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We examined relationships between distributive, procedural, and inter​actional justice and two types of organization-directed reactions—organizational commitment and turnover intention—across two employee samples each from the U.S. and Bangladesh. Regression analyses of questionnaire data indicated that the three forms of justice were related to the organization-directed reactions of both the U.S. and Bangladesh employees. The specific nature of the justice relationships varied pri​marily when comparing employees across the four samples, rather than across the two countries.

Employee perceptions of organizational justice—in terms of fair formal deci​sion-making procedures (procedural justice), fair decision outcomes (distributive justice), and fair interpersonal treatment by decision makers (interactional jus​tice)—have been found to be related to a variety of work-related attitudes and behaviors (see, for example, the recent review by Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Por​ter, & Ng, 2001). Organizational justice research has predominately involved employees from Western countries, particularly the U.S. (McFarlin & Sweeney, 2001; Morris, Leung, Ames, & Lickel, 1999). As such, the current thinking regarding reactions to organizational justice may not generalize to employees from societies that have cultural and economic characteristics which differ significantly from those commonly found in North American and Western European societies. Our purpose in this study is to examine relationships between organizational justice and organization-directed reactions across both U.S. employees and employees from a non-Western country, Bangladesh.

Empirical and Conceptual Background

Types of Justice Effects

Research to date has generally supported a main effects model of organiza​tional justice in which distributive, procedural, and interactional justice have unique (or independent) relationships with organization-directed reactions and other types of employee attitudes and behaviors (Barling & Phillips, 1993; Konov​sky & Cropanzano, 1991). An increasingly large body of literature supports a two-way interaction model of organizational justice in which  distributive justice works in tandem with procedural justice, or, in the same manner, with interactional jus​tice, to influence how employees react to organizational decision making (Brock​ner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). One way of describing the modal two-way interaction between distributive justice and procedural (or interactional) justice is as follows: Employees react most strongly to distributive justice when procedural (or interac​tional) justice is low. In other words, procedural and interactional justice may moderate the effects of distributive justice. In an extension of the literature regard​ing interactions between the forms of organizational justice, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) supported a three-way interaction model in which employees reacted most strongly to distributive justice when both procedural and interactional justice were low. This finding suggests that procedural and interactional justice can serve as substitutes for one another in moderating the effects of distributive justice.

Because the main effects, two-way interaction, and three-way interaction models of organizational justice have all received support in the literature, the prevalence of one model over the other two is likely contingent on factors such as the nature of the dependent variable and cognitive and emotional characteristics of the employee.

Justice and Culture

The relatively small amount of justice research involving non-Western sub​jects has generally focused on how certain dimensions of culture influence either the consequences of justice judgments or the processes by which people make these judgments. Two of Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions, power distance and collectivism-individualism (or constructs conceptually related to these), have received particular attention. Power distance addresses “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations . . . expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 1997, p. 28). Collectivism–individual​ism addresses the extent to which group members will pursue the interests of the group over their own self-interests, with group-interests predominate among col​lectivists and self-interests predominate among individualists.

Farh, Earley, and Lin (1997) examined how relationships between organiza​tional justice and organizational citizenship behavior are influenced by the tradi​tionality and modernity dimensions of culture. High traditionality people empha​size values such as authority, filial piety, male-domination, and a general sense of powerlessness (Yang, Yu, & Yeh, 1989). Given its emphasis on hierarchical rela​tionships, traditionality is conceptually related to power distance (Farh et al., p. 425). High modernity people stress values such as egalitarianism, open-minded​ness, assertiveness, and self-reliance (Yang et al., 1989). Individualism is the most fundamental aspect of modernity (Yang, 1993), and thus modernity overlaps with collectivism–individualism (Farh et al., p. 425). Farh et al. found that the three forms of organizational justice generally had less of an effect on organizational citizenship behavior among employees who scored higher on traditionality and those who scored lower on modernity. They proposed that employees in more tra​ditional and in less modern societies generally have a covenantal relationship with the organization in which they support the organization because that is what soci​ety expects of their organizational role, rather than because the organization has treated them fairly. Employees in less traditional and in more modern societies, on the other hand, generally have an instrumental relationship with the organization, and in this environment organizational justice helps to enhance employees’ trust in and support for the organization.

Several studies have compared the norms that collectivists versus individual​ists apply in making judgments of distributive justice (e.g., Bond, Leung, & Wan, 1982; Kim, Park, & Suzuki, 1990). On whole, these studies have indicated that individualists generally prefer an equity norm, whereby outcomes are distributed to group (e.g., organization) members in proportion to their contributions to the group. Collectivists, on the other hand, prefer a more equal, less equitable, distribution of outcomes. These results suggest that distributive justice in terms of the equity norm will have a weaker relationship with the reactions of relatively more collectivistic employees. Individualists’ preference for equity in the distribution of outcomes is generally attributed to a concern with promoting productivity and task achieve​ment, while collectivists’ preference for equality is attributed to a concern with maintaining group harmony (Leung, 1988).

Brockner, Chen, Mannix, Leung, and Skarlicki (2000) examined whether the modal two-way interaction between distributive justice and either procedural or interactional justice is moderated by the cultural dimension of interdependent–independent self-construals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The difference between interdependent and independent self-construals relates to whether people see them​selves as connected to, or, instead, distinct from others. Because people who see themselves as more connected to others are likely to be relatively more concerned with these others’ interests relative to their own self-interests, interdependent–independent self-construals is conceptually related to collectivism–individualism. Brockner et al. found that the interaction between distributive justice and proce​dural or interactional justice was stronger among people with more interdependent self-construals. They proposed that people with interdependent self-construals place more importance on their social exchanges than do those with independent self-construals. For this reason, people with interdependent self-construals are more likely to be concerned with the trustworthiness of the other party in social exchanges and to use procedural or interactional justice to assess trustworthiness. When procedural or interactional justice is high, they will perceive the other party as more trustworthy and attach less importance to the fairness of their current out​comes. When procedural or interactional justice is low, they will question the trustworthiness of the other party and attach more importance, and thus react more strongly, to the fairness of their current outcomes.

While the results of the studies that have addressed both justice and culture do not fit tightly together, they do suggest that the nature of the relationships between the three forms of organizational justice and organization-directed reactions can sometimes differ among employees who accept a high power distance and are col​lectivistic as compared to those who accept a low power distance and are individu​alistic.

Current Study

We examined relationships between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice and organization-directed reactions using employees from two countries—the U.S. and Bangladesh—whose people, on whole, are likely to differ signifi​cantly on the cultural dimensions of power distance and collectivism–individual​ism. Specifically, people from the U.S. will generally expect a smaller power dis​tance and be more individualistic than those from Bangladesh. Hofstede (1980), who classified culture by nationality, found that the U.S. ranked 38th among 53 coun​tries and regions on his measure of power distance, with a score of 40 (the range of scores was 11 to 104). The U.S. ranked first on individualism (i.e., last on collec​tivism), with a score of 91 (the range of scores was 6 to 91). While Hofstede did not include Bangladesh in his study, he did include two countries, India and Pakistan, whose scores on power distance and collectivism–individualism may be relevant to Bangladesh. Bangladesh was once (prior to 1972) a part of Pakistan, which, in turn, was once (prior to 1948) a part of India. Hofstede found that India ranked tenth (score of 77) and Pakistan 32nd (score of 55) on power distance, while India ranked 21st (score of 48) and Pakistan 47th (score of 14) on individu​alism. Thus the U.S. scored lower on power distance and higher on individualism than did either India or Pakistan, suggesting that a similar pattern of results may hold when the U.S. is compared with Bangladesh.

We addressed organization-directed reactions in terms of two variables: organizational commitment and turnover intention. Organizational commitment is the degree to which employees take pride in the organization and its values and adopt the organization’s values as their own (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Turn​over intention is the degree to which employees are inclined to voluntarily exit the organization. Colquitt et al. (2001) concluded that organizational commitment and job withdrawal, under which turnover intention is subsumed, are two of the most commonly studied employee reactions in the organizational justice literature.

The justice literature indicates that distributive, procedural, and interactional justice can have a variety of unique and interactive relationships with organiza​tional commitment and turnover intention (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Brock​ner, DeWitt, Grover, & Read, 1990; Brockner et al., 1994; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Schaubroeck, May, & Brown, 1994). Therefore, we tested each of the three alternative models of organizational justice effects: a main effects model, in which the three forms of organizational justice have unique relationships with the two measures of organization-directed reactions; a two-way interaction model, in which distributive justice works together with either proce​dural or interactional justice to predict organizational commitment and turnover intention; and a three-way interaction model, in which all three forms of organiza​tional justice work together to predict organizational commitment and turnover intention. Our primary focus was on determining whether the nature of the justice relationships differed between the U.S. employees as compared to the Bangladesh employees. The study is largely exploratory because we do not believe sufficient empirical or theoretical support currently exists to hypothesize specific differences in how the three forms of organizational justice are related to organizational com​mitment and turnover intention across employees from the two countries. How​ever, the research on justice and culture that was discussed above suggests that some differences in justice relationships may emerge if U.S. employees on whole expect a smaller power distance and are more individualistic than Bangladesh employees.

Method

We collected questionnaire data from two employee samples each from the U.S. and Bangladesh. University faculty members and business managers sepa​rately comprised the U.S. samples; the Bangladesh samples were also separately composed of university faculty members and business managers. The primary pre​dictor variables (distributive, procedural, and interactional justice) and criterion variables (organizational commitment and turnover intention) were measured with common scales in all four samples. Respondents with missing data on one or more of the study’s variables were deleted from the samples.

While it is possible that university faculty members and business managers differ in ways that influence how the forms of organizational justice are related to organizational commitment and turnover intention, the specific nature of any such differences is not evident.

Samples and Procedures

U.S. Faculty. The questionnaire was mailed to 750 randomly selected mem​bers of the Academy of Management who were listed as holding non-administra​tive teaching positions at U.S. universities. Usable questionnaires were received from 154 (21%) of these people. The average age of the respondents, who were predominately (69%) male, was 48.4 (SD = 9.5) years. The respondents had, on average, 22.5 (SD = 11.4) years of full-time work experience and 18.5 (SD = 12.7) years of teaching experience. People with the rank of professor comprised 44% percent of the respondents, while 34% were associate professors, and 20% were assistant professors.

U.S. Managers. The questionnaire was mailed to 427 managers in U.S. busi​ness organizations, and we received 148 (35%) usable questionnaires in return. The average age of the respondents, who were predominately (69%) male, was 42 (SD = 7.7) years. The respondents had, on average, 19.2 (SD = 8.1) years of full-time work experience. Middle-level managers comprised the majority (80%) of the respondents, while 14% were lower-level managers. Half of the respondents worked for manufacturing firms, and the remainder worked for service firms.

Bangladesh Faculty. One of the authors personally contacted and distributed the questionnaire to 250 university faculty members in the cities of Dhaka, Chit​tagong, and Rajshahi. Usable questionnaires were received from 156 (62%) of these people. The questionnaire was written in English, as university faculty mem​bers in Bangladesh commonly understand this language. The average age of the respondents, who were predominately (87%) male, was 34.8 (SD = 7.7) years. The respondents had, on average, 9.1 (SD = 8.0) years of full-time work experience and 8.1 (SD = 7.7) years of teaching experience. People with the rank of professor comprised 43% percent of the respondents, while 31% were associate professors, 12% were assistant professors, and 14% were lecturers.

Bangladesh Managers. One of the authors personally contacted and distrib​uted the questionnaire to 250 managers in business organizations in Dhaka, Chit​tagong, and Rajshahi, and received 133 (53%) usable questionnaires in return. The questionnaire was written in English, as business managers in Bangladesh com​monly understand this language. The average age of the respondents, who were predominately (95%) male, was 33 (SD = 6.9) years. The respondents had, on average, 8.2 (SD = 10.5) years of full-time work experience. Middle-level manag​ers comprised the majority (71%) of the respondents, while 17% were upper-level managers. Approximately three-quarters (76%) of the respondents worked for service firms, and the remainder worked for manufacturing firms.

Measures

Forms of Justice. We measured the three forms of organizational justice with 11 items adapted from the Organizational Justice Instrument (OJI) (Rahim, Mag​ner, & Shapiro, 2000). The OJI is comprised of 23 items distributed across three subscales that measure distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. As rec​ommended by Colquitt (2001), the subscales are indirect measures of the forms of justice in that they assess specific fairness criteria rather than directly asking how fair something is. Each OJI item has a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), and the responses to the items within each subscale were averaged. Higher scores on a subscale indicate a higher level of that form of justice.

Distributive justice was measured with three OJI items that addressed the per​ceived fairness with respect to the equity norm of the rewards the respondent received from his or her employer organization. Rewards are a particularly salient type of organizational outcome to employees and are a common target of distribu​tive justice perceptions in organizational justice studies (e.g., McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Moorman, 1991). The scale items were: “I believe that my rewards accu​rately reflect my contributions to the organization (university),” “The most pro​ductive employees (faculty) in my organization (university) receive the highest rewards,” and “The rewards I receive from my organization (university) are in accord with my level of performance.”

Procedural justice was measured with four OJI items that addressed the per​ceived fairness of the formal decision-making procedures in the respondent’s employer organization. The scale items were: “My organization (university) has in place formal channels that allow employees (faculty) to express their views and opinions before decisions are made,” “Formal procedures exist in my organization (university) to ensure that officials do not allow personal biases to affect their deci​sions,” “There are formal means by which employees (faculty) in my organization (university) can challenge decisions that they feel are erroneous,” and “My organi​zation (university) has formal procedures to ensure that officials have accurate information on which to base their decisions.”  These four items address, respec​tively, the voice, bias suppression, correctability, and accuracy criteria that have been established for procedural justice (e.g., Barrett-Howard & Tyler, 1986; Green​berg, 1986; Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975).

Interactional justice was measured with four OJI items that addressed the per​ceived social sensitivity of the interpersonal treatment the respondent received from his or her immediate supervisor. Greenberg (1993) referred to this aspect of organizational justice that relates to the social sensitivity of authorities as interper​sonal justice. The immediate supervisor is likely to be the organizational authority that an employee interacts with most often and views as having a particularly strong impact on the organizational rewards he or she receives. The scale items were: “I believe that my supervisor’s (department chairperson’s) actions show that s/he respects me,” “My supervisor (department chairperson) treats me in a kindly manner,” “In my relationship with my supervisor (department chairperson), s/he shows a concern for the impact that his/her actions will have on me,” and “In dealings with my supervisor (department chairperson), I find him/her to be polite.” The items address criteria that have been established for socially-sensitive interper​sonal treatment by decision makers (e.g., Bies & Moag, 1986; Tyler & Bies, 1990).

Organizational Commitment. The respondent’s affective commitment to the employer organization was measured with six items developed by O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) to measure the identification and internalization bases of com​mitment. They were grouped together in a single scale because prior research has indicated they load on a single factor (e.g., Naumann, Bennett, Bies, & Martin, 1998; Vandenberg, Self, & Seo, 1994). Examples of the scale items used in the current study are: “My attachment to this organization (university) is primarily based on the similarity of my values and those represented by this organization (university),” and “When someone praises my organization (university), it feels like a personal compliment.” Each item had a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) and the responses to the items were aver​aged. Higher scores indicated greater organizational commitment.

Turnover Intention. The respondent’s intention to voluntarily exit the employer organization was measured with four items. Cammann, Fichman, Jen​kins, and Klesh (1979) developed two of the items (“It is likely that I will actively look for a new job in the next year,” and “I often think about quitting"). The other two items (“It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this organization (university),” and “There is not too much to be gained by sticking with the organization (university) indefinitely”) were adapted from those developed by Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982). Beckler (1992) previously used a scale comprised of the four items to measure turnover intention. Each item in the current study had a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) and the responses to the items were averaged. Higher scores indi​cated greater turnover intention.

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, alpha reliability coefficients, and correlations for the study's five primary variables in each of the four samples. The alpha coefficients exceeded the minimum .70 level recommended by Nunnally (1978), with  the  single  exception  of  the alpha  for procedural  justice (.66) in the

Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients, and Correlations

Variable
M
SD
1
2
3
4
5

U.S. faculty (n = 154)

1. Distributive justice
4.05
1.81
(.92)





2. Procedural justice
4.22
1.36
.58
(.81)




3. Interactional justice
5.60
1.43
.47
.47
(.91)



4. Organizational commitment
4.06
1.35
.37
.49
.30
(.89)


5. Turnover intention
3.11
1.77
–.46
–.38
–.38
–.42
(.87)

U.S. managers (n = 148)

1. Distributive justice
4.48
1.26
(.84)





2. Procedural justice
4.27
1.19
.51
(.81)




3. Interactional justice
5.58
1.19
.53
.45
(.91)



4. Organizational commitment
5.28
0.96
.38
.54
.35
(.85)


5. Turnover intention
2.82
1.52
–.41
–.36
–.55
–.42
(.89)

Bangladesh faculty (n = 156)

1. Distributive justice
3.79
1.47
(.71)





2. Procedural justice
4.21
1.21
.48
(.71)




3. Interactional justice
5.06
1.38
.33
.20
(.84)



4. Organizational commitment
5.43
0.95
.21
.29
.19
(.76)


5. Turnover intention
3.30
1.58
–.30
–.25
–.22
–.33
(.82)

Bangladesh managers (n = 133)

1. Distributive justice
4.58
1.64
(.74)





2. Procedural justice
4.33
1.44
.60
(.66)




3. Interactional justice
5.43
1.28
.54
.39
(.81)



4. Organizational commitment
5.54
1.01
.35
.36
.40
(.77)


5. Turnover intention
3.64
1.80
–.42
–.40
–.32
–.36
(.86)

Note: Alpha reliability coefficients are in parentheses on the diagonals. All correlations are significant at p < .05.

sample of Bangladesh managers. The correlations between the justice variables, which ranged from .20 to .60, were within the range of those typically reported in prior studies (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). The moderate correlations between organizational commitment and turnover intention, which ranged from –.33 to –.42, suggest that the dependent variables were addressing separate constructs. All other correlations were also moderate, with absolute values ranging from .19 to .54.

Hierarchical Regression

The primary analytic technique used in the study was four-step hierarchical regression. In Step 1, organizational commitment and turnover intention were each regressed on two demographic control variables, gender and age. In Step 2, dis​tributive, procedural, and interactional justice were added as a group to the two regression models. The results of this step pertain to the main effects model of organizational justice. In Step 3, the three possible two-way interactions between the justice variables were added as a group to the regression models. The results of this step pertain to the two-way interaction model of organizational justice. In Step 4, the three-way interaction between the justice variables was added to the regres​sion models. The results of this step pertain to the three-way interaction model of organizational justice. In conducting the regression analysis, the justice variables were each put in deviation score form so that their means were zero, as recom​mended by Aiken and West (1991).

Table 2 shows the results of the hierarchical regression analysis. The regres​sion coefficients represent the unique relationship that a predictor variable had with the criterion variable after controlling for the other predictor variables in the regression model. The significant unique relationships that emerged in Step 2 can​not be interpreted when the justice variables are also involved in a significant two-way interaction; similarly, the significant two-way interactions that emerged can​not be interpreted when the justice variables are also involved in a significant three-way interaction. Therefore, we will focus only on the highest order signifi​cant effects that emerged for each justice variable in each sample.

With regard to organizational commitment, a significant (p < .05) two-way interaction between procedural and interactional justice emerged in the sample of U.S. faculty. Follow-up procedures recommended by Aiken and West (1991) indi​cated that procedural justice had a stronger positive relationship with organiza​tional commitment when interactional justice was high (versus low). Procedural justice had a significant unique and positive relationship with organizational com​mitment in the samples of U.S. managers and Bangladesh faculty, and interactional justice had a significant unique and positive relationship with organizational com​mitment in the sample of Bangladesh managers.

With regard to turnover intention, a significant three-way interaction between the justice variables emerged in the sample of U.S. faculty. Follow-up procedures indicated that distributive justice had the strongest negative relationship with turn​over intention when procedural justice was low and interactional justice was high. A significant two-way interaction between distributive and procedural justice emerged in the sample of Bangladesh managers such that distributive justice had a 

tble 2[image: image1.png]T00" > Tann 10" > dx 0" >y 01" >,
"do1s 289 1B Pappe SORLIBA Y} 0] UMOYS o1 (57) SIUSIOIJI00 HOISSIITl Uuna.anﬁpm

(€1 = u) swfeuewr ssauisng ysape[Sueq Jo aqdwes ayy st BN—d pue (9¢] = ¥) sloquaw Anoey ANsIsAiun ysopeSueq Jo ajdures ay) si
w1-ad ‘(8v1 = u) siofeueur ssauisng g’} Jo spdwes ayy s1ISN-S {(FS1 = ¥) SIDQUIDW LNoB] ANSIAIUN ') JO ojdwes oy SI 28-S ‘FON

o EE LT ) BT A AT 1 k6T w81 raabE €€ A 8oL
00’ 00’ 00 *x£0’ 10 00’ 10 00 AUy
90— 920" LO—  4x6T 0T £0 148 10— IXrdx[ra
suonoeisur sonsnl Aem-osm 1, 1y doig
€0 {0} 10 L8O o0 00’ 10 0 v IR
60— SI— 148 10— 44 [0} L0— *x8T" mxid
i) I §0— wEC— L= (1) LO— <0 xrda
xCC 90" (4 80 90" 10 148 10— dX1a
suonoeiaiul 2ousn[ Kem-om 1, :¢ deoig
*xx81 wioe [T wwxCE w4rET g N AT T4 BT T TN T T 144 AWV
1= LU= bt — x0T . er or 90" (£1) sonsn( [evonorIjUL
+0C— LST— 60— 80— ST #+9T  xxxEV aanlE (td) sousn( [empsooid
S L= EI'—  #%x0€— 48 SO’ I zr (cq@) sonsn[ aannqrusiq
mu_ﬂmt.gw uuﬂmﬁh nN Quwm
T4 L0 (43 *%60° SO LE0 €0 w2l 0 2
*x08— 190 (g S0'— %487~ LT LT 91" *lT o8y
T e [4 20— (44 Lo~ 90" 10 Jopuad)
so[qeLIEA [ONu0)) i doig
BN-dd oed—ad BN-SN o'~ BWN-ad oed-dd BW-SN  oed-SN s[qeliep
UOIJUAIUI IDAOILIN |, JUSWIUALOY [euoniRZIuedI0)

UONUIIU] JOAOWIN ], PUR JUSULITIWIO,) [RUONRZIUESI0) SunoIpald SI[qELIEA S0[snf JOF SISATeUy UOISsor3ay] [eoMoreIar
CoqeL




stronger relationship with turnover intention when procedural justice was low. Distributive and procedural justice each had moderately significant (p < .10) unique relationships with turnover intention in the sample of Bangladesh faculty. Interactional justice had a significant relationship with turnover intention in the sample of U.S. managers, and a moderately significant relationship with turnover intention in the samples of Bangladesh faculty and Bangladesh managers.

Discussion

The people of the U.S. and Bangladesh are, on whole, likely to be much dif​ferent with regard to cultural dimensions such as power distance and collectivism-individualism that have been proposed to moderate justice effects. However, a key finding of our study is that U.S. versus Bangladesh nationality had little influence on the nature of the relationships between distributive, procedural, and interac​tional justice and employees’ organizational commitment and turnover intention. Instead, differences in justice relationships emerged primarily when comparing results across the four individual samples of employees.

Two of the samples—U.S. managers and Bangladesh faculty—supported a main effects model of organizational justice with regard to both criterion variables. In each sample, procedural justice was the only form of organizational justice to have a unique relationship with organizational commitment. The results regarding turnover intention were less consistent. While only interactional justice had a unique relationship with turnover intention in the sample of U.S. managers, all three forms of organizational justice had a unique (albeit weak) relationship with turnover intention in the sample of Bangladesh faculty.

The sample of Bangladesh managers supported a main effects model of organizational justice with regard to organizational commitment, and both a main effects and two-way interaction model with regard to turnover intention. Specifi​cally, interactional justice had a unique relationship with both organizational com​mitment and turnover intention, while distributive and procedural justice had an interactive relationship with turnover intention. The interaction pattern, in which distributive justice had a stronger relationship with turnover intention when proce​dural justice was low, is consistent with the modal pattern found in prior research (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996).

The sample of U.S. faculty supported a two-way interaction model of organ​izational justice with regard to organizational commitment and a three-way inter​action model with regard to turnover intention. However, these interactions dif​fered from those typically reported in the justice literature in terms of either the justice variables involved in the interaction or the interaction pattern. For example, the interaction between procedural and interactional justice that emerged on organizational commitment, in which procedural justice had a stronger positive relationship with organizational commitment when interactional justice was high, contrasts with the typical two-way interaction involving distributive justice work​ing in tandem with either procedural or interactional justice. The pattern of the three-way interaction that emerged on turnover intention, in which distributive justice had the strongest negative relationship with the criterion variable when pro​cedural justice was low and interactional justice was high, is contrary to that reported by Skarlicki and Folger (1997), who found that distributive justice had its strongest relationship with organization-directed reactions when both procedural and interactional justice were low.

Our results have several implications for cross-cultural justice research as well as the more general justice literature. They suggest that broad aspects of national culture such as power distance and collectivism-individualism do not always moderate justice effects, or, at least, the influence of these cultural variables is subtle and may be contingent on other factors. The results also affirm that the nature of justice effects can vary widely from one sample to another, even when the samples all come from a single national culture. For example, while only inter​actional justice was related to turnover intention in the sample of U.S. managers, all three justice variables worked together to predict turnover intention in the sam​ple of U.S. faculty. Moreover, in comparing the two Bangladesh samples, only procedural justice was related to organizational commitment among the faculty, while only interactional justice was related to organizational commitment among the managers. Our study also provides further evidence that the nature of justice effects is often dependent on the specific criterion variable of interest, even when comparing effects across criterion variables that address similar constructs. Our criterion variables, organizational commitment and turnover intention, both likely capture a general affective response to the organization (Masterson et al., 2000). Yet we found that different types of justice relationships emerged across the two criterion variables even within individual samples. In the sample of U.S. managers, for example, only procedural justice was related to organizational commitment, while only interactional justice was related to turnover intention. Finally, our results contribute to the growing literature on interactions between justice variables in that they (a) identified a two-way interaction between procedural and interac​tional justice that has rarely been reported elsewhere, and (b) uncovered a pattern for the three-way interaction between justice variables that is contrary to that found previously. Future research should devote more attention to identifying the specific factors that condition when particular justice variables will interact and the pattern that these interactions will take.

Limitations

Our results should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, we did not explicitly measure either power distance or collectivism-individualism, and it is possible that employees from a single country vary widely on these cultural dimen​sions. Had we categorized our respondents on the basis of explicit measures of power distance and collectivism-individualism, clear differences in justice relation​ships may have been more likely to emerge across these two cultural dimensions. Second, our three measures of organizational justice did not capture all dimensions of their related constructs. For example, we measured distributive justice with respect to the equity criterion, but other possible criteria for distributive justice include equality and need (Deutsch, 1975). Also, we measured interactional justice in terms of interpersonal justice. Another dimension of interactional justice is informational justice, which focuses on the extent to which decision makers explain and provide adequate justification for their decisions (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993). If our measures had addressed these other dimensions of the justice variables, relationships between the forms of justice and the criterion vari​ables may have been different from those reported here. Third, our study was etic in nature (Morris, Leung, Ames, & Lickel, 1999) in that we used measurement meth​ods developed primarily for the U.S. to examine justice relationships in Bangla​desh. We cannot be assured about the equivalence of the measures across the two countries. Berry (1990), however, has recommended that etic constructs be used in the type of initial exploratory research of organizational phenomena found in this study. Fourth, our justice scales had relatively lower reliability in the Bangladesh samples than in the U.S. samples. Random measurement error in scales tends to reduce measures of association (e.g., regression coefficients) between variables (Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991). Therefore, it is likely that the regression results for the Bangladesh samples understate the strength of some of the relationships between the justice variables and the criterion variables to a greater extent than the results for the U.S. samples. Fifth, we implied a direction of causality from the justice variables to organizational commitment and turnover intention that cannot be proved with the cross-sectional data used in the study. It is possible that employees who are more committed to and have less intent to leave their organiza​tion may, in turn, perceive a greater amount of organizational justice.

Conclusions

The limitations notwithstanding, strengths of this study include (a) its use of two separate employee samples, each from both a Western country and a non-Western country, and (b) the use of common measures of the justice and criterion variables across all four samples. We believe the results provide compelling evi​dence that officials of organizations in countries that have distinctly different cul​tural and economic characteristics than those typically found in Western countries like the U.S. must still concern themselves with fostering organizational justice in terms of formal decision-making procedures, decision outcomes, and interpersonal treatment.
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