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This study aimed to verify the interactive effects of supervisory
and organizational justice on supervisory (satisfaction with
supervisor and trust in leadership) and organization-oriented
outcomes (perceived psychological contract fulfillment
and organizational citizenship behavior). The results of
combined polynomial regression with response surface
methodology confirmed that the positive interaction
effects of justice sources on all measured outcomes are the
most pronounced in situations when employees perceive
treatment from both sources as fair. However, the effects
of the degree and direction of misalignment between
sources of justice reflect variously, given the observed
outcomes and justice types. Interestingly, if one source is
seen as fair and the other as unfair, most often it results
in a more negative outcome than in a situation when both
sources are perceived as unfair, regardless of target
similarity. The obtained results highlight the need for
increasing the congruence between organizational systems
and supervisors' activities in human resource management
processes.
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INTRODUCTION
People in different life roles want to be treated fairly, espe-
cially in their workplace. Fairness in the organizational con-
text refers to the employee's perceptions of justice in organi-
zations along with their behavioral, cognitive and emotional
reactions (Greenberg, 2011). Organizational justice involves
three different elements: distributive, procedural and interac-
tional. Distributive justice relates to the rules applied by em-
ployees to determine the fairness of outcomes distribution (Cro-
panzano & Folger, 1989). This includes rules of equity (Adams,
1965), equality, and need (Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976).
Procedural justice relates to the fairness of procedures used to
define those outcomes. Those procedures should be consis-
tent, unbiased, accurate, correctable, representative and mor-
ally acceptable (Leventhal, 1976). Interactional justice assumes
the fairness of interpersonal treatment relating to the organi-
zational procedures (McDowall & Fletcher, 2004). It involves
the way of communicating the information (accurate, sincere
and thorough explanations for decisions made) and whether
the individuals influenced by a decision were treated with
politeness, dignity and respect (Bies & Moag, 1986).

Traditionally, researchers have studied the employee's
individual perceptions of justice and their effects on individ-
ual outcomes. Those individual level justice perceptions are
related to a broad range of organizationally important out-
comes: attitudes towards job, leaders and organization, moti-
vation and performance at work, organizational citizenship
and counterproductive behavior, stress and mental health
(e.g., Bartle & Hays, 1999; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Cropanzano,
Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001).

Also, it has been shown that employees not only consid-
er the different types of justice (i.e., distributive, procedural,
and interactional) but also consider the agent or source of the
situation that is perceived as (un)fair (Cropanzano et al., 2001;
Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002).
Multiple sources of justice have been studied within this area,
including supervisors (Liao & Rupp, 2005; Masterson, Lewis,
Goldman, & Taylor, 2000), the organization as a whole (Col-
quitt & Shaw, 2005; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002), co-workers
(Colquitt, 2004; Donovan, Drasgow, & Munson, 1998), and cus-
tomers (Rupp, McCance, Spencer, & Sonntag, 2008; Wang,
Liao, Zhan, & Shi, 2011). Multi-foci perspective is deeply root-
ed in social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). In addition, Lavelle
and colleagues' (2007) target similarity model argues that em-
ployees may also hold unique and multiple social exchange
relationships with different sources of justice. The model as-616



sumes that when treated fairly by a particular source, a social
exchange relationship may develop between the employee
and that exact source. Furthermore, attitudes and behavioral
reactions are formed not in a general way, but with reciproc-
ity, back toward the source. Thus, supervisory justice percep-
tions would be expected to be more predictive of satisfaction
with one's supervisor and organizational citizenship behav-
iors directed at the supervisors, than global satisfaction/cit-
izenship, or attitudes/behaviors directed at a different source
(Rupp & Paddock, 2010).

Furthermore, recent meta-analysis results (Rupp, Shao,
Jones, & Liao, 2014) showed that structuring justice by source
(the supervisor and the organization) could explain more var-
iance in employee attitudes and behaviors directed toward
the source than does structuring by justice type. Moreover,
this study gave support to the target similarity model, show-
ing that social exchange with a source mediates multi-foci
effects.

Multi-foci research and theory focus on main and medi-
ating effects of different sources of justice on employee reac-
tions. As such, little is known about the potential for joint,
interactional effects of different sources on employee atti-
tudes and behaviors. There are barely a few recent studies that
explicitly examined the possibility of those effects (Lavelle,
Rupp, Manegold, & Thorton, in press). For example, Price,
Lavelle, Henley, Cocchiara, and Buchanan (2006) found that
it only took one source acting unfairly at any stage of a deci-
sion process to negatively influence following reactions.
Rupp, Bashshur, and Liao (2007) presented evidence of an ad-
verse effect of misalignment between supervisory and orga-
nizational justice climate on employees' reactions. According
to Rupp et al. (2014), the possibility of detected multi-foci
interactive effects is intriguing and the literature could bene-
fit from more research in this area.

In line with that, the aim of this study is to verify the in-
teractive (cross-foci) effects of supervisory and organizational
(distributive, procedural and interactional) justice on differ-
ent outcomes: supervisory satisfaction, trust in leadership,
perceived psychological contract fulfillment and organizational
citizenship behavior directed towards organization.

Supervisory satisfaction and trust in leadership have both
been considered as supervisor-related outcomes. They should
primarily depend on supervisory justice as compared to orga-
nizational justice, due to the target similarity model. Research
has found that perceptions of supervisory justice predict sat-
isfaction with supervision (e.g., Liao & Rupp, 2005; Masterson
et al., 2000). Also, studies on building trust in the supervisor617
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show that justice perceptions are a significant factor in this
process (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; DeConinck, 2010). Fur-
thermore, psychological contract fulfillment and organiza-
tional citizenship behavior toward the organization are both
considered as organization-related outcomes. Therefore, they
should in a larger extent depend on organizational justice.
Perceptions of organizational justice are considered as an im-
portant factor for the experience of the psychological contract
breach (e.g., Epitropaki, 2013; Morrison & Robinson, 1997), as
well as for employees' drift to engage in OCB (Cohen-Charash,
& Spector, 2001; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002).

According to our knowledge, interactive effects of differ-
ent sources of justice on employees' trust in leadership and
their estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment have
not been investigated yet. Neither have the interactive effects
of multi-foci types of justice (i.e. distributive, procedural and
interactional) on these four outcomes been considered simul-
taneously.

First, we propose that the prediction of all the outcomes
(either in a positive or negative direction), will be the most pro-
nounced when the perceptions of (distributive, procedural and
interactional) justice coming from different sources (supervi-
sor and organization) are aligned (both of them entirely fair
or unfair).

Justification for this hypothesis can be gathered from the
theory of congruence in organizational research: studies of P-O
fit (e.g., Edwards, 1994), performance ratings (e.g., Johnson &
Ferstl, 1999), or supervisory vs. organizational support (e.g.,
Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003). For example, researches have
shown the theoretical value of perceived incongruence be-
tween supervisory and organizational support. Employees could
have difficulties bonding with an organization when they are
uncertain whether the supervisor and organization will show
consistency in support, including which behaviors they might
reward and value (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003). Also, in the
framework of organizational justice literature, consistency of
justice types (within the same foci) is found to be meaningful.
Studies have shown that the strongest negative reactions to
injustice occur when the individual perceives both unfair out-
comes (distributive injustice) and unfair procedures (proce-
dural injustice), while the strongest positive reactions most
likely occur when outcomes and procedures are both seen as
fair (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Folger & Konovsky, 1989;
Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).

Second, based on the target similarity model, we propose
that supervisor oriented outcomes (supervisory satisfaction
and trust in leadership) will be more sensitive to supervisory
(distributive, procedural and interactional) justice, while or-618
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ganization oriented outcomes (psychological contract fulfill-
ment and organizational citizenship behavior toward organi-
zation) will be more related to organizational justice.

METHOD

Participants
Data was collected from a convenient sample of 673 employ-
ees, recruited from 32 Croatian organizations that represent a
variety of diverse industries (e.g., public and private sector, man-
ufacturing, service), departments (e.g., accounting, produc-
tion, personnel), and organizational levels [e.g., ranging from
workers (48%), experts (33%), first-line supervisors (11%) to
middle managers (8%)]. The gender composition of the sample
was 42% male and 58% female. Slightly more than 70% of the
employees are in the category up to 50 years of age, and the
vast majority of participants (86%) has more than five years of
work experience in the current organization.

Instruments
Multi-foci justice measure
Multi-foci justice measure (Jakopec & Sušanj, 2014) was used
to assess employees' perceptions of (distributive, procedural
and interactional) justice in the workplace, taking into ac-
count the source of perceived fairness (the superior manager
and the organization as a whole). The questionnaire contains
a total of 30 items, of which 15 items intended to measure su-
pervisory distributive, procedural and interactional justice and
the same 15 items (with the variation of justice source only)
were used to measure three organizational justice dimensions.
Within each source, five items measured each of the three jus-
tice dimensions. Items were presented in Likert-type format
with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (com-
pletely agree). Six models were tested and compared within
confirmatory factor analysis in order to determine the best-fit-
ting one. Results of CFA confirmed that the most appropriate
model is the one that consists of six latent factors, which means
that it takes into account the three-dimensionality of both jus-
tice sources (χ² [df = 390; N = 673]= 1200.9, p < 0.001; NC = 3.1;
CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.93; AGFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.92; PGFI = 0.77;
RMSEA = 0.06; AIC = 1410.9). Composite scores were defined
as mean values of all item estimations for each justice dimen-
sion, with higher scores indicating higher perceived supervi-
sory/organizational justice for each of the three justice types.
Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the three types of perceived
supervisory justice were 0.93 for distributive (PSJ-D), 0.88 for
procedural (PSJ-P), and 0.89 for interactional justice (PSJ-I).
Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the three types of perceived619



organizational justice were 0.90 for distributive (POJ-D), 0.84
for procedural (POJ-P), and 0.87 for interactional justice (POJ-I).
An example of items are My supervisor/organization rewards me
fairly given the effort I put in my work for supervisory/organiza-
tional distributive justice; My supervisor/organization uses objec-
tive procedures when evaluating my job performance for supervisory/
organizational procedural justice and My supervisor/organization
respects me for supervisory/organizational interactional justice.

Supervisory satisfaction
Supervisory satisfaction, a 6 item subscale, adjusted from Greg-
son's (1987) Job satisfaction questionnaire, was used to assess
employees' supervisory satisfaction (SS). Items were present-
ed in Likert-type format with a scale ranging from 1 (complete-
ly disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Composite score was
defined as a mean value of all 6 item estimations, with a higher
score indicating higher supervisory satisfaction. Cronbach's
alpha coefficient for supervisory satisfaction was 0.79. An ex-
ample of items is My superior does his job well.

Trust in leadership
Trust in leadership (adjusted from Marlowe & Nyhan, 1992)
was used to measure subordinates' trust in their supervisor
(TL). The scale contains 7 items, presented in Likert-type for-
mat with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5
(completely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean
value of all 7 item estimations, with a higher score indicating
higher trust in leadership. Cronbach's alpha coefficient for trust
in leadership was 0.89. An example of items is My supervisor
can make good decisions and judgments.

Psychological contract fulfillment
Psychological contract fulfillment (scale adjusted from Robin-
son, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994) was used to assess employees'
estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment (PCF).
The scale contains 7 items, presented in Likert-type format
with a scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (com-
pletely agree). Composite score was defined as a mean value
of all 7 item estimations, with a higher score indicating higher
estimation of the psychological contract fulfillment. Cron-
bach's alpha coefficient for psychological contract fulfillment
was 0.77. An example of items is My employer provided me a
high pay.

Organizational citizenship behavior
Organizational citizenship behavior (adjusted from Coleman
& Borman (2000) Organizational Citizenship Performance scale)
was used to assess employees' organizational citizenship be-
havior towards organization (OCB-O). The scale contains 12620
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items, presented in Likert-type format with a scale ranging
from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Com-
posite score was defined as a mean value of all 12 item esti-
mations, with a higher score indicating higher employees'
organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization.
Cronbach's alpha coefficient for organizational citizenship
behavior towards the organization was 0.79. An example of
items is I was promoting and defending my organization.

Procedure and analysis
The research was conveyed in larger or smaller groups at the
employee's organization. It lasted about 30 minutes. Partici-
pation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Data was
analyzed using a combined polynomial regression and response
surface method approach. The step-by-step procedure sug-
gested by Shanock, Baran, Gentry, Pattison, & Heggestad
(2010, 2014) was strictly followed and applied: we (1) inspect-
ed how many participants have discrepancies between the
two predictors, (2) ran polynomial regression in SPSS and cal-
culated the surface values (details are presented in the Note
of Table 3), (3) graphed the results in Excel and finally (4) in-
terpreted the surface values and graph.

We applied common form of the equation to test for rela-
tionships using polynomial regression:

Z = b0+ b1X+b2Y+b3X²+b4XY+b5Y2+e;
where Z is the outcome variable, X is first predictor (PSJ

dimension in this case), and Y is the second predictor (POJ
dimension in this case). Rather than directly interpreting the
results from the polynomial regression analysis, the coeffi-
cients from the analysis are used to consider what is named
the "response surface pattern" (Edwards, 1994; Shanock et al.,
2010, 2014) which is graphed to produce a three-dimensional
visual representation of the data to support the interpreta-
tion, as suggested by Shanock et al. (2010, 2014).

We used SPSS Syntax and Excel spreadsheet provided from
authors (Shanock et al., 2010, 2014) for calculating and graph-
ing the results.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and correlations
The descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all var-
iables measured are shown in Table 1.

As expected, the correlations between all predictor and out-
come variables were moderately to highly positive and signifi-
cant, although the correlations between supervisory and orga-
nizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice and
OCB-O were lower comparing to other outcome variables.621
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Descriptive
statistics Correlations

M SD α 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 Distributive supervisory
justice 2.75 1.01 0.93 0.67 0.69 0.83 0.67 0.71 0.60 0.64 0.78 0.16

2 Procedural supervisory
justice 3.17 0.92 0.88 - 0.85 0.63 0.80 0.76 0.78 0.81 0.66 0.28

3 Interactional supervisory
justice 3.23 0.95 0.89 - 0.61 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.82 0.66 0.28

4 Distributive organizational
justice 2.74 0.99 0.90 - 0.68 0.74 0.55 0.53 0.77 0.20

5 Procedural organizational
justice 3.09 0.82 0.84 - 0.83 0.71 0.73 0.72 0.31

6 Interactional organizational
justice 3.05 0.89 0.87 - 0.69 0.67 0.74 0.30

7 Supervisory satisfaction 3.16 0.82 0.79 - 0.75 0.57 0.22
8 Trust in leadership 3.45 0.83 0.89 - 0.62 0.37
9 Psychological contract

fulfillment 2.83 0.77 0.77 - 0.30
10 OCB towards organization 3.89 0.52 0.79 -

N = 673, all correlations are significant at p < 0.01.

Descriptive information about the occurrence of justice discrepancies
Frequencies of the perceived supervisory justice (PSJ) levels
over, under, and in agreement with perceived organizational
justice (POJ) levels for all justice types are presented in Table
2. More than 30% of the sample has values of each type of PSJ
and POJ that are diverse from each other in one direction or
the other which is more than the satisfying 10% suggested by
Shanock et al. (2010) to conclude that exploring how discrep-
ancies between these justice sources related to outcome vari-
ables makes practical sense.

M M
Percentage (Supervisory) (Organizational)

Agreement groups D P I D P I D P I

PSJ more than POJ 15.8 19.2 24.7 3.25 3.60 3.62 2.33 2.72 2.69
In agreement 69.4 69.8 66.6 2.73 2.21 3.24 2.75 3.19 3.20
PSJ less than POJ 14.9 11.0 8.8 2.32 2.20 2.07 3.18 3.05 3.05

Note. N = 673. PSJ = perceived supervisory justice; POJ = perceived organizational justice;
D = distributive; P = procedural; I = interactional.

Results of polynomial regression and response surface analysis
Results of polynomial regression and response surface analy-
sis for all outcome variables are presented in Table 3.622

� TABLE 1
Means, standard
deviations, Cronbach
alpha coefficients and
correlations of all
variables measured

� TABLE 2
Frequencies of
perceived supervisory
justice (PSJ) levels over,
under, and in
agreement with
perceived
organizational justice
(POJ) levels



Because all types of PSJ and POJ are positively related to
all outcome variables (OV), when PSJ and POJ are in agree-
ment (i.e., employee's perceptions of each source of justice are
at essentially the same level), a linear relationship is pro-
posed. Thus, a significant positive slope of the line of perfect agree-
ment (a1) along with a non-significant curvature along the line of
perfect agreement (a2) as related to OV is expected. Further-623
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more, when PSJ is greater than POJ or vice versa, it is expect-
ed that OV will be lower than when the two justice sources
are in agreement and positive. More precisely, this proposi-
tion corresponds to an expectation of a significant negative
curvature along the line of incongruence (a4) as it relates to OV. Ad-
ditionally, due to target similarity effect (Lavelle et al., 2007),
the direction of discrepancy may differentially affect OV. For
example, PSJ may be more important than POJ to maintain-
ing SS and TL because these attitudinal outcomes are direct-
ed toward the supervisor, not the organization itself. More
precisely, this proposition corresponds to an expectation of a
significant positive slope of the line of incongruence (a3) as it relates
to SS and TL, and a significant negative slope of the line of incon-
gruence (a3) as it relates to PCF and OCB-O.

Effects of justice sources (mis)alignment on each outcome
will be individually clarified, due to the complexity of the
results.

Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedur-
al and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on supervisory satisfaction.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 1.

First surface plot in Figure 1 refers to the (mis)alignment
of distributive justice perceptions coming from different sour-
ces. The surface tests resulted in a significant positive a1 value
with a non-significant a2 value (see Table 3), suggesting that
SS improved as POJ-D and PSJ-D increased. This finding indi-
cates an additive model of multi-foci justice perceptions, where-624
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supervisory satisfaction



in SS is enhanced by both sources of distributive justice in
combination. The degree (a4) of discrepancy (misalignment) be-
tween PSJ-D and POJ-D in relation to the SS was insignificant,
meaning that the degree of discrepancy did not matter. The
significant and positive direction of discrepancy (a3) indicates
that SS is higher when the direction of the discrepancy is such
that PSJ-D is higher than POJ-D than vice versa. SS levels de-
creased less when the discrepancy was such that PSJ-D was
higher than POJ-D than when POJ-D was higher than PSJ-D.

Second and third surface plots in Figure 1 refer to the
(mis)alignment of procedural and interactional justice percep-
tions coming from different sources. They have the same ten-
dency of all a – value significance. Both surface plots resulted
in a significant positive a1, insignificant a2, significant positive
a3 and significant negative a4 values. Significant positive a1

values indicate that SS improved as PSJ-P and POJ-P, as well
as PSJ-I and POJ-I increased. Significantly negative a4 values
suggest that SS decreases more sharply as the degree of dis-
crepancy between PSJ-P and POJ-P, and between PSJ-I and
POJ-I, respectively, increases. The significant and positive
direction of discrepancy (a3) indicates that SS is higher when the
direction of the discrepancy is such that PSJ-P / PSJ-I is higher
than POJ-P / POJ-I than vice versa.

Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedur-
al and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on trust in leadership.
Response surface plots are shown in Figure 2.
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Regarding the TL, the surface tests resulted in significant
positive a1 values with insignificant a2 values (see Table 3), in
all three surface plots. These results suggest that TL is at the
highest level when the perceptions of justice from both sour-
ces are aligned and positive. This accounts for all three types
of justice perceptions. Also, all three surface plots have sig-
nificant and positive a3 values, which means that TL is higher
when the direction of the discrepancy is such that PSJ are
higher than the POJ (than vice versa), regardless of justice type.
Finally, only the surface plot which refers to the (mis)align-
ment of procedural justice perceptions coming from different
sources, has a significant and negative a4 value. This suggests
that TL decreases more sharply as the degree of discrepancy
between PSJ-P and POJ-P increases.

Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural
and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on psychological contract
fulfillment. Response surface plots are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3 demonstrates the effects of supervisory and or-
ganizational (distributive, procedural and interactional) jus-
tice (mis)alignment on PCF. All three surface plot tests repre-
sented in Figure 3 resulted in a significant positive a1, insig-
nificant a2, and significant negative a4 values. A significant
positive a1, along with insignificant a2 values, suggest that
PCF increases, as both POJ and PSJ increase. This applies to
all justice types. Additionally, all surface plots have a signifi-
cant and negative a4 value. This suggests that PCF decreases626
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more sharply as the degree of discrepancy between justice sour-
ces increases. Besides that, when it comes to the perceptions
of distributive justice, the direction of discrepancy does not
matter as much (the slope of the line of incongruence (a3) is in-
significant). However, in the case of procedural and interac-
tional justice, the direction of discrepancy matters a lot – the
slope of the line of incongruence (a3) is negative and significant.
PCF is far more positive when the direction of the discrepan-
cy is such that POJ is higher than PSJ (than vice versa).

Effects of supervisory and organizational (distributive, procedural
and interactional) justice (mis)alignment on OCB towards organi-
zation. Response surface plots are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4 shows the effects of supervisory and organiza-
tional (distributive, procedural and interactional) justice
(mis)alignment on OCB-O. Those three surface plots have
the same tendency of value significance, which means that the
results are consistent regardless of justice type. All of them
resulted in a significant positive a1, insignificant a2, insignifi-
cant a3 and significant negative a4 values. A significant posi-
tive a1 with insignificant a2 values, suggest that OCB-O en-
hanced, as POJ and PSJ increased. OCB-O is at the highest
level when justice perceptions of both sources are aligned
and positive. However, when justice sources are both nega-
tive and aligned, OCB-O is approximately equally high as when
justice sources are both positive and aligned. Additionally, all
surface plots have the significant and negative a4 value. These627
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results suggest that OCB-O decreased more sharply, as the
degree of discrepancy between perceptions of justice coming
from different sources increased. At the same time, the direc-
tion of discrepancy does not matter as much (insignificant a3 in
all three cases). OCB-O is at the lowest level when justice
sources are misaligned.

DISCUSSION
This study aimed to contribute to the existing literature by
clarifying the nature of interaction between two justice sources,
with regard to the different dimensions of justice. It sought to
verify the interactive effects of supervisory and organization-
al justice on supervisor and organization oriented outcomes.
The results gave only partial support to the assumptions.
Briefly, the results without exception confirm that the positive
interaction effects of all three dimensions of justice, on all
measured outcomes are most pronounced in situations when
employees perceive treatment from both sources as fair. Nev-
ertheless, the effects of the degree and direction of misalign-
ment between organizational and supervisory justice reflect
variously, given the observed outcomes and justice types.

The most relevant facet of job satisfaction for this study
is the satisfaction with the supervisor. Our results indicate
that employees are most unsatisfied with their supervisor
when they perceive the allocation of the resources (i.e., dis-
tributive justice) as completely unfair from both sources si-
multaneously. The negative effects of misalignment between
organizational and supervisory justice, when it comes to fair-
ness of outcomes allocation, occur only when the supervisor's
treatment is perceived as unfair, regardless of the fairness of
the organization. Regarding the fairness of procedures and
interpersonal treatment, employees are most unsatisfied with
their supervisor, not in a situation when both sources are
unfair, which was expected, but when the supervisor is per-
ceived as completely unfair, regardless of the fairness of the
organization. These findings are in line with the target simi-
larity model (Lavelle et al., 2007). However, in the situation
when the supervisor is perceived as completely fair while the
organization is perceived as unfair, employees' satisfaction with
him or her still significantly decreases, in comparison to the
situation when both sources are perceived as fair, reducing
the target similarity effect.

Trust is defined as a psychological state comprising a
willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expecta-
tions about the intentions or behavior of another (Rousseau,
Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Trust in supervisor has been
shown to impact in-role behavior, which directly benefits the
supervisor (Aryee et al., 2002). Studies showed that employ-628
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ees who trust their supervisors are more likely to display or-
ganizational citizenship behaviors (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994),
voluntarily accept supervisor's decisions and believe in the
legitimacy of their decisions (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996).
Considering distributive and interactional justice, our results
suggest that trust in leadership significantly decreases (and is
the lowest) in situations when employees perceive the super-
visors' allocation of outcomes or interpersonal treatment as
unfair. However, when the supervisor is perceived as entirely
fair, regardless of the level of organizational unfair treatment,
employees' trust is still very high, almost as high as when
both sources are perceived as fair, which gives strong support
to the target similarity model. Nevertheless, when it comes to
the fairness of procedures, things somewhat differ. Misalign-
ment of justice sources negatively affects employees' evalua-
tions of their supervisor. They show the lowest level of trust
in the supervision when the supervisor is perceived as unfair
while they simultaneously perceive the organization as fair,
even lower than in the situation when both sources are per-
ceived unfair, which is evidence of the target similarity effect.
However, when supervisors' procedures are perceived as com-
pletely fair, and at the same time organizational procedures
are perceived unfair, employees have significantly less trust
in the supervisor as compared to the situation when both
sources are fair. The psychological contract consists of the
beliefs that employees hold regarding the conditions and
terms of the exchange arrangement between themselves and
their organizations (Robinson et al., 1994). Specifically, they
are composed of obligations and promises that employees as-
sume their organization owes them and obligations and prom-
ises the employees believe they owe their organization in
return. When those promises are met, the psychological con-
tract can be described as being fulfilled, which is certainly
something to aim for. When an organization is meeting or
exceeding the employee's expectations, it creates in them feel-
ings of being valued and increases their trust. Employees in
that case are more prone to return with actions, which aim to
benefit the employee and the organization as a whole (Coyle-
-Shapiro & Kessler, 2002; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Turnley,
Bolino, Lester, & Bloodgood, 2003). A psychological contract
violation or breach exists when an employee perceives that
the organization has failed to answer its obligations to him or
her (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). Relating the fairness of pro-
cedures and interpersonal treatment, the results of this study
show that the degree of misalignment between two justice
sources negatively affects employees' estimations of the psy-
chological contract fulfillment, in both directions. However,
the strongest negative estimations occur when procedures629
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and interpersonal treatment coming from the organization
are perceived as unfair. With regard to the fairness of out-
comes allocation (distributive justice), the direction of mis-
alignment does not even matter; the negative effects of a mis-
alignment degree are very pronounced. In this case, the tar-
get similarity effect disappears.

Organizational citizenship behavior refers to a variety of
discretionary, extra-role behaviors that contribute to organi-
zational effectiveness but are not explicitly required (e.g., Le-
Pine et al., 2002; Organ, 1997). Organ (1997) suggested that
organizational citizenship behavior enhances the social and
psychological context that supports task performance, and
thus positively and indirectly contributes to organizational
effectiveness. It was shown that employees meaningfully dis-
criminate between the different targets when directing their
citizenship behaviors (e.g., Karriker & Williams, 2009; Willi-
ams & Anderson, 1991). Hence, citizenship research often re-
lies on the distinction between organizationally and interper-
sonally oriented citizenship behaviors (Williams & Anderson,
1991). When it comes to the organization oriented organiza-
tional citizenship behavior in this study, the results show a
surprising tendency across all justice types. The employees'
drift to engage in organizational citizenship behavior towards
the organization are almost the same (and very high), irre-
spective of whether both sources are perceived as fair, on un-
fair, as long as they are aligned. Misalignment of justice sour-
ces negatively affects employees' engagement in organiza-
tional citizenship behavior, regardless of the direction of mis-
alignment, which is not consistent with the target similarity
model.

In brief, the results gave only partial support to the target
similarity model. In most cases, interactive effects of justice
coming from different sources are very pronounced. These
findings of powerful interactive effects are consistent with
the results of previous research examining interactive effects
of multi-foci justice (e.g., Price et al., 2006; Rupp et al., 2007),
and with the P-O fit literature, as well. Also, Stapel and
Koomen (2001) argued that a variety of social judgment mod-
els assert that both the interpretation of a perceived target
stimulus and the comparison of this stimulus to a relevant
standard are important components of person impression
formation processes. Van den Bos (2002) extended Stapel and
Koomen's (2001) interpretation/comparison model to the do-
main of organizational justice. He found that people in orga-
nizations sometimes compare the outcomes they have re-
ceived to the procedures they have experienced. A result of
this comparison may be that contrasting effects are found.
Specifically, higher levels of procedural justice may lead to
more negative, not more positive, reactions of employees.630
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Similarly, the results of our study show that when comparing
different justice sources, the same contrasting effects may be
found. As suggested by Rupp et al. (2007), these findings can
be interpreted through the met expectations hypothesis (Wa-
nous, Stumpf, & Bedrosian, 1979). In the workplace, treatment
from one source of justice shapes employee expectations for
treatment from other sources. When treatment is negative
across all sources, it becomes expected, and employees toler-
ate it. However, when treatment is incongruent, employees
experience misalignment shock and react negatively, not only
toward the source of injustice as suggested by Rupp et al.
(2007), but often toward the other (even entirely fair) sources.
It is also possible that employees' expected values (i.e. fair treat-
ment) in the organization are a function of employees' per-
sonal values. The value percept disparity model (Locke, 1969)
recognizes explicitly that employees hold their own values,
and perceive values in organizations. Whether values are ful-
filled, depends on the employees' cognitive-evaluative pro-
cesses in which the perceived values of an organization are
compared to one's own values. The smaller the disparity
between the percept of the organization/supervisor's values
and one's own values, the more favorable the evaluation be-
comes i.e. satisfaction increases (Westbrook & Reilly, 1983).
The same authors argue that employees seek attainment of
values, rather than confirmation of their expectations. They
found that desire for congruency contributes more to the posi-
tive outcomes than the disconfirmation of expectations stan-
dard. This might alternatively explain some of the above
mentioned findings.

The present study has limitations, as well. First, the study
design does not allow conclusions about the causal relation-
ship between constructs, and it does not determine the pro-
cess of their development and changes over time, so it raises
the possibility of alternative interpretations of the results.
Second, the average correlations among justice types, both
within and between two sources were high. For this research
question and analysis method, high correlations between two
sources represent a larger issue, compared to those within the
same source. However, despite the high intra-source correla-
tions, surface plots regarding the same outcome variable but
different justice types exhibit a (somewhat) different pattern
and shape of the results. Nevertheless, measurement of (mul-
ti-foci) justice perceptions still represents an issue which
should be addressed by forthcoming research. Also, it might
have been difficult for participants to evaluate distributive
justice, whilst they do not have information on comparable
peer's pay (Hartmann & Slapničar, 2012). Additionally, future
research should consider controlling the amount of autono-
my that supervisors have regarding the allocation of resour-631
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ces. However, regardless of the aforementioned, participants
definitely had their perception of distributive justice. Another
limitation of the study could be the collection of the data from
the same sources, at the same time, using the same (self-rat-
ings) method. This brings up the issue of common method
variance. Harman's single-factor test is a widely used tech-
nique for addressing the issue of common method variance
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). An examina-
tion of the un-rotated factor structure of the variables was
conducted, and the single-factor analysis revealed that no
single factor accounted for the majority of the covariance.
There were 10 factors that emerged with eigen values greater
than one, accounting for 72% of the variance. The first factor
accounted for 24% of the variance. A single factor did not
emerge from the factor analysis, and one general factor did
not account for the majority (more than 50%) of the covari-
ance among the measures (Podsakoff et al., 2003); therefore, it
did not appear that common method variance represented a
problem for this study. Regarding the convenient sample of
employees, we also tested the measurement invariance of jus-
tice scales. The results of multi-group analysis within SEM
indicated full metric invariance of justice scales, regarding
employees' age, gender, level of education, work experience,
hierarchical level in the organization and type of organization
(public/private).

Finally, this study has some important practical implica-
tions, too. The perception of justice of only one source is sim-
ply not enough. Paradoxically, if one source is very fair while
the other extremely unfair, it can result in a more negative
effect than in a situation when both sources are unfair. If we
consider different systems and processes of human resource
management (appraising, rewarding, training, promoting and
informing), organizations should strive not only to the per-
ceptions of fairness, but also to the congruence of those sys-
tems and leaders' behavior. Hence, it is not enough just to
develop fair systems and processes for managing people, but
it is necessary that those systems and processes are also fairly
and consistently implemented in practice by managers at all
levels of the hierarchy.
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Učinci (ne)usklađenosti
pravednosti rukovoditelja
i organizacijske pravednosti
Ana JAKOPEC
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Zoran SUŠANJ
Filozofski fakultet, Rijeka

Ovim su radom provjereni interakcijski učinci pravednosti
rukovoditelja i organizacijske pravednosti na ishode
usmjerene na rukovoditelja (zadovoljstvo rukovodstvom i
povjerenje u rukovodstvo) i organizaciju (percipirano
ispunjenje psihološkog ugovora i odgovorna organizacijska
ponašanja). Rezultati polinomne regresije i metode odzivne
površine potvrđuju da su pozitivni interakcijski učinci izvora
pravednosti na sve mjerene ishode najizraženiji u situaciji
kada zaposlenici percipiraju tretman od obaju izvora
pravednim. Ipak, učinci stupnja i smjera neusklađenosti
variraju, ovisno o mjerenom ishodu i vrsti pravednosti. Ako
se jedan izvor percipira pravednim, a drugi nepravednim, to
najčešće rezultira negativnijim ishodima u odnosu na
situaciju kada su oba izvora percipirana nepravednim,
neovisno o sličnosti izvora i mete. Dobiveni rezultati
naglašavaju potrebu za povećanjem usklađenosti
organizacijskih sustava i aktivnosti rukovoditelja u procesima
upravljanja ljudskim potencijalima.

Ključne riječi: neusklađenost raznih izvora pravednosti,
distributivna, proceduralna i interakcijska pravednost
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