also had no negative values. Thus, there was no need to delete 

any items to improve the reliability of the subscales. Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal 

consistency which explains/denotes how closely related a set of items are as a group. It is 

considered to be an accurate measure of scale reliability. In other words, the reliability of any 

measurement refers to the extent to which it is a consistent measure of a concept. Cronbach’s 
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alpha is one way of measuring the strength of that consistency. A "high" value for alpha does not 

imply that the measure is unidimensional. The inter-item correlation matrix shows that the items 

measuring each subscale had moderate to high correlations .3 to .85 (see Appendix, C5.7). 

Additional analyses can be performed in order to provide evidence that the scale in question is 

unidimensional. Exploratory factor analysis is one method of checking dimensionality.  

 

Table 5.19 Cronbach’s alpha for all scales (as a whole) 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

.943 40 

 

In conclusion, the six factors had high alpha levels exceeding the minimum recommended 

threshold of alpha value (> 0.7). Moreover, item-total correlations and inter-correlations were 

positive and sufficient. Therefore, all six factors were considered reliable (Churchill, 1979). 

Justice factors have been shown to have high internal reliability and to be factorially separate. 

For example, Colquitt (2001) reports four justice scales with reliability ranging from 0.78 to 

0.92. Ambrose & Schminke (2003) also reports similar results for three factors with reliability 

between 0.90 and 0.95. In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient ranged from 

0.79 to 0.94, which is comparable to these studies.  

 

5.4.4 Replication of the Final Factor Solution  

This section aims to determine whether the six-factor solution obtained is generalizable and 

stable. According to Thompson (2004), there are two approaches to replicability analysis. On 

the one hand, external replication studies involve the collection of independent data from 

different samples. On the other hand, in internal replication analysis, the researcher uses the 

original dataset to examine the replicability issue. To perform the internal replication 

analyses, the sample was spilt randomly into subsamples, and the analysis was repeated for 

each subsample (Osborne & Fitzpatrick, 2012). An internal replication analysis of the 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted according to guidelines proposed by Osborne and 

Fitzpatrick (2012, p.3): 

1. EFA is conducted on each sample by extracting a fixed number of 

factors using a chosen extraction method and rotation method. 

2. Standardized factor loadings are extracted from the appropriate 

results for each sample, creating a table listing each item’s loading on 

each factor within each sample.  

3. Factor loadings and structures are then compared.  
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For this purpose, the original data were spilt randomly into subsamples using the SPSS 

default seed value of 2,000,000. The six-factor solution was validated by conducting PCA
2
 on 

each half of the study's sample and the results of these split samples were compared.  

 

Result of Sample 1 

Using sample 1 (n = 168), PCA was performed on the 40 items with promax rotation. An 

assessment of KMO showed a value of 0.910 and Bartlett's test was significant, with an 

approximate Chi-square = 5131.452, p = 001. These results indicated that the factor analysis 

was considered appropriate. The results of PCA showed that the first six factors with 

eigenvalues <1 accounted for 67.915 % of the total variance (67.385 % in the main dataset). 

The pattern matrix showed that 39 out of 40 items loaded strongly on their expected factors 

with communalities above 0.5. However, one item showed a loading and communality of less 

than 0.5 and 0.4 respectively. Therefore, this replication of previous findings indicated minor 

differences.  

 

Result of Sample 2 

The second PCA replication was conducted on sample 2 (n = 188). Data factorability was 

proved as the KMO index was 0.892 and the Bartlett test of sphericity was significant with a 

Chi-square = 5738.792 and df = 351. The Kaiser criterion suggested the extraction of six 

factors with eigenvalues greater than one, explaining 68.316 % of the total variance (67.385% 

in the main dataset). Moreover, this six-factor model was supported by the Scree test. 

Examination of the pattern matrix revealed that the forty items loaded significantly and 

cleanly onto the six factors. The patterns of loadings and communalities results were greater 

than the minimum requirement values and very similar to the full dataset. In addition, the 

factor correlation matrix indicated that correlations between the six factors were sufficient.   

In the internal replication analysis, a strong replication was found since both validation 

samples had a similar total variance explained by each factor, and basic factor structures; the 

items were grouped under the same factors, and there was a very clear pattern of item-factor 

                                                      

 

 

2
 PCA was performed with promax rotation, six factors, 40 items and the same options as in the full data analysis 

(Please consult section 5.3.2 for more information)  
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associations. Moreover, the magnitudes of the correlations among factors in the subsamples 

were generally similar. It should be noted that the overall item content of each factor was also 

stable across samples. These results were similar to those of the overall analyses; 

consequently, these two samples provided support for the main study's results.  

 

5.5 INTERPRETATION OF JUSTICE FACTORS  

In this analysis, the underlying structure of organizational justice was identified. Of the forty 

items, six factors were extracted that might explain the dominant categories of organizational 

fairness in the Arab context. Although interpretation of these factors is subjective (Henson & 

Roberts, 2006:396), factors were mainly interpreted based on their items’ loadings and 

contents. The items with the highest loadings are grouped by their correlations with the latent 

factor. Thus, examining the content of such items might provide a clear description of the 

factor in question and give that factor a name or label (DeVellis, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2013). It is suggested that when an oblique rotation is used, proper interpretation of factors is 

best explained by investigating the structure and pattern coefficients (Henson and Roberts, 

2006; Thompson, 2004). In addition, the qualitative results (phase one) and theoretical 

supports from previous literature were utilized to support the interpretation of the factors 

(Thompson, 2004).  

 

5.5.1 Factor One: Distributive Justice 

The first factor contained items addressing outcome distribution and was therefore labelled 

“distributive justice”. This factor included the items 1 to 10 (see Table 5.11) regarding 

distribution based on performance, experience, need, nepotism, fairness of punishments, 

consistency and predictability of rewards, fair rewards in comparison to referent others, and 

rewards being compatible with Islamic teachings. Most Western research has focused on 

measuring the equity rule, i.e. inputs or contributions (e.g., Colquitt, 2001). In the present 

study, however, employees used other rules to form the fairness of outcomes with a particular 

“collectivist and Arab flavour”, such as “fairness of one's reward in comparison to referent 

others” (Leung et al. 1996). Arab employees in the current study seemed to compare their 

rewards with other employees working in similar organizations; thus employees may feel 

unfairly rewarded if they are under-rewarded in comparison to other employees (Aquino et 

al., 1997).  In addition, rewards have to be compatible with Islamic teaching: “The wages of 

the laborers must be paid to him before the sweat dries upon his body” (Ibn Majah, No: 
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2434). Consistency and predictability of rewards also emerged as a significant indicator of 

fair outcome. According to the expectancy theory, an individual performing a specific task 

depends on his or her expectations of the outcome. It is suggested that “fairness perceptions 

depend on both the evaluation of present outcomes and the expectation of future outcomes” 

(Aquino et al., 1997, p.1213). “For organizations, it is especially important to be predictable 

and consistent in terms of the distribution of rewards as well as the procedures used to 

allocate them” (Saks, 2006, p.606). Punishment also elicits the experience of injustice and is 

used as a criterion to judge fairness of allocation. Punishment of the entire group for the 

misconduct of a single group member is common in collectivist cultures (Morris & Leung 

2000). Need-based allocation (e.g. a person’s financial situation, personal growth) was found 

to be an important principle in allocating outcomes, and organizations need to be sensitive to 

their employees' needs. Mamman (1997) argues that an employee may evaluate the fairness of 

an outcome received in terms of how well it meets his or her personal needs.  

These variables were also found in the qualitative phase as influential emic criteria used in 

fairness-of-outcomes judgments. Murphy-Berman and Berman (2002) suggest that 

individuals apply allocation rules separately or in combination in different cultures. 

Therefore, performance-based differential allocation rules should be examined with other 

distribution rules as a choice for research participants (Steiner, 2001), particularly in 

collectivist cultures (Leung & Tong, 2004; Rahim et al., 2001) 

 

5.5.2 Factor Two: Informational Justice 

Most of the items loading on the second factor were primarily related to the conception of 

informational fairness as suggested by Colquitt (2001). This factor consisted of ten items (11 

to 20, see Table 5.11). The current study confirmed the explanation of procedures and policies 

as a significant source of justice. Most justice scales operationalize informational justice in 

terms of the social accounts or explanations that managers provide for their initial decision to 

reduce negative reactions and perceptions by the employees (Bies et al., 1988; Colquitt, 2001; 

Greenberg, 1993; Tyler & Bies, 1990). Justice requires that employees be properly informed 

of their rights and responsibilities. Communication and explanation as a source of justice 

perception should be extended beyond initial managerial explanations of the decision-making 

process (mostly verbal) to include information outside their immediate workgroup and 

managers, such as publication of organizational policies, procedures, and employees' rights 

and responsibilities. The importance of communicating such information has been noted by a 

number of scholars. For example, Ogilvie (1986, p.354) suggests that “The communication 

issue may be an especially important one, due to limited information and awareness by 
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employees”. The implication appears to be that providing “in advance” knowledge and 

information may reduce the level of uncertainty and enhance fairness perceptions. Schappe 

(1996) and Schepers and van den Berg (2007) found that knowledge of policies and 

procedures and information-sharing were positively associated with perception of procedural 

and informational justice. The new items significantly loaded on this factor are: 12. “In my 

organization, policies and procedures are widely publicized and available,” and 15. “In my 

organization, information about employees' rights is publicly available and accessible” (see 

Table 5.11). The reliability of this scale (α = .943) may have been improved by adding these 

items as compared to Colquitt's scale of informational justice (α = 0.79 and 0.90).  

 

5.5.3 Factor Three: Procedural Justice/ Control-Based Procedural Justice  

A total of five items loaded at least 0.8 on the third factor. These items relate to the 

employees' voice in the decision-making voice, receptivity and appeal processes. These items 

matched Thibaut and Walker's (1975) process control and decision control principles of 

procedural justice. Process control refers to opportunities to express opinions and provide 

facts and evidence, whereas decision control refers to the ability to influence the final 

outcome. This component was named control-based procedural justice (Colquitt, 2001) and 

was saturated with items: 21. “Managers consult with their employees on work-related 

issues”, 22. “I am not scared to openly express my views at work”, 23. “If I believed I was 

treated unfairly, I would feel safe to complain without fear of revenge”, 24. “If I believed I 

was treated unfairly, I could complain to the management and expect to receive fair 

consideration”, 25. “In my organization, the formal complaint procedures are relatively 

simple to follow” (see Table 5.11).  Indeed, it is widely documented that participation in 

decision-making enhances employees’ perceptions of organizational justice (Lind et al., 1990, 

Price et al, 2006). Although employees may have sufficient knowledge and information about 

organizational procedures and policies, empowered employees will express their views on 

what they do and how and when they do it. Employees' participation in making and refining 

policies and procedures may prevent them from becoming outdated or obsolete. Further, it 

can be argued that employees’ perceptions of the appeal process are as important as the actual 

grievance or unjust event. Therefore, the opportunity to appeal a decision and the 

consideration given by an organization to one's appeal may foster an employee’s perception 

of justice. However, employees may avoid the appeal process if they believe it to be too 

complicated, time-consuming and threatening. Colquitt’s procedural justice items did not 

fully focus on the definition and items of appeal. As suggested by the qualitative study, newly 
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written items were administered and supported by the EFA results. These items loaded on this 

factor with a value above 0.8.   

 

5.5.4 Factor Four: Western Interpersonal Justice  

The fourth factor clearly contained items relating to experiences with a manager when 

procedures are carried out. This factor almost reflected Bies' (Bies, 1987; Bies & Moag, 1986) 

initial conceptualization of interactional justice in the form of the respectful and socially 

sensitive treatment people receive during the implementation of organizational procedures 

(i.e. the fairness of the interpersonal treatment as a component of procedural justice).  Bies 

(1987, p.292) states that “The focus of [recent] research has been on identifying the 

behaviours of decision makers that are associated with fair and unfair interpersonal 

treatment”. One such class of behaviour involves the quality of interpersonal treatment during 

the enactment of a procedure. Six items heavily loaded onto the fourth factor: 26. “Managers 

treat employees with dignity”, 27. “Managers would not disclose employees’ personal 

matters”, 28. “Managers show respect to employees as persons”, 29. “Managers would not 

publicly criticize employees”, 30 “Managers value employees’ work contributions”, 31. 

“Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her actions will have on me” (see Table 

5.11). This factor was largely based on direct interaction between the manager and 

subordinate during the decision-making process. The factor revealed subordinates’ 

expectations of being valued, respected and protected. Most of these rules were mentioned by 

the interviewees (phase one) mainly in formal interactions with their managers when 

decisions had to be made. Unfairness is experienced when these rules or expectations are 

violated. For example, respect is a basic value and attitude that helps people to define their 

personality and success in life. An individual may feel that a manager’s failure to show 

respect is a way of denying his or her positive role in the workplace and a signal of 

indifference.  

 

5.5.5 Factor Five: Eastern Interpersonal Justice 

The five-item scale measured the component of managerial fairness which register the 

employees’ perception of the managers’ behaviour mainly in informal interactions. These 

items were as follows: 32. “Managers would fulfill their promises”, 33. “Managers would not 

show nepotism to certain employees”, 34. “Managers would not use their position of power to 

carry retaliation towards subordinates for personal reasons,” 35. “Managers would not take 
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credit for subordinates’ success”, 36. “Managers would not expect ingratiation or supplication 

from their subordinates” (see Table, 5.11). 

This factor somewhat resembles, but does not entirely correspond with, Bies's (2001) updated 

interactional (in) justice concept.  As previously explained, the concept of interactional justice 

was first introduced by Bies and Moag (1986). They state: “By interactional justice we mean 

that people are sensitive to the quality of interpersonal treatment they receive during the 

enactment of organizational procedures”. About 20 years later, Bies (2001, p.106) provided 

an updated and broader operationalization of interactional justice. He suggests that “people 

are concerned about interpersonal treatment in their everyday encounters in organizations. 

The fact that interactional concerns transcend formal decision-making contexts is an 

important reason we should maintain the distinctiveness of interactional justice”. Bies’ model 

includes four dimensions: derogatory judgments, deception, invasion of privacy, and 

disrespectful conducts. Indeed, this concept is noted by Mikula (1986, 1993) who states that 

the quality of interpersonal treatment people receive in interactions and encounters is an 

important subject of ordinary people’s justice judgments, and one that reaches beyond 

distributions and procedures. According to Bies’ new conceptualization of interactional 

justice, this factor includes a variety of interpersonal treatments that might go beyond 

procedures and the decision-making context. For example, the item “Managers would not 

expect ingratiation or supplication from their subordinates.” captured the employees’ 

judgments that the manager may believe that he or she is superior to the subordinate, as 

learned from any number of work-related interactions. Such interaction might include 

interactions between the manager and the employee or interpretations made by the employee 

of the interaction between the manager and other employees. As a whole, these items 

reflected the portion of the fairness construct that dealt with what employees perceive as 

improper behaviours, negatively influencing the manager-subordinate informal interaction. 

The content of eastern interpersonal dimension is related to managers’ behaviours that 

participants interpret as unfair and includes the quality of day-to-day interactions and not just 

those in formal decision-making contexts (e.g., downsizing decisions). One key concept 

examined in cross-cultural research of organizational justice is the association between justice 

perception and power distance in non-western cultures (e.g., Brockner et al., 2000, Lam et al., 

2002). The current findings seem to support the argument that mistreatment implies a power 

differential between the perpetrator and the victim of injustice (Miller, 2001). This factor was 

supported by the high reliability and single factor structure (see section 5.4.2). It should be 

noted that Colquitt's (2001) scale of interpersonal justice was based on the initial 

contributions of Bies (1985), focusing on personal treatment by authorities in executing 
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procedures. This factor related more to the updated conceptualization of interactional justice 

to include interpersonal treatment independent of the decision-making process.  

It is noteworthy that while EFA analysis yielded support for the separation between the two 

components of interpersonal justice, it is not claimed that the two are conceptually 

independent, but they may appear to be assessing slightly different expressions of the same 

underlying construct, interpersonal treatment domain - that can be used as an umbrella term 

for both of them. Issues such as empathic and supportive treatment, nepotism, breaking 

promise and personal revenge had rarely been included in the western measures of 

organizational justice and it was labelled as “eastern interpersonal justice” for comparison 

purposes. 

 

5.5.6 Factor Six: Fairness of Organizational Policy  

A four-item scale measured the facet of organizational fairness, which relates to perception of 

organizational policies. This factor included the following items: 37. “Organizational policies 

are clearly articulated so they are unequivocal in their interpretation”, 38. “There is no 

discrepancy between policies and how these policies are implemented”, 39. “Policies in my 

organization are based on accurate information”, 40. “A policy applies the same to all 

employees in my organization” (see Table 5.11). These items loaded strongly on this factor at 

0.95, 0.88, 0.70 and 0.64 respectively.  

In terms of the items’ content, fairness of organizational policy is different from control-based 

procedural justice. For instance, the latter is primarily associated with employees' desires and 

actions, taking steps to speak up and not remaining silent, i.e. the propensity to voice 

(Hirschman,1970). On the other hand, participants refer to policy justice when they discuss 

the lawfulness of organizational policy, employees’ awareness of the existence of a policy, 

and the vagueness and variety of interpretations of organizational policy. Compared to people 

lower down in the hierarchy, higher-level organizational members have substantial influence 

over policy formulation and procedural implementation (Schminke et al., 2002). Upper-level 

management establishes organizational policies and sets out these policies through different 

human resource interventions that aim to satisfy the needs and interests of an organization's 

employees. Approved policies should be applied following fair procedures and fair social 

treatment, leading to fair outcomes. For example, a decision-maker would apply promotion 

policy following fair procedures for all (e.g., with consistency and without bias); otherwise an 

employee is normally responsible for raising his or her voice and speaking up against unfair 

actions. Complying with policies may stem from the importance given by employees and 
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managers to the fairness of organizational policies. Employees are more likely to accept a 

decision if it is based on fair policy and procedures. It is also suggested that if managers 

perceive a policy as unfair, they may tend to deliver their own justice by overriding the policy 

(i.e., violates a formal organizational policy) - with their own procedures to benefit the 

organization, help out a subordinate or a costumer (Morrison, 2006; Ambrose et al, 2015). As 

cited in Dahling et al. (2012), Mayer et al. (2007) found a relationship between perceived 

policy fairness and pro-social rule breaking.  

The researcher acknowledges that policy formulation and implementation are different, but 

they are also interdependent and connected as policies normally regulate the implementation 

of the procedures; thus, organizational policies guide the decisions of organizational actors.  

Some researchers refer to procedural justice as the perceived fairness of the policies and 

procedures used to reach decisions (e.g. Ambrose et al, 2015; Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; 

Blader & Tyler, 2003; Bies & Tyler, 1993; Konovsk, 2000, Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987). 

Further, Konovsk (2000) suggests organizational policies as antecedents of procedural justice. 

A number of studies have also explicitly or implicitly included items on policies’ criteria as 

indicators of overall perception of procedural fairness, and their effects were jointly examined 

(Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Cobb et al., 1997; Schminke et al., 2002). A recent study by 

Brown et al. (2010) introduces policy justice as a new dimension of organizational justice. 

They define policy justice as “perceptions of fairness related to organizational policies” (p. 

1590). They empirically examine policy fairness and find that the policy justice has a unique 

additive and interactive role and that individuals can distinguish it from other dimensions of 

justice (i.e. distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice).  

Items that loaded on this factor but were then sequentially dropped during the rotation 

procedures may help to understand this factor. These items were: “Rules and regulations in 

my organization are not in conflict with state laws and regulations”, “a policy is being 

formulated fairly and justly in the organization and employees interest”, “a policy meets 

employees' expectations” and “Organizational policies do not intentionally discriminate 

against any group of employees”. Qualitative results suggested that policies and procedures 

are important sources of justice. Participants were concerned about the legitimacy of policies, 

their formulation and the fairness of their implementation.  

 

5.6 SUMMARY  

The most central point in the previous analyses is that the underlying structure of employees' 

justice perceptions in the Arab context was explored using an inductive approach and an EFA. 

In this chapter, 75 items were subjected to EFA in order to determine the measurement 
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dimensionality assumption of organizational justice in the Arab context. The results provided 

initial evidence for the six-factor structure of organizational justice (containing 40 items), 

reliability and replicability of the exploratory factor. Following Hinkin’s (1995) 

recommendations, the next chapter aims to confirm the six aspects of perceived fairness in the 

workplace and to demonstrate the scale stability using a separate sample. Also, in the next 

chapter, several hypotheses are developed and tested to provide initial evidence of the 

discriminant and criterion-related validity of organizational justice dimensionality and to 

place it in a nomological network with related correlates to examine the independent effects 

they may have on employee outcomes.  
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6 Chapter Six: Validation of Organizational Justice 

Dimensionality and Scale in the Arab Context 
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6.1 INTRODUCTION  

In the previous chapter, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out in order to 

determine the factorial structure of organizational justice in the Arab context. The results 

provided evidence for the six-factor structure of organizational justice (containing 40 items), 

reliability and replication. The next step is to assess the construct and predictive validity of 

the organizational justice derived from the EFA. This chapter provides a description of the 

sample, data collection strategy, measures, and approach to data analysis. The results of 

testing the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models regarding organizational justice and 

dependent outcomes are also described, followed by separate hierarchical regression tests for 

the relationships between each organizational justice dimension and outcome variables.  Next 

the results of structural equation models (SEM) are presented, showing the impact of 

organizational justice on, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, trust in managers and 

job stress. Finally, the research hypotheses are reviewed and tested.  

The major research questions addressed by this chapter are:  

1) How many factors will measure perceptions of organizational justice in the Arab 

context when subjected to confirmatory factor analysis? Does an overall construct of 

Saudi employees’ perceived organizational justice fit the survey data?  

2) How do organizational justice perceptions relate to pay satisfaction? 

3) How do organizational justice perceptions relate to organizational commitment? 

4) How do organizational justice perceptions relate to trust in supervisors? 

5) How do organizational justice perceptions relate to job stress? 

6) What is the effect of gender difference on the factorial structure of organizational 

justice? 

Hypotheses concerning the relationships between organizational justice dimensions and 

outcomes are addressed in chapter 6, section 6.4.  

 

6.2 SCREENING THE DATA AND PRELIMINARY ANALYSES  

This third study followed the same data analysis procedures as in the EFA's study (see 

Chapter Five). The assessment included checking the missing data and outliers and testing the 

fundamental statistical assumptions of multivariate analysis (multicollinearity and normality). 

Concerns with normality arose, and were treated, during the tests of the measurement and 

structural models guided by applying the recommendation performing bootstrapping 

sub‐sampling (Byrne, 2010). 
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6.2.1 Missing Data  

A total of 310 questionnaires were returned.  Twenty-seven cases were dropped as they were 

considered unusable due to the large amount of missing data (e.g. incomplete sections or 

missing pages).  Missing data were not found for the independent and dependent variables. 

Personal predictors have data that are missing completely at random (Little's MCAR test: 

Chi-Square = 31.909, DF = 31, Sig. = .421). The sample size of the current study is 283, 

which is above the minimum sample size of 200, when performing CFA and SEM (Kenny, 

2014; Kline, 2011).  

 

6.2.2 Assessment of Multicollinearity and Singularity 

Data were checked for instances of multicollinearity via analysis of tolerance (TOL) and 

variance inflation factor (VIF). Multicollinearity was not present as all TOL indices were > 

.10 and all VIF measures were < 3, which met noted cut-off points for these measures of > .10 

and < 10, respectively (Hair et al., 2010). A visual scan of the bivariate correlation matrix 

revealed no serious multicollinearity among the scale items. Moreover, the R-matrix 

suggested that there were a substantial number of correlations greater than 0.3 and less than 

0.8. 

 

6.2.3 Assessment of Outliers  

Univariate outliers have an extreme score for a single item (Kline, 2010). It is not uncommon 

to have outliers when using the Likert scale to measure participants’ answers. To test the 

univariate outliers, the box-plot of the study items was examined (see Appendix C6.2, C6.3). 

The boxplot suggested that some items of the constructs contained outliers. The row data was 

rechecked case by case for any unfamiliar values and it was found that the scores were within 

the range of 1 to 5 and respondents seemed to be engaged in the study. Following Pallant 

(2010), if the trimmed mean values are very different from the mean values, the researcher 

should investigate these data points further. Based on the mean and the trimmed mean values 

of each item of construct, the outliers were found to be less serious. Although it was decided 

not to exclude cases or items, it is critical to look carefully at these items in subsequent 

analyses.    



 

 

 

121 

 

 

 

Detecting influential multivariate outliers in AMOS using the Mahalanobis d-squared value, 

Amos produced a list of cases related to possible outliers in the data. These cases were the 

farthest from the centroid of scores for all 283 cases (see Appendix C6.4). None of the gaps 

between cases were too large. Therefore, the multivariate outliers’ analysis was tested using 

the criterion that the D2 (Mahalanobis distance) and any case less than .05 in the p1 column is 

abnormal, and is a candidate for inspection (Kline, 2010). To determine which, if any, cases 

were outliers in the original data set (items = 77, cases = 283), all observations listed in 

Appendix C6.4, with p1 values of less than .05 were individually examined. Thirty-nine 

observations were found to have p1 values of less than .05. A closer inspection of these cases 

led to the conclusion that responses to the questions were valid and did not warrant removal 

from the data set. However, they were retained for two reasons: firstly, because there was no 

evidence to demonstrate that they were not representative of the sampling population (Hair et 

al., 2010; Kline, 2010) and secondly because, as Hair et al. (2010, p.66) assert, “As outliers 

are deleted, the researcher runs the risk of improving the multivariate analysis but limiting its 

generalizability”. Also, testing the main models with and without the outliers resulted in 

achievement of a good model fit. 

 

6.2.4 Assessment of Normality 

One of the assumptions of maximum-likelihood estimation (ML) is the normality of the data 

(Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2010). Normality was assessed by testing univariate and multivariate 

normality. Violation of univariate normality was demonstrated by a series of multi-method 

tests (i.e. Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W), Skewness and Kurtosis, and 

graphical methods). K-S and S-W in appendix C6.5 indicated departure from normality as 

both tests showed a high significance value (p<.0001). This result was also supported by 

visual inspections of the histograms and Q-Q plots. However, none of the items had absolute 

values of univariate skewness and kurtosis greater than the recommended cut-off points of 2.0 

and 7.0 respectively (Curran et al., 1996) (Appendix C6.6). Such results indicate that the 

current data is moderately non-normal which may not be problematic with ML and ML 

bootstrap estimation (Curran et al., 1996; Finney & DiStefano, 2006). However, the joint 

distributions of the items may depart significantly from multivariate normality. The presence 

of multivariate normality was tested by examining Mardia's coefficient for multivariate 

kurtosis, of which a critical ratio (C.R.) of 1.96 or less is required for data to be considered 

multivariate normal. Using Amos 21, the Mardia coefficient was 15.810 suggesting a 

departure from multivariate normality in the sample (Appendix C6.7). Kline (2010) suggests 

that a small violation of normality could be significant in a large sample. Moreover, ML 
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estimation is known to be somewhat robust to violation of the assumption of non-normality 

with a sample of 100 or more observations (Vieira, 2011). It is also suggested that ML 

estimation be used if there are five categories, as in the 5-point Likert scale (Finney & 

DiStefano, 2006). Although the multivariate distribution appeared to be non-normal, the 

univariate normality was moderately non-normal. Scholars advocate that bootstrapping is an 

appropriate method to handle the existence of multivariate normality in CFA and SEM. 

Therefore, bootstrap ML parameter estimate was conducted (Byrne, 2001, 2009). Maximum 

likelihood, 500 random permutations, Bootstrap: 500 samples, 90 percentile confidence level, 

90 bias‐corrected confidence intervals, and the bootstrap ML. 

 

6.3 THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY PARTICIPANTS 

The third study involved a new convenience sample of Saudi employees. This sample was 

also recruited via the Institute of Public Administration and Al-Khaleej Training and 

Education of Saudi Arabia. A total of 310 questionnaires were returned, with twenty-seven 

cases considered unusable due to the large amount of missing data (e.g. incomplete sections 

or missing pages) and therefore discarded. A summary of the participants’ demographic 

profiles is set out in Table 6.1, which shows that the sample comprised 161 (56.9%) males, 

101 (35.7%) females and 21 (7.4%) who did not specify their gender. The age groups ranged 

from 30 years or under (n = 80, 28.3%), between 31 and 40 years (n = 92, 32.5%), between 

41 and 50 (n = 69, 42.4%), 51 or more (n = 29 = 10.2%) and 13 participants did not respond 

to the age question. Almost 70% of the participants were aged 40 or under. The respondents 

had different levels of education, with 93 (32.9%) holding less than a Bachelor’s degree, 127 

(44.9%) holding a Bachelor’s degree, 40 (41%) holding a Master’s degree, 5 (1.8%) holding a 

PhD, while 18 (6.4%) of the employees did not report their educational level. As for 

experience level, 143 (50.5%) of the participants had 11 years or more of work experience, 73 

(25.8%) had between one and five years of work experience, 56 (19.8%) had between six and 

10 years of work experience and 11 (3.9%) did not specify their level of work experience. Of 

the 285 respondents, 122 (43.1%) were supervisors, 150 (53%) non-supervisors and 11 

(3.9%) of the participants did not respond to the management position question.  
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Table 6.1 Characteristics of the Questionnaire Respondents* 

*Missing values were less than 10% for each variable.  

 

6.4 ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE AND EMPLOYEE WORK ATTITUDES: 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

A set of hypotheses were developed to empirically assess the consequences of perceptions of 

organizational justice in the current research. Although a small number of Arab justice studies 

(Abu Elanain, 2010; Fernandes & Awamleh, 2006; Suliman, 2007) were found, most used 

outdated scales with overlapping justice dimensions making it difficult to determine the 

unique effects of each dimension. To demonstrate the nomological network, the theoretical 

model for this stage was drawn from Arab research, meta-analyses studies (e.g. Cohen-

Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001) and theoretical justice model that yielded similar 

results as those presented in the Arab context. This study links organizational justice with 

work-related outcomes, namely pay satisfaction, affective commitment, trust in supervisor, 

and job stress. The structural model representing the expected relationships for perceived 

justice and their outcomes is shown in Figure 6.1.  

Characteristics Group Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male  161 56.9 

Female  101 35.7 

Missing  21 4.7 

Age 30 or under 80 28.3 

31-41  92 32.5 

41-50 69 24.4 

50 and above 29 10.2 

Missing  13 4.4 

Educational Degree Less-than Bachelor  93 32.9 

Bachelor  127 44.9 

Master  40 14.1 

PhD 5 1.8 

Missing  18 4.6 

Years of Experience 1-5 73 25.8 

6-10 56 19.8 

11 or more 143 50.5 

Missing  11 3.9 

 

Managerial Position 

Supervisor  122 43.1 

Non- Supervisor 150 53 

Missing  11 3.9 
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Figure 6.1 Hypothesized Model of the Relationships Between Justice and Employees Reactions  

 

The choice of the outcome/dependent variables was based on criteria used by Colquitt (2001, 

p. 390). First, the outcomes have to be relevant to the study setting. Second, the outcomes 

have to be heavily researched and recently introduced to show agreement and make 

contribution to the literature. Third, the outcomes have to be applicable to both the 

instrumental and relational models of justice. Also, this study includes dependent variables 

that recently investigated in the Arab context. Given the goal of identifying the relevant 

dependent measures, the search was limited to the justice literature that examined 

organizational justice as an antecedent. In addition, the researcher reviewed studies analysing 

the unique effects of various dimensions of organizational justice on the aforementioned 
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outcomes and, where possible, compared findings in Arab research with those reported in the 

meta-analyses studies and in the literature in general. These outcomes include pay satisfaction 

and affective commitment as both have been heavily investigated by Western and Arab 

researchers. Scholars have called for studies to investigate the relationships between justice, 

trust and job stress (e.g. Suliman, 2007; Afiouni et al., 2013). Therefore, trust in supervisor 

and job stress were also included to fill the gap in Arab research. The following section 

explains the links between chosen outcomes and perceived justice in Arab and Western 

research and proposes the research hypotheses. 

6.4.1 Organizational Justice and Pay Satisfaction  

Pay is an important component of the reward system and is of primary concern to both 

organizations and employees (Day, 2011). Several Arab studies have reported that pay 

satisfaction was an outstanding indicator of job satisfaction (e.g. Abdulla et al., 2011; Tlaiss, 

2013; Younies et al., 2008). Miceli & Lane (1991, p. 246) define pay satisfaction as “the 

amount of overall positive or negative feelings individuals have towards their pay’ using the 

term ‘pay’ broadly to include wages, salaries, and benefits”. Initial research on pay 

satisfaction relied upon equity theory (Adams 1965), discrepancy theory (Lawler, 1971, 1981) 

and modified discrepancy (Heneman & Schwab, 1985) to explain the antecedents of pay 

satisfaction. Equity theory, for example, suggests that employees become dissatisfied when 

they perceive inequity. Employees evaluate their outcomes (e.g. pay) by comparing their 

contributions to the organization (e.g. performance, time, etc.) with pay level, as well as 

engaging in referent comparison with other persons. Employees may perceive that they are 

being treated unfairly when they feel that their input-output ratio is less or greater than the 

ratios experienced by others. Discrepancy theory of pay proposes that pay satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction depends upon the difference between actual pay and valued pay. This is similar 

to equity theory in that if inequity exists, individuals will act to reduce tensions (Rice et al. 

1990). Modified discrepancy maintains that pay satisfaction is a multidimensional construct 

with four sub-scales (pay level, pay rise, benefit and pay structure/administration). 

Furthermore, Heneman & Schwab (1985) suggest that antecedents and consequences of pay 

satisfaction can vary according to different dimensions of payment. This research focuses on 

satisfaction with pay as considered individual-level attitudes (Day, 2011).  

Guided by the aforementioned theories, a sizable amount of research has attempted to 

examine organizational justice perceptions as a central antecedent in determining the level of 

pay satisfaction (e.g., Folger & Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Sweeney & 

McFarlin, 1993; DeConinck & Stilwell, 2004; Martin and Bennett, 1996). Research has also 

investigated the relative effects of perceived justice on employees’ pay satisfaction. In fact, 
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studies have reported that procedural justice is a predictor of pay satisfaction, although, 

distributive justice explains more variances. A study by Folger and Konovsky (1989) found 

that after controlling for procedural justice, distributive justice explained twice as much 

incremental variance in pay rise satisfaction as did procedural justice controlling for 

distributive justice. Similar results were found by Martin and Bennett (1996), McFarlin and 

Sweeney (1992) and Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) using pay level satisfaction as a 

dependent variable. However, other studies found contrasting results (e.g., Alexander & 

Ruderman, 1987; Clay-Warner et al, 2005; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991), that procedural 

justice was a stronger predictor of an employee’s job satisfaction than distributive justice. It 

should be noted that later studies use a global or overall job satisfaction scale.  

Moreover, studies have simultaneously investigated the impact of organizational justice 

dimensions on pay satisfaction supporting the relative strength of distributive over other 

justice dimensions (Colquitt et al., 2001; Day, 2011; DeConnick & Stilwell, 2004; Jawahar & 

Stone, 2010; Tremblay et al, 2000; Tekleab et al., 2005; Till & Karren, 2011; Wu & Wang, 

2008). For example, a study by Jawahar & Stone (2010) examined the relationships between 

four dimensions of organizational justice and four types of pay satisfaction (i.e. pay level, pay 

rise, benefit and pay administration). They found distributive justice accounted for more 

variance in pay level satisfaction while procedural justice was a strong predictor of 

satisfaction with benefits, rises and pay structure and administration. In addition, they found 

that informational but not interpersonal justice was related to pay level and structure and 

administration. Another study by Day (2011) investigated the same relationships and found 

that distributive justice accounted for more variance in pay satisfaction factors than 

procedural justice. However, informational and interpersonal justice were not related to any 

facets of pay satisfaction. Likewise, Till and Karren’s (2011) results supported the influence 

of distributive justice on pay satisfaction over both procedural and informational justice. In 

general, these results were consistent with the two-factor model of organizational justice 

effects and meta-analysis results Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; 

Williams et al., 2006). The two-factor justice model (McFarlin and Sweeney 1992; Sweeney 

and McFarlin 1993) proposes that distributive justice highly correlates with related to person-

referenced outcomes personal outcome satisfaction (including e.g., pay satisfaction, 

promotions and performance evaluations) whereas perceptions of procedural justice are more 

related to organisation- focussed attitudes (e.g., organizational commitment). 

This relationship was also replicated in a number of studies examining Arab employees. In a 

study of perceived justice and overall job satisfaction in 302 expatriates and United Arab 

Emirates (UAE) nationals, Fernandes and Awamleh (2006) found that while three justice 

dimensions had a significant effect on job satisfaction of the expatriates group, job 
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satisfaction in UAE nationals was only related to distributive and interactional but not 

procedural justice. Suliman (2007) also reported somewhat similar results. He explored the 

impact of organizational justice on employees’ satisfaction (measured by satisfaction with 

pay, promotion, co-workers, supervisor style and the job). The study involved 1,062 Arab and 

non-Arab employees and found that nationality did not influence reported job satisfaction and 

perceived justice. The study also concluded that interactional justice was the most important 

component of justice related to job satisfaction, followed by distributive justice and 

procedural justice. Similarly, Elamin (2012) supports the role of distributive justice in 

predicting job satisfaction. Elamin’s study used data from 600 Saudi employees representing 

24 organizations to examine the differential impact of organizational justice perceptions on 

Saudis' work-outcomes, job satisfaction and organizational commitment. It was found that 

although justice factors influenced Saudi employees’ level of job satisfaction, distributive 

justice was a strong predictor of job satisfaction compared to procedural justice. Elamin’s 

research highlighted how Saudi respondents perceived justice in the workplace. This was very 

valuable to the present research as it allowed the researcher to understand the opinions by 

Saudi Arabian employees and therefore have a basis for the research. 

In another study by Abu Elanain (2010) reports an interesting result compared to the previous 

studies. He surveyed 350 UAE national employees and found that although procedural and 

distributive justice significantly contributed in predicting job satisfaction, procedural justice 

was more related to job satisfaction than distributive justice. Abu Elanain (2010) used a 

global and uni-dimensional construct of job satisfaction. Colquitt et al. (2001) note that 

multifaceted job satisfaction is more than a person-referenced outcome variable and it may 

encompass procedural aspects. Therefore, the importance of each facet of organizational 

justice may vary depending on which aspect of job satisfaction is being studied. According to 

the two-factor model of justice and both Arab and Western research, it is expected that pay 

satisfaction would be most highly related to distributive justice.  

Hypothesis 1a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

employees' pay satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 1b: Distributive justice will have a unique association with employees' pay 

satisfaction. 

6.4.2 Organizational Justice and Affective Commitment  

“Organizational commitment is enhanced among employees who believe that they are being 

treated as resources to be developed rather than as commodities to buy or sell” (Zeffane, 

1994, cited in Beugré, 1998, p. 84). According to Mowday et al. (1979, p. 226), 
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organizational commitment means the following: “(1) a strong  belief  in  and  acceptance  of  

the  organization’s  goals  and  values;  (2) a willingness  to exert  considerable  effort  on 

behalf  of the organization;  and  (3) a  strong  desire  to  maintain  membership  in  the  

organization”. They argue that an employee who is committed to their organization will 

display those behaviours which attach him or her to the organization. Commitment is a multi-

level concept comprising three distinct sub dimensions: affective, continuance, and normative 

commitments (Meyer & Allen, 1991). The term “affective attachment” is the most widely 

used definition of commitment. This term refers to individuals’ attachment orientation 

towards the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 65). Similarly, Buchanan (1974, p. 533) 

defines commitment as a “partisan, affective attachment to the goals and values of the 

organization for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth”. Continuance 

commitment is “the  continuation  of  an  action  (e.g.,  remaining  with  an  organization)  

resulting  from  a  recognition  of  the  costs  associated  with  its  termination”  (Meyer & 

Allen, 199, p. 64). In other words, it is a psychological state that develops from an individual 

employee's perceptions of the costs of leaving the organization (Cohen, 2007). Normative 

commitment is defined as “an obligation to remain with the organization” (Meyer and Allen, 

1991, p. 66). Marsh and Mannari (1977, p. 59) describe the employee with a “lifetime 

commitment” as “the committed worker [who] considers it morally right to stay in the 

company, regardless of how much status enhancement or satisfaction the firm gives him or 

her over the years”. Normative commitment is believed to increase in reaction to social or 

normative pressure to behave in manners that meet the organizational interests (Marsh & 

Mannari, 1977). As affective commitment has been found to be most affected by a person’s 

work experience, this study used an affective assessment of organizational commitment 

(Hackett et al., 1994). In addition, it is the most frequently-examined component in relation to 

organizational justice (Colquitt et al., 2001) and it has also been reported that organizational 

justice correlated more strongly with affective commitment than the other two components of 

commitment (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Meyer et al., 2002). Furthermore, most Arab 

studies have investigated the affective commitment-justice relationship (e.g. Abu Elanain, 

2009; Suliman, 2007).  

The theoretical rationale of commitment development draws upon social exchange theory and 

the norm of reciprocity that “people should help those who have helped them” (Gouldner, 

1960, cited in Kwon et al., 2010). Research on organizational justice suggests that when 

organizations provide beneficial actions directed at their employees (i.e. use fair policies and 

procedures, provide fair rewards and treat employees fairly), the employees are more likely to 

reciprocate by acting in ways that match the organizational interests and goals. In other 

words, fairness would affect employees' high-order motivations such as commitment to the 
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organization as a form of reciprocity (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Kerman & Hanges, 2002; 

Konovsky & Pugh, 1994, Lind and Tyler, 1988; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). The group 

value model (Tyler & Lind, 1992) specifies that fairness of policies and procedures might 

promote the employees’ sense of loyalty towards the organization and, as a consequence, 

contribute to the employees developing a sustainable relationship with their organization. 

“When deciding the extent to which they will be loyal to a group or relationship, people focus 

on the manner in which group decisions are made. If they believe that such decisions are 

made fairly, then the group members are more inclined to accept a long-term commitment to 

the group”  (Lind &Tyler, 1988, pp. 225-226). Conversely, employees who perceive that 

policies and practices of an organization are unfair are less likely to be committed to the 

organization. According to Organ and Konovsky (1989, pp.427-428), “When a person’s sense 

of fair treatment is seriously violated, that person’s major response is to reduce the sense of 

psychological belonging or commitment to the group rather than try to decrease the direct 

input or increase the share outcomes”. 

In their two-factor model, Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) suggest that fairness of 

organizational policies and procedures are a strong predictor of organizational commitment 

when compared with distributive justice. Their explanation is that fair policies and procedures 

let employees “feel they will ‘get a fair shake’ from the company and its representative should 

they perform well in future, even if current rewards were unfair” (Sweeney & McFarlin, 

1993, p. 37). This conclusion was also supported by recent researches (e.g. Harvey & Haines, 

2005; Lambert et al., 2007, Loi et al., 2006). Other results support the agent-system model, in 

which procedural justice is a better predictor of organizational commitment than is 

interactional justice (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Masterson et al., 

2000; Suliman & Kathairi, 2013). Arab research efforts have consistently confirmed that 

perceptions of procedural justice exert a relatively larger effect than distributive justice on 

organizational commitment (Elamin, 2012; Abu Elanain 2010; Suliman, 2007). Also a study 

by Suliman & Kathairi (2013) supports the relative effects of procedural justice in predicting 

affective commitment over interactional justice. According to the two-factor model of justice 

and both Arab and Western research, it is expected that affective commitment would be most 

highly related to procedural and policy justice.  

Hypothesis 2a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

employees' affective commitment. 

Hypothesis 2b and c: Procedural justice (H2-b) and policy justice (H2-c) will have a unique 

association with employees' affective commitment. 
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6.4.3 Organizational Justice and Managerial Trust  

Organizational research has long been interested in the concept of trust as an important 

antecedent to successful corporation (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Tyler, 2003). To the best of the 

researcher’s knowledge, one important outcome variable for which the effects of 

organizational justice have not been considered in the Middle East is trust (for expectation see 

Tlaiss & Elamin, 2015). Seminal papers have proposed many definitions of trust, as well as 

multiple types of trust which have differing effects on organizational behaviour (McAllister, 

1995). For example, Mayer et al. (1995) refers to trust as “the willingness to be vulnerable to 

the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular 

action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control other party”. 

This definition of trust implies positive expectations and risk taking, however, reducing the 

effort to monitor others' behaviours. Others have considered intentions or motives as 

important to trust (e.g., Carnevale & Wechsler, 1992; Cook & Wall, 1980). Carnevale & 

Wechsler (1992, p. 473) argue that trust “involves faith or confidence in the intentions or 

actions of a person or a group, the expectation of ethical, fair, and non-threatening behaviour, 

and concerns for the rights of others”. In relation to justice practice, Tyler (2003, p. 559) 

defines trust as a social concept/motivate that “is based on attributions about the motives of 

others. People infer whether they trust that others have the intention to do what is good for 

them, whether they are motivated to be ethical and fair”. The concept of trust can be viewed 

as a multidimensional construct (Redman, 2011). Using social exchange theory and multi-foci 

trust literature, prior organizational justice research has shown that employees can distinguish 

between at least two managerial referents: trust in supervisor and trust in organization (e.g. 

Masterson et al., 2000, Camerman et al., 2007). Redman et al., (2011) used data from an 

Arab sample and found that employees distinguish between trust in organization, trust in 

supervisor and trust in co-workers.  In addition, Leat & El-Kot (2009) found that employees 

in Arab culture have a high level of interpersonal trust in both co-workers and leadership. The 

results of Dirks & Ferrin's (2002) meta-analysis suggest that direct leaders appear to be a 

particularly important referent of trust. Therefore, this study focuses on trust in supervisor. 

Generally speaking, trust in supervisor refers to employees’ confidence that the supervisor is 

willing to act in their benefit, or at least not to their detriment (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Pillai et 

al., 1999b).  

Trust, in the literature, has been frequently associated with justice (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). 

One of the key qualities of managers related to trust is fairness. Lind and Van den Bos (2002) 

argue that fairness and trust provide people with ways to deal with uncertainty. However, if 

they have no definitive information of the authority's trustworthiness, Lind and Van den Bos 

(2002) suggest that fairness can both substitute for and enhance the feeling of trust. In other 
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words, people may make trust judgments based on organizational policy and procedure, 

outcome distributions and interpersonal interaction with authorities. This, in turn, is likely to 

affect people’s levels of trust in managerial referents (Chiaburu & Lim, 2008; Brockner & 

Siegel, 1996; Konovsky, 2000; Pillai et al., 2001). Tyler (2003) suggests that compared to 

instrumental (e.g. fairness of outcomes), relational antecedents or motivations (e.g. quality of 

treatment) is the best predictor of trust in managers.  

While previous research has provided evidence that perceives justice influencing trust in 

supervisor (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 

2012, Cropanzano et al., 2002; Folger &Konovsky, 1989; Jones & Martens, 2009; Kennedy 

et al., 2009; Pillai et al., 2001), one quantitative study could be found that examined 

simultaneously the impact of the four components of organizational justice on trust in 

supervisor. In terms of their relative strength in predicting supervisory trust, the majority of 

the studies were in line with the agent-system model. This model proposes that compare to 

other justice dimensions informational and interpersonal justice would be superior predictors 

of agent-referenced outcomes such as trust in supervisor. Colquitt & Rodell, (2011) examine 

the associations between four dimensions of organizational justice and supervisors trust. Their 

findings demonstrate that informational justice is the only predictor of trust in supervisor. 

Another study by DeConinck (2010) reveals that procedural and distributive justice are 

directly related to trust in organization whereas interactional (i.e. informational) justice is a 

direct predictor of trust in supervisor. Similarly, Stinglhamber et al. (2006) hypothesized and 

found that perceptions of interactional justice (combining informational and interpersonal 

justice) was related to trust in supervisor while procedural justice was more related to 

organizational trust. 

The various effects that different types of justice have on trust have also been examined in 

collectivist cultures. Ertu¨rk (2007) examines the effect of perceived justice on supervisory 

trust in Turkey. He reports that among procedural, distributive and interactional justice, the 

interactional dimension is the primary predictor of trust in supervisor. Further, Aryee et al., 

(2002) found in their study of an Indian sample that organizational trust was predicated by 

distributive and procedural justice, while trust in supervisor was only related to interactional 

justice (i.e. interpersonal treatment). In the Saudi context, Tlaiss and Elamin (2015) collected 

data from 231 managers from eight organizations in Saudi Arabia and examined the 

relationship between organizational justice and trust in an organization and in immediate 

supervisor. They found that interactional justice (combining interpersonal and informational 

justice) was the only predictor for trust in immediate supervisor.   
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In addition, the literature has been summarized in three different meta-analysis studies, and 

they supported significant relationships between organizational justice and trust (Cohen-

Charash& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001, 2007). A seminal study by Colquitt et al., 

(2001) showed that leader interactional fairness, particularly the informational factor, 

predicted agent-referenced evaluation of authority than other components of organizational 

justice. Also a meta-analysis of trust in leadership by Dirks & Ferrin (2002) reported that, 

compared with other justice dimensions, perceived interactional justice was strongly related 

to perceptions of supervisory trust.  

From the cultural perspective, it is reasonable to expect that perceived justice will create an 

atmosphere of trust (Al-Khatib et al., 2002). Arab culture values harmony, reciprocity and 

loyalty. People place a strong emphasis on trust as the focal point in forming long-term 

interpersonal and social relationships. Followers would feel more comfortable referring to 

those who have high social status but can also be trusted to provide support and solve 

problems. In such a culture, interpersonal communication and relationships between 

managers and subordinates are expected to be stronger, where a manager acts as a father 

figure (Abdalla & Al-Homoud, 2000). Supervision styles (i.e. paternalistic) incorporate 

relational factors may eliminate or at least decrease the likelihood of betrayal. Also, altruistic 

concern for others and reputational concerns (e.g. shame) motivate leaders to be trustworthy. 

Moreover, employees consider leaders as psychologically close and thus important sources of 

information (e.g. fair feedback and advice). If employees' expectations are not met, 

employees may feel that they are not in the manager's favoured in-group (Al-Khatib et al., 

2002; Atiyyah, 1999; Branine & Pollard, 2010; Mellah, 2006). From a religious perspective, 

justice and trust (adl and amanah) are important and interrelated in Islamic teaching, and 

amanah has the meanings of faith, honesty, truthfulness and trust. The concept of trust is a 

core value in governing social relationships. The Qur'an advises (5: 8) “O you who believe! 

Be upright for Allah, bearers of witness with justice, and let not hatred of a people incite you 

not to act equitably; act equitably, that is nearer to piety, and be careful of (your duty to) 

Allah; surely Allah is Aware of what you do”. The relationship between the employer and 

employee is based on trust and good intentions. The Qur'an (28:26) advises “Truly, the best of 

people for thee to employ is one who is competent and trustworthy”. In organizations where 

justice prevails, managers treat their followers with respect and politeness, and never look 

down on them or ignore their views and suggestions. The leader is “ameen” or a trustee, 

required not to manipulate a co-worker to whom he/she has personal, social and moral 

obligations. One way of meeting their obligations is by acting fairly. Prophet Mohammed said 

“Meet your obligations while not overlooking your entitlements” and “One who mistreats 

those under him will not enter paradise”. Any misbehaviour with employees or misuse of 
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resources is judged as a violation of trust (amanah).  Also, Imam Ali advises to fulfil the 

demands of justice in your relationships with your people by being fair in your words and 

actions as this will affect your followers' reactions (Branine & Pollard, 2010; Syed & Ali, 

2010). 

Given this literature, quality of communication and personal interaction appear to help 

employees to determine not only whether organizational policies, procedures and rewards are 

just, but also whether or not to place trust in their leaders. Based on the social exchange 

perspective and empirical evidence, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 3a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

trust in supervisor.  

It is also suggested that the relative strength of the given justice perception varies depending 

on the type of managerial referents (Hubbell & Chory-Assad, 2005). As trust is attributed in 

this research to supervisors and based on the agent-system model, it is hypothesized that: 

Hypothesis 3b, c and d: western interpersonal justice (H3-b), and eastern interpersonal justice 

(H3-c) and informational justice (H3-d) will have a unique association with trust in 

supervisor. 

 

6.4.4 Organizational Justice and Stress in the Workplace 

Although good social standing at work and a fair employment atmosphere might improve 

employees' psychological health, they can also constitute a major source of stress (Vermunt & 

Steensma, 2003). As a result of serious health and wellbeing problems, organizational justice 

has recently been recognized as a new psycho-social predictor of health that should be 

examined to prevent or reduce work-related health problems (Elovainio et al., 2004). It 

seems, however, that emotional and health-related reaction to injustice is another variable that 

has been largely ignored by Arab researchers (see Dbaibo et al, 2010, for exceptions). 

According to McDonough (2000, p. 459) psychological distress “is an unpleasant subjective 

state”. Stress is a result of an adverse work environment such as lack of certainty or lack of 

job control. Past studies have examined several different types of stressor, for example, 

interpersonal conflict at work (Spector & Jex, 1998) lack of social support (Marshall & 

Cooper, 1979) and supervisory misbehaviour (Kohli, 1985). These kinds of stressor seems to 

overlap, in part, with informational and interpersonal justice as, they are both related to a 

supervisor’s interactional behaviour (Judge & Colquitt, 2004). However, justice-health 

approach was initially introduced by Zohar (1995) as part of role stress theory. He states that 
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perceived injustice is just like any other type of stressor (e.g. overwork, role overload, role 

conflict, role ambiguity), and thus it can directly cause health problems.  

Employees' psychological stress possibly arises when they are unfairly treated in the 

workplace. Employees experience increased job stress when they feel outcomes are unfair. 

According to Adams' equity theory, when individuals find themselves in inequitable 

relationships (e.g. underpayment), they will experience distress and therefore will act to 

restore equity (Greenberg, 2004). Also, according to uncertainty management theory (Van 

den Bos & Lind, 2002), justice matters as it helps people to cope with uncertainty. Judge and 

Colquitt (2004, p. 396) argue that “justice has the ability to reduce uncertainty and lack of 

control that are at the heart of feelings of stress”. Procedural justice provides control of the 

processes underlying outcome distributions. The absence of fair process makes long-term 

distributions less controllable and ambiguous. Zohar (1995) describes ambiguity as an 

indication of an employee's inability to meet his or her role sender's expectations due to a lack 

of information. Even though individuals may experience unfair policies and procedures, it is 

suggested that explanations, friendliness and politeness on the part of authority figures may 

serves as a mechanism for people to deal with uncertainty and reduce stress (Beugré, 2007; 

Greenberg, 2006). Informational justice involves the provision of open, justified, and truthful 

explanations for decisions and interactions in organizations. Therefore, low level of 

information support and empathic consideration would increase employees' stress (Ray & 

Miller, 1991).  

At the empirical level, perceived injustice has been found to increase stress. In the United 

States, Kottraba (2003) found that there was a strong negative correlation between the social 

determinants of organizational justice and role stress. Informational justice was a significant 

predictor of role ambiguity followed by interpersonal justice. Another study in the United 

States reported somewhat different results. Judge and Colquitt (2004) found that procedural 

and interpersonal justice emerged as stronger predictors of perceived stress but not 

distributive and informational justice. Francis and Barling (2005) investigated the 

relationships between three dimensions of justice and psychological strain for employees of a 

Canadian government organization. They conducted a moderated multiple regression and 

reported that distributive, procedural, and interactional justice explained unique variance after 

controlling for job control and job insecurity in psychological strain. Tepper (2001) examined 

the impact of two factors of organizational justice on psychological distress in American 

public organizations. The multiple-regression results indicated that distributive justice and 

procedural justice accounted for significant unique variance in depression. Lambert et al. 

(2007), on the other hand, reported that procedural justice failed to influence the level of job 

stress among correctional staff. In the same vein, Devonish et al. (2012) evaluated the 



 

 

 

135 

 

 

 

relationships between interactional justice, procedural justice and health outcomes for 

workers in Barbados. Structural equation modelling analyses showed that employees’ health 

and well-being was only predicted by the quality of interpersonal treatment they received 

from superiors. Robbins et al. (2012) recently conducted a meta-analysis on the relations 

between organizational justice and health. They found that distributive injustice and 

interactional, but not procedural justice, predicted unique variance in job stress. 

In an Arabic context, Dbaibo et al (2010) investigated value incongruence and organizational 

justice as predictors of perceived stress in a sample of 362 organizational employees in 

Beirut, Lebanon. They found that interpersonal justice and distributive justice were the only 

ones related to stress perception, accounting for 17 per cent of the variance. Informational and 

procedural justice did not contribute to predicting occupational stress. Another study by 

Suliman & Abdulla (2005) found that although distributive and procedural justice were 

negatively related to frustration, interactional justice played the most important role in 

explaining variance in frustration. Also, overall perception of justice by Arab respondents was 

found negatively related to stress at work (Tziner & Sharoni, 2014).  

Based on the literature and empirical evidence, it is proposed that:  

Hypothesis 4a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be negatively related to 

employees' job stress. 

Hypothesis 4b, c and d: western interpersonal justice (H4-b) eastern interpersonal justice (H4-

c) and informational justice (H4-d) will have a unique association with employees' job stress. 

 

6.4.5 Overall Justice and Work Outcomes Hypotheses  

The previous sections focused on exploring what people appraise when forming justice 

judgments in the Arab context and the unique effect of different justice dimension on 

employees’ attitudes. The next section explores a higher-order conceptualisation of justice 

and its relationship with job satisfaction and commitment and whether job stress and 

supervisory trust have a mediation role in in this relationship. 

The trend toward differentiation between justice dimensions has produced important insights 

(see Ambrose et al., 2015; Colquitt, 2012; Colquitt & Rodell, 2015, for a discussion). 

However, researchers' attention has recently shifted toward the concept of overall justice, 

exploring the relationship between different dimensions of justice, overall justice, and work 

attitudes (e.g., Ambrose et al., 2015; Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Colquitt and Shaw; 2005; 
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Fassina et al, 2008). Overall justice is the central construct of Lind’s (2001) Fairness 

Heuristic Theory (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Fassina et al., 2008). Lind (2001, p.68) notes:  

it is important to point out one way that my theorizing here differs both from 

my own previous work on justice judgments and from the conventional 

wisdom in social and organizational psychology about the distinctiveness of 

various types of justice judgments. I would argue that the fairness judgment 

that is used as a heuristic to decide involvement and investments in groups or 

organizations is an overall judgment of how fairly one has been (and will be) 

treated in the social context in question. 

Researchers have suggested several reasons for examining overall justice. One is that studies 

suggest that although people can distinguish between the different types of justice experience 

when asked, what shapes attitudinal and behavioural reactions is an overall judgment of 

justice experience.  Additionally, impressions of justice may account for variance beyond that 

accounted for by justice dimensions in attitudinal and behavioural reactions. Finally, higher-

order constructs may provide a more parsimonious solution to examine the influence of 

justice relative to other motivational forces (Ambrose et al., 2015; Ambrose & Schminke, 

2009, Colquitt, 2012; Colquitt & Rodel, 2015). 

Colquitt (2012) used taxonomy of multidimensional constructs (Law et al., 1998; Wong et al., 

2008) to clarify the relationship between overall justice, its dimensions, and work outcome, 

and they suggested that overall justice can be modelled as a latent/superordinate or an 

aggregate higher-order constructs. A latent model treats “justice as a multi-dimensional 

construct, viewing “organizational justice” as a construct rather than a literature label” 

(Colquitt, 2012, p.6). In this model, the relationships flow from the superordinate construct to 

its dimensions as these dimensions serve as different manifestations of the construct. In 

contrast, for the aggregate construct, the relationships flow from the specific dimensions to 

the construct. Research utilizes an aggregated model often includes a separate measure of 

overall justice to combine the specific dimensions into a global perception (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2009).  

Although researchers have argued that the justice facets can act as antecedents to overall 

justice (e.g., Colquitt & Shaw, 2005), a few studies have examined the contributions of these 

facets to overall justice. These have conceptualized overall justice as either a latent or an 

aggregate higher order construct. Colquitt and Shaw (2005) demonstrated the latent construct 

of justice with 16 samples utilizing Colquitt’s (2001) four scales. They found support for a 

superordinate construct, with the loadings of the dimensions onto a superordinate construct 

ranging from 0.64 to 0.86.  In a similar way Liao’s (2007) and Barclay and Kiefer’s (2014) 

results showed that specific justice facets are predictive of overall justice (a second-order 

latent variable). Barclay and Kiefer's (2014) was the only article to examine the contribution 
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of each facet to the overall justice. In two field studies, they found that that procedural justice 

and interactional justice had significantly stronger relationships with overall justice than 

distributive justice did. They also reported that procedural justice had a stronger relationship 

with overall justice than interactional justice. Although, they used Colquitt’s (2001) scale, 

they combined informational and interpersonal dimensions with interactional construct, which 

is not consistent with the four-dimensional approach. It should be noted that neither study 

examined the variance explained in outcomes by a higher order justice dimension beyond the 

variance explained by the justice facets or dimensions. Consistent with this perspective, a 

recent meta-analytic study by Fassina et al. (2008) revealed that shared variance among 

distributive, procedural, and interactional justice explained additional variance in 

organizational citizenship behaviour beyond the unique variance accounted for by the justice 

facets. 

On the other hand, studies that examined justice facets as predictors of global justice 

perceptions (i.e., overall justice as a separate construct) showed mixed results. For example, 

Ambrose and Schminke (2009) found procedural, interactional and distributive justice 

significantly predicted overall justice. However, in their second study, distributive justice was 

not a significant predictor of overall justice. Similar but not identical results were obtained by 

Jones and Martens (2009), who found that distributive, informational and interpersonal justice 

accounted for unique variance in overall fairness, leaving no variance in overall justice to be 

explained by procedural justice.  

Several studies also examined the effect of overall justice on individuals' behaviours and 

attitudes. For example, in two studies, Ambrose and Schminke (2009) assessed overall justice 

as a separate construct and found that it significantly influenced job satisfaction  affective 

commitment, turnover intentions, task performance, organizational citizenship behaviour and 

organizational deviance. Also across two studies, Jones and Martens (2009) found that 

beyond the specific justice dimensions, overall justice as a separate construct was 

significantly related to perceived managerial support, affective commitment, job satisfaction, 

turnover intentions and trust in senior management. Moreover, using Ambrose and 

Schminke's (2009) scale to measure overall justice, Aryee et al. (2015) reported that overall 

justice related significantly to need satisfaction and trust in organization and job performance. 

Also, using the same scale, Haynie et al (2016) found that overall justice significantly related 

to pay satisfaction and that overall justice mediated the relations of job insecurity with pay 

satisfaction. Tziner and Sharoni (2014) aggregated justice using composite model, i.e., 

summing the scores of three subscales of Niehoff and Moorman (1993) into a general 

measure of justice. The authors found that overall perception of justice by Arab respondents 

related directly and negatively to stress at work. Finally, Barclay and Kiefer (2014) 
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aggregated justice using a higher-order latent model. They found strong relationships between 

overall justice and performance, helping, withdrawal and emotional outcomes.  

This thesis focuses on organizational justice per se. One of the main goals of this thesis was 

to investigate the dimensionality of organizational justice in a new context, and that 

predictions were focused on the independent effects of the specific dimensions. Additionally, 

this thesis attempted to examine if overall justice measure exists as a higher-order latent 

construct and the effects of shared justice variance on individuals' behaviours and attitudes. 

The later goal replicated the work of Barclay and Kiefer (2014) and Fassina, et al. (2008), 

however, using six factors of organizational justice.  

  

Mediation Hypotheses  

The previous sections and discussions established the first and second conditions of the 

mediation hypotheses. Specifically, perceptions of justice should be related to satisfaction, 

commitment, trust and stress. The following section discusses the relationships between the 

mediators (i.e., trust and stress) and the outcomes (i.e., employees' satisfaction and 

commitment) and proposes the mediation hypotheses. 

 

The Effects of Trust on Commitment and Satisfaction 

Researchers have used exchange perspective in describing how trust in supervisor– 

subordinate relationships endorses (e.g., citizenship behaviour, Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; 

extra-role behaviour, Piliai et al, 1999; affective commitment, Nyhan, 1999; satisfaction, Leat 

& El-Kot, 2009). Social exchange perspective assumes that “trust emerges through the 

repeated exchange of benefits between individuals” which in turn affects employees 

outcomes. Social exchange relationships involve long-term relationships between people that 

create unspecific obligations and open-ended commitments (Masterson et al., 2000). Trust in 

a leader or organization is an important indicator of social exchange. McDonald (1981, p. 

834) notes that “mistrust breeds mistrust and … would also serve to decrease commitment in 

the relationship”. The trustor's perception of trust is often developed based on the assessment 

of reliability of a trustee or/and on the basis of feelings generated by the level of care and 

concern demonstrated by the trustee (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Lewis & Weigert, 

1985; McAllister, 1995). Thus, judgment of trust is likely to form an affective link between 

the trustor (employee) and the trustee (supervisor) (Mayer et al., 1995). Employees will 

reciprocate this affective feeling in the form of desirable attitudes and behaviours (e.g., trust 
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generates a sense of obligation that may be manifested in affective commitment) (Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002; Piliai et al., 1999). Nyhan (1999, p. 61) states that “the relationship with the 

supervisor was the key to understanding the employee’s connection to the organization’s 

goals and their willingness to exert their best effort and to remain within the agencies”. Thus, 

it seems reasonable to suggest that trust in supervisors is likely to increase organizational 

commitment because how employees perceive their organization is largely based on the 

behaviours and actions of their leaders (Dirks & Perrin; 2002; Piliai et al., 1999; Nyhan, 

1999).  

Also, employees in a low-trust workplace expect to be treated unfavourably, as leaders may 

have power over important aspects of one’s job (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Thus, employees are 

more likely to be vigilant and unwilling to become vulnerable. These negative feelings may, 

in turn, cause unhappiness, anger, and resentment. It is therefore unlikely for employees to 

feel satisfied toward their jobs, supervisors and the organization. Interpersonal trust promotes 

a more caring, supportive and less stressful work workplace. In such a workplace, employees 

are likely to be satisfied with their work (Saunders & Thornhill, 2004). Trust in managers 

leads to the belief that job reward is based on the employee's efforts and performance 

(Connell et al., 2003). When employees trust in their managers and perceive that they are 

concerned with their interests, employees will derive personal benefits from work and act to 

increase job satisfaction. Ruiz-Palomino et al., (2013) found that supervisor integrity directly 

(and positively) related to pay satisfaction. Also, Guinot et al (2009) found interpersonal trust 

had a positive impact on job satisfaction and this relation was partially mediated by job stress. 

In sum, exchange between supervisors and subordinates leads employees to be satisfied with 

their jobs and committed to their organizations (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). This gives rise 

to the hypothesis:  

H5a: Trust in supervisors is positively related to employees' commitment. 

H5b: Trust in supervisors is positively related to employees' satisfaction.  

 

The Effects of Stress on Commitment and Satisfaction 

Justice and stress appear to affect the same employee attitudes and behaviours (Judge & 

Colquitt, 2004). Parker and DeCotiis (1983) developed a theoretical model of the causes and 

outcomes of job stress. They suggested that consequences of job stress might include 

decreases in organizational commitment, satisfaction, job performance and avoidance 

behaviour.  Likewise, Sullivan and Bhagat (1992) reviewed research on organizational stress 
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and organizational outcomes which covered a 20-year period. They found that high levels of 

stress are negatively related to organizational commitment and job satisfaction and positively 

related to absenteeism and turnover. Several studies also reported that high experience of 

stress negatively influenced the organizational commitment and job satisfaction for 

employees (Addae & Wang, 2006; DeConinck & Stilwell, 2004; Fairbrother & Warn, 2003; 

Michael et al., 2009; Yousef, 2002). In general, studies concluded that job stress is an 

important predecessor of organizational commitment and job satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 6a: Job stress is negatively related to pay satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 6b: Job stress is negatively related to affective commitment. 

Baron and Kenny (1986) provide helpful clarification of the operation of mediator variables 

in social science research. They state that “the mediator function of a third variable... 

represents the generative mechanism through which the focal independent variable is able to 

influence the dependent variable of interest”  (p. 1173). Baron and Kenny (1986) suggest a 

four-step approach to establishing mediation. First, the independent variable must be related 

to the mediator variable. Second, the independent variable must affect the dependent variable. 

Third, the mediator must influence the dependent variable. Fourth, the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables must to be less in the third step than second when the 

mediator is controlled. If the magnitude of this relation is significantly reduced, then the 

model is partially mediated. In contrast, a negligible effect of the predictor variable indicates 

a full mediation.  In the current study, it is hypothesized that trust in supervisors and job stress 

will mediate the relationships between organization justice and pay satisfaction and affective 

commitment. Although, Aryee et al. (2002) show that trust in supervisor is a mediator in the 

relationship between interactional justice and the outcome variables of organizational 

citizenship behaviour (OCBI and OCBO) and task performance, their model did not test stress 

as a mediator. Also, Aryee et al. (2002) used three specific justice dimensions, whereas this 

thesis includes overall justice as a latent variable.   

By testing the existence of a simultaneous mediation effect of stress and trust, this study 

integrates social exchange and individual well-being perspectives to explain how 

organizational justice impacts pay satisfaction and affective commitment.   

Hypothesis 7a: Job stress will mediate the relationship between organizational justice and pay 

satisfaction  

Hypothesis 7b: Trust in supervisor will mediate the relationship between organizational 

justice and pay satisfaction  
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Hypothesis 8a: Job stress will mediate the relationship between organizational justice and 

affective commitment  

Hypothesis 8b: Trust in supervisor will mediate the relationship between organizational 

justice and affective commitment. 

 

6.5 ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE AND OUTCOMES MEASURES 

The measurements used in the current research are presented in the following section. Arab 

versions of pay satisfaction, affective commitment and job stress measures were obtained 

from researchers who validated and used these measures in the Arab context. Trust in 

supervisor was measured using items from previous studies. As suggested by Churchill 

(1979) and Nunnally (1978) multiple items for each construct were made to allow a 

comprehensive evaluation of the construct. The survey instrument contained three parts: Part 

One consisted of justice variables (predictors); Part Two included the criterion variables and 

Part Three requested the personal information of the respondent (see Appendix C6.1for the 

study's scales). 

 

6.5.1 Part One: Predictor Variables  

6.5.1.1 Measure of organizational justice 

Measure of organizational justice was developed in Study One (qualitative) and validated in 

Study Two (exploratory factor analysis), following the recommendations of Churchill (1979) 

and Hinkin (1995). To measure perceptions of organizational justice, employees were asked 

to report their agreement with several items about their organization and its representatives. 

These scaled items assessed the extent to which the participant's experience reflects attributes 

of fairness in the workplace. Organizational fairness is a 40-item scale retained from EFA, 

with two new items for policy justice dimension, from the item pool. The number of items in 

each of the subscales ranges from 5 to 10.  

 

6.5.2 Part Two: Criterion Variables 

6.5.2.1 Measure of pay satisfaction  

The level of pay satisfaction experienced by respondents was examined using six items. 

These items were developed and validated in the Arab context by Abdulla et al, (2011). An 
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Arabic copy was directly obtained from the author. Employees were asked to think of their 

current pay and benefits and indicate their level of agreements with six statements using a 5-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Two examples of this item are: 

“my salary is adequate for my living expenses” and “my organization has an appropriate 

salary scale”.  

 

6.5.2.2 Measure of affective commitment 

To measure affective commitment of Saudi employees, Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective 

commitment scale was selected. Allen and Meyer's (1990) organizational commitment was 

validated in the Arab context by (AlQurashi, 2009; Suliman & Iles, 1999). AlQurashi's (2009) 

Arabic version of Allen & Meyer's (1990) six items was back-translated to English by a 

bilingual academic at Durham University to ensure equivalence. Participants were asked to 

rate their agreement with each statement using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 

= strongly agree). Two examples of this item are: “I would be very happy to spend the rest of 

my career with this organization” and “I really feel as if this organization's problems are my 

own”.  

 

6.5.2.3 Measure of trust in supervisor 

McAllister (1995) distinguished between two forms upon which trust is built between 

individuals in an organizational setting: cognition-based trust and affective-based trust.  The 

former is a rational evaluation of a referent's ability to carry out obligations and is therefore 

based on available knowledge of the referent's competence, dependability, and reliability. The 

latter, on the other hand, is based on emotional connections, and stems from the mutual care 

and concern that exists between individuals. A social exchange-based relationship is 

characterized by affect-based trust (Chen et al., 1998). Chen et al. assert that as affective trust 

is based on specific concerns and emotional connections between individuals, it will be a 

strong determinate of cooperation in collectivist rather than individualist cultures. As 

relational bonds extend, trust in others may go beyond that which is justified by available 

knowledge. 

Dakhli (2009) found that cognition-based trust is a stronger predictor of cooperation among 

individualists, while affect-based trust is a stronger predictor of the willingness to cooperate 

with another person than cognition-based trust for collectivists. A large cross-countries study 

based on a world value survey classified Saudi Arabia as a high trust country. In response to 
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the question “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you 

need to be very careful in dealing with people?”  Saudi Arabia's 'interpersonal trust' index was 

105.8 with the majority of people trusting others (high trust countries are those with indexes 

over 100). Furthermore, a study by Leat & El-Kot (2009, p.188) which examined affective 

trust states that “the findings [related to] interpersonal trust do not appear to support those 

researchers who have found that Arab cultures are characterized by low trust relationships”. 

Dirks and Ferrin (2002) suggest that affect-based trust deserves more attention by 

organizational researchers. In furtherance of this, the present study conceptualization of trust 

reflects the affective based trust from the employee’s perspective. 

In measuring supervisory trust, participants were asked to indicate how they feel about their 

immediate manager/supervisor at work. However, if an employee has several managers or 

supervisors, the employee was instructed to think of the person to whom he or she reports. 

Trust was measured using an eight items scale. Participants indicated their agreement with 

various statements on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

In accordance with the recommendation by Brislin (1970), the original items of trust scale 

were translated by the researcher to Arabic and then translated by a bilingual academic at 

Durham University into English to check the equivalence of the Arabic translation. The 

researcher and bilingual academic worked together to compare the original English version 

and the back translation. Although, minor amendments were made, there were no translation 

errors which changed the originally-intended meaning. Participants were asked to rate their 

agreement with each statement using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 

strongly agree). Two examples of the items are: “My supervisor and I have a sharing 

relationship. We can both freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes” and “I would have to 

say that my supervisor and I have both made considerable emotional investments in our 

working relationship”.  

 

6.5.2.4 Measure of job stress 

The level of stress was assessed by eight items selected from Jones and Dubois’ (1985) Job 

Stress Scale. This scale has been used widely to measure job stress in Arab research. An 

Arabic copy of the stress scale was obtained from AL-Knaan (2002). The Arabic version was 

also back-translated into English by a bilingual academic at Durham University. No 

translation errors changed the originally-intended meaning. Participants were asked to rate 

their agreement with each statement using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 
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strongly agree). Two example items are: “I experience too much pressure from my job” and 

“I feel burned out by my job”. 

 

6.5.3 Part Three: Demographic Information and Negative Affectivity (Control 

Variables) 

6.5.3.1 Demographic information  

A number of control variables have been found to be related to perceived justice and work 

outcomes (Fischer & Smith, 2006; Mayer et al, 2007; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Simpson 

& Kaminski, 2007; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). Therefore, the survey asked demographic 

questions related to gender, age, experience, education level and managerial position.  

1. Gender - a dummy variable coded 1 = men or 2 = women  

2. Age in years - an ordinal variable coded (1) ≥30 (2) 31-40, (3) 41-50 and (5) 51 or 

more 

3. Organizational tenure - an ordinal variable coded (1)1-5, (2) 6-10 and (3) 11 or more. 

4. Position - a dummy variable coded (1)  Supervisor and (2) non- Supervisor 

5. Education - an ordinal variable coded (1) less than Bachelor’s degree, (2) Bachelor’s 

degree, (3) Master’s degree, (4) PhD degree and (5) other. 

 

6.5.3.2 Negative affectivity  

Another control variable was negative affectivity. This was measured using a 10-item scale 

developed by Watson et al, (1988). It “reflects an individual's disposition to respond 

negatively regardless of the situation” (Folger and Konovsky, 1989, p. 119). Watson et al. 

(1988) state that negative affectivity is a personality trait measure that may inflate the true 

relationship between predictors and criteria. Two example items are: “scared” and “afraid”. 

Respondents were asked to indicate to what extent they have experienced each negative 

affective state. Responses were based on a 5-point scales ranging from (1) Not at all to (5) All 

the time. Note that reliability analyses were carried out separately for each outcome (Table 

6.2). 

Table 6.2 List of Measures and Reliability 

Measure Author No. 

items 

Cronbach's 

alpha 

Negative affectivity Watson et al (1988) 5 .804 

Pay satisfaction Abdulla et al,(2011) 6 .854 
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Affective commitment 

Allen & Meyer's (1990) 6 .898 

Supervisor trust McAllister (1995) and Tyler 

(2003) 

8 .851 

Job stress Jones and Dubois (1985) 8 .902 

 

6.6 TEST OF THE MEASUREMENT MODEL 

6.6.1 Measurement Model of Organizational Justice 

The first purpose of the second quantitative study was to verify that the initial scales of 

organizational justice developed in the first quantitative study had acceptable construct 

validity. It addressed the question of whether organizational justice in the Arab context 

extracted by EFA in sample one would emerge when CFA was tested with a new sample. It 

has been recommended by several authors (e.g., Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) that assessment 

of a measurement fit should be conducted before testing a structural model. Using a new 

sample of Saudi employees, CFA was employed to assess the fit of measurement model. In an 

attempt to distinguish between control-based procedural justice and policy justice, it was 

decided to bring in two policy justice items from the item pool. In total, 42 item–indicator 

variables were used to assess the measurement model.   

The first research question addressed whether factors extracted by EFA would emerge when 

tested using confirmatory factor analysis. In line with the approach proposed by Bentler and 

Bonnett (1980), the hypothesized six-factor model was tested and compared against 

alternative models that were logical and represented the data with fewer factors.  

Model (A) was a single factor model (i.e., a unidimensional model of organizational justice) 

in which all items were inductive of a generalized justice construct. 

Model (B) was a two-factor model splitting the organizational justice into two latent 

variables, distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ). Distributive justice as the first 

factor and procedural justice (combining control-based procedural justice: (BCPJ), policy 

justice: (POJ), informational justice: (INFJ), eastern interpersonal justice: (INPJE), and 

western interpersonal justice:  (INPJW) as the second factor; 

Model (C) was a three-factor model comprising distributive justice (Factor 1), procedural 

justice (combining both control-based procedural justice and policy justice) (Factor 2), and 

the interactional justice (combining informational, eastern interpersonal and western 

interpersonal justice (Factor 3);  
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Model (D) was a four-factor model comprising distributive justice (Factor 1), procedural 

justice (combining both control-based procedural, policy justice) (Factor 2), interpersonal 

justice (combining eastern interpersonal justice and western interpersonal justice) (Factor 3), 

and informational justice (Factor 4);  

Model (E), two 5-factor models were tested. Model (E1) was a five-factor model comprising 

distributive justice (Factor 1), procedural justice (combining control-based procedural justice 

and policy justice) (Factor 2), eastern interpersonal justice (factor 3), western interpersonal 

justice (Factor 4), informational justice (Factor 5). Model (E2) was a five-factor model 

comprising distributive justice (Factor 1), control-based procedural justice (factor 2), policy 

justice (Factor 3), interpersonal justice (combining eastern interpersonal justice and western 

interpersonal justice (Factor 4), and informational justice (Factor 5). 

Model (F) was a six-factor model comprising distributive justice (Factor 1), control-based 

procedural justice (factor 2), policy justice (Factor 3), eastern interpersonal justice (factor 4), 

western interpersonal justice (Factor 5) and informational justice (Factor 6). This model 

distinguishes all six constructs.  

 

Assessing Goodness of Fit  

An important goal in the application of the CFA and SEM techniques is the evaluation of the 

goodness-of-fit of the hypothesized model. Several fit indices are calculated by popular 

software (e.g., AMOS) and used to determine whether the hypothesised model is consistent 

with observed data. Although there are various indices of global fit in the literature, there is 

considerable disagreement as to which model fit indices should be examined and reported in 

the results of CFA and SEM. As stated by Kenny (2014) some researchers believe that fit 

indices cause confusion in the analysis and the chi-square test is the only meaningful test of 

fit. Other researchers argue that cutoffs for fit measures are subject to misuse and can lead to 

a bad model. However, most researchers advocate the use of fit indices, but acknowledge the 

shortcomings of strictly relying on cutoff values. In general, fit indices fall into three 

categories: 1) absolute measure; 2) incremental (comparative) measure; and 3) parsimony fit 

measure (Hair et al., 2010; Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2010). The three categories of fit indices are 

discussed briefly below. 

1) Absolute fit indices directly assess discrepancy between the specified model and the 

observed sample variance–covariance matrices. This index includes: chi-square (χ 2); relative 

chi-square (χ 2 /d.f., the ratio of the χ 2 to its degrees of freedom [df]) goodness-of-fit index 
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(GFI); root means square residual (RMSR); standardised root mean residual (SRMR); and 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).  

2) Incremental (comparative) fit indices gauge how well a specified model fits the sample 

data in relation to an alternative baseline model. An example of this index fit: normed fit 

index (NFI); comparative fit index (CFI); TuckerLewis index (TLI); and relative 

noncentrality index (RNI). 

3) Parsimony fit indices address the parsimony among a set of competing models while taking 

into account the models' complexity. A model with fewer estimated parameters is more 

parsimonious than a model with more estimated parameters. An example of this indices: 

parsimony goodness-of-fit index (PGFI), parsimony normed fit index (PNFI), root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA), akaike information criterion (AIC) and Expected 

Cross-Validation Index (ECVI). 

As suggested by several researchers, multiple fit statistics from different categories were used 

in the present study to assess the model fit tested in CFA and SEM (Byrne 2010; Hair et al, 

2010; Kline 2010). These statistics of model fit are: χ2; χ2/d.f.; SRMR; TLI; CFI and 

RMSEA, AIC and ECVI. Moreover, since the data were not multivariate normal as explained 

later, the present study applied the Bollen-Stine p-value, B-S (p) as an indicator for goodness-

of-fit. Bootstrapping methods are re-sampling techniques “establishing an empirical sampling 

distribution associated with a statistic of interest by repeatedly sampling from the 

original'parent' sample data” (Nevitt & Hancock, 2001, p. 335). The Bollen-Stine bootstrap 

method tests “the adequacy of the hypothesised model is based on a transformation of the 

sample data, such that the model is made to fit the data perfectly” (Byrne, 2001, p. 284). 

Bollen-Stine bootstrap calculates a new chi-square (adjusted chi-square) and Bollen-Stine 

corrected p-value (B-S p value) is used to assess overall model fit, rather than the common 

maximum-likelihood p-value to assess overall model fit. If the B-S p value is less than .05, 

the proposed model can be rejected (Nevitt &Hancock, 2001; Brown, 2006). 

Table 6.3 Criteria of Indices Fit Used in the Assessment for Measurement and Structural Model 

Fit index Codes Criteria 

χ2 p-value χ2 p value  p >.05 

Relative chi-square χ
2
/df 2 ≤ χ2/df ≤3 

Bollen-Stine p-value B-S(p) p >.05 

Root mean square residual   RMR  >.05 

Root mean square error of approximation 
RMSEA  

<.05 = good 

<.08 = reasonable 

Standardized root mean square residual SRMR >.05 good 

 >.08 =  reasonable 
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Comparative fit index 
CFI 

>.95 =  good 

>.90 = reasonable 

Tucker-Lewis index 
TLI 

>.95 = good 

>.90 = reasonable 

Akaike Information Criterion 
AIC 

smaller than AIC for 

comparison model 

ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index 
ECVI 

smaller than ECVI for 

comparison model 

 

Results of Models A, B, C and D 

The fit indices produced by the CFA on seven models ranging from a single-factor model to a 

six-factor model are shown in Table 6.4. The first four models (A, B, C, D) fitted the data 

poorly as none of their fit indices achieved an acceptable level (see Table 6.4). For these 

models, the χ
2
/df ranges from 3.033 to 6.129, RMR = 0.064 to 0.083, SRMR = .0863 to.1277, 

TLI = 0.455 to 0.784; CFI = 0.482 to 0.796, RMSEA = 0.085 to 0.135, CFit = .000. Also, some 

of the items had low loadings (standardized regression weights) of less than 0.50 which 

indicates that these items had weak relationships with the factor resulting in less convergent 

validity (Hair et al., 2010) (Model A: 18 items, Model B:10 items, Model C:10 items, Model 

D: 8 items). Further, some of these items accounted for small variances in the proposed factor 

of justice as this is an indication of very high levels of error (R
2
 less than .20) (Hooper et al., 

2008). Modification indices also provided large evidence of misfits. These large numbers of 

modifications with relatively small decreases in chi-square will lead to over-fitting the models 

via the correlation of too many error terms (Byrne, 2010). Taking the aforementioned misfits 

into account, examining the standardized residual matrix also showed large residual values 

(greater than |2.58|) for several observed variables, suggesting potential problematic items 

(Hair et al., 2010). It can thus be concluded that the first four models are a poor measurement 

fit for the data.  

 

Results of Models E1 and E2 

Model E1 was re-specified by combining BCPJ with POJ, whereas model E2 was re-specified 

by combining INPJE with INPJW. Fit statistics for models E1 and E2 are shown in Table 6.4. 

The results indicated that compared to the first four models (i.e. model A, B, C, and D) a five- 

factor model provided a better fit. For example, compared to a four-factor model, i.e., model 

D, the improvement of model fit of models E1 and E2 is statically significant (Δ χ
2
 [4] = 

436.533, Δ χ
2
 [4] = 553.106 p < .05 respectively). However, model E1 did not achieve 

acceptable fit, RMR = 0.061, SRMR = .0808, TLI = .840 CFI = 0.849, RMSEA = 0.073, CFit 

= .000). Also, ECVI value for model E is high compared with the saturated model, 7.983, and 

7.556 respectively. 
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Brown (2006, p. 114) states that “in some instants, overall goodness-of-fit provide a global 

descriptive indication of the ability of the model to reproduced relationships among indictors 

in the sample data despite the fact that such relationships have not been reproduced 

adequately”. Therefore, identification of misfit and re-specification approach was based 

largely on three aspects of the results; standardized regression coefficients, standardised 

residuals, modification indices (MI, drop in chi-square expected if a parameter is freely 

estimated rather than constrained) and the expected predicted change (EPC). Several post-hoc 

modifications of model E1were indicated from the analysis because of the unsatisfactory fit 

indexes, low standardized regression weights and large standardized residuals. Procedural 

justice had a convergent validity problem: the AVE was less than the cut-off value of 0.50. 

Six items (i.e. POJ items) did not load significantly on procedural justice factor suggesting 

that these items may form a new factor. Moreover, the variance accounted for in each of these 

six items by procedural justice was very low, ranging from R
2 

= .05 to 0.13 (Field, 2005). 

Suspicious inspection of standardized residual matrix indicated that six items caused the 

misfit (residual values greater than |2.85|). MIs and EPCs also suggested that these items 

should have correlated errors. However, error covariances (i.e. correlated errors) sometimes 

imply that an alternative model maybe meaningful, adding a factor on which the six items 

load (Kenny, 2014).  

On the other hand, model E2 was specified by combining INPJE and INPJW into a single 

dimension, interpersonal justice, (INPJ). The fit indices of Model E2 achieved better fit 

compared to model E1 (χ
2 

= 1912.828, df = 809, χ²/df = 2.364, RMR = .046, SRMR = .0682, 

RMSEA = .070, CFit = .000; TLI = .855, CFI = .864). Also, ECVI value for model E2 was 

low compared with the above models and with the saturated model (see Table 6.4). 

The E2 model was modified by examining the standardised residuals, modification indices 

and the standardised loading estimates (Hair et al. 2010). As there was a lack of convergent 

validity, examination of INPJ items indicated several pairs of standardized residual values 

greater than |2.58|, larger modification indices, and some expected parameter change (EPC) 

values larger than ±0.1 (Kaplan, 1989). Therefore, it was deemed useful that any 

modifications would aim first to improve the construct validity of INPJ by increasing AVE. 

To achieve convergent validity, an item with the lowest loading and standardized residual 

values greater than ±2.58 was removed first and the model was retested (Model-E2-1). It was 

found that removing two items (e.g. INPJ5 and INPJ6) improved the convergent validity of 

INPJ and the global indices. However, some items still had residual values greater than 2.58 

and MI suggested error covariance between these items representing a major model 

misspecification. Also, removing items would have caused other items to lose their overall 

effects on the component factor (i.e. INPJ). In other words, all possible modifications (one at 
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a time) suggested dropping all items related to INPJ (western) and thus losing content 

validity. It can be said that forcing INPJ (western) and INPJ (eastern) into a single dimension 

was an inappropriate decision. Indeed standardised residual covariance and modification 

indices sometimes imply that an alternative model may be meaningful by adding a factor on 

which such items load (Kenny, 2014). Therefore, consideration was then given to adding a 

factor on which the six load, Model F. 

 

Table 6.4 Fit Indices for Organizational Justice Models 

F 

(Six 

factors) 

E 2-1 

(Five 

factor) 

E 2 

(Five 

factor) 

E1  

(Five 

factors) 

D 

 (Four 

factors) 

C  

(Three 

factors) 

B  

(Two 

factors) 

A  

(one 

factor) 

Indicators  

       Models 

1470.603 1681.423 1912.828 2029.401 2465.934 3130.409 3800.051 5020.014 χ2 

442.225  116,537 436.533 664.475 669.642 2 - Δχ2 

804 730 809  809 813 816 818 819 df 

-5 79 0  4  3 2 1 - Δ df 

p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 Δ χ2 p 

1.829 2.303 2.364 2.509 3.033 3.836 4.464 6.129 χ2/df 

P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 B-S (p) 

0.041 0.045 .046  0.061 0.064 0.069 0.072 0.083 RMR  

.0604  .0682 .0808 .0863 .0986 .0992 .1277 SRMR  

0.912 0.869 .855  0.840 0.784 0.699 0.613 0.455 TLI 

0.918 0.877 .864 0.849 0.796 0.715 0.632 0.482 CFI 

0.054 0.068 .070  0.073 0.085 0.100 0.114 0.135 RMSEA  

0.057 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 PCLOSE (CFit) 

1668.603 1861.423 2100.828 2217.401 2645.934 3304.409 3970.051 5188.014 AIC 

5.917 6.601 7.450 7.863 9.383 11.718 14.078 18.397 ECVI 

YES Yes No  Yes  NO NO N/C N/C Discriminant 

Validity 

YES Yes NO NO NO NO N/C N/C Convergent Validity 

Note. N = 283. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = difference in chi-

square from the previous factor structure; B-S(p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = 

root-mean-square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; 

ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index. *p<.01. 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2 Model F, Six Factor-Model Fit for Saudi Employees 
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Table 6.5 Validity of Model F, No Validity Concerns 

 

CR AVE MSV ASV POJ INFJ DJ INPJE BCPJ INPJW 

POJ 0.858 0.506 0.139 0.098 0.711           

INFJ 0.926 0.564 0.434 0.267 0.373 0.751         

DJ 0.923 0.552 0.176 0.126 0.210 0.419 0.743       

INPJE 0.896 0.590 0.396 0.217 0.337 0.483 0.373 0.768     

BCPJ 0.932 0.734 0.353 0.224 0.348 0.594 0.334 0.453 0.857   

INPJW 0.905 0.657 0.434 0.279 0.269 0.659 0.401 0.629 0.575 0.810 

Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

 Average Shared Square Variance (ASV) Reliability and Construct Validity Thresholds: Reliability: CR > .7 

Convergent Validity: CR > AVE, AVE>.5 Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE 

 

CFA Results of Model F 

The CFA first order approach was based on the 42 items and six justice factors yielded by the 

EFA that was performed on sample one (see EFA results in Chapter Four). Evaluation of the 
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models’ fit indicated that the best fitting factor structure was the six-factor model, which also 

achieved the standards of acceptable fit along most of the fit indices. Indeed, model-F showed 

the lowest chi-square, χ
2 

= 1470.603, df = 804 and χ
2
/df showed a value of 1.829. This value 

falls within the acceptable ratio of less than 3.0 for χ²/df value (Hair et al. 2010). 

Additionally, compared to model E2, the change in chi‐square values is large and statistically 

significant, Δ χ
2
 (5) = 442.225, p < 0.05. Another support for model F was that the six-factor 

model was the only one with TLI, IFI and CFI above the recommended value of .90. MECVI 

and AIC values for model F were also the lowest in comparison with the same indices for the 

previous models (Table 6.4). Estimated correlations between the factors were significant and 

not excessively high (< .90). Further, the six factors achieved convergent and discriminant 

validity as all AVEs in this model were above .50 and greater than the squared correlations 

between any two constructs in the model (see Table 6.5). Composite reliability also indicated 

that all factors had acceptable reliability levels (.70 or above) (Table 6.5). All paths in model-

F were statistically significant and in the expected directions (Table 6.7). 

Table 6.6 Model F, F1, F2, F3, F4, Six Factor-Model Fit for Saudi Employees 

Models 

F (Six-factors) 

 

F1(Six-factors) 

Deleting  reward- 

wasta 

 

F2(Six factors) 

Deleting  hide 

decisions 

F3(Six-factors) 

Deleting  

consistency 

Model4(Six-factors) 

(with error covariances) 

χ2 1470.603 1335.576 1270.170 1165.202 929.915 

Δχ2 - 135.027 65.406 104.968 235.287 

df 804 764 725 687 677 

Δ df 5 40 39 38 10 

Δ χ2  P p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 p < 0.01 

χ2/df 1.829 1.748 1.752 1.696 1.374 

B-S(p) P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P<.05 P = 05 

RMR  0.041 .037 .035 .033 032 

SRMR 0.0604 .0576 .0536 .0499 .0477 

TLI 0.912 .923 .926 .933 .964 

CFI 0.918 .928 .931 .938 .967 

RMSEA  0.054 .052 .052 .050 .036 

LO 90 0.050 .047 .047 .045 .030 

HI 90 0.059 .056 .056 .055 .042 

PCLOSE 0.057 .290 .279 .537 1.000 

AIC 1668.603 1529.576 1460.170 1351.202  1135.915 

ECVI 5.917 5.424 5.178 4.791 4.028 

Discriminant 

Validity 

YES YES YES YES YES 

Convergent 

Validity 

YES YES YES YES YES 

Note. N = 285. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = 

difference in chi-square from the previous factor structure; B-S(p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean 
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Square Residual; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit 

index;; ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index. *p<.01. 

 

 

Although, significant improvement can be seen on all of the model fit indices supporting the 

six-factor model, other aspects of the results should be considered (Brown, 2006; Kenny, 

2014). Consequently, examining the factor loadings in conjunction with other aspects of the 

results showed that the factor loadings were statistically significantly different from zero and 

had the predicted positive sign. However, two items (i.e. D9 and IFJ8) were found to have 

loading less than the cut-off value of 0.50, with residual values greater than 2.85 and high 

M.I. suggesting possible model modifications. Re-specifying the model with D9 - INFJ8 error 

covariance did not lead to any important improvement. Removing these items as the biggest 

problems was also supported by using Fit Check test in Stats Tools Package designed by 

Gaskin (2012). The items were deleted at once and the model was retested. Re-specifying 

Model (F1) was than conducted by deleting item D9 and improved the model fit on all indices 

(Table 6.6), however the factor loading of item INFJ8 remained too low (.36). Also, AIC and 

ECVI value was less than the same value of model F. The model was thus re-estimated by 

removing item INFJ8, and subsequently labelled (F2). As shown in Table 6.6, the model F2 

achieved the widely-accepted requirements of fit criteria. More importantly, the AIC and 

EVCI values were smaller than the same values of model F1. The difference in chi‐square 

values from model F1 to model F2 was statistically significant at p < 0.01, Δχ
2 

(39) = 65.406. 

Moreover, model F2 achieved convergent and discriminant validity. 

 

Table 6.7  Values of Parameter Estimates for the Six‐Factor, Model F 

Parameter 

ML 
Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R Bootstrap 
ML 

mean 

 

bias ML 
Standardized 

Estimate 

 

Lower Upper P 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ .906 12.762 .743 -.003 .745  .681 .798 .004 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ .813 11.174 .657 -.002 .659  .570 .732 .005 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ .929 14.587 .838 -.003 .840  .783 .883 .003 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ .988 14.829 .853 .000 .853  .804 .888 .006 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ .838 10.571 .619 -.007 .626  .539 .708 .002 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 1.120 15.647 .895 .000 .895  .864 .917 .006 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 1.027 14.082 .813 -.001 .814  .763 .854 .005 

INFJ_8 <--- INFJ .450 6.014 .366 .003 .364  .267 .462 .004 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 1.000  .737 -.003 .740  .671 .799 .004 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 1.110 14.312 .824 -.002 .826  .787 .864 .003 

DJ_1 <--- DJ 1.024 17.856 .855 -.001 .856  .815 .889 .005 

DJ_2 <--- DJ .989 15.238 .771 -.001 .772  .707 .823 .006 

DJ_3 <--- DJ .906 13.337 .703 .000 .703  .628 .764 .005 

DJ_4 <--- DJ 1.000  .833 -.001 .834  .786 .873 .004 

DJ_5 <--- DJ 1.070 15.527 .781 -.001 .782  .732 .827 .004 

DJ_6 <--- DJ 1.104 13.912 .723 -.001 .725  .645 .777 .006 

DJ_7 <--- DJ .999 14.229 .736 .000 .736  .651 .819 .004 
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Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 
 

bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 

 

Lower Upper P 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 1.156 14.881 .761 .001 .760  .701 .805 .006 

DJ_10 <--- DJ .993 15.632 .784 -.001 .786  .731 .833 .004 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 1.000  .845 -.002 .846  .803 .885 .003 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW .885 15.579 .789 -.001 .790  .743 .837 .003 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 1.092 16.804 .832 .001 .831  .781 .864 .011 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW .678 12.301 .665 -.002 .667  .589 .742 .003 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW .766 13.959 .730 -.002 .732  .664 .787 .005 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW .890 13.874 .727 -.001 .729  .668 .788 .003 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ .958 22.843 .940 .000 .940  .914 .961 .005 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ .906 20.233 .884 .001 .883  .842 .915 .007 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 1.000  .857 -.003 .859  .802 .905 .004 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 1.021 15.119 .744 -.001 .745  .692 .786 .005 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ .871 18.680 .845 -.001 .846  .799 .887 .004 

POJ_1 <--- POJ .697 12.119 .674 -.001 .676  .582 .747 .005 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 1.000  .857 .001 .856  .792 .899 .007 

POJ_3 <--- POJ .713 12.342 .686 .001 .685  .605 .753 .005 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 1.023 12.367 .687 .000 .686  .611 .752 .005 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 1.284 13.749 .744 -.001 .745  .677 .805 .004 

POJ_6 <--- POJ .825 10.283 .584 -.008 .592  .482 .680 .004 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE .932 12.424 .675 -.002 .678  .606 .750 .003 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE .957 17.345 .861 -.001 .862  .808 .896 .006 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 1.000  .821 -.003 .824  .770 .871 .003 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE .958 17.265 .858 -.001 .859  .808 .892 .005 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE .993 15.982 .812 -.003 .815  .768 .870 .002 

DJ_9 <--- DJ .788 5.945 .356 .003 .353  .233 .422 .011 

 

The re-specified model F2 was evaluated with the aim of improving the model fit where 

possible. MIs and EPC for the regression weights (i.e. factor loadings) revealed some 

parameters indicative of cross-loadings i.e. policy consistency, POJ1 and Interpretation of 

policies, POJ2 [POJ_1 <--- INPJW, POJ_1 <--- INFJ, POJ_1 <--- BCPJ, POJ_1 <--- DJ, 

POJ_2 <--- INFJ]. The paths from these items to the factors were examined and none were 

found to be significant. Assessment of standardized residual covariances, however, indicated 

that only POJ1 had residual values greater than |2.85|. It was therefore decided to delete POJ1 

and re-evaluate model F2 and later label it as model F3.  

CFA Results of Model F3 

The new CFA results showed significant improvement in the overall goodness-of-fit. The 

model F3 had the lowest chi-square of 1165.202 and df = 687. It was also the only model to 

have RAMSA at the recommended value of .050. (90 percent CI. 045, .055, CFit=.537). The 

other indices: χ²/df = 1.696, RMR = .033, SRMR = .0499, RMSEA = .036, 90% CI = .032-

.039, CFit = 1.000, TLI = .9333, CFI = .938, AIC = 1351.202, ECVI = 4.791 reached the 

acceptable fit (Table 6.6).Inspection of the MIs suggested that freeing some covariance 

between some sets of measurement errors resulted in considerable improvement in the model 

fit. Error covariance of INPJE2 and INPJE4; INPJW1 and INPJW3; INFJ9 and INFJ5; INFJ6 

and INFJ3; INFJ2 and INFJ5; POJ3 and POJ5; BCPJ1 and BCPJ1; DJ1 and DJ7; DJ2 and 
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DJ5; DJDJ6 and DJ5 were believed to be correlated as each pair was related to the same latent 

factor, and consequently were linked in the final model. Therefore, one competing model (F4) 

was re-specified according to the modification indices. Results related to the re-specified 

model were subsequently discussed within the final model analysis. 

Table 6.8 Validity of Model F4, Final Model 

 

CR AVE MSV ASV POJ INFJ DJ INPJW BCPJ INPJE 

POJ 0.850 0.535 0.120 0.079 0.731           

INFJ 0.932 0.605 0.446 0.270 0.346 0.778         

DJ 0.930 0.596 0.172 0.123 0.166 0.415 0.772       

INPJW 0.892 0.580 0.396 0.221 0.320 0.494 0.385 0.762     

BCPJ 0.928 0.722 0.370 0.224 0.320 0.608 0.339 0.464 0.850   

INPJE 0.900 0.643 0.446 0.272 0.212 0.668 0.391 0.629 0.565 0.802 

Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

 Average Shared Square Variance (ASV) Reliability and Construct Validity Thresholds: Reliability: CR > .7 

Convergent Validity: CR > AVE, AVE>.5 Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE 

 

Model F4: Final Measurement Model of Organizational Justice 

Although, the error covariances were significant (C.R > 1.96), some of their parameter 

estimates were low. To determine the importance of including correlated errors, the change in 

chi‐square value was calculated for the model 4 with error covariance and without error 

covariance (Brown, 2006). The change in chi‐square value was statistically significant, 

Δχ
2
(10) = 253.287, p<0.01, indicating that this re-specification resulted in significant 

improvement in the model fit. As shown in Table 6.6, evaluation of the models’ fit indicated 

that the best fitting factor structure was the six-factor model (F4), which achieved the 

standards of acceptable fit along most of fit indices (χ
2 

= 929.915; df = 677, χ²/df = 1.374, 

RMR= .032, SRMR = .0477, RMSEA = .03690% CI .030 .042, p = .1.000; TLI = .964; CFI = 

.967; AIC = 1135.915; ECVI = 4.028). Indeed, model F4 was the only model to have Bollen-

Stine p-value, B-S (p)> 0.5. Also, a chi-square difference test (Δ χ
2
 (136) = 1536.019, p<.01) 

indicated that the final six-factor model had significantly better fit than Colquitt's (2001) four-

factor structure for organizational justice (model D).Another support for model F4 was that it 

was the only model to have TLI and CFI above the value of 0.95. ECVI and AIC values for 

mode F4 were also the lowest in comparison with the same indices for the previous models. 

Estimated correlations between the factors were significant and not excessively high (< .90). 

Further, the six factors achieved convergent and discriminant validity as all AVEs in this 

model were above .50 and greater than the squared correlations between any two constructs in 

the model. Composite reliability also indicated that all factors had acceptable reliability levels 

(.70 or above) (Table 6.8).  
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Inspection of the MIs suggested that neither covariances between some items nor between 

error covariances, make any substantive improvement in the model fit. All unstandardized 

parameter estimates are significantly different from zero (p< .05). Further, factor loadings 

were large (> 0.50) and significant as the critical ratios of all variables were larger than 1.96 

(p’s <0.05). Bootstrapping results showed that the confidence interval values do not include 

zero and ps values are very small <.05 (Table 6.9). Therefore, the hypothesis that items’ 

factor loadings are equal to zero in the population was rejected (Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2010). 

Also, the squared multiple correlations for the scale items ranged between 0.32 and 82.  The 

items thus represented their construct well enough to be included in model F4. Further, the 

results indicated that the best fitting model was the one with more factors (i.e. the six-factor 

model) compared to models with fewer factors, as the 90% confidence intervals of the 

RMSEA did not overlap (Colquitt, 2001). The discrepancy between the maximum likelihood-

based estimate and the bootstrap-based estimate is shown in the Bias column, Table 6.9. 

Small bias values suggested no substantial difference between the results of the averaged 

bootstrapped estimates and the original estimate analysis. Also, Bayesian estimation 

supported showed similar results (Appendix C6.8). As all data were collected at the same 

time and from a single source, it was important to assess the impact of common method bias. 

Three procedures were used: the Harman one-factor test; a confirmatory factor-analytic 

approach to Harman’s one-factor test; and the Common Latent Factor Method of CMV. Each 

of these tests concluded that common method bias was not unduly problematic (Appendix 

C6.9). In summary, it is evident from these analyses that Saudi employees' perceptions of 

organizational justice is multidimensional and is composed of six factors and thus the  

supporting the EFA results found in Chapter 5. 

Table 6.9 Values of Parameter Estimates Model F4, Final Model 

Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ 1.126 10.236 1.150 .024 .749 .681 .799 .005 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ .996 10.255 1.015 .020 .653 .566 .732 .004 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ 1.116 10.834 1.136 .020 .817 .758 .863 .003 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ 1.232 11.230 1.259 .028 .860 .813 .894 .007 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ 1.000  1.000 .000 .606 .516 .694 .002 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 1.356 11.354 1.389 .033 .877 .840 .902 .006 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 1.289 10.946 1.321 .032 .827 .776 .866 .005 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 1.230 12.146 1.252 .022 .736 .666 .793 .004 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 1.378 10.973 1.409 .030 .830 .784 .864 .004 

DJ_1 <--- DJ .996 17.720 .995 .000 .843 .799 .881 .004 

DJ_2 <--- DJ .953 14.805 .954 .001 .754 .682 .805 .007 

DJ_3 <--- DJ .883 13.226 .886 .003 .694 .617 .757 .005 

DJ_4 <--- DJ 1.000  1.000 .000 .845 .797 .884 .004 

DJ_5 <--- DJ 1.057 15.618 1.059 .002 .783 .737 .828 .004 

DJ_6 <--- DJ 1.123 14.612 1.123 .000 .747 .667 .798 .006 

DJ_7 <--- DJ .955 13.665 .958 .003 .713 .625 .794 .004 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 1.143 15.115 1.150 .007 .761 .702 .805 .007 
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Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

DJ_10 <--- DJ .989 16.082 .992 .003 .793 .731 .839 .006 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 1.000  1.000 .000 .805 .750 .857 .003 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW .951 14.569 .953 .002 .808 .760 .852 .004 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 1.090 17.792 1.097 .007 .789 .735 .831 .007 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW .732 11.937 .732 .001 .685 .611 .758 .004 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW .821 13.258 .823 .001 .747 .675 .800 .005 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW .936 12.866 .937 .001 .729 .666 .785 .004 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ .986 23.946 .987 .002 .902 .861 .929 .006 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ .998 17.767 1.003 .005 .907 .872 .937 .005 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 1.000  1.000 .000 .801 .743 .845 .005 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 1.111 13.956 1.114 .003 .755 .704 .798 .004 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 1.000  1.000 .000 .842 .793 .883 .006 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 1.026 12.427 1.028 .001 .677 .607 .739 .006 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 1.403 13.984 1.401 -.002 .801 .747 .859 .003 

POJ_6 <--- POJ .796 9.835 .788 -.008 .562 .457 .652 .003 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE .936 13.341 .941 .005 .706 .633 .768 .005 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE .858 15.910 .857 -.001 .801 .742 .847 .004 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 1.000  1.000 .000 .855 .810 .897 .003 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE .858 15.807 .860 .002 .798 .747 .843 .004 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE .988 17.221 .988 .000 .841 .799 .887 .002 

POJ_3 <--- POJ .784 12.631 .786 .002 .742 .666 .806 .005 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ .965 16.928 .969 .004 .873 .831 .911 .004 

 critical ratio p<0.001 

 

6.6.2 Model of Employee Attitudes and Behaviour and Full Measurement Model 

Having validated the measurement model for independent variables, it was essential that the 

measurement of each latent construct should be psychometrically sound (Byrne, 2010). It was 

therefore necessary to take a preliminary step to test the validity of the dependent 

measurement model and then the full measurement model before imposing the hypothesized 

structural model.    

 

6.6.2.1 Measurement model of employee attitudes and behaviour 

Two different models were tested to assess the dependent measurement model: the one-factor 

model, in which all items are loaded onto a single factor and the four-factor model (pay 

satisfaction, affective commitment, trust in managers, and job stress) is shown in Appendix C 

6.10.  The fit indices produced by the CFA on one-factor and four-factor models are presented 

in Table 6.10.  

The fit of the one-factor model to the sample data was extremely poor as indicated by the 

selected overall goodness-of-fit statistics: χ
2 
= 2488.923, df = 350, χ

2
/df = 7.111, RMR = .185, 

SRMR = .1574, RMSEA = .147 (90 percent CI .142, .153, CFit = .000), TLI = .416, CFI = 

.459). Also, MECVI for proposed model was lower than its value for the saturated model; 
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9.269, 3.209, respectively (see Table 6.9). The initial estimates for the one-factor model based 

on all 28 items showed that most of the items had low regression weights, standardised 

residual covariances greater than 2.58 and poor square multiple correlations. These findings 

indicated that the one-factor model was inconsistent with the observed data. The next CFA 

was therefore performed to test the four-factor model. 

 

Table 6.10 Model Fit Indices of Dependent Variables 

Models χ2 df χ²/df Δ χ2 B-S (p) RMR SRMR RMSEA, 

(90% CI) 

CFI TLI AIC ECV

I 

One-Factor 2488.923  350  7.111 - P<.05 .185 1.574 .147 

( .142-.153) 

.459

. 

.416  2600.923 

 

9.223 

 

Four-

Factor (28 

items) 

703.482 344 2.045 1785

.441 

* 

P<.05 .079 .060 .061 

( .045-.067) 

.909 .900 827.482 2.934 

Four-

Factor (18 

items) 

144.572 129 1.121 558.

91* 

P>05 .052 .0414 .021 

(.000-037) 

.993 .992 228.572 

 

.811 

Note. N = 285. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = difference in chi-square 

from the previous factor structure; B-S(p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = root-mean-

square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; ECVI = 

Expected Cross Validation Index. *p<.01. 

 

As explained above, the four-factor model contained four dependent variables (pay 

satisfaction, affective commitment, trust in managers, and job stress). In reviewing the 

goodness-of-fit statistics in Table 6.10, it can be seen that the hypothesized model fitted the 

data reasonably well as evidenced by the fit indices: χ
2 

= 703.482, df = 344, χ
2
/df = 2.045, 

RMR =. 79, SRMR = .060, RMSEA = .079 (90 percent CI .054, .067, CFit = .03), TLI = .900, 

CFI = .909. A chi-square difference test indicated that the four-factor model had significantly 

better fit than the one-factor solution (χ
2 
= 1785.441, df = 6, p < .05). As shown in Table 6.11, 

however, trust in managers and pay satisfaction did not achieve convergent validity as the 

amount of variance that is captured by trust and satisfaction construct are less than .50. As a 

consequence, it was necessary to improve the two constructs’ validity and the overall 

goodness of the model.  

Table 6.11 Validity of the Outcome Measurement (28 items) 

 

CR AVE MSV ASV Commt Stress Trust Satisf 

Commt 0.890 0.575 0.245 0.165 0.759       

Stress 0.914 0.576 0.245 0.125 -0.495 0.759     

Trust 0.853 0.424 0.213 0.094 0.461 -0.249 0.651   

Satisf 0.855 0.496 0.068 0.038 0.194 -0.261 0.091 0.704 

Convergent Validity: the AVE for Trust and Satisf is less than 0.50. 
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Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

 Average Shared Square Variance (ASV) Reliability and Construct Validity Thresholds: Reliability: CR > .7 

Convergent Validity: CR > AVE, AVE >.5 Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE 

 

As mentioned previously, therefore, any identification of misfit and re-specification was 

based on three aspects of the results: standardized regression coefficients, standardised 

residuals and modification indices (MI). As revealed by the standardized loadings, all items 

loaded significantly in expected directions on their corresponding factors. Inspection of 

modification indices showed that the implied parameter change for the proposed modification 

indices was small and no significant improvement of the model fit would be achieved. 

However, the CFA standardized residuals indicated that there was just one pair (stress 7 -

stress 8) indicator that had a value greater than 4. Further, examining error variance estimates 

(error variances associated with each of the observed variable items examining the error 

variances), indicated that stress item 7 and stress item 8 had error variance greater than 1.0. 

Therefore, these two items were eliminated. Eliminating these items did not affect other items 

significantly, while the overall goodness-of-fit indices improved, χ
2 
= 512.445, df = 293, χ

2
/df 

= 1.749, RMR = .71, SRMR = .0580, RMSEA = .052 (90 percent CI .0.044, .059, CFit = 

.358), TLI = .933, CFI = .939. 

Even though these modifications improved the model fit, the convergent validity (AVE) for 

trust in managers and pay satisfaction remained below the cut-off value of AVE > .50.  It was 

subsequently decided that item(s) with the lowest loading, lowest squared multiple correlation 

and/or large residual value would be deleted one at a time from trust in managers and pay 

satisfaction constructs to improve their convergent validity. Affective commitment achieved 

convergent validity, however, MIs and standardised residuals indicated that COMM4 was 

cross-loaded on trust, COMM4  Trust (M.I. = 16.796, EPC = 0.323), and had large residual 

values. As a result, COMM4 was also removed from the model. The validity of the refined 

measurement model was thus recalculated, final model (Appendix 6.10). 

Table 6.12 Validity of the Outcome Measurement, Final Model (18 items) 

 

CR AVE MSV ASV SATISFA TRUST Stress COM 

SATISFA 0.806 0.513 0.061 0.033 0.717       

TRUST 0.801 0.505 0.110 0.056 0.081 0.711     

STRESS 0.908 0.665 0.248 0.120 -0.246 -0.230 0.816   

COM 0.877 0.589 0.248 0.130 0.178 0.331 -0.498 0.767 

Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

 Average Shared Square Variance (ASV) Reliability and Construct Validity Thresholds: Reliability: CR > .7 

Convergent Validity: CR > AVE, AVE >.5 Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE 
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The aforementioned modifications resulted in deleting 10 items of the dependent 

measurement model, the chi-square difference between the two models was found significant 

at p < 0.01. This value suggested that these re-specifications provided significant 

improvement for the outcome model. This model achieved an excellent fit as evidence by all 

goodness-of-fit indices. Each of the overall indices suggested that the four factor of the 

dependent measurement model fit the data well, χ
2 
= 144.572, df = 129, χ

2
/df = 1.121, RMR = 

.52; SRMR = .0414, RMSEA = .021 (90 percent CI .000-.032, CFit = 1.000), TLI = .992, CFI 

= .993; AIC = 228.572; ECVI = 0.811. A chi-square difference test indicated that the final 

four-factor model had significantly better fit. More importantly, all outcome constructs 

achieved convergent and discriminant validity and scale reliability (Table 6.12). 

 

6.6.2.2 Assessment of the full measurement model 

In the previous sections, measurement models of independent and dependent variables were 

separately validated. In this section the results of multiple-indicator measurement models are 

also shown, which allow a more accurate assessment of whether all latent variables included 

in structural model were distinct and that the items loaded onto their expected factors 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The measurement model represents a confirmatory factor 

analysis of all scales used in the study (McAllister, 1995). 

Latent variables were identified by the remaining items from the clean results of CFAs (i.e. 

exogenous and endogenous measurement models) to gauge the full measurement, job stress (6 

items), trust in managers (4 items), affective commitment (5 items), pay satisfaction (5 items), 

BCPJ (5 items), POJ (5 items), DJ (9 items), INPJW (6 items), INFJ (9 items) and INPJE (5 

items). Goodness-of-fit results from this test again provided evidence of a well-fitting model, 

B-S (p) p < 0.05; χ
2 

= 2282.629; df = 1704; χ
2
/df = 1.340; RMR = .041, SRMR =. 0475; 

RMSEA = .0.035 (90 percent CI .031-.038, CFit = 1.000); TLI = .944, CFI = .948.  

Inspection of the modification indices showed that even though several modification indices 

were identified, the impact on model fit improvement was relatively small. Therefore, it was 

decided to stop modifying the model using modification indices. All items significantly 

loaded onto their intended constructs ranged from .941 to .555, and 20 of the 24 justice-

outcome correlations were significant and less than .90. Further, convergent and discriminant 

validity and reliability were achieved for all constructs (Table 6.13). Accordingly, the full 

measurement model provided additional support for the use of the two-stage approach 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988, Byrne, 2010). Indeed, the eleven-factor model showed good fit 

to the data and was used for hypothesis-testing.  
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Table 6.13 Validity of Full Measurement Model 

 

CR AVE MSV ASV NAs DJ INFJ INPJW BCPJ STRSS COMMI INPJE POJ TRUST SATIS 

NAs 0.809 0.517 0.053 0.009 0.719                     

DJ 0.930 0.595 0.419 0.119 

-

0.007 0.772                   

INFJ 

0.932 0.605 0.448 0.198 

-

0.073 0.415 0.778                 

INPJW 0.892 0.581 0.394 0.163 

-

0.065 0.383 0.494 0.762               

BCPJ 0.929 0.724 0.370 0.167 0.024 0.338 0.608 0.464 0.851             

STRSS 0.908 0.666 0.275 0.133 

-

0.026 

-

0.277 -0.524 -0.375 -0.403 0.816           

COMMI 0.877 0.588 0.329 0.140 

-

0.122 0.263 0.434 0.301 0.574 -0.498 0.767         

INPJE 0.900 0.643 0.448 0.186 

-

0.083 0.390 0.669 0.628 0.565 -0.327 0.336 0.802       

POJ 0.848 0.532 0.204 0.080 0.014 0.167 0.340 0.322 0.317 -0.447 0.452 0.210 0.729     

TRUST 0.800 0.504 0.256 0.091 

-

0.231 0.111 0.342 0.489 0.235 -0.232 0.331 0.506 0.070 0.710   

SATIS 0.806 0.512 0.419 0.065 

-

0.090 0.647 0.209 0.236 0.076 -0.254 0.172 0.137 0.024 0.085 0.715 

Composite Reliability (CR), Average Variance Extracted (AVE), Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV) 

 Average Shared Square Variance (ASV) Reliability and Construct Validity Thresholds: Reliability: CR > .7 

Convergent Validity: CR > AVE, AVE>.5 Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE 

 

6.6.3 Measurement Invariance of Organizational Justice 

Finally, a measurement model invariance test was conducted to examine invariance across 

genders for the factor structure specified in the revised measurement model. The goal of the 

measurement invariance (MI) test is to demonstrate whether the items of the scale measure 

have identical constructs with same the factor structure across the subgroups. This test will 

also help in determining if the measurement model is valid across the groups (Brown, 2006; 

Byrne, 2001). The test is done in AMOS for both configural (model1) and metric (model2) 

invariance (constraining factor loadings and fixing the factor variances to 1 in the metric 

model). As shown in Table 6.14, evaluation of the models’ fit indicated that both models 

achieved the standards of acceptable fit along most of fit indices. Also, the chi-square 

difference between Model 1 and Model 2 is not statistically significant, (Δ χ
2
 (38) = 45.104, p 

= .199) thus indicating invariance of the factor loadings across the two groups. Moreover, the 

full measurement (independent and dependent variables plus NA) invariance model was 

ensured (Δ χ
2
 (61) = 69.156, p = .221 and the results suggested that factor loadings are 

invariant across the two groups. 

Table 6.14 Justice Measurement Invariance 

Models χ2 df χ²/df Δ χ2 B-S 

(p) 

RMR SRMR RMSEA, 

(90% CI) 

CFI TLI AIC ECV

I 

Configural 1829.025 

 

1354 1.351 - P>05 .045 .573 .035 

(.031-039) 

.945 .935 2241.025 7.975 
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Metric 1874.129 1392 1.346 45.104 P>05 .049 .575 .035 

(.031-039) 

.939 .935 2210.129 8.398 

Note. N = 285. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = difference in chi-square 

from the previous factor structure; B-S(p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = root-mean-

square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; ECVI = 

Expected Cross Validation Index. *p<.01. 

 

In summary, CFA was used to compare the fit of six models ranging from a single-factor 

model to a six-factor model. Overall, the results indicated that the 39 items could not be 

adequately represented by one, two, three, four or five factors. In contrast, the six-factor 

model representing the six organizational justice factors in the Saudi context that emerged in 

the exploratory analysis appeared to fit well. Thus, this model was used for all subsequent 

analysis and hypothesis-testing.  Further, the measurement model of the justice constructs and 

the full model measurement were assessed and achieved acceptable fit and validity. Finally, 

the measurement invariance was tested and the results indicated that the items of the scales 

measured identical constructs with same factor structure across male and female. These 

analyses provided support for the use of the two-stage approach and testing the study 

hypotheses. In the next section, the hypotheses will be tested. 

 

6.7 ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE AND EMPLOYEE WORK ATTITUDES  

6.7.1 Evaluating the Predictive Ability (Direct Effect) of Organizational Justice 

Dimensions (H1a, H2a, H3a, and H4a) 

In line with previous studies (e.g., Alexander, &Ruderman, 1987; Hubbell & Chory-Assad, 

2005), this section presents the results of the hypotheses tests relating to the proposed 

relationships between employee perceptions regarding the influence of each organizational 

justice dimension on pay satisfaction, affective commitment, supervisory trust, and job stress. 

Regression analysis was used to test the direct effects/contribution of a predictor, independent 

of all other main predictors. It has been suggested that performing regression analysis requires 

complete cases or would exclude all cases with any missing values (Gelman & Hill, 2007). 

Personal information has data that is missing completely at random (Little's MCAR test: Chi-

Square = 31.909, DF = 31, Sig. = .421). Therefore, regression analysis was performed using 

different options: listwise and pairwise deletions, mean substitution, multiple imputation and 

expectation-maximization algorithm (EM algorithm). It was found that missing data does not 

have a bias impact on the regression results and coefficient estimates for the other predictors 

included in the model. Therefore, missing values for the regression analysis was imputed by 

EM algorithm.   
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To more fully determine the role played by perceptions of justice in predicting the study 

outcomes relative to other potential predictors, preliminary analyses involving participant 

variables were conducted prior to examining the hypotheses (please note that creating 

subscale scores using mean was performed on items resulted from CFA measurement). For 

correlation and Kruskal-Wallis test results, see Appendix C6.11). Kruskal-Wallis test 

indicated that participants differed on some predictor and outcome variables. A Kruskal-

Wallis Test revealed a statistically significant difference in INPJW levels between males and 

females (males = 161, females = 101), χ 2 (1, n = 262) = 4.034, p > .05. The mean rank for 

females was 143.27 and 124.11 for male participants.  

Separate hierarchical regression analyses were performed using SPSS version 21. Two steps 

or blocks in each regression analysis were conducted. Step 1 included all personal 

information (gender, age, education, experience and managerial position) and negative 

affectivity as control variables. In Step 2, one dimension of organizational justice was added 

as the main predictor. The level of significance of all analyses was set at 0.05.  

The hierarchical regressions were utilized to test the following hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 1a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

their pay satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 2a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

their affective commitment 

Hypothesis 3a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

their trust in their supervisor. 

Hypothesis 4a: Employees' perceptions of organizational justice will be positively related to 

their job stress. 

As mentioned above, in Step 1 of each regression analysis, the control variables were 

regressed on dependent variables and the results indicated that the demographic predictors 

and negative affectivity accounted for between 3% and 6% of the variances in these variables. 

In Step 2, each organizational justice dimension was separately regressed on each dependent 

variable as the main affect. Distributive justice was a significant predictor of pay satisfaction 

(F = (7,275) = 19.371, R Square Change (∆R
2
) = .31, β = .57, p < .05), affective commitment 

(F = (7,275) = 3.273, ∆R
2 

= .060, β=.24, p < .05) and job stress (F = (7,275) = 4.245, ∆R
2 

= 

.064 β = -.26, p < .05). BCPJ accounted for about third of the variance in affective 

commitment (F = (7,275) = 16.922, ∆R
2 

= .30, β = .53, p < .05), approximately 4% in 

supervisor trust (F = (7,275) = 3.861, ∆R
2 
= .039, β = .20, p < .05) and 13 % in job stress (F = 
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(7,275) = 7.428, ∆R
2
 = .20, β = -.36, p < .05). POJ was only significantly related to two 

independent variables. POJ explained about 16% of the variance in affective commitment F = 

(7,275) = 8.306, ∆R
2 

= .20, β = .40, p<.05) and 15.2% variance in job stress F = (7,275) = 

8.702, ∆R
2 

= .20, β = -.40, p<.05). The prediction of INFJ was statistically significant 

explaining 3% of the variance in pay satisfaction, (F = (7,275) = 2.143, ∆R
2 

= .03, β = .20, 

p<.05), 15.% of the variability in affective commitment (F = (7,275) = 7.874, ∆R
2 

= .15, β = 

.40 p<.05), 7% of the variance in supervisory trust (F = (7,275) = 5.468, ∆R
2
 =.072, β = .30, 

p<.05), and 30% of the variance in job stress (F = (7,275) = 13.718, ∆R
2 

= .30, β = -.50, 

p<.05). Eastrn interpersonal justice was a significant predictor accounting for approximately 

2% of the variance in pay satisfaction (F = (7,275) = 1.448, ∆R
2 
= .04, β = .10 p<.05), 11 % of 

the variance in affective commitment (F = (7,275) = 5.992, ∆R
2 
= .13, β = .34, p<.05),17% of 

the variance supervisor trust (F = (7,275) = 11.179, ∆R
2 

= .17, β = .42, p<.05) and 8% of job 

stress variance (F = (7,275) = 4.977,  ∆R
2 

= .083, β = -.30, p<.05). Interpersonal western 

justice was able to account for 3% of the variability in pay satisfaction (F = (7,275) = 2.135, 

∆R
2 
= .026, β = .16, p<.05), 8% in affective commitment (F = (6,275) = 4.327, ∆R

2
 = .10, β = 

.30, p<.05), 16.2% in supervisory trust (F = (7,275) = 11.383, ∆R
2
 = .162, β = .41, p<.05) and 

10% in the variance of job stress. (F = (7,275) = 6.031, ∆R
2
 = .10, β = -.33, p<.05).It should 

be noted that separate path analyses offered the same results as the regression analysis. 

Apparently, perceived organizational justice is related to the attitudes of Saudi employees. 

Hypotheses 2a and 3a were fully supported, whereas hypotheses 1a and 4a were partially 

confirmed. The findings indicated that Saudi employees who tend to show positive feelings 

towards distributive, informational, eastern interpersonal and western interpersonal justice are 

likely to report higher levels of pay satisfaction.  However, BCPJ and POJ failed to show 

significant relationships with pay satisfaction.  Both outcomes - affective commitment and job 

stress - were significantly predicted by all organizational justice components. The last 

outcome, trust in supervisor, was not affected by DJ and POJ. Interestingly, INFJ, INPJE and 

INPJW showed significant relationships with all study outcomes. Collectivistic cultures 

which value concern for others place emphasis on interpersonal treatment and social 

sensitivity. It may be that social behaviour of organization authorities’ affects workers more 

strongly than hard-core decisions. These findings suggest that these components of 

organizational justice are critical for increasing satisfaction, commitment and trust, and 

reducing job stress of the workforce in Saudi Arabia. Thus, authorities should constantly 

assess their interactions and develop the way they manage their relationships with employees.  

 



 

 

 

165 

 

 

 

6.7.2 Testing the Hypothesized Structural Model: The Relative Importance of 

Organizational Justice Dimensions on Employee Outcomes, (H1-b, H2-b and c, 

H3-b, c, and d, H4-b, c, and d)  

Having established a good fit (see CFA section), as the results of the full measurement model 

confirmed the validity of the observed variables of the latent constructs, the structural model 

was specified by changing covariance between constructs into causal paths which were 

signified by a single-headed arrow pointing from an independent (exogenous) construct to a 

dependent (endogenous) outcome (see Figure 6.1). Following Colquitt (2001) and Sweeney 

and McFarlin, (1993), this framework of relationships constituted the direct model and no 

causal paths between dependent variables were specified in the proposed structural model. 

However, it can be allowed that the disturbance terms of these dependent variables were 

correlated, but not in a non-specified way (Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993).  

The researcher sought to identify the most appropriate structural model before testing the 

hypotheses. As was shown when forming the hypotheses, prior research in the Arab context 

has not provided a compelling rationale for the relationship between specific justice types and 

outcomes of this study. However, existing theory and prior research of organizational justice, 

in particular, studies on collectivist cultures, provide support for the research hypotheses and 

the proposed model. Based on the hypotheses in section 6.4, the SME was specified by 15 

covariances between six independent constructs (i.e. organizational justice factors), and nine 

structural relationships depicted by path estimates linking between the independent and 

dependent constructs (job stress, trust in managers, affective commitment and pay 

satisfaction). Also, two variables were controlled in this model (NA and education). These 

control variables were allowed to cause dependent variables and can covary with the 

independent variables (Brown, 2006).   

In the current study, the assumption of multivariate normality was violated. Thus, 

bootstrapping and Bollen-Stine corrected p-value were utilized as an alternative method to 

overcome non-normality in SEM (Brown, 2006). This study used AMOS.21 and the results 

were calculated on 500 bootstrap samples (Nevitt & Hancock, 2001). The B-S (p) = .02 which 

was lower than the 0.05 cut-off, rejecting the null hypothesis that the specified model fits the 

sample data. However, it has been found that the p value is sensitive to sample size (+200) 

and model complexity and therefore other indices need to be assessed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2013).  

As shown in Table 6.15, the goodness-of-fit indices showed that the proposed model 

reasonably fitted the data. These indices were in the recommended range of acceptability (χ
2 
= 

2415.505, df = 1775, χ²/df = 1.361, RMR = .058, SRMR = .0573, RMSEA = .036, 90% CI = 
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.032-.039, CFit = 1.000, TLI = .938, CFI = .942, AIC = 2771.505, ECVI = 9.828). Having 

established a good fit, the research hypotheses were assessed. If the critical ratios (i.e. t-value) 

is lower than 1.96 for a regression weight (an estimate), the hypothesis is not supported (Hair 

et al., 2010).  Note that path coefficient and p-value of the bootstrapping procedures were also 

tested and compared to ML results. The bias-corrected significance values indicated that the 

parameters all remained significant, p < 0.05.The results of hypotheses testing revealed the 

support of eight hypotheses out of the nine tested.  

Table 6.15 Comparisons for Structural Equation Models 

Models χ2 df χ²/df Δ χ2 B-S (p) SRMR RMSEA, 

(90% CI) 

CFI TLI AIC ECVI 

Full 

Measurement 

2282.629 1704 1.340 .041 <.05 .0475 .035 

(.031-.038) 

.948 .944 2656.629 9.421 

Null 3320.648 1820 1.825 - - .2171 .054 

( .051-.057) 

.865 .859 3586.648 12.7 

Proposed 2415.505 1775 1.361 * P<.05 0573 .050 

( .032-.039) 

.942 .938 2771.505 9.82 

Constrained  2415.760 1776 1.360 - P<.05 .0575 .036 

(.032-.039) 

.942 .939 2769.760 9.82 

Full  2371.346 1760 1347 * P>.05 .0500 .035 

(.031-.039) 

.941 .945 2757.346 9.77 

Best  2398.210 1777 1350 * P>.05 .0536 .035 

(.032-.039) 

.940 944 2750.210 9.753 

Note. N = 285. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = difference in chi-

square from the previous factor structure; B-S(p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA 

= root-mean-square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike Information 

Criterion;ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index. *p<.01. Control variables are included in the models 

 

As presented in Table 6.16 and Figure 6.3, the results demonstrate support for hypothesis 

(H1-b) that distributive justice is a significant predictor of pay satisfaction. Distributive 

justice has a direct positive impact on pay satisfaction with a path estimate of 0.64 with C.R = 

9.054, and a significant level of p< 0.001. Hypotheses (H2-b and c) stated that BCPJ and POJ 

justice have a positive impact on affective commitment. As expected, BCPJ and POJ were 

positively related to affective commitment (β = 0.49, C.R = 7.920, p<0.001, β = 0.30, C.R = 

5.023, p<0.001, respectively). Therefore, hypotheses (H2-b and c) were fully supported. 

Hypotheses (H3-b, c and d) posited that INPJW, INPJE and INFJ were positively related to 

trust in supervisor. The paths parameter for INPJW and INPJE were significant (β = 0.28, C.R 

= 3.344, p<0.001; β = 0.35, C.R = 3.446, p<0.001, respectively). However, the results 

revealed insignificant path between INFJ and trust in supervisor (β = -0.04, C.R = -0.507, 

n.s). Finally, Hypotheses (H4-b, c and d) proposed negative associations between INPJW, 

INPJE and INFJ and job stress. According to the results, INPJW and INFJ were negatively 

associated with job stress (β = -0.23, C.R = -2.974, p<0.01; β = -0.55, C.R = -5.928., p<0.001, 
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respectively). However, the association between INPJE and job stress was marginally 

significant (β = -0.19, C.R = 2.041, p = .065) and should be interpreted with caution. Thus, 

H4-b, c and d were supported. The proposed model accounted for large variances in the 

dependent variables (33% in job stress; 43% in satisfaction; 35% in trust and 43% in 

commitment). For the population R
2
, a value of 0.26 or above indicates a large effect size. All 

of the effect sizes in the model were above this rule of thumb (Cohen et al, 2003). It should be 

noted that NA was only related to affective commitment and trust in supervisor whereas 

education was only correlated to pay satisfaction and trust in supervisor.  

  

 

Table 6.16 Values of Parameter Estimates for the Hypothesized Model 

Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardiz

ed 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate Lower Upper P 

TRUST <--- NAs -.192 -2.996 -.192 .001 -.192 -.314 -.076 .006 

COMM <--- NAs -.203 -2.515 -.202 .001 -.143 -.236 -.041 .025 

TRUST <--- INPJE .396 3.446 .395 .000 .350 .139 .543 .007 

TRUST <--- INPJW .358 3.344 .361 .003 .283 .135 .431 .002 

COMM <--- POJ .466 5.023 .466 .000 .300 .190 .414 .001 

COMM <--- BCPJ .680 7.920 .679 -.001 .485 .392 .579 .001 

SATIS <--- DJ .886 9.054 .886 .000 .636 .518 .720 .002 

STRSS <--- INFJ -1.134 -5.928 -1.154 -.020 -.546 -.694 -.397 .001 

STRSS <--- Education .137 1.718 .132 -.005 .092 -.007 .192 .117 

TRUST <--- Education .127 2.088 .123 -.004 .120 .014 .233 .062 

COMM <--- Education .079 1.030 .079 .001 .052 -.037 .144 .328 

SATIS <--- Education -.131 -2.071 -.129 .002 -.113 -.204 -.019 .034 

STRSS <--- NAs -.078 -.941 -.079 -.001 -.055 -.158 .048 .384 

SATIS <--- NAs -.100 -1.517 -.097 .003 -.091 -.187 -.001 .096 

STRSS <--- INPJW -.418 -2.974 -.417 .001 -.234 -.370 -.101 .010 

STRSS <--- INPJE .306 2.041 .307 .001 .192 .020 .376 .065 

TRUST <--- INFJ -.063 -.507 -.066 -.003 -.043 -.195 .110 .636 

 
 

 

Alternative Model and Model Re-specification  

It is suggested that the proposed model should be compared with other alternative models 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hiar et al., 2010). Exploratory analyses were conducted by 

testing alternative models: null model, constrained models, and full models [less 

unconstrained]. In line with Sweeney & McFarlin (1993) and Niehoff & Moorman, (1993), 

the null model was tested in which no estimated paths were specified between perceptions of 

justice and hypothesized consequences. As shown in Table 6.15, the null model demonstrated 

unacceptable fit to the data as indicated by most fit indices (χ2 = 3320.648, df = 1820, χ²/df = 
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1.825, RMR = .182, SRMR = .2171, RMSEA = .054, 90% CI = .051-.057, CFit = 0.011, TLI 

= .859, CFI = .865,AIC = 3586.648,ECVI = 12.719). The chi-square difference indcated that 

the hypothesized model was superior to the null model, Δ χ
2
 (45, N = 283) = 905.143, p< 

0.01.  

The second alternative model was a constrained model. A model is constrained when one or 

more parameters estimated in the proposed model are constrained (Anderson & Gerbing, 

1988). As discussed in the above section, hypothesis H3-d was rejected (path from INFJ to 

trust in supervisor). Consequently, the structural model was re-run by setting this path equal 

to zero (constrained model). The results in Table 6.15 indicate that the global fit indices were 

reasonable (χ2 = 2415.760, df = 1776, χ²/df = 1.360, B-S (p) p = .044; RMR = .058, SRMR 

=.0575, RMSEA = .036, 90% CI = .032-.039, CFit = 1.000, TLI = .939, CFI = .942,AIC = 

2769.760,ECVI = 9.822).The chi-square difference between the hypothesized and constrained 

model, Δ χ
2 

(1,N = 283) = .255 p> 0.05, indicated no difference between the two models. 

Therefore, the more parsimonious constrained model would be preferred, constrained model 

(Bryant & Satorra, 2012). 

The fully unconstrained model includes direct paths from all exogenous variables to all 

endogenous variables (Jawahar & Stone, 2010).The unconstrained model was specified by 

adding paths between each justice dimension and all four attitudinal outcomes. The fit of this 

alternative model was better than the proposed model. The B-S (p) >.05 indicated that the 

specified model was correct and fitted the sample data. Further, the goodness-of-fit indices 

showed that the full model reasonably fitted the data (χ
2 

= 2371.346, df = 1760, χ²/df = 1347, 

RMR = .047, SRMR = .0500, RMSEA = .035, 90% CI = .031-.039, CFit = 1.000, TLI = .941, 

CFI = .945, AIC = 2757.346, ECVI = 9.778). Also, a significant chi-square difference test 

showed that the full model provided a significant improvement over the less constrained 

model, Δχ
2 

(16, N = 283) = 44.414, p< 0.05. As explained above, the significance of path 

estimates were tested using the critical ratio. Testing the full model provided support for six 

out of the nine predicted pathways in the hypothesized structural model (H1-b, H2-b, H2-c, 

H3-b, H3-c, H4-d). Also, it was found that POJ had a significant relationship with job stress. 

Therefore, the model was revised to include a path from POJ to job stress. In addition, all 

insignificant pathways were removed from the model. The model resulting from this re-

specification became best model (see Figure 6.3). The following values were obtained for the 

fit indices: B-S (p)> 0.05,χ
2 
= 2398.210,df = 1777, χ²/df = 1350, RMR = .050, SRMR = .0536, 

RMSEA = .035, 90% CI = .032-.039, CFit = 1.000, TLI = .940, CFI = .944, AIC = 2750.210, 

ECVI = 9.753. These values suggested that the model appeared to fit the data well. The chi-

square difference test was conducted to compare the new model to the full model. The Δχ
2 

value was insignificant, (17, N = 283) = 26.846 p> 0.05. By rule of parsimony, the model 
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with fewer parameters was accepted as the best fitted model. This model is shown in Figure 

6.3.  

Table 6.17 Values of Parameter Estimates for the Best Fitted Model 

Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardi

zed 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate Lower Upper P 

TRUST <--- NAs -.192 -2.985 -.191 .001 -.191 -.313 -.074 .006 

COMM <--- NAs -.204 -2.541 -.203 .001 -.144 -.237 -.042 .025 

TRUST <--- INPJE .367 3.862 .365 -.001 .324 .154 .465 .002 

TRUST <--- INPJW .349 3.277 .352 .003 .276 .127 .420 .003 

COMM <--- POJ .482 5.272 .483 .000 .314 .202 .432 .001 

COMM <--- BCPJ .672 7.880 .671 -.001 .480 .386 .573 .001 

SATIS <--- DJ .886 9.053 .886 .000 .636 .518 .720 .002 

STRSS <--- INFJ -.867 -6.182 -.877 -.009 -.418 -.517 -.311 .001 

STRSS <--- Education .137 1.789 .132 -.005 .092 -.002 .185 .110 

TRUST <--- Education .126 2.070 .122 -.004 .119 .013 .233 .063 

COMM <--- Education .080 1.048 .080 .000 .053 -.035 .146 .318 

SATIS <--- Education -.131 -2.071 -.129 .002 -.113 -.204 -.019 .034 

STRSS <--- NAs -.053 -.664 -.055 -.002 -.038 -.130 .071 .563 

SATIS <--- NAs -.100 -1.514 -.097 .003 -.091 -.187 -.001 .097 

STRSS <--- POJ -.479 -5.205 -.481 -.002 -.313 -.420 -.205 .001 

 
 

 

As shown in Table 6.17 and Figure 6.3, the different dimensions of organizational justice 

were found to correlate with different employees' reactions. As predicted, perception of 

distributive justice was related to pay satisfaction (β = 0.886, C.R = 9.053, p<0.001). 

Modification indices suggested no potential improvement to the model fit in adding another 

path from distributive justice to other consequences. However, the modification indices 

revealed structural paths leading from BCPJ and INPJE to pay satisfaction. Given that EPC 

and standardized regression weight showed a negative sign which indicated that these paths 

would be interpreted to mean that high BCPJ and  INPJE would lead an employee to exhibit 

low levels of satisfaction, which is not theoretically supported or practically meaningful. 

Consequently, these paths were not added to the model. BCBJ and POJ were the best 

predictors of organizational commitment (β = 0.480, C.R = 7.880, p<0.001, β = 0.349, C.R = 

7.880, p<0.001, respectively). Modification indices suggested no other paths to organizational 

commitment that might improve the model fit. Informational justice was hypothesized and 

found negatively related to job stress (β = -0.867, C.R = -6.182, p<0.001). Nevertheless, 

modification indices denoted that the absence of POJ is also a predictor of significant job 

stress (β = -0.479, C.R = -5.205, p<0.001). Accordingly, the chi-square difference was 

performed to test the significance of the additional path (POJ to job stress). It was found that 

the additional path notably improved the model fit, Δχ
2 

(1, N = 283) = 26.569, p< 0.05. This 
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evidence supported including this path to the model, and produced a theoretically meaningful 

path. Policies can be used as a source of information which may reduce uncertainty and 

increase confidence in organizational fairness. As a result, employees would feel less stress 

about their standing in their organization. Interpersonal justice (eastern and western) were 

both positively related to trust in supervisors (β = 0.367, C.R = 3.862, p<0.01, β = 0.349, 

C.R= 7.880, p<0.001, respectively). Modification indices indicated no potential improvement 

to the model fit by adding paths from other organizational justice dimensions to trust in 

supervisors. Note that the bias-corrected significance values indicated that the parameters all 

remained significant, p<0.05. 

Figure 6.3 Standardized Path Coefficienting for the Hypothesized and Best Fitted Model 

 

6.7.3 Testing Overall Justice and Work Outcomes Hypotheses 

Overall justice as a latent construct is used in the SEM model to examine whether a second-

order latent variable can represent organizational justice, which the previous sections shown 

to be multidimensional. The analysis started with evaluation of CFA model with overall 

organizational justice, followed by the SEM model with overall of organizational justice and 

outcomes variables. Finally, the mediation model was tested.  The higher-order model is 

specified with a second-order latent variable and six-order factors, each defined by number of 
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observed variables. In the hypothesized model, no correlations were specified between the six 

sub-dimensions. The model diagram, values of parameter estimates and test statistics (z) 

listed in Appendix C6.12. 

The fit indices of higher-order CFA model are acceptable suggesting that overall justice can 

be modelled as a super-ordinate construct that drives responses to more specific justice facets 

(see Table 6.18).  As shown in section 6.6.1, separate but interrelated factors model (model 

F4) provided an excellent fit to the data. Marsh and Hocevar (1985, p. 570) suggested that 

although the second-order model could explain the data more parsimoniously than the first-

order model, its goodness of fit would never be better than that of the first-order model, such 

as model F4. Therefore, the Marsh & Hocevar's (1985) target coefficient index was used to 

gauge the fit of the first-order model to the alternative higher-order model. The target 

coefficient is the ratio of chi-square of a first-order model to that of a higher order model and 

reflects the efficiency of second-order models in explaining the correlations between the first-

order factors. The ratio close to 1 indicates the existence of a second-order construct. In this 

case, the target coefficient was 0.97, indicating no significant decrease in model fit by 

imposing a second-order construct and that this model provided a good account for the 

relations among the first-order factors. Also, the models were not significantly different as 

∆CFI and ∆NNFI values were less than .01 and .02 respectively (Fan & Sivo, 2009; Cheung 

& Rensvold, 2002).  

Based on fit indices, the higher order model is well-fitting and only immaterially divergent in 

performance from the first-order model. Given the literature support for second-order models 

in different sittings (e.g., Ambrose &  Schminke, 2009; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Barclay  & 

Kiefer, 2014; Fassina, et al., 2008), overall construct appears to be an alternative to first-order 

model and it is examined in more detail. 

In the superordinate model, the factor loadings for the first-order constructs on the second-

order latent factor ranged from .40 to .82, with a mean of 0.7, critical ratios are statistically 

significant at .001, and confidence interval did not include zero. Contrary to some of the 

literature, this study found that interpersonal and informational justice weighed more heavily 

in the formation of overall fairness for Arabs, followed by procedural, distributive and policy 

justice (e.g., Kim & Leung, 2007). The squared multiple correlations ranged from .20 to .67. 

The AVE was calculated for the second-order construct by averaging the squared multiple 

correlations for the first-order sub-dimensions (Edwards, 2001; MacKenzie et al., 2011).  The 

AVE of 0.45 is slightly below desirable for the value of.50. The number of first-order factors 

may impact the factor loading values onto the second-order construct. However, the critical 

ratios were all higher than 1.96, suggesting a good convergent validity. Assessment of 
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discriminant validity for second-order factor is not appropriate in this study as overall justice 

is the only latent construct at the second-order level. In addition, the composite latent variable 

reliability of the second-order construct and sub-constructs exceeded the value of .70 (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1980). In sum, these results suggest that the second-order justice construct can be 

proceeded with as an overall variable in further analysis. 

First, SEM with direct paths from overall justice to all outcome variables revealed acceptable 

fit (see Table 6.18). It should be noted that SRMR = .0763, with well-fitting models obtaining 

values less than .05 (Byrne, 2001), however values as high as 0.08 are considered acceptable 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999). The results also indicated that all direct paths from overall justice to 

outcome variables were significant at p > .01 and in expected directions (see Appendix 

C6.13). However, note that the chi-square difference tests indicated that the structural model 

including only six organizational justice correlated factors and outcome variables (see Table 

6.18) provided a better fit than the structural superordinate model, ∆χ2 (12) = 193.841, p < 

0.05. 

Figure 6.4 Mediation Model 

 

Second, as suggested by (James et al., 2006) the full mediation model is estimated and served 

as a baseline model in evaluating mediation. The fit indices for this model are χ
2 
2260.430; df 

= 1517; χ²/df = 1.490; B-S (p) = 0.012; SRMR = 0.082; RMR = .074 RMSEA = 0.042(.038 

.045), p = 1; CFI = 0.930; TLI = .0.926; AIC = 2532.430; ECVI = 8.980. The results 

indicated that apart from trust-satisfaction path (β =. 04, p >.05), all other paths were 

significant at p<.05.  Finally, the direct paths (from organizational justice to commitment and 

satisfaction) and the mediated paths (from stress and trust to commitment and satisfaction) 

were incorporated into the mediated model. The fit index showed a slight improvement over 

the full mediation model by freeing these paths, χ
2 
2238.917; df = 1515; χ²/df = 1.487; B-S (p) 

= 0.014; SRMR = 0.0753; RMR = .065 RMSEA = 0.041(.038 .045), p = 1; CFI = 0.932; TLI 

= .0.928; AIC = 2514.917; ECVI = 8.918. Both the full and partially mediated models 
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provided acceptable fit to the data, however, the partially mediated model provided a 

significantly better fit to the data, ∆χ2 (2) = 21.513, p<.05. 

The partially mediated results revealed that organizational justice significantly influences job 

stress (β = -. 56, p < .05) and trust in supervisor (β =. 47, p < .05). Although the direct effect 

of organizational justice on pay satisfaction was insignificant (β =. 29, p >.05) its effects on 

affective commitment was reduced but remained significant (β =. 36, p < .05) despite the 

introduction of the mediators. However, only the direct effect of job stress on affective 

commitment was significant β = -. 27, p < .05), while the direct effects of job stress on pay 

satisfaction and trust in supervisor on pay satisfaction and affective commitment were not 

significant (β = -. 13, p > .05, β =. 06, β =. 095, p > .05 respectively). As the direct effect of 

trust in supervisor on affective commitment (with organizational justice and job stress in the 

model) and the direct effect of job stress and trust in supervisor on pay satisfaction (with 

organizational justice in the model) were not significant, the researcher decided to remove 

pay satisfaction and trust in supervisor variables from the model and investigate whether job 

stress alone would mediate the effect of organizational justice on affective commitment. The 

model fit indexes are satisfactory (χ
2 

= 4676.775; df 3324; χ²/df =1.407; B-S (p) = .168; 

SRMR = 0.06; RMR = .066 RMSEA = .027 (.025-.029), p = 1; CFI = 0.932; TLI = .0.928; 

AIC = 5378.775; ECVI = 9.554). Indeed, no attempt was made to improve the model because 

the suggestions from the modification indices were not analytically reasonable. For example, 

the modification indices suggested additional paths from some justice dimensions to the 

dependent variables, however, the overall justice impact was of interest at this stage. The 

result indicates (see Appendix C6.14) that organizational justice has a significant effect on job 

stress (β = -.57, p < .05) and the direct effect of organizational justice on affective 

commitment (β = -. 42, p < .05) remained significant despite the introduction of job stress as a 

mediator. More importantly, the indirect effect of organizational justice on affective 

commitment (via job stress) was significant (β = .146, the 90% BC confidence intervals for 

the indirect effect are between 0.064 and 0.252, p<.05), suggesting that job stress partially 

mediates the effect of organizational justice on affective commitment. As trust in supervisors 

had weak relationships with both dependent variables, there was no need to compare the 

mediating power of trust with job stress using, for example, Aroian version of the Sobel test.  

Also, the predictive validity of overall justice beyond all the unique portions of variance 

accounted for by justice dimensions was tested. This test was conducted by testing the chi-

square difference of the superordinate model with and without direct paths from the justice 

types to the consequence constructs, and by examining the modification indices (Edwards, 

2001). The chi-square differences test indicated that superordinate model with direct paths 

(see Table 6.18) provided a better fit than the superordinate model without direct paths, ∆χ2 
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(7) = 176.462, p < 0.05. Further, examining the modification indices suggested freeing six 

paths from justice sub-dimensions to the outcomes variables. Including all those paths into the 

model indicated that except for affective commitment, overall justice explained no unique 

variance beyond that accounted by justice sub-dimensions. It might be that overall justice, a 

global construct, might be less predictive when the criterion variables are facet level 

outcomes (e.g., pay satisfaction) or person-centered outcomes (e.g, trust in supervisor) 

(Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). 

Table 6.18 First and Second-Order Measurement Model and Structural Model 

  
Models χ2 df χ²/df Δ 

χ2 

B-S 

(p) 

RM

R 

SRMR RMSEA, 

(90% CI) 

CFI TLI AIC ECV

I 

A 929.915 677 1.1.347 - p = 

.048 

.032 .0477 .036 (030-

.042) 

.967 .964 1135.915 4.028 

B 954.008 686 1.1.391 * p = 

.042 

.035 .0523 .037 

(.031-.043) 

.965 .962 1142.008 4.050 

C 2062.222 1507 1.368 - p = 

.040 

.052 .0414 .036 (.032-

040) 

.948 .945 2354.222 8.348 

D 2256.063 1519 1.485 * p = 

.014 

.067 .0763 .041 (.038- 

.045 

.931 .927 2524.063 8.951 

E 2079.601 1512 1.375 * p = 

.036 

.052 .0559 .036 (.033- 

.040) 

.947 .944 2361.601 8.374 

 

A = Four-factor measuremnt model. 

B = Higher-order- measuremnt model. 

C = Four-factor structural model. 

D = Higher-order- structural model: without the direct paths from justice dimensions to outcomes. 

E = Higher-order- structural model: with the direct paths from justice dimensions to outcomes. 

Note. N = 285. χ2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = chi-square relative to its degrees of freedom; Δ χ2 = difference in 

chi-square from the previous factor structure; B-S (p) = Bollen-Stine p-value; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; 

RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation, TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike 

Information Criterion; ECVI = Expected Cross Validation Index. *p < .01. Control variables were not included.   

 

6.8 SUMMARY 

In this chapter, a confirmatory factor analysis, based on data from Saudi employees, was 

performed through AMOS on the forty-two items of organizational justice. The purpose of 

CFA was to verify that the initial scales of organizational justice developed in the first 

quantitative study have acceptable construct validity. Overall, the results indicated that the 39 

items could not be adequately represented by one, two, three, four or five factors. In contrast, 

the six-factor model representing the six organizational justice factors in the Saudi context 

that emerged in the exploratory analysis appeared to fit well. Further, the measurement model 

of the justice constructs and the full model measurement were assessed and achieved 

acceptable fit and validity. SEM results demonstrated predictive validity for the dimensions of 
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organizational justice on different employees' reactions. As predicted, perception of 

distributive justice was related to pay satisfaction, BCBJ and POJ were the best predictors of 

organizational commitment, Informational justice and POJ were found negatively related to 

job stress and  interpersonal justice (eastern and western) were both positively related to trust 

in supervisors. The findings also supported recent interest in modeling overall justice as a 

second-order construct for justice sub-dimensions. However, specific justice facets are better 

predictors of employees' attitudes and behaviours than overall justice.   
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7 Chapter Seven: Discussion on Findings and Conclusions 
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7.1 INTRODUCTION  

This study was undertaken to determine the criteria and dimensionality of organizational 

justice in an Arab context, specifically in Saudi Arabia, and to establish whether it differs 

from the western literature. It was also intended to establish the impact of organizational 

justice on employees’ attitudes and behaviours in Arab based organizations. Hence, the 

organizational justice literature was reviewed and data from various organisations were 

collected and analysed. This chapter provides an overview of the findings of this work, and 

assesses the contribution made by the research, concluding with a speculative assessment of 

the implication of the study in terms of organizational justice and its overall dimensions 

(fairness of policies, and procedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informational justice). It 

also explores some of the challenges and limitations encountered and offer recommendations 

for future research.  

 

7.2 Summary of the Findings 

Using mixed methods approach, this thesis consists of three studies, one qualitative and two 

quantitative. The purpose of the qualitative study was to develop a model of justice in an Arab 

context on which items development were based. The chief focus was to discover how 

unfairness judgements were made by employees in the Arab context. Participants’ 

experiences of injustice were coded into 15 categories according to their content, some of 

which have been covered in the existing justice research (e.g., equity-based allocation) while 

others that emerged from the data (e.g., consistency of outcome allocations) have not.  

In the initial quantitative study, factor analysis procedures were used to identify the 

underlying structure of employees' justice perceptions in the Arab context. The results 

provided initial evidence for the six-factor structure of organizational justice: procedural, 

distributive, informational and interpersonal justice as suggested by Colquitt (2001), in 

addition to policy justice and eastern interpersonal justice.   

The second quantitative study was designed to test the dimensionality and the predictive 

validity of justice construct. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) results confirmed the 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) results that organizational justice is best conceptualized in 

six dimensions. Also, the structural equation modelling (SEM) results demonstrated 

predictive validity for those dimensions of organizational justice regarding different 

employees' reactions. 



 

 

 

178 

 

 

 

7.3 Discussion of Findings 

Having presented the data results of the three studies in Chapters Four, Five and Six, this 

chapter discusses the prominent findings and compares them with those of other related 

research. It comprises two main sections:  

 The first discusses the results regarding the first and second objectives which are to 

identify the dimensions and criteria of organizational justice in the Arab context and 

establish how they differ to those identified in the western literature.  

 The second discusses the results regarding the third objective which is to assess the 

predictive validity of organizational justice dimensions by testing hypotheses related 

impact of organizational justice on employees’ attitudes and behaviours 

7.3.1 Section One: Discussion of the Dimensionality and Criteria of Organizational 

Justice in an Arab Context 

To identify the dimensions and criteria of organizational justice in the Arab context, the 

present research was divided into three stages. The exploratory (qualitative) data were 

collected from 52 employees who had experienced unfair treatment in Arab based 

organizations. In this stage, a model of justice was developed and items were generated 

representing the construct of organizational justice in the Arab context.  

As shown in Chapter Four, the findings of the qualitative investigation identified potential 

etic (universal) determinants or criteria to make justice judgment including participation in 

decision-making, possibility of appealing decisions, equal treatment, equity-based allocations, 

respect and recognition of the workforce and explaining and justifying managerial decisions. 

In addition to this, the study also identified emic (cultural-specific) criteria that have not been 

examined in the commonly used western measures of justice including need-based allocation, 

keeping promises, sensitivity and support in supervision, availability of information, fair 

policy, avoiding threat and improper attribution, consistency of outcome allocations, and 

compatibility with the Islamic law of reward distribution. These results complement earlier 

work supporting the existence of etic criteria of organizational fairness while the emic criteria 

are important causes of fairness perceptions and possibly unique to the Arab cultural context.  

Analysis of the qualitative interviews also resulted in a pool of items which was then 

administered to a large sample of Saudi employees to assess the underlying structure of 

employees' justice perceptions in the Arab context. Based on the analysis of 52 participants’ 

opinions, a pool of 147 items was generated and then reduced to 75 items which were 

considered to be appropriate and commonly used to describe experiences of unfairness in the 
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Arab context. By employing the extraction method in principal component analysis (PCA) 

and promax rotation method with Kaiser Normalisation of factor loadings ≥ 0.50, performed 

via SPSS-21, the second study yielded a scale of six dimensions of organizational justice with 

40 sub-items.  

To confirm the dimensionality of organizational justice in the second study, 42 items (two more 

items assessing policy justice were brought in from the initial item pool, see Chapter Six) 

selected for inclusion in the preliminary scale served as indicators in each of the proposed 

models.  Using a new sample, four previously-developed models of organizational justice 

dimensionality were used to examine the relative fit (unidimensional model; Greenberg 2-factor 

model; Bies and Moag 3-factor model; and Colquitt 4-factor model). The CFA results did not 

fully support the previously developed models and no framework could adequately account for 

the dimensionality of these items. However, from this examination two alternative models were 

discovered which support the results of the EFA study. The first model (i.e., five-factor) 

includes the four dimensions recommended by Colquitt (2001), with the addition of policy 

justice. The second model (i.e., six-factor) includes the four dimensions suggested by Colquitt 

(2001), with the addition of policy justice and eastern interpersonal justice.   

“The First”, five factor model includes 1) distributive; 2) procedural; 3) policy; 4) 

informational; and 5) interpersonal justice dimensions. The empirical findings of the five factor 

model revealed a modest fit and there was a lack of convergent validity of interpersonal justice 

items. Thus, careful consideration was given to “the second model” (i.e., the six-factor) which 

was achieved by dividing interpersonal justice into two factors.  This model achieved an 

excellent fit and provided a significant improvement over its predecessor to explain covariation 

between the justice dimensions.  

Table 7.1 summarizes the aspects of Arab organizational justice, using Colquitt’s (2001) 

measures as a baseline model to detect the potential etic (universal) and emic (culture-specific) 

aspects of justice which emerged from the present study. The following section presents a brief 

commentary on each construct of organizational justice in an Arab based organizational setting. 

It draws together the findings of the qualitative and quantitative studies, placing them within the 

context of past theoretical and empirical research. 

7.3.1.1 Procedural Justice Dimension  

The EFA and CFA results revealed that procedural justice, which concerns evaluations about 

procedures used to make decisions, influenced the participants’ perceptions of organizational 

justice in the Arab context. Overall, there is considerable convergence of the present results 

with past research exploring criteria for making procedural justice judgement. 
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Table 7.1 Comparison of Western justice dimensions and Arab justice dimensions 

 

The findings of the present investigation confirmed the etic criteria of procedural justice 

including participation in decision making, appealing managerial decisions, equal treatment, 

consistency and bias suppression. These criteria are comparable to those suggested by 

Leventhal (1980, see Chapter Two, section 2.3.2) and confirmed by Colquitt (2001) and 

Overall justice 

Dimensions 

Present 

Contribution 

Potential Etic (Common) 

criteria/determinants 

 

Potential emic criteria 

identified in this study  

 

 Western justice  

criteria 

Justice  criteria 

identified in 

this study 

Procedural justice:  

Perceived fairness of 

procedures used to 

determine outcomes 

that an individual 

receives.  

 

 

 

Confirmed as 

significant 

source of 

justice 

perception 

Representativeness 

(Leventhal, 1980), 

 voice (Thibaut 

and Walker, 1975) 

 

Participation in 

decision 

making  

 

 Flexibility in procedure 

implementations 

Consistency and 

Bias-suppression 

(Leventhal, 1980)  

Equal 

Treatment  

Correctability 

criteria (Leventhal, 

1980) 

Appeal a 

Managerial 

Decision 

Distributive Justice: 

perceived fairness of 

the outcomes that an 

individual receives. 

Confirmed as 

significant 

source of 

justice 

perception 

 

Equity  criteria 

(Adams, 1965)  

Equity-based 

allocation 
 Predictability of outcomes 

distribution 

 Compatibility with 

Islamic law of reward 

distribution 

Interpersonal justice:  

Employee's perception 

of the quality of 

interpersonal treatment 

between an employee 

and his/her superior 

 

 

Confirmed as 

significant 

source of 

justice 

perception 

 

Respectfulness 

(Bies & Moag, 

1986) 

Respect and 

Recognition 
 Sensitivity and support in 

supervision  

 Avoiding threats and 

personal revenge 

 Avoiding blaming and 

credit taking 

 Honouring promises 

Informational justice: 

employee's perception 

of the extent to which 

they have been 

informed about events 

relevant to them or their 

jobs. 

Confirmed as 

significant 

source of 

justice 

perception 

 

Justification and  

Explanations (Bies 

& Moag, 1986)  

Justification 

and 

Explanations 

 Availability and 

accessibility of 

Information  

Fairness of Policy: the 

perceived fairness 

concerning 

organizational policy, 

e.g. policy of 

performance evaluation  

 

 

 

Established policy justice as a distinct dimension in an 

Arab context.  This dimension is not included in the 

western well-known justice scales.  

 lawfulness of 

organizational policy, 

 employees’ awareness of 

the existence of a policy, 

 vagueness and conflicting 

interpretations of 

organizational policy 
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Moorman (1991). Therefore, the present findings highlight their potential applicability to 

Arab contexts.  

Contrary to the findings of Brockner et al. (2001) who suggest that voice is considered less 

important in countries where power distance is high, the present study found that in the Saudi 

context participation in decision making is a determinant of procedural justice.  This could be 

due to the Islamic principle of Shura (mutual consultation) (Al-Yahya, 2009). In low power 

distance cultures in the west, the inclusion of employees in decision-making is considered a 

core aspect of procedural justice and the current research revealed that participants were keen 

to be more involved in decision making than is possible with the existing system of 

consultation. In work procedures, which have a direct effect on respondents, participation 

represents a personal issue and was seen as a defensive voice, thus to exclude them from 

participating would be considered unfair. A new labour law in 2001 allowed workers in local 

businesses which employed more than 100 workers to form labour committees in order to 

improve workplace standards. This would include allowing employees to have their say on 

the likes of compensation, salary and performance evaluation (Alzalabani, 2009). 

The present research also identified flexibility in procedure implementation as potential emic 

criteria of procedural justice in the Arab context, although flexibility and consistency seem to 

be incompatible. This dilemma is described by Sitkin & Bies, (1993) as the “justice paradox” 

that formalization and consistency enhance procedural fairness, but undermine the human 

side of justice. Specifically, an organization may want to increases fairness by employing 

highly formal processes to guide their decision-making and protect organizations’ interests, 

however, being rule-bound by procedures could deny managers the opportunity to 

demonstrate fairness; thus, managers would not be able to respond to the needs of their 

subordinates, which is consistent with the findings of Sheppard & Lewicki, (1987). 

Participants of the present study considered flexibility as an important feature of managerial 

fairness, as consistency could prevent managers from showing interpersonal sensitivity and 

responsibility. This is consistent with Beugré’s (2007) argument that perceptions of 

procedural injustice in relation-centred cultures occur as a result of rigidity and consistent 

procedures that do not integrate the specificity of individuals and situations. Based on this 

viewpoint it might be inferred that rigidity and inconsistency in the Arab context are deeply 

imbedded in the socio-economic culture and corporate governance system in Arab countries. 

7.3.1.2 Distributive Justice Dimension  

The findings regarding distributive justice indicate that participants used etic (equity-based 

allocation) and emic (consistency in the reward distribution, compatibility with Islamic law of 

reward distribution) criteria of justice to evaluate the fairness of their outcomes. 
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The etic criteria indicated that participants agreed in terms of the applicability of equity 

theory in the Arab context. Equity theory suggests that people evaluate fairness of their 

reward allocations in terms of their contributions (e.g., fairness of one's reward in relation to 

performance inputs). Colquitt (2001) and Moorman (1991) measured distributive justice in 

terms of equity-based allocations. Saudi economic reforms have caused some organizations to 

adopt western strategies in human resources management (Achoui, 2009). As such, it is not 

surprising to find that employees now accept reward allocations, e.g. promotion and 

compensation based on their performance evaluations, as a response to these changes. Further 

evidence for Arab emphasis on equity-based allocations, seniority and personal need were 

identified as legitimate criteria for evaluating individuals’ reward allocations. These findings 

are consistent with the study of Sama & Papamarcos, (2000), who inferred that personal 

needs and seniority criteria are typically preferred in cultures that are characterized by a 

combination of collectivism and high power distance.  

 

The present study also identified two new determinants of perception of distributive justice in 

the Arab context. The first emic criteria is compatibility with the Islamic teaching of reward 

distribution and refers to rewards and gains that employees receive from their organization 

having to be compatible with Islamic teaching. This supports Cropanzano et al.’s (2001) ‘moral 

virtues’ model, which suggests that an event could be perceived as unjust because it violates a 

basic moral code, even when it does not affect the individual’s own economic self-interest. 

Hence, justice is related to the morality of an outcome and what is seen to be ethically 

appropriate, not merely what serves an individual’s economic self-interest. This is supported by 

the findings of the current study in which respondents described situations where they were 

forced to participate in immoral behaviours (e.g., prohibited exchanges, lying to customers) that 

did not necessarily harm their own economic self-interest, but were incompatible with their 

moral values.  

The second emic criteria influencing participants’ perceptions of distributive justice are 

predictability and consistency in the reward distribution. It refers to an employee’s expectation 

of a specific outcome and the time taken to achieve it. Employees have a natural need for 

certainty and predictability that certain outcomes will result from certain contributions or 

behaviours in future exchange. Unlike previous research (e.g., Greenberg, 1986), this study 

revealed that distributive justice perceptions are influenced by how consistently pay rises and 

promotions reflect employees’ performance and the results of appraisal evaluations. This 

finding is consistent with Aquino et al. (1997, p. 1213) who contend that “fairness perceptions 

depend on both the evaluation of present outcomes and the expectation of future outcomes”.   
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Based on these findings, people evaluate fairness of their rewards not only based on their 

contributions but also in terms of the consistency and morality of the outcomes and rewards 

they receive from their organization. 

7.3.1.3 Policy Justice Dimension 

The EFA and CFA results suggest that fairness of policy is an important dimension in the 

Arab context although it is not included as a separate dimension in the established justice 

scales (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Moorman, 1991). A number of studies however have explicitly or 

implicitly included items on policies as indicators of overall perception of procedural fairness, 

and their effects were jointly examined (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Cobb et al., 1997; 

Schminke et al., 2002). In the context of the present study, policy justice operationalized in 

terms of individuals’ perceptions of fairness relates to organizational policies whereas 

procedural justice relates to perceptions of fairness associated with the process used to make 

decisions. In the present investigation, participants refer to policy justice when they discuss 

the lawfulness of organizational policies, employees’ awareness of the existence of 

organizational policies, and the vagueness and variety of interpretations of organizational 

policies. The findings of this study indicate that the characteristics of institutional 

environment are critical in Arab based organizations. For example, Mellahi (2007) showed 

that, despite several reforms in the Arab organizational setting, it is still a weak legal and 

institutional environment, with immature institutions and managements. In the current study, 

some participants highlighted legality and specificity of company policies and regulations as 

being essential to organizational justice. Thus, it might be pertinent to mention that in the 

Arab context the legal system has not evolved sufficiently, and compliance with state laws 

and regulations may be an important consideration in the policy formation process and 

fairness perception. 

7.3.1.4 Informational Justice Dimension  

In the context of this study informational justice is operationalized as the employee's 

perception of the extent to which they have been informed about events relevant to them or 

their jobs in Arab based organizations. Informational justice criteria of accurate explanations 

and justifications and timely information emerged in the present study. Those criteria are 

usually used in western literature of informational justice (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 

2001). Also, availability and accessibility is identified as an emic determinant of 

informational fairness in the Arab context. 

The participants of this study stressed that managers and supervisors need to explain and 

justify reasons for various decisions and actions and it is essential for the explanation to 
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answer the employee's question(s). The respondents also highlighted that communications 

between supervisors and employees must be open and sincere; thus, it might be plausible to 

infer that open and sincere communication develops mutual understanding between 

supervisors and employees leading to the individual’s commitment and motivation towards 

his/her task  

This research contributes to the literature by identifying information availability and 

accessibility as a determinant of informational fairness in the Arab context. In the western 

literature, informational justice is predominantly conceptualized in terms of explanation and 

justification, and information that is used to justify managerial decisions and actions is 

collected and analysed after decisions have been made (Greenberg, 1993). However, in the 

present study, participants are interested in information and communication that go beyond 

the initial explanation of decisions. Some participants in the present study claimed that 

managers use information as a source of power and refuse to share information. At the same 

time, employees need to acquire information (e.g. about procedures, work assignments, 

employees' rights, etc.) that is directly or indirectly related to their jobs. This kind of paradox 

may lead towards mistrust and unfair treatment of individuals within the organization. This 

observation is consistent with the view point of Vermunt (2001), who contends that 

unfairness flourishes under asymmetric information, therefore the presence and accessibility 

of information relevant to employees’ jobs may enhance people’s perceptions of 

organizational justice. Conversely, the absence of such information may foster employee 

suspicions that the organization's representatives may use their information power to best 

serve their own interests. 

7.3.1.5 Interpersonal Justice Dimension  

Results from this study confirm that interpersonal justice perceptions reflect how employees 

have been treated by their superiors. New determinants represent an important difference in 

what constitutes fair interpersonal interactions between Arabs and the west. Whereas western 

conceptualization of interpersonal justice (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 2001) focuses 

on individual employee treatment ensuring each employee is treated with dignity and respect, 

the Arab conceptualization includes support and sensitivity, keeping promises, avoiding threat 

and improper attribution as a fair management practice. 

  

The items of interpersonal justice construct were divided into two components with high 

reliability. As represented earlier in Chapter Five, the first component is referred to as 

western interpersonal justice (i.e., consistent with the interpersonal scale of Colquitt, 2001) 

and the second is referred to as eastern interpersonal justice. The empirical results show that 
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these components of interpersonal justice scale are correlated at .63 (Tables 5.7 and 6.8). This 

correlation falls well below the criteria (.70) suggested by Colquitt and Shaw (2005) for the 

aggregation of justice dimensions. The correlation between interpersonal justice components 

is similar to that between informational and interpersonal justice as distinct dimensions 

reported in the reviews of Colquitt et al. (2001) and Colquitt and Shaw (2005). Also, factor 

analysis employing structural equation modelling suggested that an aggregated model does 

not provide a good fit to the data. Rather than aggregation of interpersonal components, 

eastern interpersonal justice or western interpersonal justice alone provides a similar fit to the 

data. The zero-order correlations, factor analysis and structural equation modelling supported 

the separation of interpersonal justice sections or components. 

The analysis of this construct suggested that the two components of interpersonal justice are 

not conceptually independent, but may represent the same underlying assumptions, i.e. they 

are interactional in nature. The rules of eastern interpersonal justice may go beyond decision-

making contexts and be centred on the context of daily leader–follower interactions. Eastern 

interpersonal justice is based on unjust events described by participants that were related to 

the personal integrity of their leaders and violation of moral principles. Although such events 

can be seen as barriers to an individual’s performance or rewards, they may not economically 

affect the individual (at least in the short term) specifically in Arab based organizational 

settings. The perception of western interpersonal justice seems to have only relational 

motivations and can be seen as a concern in and of itself, because it is a critical quality of the 

person's relationship with the authority when making decisions, whereas eastern interpersonal 

justice seems to have relational and instrumental motivations because it is related to integrity 

issues and contradicts economic interests of employees.  

Additionally, when interpersonal justice components were considered simultaneously, 

consequences and the magnitude of correlations were quite different. A separate CFA of 

interpersonal justice components and consequences indicated that organizational commitment 

was predicated only by eastern interpersonal justice whereas job stress was only associated 

with western interpersonal justice. Also, eastern interpersonal justice has a stronger 

association with trust in the supervisor than western interpersonal justice. Moreover, among 

the interpersonal justice components, overall justice has the strongest impact on eastern 

interpersonal justice in Arab based organizations.  

The findings of interpersonal justice also indicated that Arab socio-economic culture is 

characterized as highly collectivist and relationship-oriented. In a collectivistic socio-

economic system, authority figures typically use a warm, personalized approach, support the 

common welfare, and protect the interests of their followers. These results are consistent with 
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the studies of Hofstede (2001) and Tata (2003) who suggest that interpersonal treatment and 

social sensitivity have a central face-saving function (concern for dignity and reputation) in 

collectivistic cultures. 

7.3.1.6 Summary 

The findings of the present study highlighting how employees perceive justice in the Arab 

context show that distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational justice dimensions 

identified in the existing literature also influence employee perceptions of fairness. This 

implies that these dimensions may be culturally invariant and potentially comparable across 

different cultures. However, the findings of the present study also show that these dimensions 

may not completely replicate the Western conceptualizations, in that employees also consider 

new justice criteria related to these dimensions, not present in the commonly used scales of 

organizational justice. Also, this study establishes fairness of policy as a distinct dimension of 

organizational justice in the Arab context.  Therefore, these results have achieved the first two 

objectives by identifying the criteria and dimensionality of organizational justice in the Arab 

context and establishing whether it differs from the western literature. The following section 

provides a comprehensive discussion on the quantitative findings that assess the predictive 

validity of the organizational justice dimensions and discusses the relationships between 

justice and employee attitudes and behaviour. 

 

7.3.2 Section Two: Discussion of Reactions to Organizational justice in the Arab 

Context 

Having discussed dimensionality and criteria of organizational justice in the Arab context, 

this section provides a comprehensive discussion on SEM findings that assess the predictive 

validity of the organizational justice constructs derived from EFA and CFA. The relationships 

between organizational justice dimensions and pay satisfaction, affective commitment, 

supervisory trust, and job stress were presented in Figure 6.3 (Chapter Six). The outcomes 

regarding these relationships are shown in Table 7.2. 

As discussed previously in Chapter Six, the above hypotheses were assessed through SEM 

using AMOS, and the path values of the coefficients and the t-test of each relationship were 

examined to decide whether each hypothesis was “supported” or “not supported”. 

In regard to H1, it was proposed that distributive justice has a unique association with 

employees' pay satisfaction. As shown in Figure 6.3, the SEM results indicate that whereas 

respondents’ assessments of distributive justice had a large impact on their satisfaction with 
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pay level (β =.64, at p < 0.01), other types of justice failed to account for significant variance. 

The findings generally support the two-factor model of justice and past empirical findings 

(e.g., Beugré, 1996; Martin & Bennett, 1996). The two-factor model suggests that procedural 

and policy justice predicts more system- or organization-focussed attitudes (e.g., 

organizational commitment) and distributive justice predicts more person-referenced attitudes 

(e.g., an employee’s pay satisfaction). 

Table 7.2 Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Results of 

hypothesized 

model 

Results of 

modified model 

Hypothesis 1b: Distributive justice will have a unique 

association with employees' pay satisfaction 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 2b Procedural justice will have a unique 

association with employees' affective commitment. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 2c: Policy justice will have a unique 

association with employees' affective commitment. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 3b: Western interpersonal justice will 

have a unique association with trust in supervisor. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 3c: Eastern interpersonal justice will have 

a unique association with trust in supervisor. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 3d: Informational justice will have a 

unique association with trust in supervisor. 

Not supported Removed 

Hypothesis 4b: Western interpersonal will have a 

unique association with employees' job stress. 

Not supported Removed   

Hypothesis 4c: Eastern interpersonal justice will have 

a unique association with employees' job stress. 

Not supported Removed  

Hypothesis 4d: Informational justice will have a 

unique association with employees' job stress. 

Supported Supported 

Policy justice found to have a unique association with 

employees' job stress. 

Not hypothesized Included and 

Supported 

  

An unanticipated result was that procedural and eastern interpersonal justice made slightly 

low contributions to employees’ satisfaction with pay; the beta weights were unexpectedly 

negative (obtained in the full structural model). This means that as perceptions of justice 

increased, satisfaction with pay decreased. The most likely explanation for this finding is that 
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although collinearity is not considered as statistically significant (Hair et al., 2010), these 

findings might be indications of suppression effect (Maassen, & Bakker, 2001). Note that pay 

satisfaction had a positive zero-order correlation with interpersonal justice, while its 

correlation with procedural justice was not significant (see Appendix C6.11). This 

explanation is consistent with the improvement of the final structural model fit, when the 

interpersonal and procedural justice–pay satisfaction linkages were removed. Another 

possible explanation for this finding is that respondents in the present study who were 

satisfied with their pay may not understand the policies and procedures used by the 

organization to arrive at outcome decisions. Moreover, it is possible that when employees are 

led to believe that their views about a problematic pay system are sincerely considered (i.e. 

given a false impression), they may become less satisfied with their pay system. Also, when 

supervisors show concern and sensitivity but do nothing about a problematic allocation 

system or are unable to negotiate it, employees may become less satisfied with their pay. The 

negative relationship between procedural and interpersonal justice and pay level satisfaction 

is contrary to previous justice research. A future study could be undertaken to explain this 

unexpected finding. 

Regarding H2b and H2c, which suggest that procedural and policy justice will have unique 

associations with organizational commitment, SEM revealed that respondents’ perceptions of 

procedural and policy fairness significantly predicted affective commitment (β =.48, β =.31, 

at p < 0.01 respectively). SEM also showed that distributive justice had less predictive power 

to explain affective commitment. Several studies (e.g., McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Sweeney 

& McFarlin, 1993) reported similar results. These findings provide support for the two-factor 

model in a non-western country. As previously explained, the two-factor model suggests that 

perceptions of procedural and policy justice are more likely than distributive justice to 

influence reactions toward an organization such as organizational commitment. One 

possibility for the weak relation between distributive justice and affective commitment is that 

perceptions of distributive injustice may occur when economic exchanges are violated. It is 

also possible that when people are more concerned about the fairness of outcomes 

distribution, they may neglect emotional attachment and become more economically attached 

to the organization (Beugré, 1996). Also, SEM findings showed that interpersonal and 

informational justice had no influence on affective organizational commitment. These 

findings support the agent-system model of justice. The reciprocation aimed toward the 

organization (i.e. organizational commitment) did not seem to occur when the source of the 

fair treatment was the supervisor. In other words, treatment by immediate supervisors may be 

less important in determining employees' reactions to their organizations. 
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With regard to hypotheses H3b, H3c and H3d, it was proposed that informational, eastern 

interpersonal and western interpersonal justice factors have strong relationships with trust in 

supervisors.  SEM analysis revealed that trust in supervisors was only predicted by eastern 

interpersonal and western interpersonal justice factors (β =.48, β =.31, at p < 0.01 

respectively). This suggests that Saudi employees are more likely to trust their supervisor, 

regardless of their perceptions of informational justice, if they experience a high level of 

interpersonal justice. This result provides mixed support for the agent-system model 

prediction which suggests that when trust is attributed to a particular agent (e.g., one's 

supervisor); both interpersonal and informational justice should be significant predictors of 

trust in the supervisor. However, it is consistent with Saunders and Thornhill’s (2004, p.499) 

contention that “employees may develop trust in relation to their interpersonal treatment, but 

not in relation to the procedures used or the nature of information provided”. Also, it is 

consistent with the finding that when Arab employees perceive fair interpersonal treatment, 

they are likely to reciprocate by trusting those in authority (Tlaiss & Elamin, 2015). 

Therefore, the quality of the relationship between the employee and the supervisor is mostly 

determined by criteria such as the employee being treated with dignity and respect, and 

receiving compassion, support, and empathy from the supervisor. Thus, violations of 

interpersonal justice are likely to impact upon trust in supervisors.  

As mentioned above, informational justice was not a significant predictor of trust in 

supervisors. This finding contradicts the agent-system model and previous research, e.g. 

Colquitt & Rodell's (2011) findings that informational justice leads to trust in supervisors. 

One explanation for this unexpected finding may be that in collectivistic cultures, the 

interpersonal relationships between people within a social group may be more important than 

any information they share about issues directly relevant to their functional areas (Triandis, 

1989). Thus, the quality of the relationship with one’s supervisors may be more important 

than the quality of information from them. Another possibility worth considering is that the 

perception of informational justice may go beyond justification or explanations regarding 

decisions given by supervisors, to include more and deeper information that may not be 

available to them, thus informational justice is not a strong predictor of trust in supervisor. 

 

Lastly, in regard to H4b, H3c and H3d, it was proposed that informational, eastern 

interpersonal and western interpersonal justice factors have unique associations with 

employees' job stress. Contrary to previous findings (e.g., Dbaibo, 2010; Judge & Colquitt, 

2004), the SEM findings indicate that only employees’ perceptions of informational justice 

(and policy justice) have negative associations with job stress (β = -.42, β = -.31, at p < 0.01 

respectively). 
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Such findings suggest that Saudi employees may not consider all forms of justice to be 

stressors and that policy and informational justice primarily decrease job stress in the 

workplace, while procedural, distributive and interpersonal justice factors are more 

secondary. Perceived policy and informational justice can be considered sources of 

communication and information, and quality, availability, clarity of information and the way 

it is transmitted may be more important in reducing job stress. These findings are consistent 

with the occupational stress literature which identifies uncertainty, lack of control, poor 

information and communication as major sources of potential stress (e.g., Maslach et al, 

2001). This is especially true in high uncertainty avoidance cultures, like Arab cultures, where 

ambiguity is highly stressful (Hofstede, 2001). 

Unexpectedly, interpersonal justice factors did not predict job stress in this study. Managerial 

behaviours such as admitting mistakes, apologising, showing respect and expressing some 

form of empathy to victims of injustice have been seen to demonstrate interpersonal justice 

and suggested to reduce stress (Patient & Skarlicki, 2010). A speculative explanation for this 

result is that if effectively used these managerial behaviours may alleviate trivial injustice 

issues and might reduce work stress in the short run. In addition, when employees evaluate 

events as uncontrollable by an agent of the organization, interpersonal concern can reduce 

stress, while in an event appraised as the result of an error and/or controllable by the agent, 

interpersonal concern might be relatively ineffective in reducing uncertainty and thus 

employees may ask for more information and explanations regarding an unfair event. Thus, 

the more supervisors can effectively provide workers with more information and 

explanations, the less likely the workers will be to experience stress. 

7.3.2.1 Summary 

SEM results demonstrated predictive validity for six dimensions of organizational justice 

regarding different employees' reactions in the Arab context. These justice constructs were 

shown in the hypotheses tests to be significantly and non-significantly related to the different 

variables within the model, which confirms their relative independence. However, when 

coupled with findings in the extant literature related to the consequences of employees’ 

perceptions of justice, the revised SEM model indicated that justice perceptions of Arab 

employees seem to support Sweeney and McFarlin’s (1993) two-factor model but offered 

mixed support for Bies and Moag’s (1986) agent-system model. 
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7.4 Implications and Limitations of the Study Findings 

There are several implications of the current study, from theoretical, methodological and 

practical viewpoints. Also, the results of the present study are subject to several limitations.  

7.4.1 Theoretical Implication 

This research contributes to the existing knowledge, particularly in the area of organizational 

justice, by focussing on the Arab based organizational setting. Firstly, it has attempted to 

explore how employees perceive fairness in the workplace in the Arab context by examining 

the specific criteria used by Arabs to define what they perceive to be fair treatment. Secondly, 

an attempt was made to describe differences and similarities between justice perceptions in 

the Arab context and those examined in the western literature.  

The results of the present study indicate that, while the existence of etic criteria of 

organizational fairness (e.g., equity-based allocations, explanations of decisions) provides 

support that organizational justice is cross-culturally invariant, the identification of emic 

criteria (e.g., need-based allocation, consistent outcome allocations, keeping promises, 

sensitivity and support in supervision, availability of information and avoiding threat and 

personal revenge) are important criteria of making fairness judgment  which are possibly 

unique to the Arab cultural context. Therefore, it is essential not to just rely on the narrow set 

of justice determinants in established measures when studying justice in the Arab context.  

This study also enhances the knowledge of existing justice taxonomies by providing evidence 

from multiple samples that justice is a multidimensional construct. The various justice 

constructs were seen in the hypotheses tests to be significantly and non-significantly related to 

the variables in the model, thereby confirming their relative independence. It is fair to state 

that the data support the validity of the four existing justice-based constructs (i.e., procedural, 

distributive, interpersonal and informational justice) in the Arab context as suggested by 

Colquitt (2001). Thus, the present study complements the literature that acknowledges change 

in Arabian management culture and some similarity with western management (e.g., 

Aboyassin, 2008; Branine, 2011; Hodgetts & Luthans, 2003; Weir, 2003). Furthermore, the 

eastern interpersonal justice dimension identified in this study suggests that local cultural 

values and traditions can have a strong influence on the social aspects of organizational 

justice perceptions of fair treatment in the workplace. Thus, it should be further investigated 

in Arab countries. 

 In addition, although policy justice has been mentioned in the literature, it has not been 

adapted as a widespread organizational justice dimension in western measures. Policy justice 



 

 

 

192 

 

 

 

seems to be unique to the Arab context. Clearly, policy justice needs to be taken into account 

in the conceptualization of justice in Arab settings, therefore, it merits examination as a 

source of fairness in its own right, independent of other dimensions of fairness (i.e. 

distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice). 

The present study suggests measuring fairness relating to policy separately from existing 

justice dimensions. The prevailing organizational justice models (e.g. group value model and 

procedural preferences model) emphasize studying implementation of policies and procedures 

as a result of managers’ choices and actions, not on the fairness of the policy itself. 

Employees are not only concerned about the enactment of organizational procedures and the 

character of the agents carrying out these procedures; they are also concerned about fairness 

of policy.  

Policy justice also explains significant incremental variance beyond other dimensions of 

justice in organizational commitment and job stress. The principle of parsimony supports 

creating a symbolic model to explain human behaviour (Brown, 2006). However, for the 

aforementioned reasons, this slightly less parsimonious model that includes policy justice as a 

distinct dimension may outweigh less complex models of justice when considering its 

implication on organizational justice theory and practice in Arab based organizational 

settings.  

It might also be reasonable to argue that organizational policies have individual and 

organizational-level consequences and can be used in an effort to reduce injustice, as well as 

to address the needs and interests of organizational members. As discussed earlier, it is 

suspected that the salience of policy justice dimensions in Arab based organizational settings 

compared with the western context may be related to stages of laws, regulations and 

economic development.  

This thesis also shows evidence beyond previous studies, using an Arab sample, in that it is 

the first study to test overall justice as second-order latent construct of justice dimensions in a 

structural model in the Arab context. It confirms the feasibility of a higher-order overall 

justice measurement. However, specific justice facets are better predictors of employees' 

attitudes and behaviours than overall justice. Also, contrary to some cross-cultural studies, 

interpersonal and informational justice weigh more heavily than other justice dimensions in 

Arab employees’ perceptions of overall fairness.  

Another contribution to the existing knowledge is that this study clarifies the differential 

effect of the four dimensions of organizational justice and the four outcome variables 

measured in the present investigation. Most Arab based studies have not yet moved to a four-



 

 

 

193 

 

 

 

dimension conceptualization of organizational justice (see Dbaibo et al, 2010 for the 

exception), and few of those which exist have combined interpersonal and informational 

justice into one construct, interactional justice. In terms of the consequences of fairness 

perceptions on employees’ attitudes and behaviours, the Arab literature has also not yet 

examined Sweeney and McFarlin’s (1993) two-factor model and Bies and Moag’s (1986) 

agent-system model in one study. The results suggest that the justice dimensions differ in 

their prediction of the outcome variables, thereby further confirming their relative 

independence. However, the SEM results indicate that Arab employees’ justice perceptions 

seem to fully support two-factor model but offer mixed support for agent-system model. 

Thus, applying concepts and models related to the aspects of organizational justice developed in 

the western literature may not always ensure valid comparisons in cross-cultural studies. It 

would be useful then, based on the current findings, to consider the culture-specific values and 

institutional factors in any study of fair treatment in non-western cultures. 

Finally, the methodology of the present study also provides a few additional contributions. As 

justice perceptions exist in the eyes of the beholder and are culturally grounded (Morris & 

Leung, 2000; Sheppard et al., 1992), to my knowledge, the present research is the first to use 

mixed methods to study organizational justice in the Arab context. Rather than validate 

existing knowledge, this thesis employed a person-centric and qualitative approach (Guo et 

al., 2011; Weiss et al., 2011) to explore employees' experiences of justice in the workplace. 

This qualitative study was followed by two quantitative methodological studies. 

 

7.4.2 Practical Implications 

The empirical findings of this study offer some practical implications in terms of employees’ 

perceptions of organizational justice and some guidelines for managing employees' attitudes 

and behaviours resulting from their perceptions of fairness. In general, employees pay close 

attention to organizational justice violations at their workplace and managers and 

organizations’ failure to cope with it can produce serious problems.  

Promoting justice describes the effort organizations and managers make to treat employees as 

fairly as possible. Organizations and managers focus their fairness efforts on fostering policy, 

distributive, procedural, informational and interpersonal justice. In doing so, they 

communicate to their employees that they are valued and will be protected from being treated 

unfairly.  

When engaged in procedural fairness, managers need to apply procedures in a consistent, 

unbiased, accurate manner; however, they also need to be aware that perceptions of 
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procedural unfairness in the Arab context may occur as a result of strictly consistent 

procedures that do not take into account individuals and specific situations. Also, it might be 

possible for organizations working in Arab countries to build justice into their design by 

centralising power at the managerial level only. However, managers should know the 

conditions that lead subordinates to react favourably to the centralization of decision making 

authority. This study identified some of these conditions, such as predictability of outcomes 

and supervisory trust. High uncertainty and low trust may provoke subordinates to seek more 

participation in decision making to protect their interests and, consequently, they may react 

negatively when they fail to express their opinions concerning decision making processes.  

However, if managers want to benefit from employees’ views and allow them to become part 

of the decision-making process, they could provide their subordinates with reasonable 

discretion over decision processes and outcomes. By doing so, managers will gain support for 

their decisions from subordinates and positively enhance subordinates’ assessment of 

procedural fairness. Arab managers need to understand that challenging decisions and sharing 

power does not mean losing respect. They may need to put more trust in employees’ work, 

share more information, and give employees more control over their work. Organizations that 

want to promote employees’ voice also need to train supervisors to be accessible, empathetic 

and to communicate effectively with employees who might wish to make complaints or 

suggestions. Grievance procedures might be fundamental for ensuring justice in the 

workplace. The participants of the present study highlighted that there is no effective appeal 

process when an employee believes an unfair decision has been made. They were dissatisfied 

with grievance procedures, preferring informal appeal with mediation for challenging unfair 

decisions. As most of the Saudi workforce are non-unionized workers, organizations may 

need to establish an internal grievance system and educate both managers and employees on 

such practices. The perceptions of effectiveness of the grievance procedure may also need to 

be examined from the employee’s point of view.  

When promoting distributive fairness, managers may need to take actions that positively 

influence employees’ evaluations of reward, resource and responsibility allocations and 

should be aware of and align their distributions of rewards and responsibilities with accepted 

norms in the local context. Performance, seniority and personal need serve as legitimate 

criteria for evaluating outcomes in the Arab context. Also, managers may need to be aware 

that employees are sensitive to social comparison with referent others and that social 

comparisons of reward affect perceptions of distributive justice. Also, organizations should be 

aware that employees evaluate fairness of their outcomes and rewards allocations in terms of 

the consistency and morality of the outcomes and rewards they receive from their 

organization.  
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When engaged in interpersonal fairness, managers need to be aware of employees’ feelings 

and emotions. Their efforts to promote interpersonal justice should also reflect their attempts 

to respond to values that are deeply rooted in employees’ cultures. If organizations want to 

improve manager-employee relationships and promote interpersonal fairness, they need to 

assess employees’ attitudes to managers. The new criteria which have emerged are important 

for such assessment; keeping promises, sensitivity and support in supervision, avoiding 

threats, personal revenge and accusations.  

Based on the results of this study, it is suggested that managers should ensure that they are not 

only implementing the organization’s policies fairly, but also that policies are perceived as 

fair and not arbitrary, because when employees perceive their organization’s policies to be 

unfair, they may feel stress and less committed. As mentioned previously, organizations need 

to ensure that their employees are aware of policies, thus organizational policies may need to 

be communicated formally to avoid any misunderstanding. The provision of effective and 

influential policies and practices may help improve employees’ behaviours and attitudes as 

their perceptions of fairness regarding organizational policies will be promoted. Also, 

promoting fair policies may help managers and organisations to avoid acting against 

legislations and complaining about policies and practices.  

The findings of this study suggest that perception of organisational justice is tied to decision 

making processes, reward allocations, supervisor-subordinates interactions and organizational 

policies. It is reasonable to expect employees to react favourably to organizations and 

managers who pay attentions to their needs and well-being. In this respect, human resource 

practitioners can play a vital role in organizational justice by developing and re-examining 

policies and practices to create a culture of fairness. Also, it is essential that organizations 

develop effective fairness training programs for those in authority and decision makers. The 

findings of previous empirical studies demonstrated that training managers in justice 

principles can promote perceptions of justice in organisations (Greenberg, 2006; Skarlicki & 

Latham, 1996). 

 

7.4.3 Limitations and Recommendations  

As is true for most research, this study is not without its limitations. The results of the current 

exploratory studies and preliminary conclusions drawn from them should be considered in 

light of several limitations, and by discussing them, the researcher is simultaneously 

highlighting directions for future research.  
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The first limitation is retrospective evaluation of organizational justice. The use of self-report 

data and retrospective recall as a method of collecting data about past events relies on 

participants’ memory-based judgments. One drawback of using critical incident interviews is 

that participants are more likely to recall past incidents incompletely and looking back may 

impair the accuracy of recall. As an exploratory study, it was deemed best for the initial study 

to employ a less restrictive retrospective survey method as retrospective accuracy has been 

found to be higher when participants answer open-ended rather than forced-choice questions 

(Skarlicki et al, 2008). Furthermore, the interview study was limited to experiences of 

incidents of injustice. As explained in the methodology section, people are more concerned 

with unfair events and easily remember them as they are often associated with negative 

quality and losses.  Utilization of other methods of data collection such as diaries may 

overcome the retrospective bias by capturing responses within a very short time after 

experiencing an event as fair or not fair and reporting reason(s) and reaction(s) to that event 

(Judge et al, 2006; Meier et al, 2009; Ohly et al, 2010).    

The second limitation is related to the cross-sectional design. As with many organizational 

justice studies, one focus of the third study was on reactions to justice. This design allows 

information about justice issues to be obtained at a single point in time. Thus, the cross-

sectional design of the third study limits the extent to which the actual cause-and-effect 

relationships among variables of interest can be inferred from the results. With such a design, 

individuals’ attitudes and behaviours can serve as antecedents of perceived (in)justice 

(Cohen-Charash & Spector 2001; Lilly & Virick, 2013). Experimental or longitudinal designs 

could help to establish the causality of the hypothesized relationships in the Arab context. 

The third limitation is related to sampling strategy. This thesis employed convenience 

sampling which may limit the generalizability of the results.  As mentioned earlier in Chapter 

Four, it is very difficult to obtain a purely random sample in Arab countries. The researcher 

intended to obtain participants from different organizations with different backgrounds. 

Therefore, the sample of each study was heterogeneous in term of gender, age, years of 

working experience, educational background, position, and industry sector. Also, according to 

the two training institutes, the participants (i.e., trainees) were from different geographic 

regions in Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, this thesis analysed data from three separate samples 

(689 in total), thus it can be regarded as representative of the Saudi workforce as a whole.  

The fourth limitation is that it investigates a single Arab country (i.e., Saudi Arabia). 

Research suggests that Arab nations are culturally homogeneous - influenced heavily by the 

Islamic tradition as well as by Bedouin values (Ali, 1995, Weir, 2003). Also, Arab countries 

are classified as having high power distance, moderately strong uncertainty avoidance and a 
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collectivist culture (Hofstede, 2001, Kabasakal & Bodur, 2002). Nonetheless, since the 

current research was limited to a single Arab country, the current results should be treated 

with caution and there is need for replication in other Arab regions. Also, future researchers 

should consider using matched-sample design to increase sample comparability.  

The fifth limitation is that the results suggested 39 items to assess organizational justice in the 

Arab context. Such a scale may be too large in some field researches, particularly for a 

telephone survey (previous scales: e.g.  Folger & Konovsky, 1989, suggest 30 items and 

Moorman, 1991, suggests 26 items). As the first study used mixed approaches, this scale may be 

appropriate in providing initial reflection of organizational justice in the Arab context. The 

investigation of justice in a context-free manner may also contribute to the large number of 

items. Instead of telling the employees to talk about a particular context (e.g. performance 

appraisal), they were asked to think of the interactions that take place in their organization and 

explain their experiences by responding to open-ended questions related to fairness issues. 

Although Gilliland and Paddock (2005) argue against such investigating as less informative, this 

approach may be useful in generating more justice items compared to examining fairness based 

on context-specific events (e.g., compensation experience). Also, future studies may only need 

to measure dimensions relevant to the research objectives. For example, a study focusing on 

antisocial behaviour or leader morality could include only the ten items measuring interpersonal 

justice. Having said that, future studies may consider reducing the scale. 

The sixth limitation is related to the qualitative categories. The inductive content analysis of 

the interviews revealed 75 items and 15 qualitative categories (see Chapters Four and Five). 

These items and categories are considered to reflect the justice concept in Arab workplaces. 

Trying to confirm these categories using EFA, they did not fit well into the theories of justice 

to give answers of why and how people make justice judgments. EFA suggests that some 

categories have no content validity since the items were not relevant to the suggested 

categories and were not clearly interpretable. Therefore, the researcher employed several 

methods (e.g. parallel analysis) to determine dimensionality assumption. It is, however, 

recommended that future researchers assess the first-order constructs in order to better 

understand organizational fairness in the Arab workplace. This could be done by writing 

additional items and examining to what extent these categories are associated with the 

responses to, for example, Colquitt’s (2001) scale or Ambrose and Schminke’s (2009) overall 

justice.    

The seventh limitation is related to the measure of fair policy. The scale of policy fairness 

included few items and further studies could expand the number of items to further develop a 

measure of policy justice. The measure of fair policy is not directed to a specific policy area 
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but could be used across a broad range of policies. Also, fairness of policy was only strongly 

related to job stress and affective commitment. As outcome variables were intentionally 

selected for the purpose of testing predictive validity, future researchers in the Arab context 

should replicate this study using the same scale, positive and negative organizational 

outcomes such as turnover and employee engagement; employee turnover for example may 

stem from violation of workplace policy. In doing so, researchers may find strong effects for 

policy justice. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix Chapter 4 

 

Appendix C4.1: Instrument Used in Second Study 

First Section: Perception of Organizational Treatment/ Treatment in Workplace 

The purpose of this section is to investigate employees' attitudes toward their experience at 

work. Please indicate your level of agreement / disagreement with each of the following 

statements by circling around the number representing your response. 

Item 

No. 

Statements 
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1.  Decisions of employee benefits are allocated 

according to personal needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Managers would genuinely take my suggestions into 

consideration. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  In my organization, distribution of rewards is 

predictable. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  In my organization, the severity of the punishment is 

appropriate given the misconduct. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Managers would not start punishing employees by 

applying maximum sanctions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  In my organization, the distribution of rewards is not 

based on Wasta. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Managers would not punish the entire group for the 

misconduct of a single group member. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  In my organization, there is consistency in the 

rewards allocations resulting from good performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Managers would correct their misconducts even if 

employees did not ask for it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10.  My rewards fairly reflect my true performance at 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11.  In my organization, rewards are compatible with 

Islamic ethics.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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12.  My rewards fairly reflect my work experience.  1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Employees normally receive apologies in the event of 

unfair treatment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14.  I am fairly rewarded in comparison with Saudis who 

do the same work in similar organizations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

15.  My work workload seems fair to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  Managers would not become jealous of their 

employees’ accomplishments. 

1 2 3 4 5 

17.  Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the management are 

communicated within reasonable time.  

1 2 3 4 5 

18.  Managers treat all employees the same regardless of 

their family or other connections. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19.  The communication by management to employees is 

trustworthy.  

1 2 3 4 5 

20.  Queries of employees are answered within a 

reasonable time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

21.  Procedures relevant to decisions about employees 

(e.g., promotion) are explained well in advance.  

1 2 3 4 5 

22.  In my organization, information about employees' 

rights is publicly available and accessible.  

1 2 3 4 5 

23.  Managers openly exchange work-related information 

with their employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24.  Managers offer adequate explanations for decisions 

made about their employees’ job.  

1 2 3 4 5 

25.  Managers would discuss with their employees the 

implications of their decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26.  Managers would not hide unpopular decisions from 

employees.  

1 2 3 4 5 

27.  When I consider my working conditions, it is fair to 

expect me to perform all the required tasks. 

1 2 3 4 5 

28.  In my organization, policies and procedures are 

widely publicized and available. 

1 2 3 4 5 

29.  If I believe I am treated unfairly, I would feel safe to 

complain without fear of revenge. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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30.  In my organization, the formal complaint procedures 

are relatively simple to follow. 

1 2 3 4 5 

31.  Managers consult with their employees on work-

related issues. 

1 2 3 4 5 

32.  I am not scared to openly express my views at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

33.  If I believe I am treated unfairly, I can complain to 

the management and expect to receive fair 

consideration. 

1 2 3 4 5 

34.  Managers would not use their position of power to 

carry out retaliation towards subordinates for 

personal reasons. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35.  Managers would not show nepotism to certain 

employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

36.  Managers would not expect ingratiation or 

supplication from their subordinates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37.  Managers would not take credit for subordinates’ 

success. 

1 2 3 4 5 

38.  Managers would fulfil their promises. 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  Managers would protect and defend their employees 

to superior authorities. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40.  A policy applies the same to all employees in my 

organization 

1 2 3 4 5 

41.  Policies in my organization are based on accurate 

information.  

1 2 3 4 5 

42.  Organizational policies are clearly articulated so they 

are unequivocal in their interpretation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

43.  Managers encourage subordinates to talk about how 

they feel. 

1 2 3 4 5 

44.  Rules and regulations in my organization are not in 

conflict with state laws and regulations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

45.  Managers would not hold employees accountable for 

work that they have no control over. 

1 2 3 4 5 

46.  Managers would accept responsibility for their unfair 

decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 



 

 

 

236 

 

 

 

47.  Managers would not disclose employees’ personal 

matters.  

1 2 3 4 5 

48.  Managers value employees’ work contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 

49.  Managers show respect to employees as persons. 1 2 3 4 5 

50.  Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her 

actions will have on me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

51.  Managers treat employees with dignity. 1 2 3 4 5 

52.  Managers would not publicly criticize employees.  1 2 3 4 5 

53.  When I consider my working conditions, I am fairly 

rewarded. 

1 2 3 4 5 

54.  Managers would not blame subordinates for their 

own poor performance.1 

1 2 3 4 5 

55.  I do not feel that my manager has ulterior motives for 

explaining decisions. 

1 2 3 4 5 

56.  My rewards fairly reflect my seniority. 1 2 3 4 5 

57.  Managers offer opportunities for subordinates’ 

personal development. 

1 2 3 4 5 

58.  My rewards fairly reflect my qualification. 1 2 3 4 5 

59.  Managers make sure that good performance is 

recognized in higher circles. 

1 2 3 4 5 

60.  Organizational policies do not intentionally 

discriminate against any group of employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 

61.  Decisions of employee growths are based on career 

development needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

62.  Managers would not abuse their position power to 

pursue personal gains. 

1 2 3 4 5 

63.  Procedures are flexible to take into account individual 

circumstances.  

1 2 3 4 5 

64.  Managers’ decisions are not influenced by personal 

biases and acquaintances.  

1 2 3 4 5 

65.  There is no discrepancy between policies and how 

these policies are implemented.  

1 2 3 4 5 

66.  Managers make sure any discussions about personal 1 2 3 4 5 
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or sensitive issues of employees occur in private.  

67.  Appeals are considered within reasonable time. 1 2 3 4 5 

68.  Managers treat employees in polite manner. 1 2 3 4 5 

69.  My manager consistently punishes poor performers. 1 2 3 4 5 

70.  If possible, managers are sensitive to employees’ 

special needs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

71.  Compared to my pay, my manager seems to make too 

much money. 

1 2 3 4 5 

72.  I am fairly rewarded in comparison with Non-Saudis 

who do the same work in similar organizations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

73.  My manager does not bring up old mistakes over and 

over again to threaten subordinates.  

1 2 3 4 5 

74.  My organization regularly improves necessary rules 

and regulations where personal responsibility can be 

identified.  

1 2 3 4 5 

75.  In my organization, employees are adequately 

informed on a regular basis about the company’s 

performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Second Section: Personal Information 

1. Gender: 

       Male   Female  

2. Age:  

       30 or less             31-40               41-50             51 or more  

3. Level of education: 

      less than Bachelor’s degree            Bachelor            Master              PhD degree          

4. Tenure: 

       one to 5 years         6 to 10 years         11 or more 

5. Position: 

      Supervisor             Non-supervisor               
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Appendix -Chapter 5  

 

Appendix C5.1 Boxplot of Outliers  

 

 
 

 

Appendix C5.2: Collinearity Statistics via Tolerance and variance inflation factor 

(VIF) 
 

Model Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

1 

Decisions of employee benefits are allocated according to 

personal needs. 

.352 2.839 

Managers would genuinely take my suggestions into 

consideration. 

.425 2.352 

In my organization, distribution of rewards is predictable. .275 3.633 

Appeals are considered within reasonable time. .708 1.413 

In my organization, the severity of the punishment is 

appropriate given the misconduct. 

.371 2.698 

Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the management are 

communicated within a reasonable time. 

.270 3.706 

Managers would not start punishing employees by applying 

maximum sanctions. 

.608 1.645 

Managers would correct their misconducts even if 

employees did not ask for it. 

.679 1.472 

My rewards fairly reflect my true performance at work. .247 4.046 

Managers consult with their employees on work-related 

issues. 

.131 7.658 

My rewards fairly reflect my work experience. .293 3.418 

Employees normally receive apologies in the event of unfair 

treatment. 

.518 1.930 
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I am fairly rewarded in comparison with Saudis who do the 

same work in similar organizations. 

.336 2.979 

If I believe I am treated unfairly, I would feel safe to 

complain without fear of revenge. 

.211 4.749 

My workload seems fair to me. .505 1.982 

Managers would not become jealous of their employees’ 

accomplishments. 

.147 6.818 

Managers treat all employees the same regardless of their 

family or other connections. 

.340 2.943 

The communication of management to employees is 

trustworthy. 

.374 2.673 

Managers would not take credit for subordinates’ success. .335 2.982 

Queries of employees are answered within a reasonable 

time. 

.252 3.967 

Procedures relevant to decisions about employees (e.g., 

promotion) are explained well in advance. 

.192 5.222 

Managers openly exchange work-related information with 

their employees. 

.431 2.319 

Managers would not punish the entire group for the 

misconduct of a single group member. 

.329 3.043 

Managers offer adequate explanations for decisions made 

about their employees’ job. 

.267 3.750 

Managers would discuss with their employees the 

implications of their decisions. 

.243 4.109 

Managers would not hide unpopular decisions from 

employees. 

.261 3.838 

When I consider my working conditions, it is fair to expect 

me to perform all the required tasks. 

.521 1.920 

In my organization, policies and procedures are widely 

publicized and available. 

.307 3.253 

I am not scared to openly express my views at work. .206 4.847 

If I believe I am treated unfairly, I can complain to the 

management and expect to receive fair consideration. 

.354 2.826 

Managers would not use their position of power to carry out 

retaliation towards subordinates for personal reasons. 

.253 3.956 

In my organization, information about employees' rights is 

publicly available and accessible. 

.268 3.732 

Managers would not show nepotism to certain employees. .283 3.531 

In my organization, there is a consistency in the rewards 

allocations resulting from good performance. 

.419 2.388 
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Managers would not expect ingratiation or supplication 

from their subordinates. 

.269 3.713 

A policy applies the same to all employees in my 

organization 

.547 1.830 

Managers would fulfil their promises. .258 3.868 

Managers would protect and defend their employees to 

superior authorities. 

.400 2.499 

Organizational policies are clearly articulated so they are 

unequivocal in their interpretation. 

.182 5.497 

Managers encourage subordinates to talk about how they 

feel. 

.269 3.714 

In my organization, the distribution of rewards is not based 

on Wasta. 

.261 3.828 

Rules and regulations in my organization are not in conflict 

with state laws and regulations. 

.553 1.809 

Managers would not hold employees accountable for work 

that they have no control over. 

.415 2.409 

Managers would accept responsibility for their unfair 

decisions. 

.673 1.486 

In my organization, rewards are compatible with Islamic 

ethics. 

.296 3.375 

Managers would not disclose employees’ personal matters. .293 3.408 

Managers value employees’ work contributions. .324 3.088 

In my organization, the formal complaint procedures are 

relatively simple to follow. 

.203 4.918 

Managers show respect to employees as persons. .306 3.267 

Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her actions 

will have on me. 

.473 2.114 

Policies in my organization are based on accurate 

information. 

.462 2.165 

Managers treat employees with dignity. .438 2.284 

Managers’ decisions are not influenced by personal biases 

and acquaintances. 

.495 2.018 

Managers would not publicly criticize employees. .364 2.745 

When I consider my working conditions, I am fairly 

rewarded. 

.768 1.302 

Managers would not hurl responsibility to subordinates for 

their own poor performance. 

.688 1.454 

Procedures are flexible to take into account individual 

circumstances. 

.391 2.557 
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I do not feel that my manager has ulterior motives for 

explaining decisions. 

.537 1.862 

My rewards fairly reflect my seniority. .292 3.419 

Managers would offer opportunities for subordinates’ 

personal development. 

.505 1.981 

My rewards fairly reflect my qualification. .764 1.309 

Managers would make sure that good performance is 

recognized in higher circles. 

.651 1.536 

Organizational policies do not intentionally discriminate 

against any group of employees. 

.733 1.365 

Decisions of employee growths are based on career 

development needs. 

.788  1.268 

Managers would not abuse their position power to pursue 

personal gains. 

.177 5.645 

There is no discrepancy between policies and how these 

policies are implemented. 

.261 3.827 

Managers would make sure any discussions about personal 

or sensitive issues of employees occur in private. 

.400 2.498 

Managers treat employees in polite manner. .608 1.646 

My manager consistently punishes poor performers. .576 1.735 

If possible, managers are sensitive to employees’ special 

needs. 

.654 1.529 

Compared to my pay, my manager seems to make too much 

money. 

.546 1.832 

I am fairly rewarded in comparison to non-Saudis who do 

the same work in similar organizations. 

.699 1.431 

My manager does not bring up old mistakes over and over 

again to threaten subordinates. 

.675 1.482 

My organization would regularly improve necessary rules 

and regulations where personal responsibility can be 

identified. 

.730 1.371 

In my organization, employees are adequately informed on a 

regular basis about the company’s performance. 

.736 1.358 

a. Dependent Variable: ID 

 
Appendix C5.3: Normality of Data Distribution via Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-

S) and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W). 

 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Decisions of employee benefits are allocated according to 

personal needs. 

.365 378 .000 .779 378 .000 
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Managers would genuinely take my suggestions into 

consideration. 

.237 378 .000 .867 378 .000 

In my organization, distribution of rewards is predictable. .344 378 .000 .809 378 .000 

Appeals are considered within reasonable time. .280 378 .000 .745 378 .000 

In my organization, the severity of the punishment is 

appropriate to any misconduct. 

.345 378 .000 .796 378 .000 

Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the management are 

communicated within reasonable time. 

.298 378 .000 .859 378 .000 

Managers would not start punishing employees by 

applying maximum sanctions. 

.317 378 .000 .809 378 .000 

Managers would correct their misconducts even if 

employees do not ask for it. 

.259 378 .000 .880 378 .000 

My rewards fairly reflect my true performance at work. .374 378 .000 .764 378 .000 

Managers consult with their employees on work-related 

issues. 

.243 378 .000 .879 378 .000 

My rewards fairly reflect my work experience. .297 378 .000 .847 378 .000 

Employees normally receive apologies in the event of 

unfair treatment. 

.268 378 .000 .848 378 .000 

I am fairly rewarded in comparison with Saudis who do 

the same work in similar organizations. 

.336 378 .000 .822 378 .000 

If I believe I am treated unfairly, I will feel safe to 

complaint without fear of becoming the victim of revenge. 

.227 378 .000 .893 378 .000 

My work workload seems fair to me. .302 378 .000 .847 378 .000 

Managers would not become jealous of their employees’ 

accomplishments. 

.230 378 .000 .873 378 .000 

Managers treat all employees the same regardless of their 

family or other connections. 

.315 378 .000 .846 378 .000 

The communication of management to employees is 

trustworthy. 

.304 378 .000 .807 378 .000 

Managers would not take credit for subordinates’ success. .293 378 .000 .861 378 .000 

Queries of employees are answered within reasonable 

time. 

.332 378 .000 .811 378 .000 

Procedures relevant to decisions about employees (e.g., 

promotion) are explained well in advance. 

.309 378 .000 .842 378 .000 

Managers openly exchange work-related information with 

their employees. 

.310 378 .000 .842 378 .000 

Managers would not punish the entire group for the 

misconduct of a single group member. 

.296 378 .000 .849 378 .000 

Managers offer adequate explanations for decisions made 

about their employees’ job. 

.328 378 .000 .822 378 .000 

Managers would discuss with their employees the 

implications of their decisions. 

.289 378 .000 .859 378 .000 

Managers would not hide unpopular decisions from 

employees. 

.261 378 .000 .873 378 .000 
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When I consider my working conditions, it is fair to 

expect me to perform all the required tasks. 

.251 378 .000 .875 378 .000 

In my organization, policies and procedures are widely 

publicized and available. 

.288 378 .000 .866 378 .000 

I am not scared to openly express my views at work. .214 378 .000 .901 378 .000 

If I believe I am treated unfairly, I can complain to the 

management and expect to receive fair consideration. 

.201 378 .000 .905 378 .000 

Managers would not use their position of power to carry 

retaliation towards subordinates for personal reasons. 

.362 378 .000 .790 378 .000 

In my organization, information about employees' rights is 

publicly available and accessible. 

.311 378 .000 .836 378 .000 

Managers would not show nepotism to certain employees. .336 378 .000 .826 378 .000 

In my organization, there is a consistency in the rewards 

allocations resulting from good performance. 

.313 378 .000 .839 378 .000 

Managers would not expect ingratiation or supplication 

from their subordinates. 

.371 378 .000 .776 378 .000 

A policy applies the same to all employees in my 

organization 

.315 378 .000 .817 378 .000 

Managers would fulfil their promises. .325 378 .000 .836 378 .000 

Mangers would protect and defend their employees to 

superior authorities. 

.244 378 .000 .884 378 .000 

Organizational policies are clearly articulated so they are 

unequivocal in their interpretation. 

.300 378 .000 .854 378 .000 

Managers encourage subordinates to talk about how they 

feel. 

.200 378 .000 .894 378 .000 

In my organization, the distribution of rewards is not 

based on Wasta. 

.351 378 .000 .793 378 .000 

Rules and regulations in my organization are not in 

conflict with state laws and regulations. 

.288 378 .000 .855 378 .000 

Managers would not hold employees accountable for work 

that they have no control over. 

.268 378 .000 .857 378 .000 

Managers would accept responsibility for their unfair 

decisions. 

.329 378 .000 .794 378 .000 

In my organization, rewards are compatible with Islamic 

ethics. 

.371 378 .000 .769 378 .000 

Managers would not disclose employees’ personal 

matters. 

.303 378 .000 .845 378 .000 

Managers value employees’ work contributions. .313 378 .000 .828 378 .000 

In my organization, the formal complaint procedures are 

relatively simple to follow. 

.236 378 .000 .891 378 .000 

Managers show respect to employees as persons. .264 378 .000 .877 378 .000 

Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her 

actions will have on me. 

.324 378 .000 .773 378 .000 
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Policies in my organization are based on accurate 

information. 

.318 378 .000 .834 378 .000 

Managers treat employees with dignity. .329 378 .000 .795 378 .000 

Managers’ decisions are not influenced by personal biases 

and acquaintances. 

.216 378 .000 .890 378 .000 

Managers would not publicly criticize employees. .319 378 .000 .828 378 .000 

When I consider my working conditions, I am fairly 

rewarded. 

.236 378 .000 .870 378 .000 

Managers would not hurl responsibility to subordinates for 

their own poor performance. 

.203 378 .000 .904 378 .000 

Procedures are flexible to take into account individual 

circumstances. 

.195 378 .000 .906 378 .000 

I do not feel that my manager has ulterior motives for 

explaining decisions. 

.235 378 .000 .869 378 .000 

My rewards fairly reflect my seniority. .175 378 .000 .911 378 .000 

Managers would offer opportunities for subordinates’ 

personal development. 

.153 378 .000 .883 378 .000 

My rewards fairly reflect my qualification. .210 378 .000 .842 378 .000 

Managers would make sure that good performance is 

recognized in higher circles. 

.227 378 .000 .849 378 .000 

Organizational policies do not intentionally discriminate 

against any group of employees. 

.291 378 .000 .850 378 .000 

Decisions of employee growth are based on career 

development needs. 

.184 378 .000 .871 378 .000 

Managers would not abuse their position of power to 

pursue personal gains. 

.246 378 .000 .809 378 .000 

There is no discrepancy between policies and how these 

policies are implemented. 

.305 378 .000 .765 378 .000 

Managers would make sure any discussions about 

personal or sensitive issues of employees occur in private. 

.260 378 .000 .829 378 .000 

Managers treat employees in polite manner. .300 378 .000 .769 378 .000 

My manager consistently punishes poor performers. .269 378 .000 .780 378 .000 

If possible, managers are sensitive to employees’ special 

needs. 

.276 378 .000 .798 378 .000 

Compared to my pay, my manager seems to make too 

much money. 

.303 378 .000 .752 378 .000 

I am fairly rewarded in comparison with non-Saudis who 

do the same work in similar organizations. 

.192 378 .000 .842 378 .000 

My manager does not bring up old mistakes over and over 

again to threaten subordinates. 

.387 378 .000 .667 378 .000 

My organization would regularly improve necessary rules 

and regulations where personal responsibility can be 

identified. 

.372 378 .000 .670 378 .000 
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In my organization, employees are adequately informed 

on a regular basis about the company’s performance. 

.202 378 .000 .907 378 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 

Appendix C5.4: SPSS Syntax for Parallel Analysis 

 
set mxloops=9000 length=none printback=none width=80 seed = 1953125. 

matrix. 

* enter your specifications here. 

compute Ncases = 356.  

compute Nvars = 75. 

compute Ndatsets = 1000. 

compute percent = 95. 

* computing random data correlation matrices & eigenvalues. 

compute evals = make(nvars,ndatsets,-9999). 

compute nm1 = 1 / (ncases-1). 

loop #nds = 1 to ndatsets. 

compute x = sqrt(2 * (ln(uniform(ncases,nvars)) * -1) ) &* 

cos(6.283185 * uniform(ncases,nvars) ). 

compute vcv = nm1 * (sscp(x) - ((t(csum(x))*csum(x))/ncases)). 

compute d = inv(mdiag(sqrt(diag(vcv)))). 

compute evals(:,#nds) = eval(d * vcv * d). 

end loop. 

* identifying the eigenvalues corresponding to the desired 

percentile. 

compute num = rnd((percent*ndatsets)/100). 

compute results = { t(1:nvars), t(1:nvars), t(1:nvars) }. 

loop #root = 1 to nvars. 

compute ranks = rnkorder(evals(#root,:)). 

loop #col = 1 to ndatsets. 

do if (ranks(1,#col) = num). 

compute results(#root,3) = evals(#root,#col). 

break. 

end if. 

end loop. 

end loop. 

compute results(:,2) = rsum(evals) / ndatsets. 

compute specifs = {ncases; nvars; ndatsets; percent}. 

print specifs /title=“ Specifications for this Run:“  

/rlabels=“ Ncases“  “ Nvars“  “ Ndatsets“  “ Percent“ . 

print results /title=“ Random Data Eigenvalues“  

/clabels=“ Root“  “ Means“  “ Prcntyle“ . 

end matrix. 

 

Appendix C5.5: Parallel Analysis.  
 

Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 

 

Specifications for this Run: 

Ncases     356 

Nvars       75 

Ndatsets  1000 

Percent     95 

 

Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 

         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 

     1.000000    18.213963     2.052716     2.138358 

     2.000000     5.462273     1.967713     2.028555 
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     3.000000     3.701837     1.904163     1.959425 

     4.000000     2.888493     1.850143     1.895920 

     5.000000     2.447407     1.801533     1.846053 

     6.000000     2.150402     1.758273     1.800260 

     7.000000     1.917055     1.717484     1.757834 

     8.000000     1.687519     1.679765     1.718299 

     9.000000     1.621862     1.643535     1.678381 

    10.000000     1.508055     1.608036     1.641410 

    11.000000     1.364934     1.574266     1.605636 

    12.000000     1.264189     1.542717     1.573239 

    13.000000     1.216169     1.511509     1.541507 

    14.000000     1.122996     1.482586     1.510965 

    15.000000     1.097556     1.453171     1.482221 

    16.000000     1.077155     1.424322     1.453702 

    17.000000     1.053901     1.396793     1.423858 

    18.000000     1.031260     1.370209     1.396668 

    19.000000     1.006120     1.343965     1.369961 

    20.000000      .973922     1.318011     1.343565 

    21.000000      .937952     1.293890     1.318675 

    22.000000      .888601     1.269262     1.293030 

    23.000000      .860879     1.245263     1.268360 

    24.000000      .832999     1.221927     1.245098 

    25.000000      .775547     1.198890     1.221984 

    26.000000      .766681     1.175958     1.197899 

    27.000000      .744818     1.153796     1.176145 

    28.000000      .716006     1.131960     1.154097 

    29.000000      .706111     1.110831     1.132908 

    30.000000      .666572     1.089449     1.111676 

    31.000000      .655554     1.068496     1.090171 

    32.000000      .602628     1.048678     1.068832 

    33.000000      .581269     1.028536     1.048904 

    34.000000      .571268     1.008727     1.029374 

    35.000000      .556626      .989018     1.008639 

    36.000000      .545185      .969622      .988379 

    37.000000      .526097      .951099      .970125 

    38.000000      .488453      .932206      .951153 

    39.000000      .477380      .913224      .931182 

    40.000000      .466922      .894803      .913739 

    41.000000      .456794      .877117      .895816 

    42.000000      .435439      .859148      .878338 

    43.000000      .426647      .841667      .860170 

    44.000000      .411975      .823933      .841749 

    45.000000      .396406      .806431      .824455 

    46.000000      .373211      .789198      .806818 

    47.000000      .364597      .772107      .791368 

    48.000000      .358129      .755214      .773253 

    49.000000      .348649      .738759      .757055 

    50.000000      .323571      .722360      .741137 

    51.000000      .320027      .706106      .723915 

    52.000000      .310508      .690189      .708346 

    53.000000      .308242      .674099      .691845 

    54.000000      .290750      .658239      .674822 

    55.000000      .283970      .642179      .659639 

    56.000000      .270879      .626418      .643400 

    57.000000      .254876      .610830      .627652 

    58.000000      .244250      .595831      .613029 

    59.000000      .238225      .580437      .596875 

    60.000000      .215653      .564959      .583283 

    61.000000      .199853      .549292      .566821 

    62.000000      .198248      .533688      .549918 

    63.000000      .196389      .518550      .535094 
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    64.000000      .179865      .503157      .520111 

    65.000000      .178293      .487823      .504319 

    66.000000      .167984      .472520      .488905 

    67.000000      .159784      .456688      .472880 

    68.000000      .150246      .441349      .457762 

    69.000000      .144778      .425190      .441771 

    70.000000      .135394      .409264      .425597 

    71.000000      .118297      .392566      .409730 

    72.000000      .105703      .375124      .392367 

    73.000000      .092992      .356790      .375334 

    74.000000      .087001      .336334      .356102 

    75.000000      .077763      .309897      .333169 

 

Error # 34 in column 24.  Text: screedata.sav 

SPSS Statistics cannot access a file with the given file 

specification.  The 

file specification is either syntactically invalid, specifies an 

invalid 

drive, specifies a protected directory, specifies a protected file, 

or 

specifies a non-sharable file. 

Execution of this command stops. 

------ END MATRIX ----- 

 

Appendix C5.6: Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis 

Version 2.5 

Number of variables:     75 

Number of subjects:     356 

Number of replications:1000 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

Eigenvalue #     Random Eigenvalue     Standard Dev 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

      1               2.0531               .0515 

      2               1.9685               .0384 

      3               1.9061               .0319 

      4               1.8525               .0284 

      5               1.8040               .0254 

      6               1.7625               .0247 

      7               1.7206               .0234 

      8               1.6815               .0224 

      9               1.6448               .0221 

     10               1.6098               .0211 

     11               1.5759               .0202 

     12               1.5436               .0190 

     13               1.5131               .0191 

     14               1.4833               .0181 

     15               1.4539               .0173 

     16               1.4256               .0166 

     17               1.3977               .0162 

     18               1.3713               .0158 

     19               1.3441               .0159 
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     20               1.3187               .0160 

     21               1.2935               .0154 

     22               1.2692               .0150 

     23               1.2456               .0144 

     24               1.2218               .0140 

     25               1.1990               .0143 

     26               1.1759               .0139 

     27               1.1534               .0135 

     28               1.1319               .0133 

     29               1.1107               .0130 

     30               1.0898               .0132 

     31               1.0688               .0134 

     32               1.0481               .0126 

     33               1.0278               .0129 

     34               1.0075               .0123 

     35               0.9879               .0122 

     36               0.9690               .0119 

     37               0.9505               .0122 

     38               0.9315               .0121 

     39               0.9132               .0120 

     40               0.8954               .0117 

     41               0.8765               .0113 

     42               0.8587               .0112 

     43               0.8411               .0115 

     44               0.8236               .0116 

     45               0.8066               .0115 

     46               0.7891               .0115 

     47               0.7716               .0114 

     48               0.7554               .0116 

     49               0.7384               .0113 

     50               0.7219               .0106 

     51               0.7052               .0107 

     52               0.6894               .0108 

     53               0.6734               .0110 

     54               0.6572               .0109 

     55               0.6413               .0106 

     56               0.6253               .0109 

     57               0.6100               .0106 

     58               0.5943               .0109 

     59               0.5790               .0105 

     60               0.5638               .0107 

     61               0.5485               .0104 

     62               0.5331               .0105 

     63               0.5175               .0105 

     64               0.5019               .0101 
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     65               0.4870               .0098 

     66               0.4717               .0101 

     67               0.4562               .0103 

     68               0.4404               .0106 

     69               0.4245               .0108 

     70               0.4088               .0112 

     71               0.3919               .0114 

     72               0.3746               .0115 

     73               0.3554               .0117 

     74               0.3350               .0125 

     75               0.3104               .0143 

–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis 

©2000,2010 by Marley W. Watkins. All rights reserved. 

Appendix C5.7 Inter-Item Correlation Matrix of Organizational Justice Factors 

 
Factor one: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 1.000 

2 .627 1.000 

3 .559 .672 1.000 

4 .333 .403 .343 1.000 

5 .587 .642 .551 .304 1.000 

6 .562 .692 .601 .299 .656 1.000 

7 .436 .510 .447 .282 .613 .519 1.000 

8 .525 .594 .525 .314 .611 .606 .572 1.000 

9 .496 .614 .528 .318 .733 .613 .630 .636 1.000 

10 .590 .674 .569 .293 .711 .655 .613 .681 .680 1.000 

 

 

Factor Two: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 1.000 

2 .492 1.000 

3 .551 .768 1.000 

4 .516 .491 .495 1.000 

5 .516 .646 .679 .475 1.000 

6 .456 .608 .697 .430 .769 1.000 

7 .481 .643 .696 .427 .569 .581 1.000 

8 .530 .583 .596 .625 .603 .626 .561 1.000 

9 .546 .682 .723 .510 .662 .661 .610 .620 1.000 

10 .535 .627 .669 .386 .626 .600 .654 .528 .641 1.000 
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Factor Three: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 1.000 

2 .800 1.000 

3 .856 .736 1.000 

4 .701 .699 .651 1.000 

5 .810 .801 .705 .692 1.000 

 

Factor Four: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

 Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.000 

2 .484 1.000 

3 .511 .721 1.000 

4 .497 .645 .613 1.000 

5 .600 .580 .570 .578 1.000 

6 .488 .513 .485 .467 .533 1.000 

 

Factor Five: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 1.000 

2 .747 1.000 

3 .710 .660 1.000 

4 .657 .611 .591 1.000 

5 .668 .644 .782 .549 1.000 

 

Factor Six: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Items 1 2 3 4 

1 1.000 

2 .402 1.000 

3 .303 .377 1.000 

4 .806 .572 .476 1.000 

 

Appendix Chapter 6 

Appendix C6.1 Instrument Used in Third Study 

First Section: Perception of Organizational treatment/ Treatment in Workplace 

The purpose of this section is to investigate employees' attitudes toward their experience at work. 

Please indicate your level of agreement / disagreement with each of the following statements by 

circling the number representing your response. 
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Item 

No. 

Statements 
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 D
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A
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1.  In my organization, rewards are compatible with 

Islamic ethics.  

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  My rewards fairly reflect my true performance at 

work.  

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  In my organization, the distribution of rewards is not 

based on Wasta.  

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  In my organization, there is a consistency in the 

rewards allocations resulting from good 

performance.  

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  In my organization, distribution of rewards is 

predictable.  

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  My rewards fairly reflect my work experience.  1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Managers would not punish the entire group for 

misconduct by a single group member.  

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  In my organization, the severity of the punishment is 

appropriate to the misconduct.  

1 2 3 4 5 

9.  I am fairly rewarded in comparison to Saudis who 

do the same work in similar organizations.  

1 2 3 4 5 

10.  Decisions of employee benefits are allocated 

according to personal needs.  

1 2 3 4 5 

11.  Managers offer adequate explanations for decisions 

made about their employees’ jobs.  

1 2 3 4 5 

12.  In my organization, policies and procedures are 

widely publicized and available. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Managers openly exchange work-related 

information with their employees.  

1 2 3 4 5 

14.  Queries of employees are answered within a 

reasonable time.  

1 2 3 4 5 

15.  In my organization, information about employees' 

rights is publicly available and accessible.  

1 2 3 4 5 

16.  Managers would discuss with their employees the 

implications of their decisions with their employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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17.  Procedures relevant to decisions about employees 

(e.g., promotion) are explained well in advance.  

1 2 3 4 5 

18.  The communication of management to employees is 

trustworthy. 

1 2 3 4 5 

19.  Decisions (e.g., promotions) of the management are 

communicated within reasonable time. 

1 2 3 4 5 

20.  Managers would not hide unpopular decisions from 

employees.  

1 2 3 4 5 

21.  Managers consult with their employees on work-

related issues.  

1 2 3 4 5 

22.  I am not scared to openly express my views at work.  1 2 3 4 5 

23.  If I believe I am treated unfairly, I would feel safe to 

complain without fear of revenge.  

1 2 3 4 5 

24.  If I believe I am treated unfairly, I can complain to 

the management and expect to receive fair 

consideration.  

1 2 3 4 5 

25.  In my organization, the formal complaint procedures 

are relatively simple to follow.  

1 2 3 4 5 

26.  Managers treat employees with dignity.  1 2 3 4 5 

27.  Managers would not disclose employees’ personal 

matters.  

1 2 3 4 5 

28.  Managers show respect to employees as persons.  1 2 3 4 5 

29.  Managers would not publicly criticize employees.  1 2 3 4 5 

30.  Managers value employees’ work contributions.  1 2 3 4 5 

31.  Managers show a concern for the impact that his/her 

actions will have on me.  

1 2 3 4 5 

32.  Managers would fulfil their promises.  1 2 3 4 5 

33.  Managers would not show nepotism to certain 

employees.  

1 2 3 4 5 

34.  Managers would not use their position’s power to 

carry retaliation towards subordinates for personal 

reasons.  

1 2 3 4 5 

35.  Managers would not take credit for subordinates’ 

success.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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36.  Managers would not expect ingratiation or 

supplication from their subordinates. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37.  Organizational policies are clearly articulated so 

they are unequivocal in their interpretation.  

1 2 3 4 5 

38.  There is no discrepancy between policies and how 

these policies are implemented.  

1 2 3 4 5 

39.  Policies in my organization are based on accurate 

information.  

1 2 3 4 5 

40.  A policy applies the same to all employees in my 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41.  Organizational policies do not intentionally 

discriminate against any group of employees.  

1 2 3 4 5 

42.  The rules and regulations in my organization are not 

in conflict with state laws and regulations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Second section: 

A) Considering your job payment, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with these 

statements by circling the number representing your response. 

Item 
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1.  My salary is adequate for my living 

expenses. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  The period between pay rises is reasonable. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  I feel appreciated by the organization when 

I think about what they pay me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  My organization has an appropriate salary 

scale. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  All necessary fringe benefits are provided 

in my organization (e.g. health insurance, 

travel expenses, accommodation and 

allowances). 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  In my organization, there is a good chance 

of salary increases. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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B) Considering your relationship with the organization, please indicate to what extent you 

agree or disagree with these statements by circling the number representing your response. 

Item 

No. 

Statements 
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1.  I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 

career with this organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  I really feel as if this organization's problems 

are my own. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  I do not feel like “a part of the family’ at my 

organization (R).  

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this 

organization (R). 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  This organization has a great deal of personal 

meaning for me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my 

organization (R). 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

C) Considering your relationships with your supervisor, please indicate to what extent you 

agree or disagree with these statements by circling the number representing your response. 

Item 
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1.  My supervisor and I have a sharing 

relationship. We can both freely share our 

ideas, feelings, and hopes. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2.  I can talk freely to my supervisor about 

difficulties I am having at work and know 

that he/she will want to listen. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.  My supervisor and I would both feel a sense 

of loss if one of us was transferred and we 

could no longer work together. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  If I shared my problems with my supervisor, 

I know he/she would respond constructively 

and caringly. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I would have to say that my supervisor and I 1 2 3 4 5 
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have both made considerable emotional 

investments in our working relationship. 

6.  My supervisor takes account of my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  In general, I believe my supervisor’s motives 

and intentions are good. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8.  In all, I trust my supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

D) The following statements are related to your general well-being and experience of stress. 

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with these statements by circling the 

number representing your response. 
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1.  I experience too much pressure from my job. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  I feel burned out by my job. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  I seldom feel frustrated in my job 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  I feel fatigued during the workday.  1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I feel drained after work. 1 2 3 4 5 

6.  I feel calm on the job (R). 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  I have lost my efficiency on the job. 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Lately, I have been getting more upset about 

my job than before. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Third section:  

A) The following adjectives describe different feelings and emotions. Please indicate to what 

extent you feel this way at the present moment by circling the number representing your 

response. 
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 Scared  1 2 3 4 5 

 Afraid  1 2 3 4 5 

 Upset  1 2 3 4 5 

 Distressed  1 2 3 4 5 

 Jittery  1 2 3 4 5 

 Nervous  1 2 3 4 5 

 Ashamed  1 2 3 4 5 

 Guilty  1 2 3 4 5 

 Irritable  1 2 3 4 5 

 Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

B) Personal information  

Gender: 

       Male   Female  

Age:  

       30 or less              31-40               41-50             51 or more  

Level of education: 

       Less than Bachelor’s degree            Bachelor            Master              PhD degree          

Tenure: 

       One to 5 years               6 to 10 years               11 or more 

Position: 

      Supervisor             Non-supervisor           
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Appendix C6.2: the Box-plot of Univariate Outliers, Justice Items 

 
 
 

Appendix C6.3: the Box-plot of Univariate Outliers, Dependent Outcomes Items 

 
 
Appendix C6.4: Multivariate Outliers: Observations farthest from the centroid 

(Mahalanobis distance) Full Measurement. Number of Items=77, Number of Cases=283) 

Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

253 118.750 .002 .364 

179 117.284 .002 .122 

105 114.177 .004 .095 

39 112.977 .005 .047 

122 112.504 .005 .017 

177 112.166 .006 .005 

201 111.094 .007 .003 

195 109.134 .009 .006 

74 108.003 .011 .006 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

79 107.577 .012 .003 

38 107.555 .012 .001 

269 107.210 .013 .000 

149 106.726 .014 .000 

271 106.288 .015 .000 

77 105.124 .018 .000 

103 105.021 .019 .000 

189 104.351 .021 .000 

209 104.082 .022 .000 

46 103.173 .025 .000 

272 102.810 .026 .000 

61 102.681 .027 .000 

233 102.196 .029 .000 

216 102.031 .030 .000 

275 101.765 .031 .000 

60 101.607 .032 .000 

229 101.489 .032 .000 

194 101.458 .032 .000 

35 101.349 .033 .000 

257 100.958 .035 .000 

6 100.636 .037 .000 

17 100.504 .037 .000 

59 100.492 .037 .000 

217 100.379 .038 .000 

32 100.243 .039 .000 

11 100.227 .039 .000 

23 99.269 .045 .000 

14 99.069 .046 .000 

170 98.641 .049 .000 

135 98.577 .049 .000 

219 98.426 .050 .000 

19 97.994 .054 .000 

205 97.653 .056 .000 

247 96.201 .068 .000 

258 95.051 .080 .000 

259 94.637 .084 .000 

235 93.885 .093 .000 

221 93.811 .093 .000 

129 93.662 .095 .000 

155 93.358 .099 .000 

144 93.224 .101 .000 

212 93.040 .103 .000 

33 93.035 .103 .000 

242 92.919 .104 .000 

274 92.676 .108 .000 

89 92.655 .108 .000 

58 92.418 .111 .000 

104 91.790 .120 .000 

174 91.530 .124 .000 

96 91.198 .129 .000 

250 91.177 .129 .000 

52 90.891 .133 .000 

40 90.663 .137 .000 

42 90.356 .142 .000 

248 90.288 .143 .000 

240 89.970 .148 .000 

173 89.952 .148 .000 

90 89.434 .157 .000 

218 89.417 .158 .000 

69 89.401 .158 .000 

131 89.352 .159 .000 

161 89.315 .159 .000 

8 89.307 .160 .000 

91 89.109 .163 .000 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

124 88.368 .177 .000 

64 88.027 .183 .000 

145 87.755 .189 .001 

147 87.660 .191 .001 

208 87.507 .194 .001 

191 87.495 .194 .000 

206 87.333 .197 .000 

225 87.264 .199 .000 

127 87.191 .200 .000 

2 86.637 .212 .001 

181 86.567 .213 .001 

107 86.537 .214 .000 

159 86.532 .214 .000 

71 86.500 .215 .000 

249 86.483 .215 .000 

123 86.298 .219 .000 

95 86.219 .221 .000 

268 86.197 .222 .000 

273 85.891 .228 .000 

279 85.472 .238 .000 

196 85.371 .240 .000 

99 85.363 .241 .000 

47 85.359 .241 .000 

136 85.326 .242 .000 

256 85.296 .242 .000 

48 85.268 .243 .000 

244 85.105 .247 .000 

 

 

Appendix C6.5: Normality of Data Distribution via Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and 

Shapiro-Wilk (S-W). 

  

 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

DJ1 Reward_benefits .373 283 .000 .756 283 .000 

DJ2 Rewards_predictable .380 283 .000 .754 283 .000 

DJ3 Severity_punishment .377 283 .000 .758 283 .000 

DJ4 Rewards_performance .388 283 .000 .737 283 .000 

DJ5 Rewards_experience .327 283 .000 .811 283 .000 

DJ6 

Reward_comparison_to_Saudi

s 

.360 283 .000 .790 283 .000 

DJ7 

Mangr_punish_entire_group 

.326 283 .000 .814 283 .000 

DJ8 Rrewards_consistency .338 283 .000 .813 283 .000 

DJ9 Reward_wasta .286 283 .000 .805 283 .000 

DJ10 

Reward_compatible_Islamic_e

thic 

.400 283 .000 .718 283 .000 

BCPJ1 Wise consultation .271 283 .000 .855 283 .000 

BCPJ2 Complaint_safe .259 283 .000 .867 283 .000 
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BCPJ3 Express_view .232 283 .000 .888 283 .000 

BCPJ4 

Complaint_consideration 

.212 283 .000 .899 283 .000 

BCPJ5 

Complaint_procedures_simple 

.266 283 .000 .865 283 .000 

POJ1 Procedures_consistency .336 283 .000 .805 283 .000 

POJ2 InterpretationOFpolicies .319 283 .000 .830 283 .000 

POJ3 

Policy_based_on_information 

.329 283 .000 .811 283 .000 

POJ4 Policy_discriminatioin .295 283 .000 .829 283 .000 

POJ5 Policies_discrepancy .274 283 .000 .794 283 .000 

POJ6 State_law .237 283 .000 .864 283 .000 

INFJ1 

Decisions_communicated_tim

e 

.331 283 .000 .821 283 .000 

INFJ2 

Communication_trustworthy 

.296 283 .000 .799 283 .000 

INFJ3 Queries_time .363 283 .000 .775 283 .000 

INFJ4 Advance_explanation .346 283 .000 .800 283 .000 

INFJ5 

Mangr_exchange_information 

.333 283 .000 .811 283 .000 

INFJ6 Explanation .343 283 .000 .802 283 .000 

INFJ7 

Discuss_decision_implications 

.301 283 .000 .838 283 .000 

INFJ8 Hide_decsions .251 283 .000 .846 283 .000 

INFJ9 Policies_publicized .297 283 .000 .854 283 .000 

INFJ10 Employees_rights .334 283 .000 .806 283 .000 

INPJE1 Not_take_credit .312 283 .000 .844 283 .000 

INPJE2 Mangr_retaliation .367 283 .000 .771 283 .000 

INPJE3 Mangr_nepotism .371 283 .000 .775 283 .000 

INPJE4 Supplication .373 283 .000 .748 283 .000 

INPJE5 Mangr_promise .352 283 .000 .800 283 .000 

INPJW1 Mangr 

disclose_personal_matter 

.304 283 .000 .830 283 .000 

INPJW2 Value_contributions .314 283 .000 .807 283 .000 

INPJW3 Mangr_respect .270 283 .000 .863 283 .000 

INPJW4 

Mangr_concern_actions 

.325 283 .000 .746 283 .000 

INPJW5 Mangr_dignity .328 283 .000 .779 283 .000 

INPJW6 Criticize_employees .321 283 .000 .812 283 .000 

Satisf1 .264 283 .000 .851 283 .000 

Satisf2 .271 283 .000 .843 283 .000 

Satisf3 .253 283 .000 .868 283 .000 
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Satisf4 .240 283 .000 .864 283 .000 

Satisf5 .224 283 .000 .874 283 .000 

Satisf6 .202 283 .000 .839 283 .000 

Trust1 .284 283 .000 .778 283 .000 

Trust2 .198 283 .000 .844 283 .000 

Trust3 .231 283 .000 .830 283 .000 

Trust4 .230 283 .000 .838 283 .000 

Trust5 .213 283 .000 .843 283 .000 

Trust6 .222 283 .000 .866 283 .000 

Trust7 .208 283 .000 .864 283 .000 

Trust8 .222 283 .000 .842 283 .000 

COMM1 .185 283 .000 .867 283 .000 

COMM2 .259 283 .000 .747 283 .000 

COMM3 .222 283 .000 .865 283 .000 

COMM6 .232 283 .000 .832 283 .000 

COMM4 .210 283 .000 .861 283 .000 

COMM5 .234 283 .000 .817 283 .000 

Strees1 .189 283 .000 .874 283 .000 

Strees2 .220 283 .000 .851 283 .000 

Strees3 .197 283 .000 .872 283 .000 

Strees4 .224 283 .000 .873 283 .000 

Strees5 .202 283 .000 .866 283 .000 

Strees6 .194 283 .000 .871 283 .000 

Stress7 .190 283 .000 .874 283 .000 

Stress8 .207 283 .000 .877 283 .000 

Afraid .171 283 .000 .904 283 .000 

Scared .196 283 .000 .904 283 .000 

Upset .217 283 .000 .869 283 .000 

Nervous .240 283 .000 .863 283 .000 

Ashamed .231 283 .000 .866 283 .000 

Guilty .238 283 .000 .863 283 .000 

Irritable .255 283 .000 .812 283 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 

Appendix C6.6: Collinearity Statistics via Tolerance and variance inflation factor 

(VIF) 

 

 
N Skewness Kurtosis 

Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

DJ1 Reward_benefits 283 -.623 .145 .703 .289 

DJ2 Rewards_predictable 283 -.809 .145 .932 .289 

DJ3 Severity_punishment 283 -.795 .145 .779 .289 

DJ4 Rewards_performance 283 -.788 .145 1.282 .289 
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DJ5 Rewards_experience 283 -.562 .145 .415 .289 

DJ6 

Reward_comparison_to_Saudis 

283 -.805 .145 .351 .289 

DJ7 Mangr_punish_entire_group 283 -.506 .145 .535 .289 

DJ8 Rrewards_consistency 283 -.736 .145 .390 .289 

DJ9 Reward_wasta 283 -.216 .145 -.655 .289 

DJ10 

Reward_compatible_Islamic_ethic 

283 -1.120 .145 2.267 .289 

BCPJ1 Wise consultation 283 -.553 .145 .099 .289 

BCPJ2 Complaint_safe 283 -.435 .145 -.003 .289 

BCPJ3 Express_view 283 -.462 .145 -.042 .289 

BCPJ4 Complaint_consideration 283 -.408 .145 -.610 .289 

BCPJ5 

Complaint_procedures_simple 

283 -.411 .145 -.204 .289 

POJ1 Procedures_consistency 283 -.688 .145 1.298 .289 

POJ2 InterpretationOFpolicies 283 -.743 .145 .734 .289 

POJ3 

Policy_based_on_information 

283 -.648 .145 1.175 .289 

POJ4 Policy_discriminatioin 283 -1.036 .145 .925 .289 

POJ5 Policies_discrepancy 283 -.838 .145 -.090 .289 

POJ6 State_law 283 -.694 .145 .439 .289 

INFJ1 

Decisions_communicated_time 

283 -.707 .145 .753 .289 

INFJ2 

Communication_trustworthy 

283 -1.006 .145 1.874 .289 

INFJ3 Queries_time 283 -.911 .145 1.829 .289 

INFJ4 Advance_explanation 283 -.806 .145 1.321 .289 

INFJ5 

Mangr_exchange_information 

283 -1.006 .145 1.441 .289 

INFJ6 Explanation 283 -.967 .145 1.475 .289 

INFJ7 

Discuss_decision_implications 

283 -.663 .145 .671 .289 

INFJ8 Hide_decsions 283 -.156 .145 .495 .289 

INFJ9 Policies_publicized 283 -.629 .145 .313 .289 

INFJ10 Employees_rights 283 -1.029 .145 1.435 .289 

INPJE1 Not_take_credit 283 -.645 .145 -.049 .289 

INPJE2 Mangr_retaliation 283 -.911 .145 1.441 .289 

INPJE3 Mangr_nepotism 283 -1.027 .145 1.271 .289 

INPJE4 Supplication 283 -.942 .145 1.330 .289 

INPJE5 Mangr_promise 283 -.868 .145 .918 .289 

INPJW1 Mangr 

disclose_personal_matter 

283 -.444 .145 .124 .289 

INPJW2 Value_contributions 283 -.520 .145 .498 .289 
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INPJW3 Mangr_respect 283 -.280 .145 -.419 .289 

INPJW4 Mangr_concern_actions 283 -.693 .145 1.628 .289 

INPJW5 Mangr_dignity 283 -.547 .145 .962 .289 

INPJW6 Criticize_employees 283 -.815 .145 1.282 .289 

Satisf1 283 -.815 .145 .864 .289 

Satisf2 283 -.795 .145 1.165 .289 

Satisf3 283 -.731 .145 .104 .289 

Satisf4 283 -.647 .145 .650 .289 

Satisf5 283 -.658 .145 .221 .289 

Satisf6 283 -.836 .145 .482 .289 

Trust1 283 -1.132 .145 .717 .289 

Trust2 283 -.626 .145 .211 .289 

Trust3 283 -.600 .145 -.144 .289 

Trust4 283 -.493 .145 -.608 .289 

Trust5 283 -.786 .145 .364 .289 

Trust6 283 -.686 .145 .033 .289 

Trust7 283 -.642 .145 .003 .289 

Trust8 283 -.733 .145 -.038 .289 

COMM1 283 -.498 .145 -.864 .289 

COMM2 283 -1.169 .145 .109 .289 

COMM3 283 -.626 .145 -.610 .289 

COMM6 283 -.980 .145 .581 .289 

COMM4 283 -.658 .145 -.572 .289 

COMM5 283 -.974 .145 .154 .289 

Strees1 283 .490 .145 -.642 .289 

Strees2 283 .448 .145 -1.105 .289 

Strees3 283 .310 .145 -.956 .289 

Strees4 283 .325 .145 -1.148 .289 

Strees5 283 .408 .145 -1.104 .289 

Strees6 283 .516 .145 -.833 .289 

Stress7 283 -.021 .145 -1.322 .289 

Stress8 283 -.167 .145 -1.250 .289 

Afraid 283 -.066 .145 -.953 .289 

Scared 283 .067 .145 -.788 .289 

Upset 283 -.666 .145 -.148 .289 

Nervous 283 -.673 .145 -.030 .289 

Ashamed 283 -.708 .145 .113 .289 

Guilty 283 -.668 .145 .058 .289 

Irritable 283 -.957 .145 .408 .289 

Valid N (listwise) 283 
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Appendix C6.7: Assessment of Normality (Full Measurement. Number of Items=61, 

Number of Cases=283) 

Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

Satisf6 1.000 5.000 -.832 -5.712 .452 1.552 

Satisf2 1.000 5.000 -.791 -5.432 1.123 3.857 

Scared 1.000 5.000 .067 .458 -.796 -2.732 

Upset 1.000 5.000 -.662 -4.550 -.167 -.572 

Afraid 1.000 5.000 -.066 -.454 -.957 -3.286 

Trust8 1.000 5.000 -.729 -5.008 -.058 -.200 

Trust7 1.000 5.000 -.639 -4.386 -.019 -.064 

Trust6 1.000 5.000 -.683 -4.688 .011 .038 

Trust3 1.000 5.000 -.597 -4.099 -.163 -.558 

POJ_1 1.000 5.000 -.685 -4.703 1.254 4.306 

COMM4 1.000 5.000 -.654 -4.492 -.584 -2.004 

Stress8 1.000 5.000 -.166 -1.138 -1.250 -4.291 

Stress7 1.000 5.000 -.021 -.142 -1.320 -4.534 

Strees1 1.000 5.000 .488 3.350 -.651 -2.237 

INFJ_8 1.000 5.000 -.155 -1.068 .465 1.596 

DJ_9 1.000 5.000 -.215 -1.474 -.664 -2.281 

Satisf4 1.000 5.000 -.644 -4.420 .618 2.121 

Satisf1 1.000 5.000 -.810 -5.565 .827 2.841 

Satisf3 1.000 5.000 -.727 -4.991 .081 .278 

Satisf5 1.000 5.000 -.655 -4.497 .196 .673 

Nervouss 1.000 5.000 .669 4.597 -.051 -.175 

Ashamedd 1.000 5.000 .704 4.834 .090 .308 

Irritablee 1.000 5.000 .952 6.539 .380 1.305 

Guiltyy 1.000 5.000 .665 4.564 .036 .124 

Trust5 1.000 5.000 -.782 -5.372 .336 1.155 

Trust1 1.000 5.000 -1.126 -7.734 .683 2.346 

Trust4 1.000 5.000 -.490 -3.367 -.618 -2.122 

Trust2 1.000 5.000 -.622 -4.275 .186 .640 

POJ_6 1.000 5.000 -.690 -4.739 .410 1.407 

POJ_5 1.000 5.000 -.834 -5.724 -.110 -.377 

POJ_4 1.000 5.000 -1.031 -7.080 .888 3.049 

POJ_3 1.000 5.000 -.644 -4.426 1.134 3.893 

POJ_2 1.000 5.000 -.739 -5.075 .700 2.404 

INPJE_5 1.000 5.000 -.864 -5.933 .881 3.026 

INPJE_4 2.000 5.000 -.937 -6.436 1.286 4.415 

INPJE_3 1.000 5.000 -1.021 -7.013 1.227 4.214 

INPJE_2 1.000 5.000 -.906 -6.223 1.395 4.789 

INPJE_1 1.000 5.000 -.642 -4.407 -.070 -.239 

COMM6 1.000 5.000 -.975 -6.697 .550 1.888 

COMM5 1.000 5.000 -.969 -6.655 .130 .447 

COMM2 1.000 5.000 -1.163 -7.984 .086 .294 

COMM3 1.000 5.000 -.622 -4.274 -.621 -2.132 

COMM1 1.000 5.000 -.495 -3.402 -.870 -2.986 

Strees6 1.000 5.000 .514 3.527 -.839 -2.881 

Strees3 1.000 5.000 .309 2.119 -.960 -3.297 

Strees5 1.000 5.000 .406 2.788 -1.106 -3.798 

Strees2 1.000 5.000 .446 3.063 -1.107 -3.801 

Strees4 1.000 5.000 .323 2.218 -1.149 -3.946 

BCPJ_5 1.000 5.000 -.409 -2.810 -.221 -.760 

BCPJ_4 1.000 5.000 -.406 -2.787 -.621 -2.131 

BCPJ_3 1.000 5.000 -.459 -3.153 -.062 -.213 

BCPJ_2 1.000 5.000 -.432 -2.968 -.024 -.081 

BCPJ_1 1.000 5.000 -.550 -3.775 .076 .260 

INPJW_6 1.000 5.000 -.810 -5.566 1.238 4.252 
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Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

INPJW_5 2.000 5.000 -.544 -3.734 .924 3.174 

INPJW_4 2.000 5.000 -.689 -4.733 1.578 5.420 

INPJW_3 2.000 5.000 -.278 -1.911 -.433 -1.487 

INPJW_2 2.000 5.000 -.517 -3.551 .468 1.607 

INPJW_1 2.000 5.000 -.441 -3.031 .101 .347 

INFJ_10 1.000 5.000 -1.023 -7.029 1.389 4.769 

INFJ_9 1.000 5.000 -.626 -4.296 .287 .984 

INFJ_7 1.000 5.000 -.660 -4.531 .639 2.193 

INFJ_6 1.000 5.000 -.962 -6.609 1.428 4.905 

INFJ_5 1.000 5.000 -1.000 -6.869 1.395 4.789 

INFJ_4 1.000 5.000 -.802 -5.505 1.277 4.384 

INFJ_3 1.000 5.000 -.907 -6.226 1.776 6.097 

INFJ_2 1.000 5.000 -1.000 -6.870 1.820 6.249 

INFJ_1 1.000 5.000 -.703 -4.831 .719 2.469 

DJ_10 1.000 5.000 -1.114 -7.654 2.206 7.576 

DJ_8 1.000 5.000 -.732 -5.028 .362 1.243 

DJ_7 1.000 5.000 -.504 -3.459 .505 1.734 

DJ_6 1.000 5.000 -.801 -5.500 .324 1.112 

DJ_5 1.000 5.000 -.559 -3.840 .386 1.326 

DJ_4 2.000 5.000 -.784 -5.386 1.238 4.253 

DJ_3 2.000 5.000 -.791 -5.430 .744 2.556 

DJ_2 2.000 5.000 -.805 -5.528 .895 3.073 

DJ_1 2.000 5.000 -.619 -4.253 .670 2.301 

Multivariate  
    

207.324 15.810 

 

Appendix C6.8: Bayesian Estimation Results 

  Mean S.E. S.D. C.S. Median 

95% 

Lower 

bound 

95% 

Upper 

bound 

Skewness Kurtosis Min Max Name 

Regression weights                         

                          

INFJ_1<--INFJ 1.149 0.003 0.116 1.000 1.140 0.943 1.398 0.505 0.815 0.728 1.912 
 

INFJ_2<--INFJ 1.010 0.003 0.099 1.000 1.003 0.831 1.221 0.371 0.344 0.661 1.565 
 

INFJ_3<--INFJ 1.139 0.003 0.108 1.000 1.131 0.949 1.370 0.485 0.580 0.774 1.710 
 

INFJ_4<--INFJ 1.258 0.003 0.116 1.000 1.250 1.054 1.505 0.554 1.140 0.907 2.032 
 

INFJ_6<--INFJ 1.384 0.003 0.124 1.000 1.375 1.166 1.652 0.466 0.491 0.968 2.003 
 

INFJ_7<--INFJ 1.315 0.004 0.125 1.001 1.305 1.096 1.584 0.460 0.532 0.851 1.986 
 

INFJ_9<--INFJ 1.249 0.002 0.105 1.000 1.243 1.063 1.472 0.421 0.535 0.882 1.783 
 

INFJ_10<--INFJ 1.405 0.004 0.131 1.000 1.396 1.177 1.684 0.475 0.531 1.022 2.096 
 

DJ_1<--DJ 0.999 0.001 0.057 1.000 0.997 0.892 1.114 0.135 -0.030 0.771 1.242 
 

DJ_2<--DJ 0.956 0.001 0.068 1.000 0.955 0.826 1.093 0.093 0.006 0.653 1.259 
 

DJ_3<--DJ 0.885 0.002 0.068 1.000 0.884 0.755 1.023 0.113 0.214 0.564 1.225 
 

DJ_5<--DJ 1.058 0.001 0.071 1.000 1.057 0.924 1.202 0.130 0.034 0.793 1.380 
 

DJ_6<--DJ 1.127 0.002 0.076 1.000 1.126 0.982 1.278 0.081 0.024 0.782 1.488 
 

DJ_7<--DJ 0.961 0.001 0.072 1.000 0.959 0.827 1.107 0.154 0.018 0.644 1.287 
 

DJ_8<--DJ 1.148 0.002 0.078 1.000 1.145 1.001 1.306 0.143 0.004 0.854 1.462 
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DJ_10<--DJ 0.993 0.001 0.062 1.000 0.993 0.874 1.116 0.071 -0.021 0.781 1.260 
 

INPJW_2<--INPJW 0.950 0.002 0.066 1.000 0.947 0.829 1.086 0.222 0.106 0.695 1.260 
 

INPJW_3<--INPJW 1.088 0.001 0.063 1.000 1.086 0.969 1.216 0.147 0.087 0.813 1.357 
 

INPJW_4<--INPJW 0.730 0.001 0.063 1.000 0.728 0.612 0.861 0.215 0.225 0.462 1.059 
 

INPJW_5<--INPJW 0.823 0.002 0.063 1.000 0.822 0.703 0.950 0.147 0.031 0.599 1.105 
 

INPJW_6<--INPJW 0.937 0.001 0.073 1.000 0.934 0.801 1.085 0.156 -0.013 0.651 1.263 
 

BCPJ_1<--BCPJ 0.983 0.001 0.042 1.000 0.982 0.903 1.069 0.137 0.005 0.820 1.157 
 

BCPJ_2<--BCPJ 0.997 0.001 0.057 1.000 0.994 0.892 1.115 0.257 0.077 0.811 1.260 
 

BCPJ_4<--BCPJ 1.106 0.002 0.080 1.000 1.103 0.957 1.269 0.182 0.076 0.797 1.483 
 

POJ_4<--POJ 1.021 0.002 0.083 1.000 1.021 0.860 1.187 0.057 0.055 0.706 1.389 
 

POJ_5<--POJ 1.398 0.002 0.099 1.000 1.396 1.209 1.599 0.136 -0.006 1.038 1.838 
 

POJ_6<--POJ 0.791 0.002 0.084 1.000 0.789 0.634 0.965 0.190 0.122 0.479 1.167 
 

INPJE_1<--INPJE 0.936 0.001 0.071 1.000 0.934 0.801 1.079 0.105 -0.037 0.685 1.218 
 

INPJE_2<--INPJE 0.857 0.001 0.053 1.000 0.857 0.755 0.964 0.087 -0.010 0.655 1.099 
 

INPJE_4<--INPJE 0.858 0.001 0.054 1.000 0.857 0.756 0.966 0.097 0.003 0.608 1.085 
 

INPJE_5<--INPJE 0.988 0.001 0.057 1.000 0.987 0.880 1.103 0.137 0.025 0.763 1.241 
 

POJ_3<--POJ 0.781 0.001 0.062 1.000 0.779 0.663 0.908 0.145 0.094 0.521 1.084 
 

BCPJ_5<--BCPJ 0.961 0.002 0.058 1.000 0.959 0.853 1.080 0.205 0.113 0.757 1.226 
 

                          

Intercepts                         

                          

INFJ_1 3.724 0.001 0.048 1.000 3.724 3.631 3.818 0.038 0.003 3.543 3.909 
 

INFJ_2 4.073 0.001 0.048 1.000 4.074 3.980 4.168 0.019 0.012 3.888 4.302 
 

INFJ_3 3.802 0.001 0.043 1.000 3.803 3.718 3.886 -0.039 0.072 3.610 3.968 
 

INFJ_4 3.792 0.001 0.044 1.000 3.791 3.705 3.880 0.016 0.111 3.580 3.969 
 

INFJ_5 3.802 0.001 0.052 1.000 3.803 3.700 3.902 -0.046 -0.055 3.584 4.013 
 

INFJ_6 3.708 0.001 0.048 1.000 3.707 3.614 3.803 0.018 0.152 3.462 3.916 
 

INFJ_7 3.873 0.001 0.048 1.000 3.872 3.779 3.967 0.028 0.007 3.647 4.059 
 

INFJ_9 3.738 0.001 0.052 1.000 3.738 3.635 3.840 -0.016 0.002 3.531 3.940 
 

INFJ_10 3.869 0.002 0.051 1.000 3.869 3.770 3.969 -0.037 0.022 3.673 4.065 
 

DJ_1 3.732 0.001 0.038 1.000 3.732 3.658 3.807 -0.001 0.051 3.538 3.893 
 

DJ_2 3.747 0.001 0.041 1.000 3.747 3.667 3.826 -0.019 -0.028 3.564 3.891 
 

DJ_3 3.719 0.001 0.041 1.000 3.719 3.641 3.799 0.022 -0.011 3.553 3.873 
 

DJ_4 3.796 0.001 0.038 1.000 3.796 3.723 3.872 0.049 -0.030 3.653 3.964 
 

DJ_5 3.610 0.001 0.043 1.000 3.610 3.527 3.695 0.031 -0.017 3.448 3.784 
 

DJ_6 3.659 0.001 0.048 1.000 3.659 3.564 3.751 -0.052 -0.044 3.425 3.837 
 

DJ_7 3.666 0.001 0.043 1.000 3.665 3.582 3.749 -0.014 0.057 3.473 3.862 
 

DJ_8 3.613 0.001 0.047 1.000 3.614 3.520 3.706 -0.017 -0.063 3.443 3.819 
 

DJ_10 3.806 0.001 0.040 1.000 3.806 3.728 3.885 0.006 0.026 3.619 3.967 
 

INPJW_1 3.898 0.001 0.046 1.000 3.898 3.808 3.989 0.061 0.008 3.726 4.121 
 

INPJW_2 3.987 0.001 0.043 1.000 3.987 3.903 4.071 0.014 -0.033 3.821 4.152 
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INPJW_3 3.701 0.001 0.050 1.000 3.700 3.603 3.799 0.008 -0.058 3.500 3.884 
 

INPJW_4 4.135 0.001 0.038 1.000 4.135 4.061 4.211 0.029 -0.062 3.987 4.274 
 

INPJW_5 4.029 0.001 0.040 1.000 4.029 3.951 4.108 0.014 0.087 3.860 4.208 
 

INPJW_6 3.939 0.001 0.046 1.000 3.938 3.848 4.029 -0.007 -0.039 3.765 4.105 
 

BCPJ_1 3.389 0.001 0.052 1.000 3.390 3.287 3.489 -0.051 0.087 3.170 3.604 
 

BCPJ_2 3.407 0.001 0.052 1.000 3.408 3.304 3.509 -0.048 0.005 3.196 3.611 
 

BCPJ_3 3.378 0.002 0.059 1.000 3.379 3.261 3.491 -0.049 0.052 3.127 3.636 
 

BCPJ_4 3.473 0.002 0.069 1.000 3.473 3.338 3.608 -0.010 0.073 3.200 3.756 
 

POJ_2 3.629 0.002 0.050 1.001 3.630 3.532 3.726 -0.040 -0.082 3.411 3.814 
 

POJ_4 3.722 0.002 0.064 1.000 3.722 3.595 3.847 -0.031 0.017 3.457 3.967 
 

POJ_5 3.913 0.002 0.073 1.000 3.914 3.768 4.056 -0.026 0.065 3.643 4.244 
 

POJ_6 3.779 0.002 0.058 1.000 3.779 3.664 3.893 -0.020 0.031 3.535 4.030 
 

INPJE_1 3.723 0.001 0.055 1.000 3.722 3.617 3.832 0.043 -0.048 3.507 3.945 
 

INPJE_2 3.847 0.001 0.045 1.000 3.848 3.758 3.937 -0.006 0.079 3.656 4.023 
 

INPJE_3 3.746 0.001 0.049 1.000 3.746 3.649 3.841 -0.013 -0.045 3.561 3.945 
 

INPJE_4 3.909 0.001 0.045 1.000 3.909 3.820 3.998 0.016 0.004 3.724 4.117 
 

INPJE_5 3.776 0.001 0.048 1.000 3.776 3.680 3.871 -0.001 -0.014 3.573 3.970 
 

POJ_3 3.775 0.001 0.044 1.000 3.775 3.687 3.861 -0.042 -0.044 3.602 3.944 
 

BCPJ_5 3.397 0.001 0.052 1.000 3.397 3.294 3.499 -0.015 0.109 3.179 3.607 
 

                          

Covariances                         

                          

e1<->e7 0.043 0.000 0.013 1.000 0.042 0.019 0.069 0.237 0.122 -0.003 0.102 
 

e2<->e5 0.044 0.000 0.015 1.000 0.043 0.016 0.074 0.127 0.014 -0.013 0.105 
 

e11<->e13 0.104 0.000 0.020 1.000 0.103 0.067 0.145 0.224 0.146 0.023 0.200 
 

e20<->e18 -0.168 0.001 0.032 1.000 -0.167 -0.233 -0.105 -0.073 0.104 -0.307 -0.033 
 

e26<->e30 0.134 0.001 0.027 1.000 0.132 0.083 0.190 0.264 0.228 0.042 0.281 
 

e24<->e27 0.057 0.000 0.013 1.000 0.056 0.032 0.084 0.242 0.150 0.010 0.117 
 

e32<->e34 0.080 0.001 0.020 1.000 0.079 0.042 0.122 0.236 0.085 0.004 0.172 
 

e39<->e41 0.094 0.000 0.018 1.000 0.093 0.062 0.132 0.272 0.052 0.035 0.176 
 

INFJ<->DJ 0.117 0.000 0.022 1.000 0.115 0.076 0.164 0.375 0.299 0.043 0.218 
 

INFJ<->INPJW 0.160 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.159 0.110 0.221 0.387 0.287 0.068 0.296 
 

INFJ<->BCPJ 0.253 0.001 0.040 1.000 0.251 0.183 0.337 0.348 0.133 0.135 0.454 
 

INFJ<->POJ 0.127 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.125 0.075 0.187 0.348 0.408 0.019 0.266 
 

INPJE<->INFJ 0.243 0.001 0.035 1.000 0.242 0.180 0.317 0.335 0.211 0.123 0.406 
 

DJ<->INPJW 0.128 0.001 0.025 1.000 0.127 0.083 0.182 0.380 0.352 0.031 0.260 
 

DJ<->BCPJ 0.144 0.000 0.031 1.000 0.143 0.087 0.209 0.283 0.256 0.036 0.289 
 

DJ<->POJ 0.063 0.000 0.025 1.000 0.062 0.014 0.113 0.102 0.250 -0.052 0.191 
 

INPJE<->DJ 0.147 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.146 0.097 0.205 0.353 0.466 0.049 0.301 
 

INPJW<->BCPJ 0.229 0.001 0.039 1.000 0.226 0.159 0.313 0.398 0.370 0.102 0.421 
 

INPJW<->POJ 0.140 0.001 0.033 1.000 0.138 0.080 0.208 0.350 0.531 0.020 0.327 
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INPJE<->INPJW 0.271 0.001 0.037 1.000 0.269 0.205 0.351 0.345 0.185 0.155 0.426 
 

BCPJ<->POJ 0.178 0.001 0.040 1.000 0.176 0.104 0.263 0.309 0.250 0.044 0.402 
 

INPJE<->BCPJ 0.314 0.001 0.045 1.000 0.311 0.234 0.409 0.346 0.168 0.159 0.528 
 

INPJE<->POJ 0.103 0.001 0.035 1.000 0.103 0.036 0.173 0.107 0.166 -0.051 0.254 
 

e5<->e6 -0.052 0.000 0.016 1.000 -0.052 -0.085 -0.020 -0.060 0.100 -0.133 0.011 
 

e23<->e26 0.078 0.001 0.025 1.000 0.077 0.030 0.128 0.130 0.170 -0.026 0.204 
 

                          

Variances                         

                          

INFJ 0.276 0.001 0.051 1.000 0.273 0.184 0.385 0.333 0.133 0.108 0.511 
 

DJ 0.292 0.001 0.034 1.000 0.290 0.231 0.365 0.344 0.245 0.159 0.455 
 

INPJW 0.385 0.002 0.051 1.000 0.382 0.295 0.493 0.442 0.527 0.205 0.638 
 

BCPJ 0.635 0.002 0.082 1.000 0.630 0.488 0.807 0.321 0.099 0.330 1.061 
 

POJ 0.497 0.002 0.061 1.000 0.494 0.390 0.628 0.390 0.299 0.283 0.804 
 

INPJE 0.490 0.001 0.057 1.000 0.487 0.387 0.609 0.334 0.278 0.278 0.779 
 

e22 0.271 0.001 0.026 1.000 0.269 0.224 0.327 0.442 0.409 0.188 0.416 
 

e23 0.366 0.001 0.033 1.000 0.364 0.308 0.435 0.419 0.573 0.256 0.558 
 

e25 0.146 0.000 0.015 1.000 0.145 0.118 0.178 0.334 0.193 0.088 0.215 
 

e24 0.172 0.000 0.018 1.000 0.171 0.140 0.210 0.343 0.220 0.115 0.250 
 

e26 0.477 0.001 0.042 1.000 0.475 0.400 0.567 0.378 0.387 0.347 0.688 
 

e27 0.153 0.000 0.017 1.000 0.152 0.122 0.188 0.297 0.188 0.096 0.255 
 

e28 0.210 0.001 0.021 1.000 0.209 0.172 0.255 0.303 0.045 0.136 0.301 
 

e30 0.352 0.001 0.033 1.000 0.350 0.292 0.423 0.313 0.120 0.235 0.498 
 

e31 0.235 0.000 0.023 1.000 0.233 0.193 0.283 0.306 0.145 0.159 0.355 
 

e1 0.115 0.000 0.012 1.000 0.114 0.093 0.141 0.332 0.181 0.077 0.169 
 

e2 0.197 0.001 0.019 1.000 0.196 0.163 0.237 0.273 0.032 0.129 0.277 
 

e3 0.238 0.000 0.022 1.000 0.237 0.199 0.284 0.300 0.108 0.162 0.333 
 

e4 0.114 0.000 0.012 1.000 0.114 0.093 0.140 0.407 0.439 0.075 0.179 
 

e5 0.204 0.001 0.021 1.000 0.203 0.167 0.248 0.306 0.084 0.133 0.293 
 

e6 0.286 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.284 0.236 0.345 0.348 0.120 0.196 0.404 
 

e7 0.252 0.001 0.024 1.000 0.251 0.209 0.303 0.315 0.170 0.175 0.365 
 

e8 0.270 0.000 0.025 1.000 0.268 0.224 0.323 0.359 0.223 0.183 0.401 
 

e10 0.164 0.000 0.016 1.000 0.164 0.136 0.198 0.308 0.092 0.112 0.242 
 

e32 0.203 0.001 0.023 1.000 0.202 0.161 0.251 0.276 0.108 0.121 0.304 
 

e33 0.180 0.000 0.020 1.000 0.179 0.144 0.222 0.342 0.179 0.117 0.275 
 

e34 0.269 0.001 0.029 1.000 0.268 0.215 0.329 0.197 0.019 0.162 0.401 
 

e35 0.224 0.000 0.021 1.000 0.223 0.187 0.270 0.367 0.198 0.149 0.315 
 

e36 0.198 0.000 0.020 1.000 0.197 0.162 0.241 0.343 0.254 0.135 0.307 
 

e37 0.286 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.285 0.235 0.344 0.274 0.148 0.191 0.425 
 

e11 0.138 0.000 0.018 1.000 0.137 0.106 0.175 0.301 0.133 0.076 0.219 
 

e12 0.132 0.000 0.017 1.000 0.131 0.102 0.167 0.287 0.017 0.075 0.207 
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e13 0.342 0.001 0.034 1.000 0.340 0.279 0.414 0.281 0.029 0.230 0.484 
 

e14 0.565 0.001 0.053 1.000 0.562 0.468 0.679 0.340 0.252 0.393 0.829 
 

e17 0.196 0.001 0.025 1.000 0.195 0.150 0.249 0.264 0.079 0.096 0.312 
 

e19 0.593 0.001 0.056 1.000 0.590 0.493 0.711 0.374 0.295 0.415 0.886 
 

e20 0.531 0.002 0.067 1.000 0.528 0.407 0.670 0.251 0.088 0.298 0.816 
 

e21 0.657 0.001 0.060 1.000 0.655 0.550 0.785 0.347 0.246 0.456 0.926 
 

e38 0.419 0.001 0.039 1.000 0.417 0.347 0.500 0.262 0.138 0.282 0.613 
 

e39 0.198 0.000 0.022 1.000 0.196 0.159 0.244 0.404 0.300 0.122 0.293 
 

e40 0.176 0.000 0.021 1.000 0.175 0.137 0.219 0.247 0.162 0.097 0.285 
 

e41 0.202 0.000 0.022 1.000 0.201 0.163 0.248 0.293 0.083 0.134 0.297 
 

e42 0.192 0.001 0.022 1.000 0.191 0.152 0.239 0.259 -0.010 0.117 0.282 
 

e18 0.243 0.001 0.028 1.000 0.242 0.191 0.301 0.257 0.105 0.149 0.372 
 

e15 0.178 0.000 0.020 1.000 0.177 0.142 0.222 0.346 0.256 0.111 0.272 
 

 

Appendix C6.9: Common Method Bias Using Common Latent Factor. 

According to the difference between SRW with CLF and SRW with no CLF, no path was 

affected by common method bias (difference is less than 0.2, Gaskin, 2011, 2012). 

 



 

 

 

271 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

Standardized 

Regression 

Weights: 

(NO CLF) 

    

Standardized 

Regression 

Weights: 

(WITH CLF) 

           DELT

A 

 

      Estimate 

 

      Estimate 

0.006 

 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ 0.749 

 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ 0.743 

-0.01 

 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ 0.653 

 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ 0.663 

-0.022 

 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ 0.817 

 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ 0.839 

0.012 

 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ 0.86 

 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ 0.848 

-0.037 

 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ 0.606 

 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ 0.643 

-0.009 

 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 0.877 

 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 0.886 

0.012 

 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 0.827 

 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 0.815 

-0.009 

 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 0.736 

 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 0.745 

0 

 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 0.83 

 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 0.83 

-0.002 

 

DJ_1 <--- DJ 0.843 

 

DJ_1 <--- DJ 0.845 

0.002 

 

DJ_2 <--- DJ 0.754 

 

DJ_2 <--- DJ 0.752 



 

 

 

271 

 

 

 

0.006 

 

DJ_3 <--- DJ 0.694 

 

DJ_3 <--- DJ 0.688 

0.002 

 

DJ_4 <--- DJ 0.845 

 

DJ_4 <--- DJ 0.843 

0.007 

 

DJ_5 <--- DJ 0.783 

 

DJ_5 <--- DJ 0.776 

-0.003 

 

DJ_6 <--- DJ 0.747 

 

DJ_6 <--- DJ 0.75 

-0.004 

 

DJ_7 <--- DJ 0.713 

 

DJ_7 <--- DJ 0.717 

-0.001 

 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 0.761 

 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 0.762 

-0.006 

 

DJ_10 <--- DJ 0.793 

 

DJ_10 <--- DJ 0.799 

0.134 

 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 0.805 

 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 0.671 

0.085 

 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW 0.808 

 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW 0.723 

0.185 

 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 0.789 

 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 0.604 

0.058 

 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW 0.685 

 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW 0.627 

0.141 

 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW 0.747 

 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW 0.606 

0.168 

 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW 0.729 

 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW 0.561 

0.066 

 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ 0.902 

 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ 0.836 

0.071 

 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ 0.907 

 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ 0.836 

0.047 

 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 0.801 

 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 0.754 

0.091 

 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 0.755 

 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 0.664 

0.092 

 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 0.842 

 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 0.75 

0.027 

 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 0.677 

 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 0.65 

0.065 

 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 0.801 

 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 0.736 

0.027 

 

POJ_6 <--- POJ 0.562 

 

POJ_6 <--- POJ 0.535 

-0.01 

 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE 0.706 

 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE 0.716 

0.014 

 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE 0.801 

 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE 0.787 

0.002 

 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 0.855 

 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 0.853 

0.013 

 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE 0.798 

 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE 0.785 

-0.012 

 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE 0.841 

 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE 0.853 

0.068 

 

POJ_3 <--- POJ 0.742 

 

POJ_3 <--- POJ 0.674 

0.041 

 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ 0.873 

 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ 0.832 

       

INFJ_1 <--- CLF 0.064 

       

INFJ_2 <--- CLF -0.022 

       

INFJ_3 <--- CLF 0.071 

       

INFJ_4 <--- CLF 0.108 

       

INFJ_5 <--- CLF -0.171 

       

INFJ_6 <--- CLF 0.111 

       

INFJ_7 <--- CLF 0.055 

       

INFJ_9 <--- CLF 0.057 

       

INFJ_10 <--- CLF 0.008 

       

DJ_1 <--- CLF 0.002 

       

DJ_2 <--- CLF 0.095 

       

DJ_3 <--- CLF 0.175 

       

DJ_4 <--- CLF 0.041 

       

DJ_5 <--- CLF 0.209 

       

DJ_6 <--- CLF -0.067 

       

DJ_7 <--- CLF -0.026 

       

DJ_8 <--- CLF 0.012 

       

DJ_10 <--- CLF -0.053 

       

INPJW_1 <--- CLF 0.445 

       

INPJW_2 <--- CLF 0.384 
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INPJW_3 <--- CLF 0.527 

       

INPJW_4 <--- CLF 0.299 

       

INPJW_5 <--- CLF 0.441 

       

INPJW_6 <--- CLF 0.493 

       

BCPJ_1 <--- CLF 0.344 

       

BCPJ_2 <--- CLF 0.351 

       

BCPJ_3 <--- CLF 0.281 

       

BCPJ_4 <--- CLF 0.389 

       

POJ_2 <--- CLF 0.393 

       

POJ_4 <--- CLF 0.214 

       

POJ_5 <--- CLF 0.319 

       

POJ_6 <--- CLF 0.187 

       

POJ_3 <--- CLF 0.313 

       

BCPJ_5 <--- CLF 0.281 

       

INPJE_2 <--- CLF 0.204 

       

INPJE_5 <--- CLF -0.016 

       

INPJE_4 <--- CLF 0.188 

       

INPJE_3 <--- CLF 0.053 

       

INPJE_1 <--- CLF -0.037 
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Appendix C.6.10: Model of Dependent Outcomes 

 

One-Factor CFA  Model of Dependent Outcomes 
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Four-Factor CFA Model of Dependent Outcomes: 28 items 
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Final model: Four-Factor Model of Dependent Outcomes 

(N=283)

 

Appendix C6.11: Study Variables Correlation Results 

 Variables INFJ DJ BCPJ NPJE NPJW POJ Stress satisf Trust Commi 

INFJ 1 .386** .520** .604** .428** .320** -.486** .172** .274** .387** 

DJ .386** 1 .304** .372** .348** .171** -.263** .553** .085 .245** 

BCPJ .520** .304** 1 .512** .418** .296** -.365** .058 .188** .528** 

INPJE .604** .372** .512** 1 .564** .212** -.291** .117* .425** .338** 

INPJW .428** .348** .418** .564** 1 .293** -.327** .183** .414** .284** 

POJ .320** .171** .296** .212** .293** 1 -.399** .021 .063 .397** 

Stress 
-.486** 

-

.263** 
-.365** -.291** -.327** -.399** 1 -.211** -.193** -.450** 

satisf .172** .553** .058 .117* .183** .021 -.211** 1 .056 .164** 

Trust .274** .085 .188** .425** .414** .063 -.193** .056 1 .300** 

Comm .387** .245** .528** .338** .284** .397** -.450** .164** .300** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 

(2-tailed).INFJ= informational justice, DJ= distributive justice, BCPJ= control based procedural justice, 

INPJE= eastern interpersonal justice, INPJW= western interpersonal justice, POJ= fairness of policy, 

Stress= job stress, satisfy= pay satisfaction Trust: trust in supervisor, Commi= affective commitment 
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Appendix C6.12: Overall Organizational Justice, Diagram, Values of Parameter 

Estimates 

 

 

Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

DJ <--- overall_fairness .471 7.053 .503 .004 .498 .391 .603 .006 

BCPJ <--- overall_fairness .987 9.318 .714 .000 .714 .643 .779 .004 

POJ <--- overall_fairness .467 5.388 .383 .002 .381 .269 .498 .004 

INFJ <--- overall_fairness .921 9.593 .806 -.004 .810 .747 .872 .003 

INPJW <--- overall_fairness .747 8.976 .684 -.006 .690 .590 .782 .003 

INPJE <--- overall_fairness 1.000  .815 -.004 .819 .749 .888 .003 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ .916 12.648 .746 -.002 .748 .681 .799 .005 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ .811 10.948 .652 -.001 .653 .566 .731 .005 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ .910 13.878 .814 -.003 .818 .761 .864 .003 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ 1.004 14.727 .861 .000 .861 .815 .894 .006 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ .814 12.140 .600 -.007 .606 .516 .694 .002 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 1.105 15.012 .877 -.001 .877 .840 .902 .007 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 1.049 14.088 .825 -.001 .826 .776 .865 .005 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 1.000  .733 -.002 .735 .665 .793 .004 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 1.123 14.156 .828 -.002 .830 .783 .864 .005 

DJ_1 <--- DJ .996 17.721 .842 -.002 .844 .800 .881 .004 

DJ_2 <--- DJ .953 14.787 .752 -.001 .753 .680 .805 .006 

DJ_3 <--- DJ .883 13.212 .693 -.001 .693 .616 .756 .005 

DJ_4 <--- DJ 1.000  .844 -.001 .845 .795 .882 .005 

DJ_5 <--- DJ 1.056 15.588 .781 -.002 .783 .735 .826 .004 

DJ_6 <--- DJ 1.124 14.614 .746 -.001 .747 .668 .799 .006 

DJ_7 <--- DJ .955 13.660 .712 -.001 .713 .627 .793 .004 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 1.145 15.134 .763 .001 .762 .704 .806 .007 
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Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

DJ_10 <--- DJ .989 16.078 .793 .000 .793 .732 .839 .006 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 1.000  .805 -.003 .808 .756 .858 .002 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW .948 14.589 .806 -.001 .807 .757 .849 .005 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 1.083 17.765 .787 .001 .787 .734 .829 .007 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW .729 11.940 .682 -.002 .684 .610 .756 .003 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW .816 13.232 .745 .000 .745 .671 .798 .006 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW .936 12.945 .730 -.001 .732 .668 .787 .005 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ .985 23.954 .901 .000 .901 .860 .929 .006 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ .998 17.793 .907 .000 .907 .871 .937 .005 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 1.000  .800 -.001 .801 .744 .846 .005 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 1.111 13.969 .755 -.001 .756 .704 .799 .004 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ .964 16.933 .872 -.001 .873 .831 .910 .003 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 1.000  .846 .002 .844 .791 .884 .007 

POJ_3 <--- POJ .779 12.541 .739 .001 .738 .664 .804 .005 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 1.029 12.479 .681 .001 .680 .611 .742 .005 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 1.395 13.891 .797 -.001 .798 .745 .856 .003 

POJ_6 <--- POJ .797 9.854 .557 -.006 .564 .459 .654 .003 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE .932 13.265 .703 -.001 .704 .630 .765 .005 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE .857 15.854 .798 -.003 .800 .743 .846 .004 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 1.000  .853 -.001 .855 .809 .897 .004 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE .857 15.761 .795 -.003 .797 .746 .845 .003 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE .989 17.241 .841 -.002 .843 .801 .887 .002 

 critical ratio p<0.001 

 

Appendix C6.13: Standardized Regression Weights of Dependent Variables with 

Overall Organizational Justice 

Parameter Estimate Lower Upper P 

SATIS <--- Overall_Justice .286 .139 .435 .003 

STRSS <--- Overall_Justice -.595 -.674 -.510 .003 

TRUST <--- Overall_Justice .470 .354 .585 .002 

COMMI <--- Overall_Justice .599 .489 .688 .005 

DJ <--- Overall_Justice .507 .389 .613 .006 

BCPJ <--- Overall_Justice .727 .659 .792 .004 

POJ <--- Overall_Justice .437 .331 .554 .004 

INFJ <--- Overall_Justice .811 .751 .860 .003 

INPJW <--- Overall_Justice .684 .596 .778 .002 

INPJE <--- Overall_Justice .767 .693 .848 .002 

DJ_8 <--- DJ .762 .704 .806 .007 

DJ_1 <--- DJ .843 .801 .882 .004 

DJ_5 <--- DJ .783 .736 .827 .004 

DJ_4 <--- DJ .845 .796 .883 .005 

DJ_3 <--- DJ .694 .619 .757 .004 

DJ_10 <--- DJ .793 .731 .838 .006 

DJ_2 <--- DJ .753 .680 .805 .006 

DJ_7 <--- DJ .713 .626 .793 .004 

DJ_6 <--- DJ .747 .668 .799 .006 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ .605 .517 .694 .002 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ .733 .666 .792 .004 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ .862 .815 .895 .007 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ .653 .564 .731 .005 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ .817 .759 .863 .003 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ .877 .839 .901 .006 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ .830 .787 .866 .004 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ .826 .775 .863 .005 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ .750 .687 .802 .004 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW .807 .753 .857 .003 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW .730 .666 .785 .004 
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Parameter Estimate Lower Upper P 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW .788 .734 .831 .008 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW .745 .672 .800 .005 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW .808 .758 .849 .005 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW .685 .607 .756 .004 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ .906 .873 .936 .005 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ .871 .829 .907 .004 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ .756 .705 .799 .004 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ .903 .863 .930 .006 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ .803 .745 .846 .005 

COMM1 <--- COMMI .793 .740 .836 .005 

COMM3 <--- COMMI .755 .692 .800 .006 

COMM2 <--- COMMI .841 .790 .884 .004 

COMM6 <--- COMMI .698 .618 .758 .005 

COMM5 <--- COMMI .738 .651 .796 .011 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE .844 .803 .889 .002 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE .803 .744 .850 .003 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE .852 .805 .894 .004 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE .702 .628 .765 .005 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE .800 .746 .845 .004 

POJ_2 <--- POJ .846 .793 .885 .007 

POJ_5 <--- POJ .796 .744 .855 .003 

POJ_3 <--- POJ .736 .666 .804 .004 

POJ_4 <--- POJ .683 .614 .745 .005 

POJ_6 <--- POJ .563 .459 .655 .003 

Trust2 <--- TRUST .827 .763 .877 .005 

Trust4 <--- TRUST .580 .472 .681 .005 

Trust1 <--- TRUST .709 .629 .778 .004 

Trust5 <--- TRUST .702 .619 .770 .004 

Satisf5 <--- SATIS .838 .785 .887 .005 

Satisf3 <--- SATIS .675 .580 .749 .003 

Satisf1 <--- SATIS .616 .519 .687 .004 

Satisf4 <--- SATIS .718 .641 .789 .002 

Strees4 <--- STRSS .850 .808 .881 .005 

Strees2 <--- STRSS .867 .829 .897 .005 

Strees5 <--- STRSS .862 .821 .896 .004 

Strees3 <--- STRSS .786 .744 .829 .003 

Strees6 <--- STRSS .700 .646 .766 .003 

 

Appendix C6.14: Stress as Mediator, Values of Parameter Estimates and its Significance 

Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

STRSS <--- GJ -1.444 -6.977 -1.452 -.008 -1.444 -2.000 -1.061 .004 

DJ <--- GJ .704 6.199 .724 .020 .704 .402 1.153 .005 

BCPJ <--- GJ 1.349 8.419 1.364 .015 1.349 1.045 1.829 .004 

POJ <--- GJ .710 5.702 .723 .013 .710 .432 1.049 .005 

INFJ <--- GJ 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

INPJW <--- GJ .948 7.523 .963 .015 .948 .684 1.340 .003 

INPJE <--- GJ 1.219 8.279 1.230 .010 1.219 .964 1.572 .003 

COMMI <--- STRSS -.257 -3.469 -.259 -.002 -.257 -.421 -.089 .005 

COMMI <--- GJ 1.077 4.868 1.087 .010 1.077 .575 1.738 .003 

DJ_8 <--- DJ 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

DJ_1 <--- DJ .869 15.086 .871 .001 .869 .776 .987 .003 

DJ_5 <--- DJ .922 13.719 .924 .002 .922 .788 1.068 .005 

DJ_4 <--- DJ .873 15.144 .877 .003 .873 .755 1.008 .005 

DJ_3 <--- DJ .771 12.010 .771 .000 .771 .658 .905 .004 

DJ_10 <--- DJ .864 14.035 .872 .008 .864 .722 1.019 .008 

DJ_2 <--- DJ .831 13.152 .826 -.005 .831 .722 .971 .002 

DJ_7 <--- DJ .834 12.334 .839 .005 .834 .719 .973 .005 

DJ_6 <--- DJ .981 13.029 .981 .000 .981 .843 1.131 .004 

INFJ_5 <--- INFJ 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

INFJ_9 <--- INFJ 1.228 12.103 1.240 .011 1.228 1.040 1.525 .004 
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Parameter 

ML 

Unstandardized 

Estimate 

C.R. 

 
Bootstrap 

ML 

mean 

 

Bias ML 

Standardized 

Estimate 
Lower Upper P 

INFJ_4 <--- INFJ 1.237 11.204 1.248 .011 1.237 1.046 1.576 .003 

INFJ_2 <--- INFJ .998 10.226 1.006 .008 .998 .787 1.258 .005 

INFJ_3 <--- INFJ 1.118 10.797 1.127 .008 1.118 .938 1.443 .002 

INFJ_6 <--- INFJ 1.359 11.315 1.372 .013 1.359 1.140 1.794 .002 

INFJ_10 <--- INFJ 1.382 10.937 1.399 .017 1.382 1.144 1.890 .003 

INFJ_7 <--- INFJ 1.290 10.902 1.308 .018 1.290 1.057 1.646 .005 

INFJ_1 <--- INFJ 1.130 10.217 1.143 .012 1.130 .926 1.450 .004 

INPJW_1 <--- INPJW 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

INPJW_6 <--- INPJW .937 12.914 .935 -.002 .937 .819 1.064 .003 

INPJW_3 <--- INPJW 1.085 17.743 1.084 -.001 1.085 .950 1.224 .003 

INPJW_5 <--- INPJW .818 13.215 .822 .004 .818 .670 .955 .006 

INPJW_2 <--- INPJW .948 14.534 .949 .001 .948 .839 1.074 .004 

INPJW_4 <--- INPJW .729 11.909 .733 .004 .729 .568 .865 .008 

BCPJ_2 <--- BCPJ 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

BCPJ_5 <--- BCPJ .965 21.419 .966 .001 .965 .858 1.053 .006 

BCPJ_4 <--- BCPJ 1.115 16.227 1.117 .002 1.115 .999 1.254 .003 

BCPJ_1 <--- BCPJ .990 23.118 .991 .001 .990 .913 1.086 .003 

BCPJ_3 <--- BCPJ 1.004 17.813 1.007 .003 1.004 .906 1.122 .004 

COMM1 <--- COMMI 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

COMM3 <--- COMMI .908 13.232 .911 .003 .908 .796 1.052 .004 

COMM2 <--- COMMI 1.064 15.041 1.067 .003 1.064 .919 1.196 .007 

COMM6 <--- COMMI .701 12.083 .700 -.001 .701 .603 .832 .002 

COMM5 <--- COMMI .805 12.847 .812 .007 .805 .646 .968 .006 

INPJE_5 <--- INPJE 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

INPJE_2 <--- INPJE .866 15.590 .868 .001 .866 .739 1.028 .003 

INPJE_3 <--- INPJE 1.009 17.169 1.010 .002 1.009 .916 1.131 .003 

INPJE_1 <--- INPJE .938 13.026 .944 .006 .938 .816 1.076 .005 

INPJE_4 <--- INPJE .866 15.487 .869 .003 .866 .739 1.023 .004 

POJ_2 <--- POJ 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

POJ_5 <--- POJ 1.389 13.952 1.385 -.004 1.389 1.189 1.619 .003 

POJ_3 <--- POJ .776 12.582 .774 -.002 .776 .634 .943 .002 

POJ_4 <--- POJ 1.030 12.525 1.029 -.001 1.030 .841 1.252 .003 

POJ_6 <--- POJ .796 9.852 .792 -.004 .796 .614 .997 .003 

Strees4 <--- STRSS 1.000  1.000 .000 1.000 1.000 1.000 ... 

Strees2 <--- STRSS .993 18.291 .993 .000 .993 .903 1.105 .003 

Strees5 <--- STRSS 1.052 18.239 1.055 .003 1.052 .952 1.152 .004 

Strees3 <--- STRSS .825 15.780 .822 -.002 .825 .737 .949 .002 

Strees6 <--- STRSS .840 13.331 .840 .000 .840 .726 .967 .003 

 critical ratio p<0.001 
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