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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION
EFFECTS OF PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE,
IDENTIFICATION, AND SUPPORT ON OUTCOMES WITHIN WORK TEAMS

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the relational model of
organizational justice (Tyler & Lind, 1992) were integrated to form a single mediated
moderated model of justice predicting organizational outcomes, using the supervisor
and team members as sources of faimess. One hundred and seventy-seven
supervisor-subordinate dyads from three separate organizations located across the
United States completed surveys measuring perceptions of procedural, interactional,
and distributive justices emanating from the supervisor and coworker. In addition,
participants provided ratings on perceived support from the supervisor and
coworkers; two indicators of identification: workgroup identification towards
supervisor and coworkers, and commitment towards supervisor and coworkers;
satisfaction with supervisor and coworkers; and ratings of organizational turnover
intentions. Supervisors rated permission-granting employees on organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCB) beneficial to the supervisor and team members, as well
as job performance.

Results show that individuals perceive fairness emanating from their
coworkers in addition to their supervisors, providing supportive evidence for justice

as a multi-foci construct. Resuilts of mediated moderated regression analyses
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showed that interactional justice from coworkers positively predicted satisfaction with
coworker, indirectly through perceived coworker support. Coworker support fully
mediated the relationship between the interaction of coworker commitment with
coworker interactional justice and satisfaction in coworker. The relationship between
coworker interactional justice and coworker support was moderated by coworker
commitment; for those rating coworker commitment low on the scale, justice was a
stronger predictor of satisfaction with coworker than for those rating coworker
commitment high on the scale. Similar resuits were shown for coworker workgroup-
identification moderating coworker support mediating the relationship between
justice from coworkers and satisfaction with coworkers. Workgroup identification
with the supervisor moderated the relationship between supervisory distributive and
interactional justice predicting OCB beneficial to the supervisor. Regression
analyses also showed coworker and supervisory distributive and procedural justices
inversely predicted turnover intentions from the organization. Recommendations for

future research are discussed.

Zinta S. Byrne
Department of Psychology
Colorado State University
Fort Collins, CO 80523
Spring 2001
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Justice Within Work Teams 2

Introduction

Perceptions of fairness in the workplace have consistently been shown to
positively influence individuals’ attitudes and behavior (for a review see Cropanzano
& Greenberg, 1997). Recently, justice researchers have shown that individuals
perceive fairness from a source. For example, Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, and
Taylor (2000) showed that individual employees perceive fairness from either their
supervisor or the organization. Using social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), these
researchers suggested that in exchange for fair treatment from the supervisor,
individuals reciprocated by performing citizenship behaviors beneficial to the
supervisor and demonstrating higher levels of commitment towards the supervisor.
Similarly, individuals perceiving fairness of procedures from the organization
reciprocated with citizenship behaviors beneficial to the organization and
organizational commitment. Other researchers have found similar results (Byrne &
Cropanzano, 2000; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997).

Although this recent research is promising, it does not offer a complete
picture of fairness processes in organizations since it fails to consider coworkers as
a source of fairness. The prevalence of cross-functional teams, quality circles, and
task forces in today’s organizations, with an expected future increase in their use
(Guzzo, 1995; Mohrman & Cohen, 1995), indicates that individuals may interact
more with their team members than their supervisors. Research in management

supports this notion and suggests that team members collaborate to develop
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Justice Within Work Teams 3

mechanisms for controlling their work group, and establishing group norms that
become the locus of authority (Barker, 1993). In autonomous work teams where
there is no formal authority or supervisor, team member relationships become
increasingly critical to group performance (Wellins, Byham, & Wilson, 1991).

Because of the widespread use of teams and the importance of fairness
perceptions in the workplace, this study examines fairness perceptions within teams.
A framework of relationships based on the integration of social exchange theory and
the relational model of justice was used to develop and test the following general
hypothesis: the relationship between organizational justice from a source (team
members, supervisor) and important workplace outcomes, is mediated by support
from that source. Furthermore, identification with the source moderates the
relationship between justice from that source and support from the source (see
Figure 3).
Teams

One of the most dominant developments in organizations these days has
been the establishment of team-based work systems (Townsend, DeMarie, &
Hendrickson, 1998). Townsend and colleagues define team-based work systems as
multiple groups of geographically or organizationally dispersed individuals joined
together to accomplish a task. These team-based systems are expected to be more
productive and more creative than individuals who work independently. In addition,
the move of organizations towards flatter structures (Guzzo, 1995) gives rise to the
increasing use of teams (Mohrman & Cohen, 1995) and team-based systems. In

response to rapidly changing environments, organizations rely on an assortment of
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Justice Within Work Teams 4

teams: cross-functional, work groups, quality improvement teams, task forces, and
autonomous teams (named superteams by Fortune Magazine in May 1990: Stoner,
Freeman, & Gilbert, 1995; Mohrman & Cohen, 1995). These various teams appear
to provide organizations with significant gains in productivity and enhance the ability
to meet organizational goals (Townsend et al., 1998). Bishop, Scott, and Burroughs
(2000) found that perceptions of team support led to team commitment, which led to
job performance. These findings suggest that strong team member relations may
result in greater job performance.

With the proliferation of teams, researchers have suggested that
organizations strictly comprised of teams will dominate the organizational landscape
(Mohrman, Cohen, & Mohrman, 1995). Team-based organizations are those with
flat hierarchical structures that remove the need for various levels of individual
managers. Mohrman et al. (1995) propose that as a result of team-based
organizations, individuals will begin to view their organizational identity by the teams
in which they are members; thus, removing distinctions between team identity and
organizational identity. Mohrman and Cohen (1995) go so far as to say that the
team will mediate an individual's relationship with the organization, and that the
interaction with team members will affect individual behavior. Coworker relations
become all the more important to understand, and therefore, are the focus of this
study.

Hackman (1992) suggested that team membership or identification with the
team defines an individual's work domain and limits the environment to which he or

she is exposed. The team norms then determine how the individual is expected to
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Justice Within Work Teams 5

react, essentially influencing an individual's attitudes and behavior. In support of this
proposition, Barker’s (1993) ethnographic account of a company’s move to seif-
managed teams shows that team members influenced other group members to
shape their behavior according to established team norms. Several studies since
the landmark Hawthorne studies have shown the powerful effects of groups on
individual behavior (see Hackman’s review, 1992). In aggregate, this research
suggests that group membership is an important consideration when explaining and
understanding organizational outcomes.

Other influences, in addition to team membership and coworker relations,
have important effects on the attitudes and behaviors of individuals within
organizations. Organizational justice researchers have long studied perceptions of
fairness in the work place and how these perceptions affect individual behavior.

Organizational Justice

Research has consistently shown that judgments about what is fair, deserved,
should have been, or just, are central to the attitudes individuals form on the job and
behaviors they subsequently display. The focus of organizational justice research is
on the experience or feelings of fairess, or (in)justice, and the consequences of
these feelings. Justice researchers have typically distinguished between three types
of justice. Distributive justice refers to the fairness of outcomes, such as pay
(Deutsch, 1985). Procedural justice refers to the fairness of the procedure used to
make decisions about who gets what outcomes (Folger & Greenberg, 1985), such
as the process for deciding who gets the raise and the size of the pay raise. The

third type of justice, interactional, refers to perceptions of the fairness of
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Justice Within Work Teams 6

interpersonal treatment received during the implementation of a procedure (Bies &
Moag, 1986). For example, whether one is treated with dignity and respect while
being told about how raises were decided is indicative of interactional justice.

Research has shown that each form of justice relates to various important
organizational consequences such as affective commitment, pay satisfaction, or
organizational citizenship behavior. It would appear that regardless of the form,
organizational justice (in particular procedural justice) seems to have strong
correlates to important outcomes (Byme & Cropanzano, 2001). So why does justice
matter so much? Two theories most frequently used to explain justice effects are
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the relational model of justice (Tyler & Lind,
1992).

Social Exchange Theory
Blau (1964) suggested that through mutual exchanges, a pattern of

reciprocal obligation is established between two parties. One individual provides a
beneficial service to another. Upon providing a benefit, the individual establishes an
expectation of future return, aithough the exact nature and timing of that return is not
stipulated in advance. The receiving individual then becomes obligated to
reciprocate (Gouldner, 1960) with some voluntary beneficial service. As a result,
individuals develop a commitment to fulfill their obligations and the pattern of
reciprocity is reinforced. Blau emphasized that a social exchange was different from
an economic exchange in that the social exchange involved unspecified obligations
and the nature of the exchange was left to the discretion of the receiver. Thus, the

timing and exact nature of the reciprocation were unknown, unlike an economic
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Justice Within Work Teams 7

exchange. Blau suggested that the social exchange relationship, therefore,
promoted trust that the obligation would eventually be reciprocated. Over time,
individuals regularly proving themselves trustworthy would develop deeper
relationships that involved commitment, and feelings of gratitude. Additionally, this
commitment would foster friendly helping behaviors, which would further provide
reasons for maintaining the reciprocal relationship.

Empirical research has shown support for social exchange theory in
explaining and predicting relationships between justice and beneficial work
behaviors. For example, Moorman (1991) used social exchange theory to make
predictions about justice and citizenship behaviors. Utilizing Organ’s (1988) logic,
Moorman argued that individuals receiving fair treatment viewed their relationship
with the supervisor as a social exchange relationship. In exchange for this fair
treatment, individuals reciprocated with citizenship behaviors. Since citizenship
behaviors were not prescribed and were purely discretionary (Organ, 1988), they fit
Blau’s definition of what an individual might use to reciprocate. Moorman showed
empirically that interactional justice indeed predicted organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCB).

Sources of Fairmess

Some recent research supports the idea that individuals perceive fairness
originating from organizations, as well as from supervisors, and reciprocate with
behaviors targeted to benefit the organization (or the source of fairmess). Social
exchange theory predicts this relationship, and recent research provides empirical

support. Masterson et al. (2000) showed that individuals establish social exchange
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Justice Within Work Teams 8

relationships with their supervisors and their organization. In exchange for
interactional justice from the supervisor, individuals reciprocated with citizenship
behaviors beneficial to the supervisor (OCBS). Although this relationship was
mediated by leader-member exchange (LMX), Masterson’s results were consistent
with Moorman’s (1991). Furthermore, Masterson and colleagues found that
procedural justice, understood as stemming from the organization, predicted OCB
beneficial to the organization and organizational commitment. These relationships
were mediated by perceived organizational support (POS).

In two field studies, Byrne and Cropanzano (2000) showed that employees
perceive fair treatment in addition to fair procedures as stemming from both the
organization and supervisor (see Figure 1). Perceptions of fairness originating at the
organizational level predicted organizational level outcome variables such as
organizational commitment and OCB beneficial to the organization. Fairness
emanating from the supervisor predicted supervisory level outcomes such as
supervisory commitment and OCB beneficial to the supervisor. These authors
empirically showed that justice stemming from the organization only predicted
organizational level outcomes, and that justice emanating from the supervisor only
predicted supervisory level outcomes.

When using social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) to explain these findings, it
could be said that individuals consider their relationship with their supervisor and
with their organization when evaluating the source of fairess, and when determining
the benefactor of the exchange. This social exchange explanation has been used in

the commitment literature to explain supervisory commitment versus organizational
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Justice Within Work Teams 9

commitment (Becker, 1992; Malatesta & Tetrick, 1995), and team commitment
versus organizational commitment (Bishop et al., 2000; Bishop & Scott, 2000).
Taken together, the research suggests that individuals may perceive many forms of
fairness from multiple sources, such as the supervisor, organization, and potentially
others. Therefore, a logical extension of this research is the examination of team
members as a source of fairness.
Mediator Variables

There is some empirical evidence within organizations that variables
indicating the existence of a social relationship with the supervisor and organization
mediate perceptions of organizational justice and organizational outcomes such as
citizenship behaviors. Mediation suggests that an indirect relationship exists
between fairness and citizenship behaviors. That is, organizational justice is related
to citizenship behaviors only through its relationship to a third variable (see Figure 2,
top). This model is consistent with predictions made using social exchange theory.

For example, Moorman (1999), Moorman, Blakely, and Niehoff (1998), and
Masterson et al. (2000) showed that perceived organizational support fully mediated
the relationship between procedural justice and citizenship behaviors. According to
Moorman (1999), perceptions of organizational support signify to the individual that
he or she is valued by the organization (e.g., a member of the group). Thus,
Moorman concluded that uniess the individual perceived organizational value
(organizational support), the individual would not be motivated to reciprocate
fairness (i.e., mediated relationship between fairness and organizational behavior).

Masterson and colleagues (2000), using social exchange theory to form their
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Justice Within Work Teams 10

predictions, showed that leader-member-exchange fully mediated the relationship
between justice perceptions from the supervisor and citizenship behavior beneficial
to the supervisor.

Group-value/Relational Model

Tyler and Lind (1992) offer a different explanation for why people care about
justice. Their group-vaiue/relational model of justice says that procedural justice is
based on an individual's concern about his or her status as a member of a group,
and that procedural justice conveys information about that status. Procedural justice
judgments, therefore, are based on a concern about the quality of relationships with
authorities and group members. Lind and Tyler’s (1988) group value model, later
renamed the relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992), proposes that
individuals’ membership in a group provides them a sense of self-worth and identity,
and that fair treatment by the supervisor leads to feelings of being valued. A
procedure is seen as fair if it indicates a positive, full-status relationship with the
authority figure (e.g., supervisor). To the extent that the procedure indicates the
relationship is negative or that the individual is a low-status member of the group,
the procedure is perceived as unfair (Tyler & Lind, 1992).

The importance of outcomes, according to the relational model, becomes
secondary to the purpose of fair procedures providing status information. The
relational model, according to Tyler and Lind (1992, p.143) focuses on “hierarchical
organizations” in which the supervisor is necessary for communicating member

status.
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Justice Within Work Teams 11

Lind (1995) stated that perceptions of procedural justice are influenced by
three factors, termed relational factors: (1) status recognition, which is based on the
quality of interpersonal treatment (e.g., with dignity and respect) an individual
receives from the authority, (2) benevolence, which is perceived when the authaority
gives the impression of real consideration of an individual’s views and attempts to
“do the right thing” (Lind, 1995, p.87), and (3) the neutrality of the authority’s
decision-making process. These components seem somewhat similar on the
surface to some of the dimensions of interpersonal treatment identified by Bies and
colleagues (Bies & Moag, 1986; Folger & Bies, 1989; Tyler & Bies, 1990) that
include integrity, suppression of personal biases, and justification. In general, it
appears that the relational model suggests that individuals care about interpersonal
treatment from their supervisor (i.e., Bies and Moag’s interactional justice) because it
conveys status information and indicates self-worth. Other authority figures may
also influence individual perceptions. Tyler, Degoey, and Smith (1996) have shown
that individuals can be influenced by any kind of authority figure, such as a parent,
professor, or Congressional authority.

Identification As Moderator

According to the relational model, identification is a moderator of the
relationship between faimess perceptions and outcomes. Recent research supports
this proposition. For example, Huo, Smith, Tyler, and Lind (1996, p.42) show that
individuals who identify with a superordinate group (e.g., “l am proud to think of
myself as a member of the organization | work for”) tended to rate their treatment by

authority figures as more fair when evaluating the relational aspects of a conflict,
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Justice Within Work Teams 12

versus instrumental aspects or final outcomes. Thus, relational evaluations (“how
honest was your supervisor,” *how hard did your supervisor try to do the right thing,”
and “how politely were you treated by your supervisor”: Huo et al.1996, p.42)
seemed more important to individuals who strongly identified with the superordinate
group (i.e., the organization) than to the weak identifiers, who appeared to focus
more on the favorability of the outcome.

Brockner, Tyler, and Cooper-Schneider (1992), in a two-study paper,
examined how people react to experiences with authorities. In their first study, they
hypothesized moderating effects of layoff survivors’ prior commitment to the
organization on the relationship between perceptions of fairness of the layoff
decision and change in commitment to the organization after the layoff. The results
of the study supported their hypothesis. They found that those who were more
highly committed before the layoff and who judged the layoff decision as fair,
responded more positively to the layoff than those with weak prior commitment.
That is, they showed littie change in their commitment to the organization following
the layoff. Those who were highly committed before the layoff and judged the layoff
decision as unfair reacted more negatively to the layoff than all other groups. Thus,
they lowered their ratings of organizational commitment after the layoff. In their
second study, Brockner and colleagues examined individuals’ change in level of
support for legal authorities after encounters with police officers and judges. They
found that prior commitment to the legal authorities moderated the relationship
between fairness judgments of an encounter with authorities and subsequent

support in law enforcement. Those with strong prior commitment to the legal
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Justice Within Work Teams 13

authorities, who experienced unfair treatment during an encounter with either police
officers or judges, decreased their support for law enforcement the most. Brockner
and colleagues showed that prior commitment moderated the relationship between
fairness and reactions to authorities.

Taken together, these research findings seem to support the proposition that
identification should moderate the relationship between fairness perceptions and
organizational outcomes. Moderation suggests that the size of the relationship
between fairness and specific outcomes depends on the level of identification (see
Figure 2, bottom). For example, the strength of the relationship between coworker
fairness and organizational citizenship behaviors towards team members will
depend on the extent to which the individual identifies with the team. Although the
research suggests that identification should moderate the relationship between
fairness perceptions and organizational outcomes, the research is unclear as to
which direction the form of interaction should take. Due to the lack of consistent
operationalization of interactional justice and identification in prior research, no
hypotheses were proposed for the nature of the interaction.

Integrating Social Exchange Theory and the Relational Model

Social exchange theory predicts that in exchange for fairness perceptions,
individuals form mutually beneficial relationships with their supervisor and
organization. To reciprocate fairness from supervisors and the organization,
individuals perform citizenship behaviors and demonstrate commitment to their
supervisors and organization. Research has shown much support for this model.

The relational model suggests that individual members of the team will interpret fair
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Justice Within Work Teams 14

treatment, procedures, and rewards coming from team members as signs of
identification with the team. The model further stipulates that this identification will
moderate the relationship between fairness and organizational behaviors. Research
supports this model, as well.

The research supports both models: a social exchange theory model and a
relational theory model. The two models are similar in that they both describe the
nature of justice relationships. Neither model contradicts the other, nor precludes
the other from operating. When combined, the research suggests that both models
can be integrated to form a new conceptualization of fairness (see Figure 3). This
integrated model might be used to simultaneously explain relationships from both a
social exchange and relational perspective.

Present Study

A new conceptual model (see Figure 3) was derived for predicting the nature
of the relationship between justice and identification, and subsequent predictions for
relevant outcomes. The purpose of this study was to determine if identification with
a source (coworkers or supervisor) moderates the relationship between justice
perceptions from a source (coworkers or supervisor) and relational variables, such
as support from the source (coworkers or supervisor). Support should further fully
mediate the relationship between fairness (interacting with identification) and
important supervisory and coworker oriented outcomes. An explanation of
relationships, one at a time, is presented to facilitate the understanding the new
model shown in Figure 3. Consistent with prior justice research, organizational

justice was the antecedent in the model. As indicated in prior sections of this paper,
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procedural, interactional, and distributive justice have all been shown to predict
important organizational outcomes. Since the core of this study involved justice, and
the construct has been reviewed in detail earlier, it will not be reviewed again here.
Outcome Variables

Criterion variables included in this study were those found to be relevant to
organizations: organizational citizenship behaviors beneficial to coworkers and the
supervisor, job performance, satisfaction with the supervisor and coworkers, and
turnover intentions.

Organizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB), sometimes considered synonymous with extra-role or contextual
performance (see Organ, 1997), has been defined as individual behavior that is
discretionary in nature. It is not explicitly recognized in the formal appraisal or
reward system. When all such similar behaviors are combined together over time
and across persons, they contribute to and promote the effective functioning of the
organization (Organ, 1988, 1997). Research supports a strong link between justice
and OCB,; it has frequently been examined and consistently shown to be a
consequence of procedural justice (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Konovsky & Pugh,
1994; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997; Masterson et al., 2000; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff &
Moorman, 1993; Organ & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1993; Tansky,
1993). Prior research has been shown that individuals target OCBs to benefit a
particular source, supervisor (OCBS), or organization (OCBO), in exchange for
fairness from that source, supervisor, or organization (Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000;

Malatesta & Byrne, 1997; Masterson et al., 2000). In addition, this earlier research
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has shown that OCBS and OCBO are distinct and independent constructs from
citizenship behaviors targeted to benefit other individuals (OCBI). Based on prior
research, it was expected that supervisory justice would predict OCB beneficial to
the supervisor, as it has in recent studies. It was further hypothesized that:

H1: Fairness emanating from coworkers will positively relate to OCB
beneficial to coworkers.

Job performance. it seems that the profitability of today’s organizations is
dependent on increasing and improving job performance. Job performance in
justice research has sometimes been considered synonymous with Williams and
Anderson’s (1991) conceptualization of in-role behaviors (IRB). IRB has been
shown to be a distinct and independent construct from citizenship behaviors targeted
to benefit other individuals (OCBI) and citizenship behaviors beneficial to
organizations (OCBO: Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997). Other
justice researchers have used combinations of ratings from prior performance
appraisals and performance on objective quarterly goals (Konovsky & Cropanzano,
1991), in addition to IRB (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996). Fairness perceptions
have consistently been shown to positively correlate and predict job performance,
giving justification for attempts to improve fairness perceptions (Byrne &
Cropanzano, 2000; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 1999; Gilliland, 1993; Konovsky &
Folger, 1991). Therefore, given the consistency of prior findings showing a positive
relationship between fairness and performance it was hypothesized that:

H2: Fairness emanating from coworkers will be positively related to

supervisory ratings of individual team member’s job performance.
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Satisfaction. Job satisfaction and fairness have been linked in the justice
research. Researchers have shown that higher levels of justice perceptions resuit in
higher ratings of job satisfaction (Donovan, Drasgow, & Munson, 1998; Konovsky &
Cropanzano, 1991; Sujak, 1997). Therefore, consistent with prior research it was
hypothesized that:

H3: Fairness emanating from the coworker will be positively related to
satisfaction with coworkers.

H4: Fairness emanating from the supervisor will be positively related to
satisfaction with the supervisor.

Turnover intentions. Empirical evidence shows that justice perceptions are

related to turnover intentions (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). For example,
Donovan and colleagues (1998) showed that perceptions of fair interpersonal
treatment were negatively correlated with work withdrawal and job withdrawal. It
was therefore hypothesized that:

H5: Perceived fairness from the supervisor will negatively predict turnover
intentions from the organization and team.

H6: Perceived fairness from coworkers will negatively predict turnover
intentions from the team, but not the organization.
Moderator Variables

Workaroup identification. Riordan and Weatherly (1999) refer to work group
identification as the personal cognitive connection that an individual makes with his
or her work group. They claim it is the perception of oneness with the group, and

tendency to experience the group’s successes and failures as one’s own. Thus, the
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authors propose that when an individual identifies with the group, he or she defines
him or herself by the same traits as those that define the workgroup. Some research
has shown that identification is distinct from commitment, but that some overlap
exists (Mael & Tetrick, 1992).

Commitment. According to Meyer and Allen (1984) and Meyer (1997),
organizational commitment has three components: affective orientation toward the
organization (affective commitment), recognition of costs associated with leaving the
organization (continuance commitment), and a moral obligation to remain with the
organization (normative commitment). Affective commitment by itself has generally
been used to measure organizational commitment. It refers to the strength of an
individual's attachment, identification, and involvement in a particular organization
(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Supervisory commitment has recently been
shown to relate to justice (Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000; Malatesta & Byme, 1997).
Given that identification is inherent in the definition of commitment and shares some
conceptual overlap with the construct, commitment to the supervisor and team
should be a strong indicator of identification with supervisor and coworkers,
respectively. Although overiap exists, commitment seems to represent the affect of
attachment in the relationship, whereas, workgroup identification represents a
cognitive perception of the relationship. For this reason, both affective commitment
and workgroup identification were used as measures of identification with a source.

Based on earlier research and the new conceptualization of fairness, it was

hypothesized that:
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H7: Identification with the supervisor will moderate the relationship between
Justice emanating from the supervisor and perceived support from the supervisor.

H8: Identification with the team will moderate the relationship between justice
emanating from coworkers and perceived support from coworkers.

Mediators Between Justice and Criteria

Research has shown that organizational support is an important consideration
- in understanding the relationship between organizational justice and important work
attitudes and behaviors, such as OCB, satisfaction, and performance. As a result, it
seems logical to include support in this study. Many researchers have treated
support as an antecedent to the same outcome variables that justice seems to
predict. For example, support seems to predict some types of OCB (Shore & Shore,
1995).

According to Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, and Sowa (1986), an
employee’s sense of commitment to the organization is influenced by his or her
perception of the employer's commitment to him or her. These authors define
organizational support as the degree to which individuals feel the organization
values their contributions and generally cares about them. Eisenberger et al. (1986)
developed the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS) to measure the
extent to which individuals felt the organization was committed to them and thus
provided support. For example, respondents answer questions that ask the extent
to which the organization values their contribution, well-being, or opinions.
Masterson et al. (2000) found that perceived organizational support (POS) mediated

the relationship between procedural justice and OCBO.
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Similarly, Moorman (1993) found that POS fully mediated the relationship
between procedural justice and OCBs, and that a fully mediated model was better
than.a partially mediated model. Moreover, support has been shown to predict a
wide array of helpful work behaviors such as job performance and OCBs (Armeli,
Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Lynch, 1998; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990;
Randall, Cropanzano, Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999). Similarly, perceived supervisory
support (PSS; Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988) indicates support from the supervisor.
Taken together, these findings lead to the conclusion that support mediates the
relationship between organizational justice and workplace attitudes and behaviors
(see Figure 3). While the POS relationship has already been shown to mediate the
relationship between organizational level justice and organizational citizenship
behaviors, the PSS and coworker support relationships have not been tested. Given
these earlier research findings on the relationship between support and fairness, and
the new integrated model of justice, it was hypothesized that:

H9a: Perceived supervisory support will fully mediate the relationship
between justice emanating from the supervisor interacting with supervisory
identification, and OCB beneficial to the supervisor.

H9b: Perceived supervisory support will fully mediate the relationship
between supervisory justice interacting with supervisory identification, and
satisfaction with the supervisor.

H10a: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
justice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and OCB

beneficial to coworkers.
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H10b: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
Justice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and
satisfaction with coworkers.

H10c: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
justice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and
supervisory ratings of job performance.

Summary of Hypotheses

It was generally hypothesized that identification with a source would moderate
the relationship between justice perceptions from that source and support from that
source, and that support would fully mediate the relationship between justice
interacting with identification and outcomes. Therefore, the following specific
hypotheses were proposed:

H1: Fairness emanating from coworkers will positively relate to OCB
beneficial to coworkers.

H2: Fairness emanating from coworkers will positively relate to ratings of job
performance.

H3: Fairness emanating from the coworker will be positively related to
satisfaction with coworkers.

H4: Fairness emanating from the supervisor will be positively related to
satisfaction with the supervisor.

H5: Perceived fairness from the supervisor will negatively predict turnover

intentions from the team and organization.
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H6: Perceived fairness from coworkers will negatively predict turnover
intentions from the team, but not the organization.

H7: Identification with the supervisor will moderate the relationship between
Jjustice emanating from the supervisor and perceived support from the supervisor.

H8: Identification with the team will moderate the relationship between justice
emanating from coworkers and perceived support from coworkers.

H9a: Perceived supervisory support will fully mediate the relationship
between justice emanating from the supervisor interacting with supervisory
identification, and OCB beneficial to the supervisor.

H9b: Perceived supervisory support will fully mediate the relationship
between supervisory justice interacting with supervisory identification, and
satisfaction with the supervisor.

H10a: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
Jjustice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and OCB
beneficial to coworkers.

H10b: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
Jjustice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and
satisfaction with coworkers.

H10c: Perceived coworker support will fully mediate the relationship between
justice emanating from coworkers interacting with team identification, and

supervisory ratings of job performance.
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Method
Participants

A total of 232 participants completed surveys, however, only 177 had
matched supervisory ratings. Therefore, analyses were conducted on 177
subordinate-supervisor dyads from three organizations within three different
companies across the United States. Power analysis for partial correlation and
regression coefficients (Cohen & Cohen, 1983) revealed that a final sample of
approximately 168 was necessary for detecting a change in R? of .02 for each of
three independent variabies at a power level of .80 with a significance level of .05.
Therefore, the total sample of 177 seemed adequate for this study.

The first organization supplied 38 matched dyads (35% response rate), the
second organization supplied 73 matched dyads (66% response rate), and the third
organization supplied 66 matched dyads (69% response rate). Each organization
identified itself as operating in the high-technology industry, empioyees surveyed
worked exclusively in established teams, and formal chains of command where
supervisors were responsible for performance appraisals existed within each
company. Participation was voluntary. Comparisons between participants and non-
participants were not possible in any of the three organizations. Resuits from
analyses of variance revealed no significant differences on the variables of the study
between the three samples. Therefore, the three samples were combined and all

further analyses conducted on the sample of 177 cases.
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For the three organizations combined, 28 percent of participants indicated
their age to be between 20 and 35 years of age, 46 percent between 36 and 50
years, 24 percent between 51 and 65 years of age, and the remainder chose not to
indicate their age group. Age was divided into three groups based on suggestions
from the organizations. Approximately 64 percent were female and 33 percent male,
with three percent choosing not to indicate their gender. Approximately 80 percent
of participants identified themselves as Caucasian, eight percent Latino/Hispanic,
three percent Asian/Indian/island Pacific, two percent African American, and the
remaining seven percent did not identify their ethnicity. The size of teams in which
individual employees worked varied. There were approximately nine percent each in
teams of two or seven members, 12 percent each in teams with three, four, five, and
six members, 20 percent indicated their team was comprised of 8-11 members, and
15 percent with 12-16 team members.
Data Collection

Questionnaires were made available in an electronic format to employees,
both subordinates and supervisors. The electronic survey facilitated the ability to
collect data from all three participating companies in parallel, and provided the
greatest confidentiality. Participants created their own identification numbers, a
combination of birth date and phone number, when completing their surveys. If they
chose, participants offered permission for their supervisors to rate their performance
and citizenship behaviors by completing an electronic form that generated an email
message to the researcher. Upon receiving the permission request, the researcher

used the participant’s identification number to create a new unique identification
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number. This new number was given to the supervisor to rate the individual on OCB
beneficial to the coworkers, supervisor, and on job performance. Therefore,
supervisors completed an electronic version of the OCB rating form for each
subordinate who gave permission to be rated. All permission forms were destroyed
once the new numbers were created. A cover letter describing the study, assuring
confidentiality of the information, explaining the voluntary nature of the study,
describing the supervisory rating form, and providing information about individuals to
contact for details was made available to each employee (Appendix D). Supervisors
received a cover letter along with access to an electronic version of the supervisory
rating form (i.e., rate the employee on OCB and IRB).
Measures

All employees (both supervisors and individual employees) completed scales
measuring perceptions of procedural, interactional, and distributive justice from the
supervisory and coworker, for a total of six justice scales. In addition, the following
measures were included on every employee survey: supervisory and team
commitment; identification \;vith the supervisor and team; perceived supervisory and
coworker support; turnover intentions from both the group and organization; and
satisfaction with coworkers and supervisor (shown in Appendix A). Supervisors
rated permission-granting subordinates on organizational citizenship behavior
beneficial to the supervisor and coworkers, and in-role behavior (Shown in Appendix
C). Demographics included age, gender, ethnicity, and team size (Shown in

Appendix B).
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Procedural Justice

Procedural justice with the supervisor as the source was measured using two
items from Byrne and Cropanzano (2000), and six items from Colquitt (in press).
Example items include “| feel the procedures have been free of bias,” and “Where |
work, my supervisors’ procedures are very fair.” The coefficient alpha reliability
estimate achieved in this study was .94. Seven items from Colquitt's (in press)
procedural justice scale were used to measure coworker procedural justice. The
coefficient alpha reliability estimate achieved in this study was .93. Factor analyses
on both supervisory and coworker procedural justice showed support for each justice
loading on factors independent from all other measures in the study. Both
supervisory and coworker procedural justice were measured along a seven-point
scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (7) Strongly Agree.
Interactional Justice

Interactional justice from the supervisor was measured using five items from
Byrne & Cropanzano (2000). Examples on the supervisory interactional justice
scale are “My supervisor always explains decisions to me,” and “| feel my supervisor
holds me in high regard.” The coefficient alpha reliability estimate achieved in this
study was .91. Interactional justice from coworkers was measured using four items
from Colquitt (in press). Example items include “My coworkers refrain from making
improper remarks or comments to me,” and “My coworkers treat me with respect.”
The coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this scale was .88. Factor
analyses on both supervisory and coworker interactional justice showed support for

each justice loading on factors independent from all other measures in the study.
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Both supervisory and coworker interactional justice were measured along a seven-
point scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (7) Strongly Agree.
Distributive Justice

Three items measuring distributive justice with the supervisor as focus were
taken from a modified version of Colquitt (in press). An example item is “The
recognition | receive is appropriate for the work | have completed.” The coefficient
alpha reliability estimate achieved in this study was .95. Coworker distributive
justice was measured using the same three items from Colquitt, with “coworker”
replacing instances of “organization.” The coefficient alpha reliability estimate
obtained for this scale was .95. Factor analyses on both supervisory and coworker
distributive justice showed support for each justice loading on independent factors
from all other measures in the study. Both supervisory and coworker distributive
justice were measured along a seven-point scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree
to (7) Strongly Agree.

Identification

Two measures were used to indicate perceptions of identification with either
the coworker or supervisor: commitment and workgroup identification (henceforth
called WG-identification).

Commitment. Affective supervisory commitment was measured using five
items from Allen and Meyer's (1997) Affective Commitment Scale (ACS) that were
modified by replacing instances of “organization” with “supervisor.” Prior research
used this similar procedure (Byrme & Cropanzano, 2000; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997;

Millward & Hopkins, 1998). Because the inclusion of measures of WG-identification
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and commitment in the same study does not appear to have been done before,
exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were run to check for potential overlap between
the two scales. EFA revealed that only five of the seven items from the ACS loaded
(factor loading over .40: Stevens, 1996) on commitment and not on WG-
identification as well. Therefore, only those five items were used to form scale
scores for supervisory commitment. Sample items include “I do not feel emotionally
attached to my supervisor” (reverse coded), and “My supervisor has a great deal of
personal meaning to me.” The coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this
scale was .77. Commitment to coworkers was measured using all seven ACS items
that were modified to refer to “coworkers” instead of “supervisor.” EFA showed that
all seven modified ACS items loaded on a single factor for coworker commitment.
The coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this scale was .84. Responses
to items ranged from (1) Strongly Disagree and (7) Strongly Agree.

Workgroup identification. WG-identification with the team was measured
using all items from Riordan and Weatherly’s (1999) five-item scale of workgroup
identification. A sample item from the scale says, “It is important to me that my team
is successful.” EFA showed, however, that only three of the five items from Riordan
and Weatherly’s original workgroup identification scale loaded (factor loading over
.40: Stevens, 1996) on WG-identification and not on commitment as well. Therefore,
only these three items were used to produce a scale score for WG-identification with
team members. The coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this three-item
scale was .76. Four items from Riordan and Weatherly's scale were modified to

measure WG-identification with the supervisor, however instances of “work group”
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were replaced with “supervisor.” EFA results showed these items loading on a
single factor. One item was not used (e.g., “It is important to me that | am a member
of my work group”) because it was not appropriate for measuring WG-identification
with the supervisor. A sample item from the supervisor WG-identification scale
includes “It is important to me that others think highly of my supervisor.” The
coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this scale was .86. Responses to
items ranged from (1) Strongly Disagree and (7) Strongly Agree.
Perceived Support

Supervisory support was measured using six items from a recently developed
short eight-item version of the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS:
Eisenberger, Cummins, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997). Because two of the eight items
appeared so similar to interactional justice items, these two were replaced with items
from an earlier short version of the SPOS (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, &
Sowa, 1986). The word “supervisor” replaced every instance of “organization” in all
the items. Given the similarity of some SPOS items to supervisory interactional
justice items, and since measures of both perceived supervisory support and
supervisory justices have not appeared in a single study before, EFA were run to
check for item overlap. Unfortunately, EFA revealed that for the participants in this
study, perceived supervisory support and interactional justice from the supervisor
were indistinguishable. Factor loadings were in the .6 to .8 range for every item on
both scales, leaving no possibility of separating perceived supervisory support from
supervisory interactional justice. Therefore, all analyses using perceived

supervisory support were dropped from this study. As a resuit, Hypotheses 7, 9a,
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and 9b were not tested. Since the new model could not be tested for the
supervisory level variables due to the lack of perceived supervisory support, two new
a priori hypotheses were proposed. It was hypothesized that:

H11: Identification with the supervisor will moderate the relationship between
justice emanating from the supervisor and satisfaction with supervisor.

H12: Identification with the supervisor will moderate the relationship between
Justice emanating from the supervisor and OCB beneficial to supervisor.

The modified SPOS scale was used to measure coworker support (PCWS)
except the word “coworker” was substituted for “supervisor.” Factor analysis
revealed that five of the eight items loaded on perceived coworker support separate
from coworker interactional justice, and from coworker WG-identification. Therefore,
the coworker support scale was retained and analyses were conducted for
hypotheses using coworker support. The high correlation between distributive
coworker justice and perceived coworker support (r=.72, p<.01) warranted a check
of the factors to ensure they were indeed separate. Factor analyses on coworker
procedural, interactional, and distributive justices, and perceived coworker support
provided evidence for each measure loading on independent factors. The coefficient
alpha reliability estimate obtained for the perceived coworker support scale was .91.
Responses to items on the scale ranged from (1) Strongly Disagree and (7) Strongly
Agree.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
Supervisory ratings of organizational citizenship behavior beneficial to the

supervisor (OCBS) were assessed by a five-item scale based on items from
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Williams and Anderson’s (1991) OCBI scale, and as used in prior research
(Malatesta, 1995; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997; Masterson et al., 2000; Settoon et al.,
1996). Example questions from the OCBS scale are “Helps you when you have a
heavy work load,” and “assists you with your work (when not asked).” The
coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained for this scale was .87. Citizenship
behaviors beneficial to coworkers (OCBCW) were assessed using the OCBI scale
(Williams & Anderson, 1991). The scale items are shown in Appendix C. The
coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained in this study for this scale was .91.
Results of factor analyses supported the use of OCBS and OCBCW as separate
factors. Responses to items on both the OCBS and OCBCW ranged from (1) Never
to (5) Always.
Job Performance

Similar to prior research (e.g., Settoon et al., 1996), job performance was
measured using supervisory ratings of seven items from Williams and Anderson'’s
(1991) in-role behaviors (IRB) scale, shown to measure a distinct and independent
construct from OCBIl and OCBS. Factor analyses confirmed the distinctriess of IRB
for this sample. Sample items from the IRB scale include, “Adequately completes
assigned duties,” and “Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.” This scale
appears in Appendix C on the Supervisory Observations Survey. The coefficient
alpha reliability estimate obtained in this study for this scale was .87. Responses to
items ranged from (1) Never to (5) Always.

Satisfaction
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Satisfaction with the supervisor and coworkers were measured using items
developed for this study. Items appear in Appendix A. Factor analyses revealed
that satisfaction with the supervisor was a distinct factor from satisfaction with
coworkers, and from other measures in the study. The coefficient alpha reliability
estimates obtained in this study for the supervisor satisfaction scale was .78 and
satisfaction with coworkers was .82. Responses were on a five-point likert scale
ranging from (1) Very Satisfied to (5) Very Dissatisfied.

Turnover Intentions

Items developed for this study were used to measure turnover intentions from
both the work group and organization. The items are shown in Appendix A. EFA
revealed that the two turnover scales developed for this study were indistinguishable
from one another. Therefore, they were combined into one scale measuring
turnover intentions. As a result, Hypothesis 6 was not fully tested in this study. The
coefficient alpha reliability estimate obtained in this study was .86. Responses were
on a seven-point likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (7) Strongly
Agree.

Data Analyses

Mediators and moderators can be differentiated diagrammatically (see Figure
2). If the predictor is associated with the outcome, but only via a third variable, then
the third variable mediates the relationship between the predictor and outcome. If
the predictor is associated with the outcome, but the strength of this relationship
varies because of a third variable, then the third variable is said to moderate the

relationship between the predictor and the outcome. Multiple regression analyses
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using procedures described by Baron and Kenny (1986) were used to examine the
data for mediation and moderation effects, as well as mediated moderated effects as
proposed by the new model of justice developed in this study.
Mediation
To test for mediation, three separate regression equations were estimated 1)

the mediator was regressed on the independent variable, 2) the dependent variable
was regressed on the independent variable, and 3) the dependent variable was
regressed on both the mediator and the independent variable. In order for mediation
to be supported, the following conditions must be met: 1) the first regression
equation must be significant, 2) the second regression equation must be significant,
and 3) the mediator must affect the dependent variable in the third regression
equation. Additionally in the third regression equation, the independent variable’s
affect on criterion variables must become non-significant if a conclusion of full
mediation is to be drawn. If the effect of the independent variable on criterion
variables remains significant in the third regression equation, the standardized beta
coefficient of the independent variabie must be less than in the second regression
equation to be considered partial mediation. In the case of partial mediation, Olkin
and Finn's (1995) formula to determine the statistical significance of the decrease in
the size of the beta coefficient was applied.
Moderation

To test for moderation, three equations were simultaneously entered into the
regression analysis in the following order: 1) regress the dependent variable on the

independent variable, 2) regress the dependent variable on the moderator, and 3)
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regress the dependent variable on the product of the moderator and independent
variable. Moderation effects were shown if the third regression equation and the
change in R? were significant.

Interpreting the interaction. To assess the form of a significant interaction a
median split was performed on the moderator variable, within the scale range used
by participants, to create two subgroups. For each subgroup (e.g., high
commitment, low commitment), correlations and regression coefficients were
obtained between the independent variables with which the moderator showed
significant interaction and the dependent variable. To determine whether the degree
(strength) of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables was
equal for each subgroup, a comparison of the correlation coefficients was
conducted. Given a significant difference, it was determined that the strength of the
relationship differed across subgroups. Arnold (1982) suggests that to determine
the form (slope) of the interaction, the dependent variable must be regressed upon
the independent variable resulting in individual regression equations for each
subgroup. A comparison between regression coefficients for the two groups is then
suggested (Arnold, 1982). However, this comparison test is identical to the t-test for
the significance of the regression coefficient for the interaction term of the overall
hierarchical regression (Aiken & West, 1991). Therefore, the significance of the
regression coefficient of the interaction term in the overall hierarchical regression
was used as an indicator of whether the two regression coefficients statistically

differed from one another.

Control Variables in Regression Analyses
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The primary focus of this study was on whether support and identification
moderated justice relations with criterion variables. Therefore, relationships
between age, gender, team size, and criterion variables were considered confounds
to the resuits of interest. Demographic variables that were correlated with outcome
variables were used as ¢ontrol variables in the regression equations.

Results

Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for the variables in this
study. Table 2 shows the intercorrelations and reliability estimates for all the
variables. Reliability estimates were all greater than .70, which is within an
acceptable range for research purposes (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Coworker as Source of Justice

QCB coworkers. An examination of correlation coefficients in Table 2 reveals
partial support for Hypothesis 1. Coworker procedural justice was significantly
positively correlated with supervisory ratings of OCB beneficial to coworkers (r=.18,
p<.05, ?=.03). Neither distributive nor interactional justice from coworkers
significantly correlated with OCB beneficial to coworkers (OCBCW), indicating only
partial support for Hypothesis 1.

Job performance. Shown in Table 2, coworker procedural justice was
significantly correlated with supervisory ratings of job performance (r=.20, p<.01,
r?=.04), coworker interactional justice was significantly correlated with supervisory
ratings of job performance (r=.13, p<.05, r>=.02), and coworker distributive justice
was significantly correlated with supervisory ratings of job performance (r=.15,

p<.05, r’=.02). These significant correlations provide support for Hypothesis 2.
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Satisfaction with coworkers. Support for Hypothesis 3 is shown in Table 2 in

the significant correlation between coworker interactional justice and satisfaction
with coworkers (r=.65, p<.01, r’=.42), coworker procedural justice and satisfaction in
coworker (r=.64, p<.01, r’=.41), and coworker distributive justice and satisfaction in
coworker (r=.59, p<.01, r*=.35).

Turnover intentions. Shown in Table 3, a significant negative regression
coefficient was found for coworker distributive justice predicting tumover intentions
(B = -.34, p<.01), after controlling for the significant effects of team size. Coworkér
procedural justice did not significantly predict turnover intentions (§ = -.25, p<.10),
nor did coworker interactional justice significantly predict turnover intentions (B =.12,
p>.10). Therefore, these findings show only partial support for Hypothesis 6. Since
turnover intentions from the team and turnover intentions from the organization could
not be measured separately in this study, Hypothesis 6 could not be fully tested.
The addition of coworker distributive justice into the regression equation added an

incremental R? change of 21% to the madel, beyond the effects of team size.

Commitment Moderating Coworker Justice

Shown in Table 5, coworker commitment moderated the relationship between
coworker interactional justice and perceived coworker support (p = -1.04, p<.01),
and coworker distributive justice and perceived coworker support (B = .77, p<.05).
Coworker commitment significantly moderated the relationship between coworker
procedural justice and perceived coworker support, at the .10 significance level (p =

-.57, p<.10). These results partially support Hypothesis 8, which states that
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identification with the team will moderate the relationship between justice emanating
from coworkers and perceived support from coworkers.

interpreting interactions: justice predicting support. Analyses showed that for

the high commitment subgroup, the correlation between coworker interactional
justice and coworker support (r=.31, p<.05) was significantly lower than the
correlation between coworker interactional justice and coworker support (r=.78,
p<.05) for the low coworker commitment subgroup. Stated in another way, when
participants rated their coworker commitment lower on the scale, the correlation
between coworker interactional justice and coworker support was higher. The
results of subgroup regression analysis indicated that the nature of the relationship
between coworker interactional justice and coworker support varies with the values
of coworker commitment. Stated differently, a change in coworker interactional
justice for the low commitment subgroup (B = .44, p<.05) made a bigger score
difference in coworker support than in the high commitment subgroup (B = .16,
p<.05). For the high commitment subgroup, the correlation between coworker
procedural justice and coworker support (r=.29, p<.05) was significantly lower than
the correlation between coworker procedural justice and coworker support (r=.72,
p<.05) for the low coworker commitment subgroup. The resuits of subgroup
regression analysis indicated that for the low commitment subgroup a change in
coworker procedural justice (B = .21, p<.05) predicted a score difference in coworker
support, whereas for the iow commitment subgroup no score change occurred in
coworker support (B =-.11, p>.10). For the high commitment subgroup, the

correlation between coworker distributive justice and coworker support (r=.65, p<.05)
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was not significantly lower than the correlation between coworker distributive justice
and coworker support (r=.71, p<.05) for the low coworker commitment subgroup.
The results of subgroup regression analysis indicated that for the high commitment
subgroup a change in coworker distributive justice (B = .65, p<.05) predicted a larger
rating in coworker support than for the low commitment subgroup (B = .32, p<.05).
Thus, although the strength of the relationship between coworker distributive justice
and coworker support did not differ between the high and low commitment
subgroups, the form of the interaction did differ between the high and low
commitment subgroups.

Justice predicting OCBCW. Table 6 shows the results of mediated
moderated regression analysis for coworker commitment moderating coworker
justice perceptions, mediated by coworker support, predicting OCBCW. As shown in
Table 6, coworker support failed to mediate the relationship between the interaction
of coworker fairness and coworker commitment and OCBCW (B = -.04, p>.10).
Therefore, Hypothesis 10a was not supported. This finding was anticipated due to
the lack of significant correlation between perceived coworker support and OCBCW.
Regression analyses were conducted to determine if coworker commitment
moderated the relationship between coworker justice and OCBCW, without the
mediating effects of coworker support. Significant moderation effects at the .10 level
(AR? = .03, p<.10) were found for coworker commitment and coworker procedural
justice (B = -1.60, p<.01), and coworker commitment and coworker interactional

justice (B = .92, p<.10) predicting OCBCW, as shown in Table 7.
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Interpreting interactions: justice predicting OCBCW. For the high commitment

subgroup, the correlation between coworker interactional justice and OCBCW (r=.14,
p<.10) was not significantly different from the correlation between coworker
interactional justice and OCBCW (r=.04, p>.10) for the low coworker commitment
subgroup. The results of subgroup regression analysis indicated that for the high
commitment subgroup a change in coworker interactional justice (B = .02, p>.10) did
not predict a score difference in OCBCW. There also was no score change in
OCBCW evident for the low commitment subgroup (B = .10, p>.10). The results of
this interpretation suggest that coworker commitment does not moderate the
relationship between coworker interactional justice and OCBCW. For the high
commitment subgroup, the correlation between coworker procedural justice and
OCBCW (r=.23, p<.05) was not significantly different from the correlation between
coworker procedural justice and OCBCW (r=.16, p>.10) for the low coworker
commitment subgroup. However, the results of subgroup regression analysis
indicated that for the low commitment subgroup a change in coworker procedural
justice (B = .29 p<.10) predicted a bigger score difference in OCBCW than for the
low commitment subgroup (f = .21, p<.10).

Justice predicting satisfaction in coworker. Support for Hypothesis 10b is
shown in Table 8. Results of mediated moderated regression analysis show
perceived coworker support fully mediating the relationship between coworker
interactional justice interacting with coworker commitment predicting satisfaction with
coworker. Full mediation is shown by 1) the significance of the third regression

equation (F(4,169)=57.61, p<.05), 2) the significant beta coefficient for perceived
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coworker support (§ = .42, p<.01), and 3) the change from significant to not
significant beta coefficient of the interaction term for coworker interactional justice
and coworker commitment (B =.29, p<.05 to B =.15, p>.10). The decrease in the
beta coefficient for coworker interactional justice interacting with coworker
commitment between step 2 and step 3 of the multiple regression analysis (B =.29,
p<.05 to B =.15, p>.10).was analyzed using Olkin and Finn's (1995) formula
(converted into a program by P. Chen). Results indicated that the decrease in the
beta coefficient was significant at the .05 level. This additional test confirmed a
conclusion of full mediation effects for perceived coworker support.

Justice predicting supervisory ratings of job perfformance. Table 9 shows
lack of support for Hypothesis 10c. Perceived coworker support did not mediate the
relationship between coworker commitment interacting with coworker interactional,
procedural, and distributive justice, and supervisory ratings of job performance.
Regression analyses were conducted to determine if coworker commitment
moderated the relationship between coworker justice and supervisory ratings of job
performance, without the mediating effects of coworker support. Moderation effects
were not found for coworker commitment and coworker procedural justice (B = -1.03,
p<.10), or for coworker distributive justice (B = .75, p<.10) predicting supervisory
ratings of job performance, as shown in Table 10. The lack of a significant change
in R? for the third regression equation (AR? = .03, p>.10) indicates that there were no

moderation effects.
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WG-Identification Moderating Coworker Justice

Shown in Table 11, coworker WG-identification moderated the relationship
between coworker procedural justice and perceived coworker support (B = -1.57,
p<.10), and coworker distributive justice and perceived coworker support (B = 2.66,
p<.01), and as shown by the significant change in R? for the third regression
equation (AR? = .02, p<.05). These resuits only partially support Hypothesis 8, since
WG-identification with coworkers did not moderate the relationship between
coworker interactional justice and perceived coworker support (B = -.94, p>.10).

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting support. To assess the form and

degree of significant interactions a median split was performed on the moderator
variable coworker WG-identification, within the scale range used by participants, to
create two subgroups. For each subgroup (e.g., high WG-identification, low WG-
identification), correlations and regression coefficients were obtained between the
coworker justices with which coworker WG-identification showed significant
interactions and perceived coworker support. These analyses showed that for the
high WG-identiﬁcatibn subgroup, the correlation between coworker procedural
justice and coworker support (r=.62, p<.05) was not significantly different from the
correlation between coworker procedural justice and coworker support (r=.67, p>.10)
for the low coworker WG-identification subgroup. However, the results of subgroup
regression analysis indicated that for the high WG-identification subgroup a change
in coworker procedural justice (B = .09 p<.10) predicted a score difference in
coworker support, while no change in score was evident for the low WG-

identification subgroup (B = .36, p<.10). Analyses showed that for the high WG-
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identification subgroup, the correlation between coworker distributive justice and
coworker support (r=.71, p<.05) was not significantly different from the correlation
between coworker distributive justice and coworker support (r=.57, p<.05) for the low
coworker WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analysis indicated that
for the high WG-identification subgroup a change in coworker distributive justice (B =
.48, p<.05) predicted a score difference in coworker support, while no change in
score on coworker support was evident for the low WG-identification subgroup (B =
.08, p<.10).

Justice predicting OCBCW. Failure to support Hypothesis 10a is shown in
Table 12. Perceived coworker support failed to mediate the relationship between
the interaction of coworker procedural, interactional, and distributive justices with
coworker WG-identification, and OCB beneficial to coworkers (B = -.02, p>.10). This
finding was anticipated due to the lack of significant correlation between perceived
coworker support and OCBCW. Regression analyses were conducted to determine
if coworker identification moderated the relationship between coworker justice and
OCBCW, without the mediating effects of coworker support. As shown in Table 13,
significant moderation at the .10 level (AR? = .03, p<.10) was found for coworker
WG-identification and coworker interactional justice (B = 2.93, p<.05), and coworker
WG-identification and coworker distributive justice (f = -2.37, p<.10), predicting OCB
beneficial to coworker.

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting QCBCW. Using the same
procedures as described earlier, analyses to assess the form and degree of

interactions showed that for the high WG-identification subgroup the correlation
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between coworker interactional justice and OCBCW (r=.10, p<.10) was not
significantly different from the correlation between coworker interactional justice and
OCBCW (r=.06, p>.10) for the low coworker identification subgroup. Subgroup
regression analysis indicated that for the high WG-identification subgroup a change
in coworker interactional justice (B = -.01, p>.10) did not result in a score difference
in OCBCW, nor did a change in coworker interactional justice result in a score
change in OCBCW for the low WG-identification subgroup (B = .35, p>.10). The
results of these analyses suggest that WG-identification did not moderate the .
relationship between coworker interactional justice and OCBCW. A similar
conclusion may be draw for WG-identification moderating the relationship between
coworker distributive justice and OCBCW. For the high WG-identification subgroup
the correlation between coworker distributive justice and OCBCW (r=.07, p>.10) was
not significantly different from the correlation between coworker distributive justice
and OCBCW (r=.55, p<.05) for the low coworker identification subgroup. Subgroup
regression analysis indicated that for the high WG-identification subgroup a change
in coworker distributive justice (B = -.04, p>.10) did not result in a score difference in
OCBCW, nor did a change in coworker distributive justice result in a score change in
OCBCW for the low WG-identification subgroup (B = .52, p>.10).

Justice predicting satisfaction in coworker. Table 14 shows additional support
for Hypothesis 10b. Perceived coworker support fully mediated the relationship
between coworker WG-identification interacting with coworker distributive justice
predicting satisfaction with coworker. The decrease in beta coefficient for coworker

distributive justice interacting with coworker WG-identification (B =.24, p<.01 to
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=.07, p>.10) between step 2 and step 3 of the muitiple regression analysis shown in
Table 14, was analyzed using Olkin and Finn’s (1995) formula. Results indicated
that the decrease in the beta coefficient was significant at the .05 level. Only partial
mediation effects of coworker support were shown for coworker interactional and
coworker procedural justice moderated by coworker identification. The decrease in
beta coefficient for coworker interactional justice interacting with coworker WG-
identification (B =.31, p<.01 to B =.19, p<.05) between step 2 and step 3 of the
multiple regression analysis shown in Table 14, was significant at the .05 level.
Therefore, partial mediation was supported. Likewise, the decrease in beta
coefficient for coworker procedural justice interacting with coworker WG-
identification (B =.26, p<.01 to p =.24, p<.01), between step 2 and step 3 of the
multiple regression analysis shown in Table 14, was tested for significance. This
decrease was also significant at the .05 level. Therefore, partial mediation of
perceived coworker support on coworker WG-identification interacting with coworker
procedural justice predicting satisfaction with coworker was statistically significant.
Justice predicting supervisory ratings of job performance. Lack of support
for Hypothesis 10c is shown in Table 15. Perceived coworker support did not
mediate the relationship between the interactions of coworker WG-identification with
coworker distributive, procedural, or interactional justice predicting supervisory
ratings of job performance. This lack of support is shown by the not significant
regression equations and not significant beta coefficient for perceived coworker
support (B =.06, p>.10). Regression analyses were conducted to determine if

coworker WG-identification moderated the reiationship between coworker justice
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and supervisory ratings of job performance, without the mediating effects of
coworker support. A significant change in R? (AR? = .05, p<.05) along with the
significant third regression equation support a conclusion of moderation effects.
Moderation effects were found for coworker WG-identification and coworker
procedural justice (B = 3.98, p<.01) and coworker distributive justice (B = -2.04,
p<.10) predicting supervisory ratings of job performance, as shown in Table 16.
Interpreting interactions: justice predicting job performance. Analyses to
evaluate the form and degree of interactions showed that for the high WG-
identification subgroup the correlation between coworker interactional justice and job
performance (r=.16, p<.05) was not significantly different from the correlation
between coworker interactional justice and job performance (r=-.27, p>.10) for the
low coworker WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analysis indicated
that for the low WG-identification subgroup a change in coworker interactional justice
(B = -.66, p<.05) resulted in a score difference in job performance, whereas a
change in coworker interactional justice did not resuit in a score change in job
performance for the high WG-identification subgroup (g = .05, p>.10). For the high
WG-identification subgroup the correlation between coworker distributive justice and
job performance (r=.12, p<.10) was not significantly different from the correlation
between coworker distributive justice and job performance (r=.48, p<.10) for the low
coworker WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analysis indicated that
for the low WG-identification subgroup a change in coworker distributive justice (B =
.80, p<.05) predicted a score difference in job performance, whereas a change in

coworker distributive justice did not predict a score change in job performance for
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the high WG-identification subgroup (B = .004, p>.10). Stated differently, coworker
distributive justice predicted job performance only when ratings of WG-identification
were low.
Summary

Mediated moderated regression analyses showed partial support for the new
conceptualization of justice. That is, identification with the coworker moderated the
relationship between some forms of fairness emanating from the coworker and
coworker support. This relationship between the interaction term (i.e., coworker
identification and justice) and satisfaction with coworkers was further mediated by
coworker support.

Supervisor as Source of Justice

Satisfaction with supervisor. Supervisory level interactional, procedural, and
distributive justices were significantly correlated with satisfaction in the supervisor
(r=.72, p<.01, >=.52; r=.66, p<.01, r’=.44; r=.74, p<.01, r’=.55, respectively), thus
providing support for Hypothesis 4 (see Table 2).

Turnover intentions. As shown in Table 4, a significant negative regression
coefficient was found for supervisory distributive justice predicting turnover intentions
(B =-.27, p<.01), and supervisory procedural justice predicting turnover intentions (8
=-.32, p<.01), after controlling for the significant effects of team size. Supervisory
interactional justice did not significantly predict turnover intentions (B =.15, p<.10).
These findings show partial support for Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 could not be
fully tested, however, because of the lack of separate indicators for turnover

intentions from the team and turnover intentions from the organization. The addition
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of supervisory distributive and procedural justice into the regression equation added
an incremental R? change of 19% to the model, after controlling for the effects of
team size.

Hypothesis 7, 9a, b, and ¢ were dropped from the analyses due to the failure
of perceived supervisory support to factor analyze into a scale separate from
supervisory interactional justice.

Commitment Moderating Supervisory Justice

Hypothesis 11 and 12 were proposed as alternative hypothesis for examining
the relationship between identification with the supervisor and organizational justice
emanating from the supervisor.

Justice predicting OCB beneficial to supervisor. | posited a prior that
identification with the supervisor would moderate the relationship between the three
supervisory justices and OCB beneficial to the supervisor (i.e., Hypothesis 12). This
additional hypothesis is in keeping with the purpose of the study, which was to
determine if identification with a source moderated the relationship between justices
and organizational outcomes. Shown in Table 17, regression analyses provided
some evidence (AR%=.04, p<.10) at the .10 level, that supervisory commitment

moderated the relationship between supervisory interactional (B=1.82, p<.05) and

supervisory procedural justices (= -1.41, p<.05) predicting OCB beneficial to the
supervisor (OCBS). Because supervisory commitment did not moderate the
relationship between supervisory distributive justice and OCB beneficial to the

supervisor, Hypothesis 12 was only partially supported. The significant interaction
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terms added an additional 4% to the variance accounted for in OCB beneficial to the
supervisor.

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting OCBS. To assess the form and
degree of significant interactions a median split was performed on supervisory
commitment, within the scale range used by participants, to create two subgroups.
For each subgroup (e.g., high commitment, low commitment), correlations and
regression coefficients were obtained between the supervisory justices with which
supervisory commitment showed significant interaction and OCBS. Results from
these analyses showed that for the low supervisory commitment subgroup the
correlation between supervisory interactional justice and OCBS (r=.17, p<.10) was
not significantly different from the correlation between supervisory interactional
justice and OCBS (r=.14, p<.10) for the high supervisory commitment subgroup.
Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for the low supervisory commitment
subgroup a change in supervisory interactional justice (B = -.01, p >.10) did not
result in a score difference in OCBS, nor did a change in supervisory interactional
justice result in a score change in OCBS for the high supervisory commitment
subgroup (B = .14, p>.10). These results imply that there was no moderation effect
for supervisory commitment on supervisory interactional justice predicting OCBS.
For the low supervisory commitment subgroup the correlation between supervisory
procedural justice and OCBS (r=.25, p<.05) was not significantly different from the
correlation between supervisory procedural justice and OCBS (r=.01, p>.10) for the
high supervisory commitment subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated

that for the low supervisory commitment subgroup a change in supervisory

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Justice Within Work Teams 49

procedural justice (B = .33, p<.05) resulted in a score difference in OCBS, whereas a
change in supervisory procedural justice did not result in a score change in OCBS
for the high supervisory commitment subgroup (8 = .11, p>.10).

Satisfaction with supervisor. Hypothesis 11 proposed that identification with
the supervisor would moderate the relationship between supervisory justice and
satisfaction with the supervisor. Table 18 shows partial support for Hypothesis 11
using supervisory commitment as the measure of identification. Supervisory
commitment moderated the relationship between supervisory interactional justice
and supervisory satisfaction (8= 1.57, p<.01), and supervisory procedural justice and
supervisory satisfaction (B= -.98, p<.01). The lack of a significant moderation effects
for supervisory commitment on the relationship between supervisory distributive
justice and supervisory satisfaction prevents a conclusion of full support for
Hypothesis 11.

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting satisfaction. Results from
analyses conducted to assess the form and degree of the significant interactions
revealed that for the low supervisory commitment subgroup the correlation between
supervisory interactional justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.68, p<.05)
was not significantly different from the correlation between supervisory interactional
justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.66, p<.05) for the high supervisory
commitment subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for the low
supervisory commitment subgroup a change in supervisory interactional justice (p =-
.07, p >.10) did not result in a score difference in satisfaction with the supervisor,

whereas a change in supervisory interactional justice did result in a score change in
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satisfaction with the supervisor for the high supervisory commitment subgroup (B =
.45, p>.10). For the low supervisory commitment subgroup the correlation between
supervisory procedural justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.76, p<.05) was
significantly different at the .10 level from the correlation between supervisory
procedural justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.48, p<.05) for the high
supervisory commitment subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for
the low supervisory commitment subgroup a change in supervisory procedural
justice (B =.43, p<.05) resulted in a score difference in satisfaction with the
supervisor, whereas for the high supervisory commitment subgroup a change in
supervisory procedural justice (B = .04, p>.10) did not result in a score change in
satisfaction with the supervisor.
WG-Identification Moderating Supervisory Justice

OCB beneficial to supervisor. Shown in Table 19, WG-identification with the
supervisor showed significant moderation effects for supervisory interactional and
procedural justice with OCB beneficial to the supervisor, after controlling for gender
and two age groups. The significant interaction terms (= 3.29, p<.01, p=-1.29,
p<.10, respectively) added an additional 8% to the variance accounted for in OCB
beneficial to the supervisor. These resuits provide partial support for Hypothesis 12,
since the relationship between supervisory distributive justices with OCB beneficial
to the supervisor was not moderated by supervisory WG-identification.

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting OCBS. Analyses showed that for
the high supervisory WG-identification subgroup the correlation between supervisory

interactional justice and OCBS (r=.29, p<.05) was no different from the correlation
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between supervisory justice and OCBS (r=.21, p<.10) for the low supervisory WG-
identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for the low
supervisory WG-identification subgroup a change in supervisory interactional justice
(B =—.03, p <.10) did not result in a score difference in OCBS, whereas a change in
supervisory interactional justice did result in a score change in OCBS for the high
supervisory WG-identification subgroup (B = .34, p<.05). For the low supervisory
WG-identification subgroup the correlation between supervisory procedural justice
and OCBS (r=.25, p<.05) was not significantly different from the correlation between
supervisory procedural justice and OCBS (r=.08, p>.10) for the high supervisory
WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for the
low supervisory WG-identification subgroup a change in supervisory procedural
justice (B =.16, p>.10) did not result in a score difference in OCBS, nor for the high
supervisory WG-identification subgroup did a change in supervisory procedural
justice (B = -.09, p>.10) result in a score change in OCBS. These results suggest
that supervisory WG-identification did not moderate the relationship between
supervisory procedural justice and OCBS.

Satisfaction with supervisor. Table 20 shows the results of regression

analyses that provide partial support for Hypothesis 11. After controlling for gender
and two age groups, WG-identification with the supervisor moderated the
relationship between supervisory interactional justice and satisfaction with the
supervisor (§=1.87, p<.01), and supervisory procedural justice and satisfaction with
the supervisor (B= -1.72, p<.01). These significant interactions added an additional

4% to the variance accounted for in satisfaction with the supervisor. The lack of
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supervisory commitment moderating the relationship between supervisory
distributive justice and satisfaction with the supervisor resulted in only partial support
for Hypothesis 11.

Interpreting interactions: justice predicting satisfaction. Resuits from analyses
conducted to examine the form and degree of the significant interactions revealed
that for the low supervisory WG-identification subgroup the correlation between
supervisory interactional justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.72, p<.05)
was not significantly different from the correlation between supervisory interactional
justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.64, p<.05) for the high supervisory
WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated that for the
low supervisory WG-identification subgroup a change in supervisory interactional
justice (B =.19, p <.10) resulted in a significantly smaller score change in satisfaction
with the supervisor than for the high supervisory WG-identification subgroup (B =
.45, p>.10). For the low supervisory WG-identification subgroup the correlation
between supervisory procedural justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.73,
p<.05) was not significantly different from the correlation between supervisory
procedural justice and satisfaction with the supervisor (r=.48, p<.05) for the high
supervisory WG-identification subgroup. Subgroup regression analyses indicated
that for the low supervisory WG-identification subgroup a change in supervisory
procedural justice (B =.33, p<.05) resulted in a score difference in satisfaction with
the supervisor, whereas for the high supervisory WG-identification subgroup a
change in supervisory procedural justice (B = -.02, p>.10) did not result in a score

change in satisfaction with the supervisor.
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Summary

Regression analyses showed partial support for supervisory identification with
the supervisor moderating the relationship between justice emanating from the
supervisor and OCB beneficial to the supervisor, and satisfaction with the
supervisor.

Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to determine if identification with a team
or supervisor moderated the relationship between justice perceptions and important
supervisory and team oriented outcomes. It was expected that the reiationship
between justice and outcomes would be fully mediated by support from the
supervisor or team members. In addition, hypotheses were posited regarding the
relationships between interactional, procedural, and distributive justice with coworker
and supervisor as foci and organizational outcomes such as turnover intentions from
the organization, and satisfaction with coworkers and supervisor.
Coworker Justice

Results of analyses showed support for the hypothesized conceptualization of
perceptions of fairness emanating from coworkers. Participants did perceive
fairness from coworkers, which heretofore has not been shown. Coworker
interactional and procedural fairness were stronger predictors of coworker support
when coworker commitment was rated low, as compared to when coworker |
commitment was rated high. In addition, a change in coworker interactional and
procedural justice resulted in larger changes in coworker support ratings when

commitment was low as compared to when commitment was high. Distributive
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justice emanating from coworkers resulted in an opposite pattern for rate of change
in coworker support. A change in coworker distributive justice resulted in a larger
change in coworker support when coworker commitment was high, as compared to
when it was low. This same rate of change pattern held for coworker WG-
identification interacting with coworker procedural and distributive justice. When
WG-identification was rated higher on the scale, a change in procedural and
distributive justice resulted in larger changes in coworker support.

Furthermore, coworker support was shown to be necessary for this interaction
between identification and interactional fairess to predict satisfaction with
coworkers. This finding is consistent with earlier research showing that support
mediates the reiationship between fairness and organizational outcomes (Moorman,
1991). Together, the interaction and the requirement of coworker support indicate
that the new conceptualization of coworker fairness, as put forth in this study, can be
used as a viable explanation for how interactional and procedural fairness
emanating from coworkers predicts individual team member satisfaction with
coworkers.

Results did not provide the same findings for procedural or distributive justice
from coworkers predicting satisfaction with coworkers. Coworker support was not
necessary for procedural and distributive justice from coworkers to predict
satisfaction with coworker. This lack of significant findings could be taken to indicate
that coworker support is not necessary for coworker procedural and distributive

fairness interacting with identification to affect satisfaction with coworkers.
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The hypothesized model was not supported for OCB beneficial to coworkers
or supervisory ratings of job performance as criterion variables. This finding was
anticipated for OCB beneficial to coworkers since there was no significant correlation
between coworker support and OCB beneficial to coworkers. Additional analyses
were conducted to examine the relationship between coworker justice and OCB
beneficial to coworker without support as a mediator. These results failed to show
strong support for justice interacting with identification predicting OCB beneficial to
coworkers. Similarly, a significant relationship between the interaction of coworker
justice and commitment predicting job performance was not forthcoming. Aithough
the relationship was supported for WG-identification interacting with coworker
interactional justice, the effect size was small. Together, these findings suggest that
coworker justice interacting with identification may not be a predictor of OCB
beneficial to coworkers or supervisory ratings of job performance. Perhaps team
members did not look toward fairness emanating from coworkers when determining
to what degree they will show beneficial behaviors, or increase or decrease their rate
of performance. Future research should examine what other aspects of
relationships might affect their desire to perform.

Regression analyses also showed that coworker distributive justice and
coworker procedural justice inversely predicted turnover intentions from the
organization. Coworker interactional justice was not a predictor of turnover
intentions. This finding indicates that when individual team members consider
leaving, they attend to the result of allocation decisions and the distribution of

recognition within the team.
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Supervisory Justice

Because of limitations with measures of supervisory support, the
hypothesized model could not be fully tested for supervisory justice, supervisory
WG-identification and commitment, and supervisory outcomes (e.g., satisfaction with
supervisor, OCB beneficial to supervisor). However, regression analyses did
support the hypotheses that perceptions of justice emanating from the supervisor
interact with supervisory WG-identification and commitment to affect satisfaction with
the supervisor, and OCB beneficial to the supervisor. These findings are consistent
with the relational model of justice; yet make a unique contribution since
identification does not appear to have been explicitly measured in prior studies
testing the relational model of justice.

Results of regression analyses showed that perceptions of procedural and
distributive justice emanating from the supervisor inversely predicted turnover
intentions from the organization. These findings indicate that as ratings of
supervisory procedural and distributive justice increase, intentions to leave the
organization are reduced. Thus, ratings of perceived supervisory procedural justice
can be used to predict turnover intentions from the organization. Supervisory
interactional justice did not predict turnover intentions suggesting that when
considering leaving the organization, individuals are more attentive to the
implementation of policies and procedures and allocation of decisions than to how

their supervisors interact with them during policy implementation.
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Contributions To Justice Literature

This study extends the justice research and contributes to our understanding
of the justice construct. This study is unique in its measurement of both supervisory
and coworker level justices, commitment, workgroup identification, OCB, and
satisfaction. Although other studies have measured these levels and sources for
some of the variables (e.g., commitment, identification, satisfaction), none have
measured both sources in the same study, along with faimess perceptions from both
sources. This study contributes to the justice literature by showing how justice can
be understood as emanating from coworkers or team members. In the most recent
past, justice has been operationalized as fairness perceptions emanating from the
organization or the supervisor. With the results of this study, justice might
additionally be perceived as a form of fairness emanating from coworkers within a
team, and should be replicated with additional research. Coworker justices were
positively related to supervisory ratings of job performance, satisfaction with
coworkers, and perceptions of coworker support. These results show that coworker
fairness is related to team member behaviors.

This study makes a theoretical contribution by showing simuitaneous support
for social exchange theory and the relational model of justice in explaining the
relationship between fairness perceptions and organizational behaviors and
attitudes. In the past, justice research has frequently pitted the two theories against
one another, although prior descriptions of social exchange theory were rather

limited (Holbrook & Kulik, 1996; Huo et. al., 1996; Tyler & Degoey, 1995). The

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Justice Within Work Teams 58

findings from this study suggest that perhaps both may apply and can both offer
information about justice perceptions in the workplace.
Comparisons To Prior Research

When compared to prior research examining identification moderating the
relationship between fairmess and outcomes, this study shows some similar resulits,
yet also some differing results. For example, in the case of coworker justice
predicting coworker support, justice was more strongly related to support when
commitment was low as compared to when commitment was rated high. This
finding initially appears opposite to those found in earlier research. Brockner and
colleagues (1992), in their first study, found that when prior commitment to the
organization was low, the relationship between distributive fairness (from the
organization) and change in commitment by survivors of a layoff was low. When
prior commitment was high, a change in commitment after the layoff was high. They
did not measure procedural or interactional justice. In their second study, Brockner
and colleagues (1992) found that for individuals with low prior commitment to legal
authorities, the relationship between (supervisory) interactional and (organizational)
procedural fairness and change in feelings of support for authorities after exposure
to legal authorities was minimal. For those with high prior commitment to legal
authorities, the relationship between interactionai and procedural justice with change
in level of support for authorities after exposure was highest.

A direct comparison of the Brockner et al. (1992) studies with the results of
this present study is difficult for a number of reasons. First, in the Brockner et al.

studies, the sources of fairness and sources of outcomes were inconsistent.
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Fairness from the organization was measured as an antecedent, while commitment
to an authority was measured as the moderator and criterion. Second, the
moderator in the first study was essentially the same variable as the dependent
variable: prior commitment, change in commitment. Third, the Brockner and
colleagues studies examined specific situations, one-time perceptions of
commitment (e.g., study 2), and change in commitment or support following a
specific event (layoff or interaction with police or judge). In the present study, levels
of variables (coworker or supervisor) were consistently maintained, the moderators
were different variables from the criterion variables, general rather than specific
fairness perceptions were measured, and lastly, current yet established perceptions
of commitment and workgroup identification to a team or supervisor were measured.
Contributions To Identification Literature

This present study suggests that cognitive identification and affective
commitment interact differently with justice emanating from te.am members versus
supervisors, depending on the criterion under consideration. Further research
should be conducted to verify the findings from this study and more closely examine
the interactions between fairness and identification and commitment.

This study appears to be the first study to examine both supervisory and
coworker workgroup-identification and commitment within the same study. The
results show that individuals do perceive these two foci as separate; individuals can
identify with a team member and a supervisor, or commit to a team member and
supervisor. Future research should consider these separate foci when evaluating

commitment and workgroup-identification as either antecedents or consequences.
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Practical Implications

The results of this study have several practical implications. Overall, the
results suggest that when team members do not strongly identify with the team,
perceptions of fair procedures and treatment from other team members becomes
more important. Perhaps without much commitment or workgroup identification in a
relationship, coworkers are more attentive to fairness from one another. Although
no causal relationships were tested, and therefore cannot be concluded, positive
correlations among variables suggest that when one variable is rated high on the
scale, so is the other. The results of this study show that team relations are
important and are related to team member attitudes. This finding is important in light
of the increased use of teams in organizations. Although the study of team
dynamics is not new, new information can be gleaned from studies like this one that
focus on perceived fairness within teams; relationships not previously examined.

With regard to individuals’ relationships with their supervisors, practitioners
may use the results of this study to inform supervisors that when they bring new
employees who have yet to form perceptions of commitment and identification
towards them into a team, supervisor interactional and procedural fairness will be
more strongly related to satisfaction with the supervisor. In addition, for employees
who have yet to form a strong commitment to the supervisor, fair procedures from
the supervisor may encourage employees to demonstrate OCB beneficial to the
supervisor. After employees form a strong commitment to the supervisor, fair

procedures appear to become less important to employees in deciding whether to
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demonstrate OCB beneficial to the supervisor, than they were before establishing a
strong level of commitment to the supervisor.
Strengths

The strengths of this study were in obtaining supervisory ratings of job
performance, OCB beneficial to the supervisor, and OCB beneficial to the coworker.
In addition, measuring both supervisory and coworker levels of all variables in the
study allows for direct testing of the effects of each antecedent on each
consequence without the focus of the variable as a potential confound. Although
obtaining supervisory ratings helped to minimize common-method variance, future
research should consider incorporating ratings of coworker citizenship behaviors
from coworkers either in addition to, or rather than the supervisor. Team members
might be in a better position to see citizenship behaviors toward each other, more so
than a supervisor might. This would be particular true for a supervisor who is in
another geographical location or in a self-managed team. In addition, obtaining
samples from three separate organizations contributes to the generalizability of the
results to other similar organizations with similar team structures and employees.
Limitations

Although having different organizations participate contributes to the
generalizability of the study results, it is also a potential weakness. It is possible that
unknown differences between the organizations confounded the resulits. In addition,
comparisons within organizations between those who completed the survey and
those who did not complete the survey could not be made since archival and

biographical data on the entire organization were not available.
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The failure of perceived supervisor support to measure the construct it was
intended to measure was unfortunate and resulted in the inability to test some of the
original hypotheses and one half of the proposed model. Because this was the first
time the supervisory interactional justice and perceived supervisory support were
measured in one study, perhaps a pilot test prior to this study might have shed some
light on the similarities between the two scales. Another weakness is the cross-
sectional design of the study that does not allow for assessment of causality.
Conclusion And Future Research

The results of this study provide evidence that justice can be perceived as
emanating from coworkers within a team, in addition to emanating from the
supervisor. The resuits show that identification plays a role of varying importance
depending on the type of justice, the source of justice, and the type of identification
(e.g., commitment, warkgroup-identification).

Future research can extend these findings by examining the hypotheses that
this study could not test. Additional relational variables might be hypothesized as
mediating and moderating the relationship between justice and outcomes, such as
psychological contracts and trust. Researchers should attempt to examine self-
managed teams, exclusively, as did Barker (1993) to determine if perceived
coworker support and coworker justices take on a higher degree of importance for

team members.
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Appendix A
SUPERVISORY JUSTICE

Please circle T for true or F for false to answer this question.
| have a formally defined, immediate supervisor for my team or workgroup. T F

Neither
Strongly Moderately Sﬁghﬂy Agree Slightly Moderately Strongly
P 1 P 2 3 nor 4 5 6 7

The following items refer to the procedures your supervisor uses to make decisions.

(Procedural justice from Colquitt, in press ~modified)

1. __ You have been able to express your views and feelings during those
procedures.

2. ___ You have had influence over the outcome arrived at by those procedures.

3. __ Youfeel those procedures have been applied consistently.

4. __  You feel those procedures have been free of bias.

5. ____  You feel those procedures have been based on accurate information.

6. ____  You feel you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by those
procedures.
(Procedural Justice From Byme, 1999)

7. Where | work, my supervisors’ procedures and guidelines are very fair.

8. ___  The procedures my supervisor uses to make decisions are not fair. (R)

9. ____ |can count on my supervisor to have fair policies.

10. ___ My supervisor does not have any fair policies. (R)
(Interactional Justice From Byrne, 1999)

11. ___ My supervisor's decisions are made out in the open so that everyone
always knows what's going on.

12. ___  Whether the outcome is good or bad, | always fee! like | am kept informed
by my supervisor.

13. __  Whether right or wrong, my supervisor always explains decisions to me.

14. | feel my supervisor holds me in high regard.

15. ___ My supervisor treats me with dignity.

16. ___ My supervisor treats me with respect.

To what extent do you agree that your supervisor ensures the following:
(Distributive Justice from Colquitt, in press- modified)

17. ___ The effort you have put into the team is recognized.

18. ___ The recognition you receive is appropriate for the work you have
completed.

19. ___ Your recognition reflects what you have contributed to the team.

20. ___ The recognition you receive is justified, given your performance on the
team.
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SUPERVISORY WG-IDENTIFICATION

Instructions: Please use the numbers from the scale above to indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Neither
Strongly Moderately Slightly Agree Slighﬂy Moderately Strongly
Diforee  Dipgree  Distaree nordieggree Agee A A=

(From Riordan and Weatherly, 1999 — Work Group Identification scale)

It is important to me that others think highly of my supervisor.

It is important to me that others do not criticize my supervisor.

It is important to me that my supervisor is successful.

It is important to me that my supervisor is acknowledged for his/her
success.

(From Allen & Meyer, 1990 — Affective Commitment scale)

| would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with my supervisor.
| enjoy talking about my supervisor with people outside my team.

| do not feel like "part of the family" with my supervisor. (R)

| think that | could as easily become as attached to another supervisor as |
am to this one.

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

10. | do not feel "emotionally attached” to my supervisor. (R)

My supervisor has a great deal of personal meaning to me.

| do not feel a strong sense of belongingness to my supervisor. (R)
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COWORKER JUSTICE PROCEDURES
Instructions: For each statement below, please write the number that best describes how
you feel about your current workgroup team members. Refer to members of your prima

team (team with whom you currently work more than 50% of your work week). “Workgroup”
and “team” refer to the same thing. Do not use N/A as a response, or leave any question
blank.

Neither
Strongly Moderately  Shghtly Agree Slightly Moderately Strongly

The following items refer to the procedures your coworkers on your primary team use to
make decisions.

(Procedural Justice from Colquitt, in press - modified)
You have been able to express your views and feelings during those
procedures.
You have had influence over the outcome arrived at by those procedures.
You feel those procedures have been applied consistently.
You feel those procedures have been free of bias.
You feel those procedures have been based on accurate information.
You feel you been able to appeal the outcome arrived at by those
pracedures.
You feel those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards.
(Interactional Justice From Byme, 1999)
My coworkers' decisions are made out in the open so that everyone
always knows what's going on.
My coworkers make it clear to me that | am a valuable team member.
Whether the outcome is good or bad, | always feel like | am kept informed
by my coworkers.
My coworkers keep me informed of why things happen the way they do.
My coworkers aiways explain team decisions to me.
| feel my coworkers hold me in high regard.
My coworkers treat me with dignity.
My coworkers treat me with respect.
My coworkers always explain group decisions to me. (Colquitt, in press)
My coworkers refrain from making improper remarks or comments to me.
(From Colquitt, in press)
18. My coworkers treat me in a polite manner. (Colquitt, in press)

(Distributive Justice from Colquitt, in press - modified)
To what extent do you agree that your coworkers on your primary team ensure the following:

-
.
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19. ___  The effort you have put into the team is recognized.

20. ___ The recognition you receive is appropriate for the work you have
completed.

21. ___ Your recognition reflects what you have contributed to the team.

22. ___ The recognition you receive is justified, given your performance on the
team.
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COWORKER WG-IDENTIFICATION

Instructions: Please use the numbers from the scale below to indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the following statements about your primary work group or team.
Refer to members of your primary team (team or work group with whom you currently work
more than 50% of your work week). “Workgroup” and “team” refer to the same thing.

Strongly Moderately  Slightly Aame Sightly  Moderately Stronglv
Dis{agtee Dus;gree Mae nordisagme Agsne Ag;ae 7

(From Riordan and Weatherly, 1999 — Work Group identification scale)

It is important to me that others think highly of my workgroup.

It is important to me that others do not criticize my workgroup.

It is important to me that my workgroup is successful.

It is important to me that | am a member of my workgroup.

It is important to me that my workgroup is acknowledged for its success.
(From Allen & Meyer, 1390 — Affective Commitment scale)

| would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
workgroup.

| enjoy talking about my workgroup with people outside of it.

| do not feel like "part of the family” with my workgroup. (R)

| think that | could as easily become as attached to another workgroup
as |

am to this one.

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

i do not feel "emotionally attached" to this workgroup. (R)

This workgroup has a great deal of personal meaning to me.

| do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my workgroup. (R)
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SUPPORT (supervisor, workgroup)

Instructions: For each statement below, please write the number that best describes how
you feel about your cument supervisor and coworkers on your primary team (team or work
group with whom you curmrently work more than 50% of your work week).

Neither
Strongly Moderately Stightly Agree Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Dus;gme Dlsggroe nor dis:gree Agsme Ag;ee Ag,ree

)

Please use the numbers from the scale above to indicate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with the following statements.

(From Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997)

My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values.

My supervisor really cares about my well-being.

If | did the best job possible, my supervisor would be sure to notice.

My supervisor cares about my general satisfaction at work.

My supervisor would forgive an honest mistake on my part.

If given the opportunity, my supervisor would take advantage of me. (R)
My supervisor cares about my opinions.

My supervisor is willing to help me when | need a special favor.

My coworkers care about my opinions.

Help is available from my work group team members when | have a
problem.

My coworkers would forgive an honest mistake on my part.

If given the opportunity, my coworkers would take advantage of me. (R)
My coworkers are willing to help me if | need a special favor.

My coworkers strongly consider my goals and values.

My coworkers really care about my well-being.

If | did the best job possible, my coworkers would be sure to notice.
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SATISFACTION WITH COWORKERS AND SUPERVISOR
Instructions: Please use the numbers from the scale below to specify the extent to which
you feel satisfied with either your coworkers or supervisor as indicated by the question.

Neither
Very Satisfied Satisfied Nor  Dissatisfied Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
1 2 3 4 5

(Developed for this study)
How satisfied are you with...

the recognition you receive from your coworkers for doing good work?
the recognition you receive from your supervisor for doing good work?
the work itseif?

your overail job?

the set of responsibilities you have?

your involvement in decisions that affect your work?

your coworkers in your primary team?

your coworkers in other teams to which you belong?

your coworkers’ involvement in decisions that affect the team?

your coworkers’ treatment of one another?

the level of teamwork your coworkers display?

the amount of resources your group receives to do its job?

how assignments are made within the team by the team members?
how assignments are made by the supervisor?

©®ONOOODWN=
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INTENTIONS and RELATIONS
Instructions: Please use the numbers from the scale below to indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Neither
i 2 et 5 e 7

| intend to leave this organization within the next year.

| would leave my organization if a position were available in another
company.

| intend to remain with this organization indefinitely.

| intend to leave this work group within the next year.

| would leave my team if a position were available in another organization.
| intend to remain with this work group indefinitely.
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Appendix B

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Instructions: To help me better interpret the results of the survey please answer the
following questions about yourself. All your responses are strictly confidential and
will be used for research purposes only.

1. Please indicate the age group to which you belong:

1 under 20

2 Dbetween 20 and 35
3 between 36 and 50
4 between 51 and 65
5 over65

2. Please circle your gender (1) Male (2) Female

3. Please indicate the ethnic group to which you belong.
1 Latino/Hispanic
2 African-American/Black
3 Native American
4 Caucasian/White
5 Asian/Indian/Pacific Islander
6 None of these

4. Please indicate the number of individuals, including yourself, in your primary

workgroup (the group with whom you work more than 50% of your time).
2 3 4 5 6 7 8-11 12-16
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Appendix C
Subordinate ID#:
SUPERVISOR OBSERVATIONS OF SUBORDINATE

Instructions: Please complete the following questionnaire for each subordinate you
supervise. Please identify the subordinate you are rating, using the code given to
you, in the upper right corner of the questionnaire. For each statement below,
please write the number that best describes how frequently you feel your
subordinate engages in the following behavior in his/her current job. Do not leave a

blank or put N/A.
Fairly many
Never Occasionally times Very Often Always
1 2 3 4 5
1. Helps coworkers who have heavy workloads.
2. Helps coworkers who have been absent.
3. Takes time out to listen to coworkers’' problems and worries.
4. Goes out of his/her way to help new team members.
5. Takes a personal interest in other team members.
6. Passes along information to co-workers.
7. Accepts added responsibility when you are absent.
8. Helps you when you have a heavy work load.
9. Assists you with your work (when not asked).
10. Takes a personal interest in you.
11. Passes along work-related information to you.
12. Adequately completes assigned duties.
13. Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.
14. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.
15. Meets formal performance requirements of the job.
16. Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance
evaluation.
17. Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.
18. Fails to perform essential duties.
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Appendix D
COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY RESEARCH PROJECT

Effects of Perceptions of Organizational Justice, [dentification, and Support on Outcomes
Within Work Teams

CONTACT/CO-INVESTIGATOR: Zinta S. Byrne phone: (970) 491-6762 email:zinta@lamar.colostate.edu
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Russell Cropanzano, Ph.D.

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH: This study seeks to gain greater understanding about team membership

and fairness in the workplace. The results of this project will be used to assess how fairness within and between
teams, and the general work environment, can be improved.

PROCEDURES: You will be asked about your attitude towards certain aspects of your team,
work environment, and supervisor. Participation involves completing a 15-minute
questionnaire. Your time is greatly appreciated. With your permission only, your supervisor
will be asked to complete a 2-minute survey regarding your work behavior, used for research
purposes only. If you choose to give permission, please complete the permission form. You
may still participate, with no negative consequences, even if you choose not to have your
supervisor supply information about your work performance.

RISKS INHERENT IN THE PROCEDURES: The results will be reported for groups of people
only. It will NOT be possible to identify any single individual. The only foreseeable risk to
you by participating is that if you give us permission to get your supervisor’s ratings of your
performance, your supervisor will then be asked to consider your job performance and work
behaviors. This could potentially lead to you being treated differently than if your work
performance had never been considered. Please be assured that your supervisor will never
have access to your responses to this survey, nor will the supervisor’s ratings ever be a part
of your employee file. Furthermore, no employment decisions will be made about you on the
basis of either the questionnaire or the supervisory rating form. There are no other
foreseeable risks. It is not possible to identify all potential risks in research procedures, but
the researchers have taken reasonable safeguards to minimize any known and potential, but
unknown, risks.

BENEFITS: There are no direct benefits to you by participating or not participating in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY: You are assured of complete confidentiality. To ensure this, your
questionnaire has an identification number. This number is used to initially link your survey
to your permission form. A unique id number is then generated by the co-investigator to be
given to your supervisor, for use on the supervisory rating form. After this number is
generated, your permission form is destroyed. Using the id codes only, your survey is
matched with one from your supervisor for research purposes. Your name will never be
placed on the survey, or on your supervisor’s rating form.

LIABILITY: The Colorado Governmental Immunity Act determines and may limit Colorado
State University's legal responsibility if an injury happens because of this study. Claims
against the University must be filed within 180 days of the injury. Questions about subjects'
rights may be directed to Celia S. Walker at (970) 491-1563.

PARTICIPATION: You should also understand that your participation in this research project is voluntary,
and you may withdraw at any time without penalty. If you decide to participate in the study, you may withdraw
and stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
Completion of the survey acknowledges that you have read the information stated and willingly agree to

participate.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables

N Mean SD
1.  Supervisory Interactional Justice 175 5.90 1.20
2.  Supervisory Procedural Justice 175 5.36 1.39
3.  Supervisory Distributive Justice 175 5.17 1.73
4. Coworker Interactional Justice 176 593 1.12
5. Coworker Procedural Justice 176 5.48 1.27
6. Coworker Distributive Justice 175 524 1.53
7.  Supervisory Commitment 176 4.10 1.23
8.  Supervisory WG-Identification 176 5.82 1.13
9. Coworker Commitment 175 4.88 1.25
10. Coworker WG-Identification 176 6.69 0.54
11. Perceived Coworker Support 175 5.83 1.05
12. Satisfaction in Supervisor 176 3.63 0.91
13. Satisfaction in Coworker 175 3.84 0.68
14. Turnover Intentions 177 3.42 1.58

Note. Scores for variables 1-11 ranged from 1 to 7. Scores for variables 12 and 13

ranged from 1 to 5.
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Table 1 (continued)

Justice Within Work Teams

Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables

80

N Mean SD

15. Supervisory Ratings of Job Performance 176 428 0.55

16. Supervisory Ratings of OCB Beneficialto 176 2.74 1.22
Supervisor

17. Supervisory Ratings of OCB Beneficialto 176 3.67 0.81
Coworkers

18. Age (20-35 years) 49 - -
(0= not in group, 1 = in group)

19. Age (36-50 years) 81 - -
(0= not in group, 1 = in group)

20. Age (51-65 years) 43 - -
(0= not in group, 1 = in group)

21. Gender 172 1.66 47
(1= male, 2= female)

22. Teamsize 177 .35 .48

(0= in team < 8 people, 1=in team 2 8 people)

Note. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors. Scores on variables 15-17

ranged from 1 to 5.
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Table 2

e elations, and Coefficient Alpha Reliability Estimates (N=

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1.  Supervisory Interactional (.91)
Justice
2. Supervisory Procedural 68" (.94)
Justice
3.  Supervisory Distributive 68" 67" (.95)
Justice
4. Coworker Interactional 45" 40" 257 (.88)
Justice
5. Coworker Procedural Justice .60° 61" 44" 69" (.93)
6. Coworker Distributive Justice .50° .43 57" 547 62" (.95)
7. Supervisory Commitment 60" 437 497 207 32" 28" (.77)
8. Supervisor WG-ldentification .57 47" 44" 22" 33" 33" 53" (.86)

9. Coworker Commitment 397 337 337 477 497 527 447 28" (84)

.o . .. e o . 1 "

10. Coworker WG-ldentificaton .21 .18 12 31 30 28 .16 .33 .36 (.76)

(1] (1] L1 L1 (1) L1 [ 1] (1] (1] »

11. Perceived Coworker Support 47" .35 .36 .68 64 .72° 24 25 64 .35 (91)

Note: Scales 1-11 were measured on a 7-point scale. Coefficient alpha reliability estimates appear in the parentheses
along the diagonal. p <.05, p <.01 (1-tailed)
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Table 2 (continued

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 11 12
12.  Satisfaction in 727 66 74 32 50 50 55 46 36 13 .38 (78)
Supervisor
13. Coworkers Satisfaction .51 47" 41" 65 64 59 297 33 577 34" 700 517
14. Turnover Intentions -277 -40" -40" -24" -39° -43" -277 -24" -377 -24" -36" -41"
15. Supervisory Rating of 307 20" 27" 13 200 15 267 11 04 -05 .14 24"
Job Performance
16. Supervisor RatingOCB 26" .19° 20" .14 22" 14 31" 14 08 -08 .05 .30"
Beneficial to Supervisor
17. Supervisor RatingOCB .21 17" 21" 07 .18 .09 24" .04 -12 .05 .21
Beneficial to Coworker
18. Age (20-35) 49" 19" 08 07 07 -02 .18 13 05 -01 .18"
19. Age (36-50) -177 -20" -12 -06 -05 -04 -08 -12 00 .01 -207
20. Age (51-65) 00 02 04 0 00 06 -10 .00 -07 -05 -02 .04

Note: Scales 12,13, 15-17 were measured on a 5-point scale. Turnover was measured on a 7-point scale. Variables 18-
20: 1 = in the age group, 0 = not in the age group. Coefficient alpha reliability estimates appear in the parentheses along
the diagonal. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors. p <.05, p <.01 (1-tailed)
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Table 2 (continued)

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

13. Coworkers Satisfaction (.82)

14, Turnover Intentions -37" (.86)

15. Supervisory Rating of Job 05 -01 (.86)

Performance
16. Supervisor Rating OCB 05 -05 48" (.87)
Beneficial to Supervisor
17. Supervisor Rating OCB -02 -02 727 58" (91)
Beneficial to Coworker
18. Age (20-35) 11 04 10 237 05 -
19. Age (36-50) -02 05 -08 -13 -03 -877 -
20. Age (51-65) -1 -11 -03 -08 -03 -35 -52°7 -
21. Gender 08 -11 00 177 07 -08 .14 -04 -
22. Team Size -11 13 -03 -09 -03 -06 .13 -09 .11 --

Note: Variables 13, 15-17 were measured on a 5-point scale. Coefficient alpha reliability estimates appear in the
parentheses along the diagonal. OCB = organizational citizenship behaviors.
Variables 18-20: 1 = in the age group, 0 = not in the age group. Gender: male = 1, female = 2,
Team size; 0 = team < 8 members, 1=team 2 8 members.
"p<.05, " p<.01(1-tailed)

8 SWeaL YIOM UIUNM 8dnsnf



‘uolssiwiad Inoyum payqiyosd uononpoidas Jayung Jaumo JybuAdoo ayy jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

Table 3
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses For Coworker Fairness Predicting Turnover Intentions

Equation Variable i se B F R? AR?
Step 1 3.09’ .02
Team Size .09' 23
Step 2 1236° .23 217
Interactional Justice 12 A3
Procedural Justice -.26" 25
Distributive Justice -34" .09

Note. N =175, p = standardized regression coefficient after all variables
have been entered into the regression equation, se p = std error, AR? = change in R?
tp<.10,'p<.05 "p<.01
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Table 4
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses For Supervisory Fairness Predicting Turnover intentions
Equation Variable 8 sep F R? AR?
Step 1 284 .02
Team size A2 23
Step 2 11.327 .21 19”
Interactional Justice 15t 14
Procedural Justice -.32" 12
Distributive Justice -27" .09

Note. N = 175, B = standardized regression coefficient after all variables have
been entered into the request equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R?
'p<.10, 'p<.05 " p<.01
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Table 5
ul iera | Multiple Regression Analysis for Moderation Effects of Coworker Commitment on Cowo
Justice Predicting Perceived Coworker Support
Equation Variable B sef E R®* AR?
Step 1 522° .03
Team size -05 .09
Step 2 80.58" 66 63"
Interactional Justice .80~ .18
Procedural Justice 37t 18
Distributive Justice -.10 14
Step 3 77.46" 70 04"
Coworker Commitment 92" 17
Step 4 54.86 73 .03
Interactional Justice x Coworker Commitment  -1.04"
Procedural Justice x Coworker Commitment -571
Distributive Justice x Coworker Commitment a7 .03

Note. N = 174, g = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression

equation, se B = std error, AR? = change inR? Tp<.10, p<.05," p <.01

r

8 SWes] YO UIYNAA 8ousnf



‘uoissiwiad oYM paxdiyosd uononpoidas sayung “Jaumo JybLAdod ay Jo uoissiwiad yim peonpoiday

Table 6
ary of Multiple io al or Coworker Su ediati ommitment Moderati oworker
Justice Predicting OCB Beneficial to Coworker
Equation Independent Dependent i se B F R?> AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . o o
1 Commitment Perceived Coworker Support .32 .01 8542 60
Procedural Justice x Coworker -03 01
Commitment ' ’
Distributive Justice x Coworker 51" 01
Commitment : y
Interactional Justice x Coworker .
2 Commitment OCB Beneficial to Coworker -13 .02 .92 .02
Procedural Justice x Coworker
Commitment 26 02
Distributive Justice x Coworker .03 01
Commitment ’ ’
Interactional Justice x Coworker .
3 Commitment OCB Beneficial to Coworker -12 .02 72 .02
Procedural Justice x Coworker
Commitment 26 .02
Distributive Justice x Coworker _01 01
Commitment ) ’
Perceived Coworker Support -.04 .09

Note. N =173, B = standardized regression coefﬁcients.after all v?riables have been entered into the regression
equation, se f = std error, AR?=changeinR? 1p<.10, p<.05 " p<.01
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Table 7

(o) j ul egression Analyses for Coworker Commitment Moderati oworker Justice

Predicting OCB Beneficial to Coworker

Step Variable [} sep F R? AR?
1 223 .04
Interactional Justice -.49¢ 25
Procedural Justice 1.09” .26
Distributive Justice -.28 19
2 1.72¢ .04
Coworker Commitment A2 .24
3 1.68" .07 .03
Interactional Justice x Coworker Commitment 92! .06
Procedural Justice x Coworker Commitment -1.60" .06
Distributive Justice x Coworker Commitment 43 .04
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Note. N = 173, p = standardized regression coefﬁcient§ after all xariables have been entered into the regression
equation, se p = std error, AR? = change in R? Tp <.10, "p<.05," p <.01
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Equation Independent Dependent 8 sep E R?> AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . o e
1 Commitment . Perceived Coworker Support .32 .01 8542 60
Procedural Justice x Coworker _03 01
Commitment ' )
Distributive Justice x Coworker 51" 01
Commitment ’ ’
Interactional Justice x Coworker . . . "
2 Commitment Satisfaction With Coworker .29 .01 58.34 .51
Procedural Justice x Coworker " 01
Commitment : :
Distributive Justice x Coworker 11 01
Commitment ' ’
interactional Justice x Coworker . . . o v
3 Commitment Satisfaction With Coworker .15 .01 57.61 .58 .07
Procedural Justice x Coworker 35" 01
Commitment ’ )
Distributive Justice x Coworker 11 01
Commitment ) ’
Perceived Coworker Support 42" .05

Note. N=174,B = standardlzed regression coeﬁ” cients after all variables have been entered into the regression
equation, se p = std error, AR?=change inR? 'p<.10, "p<.05," p <.01
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Table 9
f i eqressi alysis for Coworker Support Mediating Coworker Commit oderati OWO
Justice Predicting Performance Ratings
Equation Independent Dependent B se B 3 R?> AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . " .
1 Commitment Perceived Coworker Support .32 01 8542 60
Procedural Justice x Coworker _03 01
Commitment ) )
Distributive Justice x Coworker 51" 01
Commitment : :
Interactional Justice x Coworker Supervisory Ratings of
2 Commitment Performance -22 .01 1.05 .02
Procedural Justice x Coworker 23 01
Commitment ’ ’
Distributive Justice x Coworker 09 01
Commitment ' '
Interactional Justice x Coworker Supervisory Ratings of 1
3 Commitment Performance -27 01 1.29 03 .01
Procedural Justice x Coworker 24 01
Commitment ) ’
Distributive Justice x Coworker 00 01
Commitment - :
Perceived Coworker Support A7V 06

equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R% Y p <.10, 'p<.05," p < .01

Note. N = 173, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression
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Table 10

,!ust!ce Predictmg §up_grvnsong Ratlngs of Job Performance

Equation Variable 8 sef F R? AR?
Step 1 279 .05
Interactional Justice 22 A7
Procedural Justice 77 A7
Distributive Justice -.39 A3
Step 2 2,58 06 06"
Coworker Commitment 45 16
Step 3 214 08 025
Interactional Justice x Coworker Commitment -.46 .04
Procedural Justice x Coworker Commitment -1.03' .04
Distributive Justice x Coworker Commitment 75! .03

Note. N = 174, B = standardized regression coefficients gﬂer all vgriables have been entered into the regression
equation, se B = std error, AR? = change inR?, Tp<.10, 'p<.05 " p<.01

Z6 Sweal %IOM UIYIM sonsnp



‘uoissiwad noyum payqiyosd uononpoidas Jayung “Jsumo JyBuAdoo sy} Jo uoissiuuad yum psonpoidoy

Table 11
i ultiple Regression Analysis for eratio ects of WG-ldentificatiol j oworker o
Coworker Justice Predicting Perceived Coworker Support
Equation Variable g sef E RrR? AR?
Step 1 522 .03
Team Size -.08t .10
Step 2 80.58" 66 63"
Interactional Justice 1.15! 74
Procedural Justice 1.44 65
Distributive Justice -1.95 .59
Step 3 66.20° 66 .01
Coworker WG-ldentification .24 .45
Step 4 4411° 68 02
Interactional Justice x Coworker WG-ldentification -.94 A1
Procedural Justice x Coworker WG-Identification -1.571 .10
Distributive Justice x Coworker WG-Identification 2.66" .09

Note. N = 174, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression
equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R? 1p <.10, "p < .05, " p <.01
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Table 12

Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Coworker Support Mediating Coworker WG-Identification Moderating Coworker

Justice Predicting OCB Beneficial to Coworl

Equation independent Dependent 8 se E R? AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . . -

1 WG-Identification Perceived Coworker Support .34 .01 99.23 64
Procedural Justice x Coworker 06 01
WG-Identification ’ )

Distributive Justice x Coworker 49" 01
WG-Identification ) )
Interactional Justice x Coworker .

2 WG-Identification OCB Beneficial to Coworker  -12 .01 153 .03
Procedural Justice x Coworker P 01
WG-Identification ’ ’

Distributive Justice x Coworker 04 01
WG-Identification o .
Interactional Justice x Coworker .

3 WG-Identification OCB Beneficial to Coworker  -.12 .01 115 .03
Procedural Justice x Coworker 6 01
WG-Identification ’ ’

Distributive Justice x Coworker WG- _03 o1
{dentification y :
Perceived Coworker Support -.02 10

Note. N = 174, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression

equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R%, ' p <.10, "'p < .05, p < .01
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Table 13

u i iple io alysis for Moderating E: of Coworker WG-ldentification on Coworker
Justice Predictin B Beneficial to Coworker

Equation Variable [} se B E R? AR?
Step 1 1.94! .03
interactional Justice -2.51 .95
Procedural Justice .21 .84
Distributive Justice 2.15! 77
Step 2 2.80" 06  .03"
Coworker WG-Identification -.60t 58
Step 3 231" 09 .03t
Interactional Justice x Coworker WG-Identification 2.93° .14
Procedural Justice x Coworker WG-Identification .04 .13
Distributive Justice x Coworker WG-Identification -2.371 Rk
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Note. N = 174, B = standardized regression coefﬁcients_ after all xariables have been entered into the regression
equation, se f = std error, AR? = change in R?, T p <.10, "p < .05, " p < .01
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Table 14

of Muilti $Si0 alysis for Cowo ort Mediati oworke! -ldentification Moderati
Coworker Justice Predicting Satisfaction With Coworker

Equation Independent Dependent 8 se p E R? AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . . .
1 WG-Identification Perceived Coworker Support .34 .01 9923 .64
Procedural Justice x Coworker 06 01
WG-Identification ) ’
Distributive Justice x Coworker 49" 01
WG-Identification ) '
Interactional Justice x Coworker . . . . o
2 WG-Identification Satisfaction With Coworker .31 01 6410 .53
Procedural Justice x Coworker 26" 01
WG-Identification ' )
Distributive Justice x Coworker 24" o1
WG-ldentification ) ’
Interactional Justice x Coworker , . . . - .
3 WG-Identification Satisfaction With Coworker .19 .01 57.90 .58 .05
Procedural Justice x Coworker 04" 01
WG-Identification ) '
Distributive Justice x Coworker 07 01
WG-Identification ’ '
Perceived Coworker Support 36 .05
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Note. N =173, B = standardized regression coefﬂcients' after all xariables have been entered into the regression
equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R?, ' p <.10, "p < .05, p < .01
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Table 15
(o) iple Regressi sis for Coworker Support Mediating Coworker WG-ldentification Moderati
e Predicti ings of Job Performance
Equation Independent Dependent 8 se E R? AR?
Interactional Justice x Coworker . - .

1 WG-Identification Perceived Coworker Support .34 .01 99.23 .64
Procedural Justice x Coworker 06 01
WG-Identification : :

Distributive Justice x Coworker 49" 01
WG-Identification ) ’
Interactional Justice x Coworker Supervisory Ratings of Job ) 1

2 WG-Identification Performance .06 01 2.00 .03
Procedural Justice x Coworker 211 o1
WG-Identification ) ’

Distributive Justice x Coworker 03 01
WG-Identification ’ '
Interactional Justice x Coworker Supervisory Ratings of Job 1

3 WG-Identification Performance -.08 01 1.55 .04 .01
Procedural Justice x Coworker 20" 01
WG-Identification ) )

Distributive Justice x Coworker -00 01
WG-Identification ' ’
Perceived Coworker Support .06 .05

equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R? ' p <.10, 'p < .05,  p <.01

Note. N = 173, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression
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Table 16
Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Moderating Effects of Coworker WG-Identification on Coworker
Justice Predicting Supervisory Ratings of Job Performance
Equation Variable 8 se B E R? AR?
Step 1 .39 .00
Interactional Justice -3.37" 64
Procedural Justice .22 .56
Distributive Justice 1.90' .51
Step 2 2.46° .06 .05’
Coworker WG-ldentification -93" .39
Step 3 263" 10 .05’
Interactional Justice x Coworker WG-Identification 3.98" 110
Procedural Justice x Coworker WG-Identification -.03 .09
Distributive Justice x Coworker WG-Identification  -2.04! .08

Note. N = 174, = standardized regression coefﬁcients. after all xariables have been entered into the regression
equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R?, Tp <.10, 'p<.05," p < .01
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Table 17

iple eSSio alysis f oderation E of ervisory Commitment on Supervisol
Justice Predicting OCB Beneficial to Supervisor

Equation Variable B sep F R? AR?
Step 1 5.97" 10
Gender 18 19
Age (20-35) A8 24
Age (36-50) -.02 21
Step 2 472" 15 .05’
Interactional Justice -73 .38
Procedural Justice .85 .33
Distributive Justice -.02 .25
Step 3 489" 18 .03
Supervisory Commitment -21 .37
Step 4 4.29" 21 .047
Interactional Justice x Supervisory Commitment 1.82° .09

Procedural Justice x Supervisory Commitment  -1.41° .07

Distributive Justice x Supervisory Commitment .05 .06

Note. N =170, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression
equation, se p = std error, AR? = change in R?, Y p <.10, "p < .05, " p < .01
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Table 18
Summary th!ie[ambical Muiltiple Regression Analysis for Moderation Effects of Supervisory Commitment on Supervisory
Justice Predicting Satisfaction With Supervisor
Equation Variable 8 sep E R? AR?
Step 1 4.49" .05
Age (20-35) .01 A1
Age (36-50) -.05 10
Step 2 6326 65 60"
Interactional Justice -45 A7
Procedural Justice 78" 15
Distributive Justice 51" 11
Step 3 5467 66 .017
Supervisory Commitment -22 A7
Step 4 40.05° 69  .03"
Interactional Justice x Supervisory Commitment 1.57" .04
Procedural Justice x Supervisory Commitment  -.98"~ .03
Distributive Justice x Supervisory Commitment -.24 .03

Note, N = 170, g = standardized regression coefﬁciems_ after all xariables have been entered into the regression
equation, se p = std error, AR? =change in R? ' p <.10, 'p <.05," p < .01
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Table 19
archical Multiple ressio is for Moderatio of -ldentificatio
Supervisory Justice Predicting OCB Beneficial to Supervisor
Equation Variable B se B F R? AR?
Step 1 597" 10
Gender 19 19
Age (20-35) 20 23
Age (36-50) -.01 21
Step 2 472" 15 .05’
Interactional Justice -1.70" .50
Procedural Justice .86' 51
Distributive Justice 69" .36
Step 3 4117 A5 .00
Supervisor WG-Identification -1.02" .36
Step 4 486" 24 087
Interactional Justice x Supervisor WG-Identification 3.29" .09
Procedural Justice x Supervisor WG-ldentification  -1.29' .09
Distributive Justice x Supervisor WG-ldentification  -79 .06

Note. N = 170, B = standardized regression coefficients after all variables have been entered into the regression

equation, se p = std error, AR? = change in R%, ' p <10, "p < .05, " p < .01
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Table 20

i ression sis for Moderation Effects of WG-Identification With Supervisor o
Supervisory Justice Predicting Satisfaction With Supervisor

Equation Variable B sef F R? AR?
Step 1 3300 .06
Gender .08’ .08
Age (20-35) .03 1
Age (36-50) -.06 10
Step 2 5275 66 60"
Interactional Justice -78" 23
Procedural Justice 1.36~ 24
Distributive Justice .45¢ A7
Step 3 4494" 66
WG-Identification With Supervisor -.25 A7
Step 4 36.36° .70 .04
Interactional Justice x Supervisor WG-Identification  1.87" .04
Procedural Justice x Supervisor WG-ldentification ~ -1.72" .04
Distributive Justice x Supervisor WG-ldentification -.05 .03

Note. N = 170, B = standardized regression coefﬁcients_after all \@riables have been entered into the regression
equation, se B = std error, AR? = change in R%, 'p <.10, "'p<.05," p < .01

SWEe\] }OM UILIM 8onsnr

coi



103

Justice Within Work Teams
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rocedural Justice
Organization

Commitment
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Organization
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rocedural Justice
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