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ne goal of university recreation 
departments is the development 
and implementation of quality 

programs and services for different pa-
tron groups (Kearney & Tingle, 1998; 
Miller, 1993). Similar to other types of 
service organizations in the sport indus-
try, the ability to provide quality services 
is dependent, in part, on the workforce 
employed by the organization. It is 
common for university recreation de-
partments to employ a workforce com-
prised of full-time professional staff and 
part-time employees (Bower, Hums, & 
Keedy, 2005; Keizer, 1997). One factor 
that makes these departments unique is 
that the part-time workforce consists 
largely of student workers who normally 
are only employed during their atten-
dance at the institution (Turner, Jordan, 
& Dubord, 2005). While it is not uncom-
mon for a sport organization to utilize 
part-time or seasonal workers, university 
recreation departments are unique in 
that they rely heavily on a student 
workforce in the daily operations of fa-
cilities and delivery of services. Fur-

thermore, student employees often oc-
cupy supervisory positions which require 
them to lead and direct their peers in the 
workplace.  

A factor that can determine whether 
employees will be successful in the 
performance of job responsibilities is the 
attitudes they have about their work ex-
perience (Fisher, 2003; Saari & Judge, 
2004; Wilson & Frimpong, 2004). The 
positive and negative feelings employ-
ees have about the work experience 
comprise their levels of job satisfaction. 
Addressing the importance of job satis-
faction, Kearney and Tingle (1998) 
stated “Employee satisfaction is also 
essential to a recreation program. A 
happy employee is generally a good 
employee” (p. 45). One way to influence 
employee attitudes of job satisfaction is 
to develop an environment of fairness in 
the workplace (DeConinck & Stilwell, 
2004; Lambert, 2003). Organizational 
justice is the body of research which ex-
amines how employees develop per-
ceptions of fairness regarding workplace 
issues and how these perceptions inter-
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act with other attitudes and behaviors 
(Greenberg, 1990). A sport manager 
who has a greater understanding of em-
ployee attitudes about fairness, and 
what drives these attitudes, is more 
likely to create a positive work experi-
ence for employees.  

 
Organizational Justice 

Over the last 40 years the concept of 
workplace fairness has received consid-
erable attention in the social sciences 
(Colquitt, 2001). This inquiry has cen-
tered on how employees develop judg-
ments of fairness and the influence 
these determinations have on work-re-
lated attitudes and behaviors. Re-
searchers in prior studies have found 
that relationships exist between em-
ployee attitudes of fairness and out-
comes such as organizational commit-
ment (Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993), turn-
over (Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & 
Taylor, 2000), job performance (Colquitt, 
Noe, & Jackson, 2002), and satisfaction 
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). An 
employee’s consideration of fairness 
was initially thought to be influenced by 
one factor or dimension (Adams, 1965). 
However, over time other researchers 
have suggested that organizational jus-
tice is best understood by examining 
multiple dimensions which collectively 
and individually influence fairness per-
ceptions. These dimensions have been 
identified as distributive, procedural, and 
interactional justice (Ambrose, 2002; 
Greenberg, 1990). 

Research involving organizational jus-
tice was first conducted by Adams 

(1965), who focused on distributive jus-
tice - the fairness of outcomes received 
by an employee. Examples of outcomes 
made available to employees include 
items such as pay, promotions, bo-
nuses, job assignments and other types 
of work related rewards. Adams found 
that an employee was more likely to 
judge outcomes fair when they matched 
the perceived effort or contribution put 
forth by the employee. Furthermore, 
Adam’s work, labeled the theory of in-
equity, revealed that employees were 
more concerned with the relative fair-
ness of an outcome rather than the ab-
solute value of the reward. The process 
of allocating employee rewards based 
on individual effort or contribution was 
for a time, considered the equitable way 
to distribute outcomes to employees 
(Adams, 1965; Colquitt, 2001). How-
ever, researchers have since discovered 
that certain work situations required the 
organization to use a different allocation 
process. For example, Deutsch (1975) 
and Lerner (1975) suggested that for 
group work projects or situations where 
it was difficult to distinguish individual 
employee contributions, distributing out-
comes equally to all employees was 
perceived as most fair. In addition to this 
allocation method, termed the equality 
principle, researchers also discovered 
that in certain cases it was important for 
an organization to allocate outcomes 
based on employee needs (Homans, 
1982). For instance, employees who 
have not received an equal share in the 
past or demonstrate the greatest need 
for a particular outcome must at times 
be offered a larger share. In contrast to 
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the equity rule, the latter two allocation 
principles use criteria other than individ-
ual performance or contribution as the 
basis for determining how rewards are 
distributed. Regardless of the manner in 
which they are allocated, distributive 
justice is based on employee judgments 
of whether organizational rewards are 
fair or not.  

As organizational justice research 
continued to evolve, it became evident 
that in addition to the actual rewards, 
the processes used when making allo-
cation decisions were also significant in 
terms of employee judgments of fair-
ness (Ambrose, 2002; Cropazano & 
Schminke, 2001). This line of inquiry, 
termed procedural justice, was initiated 
by Thibaut and Walker (1975) who ex-
amined the importance of the amount of 
decision influence and control (termed 
“voice”) experienced by individuals in-
volved in litigation. These authors found 
that individuals were more likely to feel 
they had been treated fairly in the judi-
cial process when they had been given 
the chance to voice their concerns and 
have a say in trial strategy. The work of 
Thibaut and Walker was later expanded 
and applied to a work setting by Leven-
thal (1980), who found other factors, in 
addition to decision and process control 
that influenced an employee’s percep-
tion of procedural justice. Leventhal 
suggested that policies and procedures 
used to make allocation decisions were 
more likely to be considered fair when 
they were: a) based on accurate infor-
mation; b) applied in a consistent man-
ner; c) considerate of all affected by the 
decision; d) free from personal biases; 

e) based on prevailing ethical standards; 
and f) safeguarded by a mechanism to 
remedy incorrect decisions. Application 
of these six rules, in addition to provid-
ing employees a “voice” (i.e., decision 
influence and/or control) in the decision-
making process, increases the likelihood 
that they will have positive judgments of 
procedural justice.  

In addition to the fairness of outcomes 
and the procedures used to determine 
those outcomes, the interactions an 
employee has with organizational repre-
sentatives also contributes to overall 
determinations of fairness. This dimen-
sion of organizational justice, termed 
interactional justice, is based on the 
treatment received by the employee, as 
well as the quantity and quality of infor-
mation provided regarding procedures 
used to determine the allocation of or-
ganizational rewards (Bies & Moag, 
1986, Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1990). 
The fairness of interpersonal contact 
between the employee and the organi-
zation is influenced by whether or not 
the individual is treated with respect, 
dignity, and in a polite manner by per-
sons occupying supervisory roles. Inter-
actional justice is also influenced by 
whether or not employees are provided 
with explanations regarding decisions 
made by the organization that have di-
rect relevance to their work experience. 
Therefore, this dimension of justice is 
based on how an employee is treated by 
the organization and whether or not the 
persons occupying supervisory positions 
take the time to provide meaningful ex-
planations about how and why a par-
ticular decision was made. 
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In order to fully comprehend the sig-
nificance of fairness in the workplace, it 
is important to consider all three dimen-
sions of organizational justice. This is 
especially the case as researchers have 
demonstrated that each dimension in-
fluences fairness judgments in a unique 
manner (Ambrose, 2002; Colquitt et al., 
2002; Whisenant & Jordan, in press). It 
is also important to note that positive 
perceptions for one or more of the three 
dimensions has been shown to offset 
negative or lower perceptions in another 
dimension (Ambrose & Cropanzano, 
2003; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 
Colquitt et al., 2001). For example, an 
employee who is not entirely satisfied 
with the level of pay received from an 
organization may still have an overall 
positive perception of fairness if the em-
ployee is treated with respect by super-
visory personnel, provided with expla-
nations regarding decisions that impact 
his/her work experience, and feels the 
policies used to make these decisions 
are being made in a fair and consistent 
manner (Blader & Tyler, 2003). To date 
there have been few studies in sport 
management that have measured em-
ployee perceptions of organizational 
justice and the effect these perceptions 
have on other work-related attitudes and 
behaviors (Whisenant & Smucker, 
2006). There is a need to determine if 
findings from organizational justice re-
search in other contexts would hold true 
when studying employees of sport orga-
nizations.  

 

Employee Characteristics 

Past research on organizational jus-
tice has attempted to determine if 
demographic characteristics such as 
sex, race, age, tenure of employment, or 
supervision have an influence on indi-
vidual perceptions of one or more of the 
justice dimensions (Anderson & Shinew, 
2003; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 
Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997; Whisenant 
& Smucker, 2006). One possible expla-
nation of why these characteristics could 
affect justice perceptions is that different 
demographic groups may place more or 
less emphasis on the various dimen-
sions of justice based on a desired re-
sult or outcome (Kulik, Lind, Ambrose, & 
MacCoun, 1996). For example, 
Sweeney and McFarlin (1997) found 
that men and women differed on the 
perceptions of both distributive and pro-
cedural justice. These authors dis-
covered that women placed more em-
phasis on the policies and procedures 
(i.e., procedural justice) utilized by an 
organization when making worker re-
lated decisions. Conversely, men 
tended to focus on individual outcomes 
(i.e., distributive justice) when deter-
mining whether the organization had 
treated them in a fair manner. This find-
ing was consistent with the work of Tata 
and Bowes-Sperry, (1996) who had 
found that men tended to emphasize 
distributive justice, more than women. 
However, these authors found no differ-
ence on considerations of procedural 
justice, but did indicate that women fo-
cused more on interactional justice 
when developing perceptions of fair-
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ness. Finally, Anderson and Shinew 
(2003) questioned members of the 
American Parks and Recreation Society 
(APRS) on their perceptions of gender 
equity, within the context of organiza-
tional justice, in the recreation and lei-
sure industry (i.e., organizations re-
sponsible for the delivery of park, rec-
reation, and leisure services). These 
authors found that women were more 
dissatisfied than men on all three di-
mensions of organizational justice, sug-
gesting a certain degree of perceived 
gender inequity within the profession. 
Based on prior research, we would ex-
pect the sex of the employee may influ-
ence perceptions of organizational jus-
tice. 

Tenure of employment is another 
demographic characteristic that has 
been included in organizational justice 
research (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 
2001). The length of time an individual 
has been employed at an organization 
could influence perceptions of justice 
based on increased opportunities to 
gather information necessary when 
making fairness determination (Colquitt, 
2001). Employees who have worked for 
an organization for an extended period 
of time often have increased opportuni-
ties to evaluate organizational rewards 
(i.e., distributive justice), policies (i.e., 
procedural justice), and the way the or-
ganization treats its workers (i.e., inter-
actional justice). Further, evaluations of 
distributive and interactional justice tend 
to occur prior to judgments of procedural 
justice (Colquitt et al., 2001; Greenberg, 
1990). For employees, individual out-
comes such as pay or work-related 

benefits, as well as initial interactions 
with supervisory personnel, often repre-
sent a first opportunity to make a fair-
ness determination about an organiza-
tion. Judgments of procedural justice 
normally occur over time as an em-
ployee gains understanding of organiza-
tional policies and their effect on the 
employee’s work experience (Colquitt, 
2001; Colquitt et al., 2002; Greenberg, 
1990). 

Supervision is an additional factor that 
could affect employee perceptions of 
organizational justice. Turner et al. 
(2005) found that the type of supervision 
a student-employee received influenced 
their attitudes of organizational commit-
ment. These authors found that students 
supervised by their peers (i.e., student 
supervisors) demonstrated lower levels 
of commitment compared with students 
that had professional staff supervisors. 
Despite the fact that the influence of su-
pervision has received limited attention 
in organizational justice research, there 
is a need to explore whether the findings 
of Turner et al. would also be present 
when measuring perceptions of other 
employee attitudes, including organiza-
tional justice.  
 
Organizational Justice 
and Job Satisfaction 

As stated previously, employee atti-
tudes of organizational justice can influ-
ence various work related attitudes and 
behaviors. Job satisfaction, or the posi-
tive and/or negative feelings an individ-
ual has about a job, is one attitude that 
can be influenced by an employee’s 
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judgment of fairness (Greenberg, 1990; 
Masterson et al., 2000; Sweeney & 
McFarlin, 1993). The relationship be-
tween organizational justice and em-
ployee job satisfaction has been the fo-
cus of a number of studies; however, 
results of these studies have not always 
been consistent (Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). 

Researchers have demonstrated that 
one or more of the three dimensions of 
organizational justice can explain a por-
tion of the variance associated with job 
satisfaction. For example, McFarlin and 
Sweeney (1992) and Schappe (1998) 
found that distributive justice was a 
more powerful predictor of employee 
satisfaction than procedural justice. In 
contrast, an earlier study by Moorman 
(1991) revealed that all three dimen-
sions of organizational justice were in-
dependently related to job satisfaction; 
however, interactional justice was 
shown to be the strongest predictor. A 
third explanation, based on findings 
from past research, identified procedural 
justice as the strongest predictor of em-
ployee job satisfaction (Alexander & 
Ruderman, 1987; Colquitt et al., 2001; 
Harvey & Haines, 2005; Lambert, 2003; 
Tremblay, Sire, & Balkin, 2000). So 
while it is evident that a relationship 
exits between organizational justice and 
job satisfaction, there is a lack of clarity 
on the role that each dimension (i.e., 
distributive, procedural and interactional 
justice) has in predicting employee job 
satisfaction. To date, the most compre-
hensive examination of the relationship 
between organizational justice and job 
satisfaction can be attributed to two 

meta-analyses conducted by Colquitt et 
al. (2001) and Cohen-Charash and 
Spector (2001). Both studies found that 
all justice types were significantly re-
lated to employee job satisfaction, how-
ever Colquitt et al. identified procedural 
justice as the strongest predictor while 
Cohen-Charash and Spector suggested 
that job satisfaction was “similarly and 
relatively highly related to all justice 
types” (p. 305). This general lack of 
clarity on the relationship between orga-
nizational justice and job satisfaction 
identifies the need for additional re-
search which further explores the con-
nection. 

While organizational justice and job 
satisfaction research has been con-
ducted in a variety of work settings, of-
ten utilizing full-time professional em-
ployees as participants (Cohen-Charash 
& Spector, 2001; Colquit et al., 2001; 
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002), there is a 
limited amount of research on the work-
related attitudes of part-time workers in 
recreational sports (Turner et al., 2005). 
Specifically, there have been no studies 
to date which have measured percep-
tions of organizational justice and the 
influence these attitudes have on job 
satisfaction for student employees. It 
would seem prudent to investigate this 
relationship due to the high number of 
students employed by recreation de-
partments and the importance of this 
group in delivering quality programs, 
services, and customer relations. Fur-
thermore, increased understanding of 
how organizational justice interacts with 
job satisfaction could aid sport manag-
ers attempting to create a positive work 
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environment for student employees. 
Therefore, the purpose of this study was 
to measure student employee attitudes 
of organizational justice and how these 
attitudes related to overall job satisfac-
tion. The following research questions 
were used to guide this study: 
1. What were student employee atti-

tudes regarding distributive, proce-
dural, and interactional justice and 
did these attitudes differ based on 
(a) sex of the employee; (b) tenure 
of employment; and/or (c) type of 
supervision? 

2. What was the relationship between 
distributive, procedural, and interac-
tional justice and overall job satis-
faction? 

 
Method 

Participants 

Students employed at the recreation 
department of a mid-sized American 
university in the southeast served as 
participants for this study. Student 
workers representing all aspects of the 
recreation department (i.e., aquatics, 
intramurals, fitness, facilities, etc.) were 
included in the study. However, only 
students who had received a paycheck 
(i.e., currently employed) during the se-
mester data was collected were eligible 
for participation. One week prior to data 
collection a pre-notification announce-
ment was included in an employee 
newsletter informing students about the 
study and how they could obtain and 
return the survey packet. The question-
naire was made available to student 

employees on-site at the recreation de-
partment over a three-day period. Stu-
dent employees were asked to obtain a 
survey packet from the administrative 
offices and complete the questionnaire 
prior, during, or following an assigned 
work shift. Upon completing the ques-
tionnaire students returned the survey 
packet by depositing it in a collection 
receptacle located in the administrative 
office. Of the 250 student workers who 
were eligible to participate in the study, 
203 completed and returned the ques-
tionnaire, for a response rate of 81.2%. 

 
Measures  

The Organizational Justice Index (OJI) 
was used to measure the three dimen-
sions of organizational justice. The OJI, 
developed by Rahim, Magner, and 
Shapiro (2000), is a self-report ques-
tionnaire designed to measure partici-
pant attitudes of distributive, procedural, 
and interactional justice experienced in 
the work environment. Each item of the 
OJI is scored on a seven-point Likert 
scale (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly 
agree) with items for each dimension 
summed in order to create a mean 
score for that particular dimension of or-
ganizational justice. The reliability esti-
mates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the OJI 
were .83 for procedural, .90 for interac-
tional, and .91 for distributive justice, all 
above the minimum suggested as ac-
ceptable by Nunnally (1978). 

Overall job satisfaction was deter-
mined for each participant with a single-
item measure adapted from previous 
research projects (Loo, 2001; Wanous & 
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Hudy, 2001; Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 
1997) that examined attitudes of job 
satisfaction in a variety of settings. 
While the debate on the merits of single-
item measures continues (Kwon & Ko, 
2006; Kwon & Trail, 2005; Nagy, 2002) 
there is a strong body of work which 
suggests single-item measures of over-
all job satisfaction are valid and reliable 
(Oshagbemi, 1999; Scarpello & Camp-
bell, 1983; Wanous & Hudy, 2001; 
Wanous et al., 1997). Furthermore, the 
benefit of using an overall measure of 
job satisfaction is that it allows partici-
pants to select their own criteria for 
evaluation, rather than forcing them to 
consider specific facets (Wanous & 
Hudy, 2001; Wanous et al., 1997). Fi-
nally, single-item measures of overall 
job satisfaction have been deemed reli-
able measures of the construct based 
on reliability estimates determined by 
using the well-known formula correction 
for attenuation (see Wanous et al., 
1997, for a discussion on single-item 
reliability). The single-item “Overall, how 
satisfied are you with your job at the rec-
reation department”, was scored on a 
seven-point Likert scale (1=very dissat-
isfied to 7=very satisfied). 

 
Results 
Demographics 

Of the 203 respondents, 96 were male 
(47.3%) and 107 were female (52.7%) 
with ages ranging from 17 to 29 years 
(M = 19.85, SD = 1.72). In terms of su-
pervision, of those who reported their 
type of supervision, 97 participants were 
supervised by a student staff member 

(49%), and 101 were directed by a pro-
fessional staff member (51%). With re-
gard to tenure, just over one-half of the 
respondents (n = 102; 50.5%) were in 
their first year of employment with the 
recreational sports department. 

 
Comparisons of Organizational Justice 
Dimensions 

Paired-sample t-tests were conducted 
to determine differences among the 
three organizational justice variables. 
On the seven-point Likert scale used, 
the mean score for interactional justice 
(M = 5.90; SD = 1.09) was significantly 
higher than the mean scores for both 
distributive justice (M = 4.61; SD = 
1.43), t(202) = 14.132, p < .001, and 
procedural justice (M = 4.73; SD = 
1.21), t(202) = 15.463, p < .001. There 
was no statistical difference between the 
mean scores of distributive and proce-
dural justice, t(202) = 1.378, p = .170. 

 
Group Differences 

A MANOVA was used to determine 
whether there were differences for the 
three dimensions of organizational jus-
tice (i.e., distributive, procedural, and 
interactional) based on sex, tenure, and 
type of supervision (i.e., peer or profes-
sional supervision). While sex did not 
have a significant main effect on the or-
ganizational justice variables, Wilks’ 
Lambda = .961, F(3, 185) = 2.496, p = 
.061, both tenure, Wilks’ Lambda = .911, 
F(3, 185) = 6.013, p = .001, and type of 
supervision, Wilks’ Lambda = .956, F(3, 
185) = 2.827, p = .040, did have signifi-
cant main effects. For tenure, a follow-
up ANOVA showed student employees  
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Table 1 
Mean (and Standard Deviation) Organizational Justice Scores Based on Sex, 

Tenure and Type of Supervision 

 Distributive Justice Interactional Justice Procedural Justice 

SEX    
Female 
(n = 107) 

4.71 
(1.41) 

6.10 
(.99) 

4.90 
(1.21) 

Male 
(n = 96) 

4.51 
(1.45) 

5.71 
(1.10) 

4.58 
(1.13) 

    
TENURE    

1 year or less 
(n = 102) 

4.68 
(1.38) 

5.87 
(.99) 

5.01a 
(.96) 

More than 1 year 
(n = 100) 

4.55 
(1.47) 

5.95 
(1.13) 

4.47 
(1.31) 

    
SUPERVISION    

Peer (Student) 
(n = 97) 

4.38 
(1.47) 

5.73 
(1.11) 

4.65 
(1.17) 

Professional 
(n = 101) 

4.86b 
(1.32) 

6.06b 
(1.06) 

4.82b 
(1.23) 

TOTAL 
(n=203) 

4.61 
(1.43) 

5.90c 
(1.09) 

4.73 
(1.21) 

 
Note. All means are on a 7-point Likert scale. 
aStudents in their 1st year were significantly higher in procedural justice than those who had worked one year or more 
(p < .001). bStudents supervised by professional staff were significantly higher in distributive justice (p = .009), 
interactional justice (p = .018), and procedural justice (p = .035). cMean score for interactional justice was significantly 
higher than distributive justice (p < .001) and procedural justice (p < .001). 
 
 
who were in their first year of employ-
ment scored significantly higher in pro-
cedural justice than those who had been 
employed over a year at the recreational 
sports department, F(1, 187) = 12.948, p 
< .001. With regards to type of supervi-
sion, student employees who were su-
pervised by professional staff members 
reported significantly higher levels than 
those supervised by peers on distribu-
tive justice, F(1, 187) = 6.949, p = .009, 
interactional justice, F(1, 187) = 5.659, p 

= .018, and procedural justice, F(1, 187) 
= 4.506, p = .035 (see Table 1 for group 
mean differences). None of the three 
two-way interactions had a significant 
main effect on the organizational justice 
variables. It is important to note that all 
group and overall means were above 
the mid-point on the 7-point Likert scale. 

 
Organizational Justice and Satisfaction 

Correlations among the three justice 
variables and overall job satisfaction are  
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Table 2 
Correlations among Participants’ Overall Job Satisfaction and Justice Variables 

 Distributive 
Justice 

Interactional 
Justice 

Procedural 
Justice 

Overall Job 
Satisfaction 

Distributive Justice 1.000 .488*** .552*** .532*** 
Interactional Justice  1.000 .563*** .470*** 
Procedural Justice   1.000 .369*** 
Overall Job Satisfaction    1.000 
 
*** p < .001.  

 
Table 3 

Regression of Participants’ Overall Job Satisfaction on Justice Variables 

Variables Entered R2 ADJ R2 F ßBETA t 

Distributive Justice 
.341 .331 34.691*** 

.335 5.645*** 
Interactional Justice .304 3.898*** 
Procedural Justice -.010 -.132 

 
**** p < .001.  

 
 
presented in Table 2. The regression 
equation with all three organizational 
justice variables was significant, F(3, 
205) = 34.691, p < .001, explaining 
33.1% of the variance in overall job sat-
isfaction (see Table Table 3). Follow-up 
analyses showed that distributive jus-
tice, t(205) = 5.645, p < .001, and inter-
actional justice, t(205) = 3.898, p < .001, 
contributed uniquely to the explained 
variance in satisfaction; procedural jus-
tice did not, t(205) = -0.132, p = .895. 

To determine if there were differential 
effects of organizational justice on over-
all job satisfaction based on any of the 
three dichotomous grouping variables in 
this study (sex [male/female], type of 

supervision [student staff member/ 
professional staff member], tenure [em-
ployed one year or less/employed more 
than one year]), six additional regres-
sion analyses were run. First, for sex 
(controlling for type of supervision and 
tenure), the regression equation with all 
three organizational justice variables 
was significant for both male em-
ployees, F(3, 86) = 27.971, p < .001, 
and female employees, F(3, 97) = 
12.967, p < .001, with overall job satis-
faction as the dependent variable (see 
Table 4). For both males, t(86) = 4.501, 
p < .001, and females, t(97) = 3.815, p < 
.001, distributive justice contributed 
uniquely to the variance in job satisfac- 
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Table 4 
Regression of Participants’ Overall Job Satisfaction 

on Justice Variables Based on Sex 

Variables Entered R2 ADJ R2 F ß t 

MALES      
Distributive Justice 

.467 .461 27.971*** 
.447 4.501*** 

Interactional Justice .332 3.342** 
Procedural Justice .042 .385 

      
FEMALES      

Distributive Justice 
.285 .269 12.967*** 

.414 3.815*** 
Interactional Justice .153 1.442 
Procedural Justice .051 .471 

 
Note. The regression equation controlled for type of supervision and tenure. 
 *** p < .001.  

 
Table 5 

Regression of Participants’ Overall Job Satisfaction on Justice Variables 
Based on Type of Supervision 

Variables Entered R2 ADJ R2 F ß t 

STUDENT STAFF SUPERVISOR      
Distributive Justice 

.348 .334 16.846*** 
.399 3.722*** 

Interactional Justice .267 2.390* 
Procedural Justice .028 .226 

      
PROFESSIONAL STAFF SUPERVISOR      

Distributive Justice 
.389 .378 22.094*** 

.413 4.327*** 
Interactional Justice .229 2.481* 
Procedural Justice .102 1.056 

 
Note. The regression equation controlled for sex and tenure. 
 * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
 
 
tion. However, the amount of variance 
explained was higher for males (46.1% 
vs. 26.9%). Furthermore, interactional 
justice contributed uniquely to the ex-

plained variance in satisfaction for 
males, t(86) = 3.342, p = .001, while it 
did not for females, t(97) = 1.142, p = 
.153. 
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For type of supervision (controlling for 
sex and tenure), the regression equation 
with all three organizational justice vari-
ables was significantly related to overall 
job satisfaction for students supervised 
by another student, F(3, 90) = 16.846, p 
< .001, and for those supervised by a 
professional staff member, F(3, 93) = 
22.094, p < .001 (see Table 5). The 
amount of variance explained was simi-
lar for both groups, with the justice vari-
ables explaining 33.4% of the variance 
for those supervised by a student staff 
member and 37.8% for those super-
vised by a professional staff member. 
Similar to the findings with sex, distribu-
tive justice contributed uniquely to the 
variance in job satisfaction for those su-
pervised by a student staff member, 
t(90) = 3.722, p < .001, and for those 
supervised by professional staff, t(93) = 
4.327, p < .001. Interactional justice also 

contributed uniquely for both groups 
(t(90) = 2.390, p = .019 for those supe-
rvised by a student staff member; t(93) = 
2.481, p = .015 for those supervised by 
a professional staff member. 

Comparable to type of supervision 
(controlling for sex and type of super-
vision), the linear combination of organi-
zational justice variables was signifi-
cantly related to overall job satisfaction 
for those employed one year or less, 
F(3, 96) = 17.888, p < .001, and for 
those employed more than one year, 
F(3, 87) = 30.094, p < .001 (see Table 
6). Both distributive and interactional 
justice contributed uniquely to the vari-
ance in job satisfaction for those with 
one year or less experience with the de-
partment (t(96) = 4.588, p < .001, for 
distributive justice; t(96) = 3.559, p = 
.001, for interactional justice), and those 
who had worked more than a year (t(87)  

 
 

Table 6 
Regression of Participants’ Overall Job Satisfaction 

on Justice Variables Based on Tenure 

Variables Entered R2 ADJ R2 F ß t 

EMPLOYED 1 YEAR OR LESS      
Distributive Justice 

.340 .327 17.888*** 
.429 4.588*** 

Interactional Justice .388 3.559** 
Procedural Justice -.183 -1.654 

      
EMPLOYED MORE THAN 1 YEAR      

Distributive Justice 
.487 .481 30.094*** 

.349 3.304** 
Interactional Justice .196 2.101* 
Procedural Justice .295 2.993** 

 
Note. The regression equation controlled for sex and type of supervision. 
 * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
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= 3.304, p = .001, for distributive justice; 
t(87) = 2.101, p = .039, for interactional 
justice). However, the amount of vari-
ance explained was higher for students 
who had worked more than one year 
(48.1% vs. 32.7%). Furthermore, pro-
cedural justice contributed uniquely to 
the explained variance in satisfaction for 
those who had been employed more 
than one year, t(87) = 2.993, p = .004, 
while it did not for those employed one 
year or less, t(96) = -1.654, p = .101. 

 
Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to 
measure student employee attitudes of 
organizational justice and to determine if 
these attitudes differed based on the (a) 
sex of the employee; (b) tenure of em-
ployment; and/or (c) type of supervision. 
Additionally, this study examined the 
relationship between organizational jus-
tice and job satisfaction. Following is a 
discussion of the results and the impli-
cations they present for sport managers.  

 
Organizational Justice 

Student employees in the present 
study scored above the mid-point (3.5) 
on measures for all three dimensions of 
organizational justice, indicating positive 
attitudes of fairness. Scores for interac-
tional justice were significantly higher 
than those for distributive and proce-
dural justice. This result suggests that 
student workers felt the interactions they 
had with supervisory personnel, as well 
as the quality of information they re-
ceived, was fair. Furthermore, this find-
ing is important for the organization 

considering the critical role that supervi-
sors occupy in the work life of their sub-
ordinates. The interpersonal treatment 
that employees receive from supervisors 
often serves as an indicator of accep-
tance by their superior (Tyler & Lind, 
1992), which can affirm employee status 
and enhance self-esteem (Tyler & 
Blader, 2000). Additionally, judgments of 
interactional justice often occur immedi-
ately for an employee and thus serve as 
the initial gauge of the relative fairness 
of the workplace (Greenberg, 1990; 
2001). These first impressions of fair-
ness, based on interactional justice, 
could help establish a positive work ex-
perience for students who are beginning 
their employment at a recreation de-
partment. 

Differences in attitudes of organiza-
tional justice based on sex, tenure of 
employment and type of supervision 
were examined in this study. While no 
significant variation was found based on 
the sex of the student, significant differ-
ences were discovered based on length 
of employment (tenure) and type of su-
pervision. Student employees who had 
worked at the recreation department for 
less than one year scored higher on 
measures of procedural justice than 
those who had been employed at the 
department for more than a year. This 
finding was consistent with the work of 
Ambrose and Cropanzano (2003) who 
found that employee attitudes of proce-
dural justice change over time. Proce-
dural justice involves “global” or organi-
zation wide evaluations by employees 
when determining if work policies are 
fair (Ambrose, 2002; Viswesvaran & 
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Ones, 2002). Comprehension of organi-
zational policies is something that de-
velops over time, thus, the longer an 
employee has been with an organization 
the more likely he/she understands its 
policies (Ambrose & Cropanzano, 
2003). Therefore, as the duration of em-
ployment increases, employees obtain 
more information on which to base pro-
cedural justice judgments. Whether or 
not this increased understanding results 
in less positive attitudes of procedural 
justice depends on the experience of the 
employee (Ambrose & Cropanzano, 
2003). Differences in attitudes of proce-
dural justice in the present study could 
be the result of employees having 
greater comprehension not only of or-
ganizational policies, but also the effect 
these policies have on their work expe-
rience. The inverse relationship between 
tenure of employment and procedural 
justice in this study suggests that orga-
nizational policies utilized at the recrea-
tion department, overtime, erodes stu-
dent attitudes of procedural justice. 
Even so, mean scores for all respon-
dents indicated that all recreation em-
ployees remained more positive than 
negative as all group means were above 
the mid-point of the seven-point scale. 

A difference in attitudes of organiza-
tional justice was also found based on 
the type of supervision the student 
worker received. As mentioned previ-
ously, university recreation departments 
employ a large number of students with 
some assuming supervisory responsi-
bilities within the department (DiMonda 
& Smith, 1994; Turner et al., 2005). 
While few studies have examined the 

influence of supervisor types in univer-
sity recreation departments, Turner et 
al. (2005) did discover that commitment 
levels of student employees differed 
based on whether the employee had a 
professional staff or student supervisor. 
These authors found that students su-
pervised by professional staff demon-
strated a stronger commitment to the 
department than those who had a peer 
supervisor. A similar result was evident 
in this study as students who had pro-
fessional staff supervisors scored higher 
on all three dimensions of organizational 
justice compared with students working 
under peer supervision. This finding is 
likely attributed to the difference in 
training, experience and education be-
tween professional staff and student su-
pervisors employed at the recreation 
department. The organization in this 
study required that professional staff 
members have, at a minimum, a college 
degree, and during their employment 
must go through several training ses-
sions intended to assist them with man-
aging subordinates and handling job re-
sponsibilities. Furthermore, professional 
staff supervisors normally have more 
recreation work experience, allowing 
them to be better prepared to handle the 
different aspects of the job.  

An additional explanation for the dif-
ference could be the challenges associ-
ated with having students fulfill supervi-
sory positions. Often, student employ-
ees have limited work experience in 
which they fulfilled a managerial role 
(Turner et al., 2005). Lack of managerial 
training and experience has been identi-
fied as one reason managers (i.e., su-
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pervisors) are not successful in accom-
plishing the responsibilities of their job 
(Katz, 1974; Mintzberg, 1975; Vroom, 
2003). Further research is needed to 
more fully understand the influence su-
pervisor inexperience can have on sub-
ordinate attitudes of organizational jus-
tice. However, results of the present 
study suggest that the manner in which 
professional staff allocate organizational 
rewards, apply and explain work poli-
cies, and interact with workers, could 
improve student employee attitudes of 
fairness. 

 
Organizational Justice 
and Job Satisfaction 

Consistent with previous research 
(Colquitt et al., 2001; Harvey & Haines, 
2005; Lambert, 2003; Tremblay et al., 
2000), results of the present study indi-
cated that organizational justice ex-
plained a significant portion of the vari-
ance in overall job satisfaction. Collec-
tively, the regression equation for the 
three dimensions explained 33.1% of 
the variance, which is noteworthy con-
sidering that overall job satisfaction is a 
large construct (Colquitt et al., 2001). 
Results of this study suggest that sport 
managers should consider all three di-
mensions of organizational justice si-
multaneously when addressing em-
ployee job satisfaction rather than fo-
cusing on each dimension separately. 
Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) 
identified the importance of considering 
all three dimensions, stating “to maintain 
employees’ satisfaction, manAgers 
should take care that distributions, pro-

cedures, and interactions will all be fair” 
(p. 306). While it is important to under-
stand the collective influence of organi-
zational justice, it is also of interest to 
determine which dimensions explain the 
most variance associated with job sat-
isfaction. In the present study, follow-up 
analyses revealed that distributive and 
interactional justice contributed uniquely 
to the explained variance in job satisfac-
tion. 

The finding that individual justice di-
mensions uniquely explained portions of 
the variance associated with job satis-
faction is consistent with previous re-
search (Colquitt et al., 2001; McFarlin & 
Sweeney, 1992; Masterson et al., 2000). 
In the present study distributive (13.7%) 
and interactional justice (7.0%) each 
made unique contributions to job satis-
faction. These results are consistent 
with the work of McFarlin and Sweeney 
(1992) and Schappe (1998) who found 
that distributive justice was the strongest 
predictor of employee job satisfaction. 
The finding that interactional justice also 
explained a portion of the variance in job 
satisfaction is similar to the results of 
Moorman (1991) and Masterson et al. 
(2000). However, as previously men-
tioned, procedural justice has been 
identified as the best predictor of job 
satisfaction based on results of past 
studies (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; 
Colquitt et al., 2001; Harvey & Haines, 
2005; Lambert, 2003; Tremblay et al., 
2000). For example, a meta-analysis 
conducted by Colquitt et al. (2001) ex-
amined 183 studies that looked at the 
relationship between organizational jus-
tice and a number of employee attitudes 
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and behaviors, including job satisfaction. 
Similar to the results of this study, Col-
quitt et al. found that the multiple dimen-
sions of organizational justice explained 
a portion of the variance in job satisfac-
tion. However, the finding in this study 
that procedural justice did not make a 
unique contribution to the explained 
variance associated with job satisfaction 
is inconsistent with the results of the 
meta-analysis. One explanation for the 
difference in results between this study 
and previous work could be due to the 
type of employees studied.  

Previous work on organizational jus-
tice and employee job satisfaction has 
for the most part, been conducted in 
professional work settings utilizing full-
time employees (Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; 
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002). The popu-
lation used for this research project was 
student employees working part-time in 
a college recreation department. This 
population may differ from those used in 
previous research in that one of the pri-
mary reasons for working is compensa-
tion, rather than career advancement 
(Ellingson, 1987). In their discussion of 
part-time seasonal recreation employ-
ees, Hoff, Ellis, and Crossley (1988) 
stated:  

A considerable difference, however, 
may exist between the motive structures 
of full-time, professional personnel and 
their seasonal counterparts. Specifically, 
motivational factors may be present only 
for professionals who may seek ad-
vancement, status, and upward mobility. 
Expectations for such advancement 
within an agency could be absent from 
seasonal workers. (p. 68)  

This difference in motives may also be 
evident in the present study, as many of 
the students working in college recrea-
tion departments seek employment in 
order to earn money to offset expenses 
incurred while in school. Additionally, it 
is likely that a majority of the students 
working in college recreation depart-
ments are pursuing academic degrees 
in disciplines other than recreational 
sport and are less concerned with ca-
reer placement/advancement in the 
field. For example, at the recreation de-
partment in this study, less than 20% of 
the student workers were majoring in 
recreation/sport management (anony-
mous recreational sports director, per-
sonal communication, February 16, 
2006). Therefore, financial rewards re-
ceived from working tend to be the pri-
mary motivation and thus a main deter-
minant of job satisfaction. This would 
explain why distributive justice had the 
lowest mean score (M = 4.63; SD = 
1.41) yet explained the largest portion of 
variance (13.7%) with job satisfaction 
among the three dimensions. According 
to DiMonda and Smith (1994), salary 
was the second most important deter-
minant of morale (behind only interac-
tion with employer) for student workers. 
This finding is consistent with the pre-
sent study in that distributive and inter-
actional justice were the only dimen-
sions of organizational justice that 
uniquely explained a portion of the vari-
ance in job satisfaction. It would appear 
that when student employees who were 
part of this study made determinations 
of job satisfaction, the evaluation proc-
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ess was centered on distributive and 
interactional justice.  

While there were no differences in 
levels of organizational justice based on 
sex, findings from this study showed 
there were differential effects of organi-
zational justice on job satisfaction for 
men and women. Specifically, the orga-
nizational justice variables explained 
almost twice the amount of variance in 
job satisfaction for male employees as it 
did for females (46.1% vs. 26.9%). In 
the present study, organizational fair-
ness played an important role when 
male employees made a determination 
of job satisfaction. Past researchers 
(Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997; Tata & 
Bowes-Sperry, 1996) have identified the 
relationship between fairness, however 
the difference in variance explained 
between males and females in the pre-
sent study is somewhat unique. Addi-
tional research is needed to determine 
what aspect of the employment experi-
ence is contributing to this difference.  

Differential effects of organizational 
justice on job satisfaction were also 
found for tenure; the amount of variance 
explained in satisfaction was higher for 
those who had been employed more 
than one year (as opposed to those who 
had worked one year or less). In addi-
tion, procedural justice contributed 
uniquely to this variance for those who 
were employed more than one year, 
while it did not for those who had been 
employed one year or less. This finding 
is consistent with results from Ambrose 
and Cropanzano (2003) who found that 
judgments of procedural justice tend to 
change as length of tenure increases. 

Also, the finding of the present study 
supports those of Colquitt (2001) and 
Colqutt et al. (2002) who determined 
that procedural justice in normally based 
on a global evaluation of an organization 
and its application of policies. The rela-
tive fairness of organizational policies 
normally is best understood over time 
and often contributes to an employee’s 
level of trust in an organization. 

With regards to supervision, the ef-
fects of organizational justice on job 
satisfaction were similar whether the 
student was supervised by a peer or a 
professional staff member. For both 
groups, distributive and interactional 
justice contributed uniquely to the vari-
ance in satisfaction, and the amount of 
variance explained by all three justice 
variables were similar (33.4% for those 
supervised by a student, 37.8% by a 
professional staff member). Therefore, 
while type of supervision did result in 
varying perceptions of organizational 
justice, this difference did not translate 
into variation in attitudes of job satisfac-
tion. This finding is likely attributed to 
the fact that regardless of type of super-
vision, all employees scored above the 
mid-point on all three measures of orga-
nizational justice, indicating relatively 
positive perceptions of fairness. 

 
Implications 

Addressing employee attitudes of or-
ganizational justice can have many 
benefits for a university recreation de-
partment. Positive attitudes of organiza-
tional justice are likely to lead to in-
creased levels of job satisfaction. When 
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employees have positive feelings about 
their work experience, organizations are 
more likely to experience improved work 
performance and less employee attri-
tion. The finding that students working 
for professional staff measured higher 
on all three dimensions of organizational 
justice suggests that recreation depart-
ments would benefit from increased in-
teraction between students employees 
and professional staff. This is especially 
true when organizations are attempting 
to improve attitudes of job satisfaction. 
While distributive justice explained the 
largest portion of variance in job satis-
faction, interactional justice also made a 
unique contribution and presents the 
most immediate and direct way to influ-
ence employee attitudes. Many recrea-
tion departments are limited in their abil-
ity to modify employee rewards or orga-
nizational policies; however, they do 
have the ability to change the quality of 
interaction between subordinates and 
their supervisors. Encouraging supervi-
sors to provide meaningful information 
to employees, especially explanations 
regarding perceived injustice, and serv-
ing as a source of emotional support in 
the workplace can improve employee 
attitudes of fairness, resulting in a more 
satisfied worker. 

 
Limitations and Future Research 

The present study includes limitations 
which require the reader to interpret the 
results with caution. First, anytime pre-
dictor and criterion variables are meas-
ured at the same time there is the pos-
sibility for common method bias (Pod-

sakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 
2003). To minimize the potential effects 
of common method bias, the research-
ers used several procedural remedies 
recommended by Podsakoff et al., in-
cluding: a) protecting the anonymity of 
respondents; b) counterbalancing ques-
tion order (i.e., separating items related 
to organizational justice and those re-
lated to job satisfaction; c) using estab-
lished scales (to reduce item ambiguity); 
and d) using different scale endpoints 
for the organizational justice and job 
satisfaction items. 

In addition, the generalizability of the 
results may be limited due to the fact 
that information was collected at only 
one university recreation department. 
While there is no reason to think this 
recreation department was unique, ad-
ditional data from other institutions is 
required in order to confirm the results 
of this study. Second, the sample cho-
sen for this study represents a possible 
limitation. Data on the variables of inter-
est was collected from college students 
working part-time at the recreation de-
partment. Therefore, results of this study 
should not be inferred to part-time em-
ployees working at other sport organiza-
tions. The use of part-time or seasonal 
employees is not unique to recreation 
departments; however, additional re-
search using employees from a variety 
of sport organizations is needed to de-
termine the reliability of results from this 
study. Lastly, data collected for this 
study was self-reported information col-
lected at one point during the year. Reli-
ability and validity of self-reported infor-
mation is dependent upon whether the 
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participants understand the questions 
and their willingness to provide truthful 
responses (Thomas, Nelson, & Silver-
man, 2005). Additionally, because par-
ticipants were questioned at one time it 
is possible their responses were influ-
enced by recent work experiences 
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 1996). Future re-
search should examine the affects of 
organizational justice on job satisfaction, 
as well as other employee attitudes and 
behaviors, over a period time to more 
completely understand the contextual 
nature of the construct. 
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