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Most work on organizational justice has been cross-sectional and focused on specific justice dimensions
rather than perceptions of overall justice. As a result, little is known about how overall justice perceptions
unfold over time. This study attempts to bridge gaps in the literature by examining overall organizational
and overall supervisory justice perceptions of 213 individuals over 3 points in time. Results showed
significant variability in overall justice perceptions across time. Specifically, within-person variance
accounted for 24% and 29% of the total variance in overall organizational and supervisory justice,
respectively. Further, compared with specific justice dimensions, trust emerged as a particularly strong
predictor of within-person and between-person variance in overall justice perceptions. Implications for
the justice literature and organizational practice are discussed.
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Overall justice perceptions represent global evaluations of the
fairness of an entity based on personal experiences as well as on
the experiences of others (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). Although
the topic of workplace justice has generated hundreds of scholarly
articles and dozens of books over the past 2 decades (Colquitt,
Greenberg, & Scott, 2005), there is a relative deficit in our under-
standing of overall justice perceptions. For instance, no longitudi-
nal examinations of overall justice have been conducted. As such,
we simply do not know how overall justice perceptions unfold
over time. Moreover, we have very little knowledge of the ante-
cedents of overall justice perceptions. The present study aims to
address these two gaps in the literature.

First, we examined change in employees’ overall justice per-
ceptions. More specifically, we examined change in overall orga-
nizational justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions. We
focused on organizations and supervisors because they are the
most prominent sources of workplace justice (Cropanzano, Byrne,
Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001), and research suggests that employees
clearly differentiate between the overall fairness of their organi-
zations and supervisors (Choi, 2008). Currently, there are conflict-
ing views regarding the (in)stability of overall justice perceptions.
On one hand, George and Jones (2000) have argued that organi-
zational phenomena are inherently dynamic; virtually all con-
structs of interest in organizational behavior are expected to
change over time. This, however, runs counter to uncertainty
management theory (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos &

Lind, 2002),1 which suggests that overall justice perceptions are
resistant to change. Longitudinal research is needed to resolve this
disconnect. Further, demonstrating change in overall organiza-
tional justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions can high-
light variability ignored in cross-sectional research (e.g., Ilies &
Judge, 2002). We draw on Golembiewski, Billingsley, and Yea-
ger’s (1976) framework of change to investigate temporal vari-
ability in overall organizational justice and overall supervisory
justice perceptions.

Second, we examine antecedents of employee overall organiza-
tional justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions. Though
it has been suggested that specific justice dimensions (i.e., distrib-
utive, procedural, informational, interpersonal) influence overall
justice, the few extant studies that have empirically examined this
proposition have yielded inconsistent results (see Ambrose &
Schminke, 2009; Jones & Martens, 2007; Kim & Leung, 2007).
Further, despite calls for greater delineation of the influence of
trust on justice perceptions (Lewicki, Wiethoff, & Tomlinson,
2005), no research has examined trust as a predictor of overall
organizational justice or overall supervisory justice perceptions.
Drawing on the multifoci justice model (Cropanzano et al., 2001)
and the anticipatory justice framework (Shapiro & Kirkman,
2001), we proposed that specific justice dimensions and trust
would account for between- and within-person variance in em-

1 Uncertainty management theory grew from earlier work on fairness
heuristics theory. As described by Lind and Van den Bos (2002), “Fairness
heuristic theory can be viewed as dealing with a subset of uncertainty
management phenomena. Specifically, fairness heuristics theory deals with
how people use fairness judgments to resolve uncertainty about whether
they might be exploited or excluded from organizational and social rela-
tionships. Uncertainty management theory extends the use of fairness to
include not only such social uncertainties, but the more general situation of
any source of uncertainty” (p. 202). For ease of presentation, we use the
more recent and inclusive label uncertainty management theory to describe
work conducted under the umbrella of fairness heuristics theory. However,
we acknowledge the subtle differences between the two theories.
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ployees’ overall organizational justice and overall supervisory
justice perceptions. Specifically, we proposed that the strongest
effects would be found when predictor and outcome foci are
congruent (see Figure 1). Namely, organization-focused trust, dis-
tributive, and procedural justice were expected to have their great-
est impact on overall organizational justice perceptions.
Supervisor-focused trust, as well as informational and interper-
sonal justice, was expected to have its greatest impact on overall
supervisory justice perceptions.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Emerging Importance of Overall Justice Perceptions

Although the preponderance of justice research has focused on
specific justice dimensions, scholars have increasingly argued that
employees more naturally consider issues of justice in a holistic
manner (e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Greenberg, 2001; Hauen-
stein, McGonigle, & Flinder, 2001; Lind, 2001; Shapiro, 2001;
Tornblom & Vermunt, 1999). To clarify, we note that the specific
justice dimensions include distributive justice (i.e., fairness of
outcomes received), procedural justice (i.e., fairness of decision-
making procedures), informational justice (i.e., fairness of expla-
nations conveying why procedures were used in a certain manner
or why outcomes were distributed in a certain way), and interper-
sonal justice (i.e., degree to which employees are treated with
dignity, politeness, and respect; Colquitt, 2001). Despite the rec-
ognized value of the specific justice dimensions, there are a num-
ber of theoretical and practical reasons to study overall justice. For

instance, compared with specific justice dimensions, overall jus-
tice more accurately and parsimoniously reflects how employees
experience fairness in the workplace (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005;
Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Hauenstein et al., 2001). Moreover,
it is widely recognized that measuring constructs with a similar
degree of specificity or generality enhances prediction (Fisher &
Locke, 1992; Hulin, 1991; Roznowski & Hulin, 1992). As such,
overall justice should provide greater prediction than specific
justice dimensions when the outcome variables of interest are
relatively global in nature (e.g., overall job performance). Consis-
tent with this line of reasoning, recent research has indicated that
overall justice predicts employees’ overall job satisfaction better
than specific justice dimensions (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009;
Jones & Martens, 2007). Additionally, focusing on overall justice
can provide a more complete picture of how justice influences
other organizational phenomena (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005;
Colquitt, Greenberg, & Scott, 2005). Ambrose and Arnaud (2005)
described how research often has focused on the unique effects of
particular justice dimensions without discussing the shared influ-
ence of the justice dimensions. Focusing on unique effects results
in a relatively fragmented literature because the impact of justice
on any given outcome varies depending on which particular justice
dimensions are examined. In contrast, focusing on employees’
overall evaluations of justice can produce more consistent results
across studies, leading to a more rapid accumulation of knowledge
(Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Colquitt et al., 2005). Finally, the ease
of assessing overall justice, rather than several specific justice
dimensions, should encourage scholars in other domains to incor-
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Figure 1. Hypothesized effects of justice dimensions and trust on overall justice perceptions. Total variance
reflects between-person and within-person variance in overall justice perceptions. Dashed lines represent
cross-foci effects.
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porate justice into their research (Colquitt et al., 2005). Increased
integration with other research domains will lead to a greater
understanding of the effects of justice relative to other key psy-
chological variables (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Colquitt et al.,
2005). Given the theoretical and practical importance of overall
justice perceptions, the dearth of research devoted to this topic is
surprising (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005).

Change in Overall Justice Perceptions Over Time

Discerning the rate of change in constructs is essential to build-
ing useful theories of organizational behavior (George & Jones,
2000). Though overall justice has yet to be examined longitudi-
nally, some insight regarding the potential for temporal variability
in overall justice can be gleaned from longitudinal investigations
of related constructs. For instance, Ambrose and Cropanzano
(2003) reported dynamic relationships between distributive and
procedural justice and outcomes that included satisfaction, com-
mitment, and turnover intentions. Ilies and Judge (2002) found that
36% of the total variance in employees’ overall job satisfaction
reflected within-person variance over time. Rhoades, Eisenberger,
and Armeli (2001) found temporal change in employees’ affective
organizational commitment. Similarly, Eisenberger, Stinglhamber,
Vandenberghe, Sucharski, and Rhoades (2002) found significant
change in employees’ level of perceived organizational support
across time.

Further insight can be drawn from the broader attitudes litera-
ture. Given that attitudes represent evaluations of entities ex-
pressed with some degree of favor or disfavor (Eagly & Chaiken,
1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), overall justice can be viewed as an
attitudinal construct. Change in attitudinal constructs is well doc-
umented. For instance, people change their attitudes to be more
consistent with the attitudes and behaviors of others around them
(Norton, Monin, Cooper, & Hogg, 2003). Attitudes can change
even in the absence of new experiences or new information. Lord,
Paulson, Sia, Thomas, and Lepper (2004) recently reviewed the
attitude change literature and described that “attitude reports can
change from one time to the next without any additional informa-
tion about the attitude object, simply because the context of the
moment makes a biased subset of knowledge about that topic
cognitively accessible” (p. 734; see also Schwarz, 1998).

Thus, there is reason to expect significant change in employees’
overall justice perceptions over time. This expectation, however,
runs counter to the proposition of uncertainty management theory
that overall justice perceptions are resistant to change. Uncertainty
management theory suggests that employees form overall justice
perceptions quickly to reduce uncertainty and to help guide sub-
sequent attitudes and behavior. The theory argues that once such
perceptions are formed, change will occur only in the face of
relatively dramatic events, such as changes in leadership or orga-
nizational restructuring (Lind, 2001; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002).
In fact, the theory suggests that rather than revise their overall
justice perceptions, employees will tend to disregard evidence that
contradicts their initial perceptions (Lind, 2001). Aspects of un-
certainty management theory have received solid empirical sup-
port. For example, research suggests that overall justice percep-
tions influence a range of outcomes, including job satisfaction,
turnover intentions (Jones & Martens, 2007; Kim & Leung, 2007),
task performance, citizenship behavior, and organizational devi-

ance (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). However, the assumption of
uncertainty management theory that overall justice perceptions are
resistant to change has yet to be empirically tested and runs
counter to the view that virtually all organizational phenomena
change over time (e.g., George & Jones, 2000). Considering the
meaning of “change” may help reconcile inconsistent theoretical
viewpoints put forward regarding the expected rate of change in
overall justice perceptions.

Golembiewski et al. (1976) defined three types of change that
organizational researchers can observe using self-report mea-
sures.2 First, alpha change involves variation in standing on a
construct provided that respondents’ (a) interpretation of the rating
scale and (b) conceptualization of the construct remain constant.
Second, beta change occurs when respondents reconstitute their
subjective interpretations of a rating scale. Stated differently, beta
change involves a psychological expansion or contraction of a
rating scale (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Third, gamma change
involves a fundamental change in respondents’ conceptualization
of the construct of interest. Gamma change is often referred to as
“big bang” or “revolutionary” change because it involves a whole-
sale transformation of the psychological meaning of the target
construct (Golembiewski et al., 1976).

Consistent with uncertainty management theory, it is reasonable
to expect that overall justice perceptions are resistant to beta and
gamma change, barring dramatic events (e.g., leadership change).
These sorts of fundamental changes tend to occur following major
organizational events (Golembiewski et al., 1976). However, in the
absence of workplace drama, it is also reasonable to expect that
employees’ overall justice perceptions fluctuate in a manner con-
sistent with alpha change (i.e., change in mean ratings). Alpha
change simply requires that an employee evaluate the fairness of
an entity with more or less favor at different points in time. Such
change could occur for a multitude of reasons (e.g., an employee
might gain new information, a different context might spark dif-
ferent memories, or positive or negative moods might influence
evaluative judgments). Similar alpha change has been documented
in justice-related constructs and is consistent with the broader
attitudes literature (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 2002; Ilies & Judge,
2002; Judge, Scott, & Ilies, 2006; Lord et al., 2004; Rhoades et al.,
2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Thus, we did not expect beta
or gamma change in overall justice perceptions across this study
but did expect interval (alpha) change in employees’ evaluations of
overall justice over time. Accordingly, we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 1: There will be significant within-person vari-
ability in employees’ (a) overall organizational and (b) over-
all supervisory justice perceptions over time. More specifi-
cally, the nature of within-person variability in employees’
overall organizational and supervisory justice perceptions
will be consistent with alpha, but not beta or gamma, change.

Predictors of Overall Justice Perceptions

Increasingly, scholars have suggested that specific justice di-
mensions combine to shape overall justice perceptions (e.g., Am-
brose & Arnaud, 2005; Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Colquitt &

2 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
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Shaw, 2005; Hauenstein et al., 2001; Leventhal, 1980; Lind, 2001;
Lind & Tyler, 1988; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Tornblom &
Vermunt, 1999). However, these relationships have been examined
in only a few studies and the results have been mixed. Kim and
Leung (2007) found that distributive justice, interactional justice,
and procedural justice were the strongest predictors of overall
justice, respectively (but effects varied across cultures). In their
Study 1, Ambrose and Schminke (2009) found that procedural,
distributive, and interactional justice were the strongest predictors
of overall justice, respectively. However, in a second study, Am-
brose and Schminke (2009) found that only procedural and inter-
actional justice explained significant variance in overall justice
perceptions. Jones and Martens (2007) found that interpersonal,
informational, and distributive justice were the strongest predictors
of overall justice, respectively. Procedural justice did not explain
unique variance in overall justice perceptions in Jones and Mar-
tens’s study. These studies demonstrate that justice dimensions
influence overall justice perceptions. However, the pattern and
strength of the relationships between specific dimensions and
overall justice is, as of yet, unclear. We suggest that the multifoci
justice model (Cropanzano et al., 2001), which highlights the need
to consider who or what is being evaluated, can help clarify the
relationships between these constructs.

According to the multifoci justice model, employees differenti-
ate between the treatment they receive from various entities in the
workplace, including supervisors, coworkers, customers, and the
organization itself. For instance, an employee may believe that
their direct supervisor treats him or her fairly while their organi-
zation treats him or her unfairly. Consistent with social exchange
principles (Blau, 1964), the multifoci justice model suggests that
employees’ attitudes and behaviors toward a particular entity are
congruent with their perceptions of the entity in question (Cropan-
zano et al., 2001; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Masterson,
Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Rupp, Bashshur, & Liao,
2007b). Building on the multifoci model, Lavelle, Rupp, and
Brockner (2007) recently developed the target similarity model.
Their model stresses the importance of clearly specifying the foci
of predictors and outcomes and suggests that prediction is en-
hanced when both variables focus on a common entity (e.g.,
supervisors, organizations). When predictors and outcomes focus
on different entities, relatively weak spillover effects often result
(Lavelle et al., 2007).

Research has supported the notion that relationships are stronger
between predictors and outcomes that focus on a common entity.
For example, Masterson et al. (2000) hypothesized that
organization-focused procedural justice would affect organization-
focused outcomes (e.g., organizational commitment) and that
supervisor-focused interactional justice would affect supervisor-
focused outcomes (supervisor-directed citizenship behavior). The
results of a structural equation model supported their predictions
(for similar results, see Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Cropan-
zano et al., 2002; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006; Rupp & Cropan-
zano, 2002; Rupp & Spencer, 2006; Tekleab, Takeuchi, & Taylor,
2005).

Multifoci effects may help explain the inconsistent findings
regarding the relations between specific justice dimensions and
overall justice.3 For instance, in their first study, Ambrose and
Schminke (2009) found that interactional justice was the weakest
predictor of overall justice perceptions. In direct contrast, Jones

and Martens (2007) reported interactional justice as the strongest
predictor of overall justice. Interestingly, these studies used iden-
tical justice measures (i.e., Colquitt, 2001), but the focal entities
for interactional justice and overall justice were congruent in Jones
and Martens’s study (both constructs were directed toward the
company’s top management team) and incongruent in Ambrose
and Schminke’s study (supervisor-focused interactional justice
was used to predict overall organizational justice). Underscoring
the importance of multifoci effects, Rupp et al. (2007b) warned
that “failing to specify the source of justice in justice measures, or
averaging across sources, could at worst lead to spurious results, or
at best yield justice effects that are difficult to interpret” (p. 360).

The multifoci model suggests that specific justice measures can
be fully crossed with an endless number of entities (e.g., supervi-
sors, organizations, coworkers, customers) as long as a person has
legitimate reason to believe the entity was responsible for the
(in)justice (Byrne, 1999; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Rupp et al., 2007b;
Rupp & Cropanzano 2002). For example, Rupp, McCance, Spen-
cer, and Sonntag (2008) recently found that customers were a
source of employees’ interactional justice perceptions. Although
the bulk of multifoci research has focused on different entities
responsible for specific justice dimensions, recent research sug-
gests that employees also differentiate between foci of overall
justice. Specifically, Choi (2008) assessed employees’ perceptions
of overall organizational justice and overall supervisory justice
across four different organizations. Using confirmatory factor
analysis, Choi (2008) demonstrated that these two sets of percep-
tions represent unique factors. Thus, multifoci research has estab-
lished that employees differentiate between the distributive, pro-
cedural, informational, interpersonal, and overall justice of various
entities.

The number of variables resulting from fully crossing different
entities with each of the different justice constructs quickly be-
comes unrealistic to investigate in a single study (Rupp et al.,
2007b). Therefore, it is critical for researchers to specify the focal
entity for each justice dimension measured (Rupp et al., 2007b).
On one hand, organizations tend to have established decision-
making procedures and guidelines for the distribution of rewards,
which are outside the control of individual supervisors (Olkkonen
& Lipponen, 2006). On the other hand, individual supervisors
usually have frequent interpersonal contact with employees. As a

3 Rupp, Bashshur, and Liao (2007a) warned that in addition to justice
source, researchers must consider the target of justice measures (e.g., self,
coworkers). Interestingly, the weakest predictor in Kim and Leung’s
(2007) study (procedural justice) was the only predictor that did not match
the target of overall justice perceptions. Specifically, the target of proce-
dural justice was generic (e.g., “this organization makes decisions in fair
ways”), and overall justice was self-focused (e.g., “in general, I am fairly
treated in this organization”). Further, study context may also help explain
conflicting results. Specifically, Jones and Martens (2007) sampled union
employees who had recently taken pay cuts and strongly believed man-
agement had been disrespectful toward them. The authors suggested that
issues of distributive and interpersonal justice were particularly salient to
their participants, leaving little variance in overall justice to be explained
by procedural justice (Jones & Martens, 2007). Finally, it is also important
to note that Kim and Leung (2007) used unique justice measures, which
may make it difficult to directly compare their results with the results of
Ambrose and Schminke (2009) and Jones and Martens (2007).
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result, organizations tend to be the most common focus of em-
ployees’ procedural and distributive justice judgments, whereas
supervisors are the most common focus of interactional justice
perceptions (e.g., Bies, 2005; Cropanzano et al., 2002; Malatesta &
Byrne, 1997; Moorman, 1991; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006). With
this in mind, we examined organization-focused distributive and
procedural justice and supervisor-focused informational and inter-
personal justice. Consistent with the target similarity model, we
expected organization-focused justice dimensions to be most
strongly related to overall organizational justice and supervisor-
focused justice dimensions to be most strongly related to overall
supervisory justice perceptions. We also expected spillover effects
(Lavelle et al., 2007) such that justice dimensions would have
weaker cross-foci effects on overall organizational justice and
overall supervisory justice perceptions (see Figure 1). Taken to-
gether we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 2: (a) Organization-focused distributive and pro-
cedural justice will significantly predict between- and within-
person variance in overall organizational justice perceptions,
and (b) supervisor-focused informational and interpersonal
justice will significantly predict between- and within-person
variance in overall supervisory justice perceptions.

Theoretically, trust should also influence employees’ overall orga-
nizational justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions. Trust
represents “a psychological state comprising the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or
behavior of another” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998, p.
395). Trust results in reduced suspicion and decreased information
seeking and generally leads employees to evaluate their organizations
and supervisors favorably (Hall, Blass, Ferris, & Massengale, 2004;
Kramer, 1999; Mishra, 1996; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999). Surpris-
ingly few studies have examined relationships between trust and
justice (Lewicki et al., 2005). In the studies that have been conducted,
justice scholars tend to treat trust as a consequence of justice percep-
tions (e.g., Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Konovsky & Cropan-
zano, 1991; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Korsgaard, Schweiger, &
Sapienza, 1995; Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999). Modeling
trust as a consequence of justice is consistent with uncertainty man-
agement theory. However, Lewicki et al. (2005) argued that this view
is overly simplistic and that scholars should also consider trust as an
antecedent of justice perceptions.

To date, Shapiro and Kirkman’s (2001) conceptualization of antic-
ipatory justice is the one framework that explicitly proposes trust as an
antecedent of employee justice perceptions. Anticipatory justice refers
to employees’ expectations for fair treatment. The concept of antici-
patory justice is synonymous with trust in that both constructs focus
on expectations that another party will act benevolently in the future
(Shapiro & Kirkman, 2001). On the basis of the idea that people’s
perceptions tend to confirm their expectations (i.e., confirmation bias;
Snyder & Swann, 1978), Shapiro and Kirkman reasoned that employ-
ees who trust an entity to behave in a fair manner (anticipate justice)
are predisposed to perceive the entity as fair in the future. Alterna-
tively, employees who distrust another party (anticipate injustice) tend
to perceive injustice. Thus, contrary to the common view of trust as a
consequence of justice, Shapiro and Kirkman argued that trust helps
shape employees’ justice perceptions (for a similar perspective, see

Lewicki et al., 2005). Drawing on the anticipatory justice framework,
we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 3: (a) Organizational trust will account for signifi-
cant between-person and within person variance in employees’
overall organizational justice perceptions, and (b) supervisor
trust will account for significant between-person and within-
person variance in employees’ overall supervisory justice per-
ceptions.

Method

Participants

Participants were recruited on the campus of a large North Amer-
ican university. To qualify for the study, individuals were required to
be currently employed a minimum of 20 hr per week. We collected
data in three waves using an Internet-based survey methodology.
Consistent with recent longitudinal investigations of employee atti-
tude change (e.g., Cote & Morgan, 2002), we separated measurement
occasions by 4 weeks to provide ample separation between our
measures while not spacing measurements so far apart as to unnec-
essarily increase participant attrition. The Time 1 survey assessed the
four specific justice dimensions (distributive, procedural, informa-
tional, and interpersonal), trust (organizational and supervisory), over-
all justice (organizational and supervisory), and demographic infor-
mation (e.g., gender, work experience). Additionally, we recognized
that individual differences might influence employees’ perceptions of
trust and justice. For instance, a highly agreeable employee may be
inclined to view their supervisor in a favorable light.2 Therefore, we
controlled for participants’ level of agreeableness (assessed at Time 1)
when testing our hypotheses. Employees’ overall justice perceptions
were measured approximately 4 and 8 weeks later in the Time 2 and
3 surveys, respectively. After the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys, an
abbreviated debriefing form instructed the participants how to collect
their compensation and reminded the participants of the remaining
survey(s). A comprehensive debriefing was provided upon comple-
tion of the final survey. Participants were compensated $10 per
completed survey. Additionally, individuals who completed all three
surveys were entered into a drawing for a prize valued at approxi-
mately $500. Time 1, 2, and 3 surveys were completed by 306, 272,
and 213 individuals, respectively.4 The sample was predominately
female (72%) and ranged in age from 18 to 52 years (M � 22). The
average participant had 5.6 years of total work experience, worked in
their current organization for 1.6 years, worked under their current
supervisor for 1.2 years, and worked 25.2 hr per week.

4 Individuals who failed to complete a particular survey were not eligible
to complete subsequent surveys. For example, if a participant failed to
complete the Time 2 survey, they were not provided with the Time 3
survey. Thus, 213 participants completed all three surveys. Results of t
tests demonstrated no significant differences on any of the substantive
variables (i.e., distributive, procedural, informational, and interpersonal
justice; overall organizational justice; overall supervisory justice: organi-
zational trust; supervisor trust) between participants who completed all
time points and those who did not. Further, there were no significant
differences in years of work experience, organizational tenure, years with
current boss, hours worked per week, or gender. However, participants
who completed all three surveys were significantly older (M � 22.4 years)
than those who did not (M � 20.6 years), t(302) � �2.94, p � .01.
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Measures

Overall organizational justice perceptions were assessed with
the six-item scale developed and validated by Ambrose and
Schminke (2009). An example item was the following: “For the
most part, my organization treats its employees fairly.” Overall
supervisory justice perceptions were assessed with the same six-
item scale, altered slightly to change the focus of the fairness to be
one’s supervisor rather than one’s organization. For example, the
item above was altered to read, “For the most part, my supervisor
treats his/her employees fairly.”

We assessed the four justice dimensions using the scales devel-
oped by Colquitt (2001). A statement informed participants that
the distributive justice items referred to decisions/outcomes across
their organization, such as work schedules, pay raises, and promo-
tional decisions. An example distributive justice item read, to what
extent “are outcomes appropriate for the work completed?” In-
structions indicated that the procedural justice items referred to
procedures used to arrive at important decisions/outcomes in their
organization. An example procedural justice item asked, to what
extent “are procedures applied consistently?” Participants were
instructed to respond to the informational and interpersonal justice
items with regard to their current supervisor. An informational
justice item asked, to what extent “does he/she communicate
details in a timely manner?” An interpersonal justice item asked, to
what extent “does he/she refrain from improper remarks or com-
ments?”

Organizational trust was assessed with three items from Robin-
son and Rousseau (1994), adapted to reference organizations. An
example item read, “I am not sure that I fully trust my organiza-
tion” (reverse coded). Supervisor trust was assessed with the same
three items tailored to supervisors. An example item read, “I am
not sure that I fully trust my boss” (reverse coded).

Agreeableness was assessed with 12 items from the NEO Five
Factor Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Results

Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliabilities for
study scales are reported in Table 1. To provide evidence for the
convergent and discriminant validity of the scales used in our
study, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on our
Time 1 measures using LISREL 8.50 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001).
Consistent with the approach proposed by Anderson and Gerbing
(1988), we compared a series of alternative models against our
hypothesized measurement model. According to this approach,
convergent validity is established when path loadings from items
onto their latent construct are significant, and discriminant validity
is established with chi-square difference tests to compare an un-
constrained measurement model with a constrained model (in
which correlations between two latent factors are set equal to one;
Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Additionally, evidence of discrimi-
nant validity is provided when loading items onto a latent construct
other than their theoretical construct reduces model fit (as deter-
mined by a chi-square difference test).

The full results of our CFA are presented in Table 2 and briefly
summarized here. First, as demonstrated in Model 1, our hypoth-
esized measurement model provided a good fit to the data,
�2(637) � 1,305.36, p � .01; comparative fit index (CFI) � .93;
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) � .06; stan-
dardized root mean square residual (SRMR) � .04, and all path
loadings from the items to their latent factors were significant.
These results provide evidence for the convergent validity of our
scales. We were particularly interested in replicating the findings
of Choi (2008) that employees distinguish between overall orga-
nizational justice and overall supervisory justice. Loading items
from these two constructs on the same latent factor produced a
significantly worse fit to the data, ��2(7) � 520.28, p � .001 (see
Model 3). Similarly, constraining the correlation between overall

Table 1
Scale Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities

Scale M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Distributive justice 3.24 1.00 (.94)
2. Procedural justice 3.30 0.81 .58�� (.89)
3. Informational justice 3.57 0.82 .46�� .64�� (.87)
4. Interpersonal justice 3.83 0.82 .36�� .54�� .67�� (.88)
5. Organizational trust 3.67 0.89 .46�� .64�� .56�� .53�� (.86)
6. Supervisor trust 3.82 0.87 .42�� .56�� .66�� .70�� .70�� (.85)
7. Overall organizational justice

(Time 1) 3.65 0.85 .53�� .65�� .56�� .59�� .82�� .67�� (.92)
8. Overall supervisory justice

(Time 1) 3.84 0.83 .45�� .58�� .68�� .73�� .66�� .79�� .76�� (.94)
9. Overall organizational justice

(Time 2) 3.61 0.77 .44�� .56�� .48�� .48�� .73�� .61�� .80�� .63�� (.91)
10. Overall supervisory justice

(Time 2) 3.78 0.75 .35�� .48�� .54�� .56�� .58�� .64�� .62�� .73�� .73�� (.92)
11. Overall organizational justice

(Time 3) 3.57 0.73 .39�� .52�� .44�� .42�� .66�� .54�� .72�� .62�� .77�� .70�� (.91)
12. Overall supervisory justice

(Time 3) 3.76 0.72 .37�� .42�� .48�� .47�� .51�� .55�� .51�� .64�� .54�� .73�� .72�� (.93)
13. Agreeableness 3.62 0.52 .15�� .09 .11� .16�� .18�� .22�� .21�� .21�� .20�� .25�� .26�� .21�� (.80)

Note. Values on the diagonal are internal consistency reliability estimates. Time 1 n � 306; Time 2 n � 272; Time 3 n � 213.
� p � .05. �� p � .01.
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organizational justice and overall supervisory justice to equal 1
(see Model 11) reduced model fit, ��2(1) � 382.35, p � .001.
Taken together, these results are consistent with Choi’s (2008)
findings that the two constructs represent distinct factors.

To address concerns of possible same-source bias (inflated
relationships between constructs), we conducted a series of alter-

native models to test the discriminant validity of our measures (see
Models 4–10 and 12–14). For example, loading overall organiza-
tional justice and organizational trust items onto one latent factor
significantly reduced model fit, ��2(7) � 82.33, p � .001 (see
Model 5). Constraining the correlation between overall organiza-
tional justice and organizational trust to equal 1 also reduced
model fit, ��2(1) � 40.39, p � .001 (see Model 12). We con-
ducted analyses of similar models to test the discriminant validity
of supervisor trust and overall supervisory justice (see Model 7 and
Model 13), supervisor trust and interpersonal justice (see Model 6
and Model 14), and organizational trust and supervisor trust (see
Model 4). To summarize the results, we found that the hypothe-
sized measurement model fit the data significantly better than each
of the 13 alternative models tested (as demonstrated in the chi-
square difference tests; see Table 2). These results support the
construct validity of the measures used in the present study.

Next, we conducted tests for gamma and beta change in overall
organizational justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions.
We followed the CFA procedures laid out by Schaubroeck and
Green (1989) and Vandenberg and Self (1993). Briefly, evidence
of gamma change is present if a common factor structure does not
hold across time periods. Evidence of beta change is present if
factor variances or factor loadings change across time (Golem-
biewski et al., 1976; Schaubroeck & Green, 1989; Schmitt, 1982;
Vandenberg & Self, 1993). We examined overall organizational
justice and overall supervisory justice perceptions separately be-
cause the purpose of these analyses was to test the susceptibility of
each construct to different change processes, not to test structural
relationships or convergent-discriminant validity (Schaubroeck &
Green, 1989; Vandenberg & Self, 1993). Results of the analyses
are presented in Table 3. Model 1 suggested that a one-factor
solution fit the data well across the three time points for overall
organizational justice and overall supervisory justice. In Model 2,
we constrained factor covariances to be equal across time points.
For overall organizational justice, the chi-square difference test
was significant, but the fit indices were not affected. Unless all
indices indicate a loss in model fit, gamma change is not supported
(Vandenberg & Self, 1993). For overall supervisory justice, the
chi-square difference test was not significant, and the fit indices
were not affected. Taken together, these results did not suggest the
presence of gamma change in overall organizational or overall
supervisory justice. In Model 3, we constrained factor variances to
be equal across time points. Here, the chi-square difference tests
signaled a change in fit for the overall organizational and overall
supervisory justice models. Again, however, the fit indices did not
decrease. Finally, in Model 4, we constrained factor loadings of
like items to be equal across time points. This model fit the data
well. Taken together, the results of these analyses did not support
the presence of beta change in either overall organizational justice
or overall supervisory justice. Substantively, our results suggest
that participants did not fundamentally revise their conceptualiza-
tions of the overall justice constructs (gamma change) or their
interpretations of the measurement scales (beta change).

Given that we found no evidence of beta or gamma change, we
moved on to test our predictions regarding between- and within-
person variance in overall justice perceptions. Specifically, we
used random coefficient modeling in SAS Proc Mixed, following
Bliese and Ployhart’s (2002) five-step model estimation process.
To begin, we focused on overall organizational justice perceptions.

Table 2
Fit Indices for Nested Comparisons of Measurement Models

Model �2 df ��2 SRMR NNFI CFI RMSEA

1 1,305.36 637 .04 .93 .93 .06
2 1,546.66 644 241.30��� .05 .91 .91 .08
3 1,825.64 644 520.28��� .06 .87 .88 .09
4 1,526.56 644 221.20��� .05 .90 .91 .07
5 1,387.69 644 82.33��� .05 .92 .92 .07
6 1,496.57 644 191.21��� .05 .91 .91 .07
7 1,431.48 644 126.12��� .05 .91 .92 .07
8 1,481.02 650 175.66��� .05 .91 .92 .07
9 1,789.89 655 484.53��� .05 .88 .89 .08

10 2,064.32 655 758.96��� .06 .85 .86 .10
11 1,687.71 638 382.35��� .05 .88 .89 .08
12 1,345.75 638 40.39��� .05 .92 .93 .07
13 1,380.34 638 74.98��� .05 .92 .92 .07
14 1,424.69 638 119.33��� .05 .91 .93 .07

Note. SRMR � standardized root mean square residual; NNFI � non-
normed fit index; CFI � comparative fit index; RMSEA � root mean
square residual. All measures included in the confirmatory factor analysis
were collected during the Time 1 survey administration. Model 1 tests the
theoretical measurement model and specifies an eight-factor solution rep-
resenting distributive, procedural, informational, and interpersonal justice;
overall organizational justice; overall supervisory justice; organizational
trust; and supervisor trust. Model 2 tests for the distinction between
informational and interpersonal justice and specifies a seven-factor solu-
tion in which informational and interpersonal justice were collapsed to load
onto one factor representing organizational justice. Models 3 and 4 test
multifoci models to determine whether employees distinguish organiza-
tional and supervisory entities. Namely, Model 3 tests a seven-factor
solution in which organizational supervisory justice and overall organiza-
tional justice are specified to load onto one factor representing overall
justice. Model 4 tests a seven-factor solution in which supervisory trust and
organizational trust are specified to load onto one factor representing trust.
The remaining models (Models 5–13) address potential multicollinearity
issues with Time 1 data. Model 5 tests a seven-factor solution in which
organizational trust and overall organizational justice are specified to load
onto one factor. Model 6 specifies a seven-factor model in which super-
visory trust and interpersonal justice are collapsed onto one factor. Model
7 also specifies a seven-factor model in which supervisory trust and overall
supervisory justice are collapsed to load onto one factor. Model 8 tests a
six-factor model in which supervisory trust and overall supervisory justice
are specified to load onto one factor and concurrently organizational trust
and overall organizational justice are specified to load onto one factor.
Model 9 tests a five-factor model in which supervisory trust, interpersonal
justice, and overall supervisory justice are specified to load onto one factor,
and concurrently organizational trust and overall organizational justice are
specified to load onto one factor. Model 10 specifies a five-factor model in
which supervisory trust, organizational trust, overall organizational justice,
and overall supervisory justice are all collapsed to load onto one factor.
Models 11–14 followed the Anderson and Gerbing (1988) approach for
establishing discriminant validity. In Model 11, overall organizational
justice and overall supervisory justice were constrained by setting their
correlations equal to one. In Model 12, overall organizational justice and
organizational trust were constrained by setting their correlations equal to
one. In Model 13, overall supervisory justice and supervisory trust were
constrained by setting their correlations equal to one. In Model 14, inter-
personal justice and supervisory trust were constrained by setting their
correlations equal to one.
��� p � .001.
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The results of Hypotheses 1a, 2a, and 3a are summarized in
Table 4. In Step 1, we found significant between-person (�2 � .48,
p � .001) and within-person (�2 �.15, p � .001) variance in
overall organizational justice perceptions. The intraclass correla-
tion coefficient (ICC) suggested that 24% of the variance in overall
organizational justice perceptions represented within-person vari-
ability. In Step 2, we tested the nature of change over time. The
results suggested a negative average trend (� � �.05, p � .05) in
overall organizational justice perceptions across the time points.5

In Step 3, we allowed overall organizational justice trajectories to
randomly vary among employees. Allowing interindividual varia-
tion in overall organizational justice rates of change produced a
significantly better fit to the data, ��2LL(2) � 26.8, p � 001,
where LL � log-likelihood. In Step 4, we tested a variety of
possible error structures (i.e., compound symmetric, autoregres-
sive, heterogeneous autoregressive), none of which significantly
improved model fit beyond the standard unstructured specification.
Taken together, the results for the Level 1 model revealed signif-
icant between- and within-person variance in overall organiza-
tional justice perceptions. Further, the results suggested significant
variability in individuals’ trajectories of these perceptions over
time. Thus, we found significant within-person variance in overall
organizational justice perceptions consistent with alpha, but not
beta or gamma, change. Hypothesis 1a was supported. In light of
these findings, we moved on to Step 5 to examine predictors of
between- and within-person variance in overall organizational
justice perceptions.

Our Level 2 model introduced distributive, procedural, informa-
tional, and interpersonal justice perceptions and agreeableness as
predictors of between- and within-person variance in employees’
overall organizational justice perceptions (Model B1). This re-
sulted in significantly improved model fit, ��2LL(10) � 246, p �
.001. However, informational justice did not account for unique
between-person or within-person variance in such perceptions, and
procedural justice and agreeableness were unrelated to within-
person variance in these perceptions. For the sake of parsimony,
we removed informational justice as a predictor of between- and
within-person variance, and we removed procedural justice and
agreeableness as predictors of within-person variance in overall
organizational justice perceptions (Model C1). Eliminating these
predictors did not harm model fit (��2LL(4) � �3.9, ns). The

results of Model C1 suggest that distributive (� � .17, p � .001),
procedural (� � .35, p � .001), and interpersonal justice (� � .33,
p � .001), along with agreeableness (� � .18, p � .01), accounted
for unique between-person variance in overall organizational jus-
tice perceptions. Together, these variables accounted for 61% of
the variance in initial overall organizational justice perceptions
(pseudo R2 � .61). Further, distributive (� � �.06, p � .01) and
interpersonal justice (� � �.07, p � .01) explained unique within-
person variance in overall organizational justice perceptions over
time. Thus, employees with higher initial perceptions of distribu-
tive and interpersonal justice demonstrated less variance in overall
organizational justice perceptions across time. Jointly, distributive
and interpersonal justice accounted for 26% of the variance in
change over time (pseudo R2 � .26). Taken together, Hypothesis
2a was partially supported, but interpersonal justice was an unex-
pectedly strong predictor of overall organizational justice percep-
tions. Next, we introduced organizational trust as a predictor of
between- and within-person variance in overall organizational
justice perceptions (Model D1). This resulted in a significantly
better fit to the data, ��2LL(2) � 166.8, p � 001. However,
controlling for trust, we found that distributive and interpersonal
justice were no longer significant predictors of change in overall
organizational justice perceptions. Therefore, we conducted anal-
yses with a final model excluding these dimensions as a predictor
of change. In our final model, organizational trust explained
between-person (� � .59, p � .001) and within-person (� � �.12,
p � .001) variance in overall organizational justice perceptions.
Including trust in the Level 2 model explained 22% more between-
person variance and 6% more within-person variance in overall
organizational justice perceptions. Hypothesis 3a was fully sup-
ported.

Tests of Hypotheses

Next, we turned our attention to overall supervisory justice
perceptions. We followed the same model-building procedure

5 Consistent with recommendations of Bliese and Ployhart (2002), we
also assessed the possibility of quadratic change. The inclusion of a
quadratic parameter did not improve model fit.

Table 3
Fit Indices for Tests of Beta and Gamma Change in Overall Justice Perceptions

Variable Model �2 df ��2 �df CFI NNFI

Overall organizational justice 1 418.7 132 .91 .87
2 425.4 134 6.7� 2 .91 .87
3 441.1 136 15.7��� 2 .91 .88
4 454.8 146 13.7 10 .91 .89

Overall supervisory justice 1 421.1 132 .92 .89
2 427.0 134 5.9 2 .92 .89
3 437.2 136 10.2�� 2 .92 .89
4 443.8 146 6.6 10 .92 .90

Note. CFI � comparative fit index; NNFI � non-normed fit index. Model 1 � equal factor structure across
time points. Model 2 � Model 1 	 factor covariances constrained to be equal across time points. Model 3 �
Model 2 	 factor variances constrained to be equal across time points. Model 4 � Model 3 	 factor loadings
of like items constrained to be equal across time points.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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described above. Full results of Hypotheses 1b, 2b, and 3b are
presented in Table 5 and summarized here. Step 1 revealed
significant between-person (�2 � .44, p � .001) and within-
person (�2� .18, p � .001) variance in overall supervisory
justice perceptions. The ICC suggested that 29% of the total
variance in overall supervisory justice perceptions was within-
person variance. The results of Step 2 suggested a negative
average trend (� � �.05, p � .05) in overall supervisory justice
perceptions across time.5 Allowing overall supervisory justice
slope variability produced a significantly better fit to the data,
��2LL(2) � 16.6, p � 001. The Level 1 model revealed

significant between- and within-person variance in overall su-
pervisory justice perceptions as well as significant variability in
overall supervisory justice trajectories. Hypothesis 1b was sup-
ported.

The results of Model B2 suggested that procedural (� � .14,
p � .05), informational (� � .23, p � .001), and interpersonal
justice (� � .46, p � .001), as well as agreeableness (� � .14,
p � .05), accounted for unique variance in initial overall
supervisory justice perceptions. Interestingly, the results of
Models B1 and B2 provide support for the multifoci model.
Specifically, distributive and procedural justice more strongly

Table 4
Random Coefficient Models Predicting Overall Organizational Justice

Model and parameter
Parameter
estimate SE

95% CI lower
bound

95% CI upper
bound Pseudo R2

Final Level 1: Model A1

Intercept 3.649��� .048 3.555 3.743
Time (linear) �.047� .020 �.086 �.008

Level 2: Model B1

Agreeableness (intercept) .147� .065 .020 .274
Distributive justice (intercept) .154��� .041 .074 .234
Procedural justice (intercept) .367��� .060 .249 .485
Informational justice (intercept) .042 .061 �.078 .162
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .297��� .056 .187 .407
Agreeableness 
 Time (slope) .044 .036 �.027 .115
Distributive Justice 
 Time (slope) �.046� .023 �.091 �.001
Procedural Justice 
 Time (slope) �.041 .034 �.108 .026
Informational Justice 
 Time (slope) �.001 .034 �.068 .066
Interpersonal Justice 
 Time (slope) �.062� .031 �.123 �.001

Total intercept variance explained .614
Total slope variance explained .308

Level 2: Model C1

Agreeableness (intercept) .183�� .057 .071 .295
Distributive justice (intercept) .168��� .040 .090 .246
Procedural justice (intercept) .349��� .049 .253 .445
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .325��� .048 .231 .419
Distributive Justice 
 Time (slope) �.061�� .020 �.100 �.022
Interpersonal Justice 
 Time (slope) �.074�� .025 �.123 �.025

Total intercept variance explained .610
Total slope variance explained .256

Level 2: Model D1

Agreeableness (intercept) .094� .045 .006 .182
Distributive justice (intercept) .100�� .031 .039 .161
Procedural justice (intercept) .113�� .042 .031 .195
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .158��� .039 .082 .234
Organizational trust (intercept) .566��� .039 .490 .642
Distributive Justice 
 Time (slope) �.036 .021 �.077 .005
Interpersonal Justice 
 Time (slope) �.034 .027 �.087 .019
Organizational Trust 
 Time (slope) �.089��� .025 �.138 �.040

Total intercept variance explained .833
Total slope variance explained .359

Level 2: Final Model1
Agreeableness (intercept) .096� .045 .006 .182
Distributive justice (intercept) .078��� .028 .023 .133
Procedural justice (intercept) .113�� .042 .032 .196
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .138��� .035 .068 .206
Organizational trust (intercept) .587��� .038 .501 .649
Organizational Trust 
 Time (slope) �.122��� .020 �.161 �.083

Total intercept variance explained .831
Total slope variance explained .314

Note. SE � standard error; CI � confidence interval. All predictors were grand mean centered (Singer & Willet, 2003). Time was scaled such that Time
1 � 0, Time 2 � 1, and Time 3 � 2. Pseudo R2 statistics represent the variance explained in overall organizational justice by the predictors (calculated
by the proportional reduction in the Level 1 residual variance estimates for overall organizational justice perceptions; see Singer & Willet, 2003).
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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influenced initial overall organizational justice perceptions
(� � .15 and .37, respectively) than overall supervisory justice
perceptions (� � .06 and .14, respectively). Similarly, infor-
mational and interpersonal justice were stronger predictors of
between-person variance in overall supervisory justice percep-
tions (� � .23 and .46, respectively) than of between-person
variance in overall organizational justice perceptions (� � .04
and .30, respectively). Model B2 found that interpersonal justice
was the only significant predictor of within-person variance in
overall supervisory justice perceptions (� � �.12, p � .001).
Next, we removed the nonsignificant predictors for the sake of
parsimony. The results of Model C2 suggested that our predic-
tors jointly accounted for 76% of the variance in initial overall
supervisory justice perceptions (pseudo R2 � .76) and that

interpersonal justice accounted for 38% of the variance in rates
of change in overall supervisory justice perceptions (pseudo
R2 � .38). Taken together, Hypothesis 2b was largely sup-
ported.

Next, we included supervisor trust as a predictor of between-
and within-person variance in overall supervisory justice percep-
tions (Model D2). Adding supervisor trust to the Level 2 model
significantly improved model fit, ��2LL(2) � 157.6, p � .001.
For the sake of parsimony, we conducted analyses for a final
model retaining only agreeableness, interpersonal justice, and su-
pervisor trust. In the final model, supervisor trust accounted for
between-person (� � .76, p � .001) and within-person (� � �.19,
p � .001) variance in overall supervisory justice perceptions.
Supervisor trust accounted for an additional 18% of intercept and

Table 5
Random Coefficient Models Predicting Overall Supervisor Justice

Model and parameter
Parameter
estimate SE

95% CI lower
bound

95% CI upper
bound Pseudo R2

Final Level 1 model: Model A2

Intercept 3.832��� .046 3.742 3.922
Time (linear) �.049� .021 �.090 �.008

Level 2: Model B2

Agreeableness (intercept) .141� .056 .031 .251
Distributive justice (intercept) .056 .036 �.015 .127
Procedural justice (intercept) .139� .051 .039 .239
Informational justice (intercept) .230��� .053 .126 .334
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .461��� .048 .367 .555
Agreeableness 
 Time (slope) .030 .039 �.046 .106
Distributive Justice 
 Time (slope) .011 .025 �.038 .060
Procedural Justice 
 Time (slope) �.009 .036 �.080 .062
Informational Justice 
 Time (slope) �.053 .036 �.124 .018
Interpersonal Justice 
 Time (slope) �.122��� .033 �.187 �.057

Total intercept variance explained .761
Total slope variance explained .426

Level 2: Model C2

Agreeableness (intercept) .170�� .051 .070 .270
Procedural justice (intercept) .170� .043 .086 .254
Informational justice (intercept) .209��� .048 .115 .303
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .481��� .046 .391 .571
Interpersonal justice 
 Time (slope) �.154��� .025 �.203 �.105

Total intercept variance explained .760
Total slope variance explained .380

Level 2: Model D2

Agreeableness (intercept) .073 .041 �.007 .153
Procedural justice (intercept) .080 .035 .011 .149
Informational justice (intercept) .037 .040 �.041 .115
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .186��� .042 .104 .268
Supervisor trust (intercept) .680��� .047 .588 .772
Interpersonal Justice 
 Time (slope) �.054 .034 �.121 .013
Supervisor Trust 
 Time (slope) �.149��� .037 �.222 �.076
Total intercept variance explained .943
Total slope variance explained .507

Level 2: Final Model2
Agreeableness (intercept) .065 .041 �.015 .145
Interpersonal justice (intercept) .194��� .038 .120 .268
Supervisor trust (intercept) .757��� .042 .675 .839
Supervisor Trust 
 Time (slope) �.189��� .027 �.242 �.136

Total intercept variance explained .936
Total slope variance explained .481

Note. SE � standard error; CI � confidence interval. All predictors were grand mean centered (Singer & Willet, 2003). Time was scaled such that Time
1 � 0, Time 2 � 1, and Time 3 � 2. Pseudo R2 statistics represent the variance explained in overall organizational justice by the predictors (calculated
by the proportional reduction in the Level 1 residual variance estimates for overall organizational justice perceptions; see Singer & Willet, 2003).
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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10% of slope variance in overall supervisory justice perceptions,
above and beyond the justice dimensions alone. Hypothesis 3b was
fully supported.

Post Hoc Analyses

The results presented above suggest that the specific justice
dimensions had additive effects on overall organizational justice
and overall supervisory justice perceptions. However, Brockner
and Wiesenfeld (1996) described that justice dimensions often
demonstrate multiplicative effects on outcomes. Frequently, inter-
actions are such that the effect of a particular justice dimension is
heightened at low levels of another justice dimension (Brockner &
Wiesenfeld, 1996). For instance, a field study by Schaubroeck,
May, and Brown (1994) found that when distributive justice was
low, procedural justice had a more pronounced influence on em-
ployees’ commitment to their organization. In line with this re-
search, we tested the possibility that nonadditive models might
better account for the effects of specific justice dimensions on
overall organizational justice and overall supervisory justice per-
ceptions. We modeled interactions between distributive, proce-
dural, informational, and interpersonal justice in our Level 2
models (Models B1 and B2). However, none of the interaction
terms were significant.6 Our findings are consistent with Jones and
Martens (2007), who found no evidence of interactions between
justice dimensions on overall justice perceptions. Taken together,
the relationships between specific justice dimensions and overall
justice perceptions appear to be additive. Interestingly, this paral-
lels job satisfaction research suggesting that additive models best
describe how satisfaction facets (e.g., pay, autonomy) influence
employees’ overall job satisfaction (e.g., Judge & Hulin, 2003;
Locke, 1969, 1976; Rice, Gentile, & McFarlin, 1991).

Discussion

Despite the recognized importance of overall justice percep-
tions, surprisingly little research has been dedicated to this topic
(Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). The current study sought to advance
the literature by addressing two primary questions: Do overall
justice perceptions change over time, and what factors influence
employees’ overall justice perceptions? In response to the first
question, our results suggest that employees’ overall justice per-
ceptions do change over time. Specifically, our results indicate that
24% and 29% of the total variance in overall organizational justice
and overall supervisory justice perceptions, respectively, consti-
tuted within-person variance.

Addressing the second question, we found significant predictors
of between- and within-person variance in employees’ overall
justice perceptions. Controlling for agreeableness, we observed
that initial overall organizational justice perceptions were best
predicted by organizational trust, interpersonal, distributive, and
procedural justice, respectively (see Final Model1). In contrast,
supervisor trust and interpersonal justice best predicted initial
overall supervisory justice perceptions (see Final Model2). Further,
our findings suggest that employees with higher levels of trust had
more stable overall justice perceptions. More specifically, a stan-
dard deviation increase in supervisor trust was associated with a
.19 reduction in the rate of change in overall supervisory justice
perceptions (controlling for agreeableness and justice dimensions).

Stated differently, overall supervisory justice perceptions changed
less rapidly for employees who trusted their supervisors. Similarly,
the rate of change in overall organizational justice perceptions
decreased by .12 with each standard deviation increase in organi-
zational trust (controlling for agreeableness and justice dimen-
sions). Substantively, this suggests that employees who were less
convinced that they could trust their organizations had less stable
overall organizational justice perceptions.

Implications

A key premise of uncertainty management theory is that overall
justice perceptions are stable heuristics that are resistant to change
in the absence of major events. Our results call into question this
position by demonstrating that overall justice perceptions are not
stable; indeed, roughly a quarter of the total variance in overall
justice perceptions was within-person. However, our results do not
unequivocally contradict the position espoused by uncertainty
management theory. Whether the findings of this study support or
refute the claim that overall justice perceptions are resistant to
change depends on how change is defined. More specifically, our
results suggest that overall organizational justice and overall su-
pervisory justice perceptions were resistant to beta and gamma
change. In other words, neither do our findings suggest that the
fundamental meaning and structure of overall organizational jus-
tice and overall supervisory justice changed nor did employees
expand, shrink, or otherwise alter their interpretations of the over-
all justice scales. What did change was the extent to which em-
ployees endorsed the overall fairness of their supervisors and
organizations (i.e., alpha change). These findings illustrate the
importance of exploring the type of change occurring in organi-
zational phenomena. For instance, following a major organiza-
tional restructuring, it is highly possible that focusing exclusively
on alpha change will lead to a misspecification of the change
phenomena and, consequently, a misunderstanding of the con-
structs examined. In contrast, failing to consider alpha change
during nontumultuous periods may lead to false conclusions of
construct stability. Moreover, this study suggests that cross-
sectional designs fail to capture an important source of variance in
employee justice perceptions.

The present study also highlights the utility of the multifoci
justice model. On the basis of this model, we predicted that
organization-focused justice dimensions would most strongly pre-
dict overall organizational justice perceptions and that supervisor-
focused justice dimensions would most strongly predict overall
supervisory justice perceptions. Consistent with our hypotheses,
organization-focused distributive and procedural justice related
more strongly to overall organizational justice than to overall
supervisory justice perceptions, and supervisor-focused informa-
tional and interpersonal justice related more strongly to overall
supervisory justice than to overall organizational justice percep-
tions (prior to controlling for trust; see Models B1 and B2). Further,
before we introduced trust into our models, organization-focused
procedural justice was the strongest predictor of initial overall
organizational justice perceptions (see Ambrose & Schminke,

6 For full results on the models tested, interested readers are encouraged
to contact Brian C. Holtz.
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2009, for similar findings), and supervisor-focused informational
and interpersonal justice were the strongest predictors of initial
overall supervisory justice perceptions (see Jones & Martens,
2007, for similar findings). Thus, the multifoci justice model
helped to reconcile inconsistencies in the justice literature. How-
ever, predictions from the multifoci model were not completely
supported. Whereas cross-foci spillover effects are common
(Lavelle et al., 2007; Rupp et al., 2007b), we found that supervisor-
focused interpersonal justice was a particularly robust predictor of
both overall organizational justice and overall supervisory justice
perceptions. Controlling for trust and agreeableness, we found that
this was the only dimension that explained unique variance in both
organizational and supervisory perceptions (see final models). The
potency of interpersonal justice may be explained by the fact that
day-to-day, interpersonal encounters are so frequent in organiza-
tions that interpersonal justice becomes more relevant and psycho-
logically meaningful to employees compared with other types of
justice information (Bies, 2005; Fassina, Jones, & Uggerslev,
2008). In addition to being particularly salient, interpersonal treat-
ment from supervisors may spill over to shape overall organiza-
tional judgments because employees often view supervisors as
organizational representatives (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 2001).

Finally, this study answers calls for research to model trust as an
antecedent of justice perceptions (Lewicki et al., 2005; Shapiro &
Kirkman, 2001). Trust emerged as a more dominant predictor of
overall justice than any of the specific justice dimensions. As such,
we echo calls for justice theory to better incorporate the role of
trust. Generally, justice researchers have focused on affective trust,
which develops gradually on the basis of a pattern of positive
social exchange (e.g., Blau, 1964). Clearly, justice experiences
help shape affective trust. However, a degree of initial trust can be
developed prior to any personal experience with an organization
(McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998). The notion of initial
trust implies that, outside of laboratory settings, the complete
absence of trust (or distrust) is rare. If this is accurate, trust may
generally precede fairness in employment relationships. Integrat-
ing initial trust with the anticipatory justice framework could lead
to particularly interesting theoretical advances.

Study Limitations

The results of the present study should be interpreted with some
important limitations in mind. For example, our participants were
recruited on a university campus. All participants were currently
employed, but the majority of participants were part-time employ-
ees working an average of 25 hr per week. As such, it would be
desirable to replicate these findings in a field sample of full-time
employees. Related to this point, participants were employed by a
variety of organizations. Therefore, the organizational and super-
visory referents evaluated in this study were not shared across
participants. As such, qualitative measurement would be necessary
to definitively address whether there were dramatic organizational
or supervisory events that may have precipitated changes in some
of the participants’ justice perceptions. For instance, it is possible
that a respondent’s organization did indeed face a major organi-
zational restructuring that influenced his or her overall organiza-
tional justice or overall supervisory justice perceptions. Unfortu-
nately, we did not collect such qualitative data and were not privy
to information concerning the daily or weekly changes occurring

within our participants’ working lives that may have influenced
survey responses. Supplementing quantitative data with qualitative
responses could provide greater insight into the psychological
processes underlying change in justice perceptions. Similarly, a
comparative case study examining an organization(s) undergoing
major changes versus a relatively stable organization(s) could
provide insights into situations when overall justice perceptions
change consistent with alpha change versus beta and/or gamma
change.

Further, this study examined how employees’ trust at a given
point in time influenced their overall justice perceptions. Our
decision to examine trust as an antecedent of overall justice was
guided by recent theoretical arguments (e.g., Lewicki et al., 2005;
Shapiro & Kirkman, 2001). However, this view of causality runs
counter to existing research examining trust as a consequence of
justice (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991;
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Korsgaard et al., 1995; Pillai et al.,
1999). More longitudinal research is needed to clarify the direction
of causality between trust and justice and to better understand how
these constructs covary across time.

Finally, different time sampling strategies may yield different
results. For instance, Ilies and Judge (2002) sampled employees
four times daily over a 4-week period and found that 36% of the
total variance in job satisfaction was within-person. Judge et al.
(2006) sampled employees once daily for 3 weeks and found that
33% of the variance in job satisfaction was within-person. For the
sake of comparison, we also assessed job satisfaction.7 Sampling
employees three times over a 2-month period, we found that 26%
of the total variance in job satisfaction was within-person. Thus,
comparatively speaking, the number and spacing of our measure-
ments may have overestimated construct stability. Research con-
ducted with hourly or daily experience sampling methodologies
may uncover greater within-person variability in overall justice
perceptions. Such time sample strategies could also provide greater
insight into what is occurring in the daily working lives of em-
ployees that cause justice perceptions to fluctuate. Lastly, includ-
ing more waves of data would allow for tests of alternative
nonlinear growth models (e.g., cubic; Singer & Willet, 2003).

Future Research Directions

Consistent with the social entity paradigm (Cropanzano et al.,
2001), we examined how entity-based specific justice dimensions
influenced overall organizational justice and overall supervisory
justice perceptions. However, an interesting avenue for future
research would be to examine how event-based justice dimensions
combine to influence overall organizational justice and overall
supervisory justice perceptions. We recommend that future re-
search draw on Cropanzano et al.’s integrative model of organi-
zational justice, which suggests that evaluations of particular
events are combined to form distributive, procedural, and interac-
tional entity perceptions. Empirical studies integrating event and
entity paradigms promise to greatly enhance our understanding of
employee justice perceptions.

7 We assessed job satisfaction using three items from Cammann, Fich-
man, Jenkins, and Klesh (1979). The results of a Level 1 random coeffi-
cient modeling suggested significant between-person (�2 � .594, p � .001)
and within-person (�2 �.212, p � .001) variance.
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Finding that trust helps explain within-person variance in over-
all organizational justice and overall supervisory justice percep-
tions represents an important first step in understanding change in
overall justice perceptions. However, we suspect that the present
study only scratched the surface with regard to why overall justice
perceptions change. We suggest that future research examine the
psychological mechanisms through which trust influences employ-
ees’ overall justice perceptions across time. For example, the role
of information seeking should be explored. Research suggests that
high trust reduces suspicion and information-seeking behavior
(e.g., Hall et al, 2004; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1999). In other
words, an employee with low trust in their organization (or super-
visor) may be more active in seeking information regarding the
fairness of their organization (or supervisor); as they receive new
information, they may revise their fairness evaluations accord-
ingly.

Future research might also examine the potential influence of
various individual difference variables on overall justice percep-
tions. In this study, we controlled for agreeableness because agree-
able individuals might be generally inclined to view their employ-
ers in a favorable manner. However, this is one of many individual
difference variables that could influence the relationships observed
in this study. For example, Colquitt, Scott, Judge, and Shaw (2006)
examined several personality-based moderators of justice effects.
These authors found that, to varying degrees, trust propensity, risk
aversion, and morality affected relationships between justice di-
mensions and outcomes (e.g., task performance). Researchers
might use Colquitt et al.’s (2006) model to examine how disposi-
tional variables influence employees’ overall justice perceptions.

Similarly, we believe that a particularly important and promis-
ing next step is to incorporate affective events theory (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996) into the study of overall justice perceptions. It
is clear that people’s evaluative judgments change depending on
the information that is cognitively accessible at the moment of
evaluation (e.g., Lord et al., 2004). Moreover, affect is understood
to influence the type of information individuals attend to, interpret,
and recall (Forgas & George, 2001). Whereas our data do not
speak to this issue, we suspect that employees’ overall justice
judgments are influenced in an affect-congruent manner (e.g.,
Forgas & George, 2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Investigat-
ing how employees’ affect influences change in overall justice
perceptions would represent a valuable contribution to the litera-
ture. We recommend that future research efforts could be modeled
after Ilies and Judge’s (2002) work that examined the influence of
affect on overall job satisfaction using an experience sampling
methodology.

Conclusion

Despite the dynamic nature of organizational behavior, few
longitudinal justice studies have been conducted. This is the first
study to demonstrate significant change in overall justice percep-
tions over time. Results of this study also suggest that trust may be
particularly useful in predicting within-person and between-person
variability in overall justice perceptions. Future research should
continue to explore the dynamic nature of justice processes to
more fully understand the antecedents and consequences of overall
justice perceptions. Important new insights will likely be gained

from increased consideration of the role of time in justice theory
and research.
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