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 Examining the Construct of
 Organizational Justice:
 A Meta-Analytic Evaluation
 of Relations with Work
 Attitudes and Behaviors

 Chockalingam Viswesvaran
 Deniz S. Ones

 ABSTFJ^CT. The nomological net for the construct
 of organizational justice was investigated. The esti
 mated true score correlation between procedural and
 distributive justice (N = 4,696, K = 16) was 0.66.
 The patterns of correlations of both procedural and
 distributive justice with job satisfaction, OCB, com
 mitment, and productivity were also meta-analytically
 estimated. Procedural justice was associated to a
 greater extent than distributive justice with organi
 zational commitment, organizational citizenship
 behaviors and productivity. Distributive and proce
 dural justice correlated similarly with job satisfaction.
 Partial correlations and variance reduction ratios
 suggested that relationships between distributive
 justice and work attitudes and behaviors were mostly
 mediated by procedural justice perceptions.
 Implications for theory and practice are discussed.

 The evolving nature of employment contracts
 and concurrent changes work arrangements has
 brought notions of justice, fairness and ethics to
 the forefront of discussions. Indeed, increasing
 emphasis on accountability has had the conse
 quence of increased emphasis on ethical behavior
 in organizations (Ford and Richardson, 1994;

 Robertson, 1993; Trevi?o, 1986). Individual and
 organizational consequences of ethical behavior
 such as job satisfaction have been explored. The
 progressive human resources management prac
 tices have as their characteristic feature (Freeman
 and Medoff, 1984; Ichniowski et al., 1989) the
 provision of mechanisms to enhance employee
 perceptions of fairness and organizational justice.
 In fact, employee perceptions of fairness and

 justice have been linked to various individual
 (e.g., commitment, theft) and organizational
 outcomes (e.g., Folger and Konovsky, 1989;
 Gilliland, 1993; Greenberg, 1990).

 The relationships between employee percep
 tions of fairness and organizational justice have
 been replicated in many empirical studies, in
 both the laboratory and the field (cf. Bies and
 Shapiro, 1988; Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991).
 The conceptualizations of justice have differed
 over the years as has the emphasis on the different
 facets of justice. In general, while examining the
 construct of organizational justice, researchers
 have differentiated between distributive and
 procedural justice (e.g., Dailey and Kirk, 1992;
 McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Thibaut and
 Walker, 1975). Distributive justice has been
 defined as the (perceived) fairness of the outcome
 itself whereas procedural justice has been defined
 as the (perceived) fairness of the means or pro
 cedures used to determine that outcome.
 Although defined as fairness of outcomes and
 fairness of procedures, most empirical research
 (cf. Cropanzano and Ambrose, 2001) has con
 ceptualized these two constructs as perceptions
 (i.e., perceived fairness).
 Alternate conceptualizations of justice include

 the three dimensional model developed by
 Sheppard et al. (1992), the notion of interactional
 justice (Bies and Moag, 1986), and informational
 justice. Terms such as configurai justice have also
 been employed in the literature. Nevertheless, the
 various defined dimensions of justice could be
 placed in the context of the two well established

 ?? Journal of Business Ethics 38: 193-203, 2002.
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 dimensions of justice: Procedural and distribu
 tive. For example, Greenberg (1993) explains that
 configurai justice taps into the social determi
 nants of distributive justice (Deutsch, 1975) and
 informational justice assesses the social aspects of
 procedural justice. Further, interactional justice
 can be separated into interpersonal and infor
 mational components. In fact, Bies and Moag
 (1986) who originally postulated interactional
 justice as distinct from procedural and distribu
 tive justice later recanted that statement (cf. Tyler
 and Bies, 1986) to state that interactional justice
 is a form of procedural justice.

 Similarly, Leventhal's (1980) six rules (consis
 tency, bias, accuracy, reversibility, representative
 ness, and compatibility with prevailing moral and
 ethical standards) to evaluate fairness of alloca
 tion procedures and Sheppard et al.'s (1992)
 concept of systemic justice can be considered as
 referring to the structural characteristics of
 procedural justice. Leventhal's rules imply that
 procedures are applied consistently across people,
 are free of vested interests, accurate information
 is collected and used in the decisions, mechanism
 to correct flawed decisions are available, opinions
 of those affected are considered, and the pre
 vailing moral standards are satisfied. In short, the
 six rules focus on procedural justice and
 outcomes associated with it. In this paper, we
 focus on procedural and distributive justice.

 Procedural and distributive justice have been
 found (cf. Cropanzano and Ambrose, 2001) to
 have a clear link to many organizational
 outcomes (e.g., job performance, job satisfaction,
 and organizational commitment). Although
 much of the research concerning these types of
 outcomes and the organizational justice construct
 has been conducted in the business arena, recent

 organizational justice research has also taken place
 in many other social situations. For whatever
 reasons and in whichever locations one conducts

 research concerning procedural and distributive
 justice, the importance of the organizational
 justice framework for prediction and explanation
 of behavior is apparent (Ford and Richardson,
 1994).

 Given the importance and centrality of the
 organizational justice construct, there is a need
 to quantitatively cumulate the existing research

 findings. Such a stock taking exercise will enable
 researchers to determine where the literature has
 focused and where future studies are needed.
 This establishes a baseline for where to focus
 resources. Further, such an effort can help
 improve theories of ethical behavior in organi
 zations and help design research and interven
 tions to enhance the explanatory and predictive
 power of organizational justice conceptualiza
 tions.

 Researchers have also hypothesized that pro
 cedural and distributive justice has different pre
 dictive roles in organizational settings. Whereas
 procedural justice has been hypothesized to
 predict organizationally directed variables such as
 organizational commitment and trust (Konovsky
 et al., 1987), distributive justice has been hypoth
 esized to predict variables that may derive from
 both extrinsic (i.e., organization and rewards) and
 intrinsic sources such as satisfaction (Folger and

 Konovsky, 1989). Thus, we expected procedural
 justice to correlate more than distributive justice
 with organizational citizenship behavior and
 organizational commitment; and distributive
 justice to correlate more than procedural justice
 with job satisfaction and productivity.

 More importantly, different psychosocial
 mechanisms have been postulated to explain why
 procedural and distributive justice is linked to
 behaviors. Theoretically, equity theory (Adams,
 1965) explains the link between distributive
 justice and various organizational outcomes.
 Equity theory is based on the notions of relative
 deprivation and social comparison (Werner and
 Ones, 1998). Essentially, individuals are expected
 to compare the ratio of their inputs to outputs
 to the ratio of a referent. The referent could be

 the self, considered at another point in time.
 Reference could also be made to others (other
 than self) either at the past, present, or expected
 future. According to equity theory if the
 compared ratios are not equal, the individual may
 be motivated to engage in behaviors that will
 restore the cognitive perception of equality.

 The link between justice perceptions and
 outcomes such as commitment and job satisfac
 tion are too complex however to be explained
 away solely in terms of equity theory. Several
 other mechanisms have been postulated (e.g.,
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 Horn et al., 1984). Embellishments to equity
 theory have examined when relative deprivation

 will occur (e.g., Crosby, 1976) and how individ
 uals choose a referent (Kulik and Ambrose,
 1992). Additions and elaborations to equity
 theory have attempted to explain contradictory
 assertions that relative deprivation occurs when
 the individual perceives the feasibility of attaining
 the desired outcome is low (Gurr, 1970) or high
 (Crosby, 1976). For example, Folger (1986)
 developed a Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT)
 according to which an individual will experience
 relative deprivation only if he or she could
 imagine a different and more favorable alterna
 tive to the one outcome obtained.

 Explanations for why procedural justice effects
 occur have evolved around two explanations.
 First, from a self-interest point of view, proce
 dural justice effects occur because individuals feel
 that control over organizational processes
 increases the chances of securing a more favor
 able outcome. That is, procedural justice effects
 occur only because procedural justice is more
 likely to ensure favorable outcomes (greater
 perceived distributive justice) (Tyler, 1987). The
 second explanation for the procedural justice
 effects is the group-value model which in
 contrast to the self-interest model outlined above

 posits that procedural justice effects occur
 because people are committed to their organiza
 tions/groups, value their membership, and there
 fore, also value the rules and procedures enacted
 by that group (Conlon, 1993). This model also
 states that "people expect an organization to* use
 neutral decision-making procedures enacted by
 trustworthy authorities so that, over time, all
 group members will benefit fairly from being
 members of the group (Tyler, 1989, p. 837)."

 Regardless of the explanation why procedural
 justice effects occur, the central thesis in organi
 zational research is that the perceived fairness of
 the procedures used affect reactions over and
 beyond the perceived fairness of the actual
 outcomes. A corollary to this thesis can be
 postulated that the true score correlation (i.e., the
 construct level relationship) between perceptions
 of procedural justice and perceptions of distrib
 utive justice is less than one.

 To determine whether the outcome-control

 model (i.e., self-interest) or the process-control
 model (i.e., the group value model) explains why
 procedural justice effects occur, we need to
 compare the variance reduction ratios of distrib
 utive justice partialled out of procedural
 justice-dependent variable (e.g., satisfaction,
 commitment) correlations versus procedural
 justice partialled out of distributive justice-orga
 nizational outcome correlations. The variance
 reduction ratio (Chen and Spector, 1991) is the
 ratio of the difference between the square of the
 zero order correlation and the square of the first
 order partial correlation to the square of the zero
 order correlation. The variance reduction ratio

 indicates the reduction in variance explained due
 to partialling out a third variable (i.e., procedural
 or distributive justice) in predicting the depen
 dent variable from either procedural or distribu
 tive justice.

 If procedural justice is valued because of the
 control it gives over outcomes (e.g., Shapiro,
 1993), then the partial correlations between
 procedural justice and organizational outcomes
 with distributive justice partialled out will
 evidence greater reduction (compared to the zero
 order correlation) than the partial correlations
 between distributive justice and organizational
 outcomes with procedural justice partialled out.
 If on the other hand, procedural justice is valued
 for the process control provided, then the partial
 correlations between distributive justice and
 organizational outcomes with procedural justice
 partialled out will show greater reduction
 (compared to the zero order correlation) than the
 partial correlations between procedural justice
 and organizational outcomes with distributive
 justice partialled out. The extent to which the
 partial correlation is lower than the zero order
 correlation is indexed by the variance reduction
 ratio. Note however, we are not saying that the
 two processes are mutually exclusive. By com
 paring the variance reduction ratio when proce
 dural justice is partialled out of distributive
 justice-organizational outcome correlations, with
 the variance reduction ratio when distributive

 justice is partialled out of procedural justice
 organizational outcomes correlations, we test the
 importance of the two processes by which
 procedural justice effects are manifested.
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 In this paper, we used psychometric meta
 analysis (Hunter and Schmidt, 1990) to cumulate
 results across studies reporting a correlation
 between perceptions of procedural justice and
 distributive justice. The pattern of correlations
 between procedural justice with other variables
 (e.g., organizational commitment, job satisfac
 tion) and the pattern of correlations between
 distributive justice with dependent variables are
 also examined. We chose the dependent variables
 that reflect both employee attitudes as well as
 variables that are indicative of success. Both
 satisfaction and organizational commitment are
 two widely studied employee attitudes (cf. Judge,
 Parker et al., 2001). In fact Judge et al. (2001)
 report that in a literature search of the Psychlnfo
 database, over 7000 studies have investigated job
 satisfaction since 1973. Judge et al. state that job
 satisfaction (1) may be the most widely
 researched topic in organizational sciences, (2)
 occupies a central role in several theories and
 models of individual attitudes, and (3) job satis
 faction research has the potential practical
 application for the enhancement of individual
 lives and organizational effectiveness. Similarly

 work commitment is a central topic in organi
 zational behavior.

 In addition to employee attitudes (job satis
 faction and commitment), we also explored the
 effects of justice perceptions on variables indica
 tive of performance in organizations. Individual
 job performance is of importance to every orga
 nization. Therefore, we investigated the effects of
 justice perceptions on productivity measures.
 Productivity refers to the quantity or volume of
 work produced, and could be measured by uti
 lizing ratings or counts of output produced.
 Organizational citizenship behaviors include
 evaluatable behaviors valued by the organization
 but that which does not contribute directly to
 the core activities of the organization (Organ and

 Ryan, 1995).
 Observing the true score correlation between

 procedural and distributive justice focuses on the
 internal construct validity of the justice construct

 whereas comparing the pattern of correlations of
 procedural and distributive justice with other
 constructs explores the cross-structure of the two
 aspects of the organizational justice construct

 with measures of other constructs (Nunnally,
 1978). The hypotheses tested in this paper can
 be summarized as:

 Hypothesis 1: The estimated true score corre
 lation between procedural justice and dis
 tributive justice will be less than one (i.e.,
 there will be substantial unique variance
 associated with the two facets of justice).

 Hypothesis 2: The pattern of true score corre
 lations between procedural justice and dis
 tributive justice with work attitudes and
 behaviors will be different. Specifically,

 Hypothesis 2a: The correlation between pro
 cedural justice and organizational commit
 ment will be higher than the correlation
 between distributive justice and organiza
 tional commitment.

 Hypothesis 2b: The correlation between pro
 cedural justice and organizational citizen
 ship behavior will be higher than the
 correlation between distributive justice and
 organizational citizenship behavior.

 Hypothesis 2c: The correlation between dis
 tributive justice and productivity will be
 higher than the correlation between proce
 dural justice and productivity.

 Hypothesis 2d: The correlation between dis
 tributive justice and job satisfaction will be
 higher than the correlation between proce
 dural justice and job satisfaction.

 Hypothesis 3: The variance reduction ratio
 when procedural justice is partialled out of
 distributive justice-work attitudes/behaviors
 correlations will be higher than the variance
 reduction ratio when distributive justice is
 partialled out of procedural justice-work
 attitudes/behaviors correlations.

 Method

 A literature search was conducted both elec
 tronically, using the PsycINFO database, and
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 manually, using Psychological Abstracts. We also
 used a snowballing procedure. With a snow
 balling procedure, we scanned the references
 included in the located articles to identify other
 relevant articles. Studies were included if they
 provided at least one correlation between pro
 cedural justice or distributive justice and any
 outcome variable, or if they supplied the corre
 lation between procedural justice and distributive
 justice. The keywords used in the electronic
 literature search were distributive justice, proce
 dural justice, organizational citizenship behavior,
 organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and
 productivity. The list of studies included in the
 meta-analyses can be obtained by writing to us.

 The Hunter-Schmidt interactive psychometric
 meta-analysis (1990) procedure was used. Artifact
 distributions were used to correct for unreliability
 in the two measures correlated because individual

 corrections are not possible. A total of nine
 separate meta-analyses were conducted on the
 correlations between procedural justice with
 distributive justice, and procedural or distributive
 justice separately with each of the four depen
 dent variables: organizational commitment, job
 satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors,
 and productivity.
 Meta-analysis is usually used to cumulate the

 relationship between two variables reported in
 different studies that collected empirical data to
 assess that relationship. (Meta-analysis can be used
 to cumulate the relationship between more than
 two variables as long as the same set of variables
 is studied in all studies being cumulated.) The
 relationship can be indexed by any statistic (a cor
 relation, proportion, standardized mean differ
 ences). Although the principles are the same, the
 actual formula used (especially to correct for bias
 and errors such as unreliability in measurement)
 differ depending on the statistic to be cumulated.

 Consider the case we are interested in the
 correlation between two variables, X and Y. Let
 us also assume that the "true" correlation
 between the two variables is p. (Of course, the
 researcher does not know this value.) The
 researcher estimates this correlation based on the

 X and Y scores obtained from a sample of N
 respondents. Let the estimated value be denoted
 as "r". If the researcher were to repeat this

 estimation process (either obtaining X and Y
 scores from the same N individuals again or more
 likely, from another sample of N subjects from
 the same population), the estimated correlation

 will differ from the value of "r" previously esti
 mated. This variation is due to sampling error
 and is given by the formula (1 - ?)2/(N ? 1).

 In addition to the effects of sampling error, the
 estimated correlation is affected by several arti
 facts such as unreliability in the measures of X
 and Y, range restriction in the measures, etc. For
 simplicity, assume that there is no sampling error
 (i.e., very large sample sizes used). If rxx and ryy
 represent the reliability of the X and Y measures
 respectively, then the observed (i.e., estimated)
 correlation is biased downwards compared to the
 "true" or corrected correlation. Nunnally (1978)
 provides the attenuation correction formula,
 where the corrected correlation is r/^lrxxryy.

 Now consider a hypothetical case where the
 correlation between Xand Y is 0.50. If researcher

 A measures X and Y with reliability 0.91 and
 0.90, the correlation that researcher A will
 observe (i.e., estimate) is 0.45. If another
 Researcher, say B, were to estimate this rela
 tionship but used more unreliable measures (e.g.,
 0.64 and 0.70 for X and Y measures, respec
 tively), then the estimated correlation will be
 0.33. Note that in our hypothetical example,
 both researchers estimated their values without

 sampling error. That is, we have presented the
 arguments as though they had infinite sample
 sizes. Without considering sampling error, note
 that the two researchers were attempting to

 measure the same "true" correlation of 0.50, but
 due to differences in the reliability of measures they
 used, they estimated (i.e., observed) different
 values (0.45 and 0.33, respectively).

 The above hypothetical example illustrates
 certain issues that a reviewer of the literature
 should be aware of. First, differences in the esti

 mated correlations across studies may be due to
 sampling error. Second, differences can also be
 caused by differences in artifacts (e.g., unreliability
 in the measures correlated) across studies. Further,
 these artifacts, unlike sampling error, will sys
 tematically lower the absolute magnitude of the
 correlation. In a meta-analysis, the reviewer can
 correct for these biasing effects, and mitigate the
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 effects of sampling error (since the combined
 sample size across studies being cumulated is
 larger than that in individual studies - and
 sampling variability decreases as sample size
 increases).

 Also important to note is that the illustrative
 example above merely indicates the effects of
 artifacts. In reality, a reviewer using meta-analysis
 does not know the true value in the beginning
 (0.50 in the above example). What is done is to

 work backwards. The reviewer can obtain the
 estimated (i.e., observed) correlations, the asso
 ciated sample sizes, reliability of measures, range
 restriction in the measures, etc. It is also possible
 that many studies may not report artifact infor

 mation such as reliability of measures used. The
 meta-analyst forms a distribution of each artifact
 values (e.g., all rxx values from the different studies
 that report them are grouped into one set). The
 sample size weighted average correlation is
 computed (using the sample size and correlations
 reported in individual studies) and the mean of
 the artifact values are computed (average all rxx
 values, all ryy values, etc.). The mean artifact
 values are used to correct the sample size
 weighted average correlation across studies to
 obtain an estimate of the "true" correlation, p
 (0.50 in the above example).
 Armed with an estimate of the true correla

 tion, the meta-analyst can then inquire as to how
 much variability can exist in the observed cor
 relations due to differences in the artifacts across

 studies. For example, if the correlation between
 X and Y was p, what will be the observed cor
 relations when different values of rxx (found in
 the different studies) were used? The variability
 across these correlations is the variability caused
 by differences in rxx across studies. Similarly, the
 meta-analyst can estimate the variability due to
 other artifacts. Here the meta-analyst corrects
 each artifact sequentially (individually). This is
 called the non-interactive method of meta
 analysis. In an alternate approach, the meta
 analyst can also combine the different artifacts,
 and for each combination estimate the observed

 correlation for the given p. (Thus, if there are 5
 values of rxx and 5 values of ryy, then there will
 be 25 combinations, and 25 observed correlations
 are possible given a value of p.) The variability

 of these correlations is then subtracted from the

 observed variability. This alternate approach is
 the interactive methods of meta-analysis (e.g.,
 interactions among artifacts are taken into
 account).

 To summarize, starting from observed corre
 lations that vary across studies and biased down

 wards by several artifacts, the meta-analyst
 estimates the true correlation, subtracts the
 variability caused by artifacts from the observed
 variability and estimates the true variability. If the
 true variability is large or substantial, the meta
 analyst can investigate whether the correlation
 between X and Y variables are moderated by
 other variables.

 Results

 In our study most of the reliability estimates were
 internal consistency measures; a few being test
 retest estimates over relatively short periods of
 time. The mean of the square root of the
 reliability estimates for measures of procedural
 justice, distributive justice, organizational com
 mitment, job satisfaction, and organizational
 citizenship behavior were 0.94, 0.92, 0.92, 0.93,
 and 0.91, respectively. We assumed a reliability
 estimate of 0.80 for productivity measures. Given
 that most of the reliability estimates were internal
 consistency measures, the magnitudes are high;
 the difference between the estimated true score
 correlations and the observed correlations are not

 as high as in many other meta-analyses reported
 in the literature.

 Table I presents the results of the nine meta
 analyses. Consistent with prior qualitative
 reviews, the correlations between procedural
 justice and work attitudes and behaviors as well
 as the correlations between distributive justice
 and work attitudes and behaviors are generally
 high and positive. The standard deviation of the
 true score correlations are low, indicating that
 regardless of the situation and setting the rela
 tionships between measures of justice (procedural
 or distributive) and dependent variables are
 positive and substantial.

 The estimated true score correlation between

 procedural justice and distributive justice was
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 TABLE I
 Results of meta-Analyses

 Relationships  N  K  SDr  SDn

 1. Procedural-distributive justice 4,696 16 0.57 0.08 0.66 0.07
 2. Procedural justice-commitment 2,112 7 0.47 0.11 0.54 0.12
 3. Procedural justice-job satisfaction 4,237 9 0.31 0.11 0.36 0.11
 4. Procedural justice-OCB 1,720 8 0.24 0.08 0.28 0.06
 5. Procedural justice-productivity 416 2 0.16 0.11 0.19 0.11
 6. Distributive justice-commitment 1,399 6 0.37 0.14 0.43 0.15
 7. Distributive justice-job satisfaction 3,426 8 0.30 0.10 0.35 0.10
 8. Distributive justice-OCB 1,452 8 0.15 0.09 0.18 0.07
 9. Distributive justice-productivity 416 2 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.03

 Note. N = total sample size across all samples; K = number of correlations; rmean = sample size weighted mean
 observed correlation; SDr = sample size weighted observed standard deviation; p = estimated true score corre
 lation; SDp = standard deviation of the estimated true score correlation.

 0.66. Each aspect (procedural and distributive) of
 justice loaded 0.82 on an underlying general
 factor of justice. Yet, though highly correlated,
 the two facets are not perfectly interchangeable
 or identical measures of the same construct.
 The ratio of unique (specific to each facet)
 to common (to both facets) variance is about
 40%. Thus, support for the first hypothesis is
 inferred.

 The correlation between procedural justice
 and organizational commitment was higher than
 that between distributive justice and organiza
 tional commitment (0.54 vs. 0.43). Similarly, the
 correlation between procedural justice and
 organizational citizenship behaviors was higher
 than the correlation between distributive justice
 and organizational citizenship behavior (0.28 vs.
 0.18). However, the correlation between distrib
 utive justice and job satisfaction was not higher
 than the correlation between procedural justice
 and job satisfaction (0.35 vs. 0.36). Finally, the
 correlation between distributive justice and
 productivity was lower than the correlation
 between procedural justice and productivity (0.10
 vs. 0.19). Thus, hypotheses 2a and 2b were sup
 ported whereas hypotheses 2c and 2d were not.
 Hence, procedural justice was associated to a
 greater extent than distributive justice with orga
 nizational commitment, organizational citizen
 ship behaviors and productivity. Distributive and

 procedural justice correlated similarly with job
 satisfaction.

 Table II reports the partial correlations and the
 variance reduction ratios. Columns 2-5 identify
 the four dependent variables, first two rows
 present the zero order and partial correlations
 (and variance reduction ratios in parentheses)

 with procedural justice. The last two rows present
 the zero order and partial correlations (and
 variance reduction ratios) with distributive
 justice. Comparing the second and the forth rows
 of the table enables a discussion of the impor
 tance of the two justice constructs being studied
 here - procedural and distributive justice. For
 example, if the variance reduction ratio is higher
 when procedural justice is partialled out, it
 implies that procedural justice plays a much more
 important role than distributive justice in
 explaining variance in work attitudes and behav
 iors examined here. Of course such an outcome

 does not imply that managers should spend more
 time publicizing procedural justice and not worry
 at all about outcome fairness. All it implies is that
 given time and resource constraints, managers
 should pay more attention to procedural justice
 issues.

 A review of the partial correlations and
 variance reduction ratios indicate that partialling
 out distributive justice from the correlations
 between procedural justice and dependent
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 TABLE II
 Partial correlations and variance reduction ratios

 Relationships  Criteria

 Commitment Job satisfaction  OCB Productivity

 Procedural justice correlations with .

 (Procedural Justice-Criteria r's)/
 Distributive Justice partialled out

 Distributive justice correlations with

 (Distributive Justice-Criteria r's)/
 Procedural Justice partialled out

 0.54
 0.38

 (50.5%)
 0.43
 0.12

 (92.2%)

 0.36
 0.18

 (75%)
 0.35
 0.16

 (79.1%)

 0.28
 0.22

 (38.3%)
 0.18

 -0.01
 (100%)

 0.19
 0.17

 (19.9%)
 0.10

 -0.03
 (100%)

 Note: Variance reduction ratios are provided within parentheses.

 variables has less of an effect (average variance
 reduction ratio was 46.3%) than when procedural
 justice is partialled out from the correlations
 between distributive justice and dependent
 variables (average variance reduction ratio was
 92.8%). Relationships between distributive
 justice and work attitudes and behaviors appear
 to be largely or fully mediated by procedural
 justice perceptions. As anticipated (Hypothesis 3),
 procedural justice seems to be valued more
 because of the control it provides over the
 processes (the group value model; Conlon, 1993)
 than because of the control it provides over
 outcomes (Shapiro, 1993). Again to reiterate, the
 two mechanisms need not be mutually exclusive;
 that the average variance reduction ratio differs
 by a factor of two merely suggests that one
 mechanism is more important than the other.

 Another interesting point to note is that
 besides the high correlation between procedural
 and distributive justice, we find high correlations
 between justice perceptions (both procedural and
 distributive) and subjective, attitudinal constructs
 of commitment as well as satisfaction. These
 results suggest that different variables of interest
 to organizational researchers such as commit

 ment, satisfaction, perceptions of fairness are
 closely linked to one another. This is consistent

 with the findings of Organ and Ryan (1995, p.
 794) that there is a general morale factor in
 organizations (akin to the general factor of
 intelligence) that reflects a basic psychological

 State reflecting an evaluation of the "goodness"
 of the workplace.

 Discussion

 Organizational researchers have increasingly
 emphasized the role of organizational justice in
 personnel management (e.g., Folger, 1987). A
 plethora of studies have been conducted in
 various settings and the empirical results gener
 ally support the conclusion that organizational
 justice results in several outcomes of interest to
 organizations (and individuals alike). Theoretical
 models (with some conflicting or competing
 mechanisms) have been postulated to explicate
 the psychological process mechanisms that could
 explain the observed correlations. In this paper,
 we meta-analytically cumulated the existing
 empirical results in this area.

 The results of the analyses reported in this
 paper indicate that procedural justice and dis
 tributive justice, though highly correlated, have
 a substantial unique variance associated with
 them. Individuals seem to appreciate procedural
 justice more because procedural justice provides
 control over processes than because of the expec
 tation that procedural justice provides control
 over outcomes. Finally, the pattern of correla
 tions with variables such as productivity, job
 satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
 organizational citizenship behaviors, indicated
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 that procedural justice is more closely related to
 work attitudes and behaviors than distributive
 justice. However, as the number of correlations
 in some categories (i.e., the cells meta-analyzed)
 are small, inferences remain tentative.

 Given the relatively recent origins of the field
 of organizational justice research, a justified
 objection to this meta-analytic cumulation that
 it (this meta-analytic cumulation) is premature
 could be raised. However, meta-analytic cumu
 lations serve two purposes (Schmidt, 1992): (a)
 to resolve conflicting findings and establish the
 true score correlation between constructs; and (b)
 to identify lacuna in existing literature where
 future research efforts need to be directed to
 gather empirical data, to enunciate more appro
 priate theoretical models and constructs, and to
 refine existing models and constructs. As such,
 the argument that this area is not ripe for meta
 analyses merely translates to mean that the results
 reported in this paper have to be tentative infer
 ences; more empirical research is needed to infer
 robust and definitive conclusions. However, the
 value of this manuscript in summarizing the
 existing literature and identifying existing lacuna
 is not diminished because of the small number of
 correlations. In other words, the value of this

 manuscript lies more in the process control this
 review affords researchers than in the definitive

 ness of the outcomes (i.e., the true score corre
 lations) reported.

 In summary, the results of this study indicate
 that perceptions of organizational justice is linked
 to several organizationally relevant and important
 outcomes. Procedural and distributive justice,
 although highly correlated, had substantial
 unique variance. Procedural justice appears to be
 more highly related to work attitudes and behav
 iors than distributive justice. In a rapidly global
 izing economy, where it is more difficult to
 develop specific rules and regulations for each
 instance, managers need to consider the impor
 tance of generating ethical climates where per
 ceptions of justice are carefully developed.
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