
ABSTRACT 

TOADDY, STEVEN ROBERT. Validation of a Measure of External Organizational Justice. 
(Under the direction of Samuel B. Pond, III). 
 

Of growing import to stakeholders of all kinds is organizations’ attention to the triple bottom 

line of economic, social, and environmental performance, sometimes termed corporate social 

responsibility (CSR; Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).  A review of the extant literature concerning 

individual-level models of CSR and employee-level outcomes reveals a good deal of 

promising work but also a great many unanswered questions.  For example, theoretical 

(Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007; Rupp, 2011; Rupp, Ganapathi, Aguilera, & 

Williams, 2006; Rupp, Williams, & Aguilera, 2010) and empirical (Tziner, Oren, Bar, & 

Kadosh, 2011) work has positioned organizational members’ perceptions of organizational 

justice as a mediator of the CSR-employee outcomes relationship.  However, researchers 

have argued that organizational justice is conceptualized and measured in the wrong way to 

play the role in which it has been previously cast (Toaddy & Pond, 2012).  These researchers 

submitted a new construct as a substitute, viz. external organizational justice: “perceptions by 

an employee of the degree to which her or his organization behaves fairly, equitably, and 

ethically when interacting with entities outside of the organization” (Toaddy & Pond, 2012, 

p. 1).  In an ongoing effort to link CSR to employee outcomes through the mechanism of 

external organizational justice (EJ) perceptions, I collected data from 379 adults to validate a 

measure of EJ.  I provide factor structure, convergent, discriminant, concurrent criterion-

related, and incremental validity evidence for a three-dimensional measure of EJ. 

Researchers can use this measure to improve our understanding of how corporate social 

responsibility and individual-level organizational outcomes relate. 
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Literature Review 

A major recent trend in the fields of business and work psychology is a growing focus on the 

performance of organizations not only in terms of profit but also in terms of social and 

environmental impact (Aguinis, 2011).  Evidence of this shift in focus towards what 

researchers often call corporate social responsibility (CSR; Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) comes 

in many forms and from many sources, both within and beyond academia.  Within the 

academic world, CSR is or will be the topic of a major professional organization’s meeting 

(e.g., Society for Industrial & Organizational Psychology’s 2012 Leading Edge Consortium) 

and published books (Jackson, Ones, Dilchert, & Kraiger, 2012; Olson-Buchanan, Koppes-

Bryan, & Thompson, in press), special issues in journals (Rupp, Wright, Aryee, & Luo, 

2010), and indeed the central focus of several entire journals (Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Environmental Management; Social Responsibility).  The scholarly work 

conducted around the topic of CSR has been summarized in both management (Aguinis & 

Glavas, 2012) and industrial-organizational psychology (Aguinis, 2011) publications and a 

search for “Corporate social responsibility” in the PsycINFO database yields over 1,500 

results.  Beyond academic sources, news reports indicate that CSR is an important topic for 

the public.  A media company has added a service specifically designed to provide 

continuous CSR news coverage (EIN News, 2012), and YouTube is home to over 12,000 

videos on the topic of CSR.  With over 50,000 news articles on the topic indexed by Google 

News within the past year (2011-2012) compared to just over 3,000 the year prior (2010-

2011), it is clear that CSR is increasingly becoming a topic of interest within popular news 
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sources.  Additionally, the owners of major stock exchanges such as the NASDAQ have 

expressed intentions to pressure the organizations listed with them to report on their CSR 

performance (The Economist, 2012).  Finally, for over a decade the United Nations has held 

in effect the UN Global Compact, which brings organizations together in pursuing principles 

of CSR, among others.  In sum, CSR has been and is increasingly an important topic to the 

public, academia, businesses, and international organizations alike.  Given that, it is 

important that we understand what we know about CSR, what has been said about the areas 

in which our knowledge is lacking, and future areas that have not yet been addressed in any 

of these forums.  

What We Know about CSR 

 As a result of the empirical work that has been done on the topic, a great deal is 

known about CSR.  This includes at the individual level of analysis (rather than 

organizational or institutional levels; see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) some of its antecedents, 

mediators, and outcomes.  Such knowledge helps CSR researchers come to a greater 

understanding of the nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) surrounding the 

construct.  For instance, researchers believe that CSR’s antecedents include the concern that 

individual employees within a given organization feel for CSR issues (Bansal, 2003; Bansal 

& Roth, 2000; Mudrack, 2007).  In terms of mediators, we have evidence that organizational 

pride bridges in part the conceptual gap between CSR and organizational outcomes (Jones, 

2010), as does followers’ perceptions of their leaders as visionary, which leads in turn to 

extra effort (de Luque, Washburn, Waldman, & House, 2008).  The list of confirmed 



3 
 
 

 

 

outcomes is more complete and impressive.  The list includes organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCB; de Luque et al., 2008; Jones, 2010; Lin, Lyau, Tsai, Chen, & Chiu, 2010), 

employee retention and in-role performance (de Luque et al., 2008; Jones, 2010), 

attractiveness of an organization to potential employees (Behrend, Baker, & Thompson, 

2009; Greening & Turban, 2000; Turban & Greening, 1997), employee commitment to 

(Maigan, Ferrell, & Hult, 1999) and identification with an organization (Carmeli, Gilat, & 

Waldman, 2007), employee engagement (Glavas & Piderit, 2009) and relations (Agle, 

Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Glavas & Piderit, 2009), job satisfaction (Tziner, Oren, Bar, 

& Kadosh, 2011), and perceptions of the quality of management by individuals within an 

organization (Waddock & Graves, 1997).  However, many different and only occasionally 

overlapping theories of CSR have arisen (e.g., Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007; 

Glavas & Piderit, 2009; Rupp, 2011; Rupp, Ganapathi, Aguilera, & Williams, 2006; Lin et 

al., 2010; Waddock & Graves, 1997) as different researchers interpret different subsets of the 

ever-growing available evidence through the lenses of different academic traditions.  The 

inconsistency and incompleteness of these theories has not escaped the attention of 

researchers of CSR, and a recent review of the CSR literature, both theoretical and empirical, 

has left us with perhaps the most complete understanding of what is and what is not known 

about CSR’s nomological network today (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012). 

What We Know We Don’t Know about CSR 

 In their 2012 review, Aguinis and Glavas celebrated the great steps forward that 

researchers across a variety of disciplines had made in understanding the antecedents and 
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outcomes of CSR.  These authors forwarded a multilevel integrative theoretical model to 

encompass the relationships between antecedents, mediators, and outcomes of CSR that have 

been discussed in extant published work.  Looking forward, Aguinis and Glavas (2012) noted 

a variety of conspicuous gaps in our understanding of the phenomenon and provided 

recommendations as to how researchers can fill these gaps.  Among these were the need for 

additional research at the individual level of analysis and a greater understanding of 

mediators in the CSR-to-organizational-outcomes path. 

We were made for this: Individual-level analysis and I-O psychology.  Very few of the 

articles published on CSR appear in journals dedicated to a micro-level analysis of the issue, 

with only 4% of articles included in Aguinis and Glavas’s (2012) review focusing on 

individuals rather than organizations or institutions.  However, attention within the field of I-

O psychology to CSR is ramping up (Aguinis, 2011), and with it we expect to observe an 

increase in available knowledge relating to CSR’s antecedents, mediators, and outcomes at 

the individual level.  The micro-level analysis that is the hallmark of I-O research is the 

perfect mechanism to fill this gap in our current understanding of CSR (Aguinis & Glavas, 

2012).  I discuss the theoretical efforts that researchers have already made to bring the tools 

of I-O psychology to bear on this field of inquiry in a later section. 

Missing mediators.  The specific pathways that link individual-level antecedents of and 

instances of CSR are unclear, as are the pathways that link CSR to its individual-level 

outcomes.  This is in part because of the relative paucity of individual-level analysis of the 

issue, in part because of a general lack of focus on mechanisms at all levels of analysis of the 
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issue, and in part because of the scattered theory-building efforts of scientists from all 

domains.  Aguinis and Glavas (2012) called for additional research of mediators across all 

levels of analysis.  As was shown above in the meager list of known individual-level 

mediators, this call applies especially to those domains accessible to I-O psychology 

researchers – the relatively under-researched areas of individual-level variables.  Though this 

focus on finding mediators does not imply that work in determining individual-level 

antecedents or outcomes should be put on hold, it does hint at some of the inconsistency seen 

in the extant theories of CSR.  Specifically, without greater contrast within the nomological 

network, an observed relationship can be attributed to many different and potentially 

contradictory mechanisms.  It is clear, then, that in pursuit of a fuller picture of CSR, 

understanding the mechanisms by which major inputs and outcomes effect and are effected 

by CSR is crucial.  In attempts to resolve this issue, researchers have already made 

theoretical efforts towards this goal. 

CSR and organizational justice.  Deborah Rupp and her colleagues (Aguilera et al., 2007; 

Rupp, 2011; Rupp et al., 2006; Rupp, Williams, & Aguilera, 2010) have forwarded 

theoretical work calling for attention to the role of organizational justice perceptions in the 

CSR nomological network.  In this work, the authors at times cast CSR as a flavor of 

organizational justice (Rupp, 2011) and at other times more explicitly call attention to the 

dissimilarities between CSR (a macro-level concept) and organizational justice (a micro-level 

concept; Rupp et al., 2006).  The models forwarded in this body of work contain at their core 

the variable of perceived organizational justice and acknowledge the complexity of potential 
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mediation of the CSR-outcomes relationship due to individual differences and social 

processes (Rupp, 2011; Rupp et al., 2006).  Though not written in direct response to these 

theoretical frameworks, a single article focusing on mediation of the CSR-job satisfaction 

relationship via perceptions of organizational justice (Tziner et al., 2011) provides empirical 

support for this mediated model.  The call to action in Rupp and colleagues’ work is clear, 

particularly in light of the gaps identified by Aguinis and Glavas (2012): investigate 

organizational justice as a mediator of CSR-outcomes relationships.  

What We Don’t Know We Don’t Know about CSR 

 The calls to action implicit and sometimes explicit in the above observations will, 

when heeded, fill many of the deficits in our understanding of CSR.  However, researchers 

have not acknowledged in the literature some looming problems.  A shortcoming of the call 

to use organizational justice as a lens through which to study CSR, though it has been shown 

to hold up to empirical scrutiny, is the nature of organizational justice as traditionally 

conceived and measured (Greenberg, 2011).  Specifically, organizational justice perceptions 

are egocentric, self-serving, based on social comparison, and perhaps most importantly entail 

reflection on policies and behaviors that directly impact the employee, not those that affect 

external stakeholders (Greenberg, 2011).  Rupp (2011) addresses this issue, differentiating 

between different types of justice foci (e.g., overall internal justice, justice climate, CSR).  

However, Rupp (2011) did not call for researchers to create new constructs and associated 

measures for use in research into such differentiation. 
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In recent years, an alternative conceptualization of justice, set apart from the traditional 

conceptualization (Greenberg, 2011), is that of deontic justice, or a reaction to unjust events 

not because of immediate implications for the perceiver but because of their status as unjust 

events (Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2003; O’Reilly & Aquino, 2011; Rupp & Bell, 

2010).  Though a focus on deontic justice has built over the past decade, measures of 

organizational justice perceptions that accommodate this viewpoint are not available.  That 

is, measures that focus on this traditionally-conceived notion of self-interest abound (e.g., 

Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Greenberg, 2011; Moorman, 1991), but measures 

that rely upon a construct reflecting moral indignation (O’Reilly & Aquino, 2011) do not.  In 

their empirical work supporting mediation of the CSR-outcomes path by organizational 

justice, Tziner and colleagues (2011) relied, for example, on a measure of organizational 

justice created by Niehoff and Moorman (1993).  This measure focused on, for example, the 

fairness of work schedules and levels of pay (distributive), collecting information before 

making and consistently applying job decisions (procedural) and treating employees with 

respect and kindness following the making of those job decisions (interactional).  Each of 

these elements falls into the category of justice that Rupp (2011) calls “looking in” (p. 76) 

rather than the more appropriate category, “looking around” (p. 79), or in other words into 

the conventional rather than the deontic approach to justice. 

For an organizational justice framework to be used in the investigation of CSR, we must 

move beyond the conventional understanding and measurement of organizational justice and, 

as Aguinis and Glavas (2012) put it, focus on something other than “What’s in it for me?” (p. 
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954) asked from the employee’s perspective.  Specifically, in that CSR involves not the 

nature of policies that affect employees directly but rather those that influence entities 

outside of the organization, the traditional conceptualization of organizational justice is not 

appropriate.  Given this clear need for additional work, I turn now to the introduction of a 

new view of organizational justice, one that accommodates the less self-involved focus of the 

deontic approach: external organizational justice (Toaddy & Pond, 2012). 

External Organizational Justice: A New Take on a Familiar Concept 

 As I indicated above, when researchers have used traditional measures of 

organizational justice, they have not focused on the spirit of the deontic justice approach.  

Much of the history of organizational justice is mired in the notion that employees are 

focused on their own immediate wellbeing and not abstract principles of morality or fairness 

(Greenberg, 2011).  Accordingly, efforts to integrate deontic justice in the CSR inquiry by 

including traditional measures of organizational justice (such as in Tziner et al., 2011) are 

using the incorrect types of measures to capture their target construct.  To investigate fairness 

perceptions of organizations’ behaviors vis-à-vis external stakeholders, Toaddy and Pond 

(2012) forwarded a new construct, separate from but related to the constructs of 

organizational justice.  To prevent confusion, they choose to evoke not the terminology of 

CSR, which has been historically a macro-level construct (Aguinis, 2011; Rupp, 2011), but 

rather that of organizational justice, which involves the perceptions of specific individuals 

and thus a micro-level focus (Greenberg, 2011; Rupp, 2011).  Toaddy and Pond (2012) 

forwarded the construct of external organizational justice (EJ), which they defined as 
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“Perceptions by an employee of the degree to which her or his organization behaves fairly, 

equitably, and ethically when interacting with entities outside of the organization” (p. 1).  

Toaddy and Pond (2012) created this conceptual definition as a departure from organizational 

justice.  Specifically, they sought a construct that accounts for the deontic, beyond-what’s-in-

it-for-me concerns on the part of employees.  They acknowledge that this construct is 

theoretically distinct from organizational justice.  Accordingly, I propose that 

Proposition 1: EJ is empirically distinct from organizational justice. 

That said, however, Toaddy and Pond (2012) acknowledge that a great deal of work in 

organizational justice, which has not been particularly contingent upon its focus on 

immediate self-interest, has revealed its multidimensional nature.  That is to say, though 

organizational justice is a single unifying concept, it is not generally possible to measure it at 

the unidimensional level (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005), implying that it is actually an assemblage 

of related constructs.  Because many of the interaction types captured by Toaddy and Pond’s 

(2012) definition of EJ fall along parallel lines with the types of interactions captured by 

organizational justice, this multidimensionality is expected with regard to EJ.  Initial 

qualitative and content-validation work supported this notion (Toaddy & Pond, 2012), thus, 

Proposition 2: EJ is a multidimensional construct. 

As EJ is a response to theoretical (e.g., Rupp, 2011) and empirical (Tziner et al., 2011) work 

linking CSR to individual-level organizational outcomes, I propose that 

Proposition 3: EJ partially mediates the CSR-organizational-outcomes relationship. 
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The current work, in which I focus on validating a measure of EJ, holds these propositions at 

its core. 

The Item-Development Process 

 Toaddy and Pond (2012), in moving towards a validated scale of EJ, conducted two 

studies to explore its dimensionality.  Based on prior work in organizational justice 

(Greenberg, 2011), they hypothesized that EJ would entail three dimensions (distributional 

[DEJ], procedural [PEJ], and interactional [IEJ]).  They found support for this proposed 

dimensionality in focus groups.  Developing a new psychological measure is a multistage 

process, each stage of which entails judgment calls and theoretical justifications (Hinkin, 

1998).  This is particularly the case when it comes to organizational justice measures, the 

notoriously complex nature of which led Colquitt and Shaw (2005) to articulate a series of 

decision-making points that a researcher must address when measuring justice-related 

constructs.  Hinkin (1998) described a standard set of processes by which researchers should 

develop items for a new measure, a process that relies on both the acquisition of different 

types of data from various different sources as well as the repeated use of the same data to 

address different questions.  Toaddy and Pond (2012) followed these processes when they 

developed items to assess each of their three proposed dimensions of EJ.  Answering the 

series of questions posed by Colquitt and Shaw (2005) in writing items, these authors settled 

on an approach that relied on formal justice (Blader & Tyler, 2003), an “entity” approach 

(Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobecel, and Rupp, 2001, p. 191), direct/transparent items (Lind & 

Tyler, 1988), and synonyms and substitutes as item-repetition techniques (Colquitt & Shaw, 
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2005; Shapiro & Brett, 1993).  Using these item-writing guidelines, Toaddy and Pond (2012) 

wrote 120 items to capture the three-dimensional EJ construct space.  Those authors then 

subjected that full list of items to content analysis following the ANOVA-based procedure 

detailed by Hinkin and Tracey (1999), after which they retained 44 of the 150 items (32%).  

Given three subdimensions within the scale and minimum item number requirements of four 

per subscale (Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985; though see discussion by Hinkin, 1998), the 

16, 22, and 6 items retained for the DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ subscales, respectively, constitute an 

adequate number of surviving items for further analysis. 

In the present study, I seek to identify a subset of the items to create a reliable and valid 

multidimensional measure of EJ.  Thus, based on Proposition 2, 

Hypothesis 1: A three-factor Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) comprised of factors for 

DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ will achieve adequate fit. 

Additionally, and perhaps more importantly, I seek to determine whether this measure can 

effectively explain documented links between CSR and organizational outcomes (Aguinis & 

Glavas, 2012).  I next turn to the constructs involved in exploring this proposed relationship. 

Constructs that Predict EJ.  Though many other phenomena could lead to perceptions of 

EJ, as many phenomena lead to the different subtypes of organizational justice (Greenberg, 

2011), the focal predictor of the construct for purposes of this study is perceptions, on the 

part of employees, of their organizations’ CSR.  Thus, I include only this construct on the 

predictor side of the nomological network including EJ. 
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Constructs that EJ Predicts.  Like organizational justice (Greenberg, 2011), I expect that 

EJ will relate to a variety of individual-level organizational outcomes.  Because in this 

particular instance I am positioning EJ as a mediator of the CSR-outcomes relationship, the 

constructs of focal interest are those that researchers have previously found that CSR 

predicts.  Because of the limitations of measurement inherent in Hinkin’s (1998) approach, 

this includes only those constructs that the researcher can measure using responses from the 

same individual who provided perceptions of EJ.  Accordingly, the list entails employees’ 

identification with (Carmeli et al., 2007), commitment to (Maignan et al., 1999), and 

intention to stay with their organizations (Jones, 2010), their job satisfaction (Tziner et al., 

2011), their engagement (Glavas & Piderit, 2009), and their in-role performance (de Luque et 

al., 2008; Jones, 2010).  Based on these constructs and Proposition 3, 

Hypothesis 2: When merged into a single scale, the measure of EJ will partially mediate the 

relationships between CSR and (2a) Organizational Identification; (2b) Organizational 

Commitment; (2c) Intent to Stay; (2d) Job Satisfaction; (2e) Organizational Engagement; 

(2f) Work Effort; (2g) Work Quality. 

Additionally, following Hinkin’s (1998) recommendation, I aim to demonstrate the 

convergent and discriminant validity of this measure by comparing it to related and unrelated 

measures.   

Related Constructs.  Following Rupp’s (2011; Rupp et al., 2006) reasoning, the constructs 

that should relate most closely to the EJ constructs are indeed those of organizational justice 

– more specifically distributive and procedural organizational justice.  As with any 
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demonstration of convergent validity in a measure of a new construct, one here encounters a 

conundrum.  On the one hand, the very purpose of this venture is to obtain a set of scales that 

measure different constructs than existing organizational justice scales.  On the other, there is 

some theoretical reason to believe that any organization that engages in behaviors that 

engender perceptions of EJ would be likely to engage in behaviors that engender perceptions 

of the traditional type of organizational justice (e.g., Tziner et al., 2011).  This is because a 

common set of organizational decision-making process is likely to cause both organizational 

justice and EJ.  Accordingly, scales designed to assess organizational justice are the best 

candidates for the category of “related constructs.”  Thus, 

Hypothesis 3: The dimensions of EJ will correlate significantly and positively with the 

dimensions of organizational justice. 

Demonstrating an absence of links with unrelated constructs is as important as demonstrating 

links to related constructs (Hinkin, 1998), and it is to this former demonstration that I now 

turn. 

Unrelated Constructs.  The philosophy behind discriminant validity is less related to the 

theoretical similarity of different measures, as was that of convergent validity (above), and 

more related to concerns of participants responding in a uniform way to all of a large number 

of items.  That is, if I present many different scales together, it is possible that a participant 

will simply select one or similar responses to each item in those scales rather than choosing 

to legitimately respond to each item on the provided scale.  If this is the case, one will 

observe positive correlations between even theoretically unrelated constructs, a finding that 
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substantially undermines confidence in the convergent and predictive validity estimates 

made.  Within reason, then, one should select and measure constructs that one expects to 

have no relationship with the focal constructs (in this case, EJ).  One area to which to look 

for such unrelated constructs is the climate of the employee’s organization, as perceived by 

that employee.  Aspects of organizational climate include the extent to which the 

organization prioritizes the physical safety of its employees (physical safety climate; Idris, 

Dollard, Coward, & Dormann, 2012) and the orientation of the organization towards 

innovation (open innovation climate; Remneland-Wikhamn & Wikhamn, 2011).  

Accordingly, 

Hypothesis 4: The dimensions of EJ will not correlate significantly with (4a) Physical Safety 

Climate; (4b) Open Innovation Climate. 

Finally, I seek to demonstrate that this new measure, as distinct from but related to 

organizational justice, provides incremental validity over that provided by a measure of 

organizational justice when used to predict organizational outcomes.  Thus, based on 

Proposition 1 and the above, 

Hypothesis 5: In hierarchical regression analysis, EJ will explain significant additional 

variance beyond that explained by organizational justice in (5a) Organizational 

Identification; (5b) Organizational Commitment; (5c) Intent to Stay; (5d) Job Satisfaction; 

(5e) Organizational Engagement; (5f) Work Effort; (5g) Work Quality. 
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Method 

Participants 

 I obtained usable data from 379 participants whom I recruited through Amazon’s 

MTurk service.  I limited data collection to those participants in the United States only to 

decrease the complexity associated with potential cross-national differences.  The majority of 

participants were between the ages of 18 and 30 years (42%), with approximately an 

additional third (30%) falling between the ages of 31 and 40 years.  Females accounted for 

57% of participants, and 98% were currently employed, most working 31 hours per week or 

more (64%), and most having been with their current employers for 1 to 5 years (51%).  The 

majority of the participants were non-management employees (68%), and a minority of them 

(14%) worked for a multinational corporation. 

Procedure 

Once participants saw the study description on the MTurk system and chose to begin the 

study, I asked them to respond to demographic items and the main study items in an online 

survey hosted on the Qualtrics administration system.  Once participants completed the main 

study items, I thanked, debriefed, and paid them.  

Measures 

 On all measures, participants used a 5-point Likert-type response scale with anchors 

at “Strongly Disagree” and “Strongly Agree” 

 EJ.  I obtained the 16, 22, and 6 content-validated items to measure DEJ, PEJ, and 

IEJ, respectively, from Toaddy and Pond (2012).  After reducing the number of items in each 
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scale to 4, 4, and 3, respectively, using exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses (see 

below), internal consistency reliabilities were .95, .95, and .94, respectively.  Retained items 

appear in Table 1.  Upon combining all 11 items into a single scale for use in testing 

hypothesis 2, internal consistency reliability was .97. 

 CSR.  Measuring CSR is a notoriously complicated process (Wood, 2010).  In the 

current research paradigm, in which participants are expected to work in many organizations 

without direct overlap and in which concern for participant confidentiality is paramount, it is 

untenable to rely on the more objective measures of CSR such as those used by Maignan and 

colleagues (1999).  Using subjective judgments of perceived CSR by the same employee who 

is making ratings of EJ and outcome variables constitutes common-method data collection 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), which can threaten external validity 

(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  Podsakoff and colleagues (2003) review a variety of 

the drawbacks of common-method data collection; however, they acknowledge 

circumstances in which it is not possible to gather data from multiple sources to avoid this 

problem.  As Podsakoff and colleagues wrote, “researchers examining the relationships 

between two or more employee job attitudes cannot obtain measures of these constructs from 

alternative sources” (2003, p. 887).  In the present study, wherein predictors, mediators, and 

outcomes are all employee job attitudes, this notion holds true. 

 In an attempt to locate from the available options (e.g., Bansal, 2003; Glavas & 

Piderit, 2009; Maignan & Ferrell, 2000; Maignan et al., 1999) the most suitable measure of 
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CSR that applied to the topic of EJ, I selected the measure provided by Maignan and Ferrell 

(2000).  The measure consists of 18 items (alpha = .92).   

 Organizational identification.  To measure “perceived oneness with an organization 

and the experience of the organization’s successes and failures as one's own” (Mael & 

Ashforth, 1992, p. 103), I used the same four items of Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) measure 

that were used by Carmeli and colleagues (2007).  I selected these items, which showed 

adequate reliability (alpha = .88), because of their prior use in CSR research (Carmeli et al, 

2007).  Sample statements include “My organization’s successes are my successes.” 

 Organizational commitment.  To measure “employees’ commitment to their 

employers” (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993, p. 538), I used the seven-item scale of employee 

commitment from Jaworski and Kohli (1993).  This scale was most desirable in the current 

research because it had been used in prior CSR research (Maignan et al., 1999) and was thus 

sure to capture the same conceptualization of organizational commitment that had been used 

previously.  I adapted the items for consistency of wording and found adequate reliability 

(alpha = .94).  A sample item is “It is clear that employees of my organization are very fond 

of the firm.” 

 Intent to stay.  To measure the inverse of a participant’s “intention to leave [her/his] 

organization” (Cropanzano, James, & Konovsky, 1993, p. 598), I used the three items that 

Jones (2010) adapted from Cropanzano and colleagues (1993).   This measure was selected 

because of its brevity and its adequate reliability (alpha = .78).  A sample item is “The 

chances of me quitting my job in the next year are low.” 
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 Job satisfaction.  Because of its brevity and unidimensional nature, I used the 

Abridged Job In General Scale (Russell et al., 2004), which consists of eight items (alpha = 

.95) to measure job satisfaction.  This measure traditionally uses a three-point response scale, 

so I adapted the instructions to utilize the five-point response scale described above.  

Respondents indicated the descriptiveness of words like “good” and “enjoyable” for their 

job. 

 Organizational engagement.  In the past, CSR researchers (Glavas & Piderit, 2009) 

have used the Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002) to measure 

the “positive work-related state of fulfillment that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and 

absorption” (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006, p. 701).  However, Gallup (personal 

communication, July 10, 2012) indicated that the GWA is more appropriate for local-level 

reporting rather than for theory-building work and encouraged me to use the 9-item Utrech 

Work Engagement Scale, short form (UWES-9; Schaufeli et al., 2006; alpha = .92) instead.  I 

agreed and chose to use the UWES-9.  A sample item is “At my work, I feel bursting with 

energy.” 

 Work effort and work quality.  I obtained the scales for both work effort and work 

quality from Kuvaas and Dysvik’s (2010), which I selected because of their brevity and their 

demonstrated psychometric quality.  Both scales contain five items (alphas = .90 and .86, 

respectively). Sample items include, respectively, “I try to work as hard as possible,” and 

“The quality of my work is usually high.” 
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 Organizational justice.  To measure organizational justice, I used Moorman’s (1991) 

measure, which was in part adapted from Price and Mueller (1986).  I selected the measure 

because of its desirable predictive and psychometric qualities (Miller, Konopaske, & Byrne, 

2012) and because of its three-dimensional nature, which matched it well to the measure of 

EJ under development.  The measure consists of five distributive justice items (alpha = .94), 

seven procedural justice items (alpha = .93), and six interactional justice items (alpha = .91).  

Sample items include, respectively, “I am fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities 

that I have,” “My employer has provided opportunities to appeal or change decisions,” and 

“In general, representatives of my company consider my viewpoint.”  The original response 

scales and framings varied by scale, and thus I modified the distributive and procedural 

justice items to conform to the other measures.   

 Physical safety climate.  To measure “shared perceptions regarding policies, 

practices, and procedures for the protection of worker [physical] health and safety” (Idris et 

al., 2011, p. 19), I used the measure provided by Idris and colleagues (2011), which consists 

of twelve items (alpha = .97).  I included this instrument to assess discriminant validity, as 

discussed above.  A sample item is “in my team, management considers safety to be as 

important as productivity.” 

 Open innovation climate.  To measure perceptions of “how organizations open up 

their innovation processes for external influence and collaboration” (Remneland-Wikhamn & 

Wikhamn, 2011, p. 284), I used the innovation and flexibility subscale of the Open 

Innovation Climate Measure, which consists of 6 items (Remneland-Wikhamn & Wikhamn, 
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2011; alpha = .93).  I included this instrument to assess discriminant validity, as discussed 

above.  A sample item is “This organization is quick to respond when changes need to be 

made.” 

Results 

 Analyses fall into five steps, each associated with one of the five hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: Factor Structure 

First, I selected the top-loading items on each of the three factors identified by Toaddy and 

Pond (2012) using three separate single-factor exploratory factor analyses on a randomly-

chosen half of the available data (see Table 1 for the text of the surviving items, Appendix A 

for item-level frequencies and descriptive statistics).  Next, based on Hatzigeorgiadis and 

Biddle’s (2000) interpretation of Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) notion of nested model 

comparisons, I first subjected these eleven selected items to a one-factor CFA.  According to 

fit indicators of a chi-squared/degrees-of-freedom ratio of less than three (Carmines & 

McIyer, 1981), an RMSEA less than .08 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), a SRMR value less than .08 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999), and a CFI value greater than .90 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), this one-

factor model did not achieve adequate fit (see Table 1).  I then subjected the same items to a 

three-factor CFA (using the remaining half of the data), with each item assigned to its a 

priori factor, which achieved adequate fit (see Table 1).  The three-factor solution fit 

significantly better than the one-factor solution, X2(3) = 415.5, p < .001.  These results 

provide support for hypothesis 1.  I used these items in all subsequent analyses as indicative 
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of each of DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations for these three 

variables and all others in the study appear in Table 2. 

Hypothesis 2: Mediation  

Following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) and Sobel’s (1982) procedures, I first confirmed that 

CSR, EJ (overall, as obtained by averaging values on all eleven items; see Table 1), and each 

outcome variable correlated significantly with each other (see Table 2).  Having observed the 

necessary correlations, I next conducted a single regression analysis in which EJ was 

regressed on CSR, in which I found that CSR significantly predicted EJ (b = .80, t(377) = 

17.66, p < .001).  Finally, I conducted a series of hierarchical regression analyses wherein I 

regressed a single dependent variable (e.g., organizational identification) first onto CSR 

alone and then, in the next step, on to both CSR and EJ.  The results of these statistics and 

Sobel (1982) tests of significant indirect effects appear in Table 3.  In all cases, CSR 

remained a significant predictor of each outcome variable when I entered EJ into the 

regression equation; however, I observed significant indirect effects for all outcome variables 

with the exception of work quality, thus finding support for partial mediation and thus 

hypotheses 2a-2f but not 2g.  

Hypothesis 3: Convergent Validity 

To test hypothesis 3, I examined the correlation coefficients between the various dimensions 

of EJ and of organizational justice.  All nine possible pairings produced significant and 

positive correlations (see Table 2) with an average value of .62, providing support for 

hypothesis 3. 
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Hypothesis 4: Discriminant Validity   

To test hypotheses 4a-4b, I examined the correlation coefficients between the various 

dimensions of EJ and of physical safety climate (4a) and open innovation climate (4b).  

Contrary to hypotheses 4a-4b, I observed positive correlations of an average value of .57 in 

all six possible pairings (see Table 2).  To test whether these correlations were smaller than 

the convergent-validity correlations discussed above, I conducted a series of Hotelling-

Williams tests (Hotelling, 1940; Williams, 1959; see Steiger, 1980).  The results of these 

tests appear in Table 4.  Of 18 possible comparisons, 12 were in the expected direction and 

significant; the remaining 6 were not significant.  This trend is in the direction expected in 

hypotheses 3 and 4. 

Hypothesis 5: Incremental Validity   

To test hypothesis 5, I conducted a series of hierarchical regression analysis in which I 

regressed each outcome variable first onto each of the three organizational justice measures 

(step 1) and then added each of the three EJ measures to the model (step 2).  Results of these 

analyses appear in Table 5.  The observed significant increases in variance explained for each 

outcome variable (except for work quality) provide support for hypotheses 5a-5f but not 5g. 

Discussion 

Building on Toaddy and Pond’s (2012) efforts to forward a measure of the new construct of 

External Organizational Justice (EJ), in the present study I pared their 44 original items down 

to 11 and demonstrated the viability of a 3-factor framework entailing distributive, 

procedural, and interactional aspects of EJ.  I demonstrated convergent validity of the new 
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scales of EJ by comparing them with measures of organizational justice.  I also showed the 

incremental validity of those scales of EJ over measures of organizational justice with regard 

to a variety of organizational outcomes.  Finally and most importantly, I showed that EJ 

partially mediates the relationship between CSR and these organizational outcomes.  I found 

support for most of my hypotheses, but noteworthy exceptions occurred. 

First, I did not observe the hypothesized mediation of the relation between CSR and work 

quality, nor did I observe incremental validity of EJ over organizational justice with regard to 

this same outcome variable.  These findings would be more worrisome were hypothesized 

findings for work quality’s twin construct, work effort, not obtained.  I did obtain the 

hypothesized findings for this latter variable, however.  Second and more worrisome is the 

failure to obtain support for hypotheses regarding discriminant validity, specifically entailing 

an anticipated lack of relationships between measures of organizational climate and of EJ.   

Motivated by these unanticipated findings, additional scrutiny of the measures of each of 

these climate constructs reveals a possible conceptual overlap between them and EJ.  

Specifically, both constructs relate to how commonplace reactions to environmental 

pressures are within an organization.  Physical safety climate entails reactions to safety 

threats and open innovation climate entails reactions to needs for innovation or change.  Both 

of these may relate conceptually to EJ, for which responses to pressures to engage in CSR 

may be central.  If these constructs do not in fact overlap conceptually, however, these 

observed relationships cast doubt on many of the findings presented in this study.   
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That is, if EJ and these climate constructs should not correlate but were observed to in this 

study, it is possible that method variance played a role in observed correlations, which could 

undermine other conclusions made throughout the research.  However, given that, for 

example, incremental validity of EJ over organizational justice was observed in the case of 

six out of seven hypothesized outcome variables, it is unlikely that these effects would occur 

were method variance the main cause of observed relationships between variables.  

Additionally, Hotelling-Williams tests comparing convergent to discriminant validity 

coefficients indicated that 67% of possible comparisons were statistically significant an in the 

expected direction (with the remaining 33% not reaching statistical significance).  This 

supplementary line of evidence supports the notion that participants were responding 

carefully and that EJ and organizational climate are, indeed, related.  Taken together, these 

findings – anticipated and otherwise – set the stage for recommended directions for future 

research. 

Limitations, Implications, and Directions for Future Research 

Though my work in the above study forms an important foundation of the construct 

definition of EJ and its causes and consequences, researchers must conduct a great deal of 

additional empirical work before this construct is fully identified and developed.  The major 

areas of further work fall into five categories; researchers can address more than one of these 

categories with each individual empirical effort.  I define each of these areas based on their 

foci, including confirmatory scale-focused work, internal and external validity (Shadish et 

al., 2002), expanding the nomological network at the individual level (Cronbach & Meehl, 
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1955), and cross-level model development (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).  I expand upon each of 

these foci in turn below. 

Confirmatory scale-development work.  To confirm the viability of the three-dimensional 

measure of EJ validated in this study, researchers should attempt to replicate the observed 

factor structure, mediation capability, and convergent and incremental validity of EJ in other 

contexts with other types of participants to demonstrate generalizability of use of the 

measures.  Those researchers should also include measures of other constructs that are 

unrelated conceptually to EJ to provide evidence of discriminant validity (an important piece 

of evidence for the validity of a scale; Hinkin, 1998) and to help rule out method variance as 

discussed above.  Measures could include those of participants’ personalities, physical 

characteristics of the organization, or other such unrelated concepts.  Such efforts will 

solidify researchers’ confidence in the utility of EJ as a construct and this scale as a measure 

thereof. 

Internal validity.  All of the work that others and I have conducted (i.e., Toaddy & Pond, 

2012) regarding EJ has been, to this point, correlational in nature.  The methods used have 

been adequate for the purposes for which researchers intended them, but reliance on such 

correlational, observational data constitutes a weakness with regard to causal inference 

(Shadish et al., 2002).  To explore the nature of CSR as a causal agent of EJ and the nature of 

EJ as a causal agent of organizational outcomes, experimental methods are (arguably) 

required (see Shadish et al., 2002).  For example, researchers could utilize an experimental 

known-groups approach (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) in which participants are presented with 
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descriptions of hypothetical organizations that engage in small or large amounts of CSR.  

Exploration of the influence of this experimental manipulation on EJ and associated 

outcomes would help solidify the role of EJ as a mediator in the CSR-outcomes causal 

pathway.  Naturally, laboratory settings and researcher-provided scenarios constitute a step 

away from the realism of the true organizational environment, but such work is necessary to 

obtain confidence that the relationships observed are not the product of some other 

underlying processes and indeed imply that CSR’s causal pathway operates through EJ.  That 

said, even the non-experimental research described in the present study fails to maximize 

realism and generalizability, and thus I turn next to a description of work that researchers can 

conduct to meliorate this situation.  

External validity.  Though the present work was designed to pull participants from a variety 

of backgrounds and industries, the demographic characteristics of the primary sample 

(MTurk) are systematically different from those of the overall labor force of the United 

States (Barger, Behrend, Sharek, & Sinar, 2011).  I thought the reliance on such a sample 

would be appropriate, given the large number of participant required to conduct the present 

research.  However, researchers should conduct additional work to determine whether EJ as a 

mediator of CSR-organizational-outcomes relationships holds up in other contexts.  These 

contexts should include a variety of organizations within as well as outside of the United 

States.  Such work will help researchers understand the limits of EJ’s applicability to 

different cultures.  I turn now to the exploration of the limits of EJ’s utility in predicting and 

being predicted by other constructs. 
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Expanding the nomological network.  As articulated above and in Toaddy and Pond 

(2012), researchers designed the construct of EJ in part to help explain the relationship 

between CSR and its organizational outcomes.  The work presented in the current study 

produced a three-dimensional scale of EJ that researchers can use to explore further the 

conceptual framework that connects CSR to outcomes including and beyond those 

investigated in the present study.  There are essentially three questions that researchers 

should ask when expanding the nomological network surrounding EJ.  The first is “what 

other constructs predict EJ?”  I executed the present study to examine the influence of CSR 

perceptions on EJ, but, like organizational justice (see Goldberg, 2011), myriad other 

organizational and individual characteristics likely influence perceptions of EJ.  For example, 

meta-analysis has indicated that trait and state affectivity influence organizational justice 

perceptions (Barsky & Kaplan, 2007).  To approach a full understanding of the antecedents 

of EJ, and thus potential mechanisms for increasing EJ in organizations, researchers must 

conduct empirical work.  Similarly, the second question is “what other constructs does EJ 

predict?”  As in the case of the present study, researchers can use available empirical work 

regarding CSR-organizational-outcomes relationships (see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) to 

provide raw materials for addressing this question, or theoretical work in the CSR-justice 

literature (e.g., Rupp, 2011), or both.  For example, future research should examine 

organizational attractiveness, actual turnover behavior, and other important individual-level 

outcomes (see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).   
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Additionally, researchers may develop further theoretical structures specific to EJ that 

researchers have not addressed previously in either theoretical or empirical work.  The final 

question is “what are the boundary conditions regarding the relationships in EJ’s nomological 

network?”  Whereas the present study is fundamentally one of the mediation of CSR-

organizational-outcomes relationships, this question involves moderation (Baron & Kenny, 

1986).  Previous work has indicated that many moderators are associated with organizational 

justice (Basinger, Gibbs, & Fuller, 1995; Lee, Mitchell, Sablynski, Burton, & Holtom, 2004; 

Liao & Rupp, 2005; Rupp, 2003; Rupp, Byrne, & Wadlington, 2003; Schmitt, Baumert, 

Gollwitzer, & Maes, 2010), but researchers do not yet know the extent to which these 

findings and theories apply to EJ.  Further empirical work that researchers conduct should 

succeed in answering these questions and expanding our understanding of the relationships 

surrounding EJ.  However, the majority of the foci of research efforts of this kind have been 

on a single level of analysis – that of the individual (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).  Work that 

crosses levels of analysis is required to further our overall understanding of the role of CSR 

and, by extension, of EJ, in the organizational environment. 

Cross-level model development.  Aguinis and Glavas (2012) explicitly encourage 

researchers to begin examining CSR and its outcomes at multiple levels of analysis 

simultaneously.  By using individual-level phenomena (such as EJ) together with 

organizational- and institutional-level phenomena (such as firms’ resources and customer 

satisfaction, respectively; Aguinis & Glavas, 2012), we can obtain a more complete 

understanding of the way that CSR truly operates within and across institutions and over 
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time.  This final category of investigation relies on work in the previous categories, for only 

after our understanding of EJ has expanded substantially can we find its place in the overall 

models of CSR and its related outcomes at each of the levels of the individual, the 

organization, and the institution.  Accordingly, such work is likely the furthest down the road 

of the EJ research agenda, but it constitutes a final objective for this and related CSR 

research. 

Conclusion 

Overall, I believe that I have developed a multidimensional measure of external 

organizational justice and have provided evidence of its validity.  I have done this by 

demonstrating the validity of this measure by confirming its factor structure, elucidating its 

predictive and incremental validity, and illustrating its role as a mediator of the relation 

between CSR and multiple individual level organizational outcomes.  I believe that 

researchers can use this measure of external organizational justice to learn more about 

corporate social responsibility and its outcomes at several levels of analysis.   
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Table 1 

Toaddy and Pond’s (2012) external organizational justice items that survived exploratory 

factor analysis and were subjected to 1-factor and 3-factor confirmatory factor analyses 

Note. * p<.001.  

  Standardized Factor Loading 
Construct                                  Item Wording 1-factor model 3-factor model 
 
Distributive External Organizational Justice 

  

 I am satisfied with the way my organization gives out money to 
other groups outside of itself. 

.83* .95* 

 I feel good about the way my organization gives out money to 
other groups outside of itself. 

.83* .94* 

 I feel good about the way my organization distributes resources 
to other groups outside of itself. 

.85* .93* 

 My organization gives out money to other groups outside of 
itself justly. 

.77* .86* 

 
Procedural External Organizational Justice 

  

 My organization uses fair procedures to decide how to treat 
other groups outside of itself. 

.85* .87* 

 The degree to which my organization considers everyone’s 
needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of 
itself is just. 

.90* .92* 

 I feel good about the procedures my organization uses in 
determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

.88* .89* 

 I feel good about the policies that my organization has in place 
to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

.92* .94* 
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Table 1 Continued 

 Standardized Factor Loading 
Construct                                  Item Wording 1-factor model 3-factor 

model 
 
Interactional External Organizational Justice 

  

 I feel good about the amount of honesty that my organization displays 
when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 

.89* .93* 

 I am satisfied with the way my organization gives explanations for its 
actions to outside groups. 

.88* .91* 

 I feel good about the way my organization gives explanations for its 
actions to outside groups. 

.91* .96* 

    
 X2 df .44 .41 
 X2 500.59* 85.09* 
 CFI .83 .98 
 TLI .79                         .98 
 RMSEA .24 <.08 
 SRMR .06 .02 

 
Note: * p<.001 
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Table 2 

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities of and correlations between study variables 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1 – Distributive External Organizational 

Justice 

3.46 0.91 (.95)                 

2 – Procedural External Organizational 

Justice 

3.67 0.86 .80 (.95)                

3 – Interactional External Organizational 

Justice 

3.66 0.92 .73 .88 (.94)               

4 – External Organizational Justice Overall 3.59 0.83 .91 .96 .92 (.97)              

5 – Corporate Social Responsibility 3.79 0.70 .59 .66 .63 .67 (.92)             

6 – Organizational Identification 3.54 0.95 .56 .56 .54 .60 .51 (.88)            

7 – Organizational Commitment 3.45 0.94 .62 .62 .64 .67 .66 .71 (.94)           

8 – Intent to Stay 3.25 1.01 .54 .55 .57 .59 .57 .59 .68 (.78)          

9 – Job Satisfaction 3.80 0.88 .61 .67 .68 .70 .69 .66 .75 .75 (.95)         

10 – Organizational Engagement 3.46 0.81 .54 .57 .55 .59 .59 .69 .68 .62 .74 (.92)        

11 – Performance: Effort 3.90 0.76 .25 .33 .30 .31 .36 .41 .33 .28 .31 .56 (.90)       

12 – Performance: Quality 4.08 0.64 .18 .23 .21 .22 .27 .30 .26 .18 .26 .47 .62 (.86)      

13 – Distributive Organizational Justice 3.44 1.03 .49 .54 .54 .56 .55 .47 .58 .60 .68 .53 .18 .12 (.94)     

14 – Procedural Organizational Justice 3.50 0.85 .60 .69 .68 .70 .68 .59 .65 .63 .71 .59 .29 .20 .68 (.93)    

15 – Interactional Organizational Justice 3.63 0.86 .60 .70 .72 .72 .72 .65 .73 .68 .81 .65 .32 .25 .67 .82 (.91)   

16 – Physical Safety Climate 3.83 0.87 .54 .59 .58 .61 .68 .52 .63 .54 .62 .52 .30 .25 .47 .63 .64 (.97)  

17 – Open Innovation Climate 3.44 0.95 .53 .59 .59 .61 .62 .62 .69 .56 .65 .63 .36 .23 .57 .71 .70 .60 (.93) 

Note: N = 379. All correlations significant at p < .05.  
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Table 3 

Results of hierarchical regression and Sobel (1982) analyses to test for partial mediation 

between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and outcome variables by external 

organizational justice (EJ) 

 Step 1: CSR 

only 

Step 2: CSR and EJ      Sobel (1982) test 

value 

Outcome Variable CSR b CSR b EJ b t p, one-tailed 

Organizational Identification .70* .28* .52* 7.51 <.001 

Organizational Commitment .88* .51* .47* 7.78 <.001 

Intent to Stay .83* .46* .47* 6.64 <.001 

Job Satisfaction .87* .50* .46* 8.47 <.001 

Organizational Engagement .69* .41* .35* 6.25 <.001 

Performance: Effort .39* .30* .11 1.87 .03 

Performance: Quality .24* .20* .06 1.13 .26 

Note: N = 379. * p<.01. 
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Table 4 

Results of Hotelling-Williams tests for differences between dependent correlations for 

convergent and discriminant validity coefficients 

Focal variable (External 
Organizational Justice) 

Convergent variable 
(Organizational 

Justice) 

Discriminant variable 
(Climate measure) 

Convergent r Discriminant r Difference  t  p 

Distributive Distributive Physical Safety .49 .54 -0.05  1.157  .124 
Distributive Distributive Open Innovation .49 .53 -0.04  1.013  .156 
Distributive Procedural Physical Safety .60 .54 0.06  1.732  .042 
Distributive Procedural Open Innovation .60 .53 0.07  2.253  .012 
Distributive Interactional Physical Safety .60 .54 0.06  1.753  .04 
Distributive Interactional Open Innovation .60 .53 0.07  2.217  .014 
Procedural Distributive Physical Safety .54 .59 -0.05  1.222  .111 
Procedural Distributive Open Innovation .54 .59 -0.05  1.340  .091 
Procedural Procedural Physical Safety .69 .59 0.10  3.185  .001 
Procedural Procedural Open Innovation .69 .59 0.10  3.552  <.001 
Procedural Interactional Physical Safety .70 .59 0.11  3.583  <.001 
Procedural Interactional Open Innovation .70 .59 0.11  3.889  <.001 

Interactional Distributive Physical Safety .54 .58 -0.04  0.971  .166 
Interactional Distributive Open Innovation .54 .59 -0.05  1.340  .091 
Interactional Procedural Physical Safety .68 .58 0.10  3.138  .001 
Interactional Procedural Open Innovation .68 .59 0.09  3.165  .001 
Interactional Interactional Physical Safety .72 .58 0.14  4.646  <.001 
Interactional Interactional Open Innovation .72 .59 0.13  4.705  <.001 

Note: Third values (relationships between convergent and discriminant variables) not shown; 
see Table 2 for these values.  
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Table 5 

Results of hierarchical regression analyses to test for incremental validity of external 

organizational justice over organizational justice 

Independent 
variables 

Dependent variables 

 Organizational 
Identification 

Organizational 
Commitment 

Intent to Stay Job 
Satisfaction 

Organizational 
Engagement 

Performance: 
Effort 

Performance: 
Quality 

Step 1: Organizational Justice 
Distributive -.03 .12* .21*** .23*** .12* -.09 -.10 
Procedural .10 .03 .08 -.04 .05 .07 -.02 

Interactional .42* .45*** .38*** .52*** .37*** .18 .24* 
(ΔR2) (.43***) (.55***) (.51***) (.69***) (.44***) (.11***) (.07***) 

        
Step 2: External Organizational Justice 

Distributive .29*** .26*** .18** .10* .16* -.05 -.02 

Procedural .05 -.09 -.09 .05 .10 .25* .15 
Interactional -.06 .12 .09 .09 -.02 -.02 -.02 
(ΔR2) (.04***) (.05***) (.02**) (.02***) (.03***) (.02*) (.01) 

        
Adjusted R2 .43*** .59*** .52*** .70*** .46*** .11*** .06*** 

F. 54.60 91.66 68.45 149.66 54.04 9.01 4.84 

df. 6/372 6/372 6/372 6/372 6/372 6/372 6/372 

Note: Weights are standardized beta weights from Step 2. * p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. 
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Appendix A 

Frequencies and Descriptive Statistics for External Organizational Justice items 

 Frequency of Response   

Construct                                  

Item Wording 

1 – 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 – 

Disagree 

3 – 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

4 – 

Agree 

5 – 

Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

 

Distributive External 

Organizational Justice  

     

 

 I am satisfied with the way my 

organization gives out money to 

other groups outside of itself. 

17 42 107 181 32 3.45 .953 

 I feel good about the way my 

organization gives out money to 

other groups outside of itself. 

16 48 107 170 38 3.44 .978 

 I feel good about the way my 

organization distributes resources 

to other groups outside of itself. 

13 47 86 195 38 3.52 .952 

 My organization gives out money 

to other groups outside of itself 

justly. 

 

19 43 108 174 35 3.43 .980 
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Frequencies and Descriptive Statistics Continued 

 Frequency of Response   

Construct                                  

Item Wording 

1 – 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 – 

Disagree 

3 – 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

4 – 

Agree 

5 – 

Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

Procedural External 

Organizational Justice 

       

 My organization uses fair 

procedures to decide how to treat 

other groups outside of itself. 

11 33 60 219 56 3.73 .919 

 The degree to which my 

organization considers everyone’s 

needs when determining how to 

treat other groups outside of itself 

is just. 

11 38 73 210 47 3.64 .924 

 I feel good about the procedures 

my organization uses in 

determining how to treat other 

groups outside of itself. 

12 42 63 214 48 3.64 .947 

 I feel good about the policies that 

my organization has in place to 

determine how to treat other 

groups outside of itself. 

 

11 32 75 213 48 3.67 .905 
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Frequencies and Descriptive Statistics Continued 

 Frequency of Response   

Construct                                  

Item Wording 

1 – 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 – 

Disagree 

3 – 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

4 – 

Agree 

5 – 

Strongly 

Agree 

Mean SD 

Interactional External 

Organizational Justice 

       

 I feel good about the amount of 

honesty that my organization 

displays when interacting with 

other groups outside of itself. 

18 34 60 214 53 3.66 .985 

 I am satisfied with the way my 

organization gives explanations 

for its actions to outside groups. 

15 39 58 205 62 3.69 .994 

 I feel good about the way my 

organization gives explanations 

for its actions to outside groups. 

 

16 35 70 212 46 3.63 .958 
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Development and Validation of a Measure of External Organizational Justice 

A major recent trend in the fields of business and work psychology is a growing focus on the 

performance of organizations not only in terms of profit but also in terms of social and 

environmental impact (Aguinis, 2011).  Evidence of this shift in focus towards what 

researchers often call corporate social responsibility (CSR; Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) comes 

in many forms and from many sources, both within and beyond academia.  Within the 

academic world, CSR is or will be the topic of a major professional organization’s meeting 

(e.g., Society for Industrial & Organizational Psychology, n.d.) and published books 

(Jackson, Ones, Dilchert, & Kraiger, 2012; Olson-Buchanan, Koppes-Bryan, & Thompson, 

in press), special issues in journals (Rupp, Wright, Aryee, & Luo, 2010), and indeed the 

central focus of several entire journals (e.g., “Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Environmental Management,” n.d.; “Social Responsibility,” n.d.).  The scholarly work 

conducted around the topic of CSR has been summarized in both management (Aguinis & 

Glavas, 2012) and industrial-organizational psychology (Aguinis, 2011) publications and a 

search for “Corporate social responsibility” in the PsycINFO database yields over 1,500 

results (“EBSCOhost,” n.d.).  Beyond academic sources, news reports indicate that CSR is an 

important topic for the public.  A media company has added a service specifically designed 

to provide continuous CSR news coverage (EIN News, 2012), and YouTube is home to over 

12,000 videos on the topic of CSR (“Youtube,” n.d.).  With over 50,000 news articles on the 

topic indexed by Google News within the past year (“Google news 2011-2012,” n.d.) 
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compared to just over 3,000 the year prior (“Google news 2010-2011,” n.d.), it is clear that 

CSR is increasingly becoming a topic of interest within popular news sources.  Additionally, 

the owners of major stock exchanges such as the NASDAQ have expressed intentions to 

pressure the organizations listed with them to report on their CSR performance (The 

Economist, 2012).  Finally, for over a decade the United Nations has held in effect the UN 

Global Compact, which brings organizations together in pursuing principles of CSR, among 

others (United Nations Global Compact, n.d.). In sum, CSR has been and is increasingly an 

important topic to the public, academia, businesses, and international organizations alike.  

Given that, it is important that we understand what we know about CSR, what has been said 

about the areas in which our knowledge is lacking, and future areas that have not yet been 

addressed in any of these forums.  

What We Know about CSR 

 As a result of the empirical work that has been done on the topic, a great deal is 

known about CSR.  This includes at the individual level of analysis (rather than 

organizational or industry levels; see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) some of its antecedents, 

mediators, and outcomes.  Such knowledge helps CSR researchers come to a greater 

understanding of the nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) surrounding the 

construct.  For instance, researchers believe that CSR’s antecedents include the concern that 

individual employees within a given organization feel for CSR issues (Bansal, 2003; Bansal 

& Roth, 2000; Mudrack, 2007).  In terms of mediators, we have evidence that organizational 
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pride bridges in part the conceptual gap between CSR and organizational outcomes (Jones, 

2010), as does followers’ perceptions of their leaders as visionary, which leads in turn to 

extra effort (de Luque, Washburn, Waldman, & House, 2008).  The list of confirmed 

outcomes is more complete and impressive.  The list includes organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCB; de Luque et al., 2008; Jones, 2010; Lin, Lyau, Tsai, Chen, & Chiu, 2010), 

employee retention and in-role performance (de Luque et al., 2008; Jones, 2010), 

attractiveness of an organization to potential employees (Behrend, Baker, & Thompson, 

2009; Greening & Turban, 2000; Turban & Greening, 1997), employee commitment to 

(Maigan, Ferrell, & Hult, 1999) and identification with an organization (Carmeli, Gilat, & 

Waldman, 2007), employee engagement (Glavas & Piderit, 2009) and relations (Agle, 

Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Glavas & Piderit, 2009), job satisfaction (Tziner, Oren, Bar, 

& Kadosh, 2011), and perceptions of the quality of management by individuals within an 

organization (Waddock & Graves, 1997).  However, many different and only occasionally 

overlapping theories of CSR have arisen (e.g., Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007; 

Glavas & Piderit, 2009; Rupp, 2011; Rupp, Ganapathi, Aguilera, & Williams, 2006; Lin et 

al., 2010; Waddock & Graves, 1997) as different researchers interpret different subsets of the 

ever-growing available evidence through the lenses of different academic traditions.  The 

inconsistency and incompleteness of these theories has not escaped the attention of 

researchers of CSR, and a recent review of the CSR literature, both theoretical and empirical, 
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has left us with perhaps the most complete understanding of what is and what is not known 

about CSR’s nomological network today (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012). 

What We Know We Don’t Know about CSR 

 In their 2012 review, Aguinis and Glavas celebrated the great steps forward that 

researchers across a variety of disciplines had made in understanding the antecedents and 

outcomes of CSR and forwarded a multilevel integrative theoretical model to encompass the 

relationships between antecedents, mediators, and outcomes of CSR that have been discussed 

in extant published work.  Looking forward, these authors noted a variety of conspicuous 

gaps in our understanding of the phenomenon and provided recommendations as to how 

researchers can fill these gaps.  Among these were the need for additional research at the 

individual level of analysis, a greater understanding of mediators in the CSR-to-

organizational-outcomes path, and the inclusion in empirical ventures of additional 

qualitative data-collection efforts.  I expand upon each of these in turn below. 

We Were Made for This: Individual-Level Analysis and I-O Psychology 

Very few of the articles published on CSR appear in journals dedicated to a micro-level 

analysis of the issue, with only 4% of articles included in Aguinis and Glavas’s (2012) 

review focusing on individuals rather than organizations or industries. However, attention 

within the field of I-O psychology to CSR is ramping up (Aguinis, 2011), and with it we 

expect to observe an increase in available knowledge relating to CSR’s antecedents, 

mediators, and outcomes at the individual level.  The micro-level analysis that is the hallmark 
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of I-O research is the perfect mechanism to fill this gap in our current understanding of CSR 

(Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).  I discuss the theoretical efforts that researchers have already 

made to bring the tools of I-O psychology to bear on this field of inquiry in a later section. 

Missing Mediators 

The specific pathways that link individual-level antecedents of and instances of CSR are 

unclear, as are the pathways that link CSR to its individual-level outcomes.  This is in part 

because of the relative paucity of individual-level analysis of the issue, in part because of a 

general lack of focus on mechanisms at all levels of analysis of the issue, and in part because 

of the scattered theory-building efforts of scientists from all domains.  Aguinis and Glavas 

(2012) called for additional research of mediators across all levels of analysis, which as was 

shown above in the short list of known individual-level mediators holds especially true in 

those domains accessible to I-O psychology researchers.  Though this does not imply that 

work in determining individual-level antecedents or outcomes should be put on hold, it does 

hint at some of the inconsistency seen in the extant theories of CSR; without greater contrast 

within the nomological network, an observed relationship can be attributed to many different 

and potentially contradictory mechanisms.  It is clear, then, that in pursuit of a fuller picture 

of CSR, understanding the mechanisms by which major inputs and outcomes effect and are 

effected by CSR is crucial.  As I will discuss below, researchers have already made 

theoretical efforts towards this goal. 
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Integrating Qualitative Research Tools: Construct Clarification 

 In the absence of a clear unifying theory of CSR, it may be necessary to conduct not 

only convergent, hypothesis-testing research on topics of interest but also divergent, 

construct-space-exploration research.  Aguinis & Glavas (2012) call for such work in the 

continued inquiry surrounding CSR by noting the relative dearth of inclusion of qualitative 

research methods in empirical studies.  These authors refer to qualitative research as a 

mechanism by which the mechanisms underlying CSR – mediators, in other words – can be 

better understood.  Each of the above concerns – the individual level of analysis, a focus on 

mediators, and the inclusion of qualitative research to expand our understanding of the actual 

mechanisms of CSR – heavily guide the present research.  Others efforts, however, seem to 

have already started addressing some of these concerns; it is to these that I now turn. 

CSR and Organizational Justice 

 Deborah Rupp and her colleagues (Aguilera et al., 2007; Rupp, 2011; Rupp et al., 

2006; Rupp, Williams, & Aguilera, 2010) have forwarded theoretical work calling for 

attention to the role of organizational justice perceptions in the CSR nomological network.  

The models forwarded in this work contain at their core the variable of perceived 

organizational justice and acknowledge the complexity of potential mediation of the CSR-

outcomes relationship due to individual differences and social processes (Rupp, 2011).  A 

single article focusing on mediation of the CSR-job satisfaction relationship via perceptions 

of organizational justice (Tziner et al., 2011) provides empirical support for this notion.  
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Though some confusion arises in one case from the treatment of procedural justice as not an 

outcome of but a component of CSR (Brammer, Millington, & Rayton, 2007), the call to 

action in Rupp and colleagues’ work is clear, particularly in light of the gaps identified by 

Aguinis and Glavas (2012): investigate organizational justice as a mediator of the CSR-

outcomes relationship.  

What We Don’t Know We Don’t Know about CSR 

 The calls to action implicit and sometimes explicit in the above observations will, 

when heeded, fill many of the deficits in our understanding of CSR.  However, researchers 

have not acknowledged in the literature some looming problems.  A shortcoming of the call 

to use organizational justice as a lens to study CSR, though it has been shown to hold up to 

empirical scrutiny, is the nature of organizational justice as traditionally conceived and 

measured (Greenberg, 2011).  Specifically, organizational justice perceptions are egocentric, 

self-serving, based on social comparison, and perhaps most importantly entail reflection on 

policies and behaviors that directly impact the employee, not those that affect external 

stakeholders (Greenberg, 2011).  Though a focus on deontic justice, or a reaction to unjust 

events not because of immediate implications for the perceiver but because of their status as 

unjust events (Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2003; O’Reilly & Aquino, 2011; Rupp & 

Bell, 2010), has built over the past decade, measures of organizational justice perceptions 

that accommodate this viewpoint are not available.  That is, measures that focus on self-

interest abound (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Moorman, 1991; see also Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; 
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Greenberg, 2011), but measures that rely upon moral indignation (O’Reilly & Aquino, 2011) 

do not.  For an organizational justice framework to be used in the investigation of CSR, we 

must move beyond the conventional understanding and measurement of organizational 

justice and as Aguinis and Glavas (2012) put it, focus on something other than “What’s in it 

for me?” (p. 954) asked from the employee’s perspective.  Given this clear need for 

additional work, I turn now to the introduction of a new view of organizational justice, one 

that accommodates the less self-involved focus of the deontic approach: external 

organizational justice. 

External Organizational Justice: A New Take on a Familiar Concept 

 As I indicated above, when researchers have used traditional conceptualizations and 

measures of organizational justice, they have failed to uphold the spirit of the deontic justice 

approach.  Because so much of the history of organizational justice is mired in the notion that 

employees are focused on their own immediate wellbeing and not abstract principles of 

morality or fairness (Greenberg, 2011), efforts to integrate deontic justice in the CSR inquiry 

by including traditional measures of organizational justice (such as in Tziner et al., 2011) are 

missing the mark.  To investigate the true relevance of the perceptions on the part of 

employees of the fair practices in which their organization is engaging vis-à-vis external 

stakeholders, I thus conclude that not only a new measure of organizational justice but 

indeed a new construct, separate from but related to the organizational justice tradition, must 

be forwarded.  Into this gap I forward the construct of external organizational justice (EJ), 
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which I define as “Perceptions by an employee of the degree to which her or his organization 

behaves fairly, equitably, and ethically when interacting with entities outside of the 

organization.”  Given that I created this conceptual definition as a departure from 

organizational justice that accounts for the deontic, beyond-what’s-in-it-for-me concerns on 

the part of employees, I consider this construct theoretically distinct from organizational 

justice.  Accordingly, I propose that 

Proposition 1: EJ is empirically distinct from organizational justice proper. 

 That said, however, I acknowledge that a great deal of work in organizational justice, 

which has not been particularly contingent upon its focus on immediate self-interest, has 

revealed its multidimensional nature.  That is to say, though organizational justice proper is a 

single unifying concept, it is not generally possible to measure it at the unidimensional level 

(Colquitt & Shaw, 2005), implying that it is actually an assemblage of related constructs.  

Because many of the interaction types captured by my definition of EJ fall along parallel 

lines with the types of interactions captured by organizational justice proper, this 

multidimensionality is expected with regard to EJ.  Thus, 

Proposition 2: EJ is a multidimensional construct. 

 As EJ is a response to theoretical (e.g., Rupp, 2011) and empirical (Tziner et al., 

2011) work linking CSR to individual-level organizational outcomes, I propose that 

Proposition 3: EJ partially mediates the CSR-organizational-outcomes relationship. 
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 The program of research I will conduct in relation to EJ holds these propositions at its 

core.  In the present work, I focus on establishing and demonstrating the validity of a 

measure of EJ. 

The Scale Development and Validation Process 

 Developing and validating a new psychological measure is a multistage process, each 

stage of which entails judgment calls and theoretical justifications (Hinkin, 1998).  This is 

particularly the case when it comes to organizational justice measures, the notoriously 

complex nature of which led Colquitt and Shaw (2005) to articulate a series of decision-

making points that a researcher must address when measuring justice-related constructs.  

Hinkin (1998) described a standard process by which researchers should develop a new 

measure; this process serves as the overarching framework for the present study.  Hinkin’s 

(1998) method relies on both the acquisition of different types of data from various different 

sources as well as the repeated use of the same data to address different questions.  I describe 

the separate samples as well as the reuses of a given sample below as I articulate the process 

used to generate, evaluate, and administer the bank of items that will serve as the raw input to 

a scale of EJ. 

Step 1: Item Generation 

 Developing items is the necessarily first general step in demonstrating the validity of 

a scale of any psychological construct (Hinkin, 1998).  It is in pursuit of this seemingly 

simple step, however, that the majority of the decision-making processes involved in the 
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scale-development process occur (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Hinkin, 1998).  Items generated at 

this stage reflect the way that the author of the scale defines the construct(s) at hand (Hinkin, 

1998), how aware participants will be of the purpose of the items with which they are being 

presented, and how well construct(s) will be suited for use as independent or dependent 

variables within a theory (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005).  I address these and more issues in the 

following sections. 

Step 1.1: Subdimensions and Construct Definitions 

 I chose to explore the possibility that EJ entails up to three discrete subdimensions 

when I established construct definitions.  I relied upon three discreet sources of information 

when determining which constructs would serve as the subdimensions of EJ and writing 

definitions for these constructs.  The first and main source of information was the extant 

literature regarding organizational justice, particularly that which articulates the major types 

of justice.  In his 2011 review, Greenberg explains that justice researchers have generally 

agreed upon three major types of justice, specifically distributive (Homans, 1961, Leventhal 

1976), procedural (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975), and interactional (Bies & 

Moag, 1986).  Distributive justice concerns perceptions of the fairness involved when an 

organization allocates rewards or resources (Homans, 1961), which contrasts with the 

perceived fairness by which the organization makes decisions and permits voice in 

employees, captured by procedural justice (Leventhal, 1980).  Interactional justice, which has 

since its relatively recent inception split into interpersonal and informational subdimensions 
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(Greenberg, 1993), addresses perceptions of the fairness involved when an organization 

communicates information regarding policies and procedures (Bies & Moag, 1986).  Under 

the less specific banner of external justice outlined above, which I used as the second source 

of information for my construct definitions, I adopted each of these three subdimensions and 

repurposed them to the task at hand.  Appending to the general definition of EJ provided 

above, I thus defined distributive EJ (DEJ) as [EJ] “specifically in the context of the 

distribution of resources within those interactions.”  Procedural EJ (PEJ) I define as [EJ] 

“specifically in the context of the manner in which the decisions made about those 

interactions are determined.”  Finally, I define interactional EJ (IEJ) as [EJ] “specifically in 

the context of communication within those interactions.”  Both of these sources constitute 

what Hinkin (1998) called deductive approaches, in that they relied on rational rather than 

empirical inputs.  To confirm empirically that I could modify these justice constructs to 

operate within the EJ framework and were an appropriate attempt at introducing 

multidimensionality into the EJ construct space (see Proposition 2), I had to launch an initial 

data-collection effort.  The results of this effort, among other purposes, served as the third 

and final source of information for construct types and definitions. 

Focus Groups: Method 

To explore organically the content of the nomological network surrounding EJ (as 

recommended by Aguinis & Glavas, 2012), I conducted a series of focus groups.  This type 

of qualitative work is not found among the prescribed steps of scale development work (e.g., 
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Hinkin, 1998), but constitutes an opportunity to ensure that preconceived notions regarding 

construct domains of interest hold up when discussed with individuals not involved in the 

research or trained heavily in the psychological research tradition. 

As discussed above and as shall be observed as a recurring theme below, the present data-

collection effort served more than a single purpose.  Besides helping me determine whether 

my rationally-derived subdimensions and their construct definitions were reflected in the 

thinking of a lay sample, this work served as a check on the adequacy of measures of 

perceived CSR to be used in later stages of data collection (below).  Thus, participants did 

not relegate the conversation during the focus groups exclusively to the nature of the EJ 

constructs and their definitions. 

Participants 

 I drew participants from Introductory Psychology classes at a large southeastern 

university; they participated in exchange for partial fulfillment of a course requirement.  

Across nine one-hour sessions, 49 individuals participated in focus groups.  Participants were 

on average 18.9 years of age, ranging from 18 to 22 years of age.  Males accounted for 55% 

of the sample, and 92% had formal work experience, with an average of 2.7 years of 

employment.  Of those with employment history, 55% held employment at the time of the 

focus groups (for an average of 20.5 hours per week).  Those currently employed had been 

working for their current employers for an average of 11 months. 
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Procedure 

I recruited participants by way of an online experiment-administration system to which they 

had access as an Introductory Psychology course procedure.  Upon arrival to a predetermined 

location, I provided potential participants with an informed consent form and gave them an 

opportunity to have their questions answered.  Having provided informed consent, I 

reminded participants that they should feel free to not respond to any questions about which 

they felt uncomfortable or if they thought, in doing so, they might jeopardize their own or 

someone else’s financial standing or reputation.  Additionally, I requested that participants 

avoid the names of specific organizations and organizational members during the focus 

groups to protect the welfare of other parties.  I also provided participants with a 

demographic questionnaire, gave them time to complete this, and asked them to turn in the 

form.  Once I received confirmation that each participant permitted recording of the session, I 

started a digital recorder and the focus group began in earnest. 

Participants were informed that they would be asked a series of open-ended questions and 

that they should feel free to respond to any question however they would like (while 

maintaining the privacy precautions enumerated above).  The questions appear in Table 6.  

Generally, the purpose of the questions was to guide participants’ discussion toward the 

notion of EJ generally and DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ specifically without at any time actually 

articulating definitions of these constructs. 
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Focus Groups: Results 

 The central question I sought to answer with the data at this stage in the study was 

whether the three types of EJ that I had forwarded on the basis of the organizational justice 

literature (Greenberg, 2011) and the definition of EJ – DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ – appropriately 

addressed the domain space of EJ (Hinkin, 1998).  To this end, I examined participants’ 

responses to focus group questions for their relevance to each of the three subtypes of EJ.  

Indeed, responses were given that matched closely with each of the three definitions.  For 

example, participants discussed the distribution of funds to charitable and environmental not-

for-profit organizations as examples of organizations behaving justly, which aligned with the 

definition of DEJ.  Likewise, participants gave examples related to the full exploration of 

possible courses of action by an organization before making a decision, including identifying 

and conferring with all relevant stakeholders; these examples conformed to the definition of 

PEJ.  More nebulous but still present were examples related to the definition of IEJ, such as 

the honest and full disclosure of organizational behaviors and occurrences to the public, 

honest reporting by news organizations, and truth in advertising.  Examples of just 

organizational conduct toward external parties that could not be easily placed within one of 

these categories was not observed, and thus this third and final source of information 

regarding constructs and their definitions corroborated the results of the first two sources.  

Having established with fair confidence the three constructs that fall within EJ, it came time 

to begin writing items based on the generated construct definitions. 
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Step 1.2: Initial Item Pool Generation 

 Given a set of construct definitions, different groups of organizational justice 

researchers could defensibly generate dozens of distinct types of survey items by choosing to 

answer fundamental questions of item design provided by Colquitt and Shaw (2005) 

differently.  These authors encourage would-be organizational justice scale developers to 

consider a series of five questions when generating items.  Specifically, they are concerned 

with the source of the justice-relevant behavior, the context in which employees perceive that 

behavior, the directness of measurement approach, and the repetition technique used to boost 

the number of items within a scale.  I address each of these in turn below. 

Source of the Justice-Relevant Behavior 

 I chose to write items that capture EJ that is brought about by ingrained 

organizational policies.  After having established which type(s) of justice I seek to measure – 

in this case, DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ – the next step recommended by Colquitt and Shaw (2005) is 

to decide from where the items should imply the justice-relevant behavior comes.  Choices 

for this decision may include origination within the individual members of an organization, 

such as supervisors, or because of the rules laid forth by the organization as a whole, such as 

established policies and procedures.  Blader and Tyler (2003) refer to this latter possibility as 

formal justice, and I selected this type.  Though in some circumstances it is conceivable that 

individual members of an organization are the most salient decision makers with regard to 

interactions with outside entities, focus group results (see above) indicated that the policies 
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established at the organizational – and not the individual – level are those most salient when 

thinking of EJ.  For example, participants spoke of the donations that organizations made, 

over time, to charitable organizations and they spoke of truth in advertising; both of these 

phenomena occur as a result not of individual action but organization-wide policy.  

Accordingly, I wrote items to refer not to the specific decisions made by members of the 

organization but rather to the execution of organizationally-established policies and 

procedures regarding interactions with outside entities.  This decision led me to the next, that 

of the period upon which I would focus in my items. 

Context of Behavioral Perception 

 I chose to focus on EJ that is relatively static (rather than volatile) over time.  The 

period and number of events that an employee should consider when making a judgment of 

an organization’s justice-relevant behaviors constitutes the next question recommended by 

Colquitt and Shaw (2005).  For instance, a single behavioral instance on the part of an 

organization may be the focal input for a judgment of that organization’s just or unjust 

behavior, or contrariwise an employee could consider all of the organization’s relevant 

behaviors over a decade or more.  Because of the volatility potentially associated with asking 

about a single or a small set of behaviors over a short period, I have chosen to adopt what 

Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobecel, and Rupp (2001, p. 191) termed an “entity” approach.  In this 

approach, an individual agglomerates myriad individual events to form a perception of an 

entity that underlies all of those behaviors.  Accordingly, I wrote items that constitute a 
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global judgment across circumstances and time – though within each of the three 

subdimensions of EJ – and treat these behaviors as stemming from a common source, i.e., the 

target organization.  With answers to these first two questions in hand – focusing on 

organization-level EJ that is durable over time and events – I move to more technical aspects 

of the item-writing process. 

Directness of Measurement Approach 

 I chose to write transparent items that directly assess EJ.  As with all steps in the 

decision-making process outlined by Colquitt and Shaw (2005), each decision is an attempt 

to maximize the appropriateness and utility of the items while minimizing measurement 

inaccuracy, regardless of its source.  At this particular stage of that process, the creator of a 

scale must balance issues of faking and the tenability of required inferences. 

Though meta-analytic evidence indicates that faking does not substantially impact, for 

example, criterion-related validity (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998), the issue of faking in 

psychological measurement – knowingly distorting responses for one reason or another – still 

attracts adequate attention to warrant the publication of strategies to avoid it (Dwight & 

Donovan, 2003).  One of the key inputs in the ability of respondents to fake on a 

psychological measure is the transparency of the item – that is, the ease with which a 

respondent, when exposed to the item, can infer the construct that the item measures.  

Struggles with transparency and the possibility of faking predominantly appear within the 

personnel selection literature (e.g., Arthur & Day, 2011), where motivation to present a 
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favorable image is obvious.  Given the sensitive nature of EJ, however, it is reasonable to be 

cautious about the possibility of faking within the realm of EJ measurement.  This concern 

was a major input in the answer that I selected to the next question posed by Colquitt and 

Shaw (2005).  These authors encourage a consideration of the degree to which a researcher 

writes items to directly or to indirectly inquire about the construct at hand.  Direct measures 

are the epitome of transparency; when measuring justice, this includes using words such as 

“how fair” or “how just” directly in the item (Lind & Tyler, 1988).  By this method, 

participants are readily aware of the construct being measured – justice. 

Conversely, questions that rely on an indirect measurement paradigm relate less immediately 

to such justice-related words, relying instead upon specific inquiries regarding practices or 

policies that the item’s author has assumed to be justice-relevant.  For example, within the 

context of informational organizational justice, an item could read, “how frequently does 

your supervisor communicate all relevant information regarding a new discipline system?”  

As illustrated in this example, a researcher obtains knowledge of justice perceptions only 

following an inferential leap from the perceived frequency of such behavior to the perceived 

justice of that practice in the mind of the respondent.  Whether this inferential leap is justified 

is not the subject of empirical inquiry, and thus the author inserts a theoretical or rational 

argument into the measurement paradigm by this indirect approach.  Thus, we see that the 

amount of inference required – and thus the potential mismatch between the items and the 

intended construct domain – is in direct tension with the ability for participants to fake on the 
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scale, clouding the issue of which approach is preferable.  Given the relatively small concern 

about faking, however (e.g., Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998), particularly in the domain of EJ 

measurement, I chose to avoid unnecessary inferences.  Accordingly, I wrote items with as 

direct as possible a link between wording and the EJ constructs of interest, including explicit 

references to justice and fairness.  My decision set the tone of the items as forward and frank 

and constrained the options available to me for increasing the size of the item bank, to which 

I now turn. 

Repetition Technique(s) Used 

I chose to rely on two different but related techniques when expanding the overall number of 

items contained in my initial item pool.  The final issue that Colquitt and Shaw (2005) raise 

is necessitated by the desirability of more than one item – at least three or four, in fact 

(Hinkin, 1998) – to measure each construct.  Especially given the decisions made above, 

which aggregate behaviors across individuals and time, it is challenging to find a way to ask 

multiple questions about each construct without repeating verbatim an item.  When using a 

direct measurement strategy (see above), a repetition technique is most likely to be associated 

with the use of words closely related to the construct itself (i.e., justice).  Earley and Lind 

(1987), for instance, used the words “fair” and “just,” thereby doubling the number of 

available items without introducing semantic differences between those items (inasmuch as 

these two words are synonyms for each other; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005).  Because I judged 

this technique as the most suited to creating more items without introducing the need for 



84 
 
 

 

 
 
 

21 

additional inference or interpretation, I adopted it.  However, this technique alone simply 

doubles the number of items available, which, given the expected loss of items at later stages 

in the process (Hinkin, 1998), is inadequate.  Thus, I also adopted a technique that relies on 

what Colquitt and Shaw (2005, p. 121) call “substitutes,” wherein words or phrases not 

directly synonymous with but highly related to the focal construct are used.  For instance, 

Shapiro and Brett (1993) used such alternatives as “felt good about” and “taken advantage 

by” in place of “just” or “fair.”  While these alternatives require the additional inference that 

participants have feelings about or have expectations about justice conditions, items 

generated by this technique still clearly relate to the focal construct.  Accordingly, I wrote 

items that utilized either the synonym or the substitute approach, bolstering the number of 

items available while minimizing the modification of item content and the introduction of 

additional need for inference.  Having made this decision, the wording of items was nearly 

entirely determined.  I turn now to my consideration of the scale I would use to solicit item 

responses, the final factor that influenced overall item structure and wording. 

Response Scale 

 I chose a five-point Likert-type agreement scale for my items.  The final decision that 

arises when writing an instrument is what response scale(s) to use when asking participants 

to respond to items.  A first issue is relatively straightforward, that of choosing from one of 

the major measurement paradigms.  Most researchers in this domain rely on Likert-type 

scaling (see Agle et al., 1999; Carmeli et al., 2007; Glavas & Piderit, 2009; Greening & 
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Turban, 2000; Lin et al., 2010; de Luque et al., 2008), and I do likewise.  Another issue is 

whether to ask participants about the frequency with which the content of an item occurs 

(e.g., “rarely” or “almost always”) or the degree to which they agree or disagree with the 

statement presented in the item (e.g., “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree;” Hinkin, 1998).  

Selection of one of these two strategies is best made early in the item-writing process, as the 

wording of items will be affected by the response scale selected.  I chose to use the 

agreement/disagreement option, in continuing acknowledgement of an interest in obtaining 

an overall perception from the participant rather than a calculation of the relative frequency 

of occurrence of specific behaviors (see above).  A final issue involves the number of 

response options presented to participants.  Though there is no clearly best number of 

response options and disagreement regarding the ideal number persists (Cox, 1980; Hinkin, 

1998), the default number of options for Likert-type scaling is five (Likert, 1932); I have 

adopted this number of options for my items.  Accordingly, I wrote items in anticipation of a 

Likert-type response scale with anchors of “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree” with five 

response options.  Now that I addressed each of these measurement-related issues, I could 

move on to the actual process of writing the survey items. 

Item Writing 

Given each of the parameters established above and following Hinkin’s (1998) guidance in 

item writing, I wrote 40 DEJ items, 50 PEJ items, 30 IEJ items, and also 30 general EJ items 

based on the definition for that construct described above (see Tables 7-10).  Having 
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established these sets of candidate items by a priori means (i.e., the use of the predetermined 

construct definitions), prior researchers recommended that I subject these items to an external 

assessment of content validity (Hinkin 1998; Hinkin & Tracey, 1999), to which I now turn. 

Step 2: Content Validation 

 Content validity refers to the degree to which a set of items reflect a given construct 

domain (Kerlinger, 1986); it is a component of the more general notion of construct validity, 

involving the inferences associated with the relationship between a particular item or set of 

items and the abstract constructs that they are meant to represent (Shadish, Cook, & 

Campbell, 2002).  When writing an instrument, it is important to establish content validity 

and, more generally, construct validity to help ensure that the scale as a whole adequately 

and appropriately covers the conceptual ground, such as it were, that the author intended it to 

cover.  Without this rudimentary type of validity, users of the instrument cannot be confident 

that they are indeed measuring what they had intended to measure when they had selected an 

instrument.  

Content Validity Judgments: Method 

In practice, content validation involves some type of strategy that allows raters to judge how 

well the items they have received match with predetermined construct definitions (Hinkin, 

1998).  All of the available techniques thus necessarily entail judgment calls on the part of 

respondents.  However, many also entail judgment calls on the part of the researcher 

analyzing the data provided by those respondents (see Anderson & Gerbing, 1991; Hinkin, 
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1995, 1998; Schriesheim, Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, & Lankau, 1993), be it in the 

interpretation of factor loadings or the establishment of acceptable cutoffs.  For want of a less 

subjective approach to data analysis and decision making, Hinkin and Tracey (1999) 

developed a content-validation process that relied instead on statistical difference testing 

using analysis of variance (ANOVA), thus reducing the number of judgment calls required 

on the part of the researcher.  I adopted this approach for purposes of establishing the content 

validity of the items I had written (see above). 

Participants 

I drew participants from Introductory Psychology classes at a large southeastern university; 

they participated in exchange for partial fulfillment of a course requirement.  Because the 

time investment required for the study was relatively large and the intended audience of the 

final instrument was individuals without advanced training in psychology or familiarity with 

the justice literature, I deemed a student sample most appropriate.  To include a participant’s 

data in the final dataset, the participant had to complete the study (i.e., all items had to be at 

least accessed, though responses to all items were not required) and had to spend at least 20 

minutes completing the study (which indicated that the participant was actually attending to 

item content and not simply clicking through items).  Although 82 participants initially began 

completing the study, complete data were obtained from 44 participants (54%); elimination 

of participants from the dataset was primarily due to attrition (34 of 38 eliminated cases), 

with only a minority of loss due to participants rushing through the study (4 of 38 eliminated 
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cases).  No demographic variables differed significantly between the retained and rejected 

participants (all values of p > .05).  Females accounted for 55% of the retained sample, and 

participants were on average 20.3 years of age, ranging from 18 to 40 years of age.  Though 

students, the majority of retained participants were familiar with the workplace; 84% had 

formal work experience, with an average of 4.27 years of employment.  Of those with any 

history of employment, 34.1% held jobs at the time of the survey (for an average of 18.9 

hours per week).  Those currently employed had been working for their current employers 

for an average of 15.3 months. 

Procedure 

I recruited students in an Introductory Psychology course enrolled on an online experiment-

administration system.  Upon recruitment, participants received and followed an Internet link 

that led them to an online informed consent page.  Upon giving their consent, I presented 

participants with the construct definitions for each of the EJ constructs.  Once participants 

had indicated that they had read the construct definitions, I asked them to rate each item in 

the EJ item bank, presented in a randomized order, on its consistence with each of the 

construct definitions.  I provided the construct definitions at the top of each page of the 

relevant components of the survey to serve as a reminder to participants.  Participants 

completed these ratings on a five-point Likert-type scale with anchors of “not at all 

consistent” and “completely consistent.”  Once participants rated all 150 items, I thanked 



89 
 
 

 

 
 
 

26 

them for their time and dismissed them.  I used the PASW software package (version 18) to 

manage and analyze the data. 

Content Validity Judgments: Results  

My objective at this stage of the study was to determine which of the original 150 items 

possessed adequate content validity, according to statistical difference testing.  These items I 

should consider for inclusion in the next stage of the scale development process (i.e., 

exploratory factor analysis; Hinkin, 1998).  As Hinkin and Tracey (1999) indicate, at this 

stage many of the judgment calls conventionally associated with content validity 

determination, such as the interpretation of factor analytic results, are removed; unequivocal 

are the findings provided by ANOVA.  Specifically, Hinkin and Tracey (1999) imply that a 

researcher should consider an item adequately content valid if and only if respondents rate 

that item significantly higher on its a priori dimension than any other dimension, as 

demonstrated by its unique presence in the highest-scoring homogeneous subset of a Duncan 

post hoc test.  The results of these analyses appear in Table 11.  In total, 44 of the 150 items 

(32%) met the criterion for retention in the next step of the process.  Given three 

subdimensions within the scale and minimum item number requirements of four per subscale 

(Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985; though see discussion by Hinkin, 1998), the 16, 22, and 6 

items retained for the DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ subscales, respectively, constitute an adequate 

number of surviving items for further analysis. With an adequate number of items reflecting 
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each of the three subdimensions in hand, then, I turn to further steps of the scale-

development process. 

Step 3: Factor Structure 

 After a set of items that demonstrate content validity have been obtained, Hinkin 

(1998) recommends that the researcher should administer those items, along with a variety of 

other items that serve various purposes in later analyses, to an adequately large sample.  At 

this point, I will temporarily split the available data in half randomly.  I will use half of the 

data obtained from administering this questionnaire, first, to establish whether the observed 

factor structure of the items conforms to the expected factor structure based on the construct 

that I wrote the item to reflect.  Though this process seems confirmatory in nature (in that it 

is used to confirm a predetermined factor structure), it relies in fact on exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA).  Once this process is complete, I will use the remaining half of the data for 

confirmatory purposes, which I explain below.  Before conducting such an analysis on the 

list of content-valid items obtained in the prior step (above), however, I must establish and 

execute the full data-collection effort.  I turn now to describing the logic behind this effort. 

 As mentioned repeatedly above, this empirical venture meets several research needs 

(Hinkin, 1998).  It relies on an adequately large sample size to randomly split the resultant 

dataset into two 200-participant groups for EFA and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  It 

also relies on an adequate number of scales being included, besides the candidate items for 

the focal constructs (i.e., DEJ, PEJ, IEJ) to demonstrate convergent and discriminant validity, 
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evidence that the new scales do correlate with theoretically similar constructs and that they 

do not correlate with theoretically dissimilar constructs, respectively.  Finally, it relies on the 

inclusion of measures of theoretically-predicted criteria, such I can test for criterion-related 

validity, or whether the focal constructs predict their hypothesized outcomes (Hinkin, 1998).  

Thus, at this point, I must obtain measures for other constructs that I expect to either correlate 

with or not correlate with the EJ subdimensions.  I introduced the majority of the constructs 

involved in the first category (related constructs) in above discussion.  The second category 

(unrelated constructs) entails topics that are by their very nature somewhat irrelevant to the 

narrative to this point.  Each of these I address now. 

Related Constructs 

 Following Rupp’s (2011; Rupp et al., 2006) reasoning, the constructs that should 

relate most closely to the EJ constructs are indeed those of organizational justice – more 

specifically distributive and procedural organizational justice.  As with any demonstration of 

convergent validity in a measure of a new construct, one here encounters a catch-22.  On the 

one hand, the very purpose of this venture is to obtain a set of scales that measure different 

constructs than existing organizational justice scales.  On the other, there is some theoretical 

reason to believe that any organization that engages in behaviors that engender perceptions of 

EJ would be likely to engage in behaviors that engender perceptions of the normal type of 

organizational justice.  Accordingly, scales designed to assess these constructs are the best 
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candidates for the category of “related constructs” – and certainly closer to EJ than many 

other constructs are. 

Unrelated Constructs 

The philosophy behind discriminant validity is less related to the theoretical similarity of 

different measures, as was that of convergent validity (above), and more related to concerns 

of participants responding in a uniform way to all of a large number of items.  That is, if I 

present many different scales together, it is possible that a participant will simply select one 

or similar responses to each item in those scales rather than choosing to legitimately respond 

to each item on the provided scale.  If this is the case, one will observe positive correlations 

between even theoretically unrelated constructs, a finding that substantially undermines 

confidence in the convergent and predictive validity estimates made.  Within reason, then, 

one should select and measure constructs that one expects to have no relationship with the 

focal constructs (in this case, EJ).  Accordingly, I selected the familiar personality constructs 

of conscientiousness and extraversion for use in this study (Hough & Schneider, 1996).  

However, both of these are individual-level rather than organization-level constructs.  

Although perceptions of justice result in part from perceivers’ own characteristics (Basinger, 

Gibbs, & Fuller, 1995; Lee, Mitchell, Sablynski, Burton, & Holtom, 2004; Liao & Rupp, 

2005; Rupp, 2003; Rupp, Byrne, & Wadlington, 2003; Schmitt, Baumert, Gollwitzer, & 

Maes, 2010), characteristics of the employee’s organization and work setting also determine 

justice perceptions (Greenberg, 2011).  I should therefore include in my exploration of 
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discriminant validity constructs that operate at the organizational level but theoretically do 

not relate to EJ.  For this purpose, I selected role conflict and role ambiguity (Rizzo, House, 

& Lirtzman, 1970). 

Constructs that Predict EJ 

 Though many other phenomena could lead to perceptions of EJ, as many phenomena 

lead to the different subtypes of organizational justice proper (Greenberg, 2011), the focal 

predictor of the construct for purposes of this study is perceptions, on the part of employees, 

of their organizations’ CSR.  Thus, I include only this construct on the predictor side of the 

nomological network including EJ. 

Constructs that EJ Predicts 

 Like organizational justice proper (Greenberg, 2011), I expect that EJ will relate to a 

variety of individual-level organizational outcomes.  Because in this particular instance I am 

positioning EJ as a mediator of the CSR-outcomes relationship, the constructs of focal 

interest are those that researchers have previously found CSR to predict.  Because of the 

limitations of measurement inherent in Hinkin’s (1998) approach, this includes only those 

constructs that the researcher can measure using responses from the same individual who 

provided perceptions of EJ.  Accordingly, the list entails employees’ identification with 

(Carmeli et al., 2007), commitment to (Maigan et al., 1999), and intention to stay with their 

organizations (Jones, 2010), as well as their satisfaction (Tziner et al., 2011) and engagement 

(Glavas & Piderit, 2009) with their jobs. 
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Initial Scale Item Administration: Proposed Method 

 I will gather data to meet many of the above-mentioned research needs in a single 

questionnaire, as I now describe.  

Proposed Participants 

 Researchers have provided a great variety of heuristics and recommendations for the 

number of participants required for various statistical tests (e.g., Anderson & Gerbing, 1991; 

Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; Hoelter, 1983; Schriesheim, Powers, Scandura, & Gardiner, 

1993).  The least conservative of these require fewer than 100 participants (Anderson & 

Gerbing, 1991; Schriesheim et al., 1993) for EFA, and the most conservative require around 

200 for each of EFA and CFA (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; Hoelter, 1983).  Following 

Hinkin (1998), I choose to use the most conservative of these estimates.  Thus, I will seek to 

obtain usable data from 400 individuals total – 200 for EFA and 200 for CFA.  This logic 

addresses the factor structure determination but does not address needs for multiple and 

hierarchical regression.  However, given that researchers have observed effect sizes in the 

CSR-organizational-outcomes relationships with an average value of .51 (r; Carmeli et al., 

2007; Glavas & Piderit, 2009; Jones, 2010; Maigan et al., 1999; Tziner et al., 2011) and a 

minimum of .32 (r; Carmeli et al., 2007), power analyses (using G*Power version 3.1.3) 

require no more than 43 participants.  Accordingly, an overall sample of 400 exceeds the 

minimum needed sample size for the projected multiple regression tests by nearly an order of 

magnitude, more than satisfying participant requirements for these purposes.  Given the 



95 
 
 

 

 
 
 

32 

number of participants required and the number of constructs being measured, it is most 

convenient and desirable to obtain these participants from a readily-available data source.  

Accordingly, I shall recruit participants using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk service (MTurk), 

an Internet-based service that allows workers and work providers to interface.  Responses 

will be gathered from individuals living in the United States only, to maximize consistency in 

viewpoint and language, and only from employed individuals, a required context of the EJ 

items.  I will offer workers monetary compensation to complete the study, which should take 

approximately 15 minutes. 

Proposed Procedure 

 Once participants see the study description on the MTurk system and choose to begin 

the study, I will present them with an informed consent form.  Should they give consent and 

begin the study proper, I will present them with demographic items, the main study items, 

and finally a debriefing form.  I will then thank, release from the study, and pay the 

participants.  

Proposed Measures 

The measures I propose to use in the study fall into four main categories, each related to a 

different analytic purpose.  I will use EJ items in EFA and CFA; theoretically related and 

unrelated items in a correlation matrix; and theoretically related and theoretically predicted 

items in multiple and hierarchical regression analyses. 
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EJ 

I obtained the items used to assess each of the three dimensions of EJ through the content 

validation process I described previously.  I will administer these 44 items and collect 

responses on a five-point Likert-type scale with anchors at “strongly disagree” and “strongly 

agree.” 

Theoretically Related to EJ 

 As we saw above, one must answer many questions when selecting a measure of 

organizational justice (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005).  Rather than developing my own instrument 

to measure this construct, however, I chose to rely on extant scales that researchers had 

previously validated.  I sought a scale that was widely cited, that was three-dimensional (i.e., 

did not split interactional justice into its interpersonal and informational subdimensions), and 

that was shown to be preferable to other similar scales.  I found in Moorman’s (1991) 

measure, which was in part adapted from Price and Mueller (1986), all three of these 

qualities.  Other published work had cited the article in which the authors discussed the three-

dimensional instrument more than 500 times, similar to the article containing Colquitt’s 

(2001) four-dimensional measure.  Additionally, researchers (Miller, Konopaske, & Byrne, 

2012) indicated that Moorman’s (1991) measure was in some ways preferable to that of 

Colquitt (2001).  Additionally, the three- rather than four-dimensional nature of Moorman’s 

(1991) measure will lead to better conceptual match for purposes of analysis in later steps of 

the research process.  The measure consists of five distributive justice items (Cronbach’s 
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coefficient alpha = .94), seven procedural justice items (alpha = .94), and six interactional 

justice items (alpha = .93).  In the case of both Moorman’s (1991) and Colquitt’s (2001) 

measures, the original response scales and framings of these instruments varied by scale, and 

thus I modified the distributive and procedural justice items (see Table 12) and propose to 

use the same response style described in association with the EJ items, above. 

Theoretically Unrelated to EJ 

 I took the measures with which I propose to assess conscientiousness and 

extraversion from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006).  In 

each case, I selected the 10-item scales for proposed use rather than the longer 20-item scales 

(see Table 13).  This choice was made to help avoid participant fatigue (Shadish et al., 2002) 

and because, despite the potential ill effects that the inclusion of negatively-worded items can 

have on factor structure (Ibrahim, 2001; Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001), each scale 

historically displayed adequate internal consistency reliability (alpha = .81 and .86, 

respectively).  I took my proposed measures of role conflict and role ambiguity from Rizzo 

and colleagues’ (1970) work.  The role conflict scale entails eight items (alpha = .82) and the 

role ambiguity scale entails six items (alpha = .79).  I adapted the items in both of these 

scales to fit with other scales’ items and to avoid idiomatic language (see Table 14).  For all 

four of these scales, I propose to use the same response style described in association with 

the EJ and organizational justice items, above. 
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Theoretically Predicting EJ 

 Measuring CSR is a notoriously complicated process (Wood, 2010).  In the current 

research paradigm, in which participants are expected to work in many organizations without 

direct overlap and in which concern for participant confidentiality is paramount, it is 

untenable to rely on the more objective measures of CSR such as those used by Maigan and 

colleagues (1999).  Using subjective judgments of perceived CSR by the same employee who 

is making ratings of EJ and outcome variables constitutes common-method data collection 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), which can threaten external validity 

(Shadish et al., 2002).  Podsakoff and colleagues (2003) review a variety of the drawbacks of 

common-method data collection; however, they acknowledge circumstances in which it is 

not possible to gather data from multiple sources to avoid this problem.  As Podsakoff and 

colleagues wrote, “researchers examining the relationships between two or more employee 

job attitudes cannot obtain measures of these constructs from alternative sources” (2003, p. 

887).  In the present study, wherein predictors, mediators, and outcomes are all employee job 

attitudes, this notion holds true. 

 In an attempt to locate from the available options (e.g., Bansal, 2003; Glavas & 

Piderit, 2009; Maigan et al., 1999) the most suitable measure of CSR that applied to the topic 

of EJ, I returned to the results of the focus group discussions (described above).  Given that 

participants’ statements covered areas of appropriate customer service and fair pricing, the 

abiding of laws and between-organizational contracts, the ethical participation in charitable 
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and community activities, a consideration of the well-being of local businesses and families, 

and concern for the environment, items written by Maigan and colleagues (1999) were the 

clearly superior candidates for this role.  These authors created this measure in part following 

similar focus-group procedures, and the measure consists of four subscales, viz. economic 

(alpha = .79), legal (alpha = .80), ethical (alpha = .83), and discretionary (alpha = .81) 

citizenship.  The measure relies on the same response scale as used above.  I selected items 

from those originally written by Maigan and colleagues (1999) to best cover the content 

discussed in the focus groups I conducted and not overstep the bounds of these data.  These, 

which I adapted for consistent wording with other measures in this study, appear in Table 15.  

I selected items to equally sample each of the five major areas of concern that my focus 

group participants had discussed, enumerated above, and thus took nine items from Maigan 

and colleagues’ (1999) scale.  For the most part, however, this measure addresses only two of 

the three components of the “triple bottom line” (Aguinis, 2011, p. 855) associated with 

citizenship, namely financial and social performance.  However, it fails to address the final of 

these components, environmental performance, which my focus group participants also 

discussed.  Accordingly, I sought to integrate environmental concerns into the measurement 

of the overarching construct of CSR beyond the single item provided by Maigan and 

colleagues (1999).  However, this construct, sometimes referred to by its subtype 

environmental corporate social responsibility (ECSR), is difficult to measure and 

conventionally is measured in an objective, external manner (Rahman & Post, 2012).  
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Accordingly, no other self-report items were readily available.  I wrote a single item to fill 

this gap (indicated in Table 15). 

Theoretically Predicted by EJ 

 In an attempt to maintain consistency with existing empirical work, with the 

exception of the Job Satisfaction and Engagement measures, I selected all measures due to 

their prior use in CSR research (see above). 

Organizational Identification  

 I propose to use the same four items of Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) measure that 

were used by Carmeli et al., (2007), which showed adequate reliability (alpha = .74).  These 

items appear in Table 16; I propose to use the same response scale as described above. 

Organizational Commitment 

 Though future work in this area should utilize the three-dimensional commitment 

measure more familiar to researchers (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993), for purposes of this 

study I prefer to use a scale that previous CSR researchers (Maigan et al., 1999) have used.  

Accordingly, I propose to adapt the seven-item scale of employee commitment from 

Jaworski and Kohli (1993), using the same response scale as described above.  The items 

appear in Table 17 (alpha = .89). 
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Intent to Stay 

 I propose to use the three items that Jones (2010) adapted from Cropanzano, James, 

and Konovsky (1993), which appear in Table 18 (alpha = .72).  I propose to use the same 

response scale as described above. 

Job Satisfaction 

 I propose to use the Abridged Job In General Scale (Russell et al., 2004), which 

consists of a manageable eight items (see Table 19; alpha = .87).  This measure traditionally 

uses a three-point response scale, but to maintain consistency with other measures, I propose 

to use the same 5-point Likert-type response scale as described above. 

Job Engagement 

 Researchers (Glavas & Piderit, 2009) have used the Gallup Workplace Audit (GWA; 

Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002) to assess engagement in past CSR research.  However, at 

the recommendation of Gallup (personal communication, July 10, 2012), I chose to measure 

employee engagement using the 9-item Utrech Work Engagement Scale, short form (UWES-

9; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; see Table 20; alpha = .92).  

Step 3.1.1: Initial Scale Item Administration – EFA Hypothesis 

 Given the evidence that I obtained through focus groups and content validation 

(described above) and Proposition 2, I expect that my EFA will yield more than one factor 

given the items I am entering into it.  More specifically, since content validation has 
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supported three as the number of constructs represented by administered items (DEJ, PEJ, 

and IEJ), I hypothesize 

 Hypothesis 1: EFA will yield a three-factor solution, with one factor containing DEJ 

items, one containing PEJ items, and the final containing IEJ items. 

 I now explain how I propose to test this first hypothesis. 

Step 3.1.2: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected EFA Results 

 Following recommendations by Hinkin (1998), I propose to conduct an EFA on the 

EJ items using principal-axis factoring (Ford et al., 1986) and maximum likelihood (ML) 

extraction (e.g., Jöreskog & Lawley, 1968) using a randomly-selected half of the available 

data (the remaining half will be used in confirmation of factor structure, below).  As the 

constructs at hand are all subdimensions of the superordinate category of EJ, I expect to 

observe a positive correlation between these factors.  Accordingly, I will use an oblique 

factor rotation technique, Promax (Hendrickson & White, 1964), which has been shown in 

some settings to result in the highest-quality results among the common factor rotation 

approaches (Dien, 2010).  I will use MPlus (version 5.21) for this analysis.  It is my 

expectation that findings will support Hypothesis 1, demonstrating a three-factor solution.  

These three factors should be comprised of items written to capture DEJ, PEJ, and IEJ.  

Should items fail to load on any dimension (i.e., fail to demonstrate a factor loading at or 

greater than .40) or cross load (i.e., load on any secondary dimension at a level greater than 

half of the loading on the primary dimension; Hinkin, 1998), I will eliminate these items 
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from the scale.  Further, should an item designed to measure a specific subdimension (e.g., 

DEJ) load onto a factor that is clearly identifiable as representing one of the other 

subdimensions (e.g., PEJ or IEJ), I will eliminate that item from the scale.  I will pass the 

items retained by this process on to the next stage of the process (Hinkin, 1998). 

Step 3.2.1: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected CFA Results 

 Given the evidence I expect to obtain from EFA, above, I expect to confirm the 

observed factor structure using CFA on a holdout sample.  Thus, I hypothesize 

 Hypothesis 2: CFA seeded with the factor loadings obtained from EFA will 

demonstrate acceptable model fit. 

 I now describe how I will test this hypothesis. 

Step 3.2.2: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected CFA Results 

 Once I have confirmed initial factor structure by EFA, Hinkin recommends (1998) 

the use of a series CFAs to lend additional credence to the a priori factor structure.  This 

stage accomplishes three purposes.  First, it helps the researcher differentiate between 

different potential measurement models associated with the available data.  Second, it 

accounts for potential sample-specificity issues involved in factor-structure determination 

based on a single sample.  Finally, it provides fit indices associated with the chosen factor 

structure.  In terms of adequate fit indices, four separate indicators will be used; a chi-

squared/degrees of freedom ratio of less than three (Carmines & McIyer, 1981), an RMSEA 

less than .08 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988), a SRMR value less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and a 
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CFI value greater than .90 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) are all indicators of adequate fit. I 

obtained the overall strategy for use in the analytic sequence from Hatzigeorgiadis and 

Biddle’s (2000) interpretation of Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) notion of nested model 

comparisons.  In this process, the researcher compares the fit statistics obtained for four 

separate models using chi-squared difference testing.  I will use MPlus (version 5.21) for 

these analyses.  The first step in this process involves conducting a CFA using a single-factor 

structure.  The next involves a k-factor solution with uncorrelated factors where k indicates 

the number of factors retained via EFA (i.e., three; see above).  The third model allows 

correlations between the factors of the second model.  The final model is similar to the 

second model but the factors indicated are set to load onto a single higher-order factor.  I will 

then compare the fit of each of these models to the fit of each of the other models to obtain 

information regarding the relative credibility of each model using chi-squared difference 

testing.  If no uniformly statistically-superior model emerges, I will select the model that 

conforms most clearly with the findings of the EFA, above.  My expectation is for each of 

the latter three models to fit adequately and to fit better than the first, single-factor model, 

which will support Hypothesis 2.  Given adequate fit of this factor structure, I may now move 

on to examining how EJ scales relate to theoretically relevant and irrelevant constructs.  

Step 4: Convergent and Discriminant Validity 

 This stage is the first at which I consider the other constructs measured during the 

above data collection.  Once I have established the measures of EJ through EFA and CFA, I 
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may now explore how these measures correlate or fail to correlate with other related and 

unrelated constructs.  Given the nature of convergent and discriminant validity, I hypothesize 

that the constructs that are theoretically unrelated to EJ will not yield empirical relationships, 

such that 

 Hypothesis 3: My measures of EJ will not significantly correlate with my chosen 

measure of conscientiousness.  

 Hypothesis 4: My measures of EJ will not significantly correlate with my chosen 

measure of extraversion. 

 Hypothesis 5: My measures of EJ will not significantly correlate with my chosen 

measure of role conflict. 

 Hypothesis 6: My measures of EJ will not significantly correlate with my chosen 

measure of role ambiguity. 

 Based on the theoretical similarity between EJ and organizational justice proper on 

the one hand and Proposition 1 on the other, I hypothesize that 

 Hypothesis 7: My measures of EJ will correlate positively and moderately with my 

chosen measures of organizational justice, specifically 

a. between DEJ and distributive organizational justice. 

b. between PEJ and procedural organizational justice. 

c. between IEJ and interactional organizational justice 
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 This final hypothesis is not, itself, a satisfactory demonstration of the veracity of 

Proposition 1, but I will address this issue with additional evidence later in the scale-

validation process, below.  Now, I turn to the analyses required to test these five hypotheses. 

Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected Correlational Results 

 Based on my review of the literature and the manner in which I created the EJ scales, 

I expect to observe a neither positive nor negative correlation between the scales of EJ and 

the unrelated scales of conscientiousness, extraversion, role ambiguity, and role conflict.  My 

observing no relationship in each of these cases (supporting Hypotheses 3-6) constitutes a 

necessary but not sufficient demonstration of the content validity of the measures in general 

and of the lack of inattentive responding on the part of participants specifically.  Of 

equivalent import but greater ambiguity are the relationships I expect to observe between 

measures of EJ and of organizational justice proper.  As discussed above, the constructs are 

born of a similar tradition and perceptions of each are likely resultant from similar 

characteristics of an employee’s organization.  I accordingly expect to observe statistically 

significant moderate positive relationships between DEJ and distributive organizational 

justice, between PEJ and procedural organizational justice, and between IEJ and interactional 

organizational justice (supporting Hypothesis 7). 

Step 5: Expanding the Nomological Network 

 Now that I have established the status of EJ as it relates to a construct that occupies 

nearby conceptual space (i.e., organizational justice proper) and four constructs that should 
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not share conceptual space (i.e., conscientiousness, extraversion, role conflict, and role 

ambiguity), I may move on to exploring the theoretical antecedents and outcomes of EJ.  

Once I establish these relationships satisfactorily, I may move on to exploring whether 

relationships between CSR and its outcomes can be directly explained using EJ, as well as 

whether EJ provides additional explanation in outcomes over and above organizational 

justice proper.  To empirically support Proposition 3, I must satisfy several statistical 

conditions and demonstrate statistically-significant mediation by EJ of the CSR-

organizational-outcomes relationship.  This unfolds in a specific order (Baron & Kenny, 

1986), in which I first hypothesize that 

 Hypothesis 8: My chosen measure of CSR will correlate positively and significantly 

with my measures of EJ. 

 Next, I must demonstrate that EJ relates to the outcome variable of interest, and thus I 

hypothesize that 

 Hypothesis 9: Taken together, my measures of EJ will predict a significant amount of 

the variance in my chosen measure of 

a. Organizational Identification 

b. Organizational Commitment 

c. Intent to Stay 

d. Job Satisfaction 

e. Organizational Engagement 
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See Figure 1 for a model of these hypothesized relationships, which constitute the key 

relationships of this stage of the research venture.  If I succeed in demonstrating that this is 

the case, I must then show that EJ explains some of the variance in the CSR-organizational-

outcomes relationship.  First, however, I must demonstrate that such relationships exist, and 

thus 

Hypothesis 10:  My chosen measure of CSR will correlate positively and significantly with 

my measures of  

a. Organizational Identification 

b. Organizational Commitment 

c. Intent to Stay 

d. Job Satisfaction 

e. Organizational Engagement 

If I find evidence to support this hypothesis, I may then show that EJ operates as a mediator 

of these relationships, specifically that 

Hypothesis 11: When I include my measures of EJ in the model, it will diminish significantly, 

according to Sobel’s (1982) test statistic, the relationship between my chosen measure of 

CSR and my chosen measure of 

a. Organizational Identification 

b. Organizational Commitment 

c. Intent to Stay 
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d. Job Satisfaction 

e. Organizational Engagement 

This process is necessary to demonstrate that EJ mediates the relationship between CSR and 

its organizational outcomes.  However, I sought to develop the construct and measure of EJ 

primarily because I think it a more appropriate construct to use in the CSR domain than 

organizational justice proper.  Thus, following Proposition 1 and the evidence obtained under 

Hypothesis 7, I seek to determine whether EJ demonstrates greater predictive validity than 

does organizational justice with regard to the organizational outcomes I have selected.  

Accordingly, I hypothesize that 

Hypothesis 12: Taken together, my measures of EJ will explain a significant amount of 

variance above that explained by my chosen measures of organizational justice, taken 

together, in my chosen measure of 

a. Organizational Identification 

b. Organizational Commitment 

c. Intent to Stay 

d. Job Satisfaction 

e. Organizational Engagement 

I outline the numerous steps required to test each of these hypotheses below. 
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Step 5.1: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected CSR Correlational Results 

 As discussed above, CSR perceptions should predict EJ perceptions.  I expect to 

observe statistically significant positive correlations between the measure of CSR perceptions 

and each of the measures of subdimensions of EJ, supporting Hypothesis 8. 

Step 5.2: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected Multiple Regression Results 

 I will conduct a series of five multiple regressions at this stage, with one of the 

measures of organizational outcomes being regressed on the three measures of EJ in each 

case.  Taken together, I anticipate that the measures of EJ will predict statistically significant 

variance in each of organizational identification (Hypothesis 9a), organizational commitment 

(Hypothesis 9b), intent to stay with the organization (Hypothesis 9c), job satisfaction 

(Hypothesis 9d), and organizational engagement (Hypothesis 9e). 

Step 5.3: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected Mediation Analysis Results 

 Given that I observe the results outlined above, I may now explore the possibility that 

EJ mediates the CSR-outcomes relationships.  To do this, I will use Baron and Kenny’s 

(1986) procedure for testing mediation, confirming these findings with Sobel tests (Sobel, 

1982).  I will repeat this process five times, once for each of the organizational outcomes.  If 

I find a significant correlation between measures of EJ and CSR (see Step 5.1, above) and I 

am able to explain explained significant variance in each of the measures of organizational 

outcomes using measures of EJ (see Step 5.2, above), I may proceed with the third step.  In 

this step, I will confirm that my chosen measure of CSR relates to my chosen measure of the 
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outcome by calculating a correlation coefficient between the two measures, which I expect to 

be positive and significant in each case (supporting Hypotheses 10a-e).  Finally, I will 

examine, using multiple regression, whether including my measures of EJ in the model 

significantly reduces the relationship between measures of CSR and each of the outcome 

variables.  To test whether any observed reduction in this relationship is statistically 

significant, I will use Sobel’s (1982) test statistic; significant values of this statistic will 

indicate significant mediation.  Evidence of mediation for each of the outcome variables will 

serve as support for Hypotheses 11a-e. 

Step 5.4: Initial Scale Item Administration – Expected Hierarchical Regression Results 

 Though as I noted earlier it is important in its own right to use a measure of the 

appropriate construct when conducting empirical work, one of the major antecedents of the 

creation of an EJ measure is its added utility above that of organizational justice proper when 

investigating CSR.  To determine whether such utility is present, I will conduct a set of five 

hierarchical regressions, each containing two steps.  In each case, I will regress the measure 

of one of the five targeted outcomes of CSR (see Step 5.2, above) first on the measures of 

organizational justice, then in the next step I will add the measures of EJ.  If, as I expect, the 

second step explains a statistically significant amount of additional variance, I will have 

obtained evidence in support of Hypotheses 12a-12e. 
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Directions for Future Work 

 Though my work in the above studies forms an important foundation of the construct 

definition of EJ and its causes and consequences, I must conduct a great deal of additional 

empirical work before all that can be said about this construct has been said.  The major areas 

of further work fall into four categories; I will address more than one of these categories with 

a single empirical effort.  I define each of these areas based on their focus, including internal 

and external validity (Shadish et al., 2002), expanding the nomological network at the 

individual level (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955), and cross-level model development (Aguinis & 

Glavas, 2012).  I expand upon each of these foci in turn below. 

Internal validity 

 All of the work that I have conducted or proposed to conduct regarding EJ has been, 

to this point, correlational in nature.  The methods used above have been adequate for the 

purposes for which I intended them, but reliance on such correlational, observational data 

constitutes a weakness with regard to causal inference (Shadish et al., 2002).  To explore the 

nature of CSR as a causal agent of EJ and the nature of EJ as a causal agent of organizational 

outcomes, experimental methods are (arguably) required (see Shadish et al., 2002).  

Naturally, laboratory settings and researcher-provided scenarios constitute a step away from 

the realism of the true organizational environment, but such work is necessary to obtain 

confidence that the relationships observed are not the product of some other underlying 

processes and indeed imply that CSR’s causal pathway operates through EJ.  That said, even 
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the non-experimental research described in the present study fails to maximize realism and 

generalizability, and thus I turn next to a description of work that I intend to conduct to 

meliorate this situation.  

External validity 

 Though the present work was designed to pull participants from a variety of 

backgrounds and industries, the source of the primary sample (MTurk) is systematically 

different from the overall labor force of the United States (Barger, Behrend, Sharek, & Sinar, 

2011).  I thought the reliance on such a sample appropriate, given the large participant 

number requirements of the present research, but I will conduct additional work to determine 

whether EJ as a construct and as a mediator of CSR-organizational-outcomes relationships 

holds up in other contexts.  These contexts will include a variety of organizations within as 

well as without the United States.  Such work will help me understand the limits of EJ’s 

applicability to different cultures.  I turn now to the exploration of the limits of EJ’s utility in 

predicting and being predicted by other constructs. 

Expanding the nomological network 

 There are essentially three questions that I should ask when expanding the 

nomological network surrounding EJ.  The first is “what other constructs predict EJ?”  I 

designed the present study to examine the influence of CSR perceptions on EJ, but, like 

organizational justice proper (see Goldberg, 2011), myriad other organizational and 

individual characteristics likely influence perceptions of EJ; each of these must be explored 
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empirically.  Similarly, the second question is “what other constructs does EJ predict?”  As in 

the case of the present study, I can use available empirical work regarding CSR-

organizational-outcomes relationships (see Aguinis & Glavas, 2012) to provide raw materials 

for addressing this question, or theoretical work in the CSR-justice literature (e.g., Rupp, 

2011), or both.  Additionally, I may develop further theoretical structures specific to EJ that 

have not been addressed in either theoretical or empirical work previously.  The final 

question is “what are the boundary conditions regarding the relationships in EJ’s nomological 

network?”  Whereas the present study is fundamentally one of the mediation of CSR-

organizational-outcomes relationships, this question involves moderation (Baron & Kenny, 

1986).  Previous work has indicated that many moderators are associated with organizational 

justice proper (Basinger et al., 1995; Lee et al., 2004; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Rupp, 2003; Rupp 

et al., 2003; Schmitt et al., 2010), but I do not yet know the extent to which these findings 

and theories apply to EJ.  Further empirical work that I conduct should succeed in answering 

these questions and expanding my understanding of the relationships surrounding EJ.  

However, the majority of the foci of research efforts of this kind have been on a single level 

of analysis – that of the individual (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012).  Work that crosses levels of 

analysis is required to further our overall understanding of the role of CSR and, by extension, 

of EJ, in the organizational environment. 
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Cross-level model development 

 Aguinis and Glavas (2012) explicitly encourage researchers to begin examining CSR 

and its outcomes at multiple levels of analysis simultaneously.  By using individual-level 

phenomena (such as EJ) together with organizational- and industry-level phenomena, we can 

obtain a more complete understanding of the way that CSR truly operates within and across 

industries and over time.  This final category of investigation relies on work in the previous 

categories, for only after our understanding of EJ has expanded substantially can we find its 

place in the overall models of CSR and its related outcomes at each of the levels of the 

individual, the organization, and the industry.  Accordingly, such work is likely the furthest 

down the road of my EJ research agenda, but it constitutes a final objective for this and 

related CSR research.  
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Table 1 

Questions used to prompt discussion in focus groups 

Item Wording 

When you attempt to determine whether an organization treats the wider world fairly and/or 
justly, what information to you use?  Why? 
Building upon the answer to the first question, please give an example of an action that an 
organization can take towards some part of the wider world that is good/right/just.  What 
might an organization do?  Why do you think this might be good/right/just? 
Building upon the answer to the first question, please give an example of an action that an 
organization can take towards some part of the wider world that is bad/wrong/unjust.  What 
might an organization do?  Why do you think this might be bad/wrong/unjust? 
Building upon the answer to the first question, please give an example of a decision-making 
process that an organization uses to determine how to treat some part of the wider world that 
is good/right/just.  What might an organization do?  Why do you think this might be 
good/right/just? 
Building upon the answer to the first question, please give an example of a decision-making 
process that an organization uses to determine how to treat some part of the wider world that 
is bad/wrong/unjust.  What might an organization do?  Why do you think this might be 
bad/wrong/unjust? 
Of the examples voiced to this point, which example or type of example is the most 
important to you in determining whether an organization treats the wider world justly and/or 
fairly?  Why? 
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Table 2 

Questions written to assess DEJ (prior to content validation) 

Item Wording 

My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself fairly. 
My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself justly. 
I am satisfied with the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. 
I feel good about the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. 
I am angry about the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I am frustrated with the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I feel bad about the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
When it comes to the distribution of resources, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 
My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself unfairly. (R) 
My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself unjustly. (R) 
My organization makes fair material transactions with other groups outside of itself. 
My organization makes just material transactions with other groups outside of itself. 
I am satisfied with the way my organization makes material transactions with other groups outside of itself. 
I feel good about the way my organization makes material transactions with other groups outside of itself. 
I am angry about the way my organization makes material transactions with other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I am frustrated with the way my organization makes material transactions with other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I feel bad about the way my organization makes material transactions with other groups outside of itself. (R) 
When it comes to the making material transactions, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 
My organization makes unfair material transactions with other groups outside of itself. (R) 
My organization makes unjust material transactions with other groups outside of itself. (R) 
My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself fairly. 
My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself justly. 
I am satisfied with the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. 
I feel good about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. 
I am angry about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I am frustrated with the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I feel bad about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to giving out money, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 
My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself unfairly. (R) 
My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself unjustly. (R) 
My organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself fairly. 
My organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself justly. 
I am satisfied with the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. 
I feel good about the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. 
I am angry about the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I am frustrated with the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
I feel bad about the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. (R) 
When it comes to giving out help, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 
My organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself unfairly. (R) 
My organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself unjustly. (R) 

Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 3 

Questions written to assess PEJ (prior to content validation) 

Item Wording 

When deciding how to treat other groups outside of itself, my organization behaves fairly. 

When deciding how to treat other groups outside of itself, my organization behaves justly. 

I am satisfied with the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to decision making, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

When deciding how to treat other groups outside of itself, my organization behaves unfairly. (R) 

When deciding how to treat other groups outside of itself, my organization behaves unjustly. (R) 

My organization uses fair procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

My organization uses just procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am satisfied with the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself, I think that those other groups are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

My organization uses unfair procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

My organization uses unjust procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are fair. 

The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are just. 

I am satisfied with the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself, I think that those other groups are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are unfair. (R) 

The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are unjust. (R) 

The degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is fair. 

The degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is just. 

I am satisfied with the degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself, I think that those other groups are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

The degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is unfair. (R) 

The degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is unjust. (R) 

The degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is fair. 

The degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is just. 

I am satisfied with the degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself, I think that those other groups are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

The degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is unfair. (R) 

The degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is unjust. (R) 

Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items.  
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Table 4 

Questions written to assess IEJ (prior to content validation) 

Item Wording 
The amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is fair. 

The amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is just. 

I am satisfied with the amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the amount of respect displayed, I think that other groups outside my organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 

The amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is unfair. (R) 

The amount of respect that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is unjust. (R) 

The amount of honesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is fair. 

The amount of honesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is just. 

I am satisfied with the amount of honesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the amount of honesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the amount of dishonesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the amount of dishonesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the amount of dishonesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the amount of honesty displayed, I think that other groups outside my organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 

The amount of dishonesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is unfair. (R) 

The amount of dishonesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself is unjust. (R) 

My organization gives fair explanations for its actions to outside groups. 

My organization gives just explanations for its actions to outside groups. 

I am satisfied with the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. 

I feel good about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. 

I am angry about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 

I am frustrated with the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 

I feel bad about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 

My organization takes advantage of other groups by providing poor-quality explanations for its behavior. (R) 

My organization gives unfair explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 

My organization gives unjust explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 

Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 5 

Questions written to assess general EJ (prior to content validation) 

Item Wording 
My organization treats other groups outside of itself fairly. 

My organization treats other groups outside of itself justly. 

I am satisfied with the way my organization treats other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the way my organization treats other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the way my organization treats other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the way my organization treats other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the way my organization treats other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to fair treatment, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my organization. (R) 

My organization treats other groups outside of itself unfairly. (R) 

My organization treats other groups outside of itself unjustly. (R) 

My organization is fair to groups outside of itself. 

My organization is just to groups outside of itself. 

I am satisfied with the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside of itself. 

I feel good about the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside of itself. 

I am angry about the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I am frustrated with the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside of itself. (R) 

I feel bad about the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside of itself. (R) 

When it comes to the way my organization behaves towards other groups outside itself, I think that those other groups are taken advantage 
of by my organization. (R) 

My organization is unfair to groups outside of itself. (R) 

My organization is unjust to groups outside of itself. (R) 

My organization interacts with the outside world fairly. 

My organization interacts with the outside world justly. 

I am satisfied with the way my organization interacts with the outside world. 

I feel good about the way my organization interacts with the outside world. 

I am angry about the way my organization interacts with the outside world. (R) 

I am frustrated with the way my organization interacts with the outside world. (R) 

I feel bad about the way my organization interacts with the outside world. (R) 
When it comes to the way my organization interacts with the outside world, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken 
advantage of by my organization. (R) 

My organization interacts with the outside world unfairly. (R) 

My organization interacts with the outside world unjustly. (R) 

Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 6 

EJ items retained through content-validation process and associated F values 

Construct  Item Wording  df Within F value 
DEJ I am satisfied with the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. 123 6. 455** 

 My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself justly. 125 6. 454** 
 I am satisfied with the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. 126 6. 408** 
 I feel good about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. 129 6. 273** 
 I am frustrated with the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 129 6. 75** 
 I am angry about the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. (R) 125 5. 662** 
 My organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself fairly. 128 5. 311** 
 I feel bad about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 129 4. 962** 
 My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself fairly. 129 4. 743* 
 My organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself justly. 128 4. 696* 
 I feel good about the way my organization distributes resources to other groups outside of itself. 129 4. 693* 
 My organization makes fair material transactions with other groups outside of itself. 125 4. 664* 

 
When it comes to the distribution of resources, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 126 3. 729* 

 I feel good about the way my organization gives out help to other groups outside of itself. 129 3. 691* 

 
When it comes to giving out money, I think that other groups outside of the organization are taken advantage of by my 
organization. (R) 129 3. 649* 

 I am angry about the way my organization gives out money to other groups outside of itself. (R) 126 3. 111* 
PEJ My organization uses unfair procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 129 10. 3*** 

 My organization uses just procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. 126 7. 418** 
 I am frustrated with the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 128 6. 451** 
 I feel good about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. 128 6. 3** 
 The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are just. 126 6. 21** 
 My organization uses fair procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. 126 5. 971** 
 The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are unjust. (R) 129 5. 751** 

 
I feel good about the degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups 
outside of itself. 129 5. 427** 

 I am satisfied with the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 126 5. 35** 
 I am frustrated with the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 122 5. 146** 
 I feel good about the degree to which my organization is unbiased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 129 5. 82** 
 The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are fair. 129 5. 13** 
 I feel good about the procedures my organization uses in determining how to treat other groups outside of itself. 129 4. 709* 
 I feel bad about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 128 4. 684* 
 The degree to which my organization is biased when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is unjust. (R) 128 4. 435* 

 
The degree to which my organization considers everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other groups outside of itself is 
just. 128 4. 98* 

 I am angry about the policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 129 3. 894* 
 The policies that my organization has in place to determine how to treat other groups outside of itself are unfair. (R) 129 3. 842* 
 I am angry about the way my organization decides how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 129 3. 776* 
 When deciding how to treat other groups outside of itself, my organization behaves unjustly. (R) 126 3. 705* 
 My organization uses unjust procedures to decide how to treat other groups outside of itself. (R) 126 3. 634* 

 
I am angry about the degree to which my organization fails to consider everyone’s needs when determining how to treat other 
groups outside of itself. (R) 129 3. 625* 

IEJ I am satisfied with the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 129 5. 461** 
 I feel bad about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 129 4. 171* 
 I am angry about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 126 3. 367* 
 I feel good about the amount of honesty that my organization displays when interacting with other groups outside of itself. 126 3. 271* 
 My organization gives unfair explanations for its actions to outside groups. (R) 129 3. 136* 
 I feel good about the way my organization gives explanations for its actions to outside groups. 126 3. 127* 

Note. All df between = 2. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates 
p < .01; *** indicates p < .001.   
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Table 7 

Organizational Justices items (adapted from Moorman, 1991) 

Subscale Item Wording 

Distributive I am fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities that I have. * 

 I am fairly rewarded in view of the amount of experience that I have had. * 

 I am fairly rewarded for the amount of effort that I put forth.* 

 I am fairly rewarded for the work that I have done well.* 

 I am fairly rewarded for the stresses and strains of my job.* 

Procedural 
My employer has developed procedures designed to collect accurate information necessary for making 
decisions.  

 My employer has provided opportunities to appeal or change decisions. 

 My employer has provided representation to all sides affected by the decisions. 

 My employer has generated standards so that decisions could be made with consistency. 

 My employer hears the concerns of all those affected by decisions. 

 My employer has provided useful feedback regarding the decisions and their implementations. 

 My employer has allowed for requests for clarification or additional information about decisions. 

Interactional In general, representatives of my company consider my viewpoint. 

 In general, representatives of my company are able to suppress personal biases 

 
In general, representatives of my company provide me with timely feedback about decisions and their 
implications. 

 In general, representatives of my company treat me with kindness and consideration. 

 In general, representatives of my company show concern for my rights as an employee. 

 In general, representatives of my company take steps to deal with me in a truthful manner. 
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. * indicates items originating from Price and Mueller 
(1986). 
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Table 8 

Conscientiousness and Extraversion items (from Goldberg et al., 2006) 

Construct Item Wording 

Conscientiousness Am always prepared. 

 Pay attention to details. 

 Get chores done right away. 

 Carry out my plans. 

 Make plans and stick to them. 

 Waste my time. (R) 

 Find it difficult to get down to work. (R) 

 Do just enough work to get by. (R) 

 Don't see things through. (R) 

 Shirk my duties. (R) 

Extraversion Feel comfortable around people. 

 Make friends easily. 

 Am skilled in handling social situations. 

 Am the life of the party. 

 Know how to captivate people. 

 Have little to say. (R) 

 Keep in the background. (R) 

 Would describe my experiences as somewhat dull. (R) 

 Don't like to draw attention to myself. (R) 

 Don't talk a lot. (R) 
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 9 

Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity items (adapted from Rizzo et al., 1970) 

Construct Item Wording 

Role Conflict At work, I have to do things that should be done differently. 

 At work, I receive an assignment without the support of other workers to complete it. 

 At work, I have to ignore a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment. 

 I work with two or more groups at work who operate quite differently. 

 At work, I receive incompatible requests from two or more people. 

 At work, I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not accepted by others. 

 At work, I receive an assignment without adequate resources and materials to execute it. 

 At work, I work on unnecessary things. 

Role Ambiguity I feel certain about how much authority I have at work. (R) 

 There are clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. (R) 

 At work, I know that I have divided my time properly. (R) 

 I know what my responsibilities are at work. (R) 

 I know exactly what is expected of me at work. (R) 

 At work, explanation is clear of what has to be done. (R) 
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 10 

CSR items 

Subdimension Item Wording 

Customer Concern My organization uses customer satisfaction as an indicator of business performance.* 

 My organization has a procedure in place to respond to every customer complaint.* 
Law- and Contract-

abiding The managers of my organization try to comply with the law.* 

 My organization’s contractual obligations are always honored.* 

Participation in 
Charitable/Community 

Activities My organization gives adequate contributions to charities.* 

 My organization encourages employees to join civic organizations that support our community.* 
Concern for Local 

Businesses/Families My organization encourages partnerships with local businesses and schools.* 

 
Flexible company policies enable employees of my organization to better coordinate work and 
personal life.* 

Environmental Efforts A program is in place to reduce the amount of energy and materials wasted in my organization.* 

 My organization supports employee efforts to protect the environment. 
Note. * indicates items adapted from Maigan et al., 1999) 
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Table 11 

Questions to assess Organizational Identification (adapted from Mael & Ashforth, 1992; 

items selected by Carmeli et al., 2007) 

Item Wording 
My organization’s successes are my successes. 

When I talk about my organization, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they.’ 

I am very interested in what others think about my organization. 

When someone praises my organization it feels like a personal compliment. 
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Table 12 

Questions to assess Organizational Commitment (adapted from Jaworski & Kohli, 1993) 

Item Wording 
Employees of my organization feel as though their future is intimately linked to that of the company. 

The bonds between my organization and its employees are very strong. 

Employees of my organization would be happy to make personal sacrifices if such sacrifices were important for the 
company’s well-being. 

In general, employees of my organization are proud to work for the company. 

Employees of my organization often go above and beyond the call of duty to ensure the company’s well-being. 

The people of my organization are very committed to this firm. 

It is clear that employees of my organization are very fond of the firm. 
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Table 13 

Questions to assess Intent to Stay (from Jones, 2010, who adapted them from Cropanzano, 

James, & Konovsky, 1993) 

Item Wording 
The chances of me quitting my job in the next year are low. 

I would like to remain employed at my current job for as long as I can. 

If I were offered another job for more money doing similar work, I would consider taking it. (R) 
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 14 

Questions to assess Job Satisfaction (from Russell et al., 2004) 

Item Wording 
Good 
Undesirable (R) 
Better than most 
Disagreeable (R) 
Makes me content 
Excellent 
Enjoyable 
Poor (R) 
Note. (R) indicates reverse-scored items. 
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Table 15 

The UWES-9 (from Schaufeli et al., 2006) 

Item Wording 
At my work, I feel bursting with energy 
At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 
I am enthusiastic about my job 
My job inspires me 
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work 
I feel happy when I am working intensely 
I am proud of the work that I do 
I am immersed in my work 
I get carried away when I'm working 
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Figure 1 

Simplified model of CSR-to-organizational-outcomes relationships as mediated by EJ. 
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