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Understanding Fairness: Exploring Subjectivity
And Organizational Justice
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Abstrtu:t: The nature ofjustice has been 3pecifted historically in a number of
different ways, including retribution, mercy, and equity. Contemporary management
scholarship considers "organizational justice" synonymous with '1airne3s·' and
defined by individ'lal perceptions of organizational policies. and procedures. While
traditional management research focuses on identifying variables related to
perceptions offairness, the connection between subjectivity andperceptions of!aime3s
has been theorized (Leventhal 1980). The present study employs Qmethodology as a
means ofbridging the gap between theory and research, and expanding this .3tream of
management inquiry. Results reveal three distinct viewpoints,' reflecting' different
understandings of organizational justice among members of a university human
relations committee. These findings suggest enhanced opportunities for U1Jtkrstanding
the antecedents ofconflict in organizational life.

Introduction
As an ongoing theme in social affairs, justice has been specified in a
multiplicity of ways. Within the Old Testament, for example, justice is linked
with themes ofretribution and revenge. For later philosophers, justice takes on
aspects of social harmony, as in Plato, and mercy, as in Christian ethics
(Solomon 1990). Montesquieu, in his Persian Letters, writes ofjustice as "an
adverb; it defines the process by which human relations achieve order
(Sheppard 1986)." In contemporary philosophjr, justice takes on an imperative
of distribution and exchange, as in Rawls' (1971) concepts of equitable
rewards and accepted rules and procedures for the distribution of resources
and opportunities. .

~Tithin the field of management, justice is considered synonymoUs with
fairness. Theory~ research focus on the variables that influence individual
justice perceptions and on .the ",-ays in which these perceptions motivate
organizational behavior (cf. Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk 1999). A distinction
is made between two different types of justice. "Distributive justice" focuses
on outcomes or allocations (Homans 1961), while. "procedural justice"
involves process or the means.used to make decisionS (Thibaut and Walker
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1975).. Distributive justice focuses on an individual's reactions to outcomes
such as payment decisions, while procedural justice focuses on an individual's
reactions to the \vay those decisions are made (Greenberg and Tyler 1987).

Management research seeks to define a set of mles of justice that can be
applied to organizational situations, policies, and procedures (cf. Leventhal
1980). For example, procedural justice. roles include consistency, voice, and
accountability. This stream of management inquiry vie",'s justice as a static
quality, .one that is· perceived as "present" (or "not present") in roles,
procedures, and decisions. However, given the history of the justice concept, it
is likely that justice "means" different things to different people in different
circumstances.

A significant body of work within the management literature concerns the
nature ofjustice and·organizational life (cf. Cropanzano 1993; Sheppard et al.
1992). Yet, current management investigations fail to conceive ofjustice as a
dynamic concept - a grOlling, changing subjecti,'ity - or to consider the
influence of such· subjectivity on organizational circumstances. This
subjectivity is particularly pertinent with respect to group-leVel phenomena.
Shared subjectivity may contribute to' an acknowledgement among
organization members that an event is justice-related or to the particular
manner in which members will respond to the event. A lack of shared
subjectivity may explain levels of conflict or disharmony.

The importance of subjectivity relative to perceptions of justice has been
theorized (Leventhal 1980). Q methodology is particularly appropriate for
those instances where the intention is to "5tUdy. intensively the· self-referent
perspectives of particular individuals" (McKeown and Thomas 1988, 36).
Thus, the present study sought to explore the gap between theory and research
using Q' methodology.

Method
Twelve- members of the human relations committee at a large northeastern
university participated in this study. This group represented different areas and
levels of the larger orgattization, its members were demographically diverse
(Appendix Table 1), and the issue of organizational justice was considered
relevant to the participants. Two Self-Q techniques (Bongon 1983) were used
to develop the Q instrument. These included a participant~ed interview to
develop each indhidual ~s concourse, and a separate session where each
participant prioritized the statements drawn from the inteniew. A third session ."
,vith each participant employed the standard Q technique for sorting.

At the first meeting, each participant received a handout from the
researcher that was described as a "framing" statement for the interview
(Bougon 1983). This statement asked the participant to develop questions the
researcher should ask to obtain the most information possible about
organizational justice. The individual questions ",'ere written down by the
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researcher and fanned the basis of the .interview. Preliminary· statements
drawn from interview transcripts were developed for each participant, with
particular attention to ensuring a complete representation ·of the facets
revealed. This resulted in a range of 15-34 statements per person for a total of
235 preliminary statements.

At the second meeting, each participant \\"as instmcted to sort cards
containing the statements drawn from· the interview into· three piles: "most
important tome," "important to me," and" "least important to me."t No
instruction was given regarding the number of cards to be designated per pile
and participants were free to leave any pile empty. Each participant was then
instructed to take the first pile ("most important to me") and sort it into three
additional piles: "clearly most important to me," ''very important to me," and
"important to me." Again, participants were free to designate the number of
statements per pile. .

The ;'Organizational Justice Q Sample" of 70 statements (Appendix.Table
3) was· developed by combining those sorted by each participant as "clearly
most important" and "very important to me." An effort was made to include all
facets .. represented without duplication. Justice was treated as a unified
category encompassing both procedural and distributive aspects during Q set
development to reflect adequately the participants' "concourse of
communication" (Stephenson 1978) rather than to impose a theory-driven
framework from outside tlleir experience2

•

At the third meeting, participants performed a Q sort in the conventional
manner on the "Organizational Justice Q Sample." Participants were instlUeted
to "sort the statement cards according to the distinctions- of 'most agree' to
'most disagree,'beginning with the positive extreme (+5), moving to the
negative extreme (-5), and repeating this process from side to side until the last
cards are placed in the 'neutral' (0) position." In some instances, participants
indicated that they were uncomfortable with the designation "most disagree"
since they did not really disagree with any of· the statements. When this
occurred, they were told to consider the condition of instruction as "most
agree" to "least agree.,,3 No attempt was made to force a quasi:.normal
distribution.

"The 12 sorts were correlated and factored (SPSS, ·principal components
method with" varimax rotation), yielding three· factors with eigenvalues >1.0.

1·This aspect ofinstrument development follows the Self-Q method ofBotlgon (1983).

2 Unlike projects that explore a wide array of viewpoints extant in society (C£, Thomas 1999), this
study focused on the particular subjecth.ity of this group as a group. As such, the development of
the Q sample was based on their assessment of priorities as these assessments reflected their
concourse ofjustice. "
3 This instruction follows Brown (1986) who notes that the subjectivity of the individual is always
self·referent. It is the distribution of the cards, rather than the specific conditiOn of instruction,
which pro,rides the basis for analysis.
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All participants provided sorts that achieved significant loadings on at least
one factor. A composite Qsort for each factor was used for analysis.4

Results

Pictures of Shared Subjectivity: A Thematic View
Any thematic representation of the composite Q sorts, if it is to be
organizationally relevant, must provide an interpretation ofsubjectivity \\'ithin
the context of the existing management literature (Appendix Table 2). All
discussion of results is drawn from the "most agree" rankings (+5 and +4) due
to the clarity and distinctiveness of the themes evoked and the dearth of
statements in the "most disagree" rankings for 2 of the 3 factors~.

Factor A: Experts
Factor A respondents, called "Experts," are concerned with both procedural
and distributive justice issues, as well as the leadership and accountability
aspects of procedure, and the importance of context in the perception of
justice. Four of the eighteen statements in their "most agree" category involve
the nature of voice, a procedural aspect of justice that concerns the ability of
those involved to express' input into the justice process. The procedural
statements are straightforward in tone, broadly addressing the nature ofjustice.

ProceduralAspects ofJustice

:~.~~f!~:~:j!~:.:~:~:~: ~ j!~! j' j[ j: i:~. ji!~:~: i:j:~: j:~:~: i!i!i: ::j:~: j[~:~:~: t~: j:~: ~[~ ~: ~:~: ~[j:j:j_:j:~: j: j:~! j[ j: j!~:::~: j:~:~!:!~! j.:: j~ j: j:: :: j~~:~. t~.:: j: j'~: j'~. ::~: j! j. j::: j:ji:: j: j

(12) Exclusion ultimately leads to injustices because
4 when people are locked out their needs and rights are

being ignored.
.---~ -----(34) JUStice can oiiIy-~-accompli-shed When aii groups--

are represented iii detennining University policies.
----------(is) Wehave00 ooiiimou'-iaiigu8ge-to taTh:-out SOCiiti- ---

5 justiCe, and to know ",itat it is that people who talk
about it mean by it.

----------(fs5TIlls· Urttversii}r-[sa-hostiie-etiVlionmeni rorpeoi>ie-
5 ofeolar.

Four statements ranked ;;'most agree" involve distributive justice issues.
The distributive justice statements are straightfonvard and directly tied to
university activities. Thus, unlike their orientation to procedural justice, their

4 For example, the composite Q sort for Factor A is developed as [(O.29Sxfl) +(O.29896xfti) +
(O.3244xf3) + (O.25385xflO) + (O.20635xf2)]. This accounts for the weighting of each variable in
the factor and thus its influence on the composite that represents the subjectivity of Factor A
Some variables are more closely associated ~ith the composite subjectivity than others.

5 As Brown (1980) suggests, either the statements in the extreme negative rankings (i.e., -5 and-4)
or the extreme positive rankings (i.e., +5 and +4) may be used for interpretive purposes.
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orientation to distributive justice is referenced with more concrete and
organizationally specific examples.

Distributive JMStice Issues

4

4

r~.~.:~.~:~: .:~: ~:~:j:~: \:j.~:~:j:~: ~ ~:~: ~:~:~:~:~:~:~:~):~. ::~:j:~:~:j:j:~:~:j:~:~: ~ ~~~:):~:t~:~:~~jj~~:~: ~)\:j:~:~: ::~:~:~:~:~:f~:~:~:~: ~:! ~:i: ~:~:~:~:~:~: ~:~:~:~::: ~:I~: ~:~.~:~:~:):~:
(24) Justice is involved in decisions about how you~re

goiIig to spend your resources and the implications of
luiving made certain decisions.

----_. ---(38YThebenefiiS-iitdiVidWlls-ieceive as-a·consequence .-
4 ofbeing white are invisible to them.

-------.-(39YitidiVidU8is from different ;DC18i ciassesexperiroce·
4 this University differently.

---------(~i8)-When };c,u iookat Justice in-this-organization,-you- --
have to look at some point at class distinctions - how
well the organization does at benefiting equally peop~e

at various levels within the organization. .

The Experts are also interested in the accomplishment of justice with 5
"most agree" statements addressing issues of leadership (8, 17) ·and
accountability (46, 57, 58). As justice-related themes, leadership and
accountability represent achi~ment aspects ofp~justice.

Leadership ~t!AccollnlllbUity

5

4

5

5

~.~:~.:~:~:i: .' I:~:~: I:~: \:I[~:~: ~~ ~i ~ ~ij ~[f:~:~:~:~: ~~r ~j ~!Wi I: ~j~: I[~:r j[!jjr[ ~~rj~~:!:~~_~~[~;j}j[~; j[~1~: ::~: jj ~j fj~: ~:j~!~t~~j!~ fj ~i j~ !:~: j;f:~: if~:!:!:.: f.f: r~: f'!~ f[ ~~~:r
(8) In order to integrate justice into the philosophy of
this organization, it has to come from people in
leadership positions. That doesn't guarantee it will be
there, but if it isn't there it can't happen.

---------(i1fit"" IS important that the-he8,fof-the organ17Btlon-----
stand for justice, be vigilant about it, and make sure that
it is a concept that is constantly talked about and
referenced in relation to everything - from hiring
employees to the implications ofconstructing a ne\v
building.

-----.---(46YThe stUdents-at tills uDiverstt);are the-oiiiy-ones----
who are expected to do the right thing and who are held
accountable for it. It is not generalized to the faculty or
the administration.

---------(57)As long-as-there is a-iackofaccoUiitiibllltY-be~veen -
what you say and what you actually do - between the
rhetoric and the actual day-to-day operation - there
will be a lack ofjustice.

-------.-(5-8)-When there-[s-no·Vlsible-accountabliftY~ there-Is no-
4 signal that certain behaviors are punishable. This results

in injustice.
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Another component of ~s factor's subjectivity is the importance of
context as it relates to justice. Five. of the eighteen "most agree" statements
refer to the importance of culture or organizational position in relation to
justice (3, 11, 30, 36, 39).

Importance ofContext

:~: ~~t#!:~:~:~:::!:~:I:~:m:~: j:!:!:n ~i!i !~~:~:~:~:!:~: ~:j:~:::~: j:~:~:!: I:~:~:~:!:!:! ~:~:~: ~i!:!: !.,iW~(!:~:~:~:~:~:):!:!: ::~i!:!:!: I:~:~: !:~:!:!'[!:~:!:!:!:!:~:):!: I:~:~:::~:~:~:~:~:~:!:!:!j ~
4 (3) The work that you do molds your consciousness of

justice issues.
--. -------(ii j BeiOtigiD.g-toanideDtifie(igroui;ihai iSti;i sti8igii~-

4 white male increases the probability ofbeing a victim of
incidents of injustice.

-.--------(305Etii~AmeriC8iis iiiiJii-s-organiZation regaTd theli ---
5 view ofreality as "real," with those ofothers as a

"cultmal perspective."
.. ~-.-----(365 it IS -iIDportani telbiUid ldeas-of·sOCiaiJustice -mt,) --

5 institutional culture.
----------(39) fudlViciuais -from-different -sOCial-classes·experience-

4 this University differently.

As Appendix Table 1 indicates, The Experts (Factor A) is composed of 5
committee members; 3 of whom joined in 1982 (Respondents 1, 6, and 3).
Coupled with the committee member who joined in 1987 (Respondent 2),
these 4 individuals have served· the longest time of all committee members.
Further, the fifth individual among The Experts (Respondent 10), who joined
the committee in 1991, is the only member who works closely with another
member of this committee on a daily basis (Respondent 1). It is possible that
this ongoing exposure to each other's views, coupled with the long-term tenure
of members, contributes to their shared subjectivity, and bas sensitized them to
the accomplishment of justice as an ongoing concern. The importance of
shared experience, coupled \vith the natUre of the themes represented by The
Experts, provides a view of this group as being committed to achieving justice
at the University with a fairly clear picture of wbat justice is and how it is (or
is not) achieved.

Factor B: Ideologues
There are only 7. statements in the "most agree" positions of Factor B's
composite .sort.. Two, of these statements addre~s procedural justice issues.
These statements are quite general (64, 54), s~mply asserting the 'nature' of
procedur~ (equal and fair.:fashion) rather than the details of fair process or the
implications of a lack of process. E.g., (63: +4) "there should~ a sense that
the organization has a concern about implementing wh~t jt does in an ~ual
and fair fashion."
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Nature ofFair Procedure

)jf.~Jnn:rJ):!{j)j}}!{j}j})jr?t!:Jjrn}}}~?jj{tJ(})t{}}~{}J?){{}}?fj:??
(64) Here, justice is \\ilen individuals feel they're being
treated "ith fairness and imparti~ty. '

---------(54)- justicecomes-frOm-being-at>k to-treat-iiidiViduaii --
5 with respect, in which, outcomes are completed in a fair

and impartial manner, and consistently applied.

4

Ideologues also consider the importance of individual perspective as theme
of justice with 2 of the 7 statements in the "most agree" category fOcused on
this aspect (52, 69).

Impl!1'tance ofl"dividMal,Perspective

~:j,~.jj: j:j: ::rj:~:!,j:j'~:~:!:~~j !:~:j:j:j:j:~'r~:!:rj' ,) ~:j:):j'~:j:j[~:~:j[j)~ ):j:j:~:j:):j:_~j j:~:j~~:![~:j)j: :)):!'~)j~~)!)~j:j[!:jjj j[j:!:))~:j')~j[!'~)j~): :'j']:j:j,j:j,j[j:)~ ~)

(52) What people seek when they seek justice has an
infmite variety ofpossibilities.

------~--(6-9iHOw one hiteiPietS-an-interaction-is-extremely-----
4 personal - this makes the accomplishment ofjustice

extremely persoIial as well.

Here again, the Ideologues' orientation is general in tone. Similarly, the
achievement of justice appears problematic for ,this factor. Their 2
accomplishment statements (29, 37) focus on what is missing rather than what
is necessary to achieve justice.

What IsMissing
~: ~~~?:j~j~~::~ ~[~: ~[~: j: j) ~:j: ~:~:~: ~ ~[~: ~~ ~[~: ::~~~: [)j:~) j:~:;[;[ j ~[[,~' j[ ~:~)j,[[: j:~) j)j: ::j: 1j:~) j:j[ ~~ j[~)rj~))~: ~:j[~:~[:~:~) ~i~:~~jj)::)j~:~::: j:~:~: j: ~:~':: j: r~, [,~:~) j' [: ~[~~

(29) If an organization doesn~t have a sense ofmorals or
4 ethics - of rightness or wrongness - it really

undermines morale. There is ~mething missing.
---5- ----(37)-Iiis easler-to-define-iilJUStice tlUm-Justice: -----.----

Only 1 "most agree" statement in the Ideologues', sort concerns
accountability (44: +5, "It is not possible to encourage women in classes
\vhere the professors are sexually harassing them to come forward when the
professors can punish them with grades.""). Here, -the statement is contextually
referenced in that it is organizationally specific. ThuS, while their overall
representation of justice seems philosophical i:n tone, thiscle8r contextual
reference to the classroom suggests that in terms ofthe actual acComplishment
ofjustice, the Ideologue's subjecti\'ity is related to~csi~ions.

Ideologues appear more ambivalent than Experts about \\7hat justice is or
how it is accomplished. The accomplishment ofjustice, which appears "as a
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strong element of Experts' composite sort, does not appear as a strong ,theme
for Ideologues. This might suggest that the accomplishment of justice is
somewhat more problematic for Ideologues than f9r Experts, or that,
consistent with their overall tone, Ideologues are oriented to justice more in its
philosophical sense than in its achievement.

Given the dependence on context for accomplishment, and the lack of
emphasis on pI'9COOure or distribution except in very philosophical tones, it
appears that justice for Ideologues is linked to real situations. In other words,
the concept of justice. is vague in its ove~ sense. and is embedded in
particular situations and circumstances. Ideologues exhibit justice subjectivity
that is consistent with the thmst ofcurrent organizational literature and theory.
That is, as Greenberg (1987) has suggested, that justice resides in the
attributions of individuals regarding specific outcomes or procedures rather
than in the evaluation of some distanced body.

Interestingly, 2 of the 3 individuals in this factor were the only members to
join the committee that year, nearly 7 years after those with the longest tenure
on the committee. The third individual, while of relatively recent tenure on the
committee, was the only individual whose prinuuy job responsibility involved
justice-related work. 6 Thus, while' Experts seem to have a broader vision of
how justice is to be accomplished, or at least a greater interest in
accomplishment as an issue, Ideologues appear to reflect a more context
driven orientation to the achievement of organizational justice.

Factor C: Believers
The composite sort for Believers, Factor C, includes 30 statement cards in the
"most agree/disagree" categories, addressing a "ide range of justice themes

Philosophical Statements

,~[~.~j'j: j: j::[ jf~:~: j:~: j~:: ~f~: ~[j:i~~~! ~ i:j: j\ j: j! ~~~: j: j::: ~\ j: j[~.~:~: i'i:i[~: i:! i!!:!~ i~~,~:i_~: iii: j~ i~ ~j i! i) i:~: :~~: i: i; i! j~ i:i!ifi[ if~: ~ !!~! ifi:j: j: j; j:!i j: j)~:!: i!~!!: i.~: j:~:~: j:~

(56) 'What is just' is a more powerful'consideration than
'what is fair. '

----5 -----(37) It ISeasier-to define-mjUSticethanJustice.----_-----
----------(6i)AJUst-Oigamiation-demonstrates opennessabOut- -~

5 issues.
----------(45) jiistice,-if ii's-done-propei-iy-ii18.iiorganIzation:----

5 really reflects a healthy organization.
----------(295 ifan ofgaiiiZatiOti-doom;ihive a-sense-ofrnorais or-

5 ethics - of rightness or Mongness - it really
lUldermines morale. There is something missing.

----------(595 The -Whole-notion-ofJustice-iSsometlifn-g that-liaS to-
4 be part of the philosophy of \vhat goes on here in order

for people to think about it in relation to their lives.

6 This individual \vas the highest-ranking police officer for the campus community.
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5

5

including philosophy, process, distribution, accountability, -and
accomplishment in relatively equal numbers.

Six statements are broadly philosophical (56, 37, 61, 45, 29, 59). Eight of
their "most agree" statements relate to process issues, e.g.~ SO. Almost equally
important to Believers ,,'ere distributive issues (39, 24, 33, 48) that were
generally organization specific or organizationally related.

Process: Organiudionally-RellltedDistributive Isslles

!i~:~i!i~i~i~!iI:!i!i!i!:~:~i!iJ!:~:~i!iU:~i!:!i!:ji~:~i!!:~iji~:!·[.!i!i!i~i~i!:ii~i~i!i!:!:!:_:!:!i!i!i~:!i!i!:!:!Ii~:!:!:~i)·~:r!:!;!~~i[:!:!:!:!:!:~.!.!i!i!i!: !j:~'!:!:~:~:~'j.!:!:
4 (50) Ifyou have a system, the greatest injustice is ifyou

. . don't use it.
---------(:f9)- iDdiVidUais from different SOCiai ciasse8-experience-

4 this University differently.
---------(24)fustice Is Involved hi-deCiSionsabOu£how-you're---

4 going to spend yourresources and the implications of
having made certain decisions.

---------(:f3)-Astate inStitUtiOii-h8S-8 resp(,nsibilit);tiot to-Cieate -
a two-tier society - the 'hayes' and the 'have-nots' 
by virtue of its tuition rates and other costs. This is an
issue ofjustice for a state school.'

---------(4SYWiie1i YOu look-at JtiStice in'-this-org8Dii.iition,-}"Oii ...
have to look at some point at class distinctions - how
well the organization does at benefiting equally people
at various levels within the organization.

Interestingly, only among Believers did the issue of diversity) much
discussed on the university campus, arise as a justice theme. Three of their
thirty statements related to diversity (7, 28,' 67). It would seem that for
Believers,. whose subjectivity includes ~ ~y themes, justice i~ a complex
and multifaceted subjectivity.

Process: Diversity Issues
~:~.~~.~.~:~.~ ~·~:~:~.i.~.~:~:~:j:j·j::!ji~:~:~:t~'j·t~!~:i:~ r~;j-~:t:.j.j.i[~:i·~:::i·~!j:j:~.i:_:j[j;i:rj!i:rj!~:i j[~;~~i:ri:j:jiiiji~:j::.j:jj~:i'~:i:i:~:~iri:~ ~::~i:i.~·~:i:i:~:~:

(7) The more diverse this campus gets, the whole sense
5 of the rights of other people and everything else is much

more complicated.
---------(i-8)The Uni~ersltY; s-attemPtt,)address----------------

5 multiculturalism is an example of the organization's
attempt to deliver justice.

---------(67)-Everyone-agrees th8ia=sand opemies; are- ------
necessary at the Univex:siry~ but there is no clarity about

5 what the obligations ofthe University are to change its
environments and its ways ofdoing things in response to
its diversity.
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A number of their statements concerned the institution but, similar to
Experts and unlike Ideologues, reflected this interest in a global sense (e.g. 45:
+5, "Justice, if it's done properly in an organization, really reflects a healthy
organization.). Believers are a -highly philosophical group both in general
understanding ofjustice and orientation to particular $emes such as process,
distribution, or accomplishment.

Unlike Ideologues, whose issues ofdistribution did not appear in the "most
agree" rankings, Believers were concerned with the distribution ·ofbenefits in
the organization. The fact that the individuals in this factor are all·recent
additions to the committee· may help to explain some ofthe complexity oftheir
subjectivity l\ith close to half of the statement cards in the "most agree"
category1. ·As a group, these individuals appear to engage justice
enthusiastically, but with a large measure ofuniversal reference and somewhat
uncertain1)T in tenns· of specifics. Their involvement in the· committee may
respond to individual interest in the subject ofjustice but their relatively recent
involvement may reflect a subjectivity of the novice to "justice \\'llrk."

Conclusion
The results of this· study· clearly indicate that individuals develop different
schemata of organizational justice, and that the concept of justice is
subjectively constmcted and understood. Further, given the·distinctive themes
represented by the factors described above, these schemata extend beyond the
distributive and procedural elements previously considered in the
organizational justice literature to include other conceptual and philosophical
aspects. This provides support for the assertion that individuals and groups
have different ''visions'' of organizational justice.

This study raises important· questions about differences in subjectivity and
reactions to behavior in organizations. For example, might those whose
subjectivity is quite broad (such as Believers) be more likely to ascribe justice
related concerns to a wide range· of organizational activities? Alternatively,
does a more narrowlJr-defined subjectivity (such as Ideologues) reduce the
range of organizational actions that might be considered justice related?
Indeed, the relationship between subjectivity and the importance of particular
organizational activities, an under explored area ofmanagement scholarship; is
clearly relevant to our understanding of organizational justice.

Further research could help to identify not only those factors that influence
justice subjectivity, but also the e",1:ent to which subjectivities influence event
salience or create conflict, and the extent to which shared j~ce schemata
influence conflict resolution. For example, a fruitful avenue for future research
might be to investigate the relationship between subjectivity and policy
making initiatives among managers or responses to such initiatives from
employees.

7 The data for this study was collected in the Spring of 1993.
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The "themes" ·represented .by the composite sorts of each' factor' also
provide fertile ground for further exploration~ Although this study utilized the
"most agree" rankings in the clustered sort, the ."most disagree" rankings are
also relevant to our understanding of justice subjectivity. What kinds of
statements evoke disagreement? While this study assumed that the participants
had well-developed schemata ofjustice, what would be the result ora similar
study among a different and l~ss j~ce-oriented group? Further, how (and
\vhy) do individuals develop schemata~ are more clearly defined than
others? Are there explanations for a greater or lesser emphasis on procedure or
outcome? What aspeets·ofpersonal experience influence these themes?

A central question for justice research, if it is to be organizationally
relevant beyond mere policies and procedures, is the-extent to which exposure
to others alters· or consolidates ·one's views of. justice or justice-related
phenomena. Although Tyler and Lind .(1990) suggest that non-instrumental
concerns such as group identification are an important element in perceptions
of procedural j~, the link between justice perceptions and shared
experience has not been adequately explored. While it appears that the length
of time the individuals in this study 'served on the committee had some
relationship to their shared subjectivity, it is unclear why this' phenomenon
existed or whether it would be replicated elsewhere. Through -an extensive
body of empirical work, ·management scholars have explored theoretical
underpinnings of justire. judgments relative ·to particular procedures or
distributions. These inquiries provide understandings of post hoc. justice
perception. However, organization theorists have yet to adequately explore the
salience of subjectivity relative to perceptions and the larger social
environment that serves to provide structure and definition to them. It is hoped
that this study provides a first step in such inquiry.
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Appendix

Table 1: Demographic In/ormation by Factor

iiii·iiiii:I::I:iill:iilililBj:;III·;li:.·.i:ii:i1i:.1;·lil·;i·ii::ililrilliill.:·•. ·:
Factor A

1 M 45 .Euro-Am. PhD Org.Psych. 21 1982

2 M 40 African-Am. BA Psychology 17 1987

3 F 46 Euro-Am. MA Slavic lang. 24 1982

6 F 46 Asian-Am. PhD. Psychology 18 1982

10 M 37 African-Am. MA Psychology 3 1991

FactorB

8 F 35 Jewish-Am. BA Journalism 3 1989

F 4S African-Am. PhD
Ed/Child

9 Dev. 4 1989

12 M 37 EurQ-Am. MA Pub. r\dmin. 15 1992

FactorC

4 F 43 Euro-Am. MA
Ed./Human

1.5 1992Services

5 M 36 Hispanic PhD
Span/Am.

8 1992Lit

7 F 42 Jewish-Am. BA English 21 1992

11 F 46 Jewish-Am. JD Law 19 1992
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Table 2: Selected Statement Interpretations by Theme

33Distriblltion

:::~: ~~:: j:~:~:~:~:t~~:~:~:~:j[~: ': ~[j'~:~:~:~: i:~:~:~:~. ~ ~:~: ~~ i:~:~: i:~: i:~:~: i::~ i:~: ~~j:~: j: j'~: j:~:tj~:~~:~~:~:::~:~:~~i:~:ttt j: i:~: jj:~: ji~: i: j:~:~: i:~: i.~:::~:~: j:~:~: j;~:~: jii:~:~:~:~:ti:I: ~~ ::tji~~P[ j~ i:
(33) A state institution has a responsibility not to create a
two-tier society - the 'haves' and the 'have-nots' - by
virtue ofits tuition rates and other costs. This is an issue
ofjustice for a state school.

------------------(jO)E~O:A~CaDS-~~or~inrti~ie~dthe~--------------------

Context view ofreality as "real," with those ofothers as a "cultural 5 2 2
perspective."

------------------(S4jjUStio;OODies-ft~be~able-b)~eai~Vi~--------------------

Process with respect, in which outcomes are completed in a fair 3 ~ 3
and impartial manner, and consistartlyapplied.

------------------(46) The-8tU~-a£this Utii~mitY a;.; the OOii ~nes~ -----------------
A 'A~Ih., are expected to do the right thing and who are held

ceo"",...,....." accoWltable for it. It is not generalized to the faculty or the 4 -2 0
administration.

------------------(S2jVVh8i~le-~-~-they-~kJuSti~~-an---------~----~---;--

Philosophy infinite variety ofpossibilities.
------------------(i8jThe-uDi~~hY~s~io-~inuhi~~iiSiD-----------------

Diversity is an example ofthe organization's attempt to deliver 5
justice.

Table 3: Organizational Justice QSample and Factor Scores

o

-1

-3

2

3

4

3

!!••!I!!!:!!I!!II!I!!:I:I!:!!!!:!!III!!!I!:II!!!:!!!:!.il!!!I!I:I!.!!!II!!!!lli!!!I!II!!!!I!:!I!!:!!!I!!
(1) The rules and regulations here lack a aensitivity to perspectives of

o ~ose not involved in devel9Ping~poli~es or procedu(es. _
·-(2)Ther~ j;it~_~~-~-.isjwt(;:unj~ hi the ~~dtmii~ ~i -------

o because it involves academic freedom, which is the whole reason for the
University to exist.

-1 . -(3)The-w~ tlUiy~u (himoidS yOW--~~~~JUStice iSsUes: --------
·-(4)it;sn~ thaipeople-aieD;t-concerned-ab"o"Uiju;tice~eS: i~ Ju;t"tii-ai------

-1 ·1 they don't know how to do it yet.
·-(5)-Peopie-i.~t-AffiitDAii~e -ACtiOOwu created-iii-respoosit~ the ------

5 acknoWledgement ofinstitutional inequalities and injustice.

3

o

-1

-4

3

o

(6) In American society, there is a strong element ofindividual
3 responsibility iii our approach to problems.'We focus on pl8cing blame

rather than fixing problems.
·-(7)The-mme diverse this-c.~:the-.ie.-~itiie-righiiii-------

5 other people and everything else is much more complicated.
--(8)-in 0Cder-~~JiiSti~ iDt";;th~;Phii~y of~-<i~OO,-it -----

5 has to come from people in leadership positions. That doesn't guarantee it
will be there, but ifit isn't there it can't happen.

·-(9)Whatis-~any-lia~ -~f~-the-Uiri~mit);hU- iiOtiiiDgto-dO With ---
-1 -2 -1 what is being promoted outside the University.

·-(iO)EqU8i~~and -iDcitiSiOria;.; OOiy;;Oids-people-USe-liere~ There-ate----
no actions to back them up.



(21) Men and women differ in how to achieve justice. Men line up the
right buttons and push them to fix thin~, while women networlc and
collaborate more to try to move on together.

-(22) sometimeS-the-probiem-~i iDjUStice~ -mian iaidiVidliaibut~- -----
often it rests in the system. Individuals are just purveyors ofthe system.
-(23)Thi~thai~thiiUniv~is-~i)'~g---------------

sen;1nandered in some kind ofway - there is no integrity invested in this
system.

-(24) JUStice~ rn-;olved-iit-dic1Si~ -abOUt~howyoo'r~ ~1igt~~-Yow.- ---
resources and the implications ofhaving made certain decisions.

-(25)We-hi~e-no~~iMgiiage-to-t&ikoot-~aij~ice:andto-kriO\~----

what it is that people who talk about it mean by it. .

(16) Justice is like everything else in an organization - it trickles down
from "the top.'

-(i7) ii fs-~t1mt~-liiid octhiorganji8ij~i;stand for JtiSti~~ -be- ----
vigilant about it, and make sure'that it is a concept that is constantly talked
about and referenced in relation to everything --'- nom hiring employees to
the implications ofconstructing a new building.

-(i8) W~-8d(b.e;;iIi;femiitS-ofhieqUities bUt nOthO-~ they Ufse-iiithe-~ ----
place.
-(i9)ThiSijiiiversiiYiSunciear-8boui.iim_o;'-.~ole-a_-~--

justice plays in the everyday business ofthe community.
-----~------------_ .. ------.-------------------------------------

(20) There are many contradictory symbols in this organization.

(26) Organizational ,notions ofjustice are embedded in certain cultural
experiences.

-(27) i thiiikthit-~~g-rol~s ait~f~tiieDi ~wn~~«Y~-------
because that's the only justice you can have. Otherwise, people can make
all kinds ofarbitrary decisions.

-(28)The-iJDiV~it);;; ~- to"" addiisSinUiticuliUnHmi1;a;;eKampiiof---
the organization's attempt to deliver justice.

. -(29) ifan(;.g~niUtiOri dOem'thave-a_ ~fm~~~ethi~=ii--------
rightness or wrongness - it really undermines morale. There is something
missing.

-(30) EtirO:Am«icaM in~-Org.iioo ;egar(fth~ Vie~ ~-reaiitY a;------
"real," with those ofothers as a "cultural perspeCtive."

-(3 i) There-c~be~~~ in the~~,-e~~ ifit-~i ~e-s~iii ~ilit~-----
but a predetermined outcome.

2

o

o

-4

4

4

3

5 0 0

3 3

5 2 5

3 5

4 2

3 4·

3

0 -2 4

0 3

4 2 4

5 2 2

3 2 2

2 -1 -1

5

3 4 5

5 2 2

2 2
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II.II::IIII!I::I:I!!::I!::I:I:::!!::.I!:I::I!:·I!:!I:I1:::i·.III!I!lli!:li:III:::I:!li:il::!I!::!:I!.I:lii·:I~111!
(11) Belonging to an identified group that isn't straight, white male

4 . ina'eases the probability ofbeing a victim· ofincidents ofinjustice.
-(ii) Excimioo-uiiiin8te"ly-l~ io1iJusticesb~. j;OOpie-8ie- -------

4 lodced out their needs and rights are beingignored.
-(i3) jUSti~ i~ ~h(;ti~~temi iit-American ~etY'- it;;J~a~-o;.dPe~e-----

2 use when it's cottvenient for them.
-(i4) it is-UDiaif whm-;om~-iDdivi~hiai; bl~w~w to ~Ork- the-.-aDd ----

2 some don't.
-(i5) ThiS utiiv~iiY is a-h~e~~~fOr-people-ofcolor'- -----------
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2

3

-1

4

2

3

2

!1!1••ij!!!!!I!I!I!I!!!!II!!!II!II!:,!!:!!:!!!II!I!I!I!1!!!:!.::!!!!!!!il!!I!!!II.I!'!!!:I!:I:!II:!!i:!il!;I!Iii!
(32) When a minority group is doing well statistically at the University, the

3 portion oftile group that is not doing well tends to be forgotten in tenns of
academic support programs.

·-(33)A8t8ie iDStftUtiOO"hUar~ibilit);itCitocreate ~ltWo-ti~ -sOci~- ----
5 - the 'haves' and the 'have-nots' - by virtue ofits tuition rates and other

costs. This is an issue ofjustice for a state school.
·-(34) itiStiCi~OOiybe-~ompiiSiied. aii-ir~-are-r.~d in-----

-1 determining University policies.
·-(35)The-.uxfr.iatioos oftJi; ijDi~«sitY disCOurage peoj,ie of~ioc- ---

o from being a part ofthis community.
5 . -(36)-it-is-~i~bUil~ii~ ~f""sOOiaiJusticeitjk; iDstiiirtioo~cuitUre.- ---

4

4

o
o

o

-4

-1

5 (37) It is easier to define injustice than justice.
·-(3S)~-benei~ -iDdi"i~- ~i~e ~~-~~m~{beiD8 -~bite -~~-----

5 invisible to them.
·-(39) itidi~idUa1~ -frmndifferent sOciai-ciau-experieoo;;thiSuni~·~itY ------

4 differently.
·-(40)~~erJ~i~ ~XisiS h;,fi is-ioc-w~,- notforpeople-~i~1~'- -------
·-(415~-~-~ Sd iaP-t~-Piotect-the-8ie8i« 8i~tip:notiiidl~ab.- -------

2

2

o

2

4

-1

5

2

-2

(42) The system is not fair and just when it doesn't support people making
2 judgments that they are qualified to make and are qualified to correct if

necessary.
·-(43) There Me DaiUiai-iD~e; that-e~ in the StrUctUre-Of -------------

4 relationships at the University which make it hard for people to rewgnize
that you're equal as a person ev:~ ifyou're not equal in tenns of
organizational authority.

·-(44) it-~-n~i-~ib1e -t~-encoUrage-~001~ hiciiWeSWhere the ~~feSm- ----
are seXQally harassing them to come fOlWard when the professors can
punish them with grades.

·-(45)~~~ -if it";s dOOe-Pe~ly inan-~gmiiatiOii, -reall);reflectS"a---------
5 healthy organization.

·-(46)The-SiUdeDis-it-thiS UDi~miiY iii theOiiii OMS wh<i' are expeCt~ftO-----
o do the right thing and \vIto are held accountable for it. It is not generalized

to the fa.cuhy or the administration.

3

4

o

-1

o

o

-I

o

o

-I

o

4

3 (47) This University has a rhetorical sense ofthe role ofjustice here, but
doesn't know how that informs the way we do business.

·-(48)When yoo-iOOk itJtisifa;iDthis~ti~ you-ha~e to iO<;k~-------
5 some point at class distinctions - how well the organization does at

benefiting equally people at various levels within the organization.
·-(49) Whmitiie8ritY"~p~ in the~and-~- aren";i.-i; ------

3 desired, the system needs to be changed - not bastardized by only a select
f~· who know how to do that.

4 . -(SO) ify~{i ba~e-~~-the-8r~isi injUstice-~ify~\{dOO't~-it.- --------
·-(S i)i£is-not-~leai.eJUStice ratis~thin-1he-~ iSsUe~ibehig ~------

3 multicu~al community.
·-(S2) Wbai~ie- ieek-~'beilth~y-~Ju~ce iW-iii iiifuiite ~~etY ~f- ------

3 possibilities.
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5

3

2

-1

s

3

o

o

111I.1!lli~.ii.lllijlilllllili·il.:'ii·llll.i·l~iili:lililll:IIBIII:il.il·iljillil,l.ii:iil:lilll.,:lli:llilm11ill!1
('3) There are three kinds ofjustice in this:arginization~ (1) judicial
systems for individual's violatioris oforganiZational policies, (2) judicial

5 systems for individual's grievances against the orgiUIizaUon, and ~3)the .
more nebulous question ofthe extent to which concepts ofjustice or fair
play enter into the decision-making ofpeople within the organization.

-(54) iU8t1ce comes-from being &hi;to treat iDdiVi<hiais-Wftit-ieSpeCt: in-------
3 which outcomes are completed in a fair and impartial manner, and .

consistently applied. .
-(55) TheODIYiiDii you-~J~,- a;aword,-on~-camp~ ii...------

2 people relate it to oppression.
5 - (;6)~~isJU81'-ii-amore-po~i COOSideraiiOit-thm-'.-is-iair~; ------

-(57) As- iOOi is iliire-~ -;iack-~iaccoWibJ>iiliY betWeen~~-yoo ~ymd- ---
S what you actually do - between the rhetoric and the actual day-to-day

operation - there will be a lack ofjustice.

4

2

2

2

3

o

2

o

4 (58) When there is no visible accountability, there is no signal that certain
behaviors are punishable. This results in injustice.

-(;9)Thi~6~ noti-oBOfJUSti~i8-sOiti~ tb8i ii8S·to be-Part~the -------
4 philosophy of\vbat goes on here in order for people to think about it in

relation to their lives.
-(60)fu iOOkitig atjUStice-iii"anorgmiz-aif~ -ilia~iO~-hOw-------

2 things are done.
S -(6i)A.JWt-Org~oodeiii~~itbOUiisSUeS.---------------

-(62) AjtUt-Organiiatioo gives-;n-en;pioYe~ -aD~tY- io-adv_~d---
3 have their ideas appreciated.

2

o

. ·3

4

3

3
(63) There should be a sense that the organization has a concern about
implemeDting what it does in an equal and fair fashion.

-(64) iicire:j~is-when-iDdiVidUaiS feei they;r'"e-beingtreat~(iwith- --------
2 fairness and impartiality.

-(65) iiyouare-an iig;njiAijoo-tiU&i;s-~~ "WitiiJu;ti~,-you ha~~-t~- - - - ~

5 be able to balance what 'the policy' isa~ people's individual
Circmmtances.

-{66) When-wetalk8bOO1 org;njzatiOO8ijUSii~: w~'-re taikiDg-~Ut-the- -----
standards that the organization sets and how the organization maintains
those standards.

4

o

o

'0

o

3

(67) Everyone agrees that access and openness are necessary at the
University, but there is no clarity about what the obligations ofthe

5 University are to change its enviromnents and its ways ofdoing thing;; in
.responSe to its diversity. . .

-2 .-1 -. (68) FacilitY:by-Mid iiiie~ Memi-eOO~With j1iStiee-atthe-lTDiversitY~ ---
-(69)HOOr-~~Mi-~-~ei1remety~=~mak~----

-1 the accomplishment ofjustice extremely personal as well.
'. -(70) NOO-maJ«itY-8iOuj;s-tmdiO-~ more-iD~W;;e-Witii ~-;ymbOiic-levd----

5 ofjustice in this organization.
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