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Abstract 

Organizational justice is a major concern of employees. It has been suggested that it is 

related to organizational commitment, which is one of the most important employee attitudes 

reflecting the quality of the employee-organization relationship. However, insufficient is 

known about this relationship and its mechanism in cross-cultural contexts.  Additionally, 

most justice research investigates North America or conducts comparisons between North 

America and other cultures. To better contribute to this area, this thesis further examines the 

justice–commitment relationship focusing on China, South Korea, and Australia.  

Data were collected from university employees of the three countries/cultures. 

Analyses were based on three models, and examined effects across the three 

countries/cultures. The first model compared organizational commitment’s relationships with 

distributive and procedural justice, and the mediating effect of trust in the organization in 

these relationships. The second model simultaneously examined the moderating roles of two 

cultural values (individualism and power distance), and the mediating role of trust in 

organizational commitment’s relationships with distributive justice and procedural justice. 

Using a similar approach, the third model employed two cultural orientations (Doing and 

Mastery cultural orientations), which have not previously been examined in this context, as 

moderators to test the unmediated and trust-mediated justice–commitment relationships. 

Results revealed a number of significant cross-cultural differences in the relationship between 

justice and commitment and the trust-mediated mechanism. All four cultural 

values/orientations at least partially moderated the first stage of the justice–trust–commitment 

relationship. Although strong evidence for cross-cultural differences in the moderating effects 

of cultural values/orientations was not obtained, the small proportion of significant 

moderating effects also provide some interesting findings.  

This thesis extends our knowledge of the justice–commitment relationship through the 

use of more refined approaches, the investigation of the Asia-Pacific region, and the 

simultaneous study of China, South Korea, and Australia. It largely confirms previous cross-

cultural justice literature, informing the generalizability of justice research to this relatively 

new context. More importantly, it initiates a new perspective in the area of justice by 

integrating culture and justice using a mediation-moderation combination. Further, 

consideration of cultural aspects as attributes of the individual as well as the society, through 
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individual-level and societal-level comparisons of the justice–commitment relationship and its 

mechanism, have added new knowledge (e.g., the roles of Doing and Mastery cultural 

orientations) that is useful for further development of theories linking culture and fairness 

issues. 
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Research Background and Objectives 

In this section, I will briefly introduce the importance of organizational justice 

(employees’ fairness perceptions in the organization, Fortin, 2008) and organizational 

commitment (an employee attitude that reflects a force binding the employee to the 

organization, Meyer & Maltin, 2010); explain the need for studying the justice–commitment 

relationship and its mechanism, particularly from a cross-cultural perspective; and specify the 

countries this thesis will focus on. I will then outline the major research objectives of this 

thesis. 

As one of the major concerns facing employees, workplace fairness is an important 

issue that organizations should address (Greenberg, 1990; Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 

2013). Its importance is supported by a growing body of justice literature suggesting that 

fairness has a significant influence on employee attitudes and behaviors and affects the 

effectiveness of organizations (Wan, Sulaiman, & Omar, 2012). For example, research has 

shown that justice perceptions positively relate to job satisfaction, task performance, 

evaluation of authority, organizational citizenship behavior, organizational trust, and 

employers’ ability to retain the talent (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, 

Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Fortin, 2008; Shao et al., 2013). By contrast, injustice 

perceptions have been found to lead to negative employee outcomes such as 

counterproductive work behavior, negative emotions, and turnover intention (Cohen-Charash 

& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). A characteristic of this stream of research over the 

past three to four decades is the examination of unique effects of different types of justice on 

various outcomes (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). The empirical findings provide managers 

with useful information that supports the value of conducting fair human resource 

management practices and designing feasible interventions for improving workplace fairness 

(Shao et al., 2013).  

As Colquitt et al. (2013) argued, the perspective of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; 

Organ, 1988, 1990) is the dominant lens to examine justice effects. Social exchange involves 

interactions that generate obligations, and can be viewed to describe how interactions between 

exchange parties follow certain rules (e.g., reciprocity and negotiated rules) and how such 

interactions generate high-quality relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Under social 

exchange contexts, justice is regarded as a symbolic resource that is expected to foster 

employees’ reciprocal behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2013; Cropanzano & Byrne, 2000; 
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Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008). While this belief has been supported by several studies that 

explicitly found the mediating effects of social exchange indicators on justice–behavior 

relationships (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Colquitt et al., 2013; Lavelle et al., 2009; 

Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002), some researchers 

argue that not enough is known about the social exchange mechanism of justice–attitude 

relationships (e.g., Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 2006; Poon, 2012). For example, Choi and Chen (2007) 

point out that in spite of many existing findings on the linkages between justice and employee 

attitudes toward an organization as a whole, “there is still very limited knowledge of any 

mechanism through which they are connected” (Choi & Chen, 2007, p. 688).  

Among these employee attitudes, organizational commitment is one of the most 

important that can be affected by justice (Sieger, Bernhard, & Frey, 2011). It is defined by 

Moday, Steers, and Porter (1979) as “the relative strength of an individual’s identification 

with and involvement in a particular organization” (1979, p. 226). Organizational 

commitment is critical to facilitating the formation of desirable reciprocal behaviors (e.g., 

organizational citizenship behavior, Colquitt et al., 2013; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & 

Topolnytsky, 2002) and to reduce turnover (Loi et al., 2006; Meyer et al., 2002). As job-

hopping becomes more acceptable and may even be a norm in the current job market, 

employees’ loyalty is continually diminishing (Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008). 

Such changes in the workforce have brought about challenges in retaining top talent, which 

can be addressed, at least in part, through developing and maintaining employee commitment 

(Andrews et al., 2008).  

Research has shown that an important reason for managers to pay attention to justice 

issues is the concern that negative outcomes caused by injustice may reduce their employees’ 

commitment to the organization, and may ultimately lead them to resign (Cohen-Charash & 

Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). It has been repeatedly found that organizational justice is 

a significant predictor of employee commitment to the organization (e.g., Crow, Lee, & Joo, 

2012; Ehrhardt, Shaffer, Chiu, & Luk, 2012), which suggests the possibility of improving 

employee commitment through building fair management systems. According to recent meta-

analytical studies, organizational commitment has been the most heavily studied employee 

outcome of justice over the past forty years (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 

2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). Although a few empirical studies have incorporated commitment  

in their models as one of many variables of interest in examining mechanisms of justice 

effects (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Hon & Lu, 2010), the specific social exchange mechanism of 
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the justice–commitment relationship is still ambiguous due to a lack of intensive exploration, 

clear threads in narratives, and a comprehensive international/cross-cultural perspective  

(Andrews et al., 2008; Choi & Chen, 2007; Colquitt et al., 2013; Sieger et al., 2011). Taking a 

cultural perspective, this thesis extends beyond prior research to further examine the social 

exchange-based justice–commitment relationship and the mechanism of this relationship.  

Current conditions provide a strong basis for introducing cultural elements into justice 

research (Greenberg, 2001). As globalization accelerates, it is beyond argument that the 

workforce is becoming more and more culturally diverse. Not only large multinational 

corporations but also small and medium firms, especially those based in nations of 

immigrants (e.g., the US, Canada, and Australia), are faced with this challenge. One-size-fits-

all managerial approaches, which do not consider cultural influences, might no longer be 

effective in dealing with employees from various cultural backgrounds, particularly when it 

has been recognized that cultural values and norms can drive employees’ judgments and 

perceptions of organizations’ (un)fair treatment (Greenberg, 2001). Findings from cross-

cultural justice research can help managers understand how culturally diverse employees react 

differently to (in)justice, and offer them useful guidance for establishing just workplaces that 

may satisfy employees from disparate cultures (Shao et al., 2013). Indeed, an increasing 

number of researchers have started to notice that the justice–outcome relationships might not 

hold in the same way in different cultures (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Pillai, Williams, 

& Tan, 2001; Schilpzand, Martins, Kirkman, Lowe, & Chen, 2013; Shao et al., 2013). 

Cross-cultural evidence of the justice–commitment relationship may also provide 

organizations with the knowledge of how to improve employee loyalty and retain talent 

through specific fairness strategies for groups that have a particular cultural value or ethnic 

background. To explore the specific mechanisms, some mediators imbedded in contemporary 

social exchange theory have been examined in the justice–commitment relationship, such as 

trust (Aryee et al., 2002; Hon & Lu, 2010; Klendauer & Deller, 2009) and perceived social 

support (Loi et al., 2006). However, this line of research, which focuses on the social 

exchange mechanisms of justice-outcome relationships, has largely ignored the role(s) of 

culture. To my knowledge, nearly no research has cross-culturally examined the relationships 

between justice and employee attitudes when they are mediated by possible variables. It still 

remains unclear how the mechanisms of the justice–commitment linkage hold in various 

cultures.  
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Therefore, extending previous research to a cross-cultural setting, this thesis will 

introduce trust, the critical element of social exchange (Blau, 1964), as the mediator in the 

justice–commitment relationship, and compare the patterns of the unmediated and mediated 

relationships between justice and commitment in different countries. Beyond the examination 

of cross-cultural differences, I will also introduce specific cultural variables into the research 

framework to explore possible causes of individual and national differences or similarities in 

the justice–commitment relationship and its mechanism. In this procedure, I will employ 

cultural dimensions from two existing cultural models as comparison benchmarks to analyze 

justice phenomena at both individual and country levels.  

The first model is Hofstede’s (1980) cultural framework, which has been widely used 

in management research since the 1980s. Based on social exchange theory, I will integrate 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (i.e., individualism and power distance) with justice, trust, and 

commitment using a moderated-mediation approach, rather than the simple moderation or 

mediation which previous studies have extensively investigated (e.g., Andrews et al., 2008; 

Aryee et al., 2002; Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002).  

The other is Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value orientation framework, which 

addresses a wide range of basic societal problems and has contributed to many later cultural 

models (Maznevski, Gomez, DiStefano, Noorderhaven, & Wu, 2002). This model has been 

largely ignored in empirical research in international and cross-cultural management, even 

though many scholars regard it as one of the most promising models for interpreting cultural 

differences from a dual-level (individual and societal) perspective (Maznevski et al., 2002). 

To add further new knowledge to the literature, two value orientations from Kluckhohn and 

Strodtbeck’s framework will also be integrated into the moderated-mediation model to 

explore additional reasons for cultural variations in justice research.  

Furthermore, the vast majority of empirical justice research is conducted in North 

America, and most cross-cultural justice research is carried out in terms of comparisons 

between North American countries and other societies (Fortin, 2008; Greenberg, 2001). 

Consequently, Shao et al. (2013) claim that new empirical studies of justice and its 

consequences in other cultural contexts are highly valued. To this end, this thesis focuses on 

an Asia Pacific region (a non-North American setting) to investigate the justice–commitment 

relationship. Three countries from this region will be included in my research: Australia, 

China, and South Korea. This set of countries embraces both Western (i.e., Australia) and 

Eastern (i.e., China and South Korea) cultures, which enables not only Western-Eastern 
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comparisons across cultural clusters
1
 (e.g., Australia vs. China or South Korea), but also 

observation of differences within a cultural cluster (e.g., China vs. South Korea) that may be 

caused by cultural nuances.
2
  

In conclusion, this thesis aims to explore two major themes/questions around the 

relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment in a non-North 

American cross-cultural context involving Australia, China, and South Korea. The first is to 

explore whether cross-cultural differences exist in the patterns of justice–commitment 

relationship and the related mechanisms. The second is to examine whether specific cultural 

variables play moderating roles in the justice–commitment relationship and its mechanism, 

through two perspectives that are based on different cultural models, Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) 

and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) frameworks. These two themes will be explored in 

three empirical papers, and the second theme is to be examined in two separate papers, each 

of which adopts a different cultural framework.  

Research Context 

As mentioned above, my research investigates cross-cultural justice issues in an Asia 

Pacific context involving China, South Korea, and Australia, which includes both Western 

and Eastern cultures (Rubin et al., 2006). This section provides further explanation for why 

this thesis, which mainly focuses on the East-West comparison, includes not one but two 

Eastern countries. 

In organizational justice research, the majority of cross-cultural comparisons have 

been conducted between Western and Eastern countries (Kim, Weber, Leung, & Muramoto, 

2010). However, research at times calls for the comparison of cultures from the same region 

with analogous cultural elements in addition to the comparison of cultures that are 

significantly different (Kim et al., 2010). East Asia is such a context. For example, East Asian 

countries (e.g., China, South Korea, and Japan) are usually viewed as a single cultural cluster 

(Gupta et al., 2002; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004), and are considered to 

deviate from maximization of cultural variation, which is regarded as a good approach in 

cross-cultural studies to increase the likelihood of detecting cultural differences (Kim et al., 

                                                 
1
 Based on analysis of the 61 nations in the GLOBE database, Gupta, Hanges, and Dorfman (2002) 

identified 10 distinct cultural clusters: Anglo, Arab, Confucian Asia, Eastern Europe, Germanic Europe, Latin 

America, Latin Europe, Nordic Europe, South Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa. The two East Asian countries 

(China and South Korea) belong to the Confucian Asia cluster, and the Western country (Australia) belongs to 

the Anglo cluster.  
2
 For other reasons to focus on these three countries, see “Research Context” in this chapter. 
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2010). Although these countries (e.g., China and South Korea) have similar cultural 

backgrounds, they exhibit many cultural nuances, such as disparities in language and etiquette 

(Jiang, 2014). Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) cultural scores have, to some extent, teased out these 

subtle differences between China and South Korea. For example, Chinese culture has a 

greater power distance orientation but a smaller uncertainty-avoiding orientation than South 

Korea (Hofstede, 2001).  

A few studies have explored whether the slight cultural differences between East 

Asian countries can lead to different justice perceptions and consequent employee reactions. 

For instance, Kim et al. (2010) compared East Asians’ evaluation of maintenance and task 

inputs in reward allocations. The authors found that compared to South Koreans and Hong 

Kong Chinese, Japanese employees were more likely to value reward allocations related to 

task inputs and less likely to accept allocations related to maintenance inputs. These East 

Asian differences are consistent with those found by Kim, Park, and Suzuki (1990) for 

differences between South Korea and Japan in preferences for inputs in reward allocations. 

The results also demonstrated significant country differences in fairness judgments; for 

example, compared with South Koreans and Chinese, Japanese perceived higher fairness of 

pay when their pay increased due to higher levels of task contributions. These results suggest 

that countries within the same cultural cluster can also differ from one another in equity 

judgments (Greenberg, 2001; Kim et al., 2010).   

Another cross-cultural study by Kim, Wang, Kondo, and Kim (2007) examined East 

Asian employees’ styles of resolving interpersonal conflicts with supervisors and how cultural 

factors explain their differences in these styles. It was reported that South Koreans preferred a 

compromise style more than Japanese and Chinese, and that South Koreans and Chinese, as 

compared to Japanese, were less likely to obligate and more likely to dominate their 

supervisors. According to these authors’ explanations, these differences were probably caused 

by the different traditional cultures of these countries. As the process of conflict and dispute 

resolution, to a large extent, involves issues of procedural fairness (Nowakowski & Conlon, 

2005; Thibaut & Walker, 1975), these findings indicate that even subtle cultural differences 

have the potential to influence the principles people use to judge justice.  

Kim and Leung (2007) investigated the formation and influences of employees’ 

overall fairness perceptions in the US, Japan, China, and Korea. Those authors detected not 

only West-East differences but also discrepancies within East Asian countries regarding 

justice formation. For instance, distributive justice was found to contribute more to overall 
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fairness perceptions for Americans and Japanese than for Koreans and Chinese. The effects of 

organizational justice on turnover intention and job satisfaction were greater for Americans 

than for East Asians. These effects also differed between East Asian countries. For example, 

Koreans were less dissatisfied when perceiving injustice from the organization than Chinese 

and Japanese. Compared with Koreans and Chinese, Japanese had a greater tendency to leave 

the organization. These results demonstrate that East Asians can significantly differ from one 

another in attitudinal and behavioral patterns (Alston, 1989; Paik & Tung, 1999), although 

they are generally distinguished from people from Western countries in this respect.   

Despite the aforementioned studies, justice research still lacks attention to East Asian 

differences in the formation of fairness and to the effects of justice on employee outcomes 

(Kim & Leung, 2007; Kim et al., 2010). As demonstrated above, it is highly valuable to 

consider East Asian differences when conducting comparisons between East Asian countries 

and Western societies with regard to justice issues. Thus, although the present research 

focuses primarily on West-East comparisons, it reflects East Asian discrepancies by 

displaying whether and how the extent to which East Asian countries (China and South Korea) 

deviate from Western culture (Australia) if reflected in variations in justice effects.  

One of the most practical and operationalizable ways to facilitate cross-national 

comparisons based national culture is to assume cultural homogeneity within countries, which 

has been popularly employed in prior research (e.g., Brockner et al., 2001; T. Y. Kim et al., 

2010; Pillai et al., 2001). Some scholars start to criticize this assumption, as intra-national 

differences appear to become significant due to globalization, particularly in countries with 

increasing number of people from diverse backgrounds (e.g., Tung, 2008) such as Australia. 

However, although individual values may diverge, it is argued that cultures at the national 

level are extremely stable over time (Hofstede, 2001), which has provided a basis for a huge 

number of empirical studies conducting between-country comparisons (Kirkman et al., 2006). 

These multi-angle insights make it obvious to researchers that both cultural homogeneity and 

heterogeneity within nations should be paid attention to in cross-cultural studies. This thesis 

only investigates employees working in the country where they hold citizenship, as an 

approach to address some, if not all, homogeneity, in each country. Recognizing cultural 

heterogeneity within nations, as stated earlier, this thesis addresses intra-national differences 

by taking into account individual differences in personal cultural values.  
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Overview of the Thesis 

In this section, I introduce the structure of the thesis and provide an overview of the 

empirical cross-cultural studies. In this Chapter (Chapter 1), I have discussed the research 

background and outlined the major objectives of this thesis. More specifically, my research 

responds to the following research questions (themes):  

Research Question 1: What are the specific relationships between organizational 

justice and organizational commitment, and the mediation (i.e., via organizational trust) 

mechanisms of this relationship in different countries? How do the relationships and the 

mechanisms differ between countries? (Chapter 3: Study 1) 

Research Question 2: How do cultural values influence the relationship between 

organizational justice and organizational commitment, and the mediation (i.e., via 

organizational trust) mechanisms of this relationship? How do the roles of these cultural 

values differ between countries? (Chapters 4 & 5: Studies 2 & 3) 

In Chapter 2, I review the literature for the major study variables (e.g., organizational 

justice, organizational trust, and organizational commitment) and the relevant theories (e.g., 

social exchange theory, Hofstede’s (1980) cultural model, and the value-orientation model), 

and I specify the research scope of this thesis. In the empirical sections of the thesis, I will 

provide more focused literature reviews, which form the specific theoretical backgrounds of 

the empirical studies. 

Chapters 3 to 5, the main sections of the thesis, employ empirical methodology to 

explore the research questions (themes). Chapter 3 (Study 1) focuses on Research Question 1. 

Specifically, for each of the three countries (i.e., China, South Korea, and Australia), I 

examine the relationships of organizational commitment with distributive justice and 

procedural justice, and the mediating role of organizational trust in these relationships. The 

relative strength of the impact of the two types of justice on organizational commitment and 

organizational trust is also examined. Additionally, to explore cross-cultural differences, the 

patterns of results are compared between the three countries.  

Chapter 4 (Study 2) uses two of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (i.e., individualism 

and power distance) to answer Research Question 2. Specifically, I examine the moderating 

effects of individualism and power distance on the relationships of organizational 

commitment with distributive justice and procedural justice. Both unmediated and mediated 
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relationships (via organizational trust) are examined. The moderating roles of individualism 

and power distance in these relationships are compared between countries (China versus 

Australia and South Korea versus Australia).  

Chapter 5 (Study 3) also investigates Research Question 2, but it employs a different 

cultural model from that used in Chapter 4. In Chapter 5, I adopt Doing and Mastery 

orientations from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation model and examine 

their moderating effects on the unmediated and mediated relationships (via organizational 

trust) between organizational commitment and distributive and procedural justice. Likewise, 

the moderating effects of Doing and Mastery orientations are compared between the three 

countries (China versus Australia and South Korea versus Australia). Figure 1.1 provides an 

overview of the three empirical studies.  

 

 

Notes: 

Study 1: Relationships between organizational justice, organizational trust, and organizational 

commitment: A cross-cultural study of China, South Korea, and Australia 

Study 2: Moderation of individualism and power distance on relationships among justice, trust, and 

commitment: Perspectives from China, South Korea, and Australia 

Study 3: Moderation of Doing and Mastery orientations on relationships among justice, trust, and 

commitment: Perspectives from China, South Korea, and Australia 

Figure 1.1. Overview of Empirical Cross-Cultural Studies 

Distributive justice 

Procedural justice 

Organizational 

commitment 

Organizational trust 

Individualism 

Power distance  

 

[Hofstede’s (1980) model] 

Doing orientation 

Mastery orientation 

 

[Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck's 

(1961) model] 

Study 1  

(Chapter 3) 

Study 2  

(Chapter 4) 

Study 3  

(Chapter 5) 
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In Chapter 6, I summarize the key findings of the thesis; I also discuss the theoretical 

implications that contribute to the literature in the area of justice and culture, and the practical 

implications that further our understanding of fair management in cross-cultural contexts. The 

limitations of the thesis and directions for future research are also discussed. 
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In this chapter, I will review literature for the major concepts, variables, and theories 

that are to be used later in empirical studies. The scope of research in justice variables, social 

exchange theory, organizational commitment, organizational trust, Hofstede’s (1980) cultural 

model, and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value orientation model will also be identified 

here. The specific literature and theoretical backgrounds for each empirical study will be 

further reviewed in the next three chapters. 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice is a term that describes fairness issues in the workplace. It is 

defined as “the perceived fairness of the exchanges taking place in an organization, be they 

social or economic, and involving the individual in his or her relations with superiors, 

subordinates, peers, and the organization as a social system” (Beugré, 1998, p. xiii). Over the 

last three decades, justice has been one of the most important and popular areas in 

organizational research and has contributed to our understanding of people’ attitudes, 

behaviors, decisions, and experiences in the workplace (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-

Phelan, 2005). As an important psychological variable in human resource management and 

organizational behavior, justice has been applied to a wide range of organizational issues, 

such as recruitment, task assignment, reward allocation, conflict resolution, performance 

appraisal, sexual harassment, and many other aspects (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & 

Ng, 2001; Ren, 2007). As mentioned earlier, various employee outcomes have been found to 

be influenced by justice (for reviews, see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 

2001).   

Prior justice research has identified two major issues in the organization: employees’ 

attention to what they receive, i.e., outcomes, and how these outcomes are arrived at, i.e., 

procedures (Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 2006; Ren, 2007). As an extension, many scholars have paid 

attention to the interpersonal treatment employees receive in the process of outcome 

distribution, which has led to the emergence of interactional justice (Bies & Tripp, 1996; 

Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993a). This section introduces the literature highlighting the two 

major justice issues—distributive justice and procedural justice—and also offers a brief 

review of interactional justice (Bacha & Walker, 2012).  
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Distributive Justice 

Early justice research, which concentrated on the distributive aspect, was developed 

from equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965), though the earliest distributive justice theory can be 

dated back to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 
3
 (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Distributive justice 

focuses on people’s fairness perception of outcomes and is typically considered in terms of 

equity (Adams, 1965). The equity theory suggests that what people value is whether their 

outcomes are fair rather than the absolute level of outcomes. Adams stated that people 

evaluate the fairness of outcomes through calculating the ratio of their own inputs to their 

received outcomes, and then compare this ratio with that of similar others. They perceive an 

equitable state when their ratio is in agreement with those of others (Cropanzano et al., 2007). 

When the ratios are not equal, employees are motivated to adjust their own inputs or 

perceptions of others’ ratios to seek “balance”. For example, if a person perceives they are 

underpaid, he or she might be angry and dissatisfied. However, his or her dissatisfaction may 

be reduced if they reduce inputs correspondingly. Likewise, an overpaid person might feel 

guilty if he or she devotes fewer inputs than a comparison partner. To reduce sense of guilt 

and unease, the person may increase his or her contribution to the organization. Although the 

comparison of the input-outcome ratios seems to generate an “objective” component for 

Adams’ equity theory, the process of determining justice is totally subjective (Andrews, 

Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008; Colquitt et al., 2001). 

Despite the fact that Adam’s theory advocates determining fairness based on an equity 

rule, which is probably the most widely accepted rule in reward allocations, several other 

rules have been identified in the literature, such as equality and need (e.g., Colquitt et al., 

2001; Leventhal, 1976). Appropriate applications of these rules can lead to distributive justice. 

Recent advances in distributive justice primarily focus on, and distinguish, these three 

allocation rules: equality, which emphasizes offering each individual the same compensation; 

equity, which emphasizes rewarding individuals based on contributions; and need, which 

emphasizes offering benefits based on the most urgency (e.g., one’s personal requirements) 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007). These rules in essence reflect Aristotle’s dictum that humans 

expect to be treated in ways that are like all other people, like some other people, and like no 

                                                 
3
 Aristotle holds that just distribution relates to “something proportionate”, which is defined as “equality 

of ratios” (Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007). He considered fairness as “that which is manifested in 

distributions of honor or money or the things that fall to be divided among those who have a share in the 

constitution” (Ross, 1925, p. 1130). 
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other people, which correspond to equality, equity, and need, respectively (Cropanzano et al., 

2007).  

Research suggests that the use of an allocation rule depends on the specific situation 

(Deutsch, 1975, 1985). For example, when the goal of group harmony and cohesion and 

prevention of conflict is valued, the quality rule is likely to be salient; when the goal is more 

related to economic performance than to interpersonal harmony, the equity rule is likely to be 

used; and when personal development and welfare are of greater concern, the need rule tends 

to be invoked (Kim, Park, & Suzuki, 1990). Furthermore, it has been suggested that 

organizations can balance these situations by mixing different rules together (Cropanzano et 

al., 2007). For instance, reward policy may benefit from the mixed use of equality and equity; 

it may apply equality in the distribution of a basic minimum benefit among all members and 

apply equity in the allocation of additional pay earned from one’s performance. Research has 

also revealed that different contexts (e.g., a family or work setting) and different individual 

motives (e.g., altruistic or self-interest motives) can trigger the use or primacy of these 

distribution rules (Deutsch, 1975).  

Distributive justice exists to the extent that an outcome allocation is in line with the 

goals of a specific situation (Colquitt, 2001; Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976). As the most 

common goal in the research of distributive justice has been productivity maximization, the 

majority of research has regarded the equity rule as the most important (Colquitt, 2001). The 

equity rule is described as a single normative rule directing the distribution to be 

proportionally consistent with, or matched to, recipients’ contributions (Ambrose & Arnaud, 

2005; Leventhal, 1976). Despite other important allocation rules (e.g., equality and need) for 

judging distributive justice, in this thesis I follow Colquitt (2001) to focus on the equity rule 

for the purpose of maximizing generalizability.  

Procedural Justice 

The second wave of justice research derives from Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) theory 

of procedural justice in a legal system. They argued that third-party dispute resolution 

procedures (e.g., arbitration and mediation) have both process and decision stages. In research 

in courtroom settings, they distinguished the fairness of the verdict, which occurs in the 

decision stage, from the fairness of the process resulting in the verdict. They measured 

disputants’ levels of process control (i.e., being able to voice one’s arguments and opinions 

during the procedure) and decision control (i.e., being able to influence the outcome itself) by 
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respectively referring to how much influence disputants had in each stage. Their results 

demonstrated that as long as disputants were able to influence the process, they were willing 

to give up control over the decision. In other words, a procedure is likely to be perceived as 

fair when people have process control, whether they have control over decision outcomes or 

not. This finding is well known as the “voice effect”, “fair process effect”, or “voice 

phenomenon”, and has been a frequently replicated finding in justice research (Colquitt et al., 

2001; Fortin, 2008). Due to the overwhelming influence of the process, Thibaut and Walker 

virtually equated procedural justice to people’s control over process (Colquitt et al., 2001; 

Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).  

Although Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) concept of procedural justice introduced a new 

element into justice research, their work primarily focused on people’s reactions in legal 

contexts. In the subsequent stage, Leventhal and colleagues (Leventhal, 1976, 1980; 

Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980) extended the conceptualization of procedural justice into 

non-legal contexts. Broadening the criteria to arrive at procedural justice far beyond the 

notion of process control, they established six core generalizable rules. The procedure is 

viewed as fair when the rules are upheld. These rules included: (1) consistency, which reflects 

that the procedure is applied consistently across people and time; (2) lack of bias, which 

reflects that decision makers are neutral and have no vested interest in the procedure; (3) 

accuracy, which refers to that the procedure should rely on, and apply, correct information; (4) 

representation, which means that the procedure should take into account the values, opinions, 

and needs of all stakeholders involved; (5) correction, which refers to that mechanisms or 

processes for correcting mistakes, flaws, and inaccuracies, should be included; (6) ethics, 

which implies that personal or prevailing moral and ethical standards should not be violated 

(Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007; Fortin, 2008).  

Lind and Tyler (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992) offered 

additional models to explain the variations in procedural justice, such as the group-value and 

self-interest models. According to the group-value model, people value long-term social 

relationships with the authority figures or organizations that act as third parties and do not 

regard these relationships as one-shot deals (Tyler, 1989). This model emphasizes that 

procedural justice is important in that it signals that people are respected in a group and 

communicate well to others their standing in the group (Blader & Tyler, 2005; Colquitt, 2001). 

In contrast, the self-interest model suggests that the motivation for people to value procedural 
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justice is their desire to maximize personal gain. When a procedure favors their interests or 

received outcomes, people’s levels of justice perceptions increase (Conlon, 1993).  

Drawing on the group-value model, Tyler (1989) proposed three additional justice 

criteria: procedural neutrality, evidence about social standing, and trust in the third party, 

which were then updated to be neutrality, benevolence, and status (Lind, 1995). However, 

these criteria have been argued to overlap
4
 considerably with other theoretical concepts (e.g., 

Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) because the theory behind the group-value model 

complements that behind these other concepts, and seems to be a somewhat over-specified 

extension
5
 (Colquitt, 2001). Thus, in empirical research, Lind and Tyler’s criteria have not 

usually been included (e.g., Colquitt, 2001).  

While some regard procedural justice as a supplementary element of distributive 

justice (Leventhal, 1980), others consider procedural justice to be more important (Pillai, 

Williams, & Tan, 2001) because a decision-making activity involves the procedure 

throughout but the outcome probably only once (Saunders, 2011). In relation to this matter, 

Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) proposed a somewhat neutral standpoint that distributive 

justice is more related to individual-related outcomes (e.g., reward) and procedural justice is 

more associated with organization-related outcomes (e.g., organizational commitment and 

intention to withdraw). However, the results of recent studies (Clay-Warner, Hegtvedt, & 

Roman, 2005; Colquitt et al., 2001) are mixed and not in complete accordance with this point 

of view. This may indicate the difficulty in differentiating the degree of relative importance of 

distributive and procedural justice in predicting individual- or organization-based outcomes 

(Andrews et al., 2008).  

Interactional Justice 

Interactional justice is the third dimension of organizational justice. Introduced by 

Bies and Moag (1986), it focuses on the fairness of the interpersonal treatment people receive 

from others (e.g., organizations and authorities) in the implementation of the procedure (Bies 

& Moag, 1986). Early research identified four concerns regarding people’s perception of 

international justice: respect (e.g., politeness instead of rudeness), propriety (e.g., absence of 

                                                 
4
 According to Colquitt (2001), neutrality overlaps with Leventhal’s lack of bias, and benevolence 

overlaps with Leventhal’s rule of ethics and Thibaut and Walkers’ process control.  
5
 According to Colquitt (2001), standing and status overlaps with the respect and dignity aspects of 

interactional  justice, another type of justice that will be introduced later, and trust is more appropriate to be 

considered as a correlate of procedural justice.  
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improper statements and remarks), justification (e.g., explanations of the reasons for 

decisions), and trustfulness (e.g. honesty and absence of deception) (Bies, 1987; Bies & Moag, 

1986). In essence, these criteria fall into two categories, explanations of decision making and 

sensitivity of treatment (Greenberg, 1990), which have been repeatedly found to be 

independent of each other (Colquitt et al., 2001; Greenberg, 1993b; Greenberg, 1994). These 

two categories were then treated as separate dimensions of organizational justice: 

informational justice and interpersonal justice (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993a). 

Informational justice concerns the explanations that offer people information of why 

outcomes are distributed, or why procedures are applied, in a certain way. Interpersonal 

justice captures people’s sensitivity of personal treatment and involves whether dignity, 

respect, and politeness are assured in the procedure (Colquitt et al., 2001; Fortin, 2008). 

Whereas some scholars consider interactional justice as a distinct construct of procedural 

justice, others argue that these two types of justice cannot be separated conceptually and that 

interactional justice is more appropriately considered a subset of procedural justice (Bies, 

2005; Moorman, 1991; Poon, 2012; Skarlicki & Latham, 1997).  

Social Exchange Theory and Organizational Justice 

In the justice literature, social exchange theory has become the dominant paradigm for 

examining the effects of organizational justice (Colquitt et al., 2013; Cropanzano & Rupp, 

2008). The applicability of social exchange theory has been emphasized by recent meta-

analyses linking exchange concepts and justice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et 

al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). The concept of social exchange can be traced to the 1920s 

(e.g., Malinowski, 1922), expanding across various disciplines such as anthropology and 

social psychology (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In spite of different perspectives of social 

exchange, there is agreement that social exchange involves interpersonal interactions that 

foster obligations (Emerson, 1976). Gouldner (1960) maintained that individuals would be 

willing to engage in helping behaviors based on feelings of reciprocity, so as to maximize 

their own material outcomes. Blau (1964) then expanded the norm of reciprocity and 

indicated that mutual exchanges and interactions are contingent and interdependent on the 

actions of exchange parties. These interdependent transactions
6
 are considered as the basis of 

                                                 
6
 Although social exchange, like economic exchange, involves, and sometimes refers to, transactions, it 

is typically understood in terms of a relationship (Lehmann-Willenbrock, Grohmann, & Kauffeld, 2013).   
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high-quality social exchange relationships (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; 

Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2013).  

Drawing on Blau’s (1964) theory, scholars have suggested that individuals at work 

may form economic exchange and social exchange relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 

2005; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). Economic exchange relationships involve short-term 

interactions and quid pro quo arrangements, and are transactional in nature. This type of 

relationship is usually established on the exchange of tangible resources (Rupp & Cropanzano, 

2002). Although obligations and reciprocations may exist in certain economic exchanges, they 

are restricted because, in these cases, one exchange party repays the other directly for the 

concrete goods and services.  

In contrast, social exchange relationships involve longer-term interactions, and they 

usually form based on the exchange of intangible, and perhaps more socio-emotional and 

symbolic, resources. Compared with those engaging in economic exchanges, people in social 

exchange relationships are more likely to identify with the entity or person with whom they 

interact (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). They also have a greater tendency to show high levels 

of mutual support, emotional connection, loyalty, and long duration, and are less likely to 

haggle about who owes what to whom (c.f. Walumbwa, Cropanzano, & Hartnell, 2009). In 

social exchanges, reciprocity is important because it not only ensures repayment but also 

encourages exchange parties to build trustful social relationships that strengthen mutual 

loyalty and strong identification (Walumbwa et al., 2009).  

Although economic exchange and social exchange are clearly distinguished, they are 

connected under certain circumstances. For example, as short-term economic exchanges 

continue over time, the exchange parties may show more trust in one another and become 

more closely affiliated. In such cases, economic exchange relationships evolve close to, and 

finally may give way to, social exchange relationships (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark, 

1982; Walumbwa et al., 2009).  

Concerning the employment relationship, social exchange theory more specifically 

refers to the social exchange between the employee and the organization (Lehmann-

Willenbrock et al., 2013; Shore & Coyle-Shapiro, 2003). In an organizational setting, the 

employee and the organization engage in a reciprocal relationship, in which the organization 

offers a favorable, fair, and supportive environment in exchange for the desired outcomes 

from the employee (Andrews et al., 2008). According to Shore and Coyle-Shapiro, social 
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exchange underlies the views on the employment relationship from both employee and 

employer angles, and helps understand the employment relationship and its consequences 

through varied constructs operationalizing social exchange. More importantly, it has been 

suggested that the outcomes and strength of social exchange relationships may vary under 

different conditions (Shore & Coyle-Shapiro, 2003), some of which will be investigated in 

this thesis in terms of cultural and individual differences. In this thesis, I focus on the 

employment relationship underlying the social exchange relationship between the employee 

and the organization, although employees also engage in social exchanges with supervisors or 

coworkers (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).  

Following much other research (e.g., Andrews et al., 2008; Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 

2002; Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2013; Loi et al., 2006), this thesis treats justice as a trigger 

for employee-organization social exchange. To integrate justice and social exchange, Aryee et 

al. (2002) regarded the organization’s fair treatment of its staff as a “favor or spontaneous 

gesture of good will on the part of the organization (or its agents)”, and suggested that it 

“engenders an obligation on the part of employees to reciprocate the good deeds of the 

organization” (p. 268). As stated in Chapter 1, a number of studies have taken the perspective 

of employee-organization exchange to examine the relationships between organizational 

justice and employee attitudes and behaviors (for reviews, see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 

2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).  

Regarding sources of (in)justice, Rupp and Cropanzano (2002) stated that employees 

confront at least two sources of justice: the immediate supervisor or manager and the 

organization as a whole, which, as stated earlier, are two typical exchange partners employees 

interact with. They indicated that although the organization source sometimes is more subtle 

compared with the supervisor source (given that the supervisor has a direct interaction with 

the employee and may also influence important outcomes such promotions and pay raises), 

the organization is important. For example, employees often view their organizations as 

“independent social actors capable of justice or injustice” (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002, p. 926).  

Among the various types of justice, interactional justice more strongly emphasizes 

one-on-one transactions, and it is often provided by the supervisor rather than the organization 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007; Malatesta & Byrne, 1997; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 

2000). To verify this viewpoint, Cropanzano, Prehar, and Chen (2002) used social exchange 

theory to distinguish procedural justice from interactional justice, and found that while 

interactional justice generally applied to the exchange between the employee and his or her 
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supervisor, procedural justice was more closely related to the exchange between the employee 

and the employing organization or the corresponding upper management.  

Although Cropanzano et al. (2002) argued that compared to procedural and 

interactional justice, distributive justice appeared to be more linked to one’s reactions to 

specific outcomes, in practice, some researchers operationalize distributive justice as a source 

initiating employee-organization social exchange (e.g., Hon & Lu, 2010; Loi et al., 2006; 

Sousa-Lima, Michel, & Caetano, 2013; Walumbwa et al., 2009). This operationalization is 

feasible because, in most organizations, especially larger ones, reward allocation policies and 

pay rates are set by the organization rather than the supervisor, and employees receive 

rewards from the organization rather than a particular supervisor (Walumbwa et al., 2009). In 

this regard, Walumbwas pointed out that distributive justice should impact the employee’s 

relationship with his or her employing organization in a manner more like that of procedural 

justice
7
 rather than interactional justice. Consistently, their findings also suggested a stronger 

role for distributive justice in the employee-organization exchange than had been recognized 

previously. Considering that employee-organization exchange is the focus, I will only include 

distributive and procedural justice in this thesis to examine their impact on employees’ 

commitment to the organization. 

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment refers to a psychological association between the 

employee and the organization that makes individuals voluntarily remain with, rather than 

leave, the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1996). Since 1960s, the concept of organizational 

commitment has experienced three eras (Cohen, 2007).  

The first era is based on the conceptualization of Becker (1960) that roots commitment 

in side-bet theory. According to Becker, employees are tied to the organization because their 

continuous engagement in “consistent lines of activity” or “consistent behaviors” leads to the 

                                                 
7
 While some regard procedural justice as a supplementary element of distributive justice (Leventhal, 

1980), others consider procedural justice to be more important (Pillai et al., 2001) because a decision-making 

activity involves the procedure throughout but the outcome probably once only (Saunders, 2011). In relation to 

this matter, Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) propose a somewhat neutral standpoint that distributive justice is 

more closely related to individual-related outcomes (e.g., reward) and procedural justice is more strongly 

associated with organization-related outcomes (e.g., organizational commitment and intention to withdraw). 

However, the results of recent studies (Clay-Warner et al., 2005; Colquitt et al., 2001) are mixed and not in 

complete accordance with this point of view, which indicates that, without further evidence, it is difficult to 

differentiate the degree of importance of distributive and procedural justice predicting individual- or 

organization-based outcomes (Andrews et al., 2008). 
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formation of “side-bets”, which refer to the accumulated investments that employees worry 

about being lost once leaving the organization (Becker, 1960). As these investments and 

foreseeable costs accumulate over time, employees feel it is more difficult to disengage from 

the “consistent lines of activity” and tend to withdraw from the organization (Becker, 1960). 

This conceptualization identifies commitment as a major factor explaining the voluntary 

turnover process. Later research suggests that the connection between the development of 

commitment and the process of turnover is reflected in the approaches to define commitment 

and to operationalize side-bets theory (Alutto, Hrebiniak, & Alonso, 1973; Cohen, 2007). 

Since Becker’s commitment covers only a limited range of ties between the individual and the 

organization, it has not been regarded as a leading commitment theory. However, the 

commitment–turnover connection advanced in Becker’s conceptualization has initiated and 

affected the development of later commitment theories (Cohen, 2007). For example, the side-

bet based commitment is included as “continuance commitment” in Meyer and Allen’s (1991) 

conceptualization.  

Shifting from side-bet theory, the second wave of commitment conceptualization is 

based on the perspective of psychological attachment to the organization (Cohen, 2007). 

Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974) viewed commitment as a psychological bond 

between the individual and the organization characterized by attitudinal instead of behavioral 

intentions. They argued that commitment captures three aspects: “(a) a strong belief in and 

acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (b) a willingness to exert considerable 

effort on behalf of the organization; (c) a definite desire to maintain organizational 

membership” (Porter et al., 1974, p. 604). Although this narrative of commitment extends 

Becker’s emphasis on the linkage between commitment and turnover to a broader scope 

(Cohen, 2007), researchers have doubted this conceptualization by arguing that the latter two 

components are consequences of commitment rather than the antecedents contributing to the 

development of psychological attachment (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). In addition, the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), developed by Mowday et al. (1979) to 

measure Porter et al.’s conceptualization of commitment, has been criticized as being an 

impure scale for measuring commitment from the attitudinal approach (O'Reilly & Chatman, 

1986).   

The third wave treats commitment as a multi-dimensional construct. To specifically 

address the shortcomings of Porter and his colleagues’ concept and OCQ, O’Reilly and 

Chatman (1986) drew on Kelman’s (1958) work to conceptualize commitment in terms of 
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compliance, identification, and internalization. However, concerns were raised in later 

research as to the clarity of this three-dimensional structure. For example, the identification 

and internalization dimensions could not be clearly distinguished (Vandenberg, Self, & Seo, 

1994). The compliance dimension appears not to be a component of commitment, given that it 

is usually considered to reduce the likelihood of actual turnover (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Perhaps for these reasons, fewer scholars have employed this structure since Meyer and 

Allen’s (1991) three-component framework of commitment was developed.  

Meyer and Allen (1984) firstly distinguished affective commitment from continuance 

commitment when they inspected the formerly developed concepts and instruments for 

commitment, including those for Becker’s (1960) side-bets and Porter and colleagues’ 

(Mowday et al., 1979; Porter et al., 1974) attitudinal commitment. Later on, an additional 

component, normative commitment, was added to Allen and Meyer’s (1990) 

conceptualization of commitment. In the next year, Meyer and Allen (1991) provided strong 

conceptual justifications to formally put forward the three-component model of commitment, 

which has dominated subsequent commitment research. Meyer and Allen argued that the three 

components reflect ways to view commitment as a psychological state beyond the prior 

attitudinal and behavioral approaches. This psychological state “(a) characterizes the 

employee’s relationship with the organization, and (b) has implications for the decision to 

continue or discontinue membership in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). The 

three components/dimensions distinguish the nature of the psychological stage. In Meyer and 

Allen’s words,  

Affective commitment refers to the employee’s emotional attachment to, identification 

with, and involvement in the organization. Employees with a strong affective 

commitment continue employment with the organization because they want to do. 

Continuance commitment refers to an awareness of the costs associated with leaving the 

organization. Employees whose primary link to the organization is based on continuance 

commitment remain because they need to do so. Finally, normative commitment reflects 

a feeling of obligation to continue employment. Employees with a high level of 

normative commitment feel that they ought to remain with the organization (1991, p. 67).  

According to Meyer and Allen (1991), each component of commitment represents a 

force binding an employee to his or her organization from different approaches, which are 

considered to be mutually exclusive. Meyer and Allen argued that employees experience one 

or more forms of commitment, and therefore it is reasonable to incorporate all three 
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components in their conceptualization. To date, the three-component model has received 

extensive attention and considerable support (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Meyer, Stanley, 

Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Meyer, Stanley, & Parfyonova, 2011), and has been 

regarded as the most applicable conceptualization of organizational commitment (Klein, 

Becker, & Meyer, 2009). My thesis follows this popularly-examined model to limit the 

research scope of commitment to the affective component, which is considered the primary 

form of commitment (Cohen, 2003).  

My decision to focus on affective commitment only is mainly based on the 

consideration of the fit of components in social exchanges and the recent criticism of the other 

two forms of commitment
8
. Affective commitment, which has typically been explained in 

terms of reciprocation in social exchange relationships (Meyer & Parfyonova, 2010), has been 

argued to be the most suitable component that can be interpreted by social exchange theory 

(Andrews et al., 2008). This component is largely parallel to Porter and colleagues’ (Mowday 

et al., 1979; Porter et al., 1974) conceptualization of commitment (i.e., identification with the 

organization and its goals and values, and willingness to stay with the organization to help 

with these goals) on an attitudinal approach, which often connects to exchange relationships 

in which members attach themselves to their organizations in return for rewards or other 

reciprocal results from the organizations (Mowday et al., 1979).  

Recently, scholars have suggested that normative commitment may also be included in 

examining social exchange outcomes, even though it might not be such a desirable outcome 

as affective commitment (Meyer & Parfyonova, 2010). However, some researchers (e.g., 

Cohen, 2007; Ko, Price, & Mueller, 1997) criticized the concept of normative commitment as 

problematic because there seems to be a considerable overlap between the concepts of 

normative and affective commitment, which makes it difficult to conceptually separate them. 

This criticism has been supported by numerous empirical studies showing extremely high 

correlation between normative and affective commitment (Ko et al., 1997; Meyer, Allen, & 

Smith, 1993; Meyer et al., 2002).  

The continuance commitment dimension, deriving from Becker’s (1960) side-bet 

theory, has also been the subject of doubts regarding Meyer and colleague’s (Meyer & Allen, 

1991; Meyer et al., 1993) diagnostic approach in conceptualization (Ko et al., 1997). For 

instance, Meyer et al. (1993) argued that Becker’s (1960) concept of commitment reflects part 

                                                 
8
 This point will also be discussed in the “organizational justice and organizational commitment” 

section of Chapter 3.  
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of attitudinal commitment as it underscores the awareness of the loss associated with leaving 

the organization. Ko et al. (1997) contended that this argument is untenable. According to Ko 

et al., Becker’s concept focuses on commitment-related behaviors and he implicitly 

emphasized that commitment is a consistent line of activity, and therefore Becker’s 

explanation appears to be closer to the behavioral rather than the attitudinal approach in 

defining commitment. Taking into account all aspects, employment of affective commitment 

will avoid these criticisms and will provide an instrument reflecting social exchange 

relationships.  

Organizational Trust 

Another outcome of justice this thesis investigates is trust, which is an essential 

element for starting and maintaining social exchange relationships (Stinglhamber, Cremer, & 

Mercken, 2006). Unlike tangible resources, which are accompanied by economic exchanges, 

socio-emotional or intangible resources such as trust provide bases for social exchanges 

because exchange parties are involved in unspecified obligations that bind them together 

without a written contract (Sousa-Lima et al., 2013). Trust is also generally viewed as an 

outcome of favorable social exchanges (Blau, 1964; Lehmann-Willenbrock et al., 2013). 

Researchers argue that social exchange-based relationships tend to engender feelings of 

gratitude, trust, support, and personal obligations (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005); 

this process reinforces trust between exchange parties, which in turn facilitates the 

maintenance of exchange relationships (Sousa-Lima et al., 2013).  

Trust has been studied over time from different perspectives, and there is no 

universally accepted definition of trust (Lewicki, Tomlinson, & Gillespie, 2006; Mukherjee & 

Bhattacharya, 2013). For instance, Deutsch’s (1958) definition underscores an individual’s 

non-rational expectations in the face of uncertainties, such that the individual’s perceptions of 

negative motivational consequences are greater if the expectations are not fulfilled, relative to 

perceptions of positive motivational consequences if the expectations are fulfilled. Rotter 

(1967) treated trust as a dispositional and personality trait that reflects one party’s expectancy 

that the other party’s word, promise, and statement can be relied upon. Extending the 

expectancy to the perspective of philosophical morality and ethics, Hosmer (1995) described 

trust as people’s expectations of ethically justifiable behaviors from the part of their 

cooperation or exchange partners. Specifically focusing on the organizational context, 

Robinson (1996) emphasized the psychological aspect of trust in terms of an attitude, and 
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defined trust as “one’s expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the likelihood that 

another’s future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to one’s 

interests” (p. 576).  

Regardless of disciplines and perspectives, the common theme of trust has been 

suggested to encompass confident expectations, a willingness to be vulnerable under 

uncertainties or risks, and psychological disposition of the trustor (Mukherjee & Bhattacharya, 

2013; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) 

integrated these common characteristics and referred to trust as  

the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 

expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, 

irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party (1995, p. 712). 

Mayer et al. (1995) proposed that trust evolves after assessing the trustee’s 

trustworthiness (i.e., the trustee's characteristics and attributes that inspire trust, Colquitt & 

Rodell, 2011) based on three facets: ability, which refers to the competencies, skills, and 

characteristics that enable the trustee to have influence in specific domains; integrity, which 

reflects the trustee’s compliance with a set of acceptable principles and shared beliefs; 

benevolence, which reflects the extent to which the trustee wants to do good (e.g., being open 

and care) to the trustor. Similarly, Rousseau et al. (1998) drew on a cross-discipline review to 

define trust as a psychological state reflecting people’s intention of accepting vulnerability 

based on positive expectations of the intentions or behaviors of the trustee.  

Both Mayer et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al.’s (1998) definitions suggest two 

interrelated components (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Lewicki et al., 2006). The first is 

the willingness and intention to accept vulnerability to the actions of the exchange party, 

synthesizing earlier conceptualizations of trust (e.g., Baier, 1986; Deutsch, 1958). The other is 

the positive expectations concerning the intentions, motivations, and behaviors of the other 

party, regardless of the uncertainty of this other party’s actions; this component also overlaps 

with earlier trust concepts (e.g., Cook & Wall, 1980; Rotter, 1967). Despite the continuous 

debate over the construct of trust, e.g., whether the construct in terms of ability, benevolence, 

and integrity is sufficient and whether trust is a behavioral choice or psychological attitude (Li, 

Bai, & Xi, 2012), these two components have begun to promote an agreement regarding a 

composite definition over the past decade (Saunders, 2011). In this thesis, trust is described 
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based on Mayer et al.’s definition with the consideration of both components (i.e., willingness 

in face of vulnerability, and expectations) regarding the trustee’s trustworthiness.  

Trust forms in relationships (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007). In organizational 

studies, trust theory has been focused on the level of analysis ranging from the personal to the 

institutional level (Rousseau et al., 1998; Saunders, 2011), depending on the referent with 

whom individuals interact (Whitener, 1997). At the personal level, employees build 

relationships, via vertical interactions, with supervisors, or via horizontal interactions, with 

co-workers at the similar level of the organizational structure; these relationships may foster 

employees’ trust in the supervisor and the co-worker. At the institutional level, employees 

develop relationships, via vertical interactions, with the organization, top management system, 

or systems that represent the interests of the organization as a whole; these relationships 

provide a basis for trust in the organization (Cho & Park, 2011; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Pirson 

& Malhotra, 2011; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998).  

Despite the fact that all these forms are important to reflect the quality of social 

exchange relationships, this thesis only empirically examines trust in the organization, given 

that the focus of my research is the employee-organization exchange. In fact, the majority of 

research connecting justice and trust has neglected trust in the organization and mainly 

examined trust in the supervisor (DeConinck, 2010). This makes it imperative to conduct 

more extensive investigations to provide direct understanding of how organizations’ fair 

treatment is related to employees’ work outcomes (Aryee et al., 2002).  

Although the interpersonal relationship seems more applicable to trust in supervisors 

and co-workers—the referents characterized by specific human beings—the connotation of 

interpersonal relationships can be rationally and reasonably extended to general management 

and the organization as a whole (Cho & Park, 2011). This is because the organization, as a 

system consisting of human beings, produces influences on employees through its culture, 

structures, rules, and regulations, and employees face risks and vulnerability in their 

relationships with the general management and the organization (Cho & Park, 2011).  

From the perspective of the relationship between the employee and the organization, 

Gambetta (1988) provided the earliest definition of trust in the organization—the global 

evaluation of the organization’s trustworthiness as perceived by the employee. Employees 

trust in the organization based on the confidence or belief that the organization’s actions 

impacting them will be beneficial or at least non-detrimental (Tan & Tan, 2000). The core 
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component—the trustworthiness of the organization—has been highlighted in many views on 

organizational trust (e.g., Mukherjee & Bhattacharya, 2013; Zhang, Tsui, Song, Li, & Jia, 

2008). By extension, this thesis follows predecessors (Li et al., 2012; Mayer et al., 1995; 

Rousseau et al., 1998) to specify the scope of organizational trust as the employee’s collective 

perception of the organization’s trustworthiness, with a willingness to be vulnerable to the 

actions of the organization based on expectations of its favorable intentions and behaviors.  

Cultural Value Models 

The meaning of culture is complex, varying with age, gender, nation, religion, race, 

occupation, organization, and many other group categories (Hofstede, 1991, 1994). Under 

certain circumstances, culture is also referred to using analogous terminologies such as 

“philosophy of life” (Jung, 1951), “value orientation” (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961), 

“world outlooks” (Maslow, Frager, & Fadiman, 1970), “vision of reality” (Messer, 2000), 

“self and world construct system” (Kottler & Hazler, 2001), and other terms sharing 

similarities with culture (Koltko-Rivera, 2004; Taras, Rowney, & Steel, 2009). Despite the 

enduring interest shown to cultural phenomena in the social sciences, there is little agreement 

on how culture should be defined (Rougier, 2011).  

Hofstede (1980) introduced a condensed definition that describes culture as “the 

collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one human group 

from another” (p. 25). That is, culture is a concept linking the commonly shared values and 

beliefs of individuals to similar life experiences and backgrounds (Hofstede, 1980; Shao, 

Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013). Similarly, Poortinga (1990) defined culture as a set of 

“shared constraints that limit the behavior repertoire available to members of a certain socio-

cultural group in a way different from individuals belonging to some other group” (p. 6). In 

this way, culture involves the shared value patterns that direct human behaviors. Segall, 

Dasan, Berry, and Poortinga (1990) argued that, since culture is part of the environment, 

which is shaped with ecological forces, and behavior is shaped by culture, it is nearly 

impossible for humans to behave without being influenced by some aspects of culture. The 

boundary conditions for behaviors, as Poortinga (1992) proposed,  include the external 

constraints of historical, ecological, socio-economical, and situational contexts, and the 

internal constraints of genetic and cultural transmission (Bond & Smith, 1996). Due to these 

characteristics, Segall et al. (1990) contended that it is possible to simply define culture as 

“the totality of whatever all persons learn from all other persons” (p. 26).  
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A more comprehensive definition summarized from different disciplines and 

perspectives states that “culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior 

acquired and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human 

groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture consists of 

traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached values” 

(Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952, p. 118). This broad range of cultural elements suggests that 

culture is a complicated and dynamic phenomenon that is learned, shaped, shared, and 

transmitted from one generation to another (Kreuter, Lukwago, Bucholtz, Clark, & Sanders-

Thompson, 2003; Tung, 2008), expanding with the continuous societal evolution and 

advancement of human civilization.  

As reflected in various definitions, culture is closely related to human life in that it 

penetrates the norms, practices, and ways of thinking, perceiving, and doing things (Hofstede, 

1980; Rougier, 2011). A primary reason why people differ in norms and values is that they 

are from different cultures (Greenberg, 2001). Stated differently, culture defines the values 

that guide human behaviors and that lead the ways that behaviors are evaluated and 

interpreted (Herskovits, 1967; Rougier, 2011). For example, the values shaped by an 

individualistic culture may lead people to prioritize self-interests, while those shaped by a 

collectivistic culture encourage people to place group-interests first. It has been suggested that 

cultural values affect people’s judgment of justice, the formation of justice perceptions, and 

people’s reactions to justice or injustice (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Scott, 2005; Greenberg, 2001; 

Shao et al., 2013).  

In this thesis, I will draw on dimensions from two models to examine how cultural 

values can influence the effects of justice on commitment: Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) cultural 

model and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation model. In the following 

section, I briefly review these two models and identify the specific values/orientations this 

thesis employs. 

Hofstede’s Model 

In his well-known and widely cited book Culture’s Consequences, Hofstede (1980) 

proposed four dimensions to capture the dominant values across 53 different cultures—

individualism/collectivism, power distance, masculinity/femininity, and uncertainty 

avoidance—based on data from IBM international staff who responded to an attitude survey. 

These values were also confirmed in his study of executive students of a business school who 
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came from 15 nations and worked in various industries and companies. Later on, the Chinese 

Culture Connection (1987) detected another dimension, “Confucian Work Dynamism” or 

“Confucian Dynamism”, in an investigation of 23 countries, the majority of which had never 

heard of Confucius. The results of this investigation led Hofstede (Hofstede, 1991, 2001) to 

introduce a fifth new dimension—long-term versus short-term orientation—into his cultural 

model.  

Individualism/Collectivism reflects the position of a culture on a bipolar continuum 

regarding the degree of individuals’ identification with and integration into a group (Hofstede, 

1980; Hofstede & Bond, 1984). According to Hofstede, people from highly individualistic 

cultures tend to be independent from their social groups, and their ties with other individuals 

are loose. Individualists have an extensive focus on individual rights over their own duties 

and an emphasis on self-autonomy and self-fulfillment. They prioritize personal goals and 

interests, and maintain beliefs of exchange and competition (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Their 

behaviors are largely driven by their own thoughts and attitudes instead of the norms within 

their associated social collective (Triandis, 2001). On the collectivist side, people are 

integrated into cohesive and strong in-groups (e.g., families), value group goals and interests, 

comply with norms and rules of their immediate groups, and emphasize communal and 

cooperative beliefs (Ramamoorthy, Kulkarni, Gupta, & Flood, 2007; Shao et al., 2013; 

Triandis, 2001).  

Power distance refers to “the extent to which the less powerful members of 

organizations and institutions accept and expect that power is distributed unequally” 

(Hofstede & Bond, 1984, p. 419). This dimension reflects the inequalities in society and the 

difference in people’s acceptance of these inequalities in power distribution. High power 

distance cultures are hierarchically ordered; the individual at the higher status or ranking 

reserves more privileges and the subordinate is reverential toward the supervisor (Lam, 

Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002). People in high power distance cultures endorse submissiveness 

to authorities (e.g., supervisor, top management, and organization as the systematic authority), 

prefer autocratic leadership, and attach little importance to participation in decision making; 

they presume that it is appropriate to keep a safe distance from authorities (Begley, Lee, Fang, 

& Li, 2002; Hofstede, 1980). Since they tend to consider the inequalities existing in societies 

or institutions to be normal and acceptable, and pay less attention to the resultant loss of 

influence, they are highly tolerant of top-down decision-making, rigid supervision of general 

staff (e.g., prohibiting going over a direct supervisor’s head to report), strict hierarchical 
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systems, and requests for deference (Y. Zhang & T.M. Begley, 2011). In contrast, people in 

low power distance cultures prefer authorities to consult with them. They think highly of 

opportunities to express their opinions in decision-making, which promotes them to develop 

close relationships with the superiors (Begley et al., 2002). They believe that subordinates and 

superiors should have equal rights, power should be legitimate, and information should be 

shared openly across hierarchical levels (Hofstede, 2001; Schilpzand, Martins, Kirkman, 

Lowe, & Chen, 2013). Thus, they seek to minimize inequalities with regard to rights, 

privileges, social status, and resources (Sharma, 2010).  

Uncertainty avoidance describes “the extent to which the members of a culture feel 

threatened by uncertain or unknown situations” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 113). This dimension 

indicates to what extent people feel either comfortable or uncomfortable in unstructured 

situations, which are characterized as surprising, unknown, novel, or different from the usual 

(Hofstede & Bond, 1988). People in high uncertainty avoidance cultures desire predictability, 

explicit rules and procedures, and situations that are clear and structured, whereas people in 

low uncertainty avoidance cultures are more compatible with, or tolerant of, ambiguities, risks, 

and strict codes of behavior (Shao et al., 2013; Sharma, 2010). People with higher uncertainty 

avoidance tend to be more anxious when things are unexpected, different, or unpredictable 

(Shao et al., 2013).  

Masculinity/Femininity concerns different values emphasizing competition versus 

quality of life (Shao et al., 2013). According to Hofstede (1980, 2001), cultures differ 

systematically regarding the extent to which people attach importance to “masculine” or 

“feminine” traits or values (Schilpzand et al., 2013). The masculine values endorse 

assertiveness, competitiveness, ambitiousness, and the pursuit of money and material things. 

The feminine values underscore empathy, interdependence, quality of life, and caring for 

others (Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000; Taras, Steel, & Kirkman, 2012). Women and 

men in feminine cultures tend to have similar nurturing values; in masculine cultures, women 

may be somewhat more competitive and assertive than in feminine cultures, but not as much 

as men, such that gaps exist between men’s and women’s values (Hofstede & Bond, 1988). In 

the work setting, high masculinity suggests a focus on recognition, challenge, advancement, 

and performance (Schilpzand et al., 2013).  

Long- versus short-term orientation deals with time orientation and derives from the 

Confucian value system (Hofstede & Bond, 1988). Long-term orientation concerns the 

“fostering of virtues oriented towards future rewards, in particular, perseverance and thrift” 
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(Hofstede, 2001, p. 359). The opposite pole, short-term orientation is the “fostering of virtues 

related to the past and the present, in particular, respect for tradition, preservation of face and 

fulfilling social obligations” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 359). In long-term oriented cultures, people 

are influenced by the Confucian ethics such as humbleness, thrift, hard work, perseverance, 

accountability, ego-control, morality, benevolence, non-materialism, and social consciousness 

(Hofstede, 2001). They tend to put off gratification of their desires and focus on the future 

(Hofstede & Minkov, 2010). In contrast, in short-term oriented cultures, people attach greater 

importance to immediate gratification and short-term goals for life (Hofstede, 2001; Hofstede 

& Minkov, 2010). This cultural dimension is rarely used in empirical studies (Taras et al., 

2012).  

These cultural dimensions have formed the basis for many prevailing theories (House, 

Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004; Schwartz, 1994; Triandis, 1994; Triandis, 1995) 

and have been popularly applied in cross-cultural studies (Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007; Lam 

et al., 2002; Shao et al., 2013). Over time, Hofstede’s model has been criticized regarding its 

methodology, theory, and implications (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Nguyen & Aoyama, 

2013; Yi Zhang & Thomas M. Begley, 2011). For example: (1) the model was developed 

based on a single multinational corporation (McSweeney, 2002); (2) the four or five 

dimensions are overly simplistic to conceptualize the complexity of culture (Sivakumar & 

Nakata, 2001); (3) the use of surveys is not appropriate to determine cultural disparity, 

particularly when the measured variables are culturally sensitive and subjective (McSweeney, 

2002); (4) the limited number of country cases are insufficient to capture the complete nature 

of culture (Dorfman & Howell, 1988); (5) this survey-based model does not reflect cultural 

change (Sivakumar & Nakata, 2001); (6) within-country cultural heterogeneity is ignored by 

assuming every national population shares a unique culture (McSweeney, 2002); and (7) 

national division is problematic, as cultures are not necessarily bounded by geographic 

borders (McSweeney, 2002). In spite of the criticism, Hofstede’s model has been remarkably 

favored by scholars and practitioners in culture-related research because of its parsimony, 

resonance, and clarity (Kirkman et al., 2006). It has been the most widely accepted means to 

investigate societal cultures and been an effective and helpful perspective to explain 

differences in work-related values (Nguyen & Aoyama, 2013).  

Originally, Hofstede (1980) developed his cultural dimensions at the country-level, 

but more recently, researchers have applied them to examine individual differences, within-

nation differences, or within-group differences (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009; 
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Kirkman et al., 2006). They attempt to replenish Hostede’s model by adding elements of 

within-country heterogeneity. This stream of research suggests the feasibility of the 

application of Hofstede’s model at different levels, either culture/country or individual (Farh 

et al., 2007; Lam et al., 2002; Shao et al., 2013). Particularly, the emergence of individual-

level instruments (e.g., Clugston et al., 2000; Dorfman & Howell, 1988) of Hofstede’s 

dimensions has created opportunities to empirically examine their roles in organizational 

studies from the individual level. My thesis will employ this cultural model to explain 

individual-level indifferences in justice and its effects. Although all five dimensions can 

potentially explain justice effects from cultural perspectives (Ren, 2007), power distance and 

individualism have been employed particularly frequently to examine cross-cultural and 

individual differences in justice perceptions and effects (Fortin, 2008). Chapter 4 will 

specifically apply individualism and power distance as individual difference moderators in the 

examination of the justice-commitment relationship, and conduct between-country 

comparisons regarding their moderating effects.  

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s Model 

Cultural orientations or values are rooted in the most basic questions facing people 

from all cultures. For example, how do I see the world? How do I use time? How do I think 

about people? How do I relate to other people? (Adler, 1997; Maznevski, Gomez, DiStefano, 

Noorderhaven, & Wu, 2002). In this regard, culture is the collective pattern of deep-level 

assumptions and values related to societal effectiveness and shared among an interacting 

group of people (Maznevski et al., 2002). In their book Variations in Value Orientations, 

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) introduced the value-orientation model to synthesize and 

classify cultural values. They proposed a limited set of questions (i.e., categories of 

cultural/value orientations) that each society has to address to operate effectively and 

cooperatively, with several possible answers (i.e., variations in each cultural category) for 

every question (Maznevski et al., 2002). This value-orientation model organizes the different 

ways in which members of a society think about basic societal issues (Bolino & Turnley, 

2008; Brannen et al., 2004), and specifically answer six major questions (Kluckhohn & 

Strodtbeck, 1961; Maznevski et al., 2002):  

1. What is the relationship among human beings: lineal (ranked positions within 

groups), collateral (group welfares and interests are in priority), or individualistic 

(personal welfares and interests are in priority)? 
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2. What is the relationship between human and nature/environment: Do human 

beings have mastery over nature, or are they subjugated to nature or in harmony 

with it? 

3. What is human’s primary mode of activity: pursuing accomplishments, or living 

for the moment, or engaging in thoughtful analysis?  

4. How do human beings view time: focusing on the past, present, or future? 

5. What is the nature of human beings: good, evil, or neutral? 

6. How do human beings view space: preferences of the public, private, or mixed?
9
 

Consistent with these questions, Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation 

model is structured in the form of six categories of cultural orientations, with two or more 

variations in each category. The six questions above correspond to relational (individual, 

collective, and hierarchical), environmental (mastery, subjugation, and harmony), activity 

(doing, thinking, and being), time (past, present, and future), human nature (good/evil and 

changeable/unchangeable), and space (public and private) orientations, respectively. Table 2.1 

shows these cultural orientations. 

Table 2. 1. Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s value-orientation framework 

1. Relational orientations 

Individual: Beliefs that independence and self-interests should be encouraged and valued; such 

that our primary responsibility is to and for ourselves as individuals, and next for our 

immediate groups (e.g., families).  

Collective: Beliefs that the interests and performance of immediate groups (e.g., families and 

workgroups) are more important than that of individuals; such that our primary 

responsibility is to and for the immediate groups rather than ourselves. 

Hierarchical: Beliefs that the hierarchy of authority is the best structure of the society or 

organization, and that responsibility and power are unequally distributed; such that those at 

a higher hierarchy have responsibility for and power over those at a lower hierarchy.  

2. Environmental orientations 

Mastery: Beliefs that human beings (should) have a significant effect on events in their lives and 

can deal with almost anything; such that we should direct, control, and change the 

environment around us.  

Subjugation: Beliefs that human life is controlled or destined by supernatural forces and people 

can do little things to influence the outcomes of an event; such that we should not try to 

change the basic direct of the environment and we should allow ourselves to be influenced 

by outside forces. 

Harmony: Beliefs that it is best to keep a harmonious relationship with the environment; such that 

we should strive to maintain a balance among the environmental elements, including 

ourselves. 

 

                                                 
9
 These six questions are adapted from Maznevski et al. (2002), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), and 

Bolino and Turnley (2008). 
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Table 2.1 Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s value-orientation framework (continued) 

3. Activity orientations 

Doing: Beliefs that people are in living to work and humans’ focus is on work-related goals and 

activities; such that people should continually engage in activities to pursue 

accomplishments of tangible tasks.  

Thinking: Beliefs that all aspects of an event are to be weighed and to be analyzed to avoid 

surprise and high risks; such that we should considered a situation carefully and rationally 

before taking actions.   

Being: Beliefs that people work to live and enjoy all aspects of life even at the cost of not getting 

work done; such that people should be spontaneous, and do everything in its own time. 

4. Time orientations 

Past: Beliefs that society primarily evolves with history; such that our decisions should be guided 

mostly by tradition.  

Present: Beliefs that the stability of society is independent of unchangeable history and 

unpredictable future; such that our decisions should be guided mostly by immediate needs 

and circumstances. 

Future: Beliefs that a society awaits the future that is better than the past and the present; such that 

our decisions should be guided mostly by predicted future needs and circumstances. 

5. Human nature orientations 

Good/Evil: Beliefs that people are born good or bad; such that people are believed to be essentially 

good, and presumed to be trustworthy or honorable.  

Changeable/Unchangeable: Beliefs that the basic nature of humans is subject to change; such that 

people can change from good to bad and from bad to good. 

6. Space orientations 

Private: Beliefs that space around someone belongs to that person; such that anyone else cannot 

use it without permissions. 

Public: Beliefs that space around someone belongs to everyone; such that everyone may use it. 

 

Sources: Kluckhnhn and Strodtbeck (1961), Aycan, Al-Hamadi, Davis, and Budhwar (2007), Maznevski et 

al. (2002), and Bolino and Turnley (2008). 

 

As a fundamental theory of culture, the value-orientation model to a large extent 

captures many dimensions from later cultural models (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004; 

Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; Triandis, 1993; Trompenaars, 1993). For example, the 

relational orientations are comparable to Hofstede’s individualism/collectivism and power 

distance dimensions, and Trompennars’ individualism-communitarianism and equality-

hierarchy concepts. The environmental orientations to a certain extent overlap with 

Trompenaars’ inner direction-outer direction conceptualization, and the activity orientations 

are related to his analysis-integration dimension. Hall’s (1966, 1973) model includes the 

dimensions of time and space, which are highly similar to Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) 

dimensions. Additionally, the value-orientation model has also influenced the GLOBE model, 

which reflects the relationships among societal culture, organizational culture, and leadership 

(Bolino & Turnley, 2008; House et al., 2004).  
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Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation model has been argued to be 

well suited to help understand justice-related theories (e.g., equity theory) or issues from 

cultural perspectives (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). For instance, these value orientations are 

reflected in social institutions like sanctioning and legal systems, which direct societies’ 

approaches to justice or equity. They also affect the ways people perceive, think, and behave, 

and are regarded as well-shaped schemas of individuals in a society or group (Bolino & 

Turnley, 2008). Hence, as Maznevski et al. (2002) pointed out, the value-orientation model 

can be operationalized at both country and individual levels, enabling comparisons of 

individual differences in justice issues across countries.  

Additionally, the value-orientation model is based on societal functions or basic 

problems and encompasses a wide range of social phenomena, which equips it with the ability 

to explain more sophisticated issues. Justice theories consist of multiple processes such as 

measuring inputs and outputs, judgment of equity, and various other comparisons. The broad 

applicability and flexibility of the value-orientation model makes it a potentially powerful 

framework for investigating the relationship between cultural values and justice (Bolino & 

Turnley, 2008). Indeed, scholars have drawn on value orientations from this model to 

investigate various management situations where justice issues arise frequently, such as work 

team management (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), compensation decisions (Yeganeh & Su, 

2011), and different types of HRM practices (Aycan, Al-Hamadi, Davis, & Budhwar, 2007).  

As culture is a complex concept, it is practical for researchers to consider a limited 

number of its major aspects (Yeganeh & Su, 2006). Among Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s 

(1961) six categories of value orientations, the relational, environment and activity categories 

mainly guide the standards individuals or groups use to make judgments, whereas the human 

nature, time and space categories guide what might be seen as more natural attributes of the 

individual’s or group’s objective existence (Yang, 2012). A study by Kirkman and Shapiro 

(2001) indicates that in the workplace, the orientations of the first three categories (i.e., 

relational, environmental, and activity orientations) contribute to explaining the formation of 

employees’ job attitudes (e.g., affective commitment and job satisfaction). In this thesis, I am 

not interested in the relational category, as in essence, it is akin to Hofstede’s (1980) 

individualism–collectivism and power distance dimensions (Maznevski et al., 2002), which I 

also examine in the empirical sections. In order to obtain more innovative findings, I focus on 

Activity–Doing and Environment–Mastery orientations, which have rarely been examined but 

are important to understanding employee attitudes in employee–organization social exchanges 
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(Kirkman et al., 2006; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). Chapter 5 will specifically examine the 

moderating effects of Doing and Mastery orientations on the justice-commitment relationship. 

Summary 

This chapter has reviewed the major concepts and theories that will be used in the 

following chapters. I first reviewed the justice concepts and theories, followed by social 

exchange theory, which is the dominant perspective for investigating justice issues (Colquitt 

et al., 2013). Following predecessors, I identified the focus of the social exchange in this 

thesis as the exchange between the employee and the employing organization, which 

researchers have called for extensive investigations of (Aryee et al., 2002; Shore & Coyle-

Shapiro, 2003; Sousa-Lima et al., 2013). In line with this stream, distributive justice and 

procedural justice, the two types of justice that are regarded to be more compatible with 

employee-organization exchange, were chosen for the current research. I then moved to 

review concepts and theories related to organizational commitment and organizational trust. 

Affective organizational commitment was chosen as it has been suggested to be the most 

suitable component of commitment in investigating social exchange relationships (Andrews et 

al., 2008). To conform to the employee-organization exchange, trust in the organization will 

be employed. Finally, I reviewed Hofstede (1980) and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) 

cultural models and identified their potential to be used in justice research. Specifically, the 

individualism and power distance dimensions from Hofstede’s model and the Doing and 

Mastery orientations from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s model will be examined in justice 

effects. In Chapters 3, 4, and 5, I will provide more detailed discussions of the specific 

literature and theories for each empirical study.  

  



 42 

References 

Adams, J. S. (1963). Towards an understanding of inequity. The Journal of Abnormal and 

Social Psychology, 67(5), 422–436.  

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 

experimental social psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 267–299). New York, NY: Academic 

Press. 

Adler, N. J. (1997). International dimensions of organizational behavior (3rd ed.). Cincinnati, 

OH: Southern-Western. 

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, 

continuance and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of Occupational 

Psychology, 63, 1–18.  

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the 

organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

49(3), 252–276.  

Alutto, J. A., Hrebiniak, L. G., & Alonso, R. C. (1973). On operationalizing the concept of 

commitment. Social Forces, 51(4), 448–454.  

Ambrose, M. L., & Arnaud, A. (2005). Are procedural justice and distributive justice 

conceptually distinct? In J. Greenberg & J. A. Colquitt (Eds.), Handbook of 

organizational justice (pp. 59–84). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers. 

Andrews, M. C., Kacmar, K. M., Blakely, G. L., & Bucklew, N. S. (2008). Group cohesion as 

an enhancement to the justice-affective commitment relationship. Group & 

Organization Management, 33(6), 736–755.  

Aryee, S., Budhwar, P. S., & Chen, Z. X. (2002). Trust as a mediator of the relationship 

between organizational justice and work outcomes: Test of a social exchange model. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(3), 267–285.  

Aycan, Z., Al-Hamadi, A. B., Davis, A., & Budhwar, P. (2007). Cultural orientations and 

preferences for HRM policies and practices: The case of oman. International Journal 

of Human Resource Management, 18(1), 11–32.  

Bacha, E., & Walker, S. (2012). The relationship between transformational leadership and 

followers’ perceptions of fairness. Journal of Business Ethics, 1–14.  

Baier, A. (1986). Trust and antitrust. Ethics, 96(2), 231–260. doi: 10.2307/2381376 

Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. American Journal of Sociology, 

32–40.  

Begley, T. M., Lee, C., Fang, Y., & Li, J. (2002). Power distance as a moderator of the 

relationship between justice and employee outcomes in a sample of Chinese 

employees. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 17(8), 692–711.  



 43 

Beugré, C. D. (1998). Managing fairness in organizations. Westport, CT: Quorum. 

Bies, R. J. (1987). The predicament of injustice: The management of moral outrage. In L. L. 

Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 6, pp. 

228–319). Creenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Bies, R. J. (2005). Are procedural justice and interactional justice conceptually distinct?  

Bies, R. J., & Moag, J. F. (1986). Interactional justice:Communication criteria of fairness. In 

R. J. Lewicki, B. H. Sheppard & M. H. Bazerman (Eds.), Research on negotiations in 

organizations (Vol. 1, pp. 43–55). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Bies, R. J., & Tripp, T. M. (1996). Beyond distrust:" Getting even" and the need for revenge. 

In R. M. Kramer & T. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and 

research (pp. 246–260). Thousand Okas, CA: Sage. 

Blader, S. L., & Tyler, T. R. (2005). How can theories of organizational justice explain the 

effects of fairness? In J. Greenberg & J. A. Colquitt (Eds.), Handbook of 

organizational justice (pp. 329–354). Mahwah, NJ.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 

Publishers. 

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction 

Publishers. 

Bolino, M. C., & Turnley, W. H. (2008). Old faces, new places: Equity theory in cross-

cultural contexts. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29(1), 29–50. doi: 

10.1002/job.454 

Bond, M. H., & Smith, P. B. (1996). Cross-cultural social and organizational psychology. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 47(1), 205–235.  

Brannen, M. Y., Gómez, G., Peterson, M. F., Romani, L., Sagiv, L., & Wu, P.-C. (2004). 

People in global organizations: Culture, personality, and social dynamics. In H. W. 

Lane, M. L. Maznevski, M. E. Mendenhall & J. McNett (Eds.), Handbook of global 

management: A guide to managing complexity (pp. 26–54). Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

Cho, Y. J., & Park, H. (2011). Exploring the relationships among trust, employee satisfaction, 

and organizational commitment. Public Management Review, 13(4), 551–573.  

Clark, M. S., & Mills, J. (1979). Interpersonal attraction in exchange and communal 

relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(1), 12–24.  

Clay-Warner, J., Hegtvedt, K. A., & Roman, P. (2005). Procedural justice, distributive justice: 

How experiences with downsizing condition their impact on organizational 

commitment. Social Psychology Quarterly, 68(1), 89–102.  

Clugston, M., Howell, J. P., & Dorfman, P. W. (2000). Does cultural socialization predict 

multiple bases and foci of commitment? Journal of Management, 26(1), 5–30.  

Cohen-Charash, Y., & Spector, P. E. (2001). The role of justice in organizations: A meta-

analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 86(2), 278–321.  



 44 

Cohen, A. (2003). Multiple commitments in the workplace: An integrative approach: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Cohen, A. (2007). Commitment before and after: An evaluation and reconceptualization of 

organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 17(3), 336–354.  

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation 

of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 386–400.  

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., & Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice 

at the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice 

research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 425–445.  

Colquitt, J. A., Greenberg, J., & Scott, B. A. (2005). Organizational justice: Where do we 

stand? In J. Greenberg & J. A. Colquitt (Eds.), Handbook of organizational justice (pp. 

589–619). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Colquitt, J. A., Greenberg, J., & Zapata-Phelan, C. P. (2005). What is organizational justice? 

A historical overview. Handbook of organizational justice, 3–56.  

Colquitt, J. A., & Rodell, J. B. (2011). Justice, trust, and trustworthiness: A longitudinal 

analysis integrating three theoretical perspectives. Academy of Management Journal, 

54(6), 1183–1206.  

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust 

propensity: A meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with risk taking and job 

performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(4), 909–927.  

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Rodell, J. B., Long, D. M., Zapata, C. P., Conlon, D. E., & 

Wesson, M. J. (2013). Justice at the millennium, a decade later: A meta-analytic test of 

social exchange and affect-based perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(2), 

199–236.  

Conlon, D. E. (1993). Some tests of the self-interest and group-value models of procedural 

justice: Evidence from an organizational appeal procedure. The Academy of 

Management Journal, 36(5), 1109–1124. doi: 10.2307/256648 

Connection, C. C. (1987). Chinese values and the search for culture-free dimensions of 

culture. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 18(2), 143–164.  

Cook, J., & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organizational commitment 

and personal need non‐fulfilment. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 53(1), 39–

52.  

Cropanzano, R., Bowen, D. E., & Gilliland, S. W. (2007). The management of organizational 

justice. Academy of Management Perspectives, 21(4), 34–48.  

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary 

review. Journal of Management, 31(6), 874–900.  



 45 

Cropanzano, R., Prehar, C. A., & Chen, P. Y. (2002). Using social exchange theory to 

distinguish procedural from interactional justice. Group & Organization Management, 

27(3), 324–351.  

Cropanzano, R., & Rupp, D. E. (2008). Social exchange theory and organizational justice: Job 

performance, citizenship behaviors, multiple foci, and a historical integration of two 

literatures. Research in social issues in management: Justice, morality, and social 

responsibility, 63–99.  

DeConinck, J. B. (2010). The effect of organizational justice, perceived organizational 

support, and perceived supervisor support on marketing employees' level of trust. 

Journal of Business Research, 63(12), 1349–1355.  

Deutsch, M. (1958). Trust and suspicion. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(4), 265–279.  

Deutsch, M. (1975). Equity, equality, and need: What determines which value will be used as 

the basis of distributive justice? Journal of Social Issues, 31(3), 137–149.  

Deutsch, M. (1985). Distributive justice: A social-psychological perspective: Yale University 

Press New Haven, CT. 

Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and 

implications for research and practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 611–628.  

Dorfman, P. W., & Howell, J. P. (1988). Dimensions of national culture and effective 

leadership patterns: Hofstede revisited. Advances in International Comparative 

Management, 3, 127–150.  

Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2, 335–362.  

Farh, J. L., Hackett, R. D., & Liang, J. (2007). Individual-level cultural values as moderators 

of perceived organizational support-employee outcome relationships in China: 

Comparing the effects of power distance and traditionality. Academy of Management 

Journal, 50(3), 715–729.  

Folger, R. G., & Cropanzano, R. (1998). Organizational justice and human resource 

management. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Fortin, M. (2008). Perspectives on organizational justice: Concept clarification, social context 

integration, time and links with morality. International Journal of Management 

Reviews, 10(2), 93–126.  

Gambetta, D. (1988). Can we trust trust?" In diego gambetta (ed.) trust: Making and breaking 

cooperative relations. Oxford: Basil blackwell. 213–237.  

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American 

Sociological Review, 161–178.  

Greenberg, J. (1990). Organizational justice: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Journal of 

Management, 16(2), 299-432.  



 46 

Greenberg, J. (1993a). The social side of fairness: Interpersonal and informational classes of 

organisational justice. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace: Approaching 

fairness in human resource management. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Greenberg, J. (1993b). Stealing in the name of justice - informational and interpersonal 

moderators of theft reactions to underpayment inequity. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 54(1), 81–103.  

Greenberg, J. (1994). Using socially fair treatment to promote acceptance of a work site 

smoking ban. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(2), 288–297.  

Greenberg, J. (2001). Studying organizational justice cross-culturally: Fundamental 

challenges. International Journal of Conflict Management, 12(4), 365–375.  

Hall, E. T. (1966). The hidden dimension. Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 

Hall, E. T. (1973). The silent language, . Garden City, NY: Anchor Press. 

Herskovits, M. J. (1967). Cultural dynamics: Abridged from cultural anthropology. New 

York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf. 

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's consequences: International differences in work-related values. 

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind. London, UK: 

McGraw-Hill. 

Hofstede, G. (1994). Management scientists are human. Management Science, 40(1), 4–13.  

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions, and 

organizations across nations (2nd ed.). London, UK: Sage Publications. 

Hofstede, G., & Bond, M. H. (1984). Hofstede's culture dimensions: An independent 

validation using rokeach's value survey. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 15(4), 

417–433.  

Hofstede, G., & Bond, M. H. (1988). The confucius connection: From cultural roots to 

economic growth. Organizational Dynamics, 16(4), 4–21.  

Hofstede, G., & Minkov, M. (2010). Long- versus short-term orientation: New perspectives. 

Asia Pacific Business Review, 16(4), 493–504.  

Hon, A. H. Y., & Lu, L. (2010). The mediating role of trust between expatriate procedural 

justice and employee outcomes in Chinese hotel industry. International Journal of 

Hospitality Management, 29(4), 669–676. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhm.2010.01.002 

Hosmer, L. T. (1995). Trust - the connecting link between organizational theory and 

philosophical ethics. Academy of Management Review, 20(2), 379–403.  

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004). Culture, 

leadership, and organizations: The globe study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 



 47 

Jung, C. G. (1951). Fundamental questions of psychotherapy. Collected works, 16, 111–125.  

Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internalization: Three processes of 

attitude change. The Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(1), 51–60.  

Kim, K. I., Park, H. J., & Suzuki, N. (1990). Reward allocations in the United States, Japan, 

and Korea: A comparison of individualistic and collectivistic cultures. Academy of 

Management Journal, 33(1), 188–198.  

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G., Farh, J.-L., Chen, Z. X., & Lowe, K. B. (2009). Individual power 

distance orientation and follower reactions to transformational leaders: A cross-level, 

cross-cultural examination. Academy of Management Journal, 52(4), 744–764.  

Kirkman, B. L., Lowe, K. B., & Gibson, C. B. (2006). A quarter century of culture's 

consequences: A review of empirical research incorporating Hofstede's cultural values 

framework. Journal of International Business Studies, 37(3), 285–320.  

Kirkman, B. L., & Shapiro, D. L. (2001). The impact of cultural values on job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment in self-managing work teams: The mediating role of 

employee resistance. Academy of Management Journal, 44(3), 557–569.  

Klein, H. J., Becker, T. E., & Meyer, J. P. (2009). Commitment in organizations: 

Accumulated wisdom and new directions. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Kluckhohn, F. R., & Strodtbeck, F. L. (1961). Variations in value orientations. Evanston, IL: 

Row, Peterson. 

Ko, J.-W., Price, J. L., & Mueller, C. W. (1997). Assessment of meyer and allen's three-

component model of organizational commitment in South Korea. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 82(6), 961–973.  

Koltko-Rivera, M. E. (2004). The psychology of worldviews. Review of General Psychology, 

8(1), 3–58.  

Kottler, J. A., & Hazler, R. J. (2001). The therapist as a model of humane values and 

humanistic behavior. In K. Schneider, J. Bugental & J. F. Pierson (Eds.), The 

handbook of humanistic psychology: Leading edges in theory, research, and practice 

(pp. 355–370). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication. 

Kreuter, M. W., Lukwago, S. N., Bucholtz, D. C., Clark, E. M., & Sanders-Thompson, V. 

(2003). Achieving cultural appropriateness in health promotion programs: Targeted 

and tailored approaches. Health Education & Behavior, 30(2), 133–146.  

Kroeber, A. L., & Kluckhohn, C. (1952). Culture: A critical review of concepts and 

definitions Papers. Peabody Museum of Archaeology & Ethnology. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University. 

Lam, S. S. K., Schaubroeck, J., & Aryee, S. (2002). Relationship between organizational 

justice and employee work outcomes: A cross-national study. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 23(1), 1–18.  



 48 

Lehmann-Willenbrock, N., Grohmann, A., & Kauffeld, S. (2013). Promoting multifoci 

citizenship behavior: Time-lagged effects of procedural justice, trust, and commitment. 

Applied Psychology: An International Review, 62(3), 454–485. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-

0597.2012.00488.x 

Leventhal, G. S. (1976). Fairness in social relationships. In J. W. Thibaut, J. T. Spence & R. C. 

Carson (Eds.), Contempchologyorary Topics in Social Psy (pp. 211–239). Morristown, 

NJ: General Learning Press. 

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory? New approaches to the 

study of fairness in social relationships. In K. J. Gergen, M. S. Greenberg & R. H. 

Willis (Eds.), Social Exchange: Advances in Theory and Research (pp. 27–55). New 

York, NY: Plenum Press. 

Leventhal, G. S., Karuza, J., & Fry, W. R. (1980). Beyond fairness: A theory of allocation 

preferences Justice and social interaction: Experimental and theoretical contributions 

from psychological research (pp. 167–218). New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Lewicki, R. J., Tomlinson, E. C., & Gillespie, N. (2006). Models of interpersonal trust 

development: Theoretical approaches, empirical evidence, and future directions. 

Journal of Management, 32(6), 991–1022.  

Li, P. P., Bai, Y., & Xi, Y. (2012). The contextual antecedents of organizational trust: A 

multidimensional cross-level analysis. Management and Organization Review, 8(2), 

371–396. doi: 10.1111/j.1740-8784.2011.00219.x 

Lind, E. A. (1995). Justice and authority relations in organizations. In R. Cropanzano & K. M. 

Kacmar (Eds.), Organizational politics, justice, and support: Managing the social 

climate of the workplace (pp. 83–96). Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New York, 

NY: Plenum. 

Loi, R., Ngo, H. Y., & Foley, S. (2006). Linking employees' justice perceptions to 

organizational commitment and intention to leave: The mediating role of perceived 

organizational support. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 

79(1), 101–120.  

Malatesta, R. M., & Byrne, Z. S. (1997). The impact of formal and interactional procedures 

on organizational outcomes. Paper presented at the the 12th Annual Conference of the 

Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, St. Louis, MO.  

Malinowski. (1922). Argonauts of the western pacific: An account of native enterprise and 

adventure in the archipelagoes of melansian new guinea. London, UK: Routledge. 

Maslow, A. H., Frager, R., & Fadiman, J. (1970). Motivation and personality (Vol. 2). New 

York, NY: Harper & Row  

Masterson, S. S., Lewis, K., Goldman, B. M., & Taylor, M. S. (2000). Integrating justice and 

social exchange: The differing effects of fair procedures and treatment on work 

relationships. Academy of Management Journal, 43(4), 738–748.  



 49 

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of 

organizational trust. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709–734.  

Maznevski, M. L., Gomez, C. B., DiStefano, J. J., Noorderhaven, N. G., & Wu, P. C. (2002). 

Cultural dimensions at the individual level of analysis. International Journal of Cross 

Cultural Management, 2(3), 275–295.  

McSweeney, B. (2002). Hofstede’s model of national cultural differences and their 

consequences: A triumph of faith-a failure of analysis. Human Relations, 55(1), 89–

118.  

Messer, S. B. (2000). Applying the visions of reality to a case of brief therapy. Journal of 

Psychotherapy Integration, 10(1), 55–70.  

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1984). Testing the" side-bet theory" of organizational 

commitment: Some methodological considerations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

69(3), 372–378.  

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational 

commitment: Some methodological considerations. Human Resource Management 

Review, 1(1), 61–89.  

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research, and 

application. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Meyer, J. P., Allen, N. J., & Smith, C. A. (1993). Commitment to organizations and 

occupations: Extension and test of a three-component conceptualization. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 78(4), 538–551.  

Meyer, J. P., & Parfyonova, N. M. (2010). Normative commitment in the workplace: A 

theoretical analysis and re-conceptualization. Human Resource Management Review, 

20(4), 283–294.  

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, 

continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: A meta-analysis of 

antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61(1), 20–

52.  

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, L. J., & Parfyonova, N. M. (2011). Employee commitment in context: 

The nature and implication of commitment profiles. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

In Press, Corrected Proof. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.07.002 

Mills, J., & Clark, M. S. (1982). Exchange and communal relationships. Review of personality 

and social psychology, 3, 121–144.  

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and organizational 

citizenship behaviors: Do fairness perceptions influence employee citizenship? 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(6), 845–855.  

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of organizational 

commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224–247.  



 50 

Mukherjee, K., & Bhattacharya, R. (2013). Exploring the mediating effect of organizational 

trust between organizational justice dimensions and affective commitment. 

Management and Labour Studies, 38(1-2), 63–79. doi: 10.1177/0258042x13491363 

Nguyen, N. T. D., & Aoyama, A. (2013). Exploring cultural differences in implementing 

international technology transfer in the case of Japanese manufacturing subsidiaries in 

Vietnam. Contemporary Management Research, 9(1), 13–34.  

O'Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological 

attachment: The effects of compliance, identification, and internalization on prosocial 

behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 492499.  

Pillai, R., Williams, E. S., & Tan, J. J. (2001). Are the scales tipped in favor of procedural or 

distributive justice? An investigation of the US, India, Germany, and Hong Kong 

(China). International Journal of Conflict Management, 12(4), 312–332.  

Pirson, M., & Malhotra, D. (2011). Foundations of organizational trust: What matters to 

different stakeholders? Organization Science, 22(4), 1087–1104.  

Poon, J. M. L. (2012). Distributive justice, procedural justice, affective commitment, and 

turnover intention: A mediation–moderation framework. Journal of Applied Social 

Psychology, 42(6), 1505–1532. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00910.x 

Poortinga, Y. H. (1990). Towards a conceptualization of culture for psychology. Cross-

cultural Psychology Bulletin, 24(3), 2–10.  

Poortinga, Y. H. (1992). Towards a conceptualization of culture for psychology. In S. 

Iwawaki, Y. Kashima & K. Leung (Eds.), Innovations in cross-cultural psychology. 

Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger. 

Porter, L. W., Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Boulian, P. V. (1974). Organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 59(5), 603–609.  

Ramamoorthy, N., Kulkarni, S. P., Gupta, A., & Flood, P. C. (2007). Individualism-

collectivism orientation and employee attitudes: A comparison of employees from the 

high-technology sector in India and ireland. Journal of International Management, 

13(2), 187–203.  

Ren, R. (2007). Quality of supervisor-subordinate relationship, cultural values, and 

organizational justice.  (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation 

& Theses database (UMI No. 3296523)   

Robinson, S. L. (1996). Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 41(4), 574–599.  

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York, NY: Free Press. 

Ross, W. D. E. (1925). The Oxford translation of aristotle. Vol. Ix: The nicomachean ethics. 

London, UK: Oxford University Press. 



 51 

Rotter, J. B. (1967). A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal trust. Journal of 

Personality, 35(4), 651–665.  

Rougier, C. (2011). Cultural values religiosity and spirituality as predictors of professional 

psychological help-seeking behavior of black adults in the United States. PhD 

(Dissertation). Columbia University.    

Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all: A 

cross-discipline view of trust. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393–404.  

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. (2002). The mediating effects of social exchange relationships 

in predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci organizational justice. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89(1), 925–946.  

Saunders, M. N. K. (2011). Trust and strategic change: An organizational justice perspective. 

In R. H. Searle & D. Skinner (Eds.), Trust and Human Resource Management (pp. 

268–288). MA: Northampton: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Schilpzand, M. C., Martins, L. L., Kirkman, B. L., Lowe, K. B., & Chen, Z. X. (2013). The 

relationship between organizational justice and organizational citizenship behavior: 

The role of cultural value orientations. Management and Organization Review, 9(2), 

345–374.  

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (2007). An integrative model of 

organizational trust: Past, present, and future. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 

344–354.  

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theoretical 

advances and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 

experimental social psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1–65). London, UK: Academic Press. 

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Are there universal aspects in the structure and contents of human 

values? Journal of Social Issues, 50(4), 19–45.  

Segall, M. H., Dasan, P. R., Berry, J. W., & Poortinga, Y. H. (1990). Human behavior in 

global perspective: An introduction to cross-cultural psychology. New York, NY: 

Pergamon. 

Shao, R., Rupp, D. E., Skarlicki, D. P., & Jones, K. S. (2013). Employee justice across 

cultures: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Management, 39(1), 263–301.  

Sharma, P. (2010). Measuring personal cultural orientations: Scale development and 

validation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38(6), 787–806. doi: 

10.1007/s11747-009-0184-7 

Shore, L. M., & Coyle-Shapiro, J. A.-M. (2003). New developments in the employee–

organization relationship. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24(5), 443–450.  

Sivakumar, K., & Nakata, C. (2001). The stampede toward Hofstede's framework: Avoiding 

the sample design pit in cross-cultural research. Journal of International Business 

Studies, 555–574.  



 52 

Skarlicki, D. P., & Latham, G. P. (1997). Leadership training in organizational justice to 

increase citizenship behavior within a labor union: A replication. Personnel 

Psychology, 50(3), 617–633.  

Sousa-Lima, M., Michel, J. W., & Caetano, A. (2013). Clarifying the importance of trust in 

organizations as a component of effective work relationships. Journal of Applied 

Social Psychology, 43(2), 418–427.  

Stinglhamber, F., Cremer, D. D., & Mercken, L. (2006). Perceived support as a mediator of 

the relationship between justice and trust. Group & Organization Management, 31(4), 

442–468.  

Sweeney, P. D., & McFarlin, D. B. (1993). Workers' evaluations of the" ends" and the" 

means": An examination of four models of distributive and procedural justice. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 55(1), 23–40.  

Tan, H. H., & Tan, C. S. F. (2000). Toward the differentiation of trust in supervisor and trust 

in organization. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs, 162(2), 241–

260.  

Taras, V., Rowney, J., & Steel, P. (2009). Half a century of measuring culture: Review of 

approaches, challenges, and limitations based on the analysis of 121 instruments for 

quantifying culture. Journal of International Management, 15(4), 357–373.  

Taras, V., Steel, P., & Kirkman, B. L. (2012). Improving national cultural indices using a 

longitudinal meta-analysis of Hofstede's dimensions. Journal of World Business, 47(3), 

329–341. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2011.05.001 

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Triandis, H. C. (1993). Collectivism and individualism as cultural syndromes. Cross-Cultural 

Research, 27(3-4), 155–180.  

Triandis, H. C. (1994). Culture and social behavior. New York, NY: Mcgraw-Hill Book 

Company. 

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview. 

Triandis, H. C. (2001). Individualism-collectivism and personality. Journal of Personality, 

69(6), 907–924.  

Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. J. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical 

individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(1), 

118–128.  

Trompenaars, F. (1993). Riding the waves of culture: Understanding diversity in global 

business. Chicago, IL.: Irwin Professional Publishing. 

Tung, R. L. (2008). The cross-cultural research imperative: The need to balance cross-

national and intra-national diversity. Journal of International Business Studies, 39(1), 

41–46.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2011.05.001


 53 

Tyler, T. R. (1989). The psychology of procedural justice: A test of the group-value model. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57(5), 830–838.  

Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1992). A relational model of authority in groups. In M. P. Zanna 

(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 115–191). San Diego, 

CA: Academic Press. 

Vandenberg, R. J., Self, R. M., & Seo, J. H. (1994). A critical examination of the 

internalization, identification, and compliance commitment measures. Journal of 

Management, 20(1), 123–140.  

Walumbwa, F. O., Cropanzano, R., & Hartnell, C. A. (2009). Organizational justice, 

voluntary learning behavior, and job performance: A test of the mediating effects of 

identification and leader-member exchange. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

30(8), 1103–1126. doi: 10.1002/job.611 

Whitener, E. M. (1997). The impact of human resource activities on employee trust. Human 

Resource Management Review, 7(4), 389–404.  

Yang, B. (2012). Confucianism, socialism, and capitalism: A comparison of cultural 

ideologies and implied managerial philosophies and practices in the P. R. China. 

Human Resource Management Review, 22(3), 165–178. doi: 

10.1016/j.hrmr.2012.01.002 

Yeganeh, H., & Su, Z. (2006). Conceptual foundations of cultural management research. 

International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 6(3), 361–376.  

Yeganeh, H., & Su, Z. (2011). The effects of cultural orientations on preferred compensation 

policies. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 22(12), 2609–

2628.  

Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., & Perrone, V. (1998). Does trust matter? Exploring the effects of 

interorganizational and interpersonal trust on performance. Organization Science, 9(2), 

141–159.  

Zhang, A. Y., Tsui, A. S., Song, L. J., Li, C., & Jia, L. (2008). How do i trust thee? The 

employee‐organization relationship, supervisory support, and middle manager trust 

in the organization. Human Resource Management, 47(1), 111–132.  

Zhang, Y., & Begley, T. M. (2011). Power distance and its moderating impact on 

empowerment and team participation. The International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 22(17), 3601-3617.  

Zhang, Y., & Begley, T. M. (2011). Power distance and its moderating impact on 

empowerment and team participation. The International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 22(17), 3601–3617.  

 



 

 

 54 

 

 

 

Chapter 3 

 

 

 

Relationships between Organizational Justice, Organizational 

Trust, and Organizational Commitment: A Cross-Cultural 

Study of China, South Korea, and Australia 

 

 

An early version of this paper has passed through the 1
st
 round of peer review at the 

International Journal of Human Resource Management 

This is the revised version having passed the 2
nd

 round of review at this journal.  



 

 

 55 

Abstract 

In an increasingly globalized world, organizations that operate in more than one 

country are a substantial part of the world economy. It is therefore beneficial to understand 

the attitudes of employees in different countries and their impact on the organization. One 

important area is organizational justice and its relationships with organizational trust and 

organizational commitment. This empirical study collected survey data from employees in 65 

universities across China, South Korea and Australia. It was proposed that organizational trust 

(OT) would mediate the relationships between affective organizational commitment (AOC) 

and both distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ) in all three countries. In Australia, 

It was found that DJ and AOC were not significantly related, but OT fully mediated the PJ-

AOC relationship. In China and South Korea, both DJ and PJ were significantly related to 

AOC, and OT fully mediated the PJ-AOC relationship. OT partially mediated the DJ-AOC 

relationship in China but fully mediated this relationship in South Korea. Implications for 

theory and for management practitioners are discussed, and areas for future investigation are 

identified. 

Keywords: organizational justice; organizational trust; organizational commitment; 

cross-cultural study; mediator 
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Introduction 

The influence of organizational justice on workplace behaviors and attitudes has 

received increased attention, particularly in the last three decades (Ambrose & Schminke, 

2009; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Organizational justice has been shown 

to positively impact employees’ work outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, trust, and citizenship behavior, and negatively affect withdrawal intentions 

(Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002). As the employee-employer 

connection weakens and employee loyalty decreases, more and more scholars have 

investigated employee commitment from the perspective of organizational justice (the most 

frequently tested predictor of commitment), with the intention of illuminating how managers 

may build employees’ affective commitment and retain their talent (Andrews, Kacmar, 

Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008). Much research has examined the relationship between 

organizational justice and organizational commitment. Findings indicate that employees 

perceiving higher levels of justice tend to be more emotionally involved in the organization 

(Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 2006; Tremblay, Cloutier, Simard, Chenevert, & Vandenberghe, 2010). 

Although researchers have made substantial progress in this area, limitations still exist in the 

current literature. 

One limitation is that not enough studies have examined the role of mediators in the 

justice-commitment relationship. Research  has found that trust could be a mediator in this 

relationship (Aryee et al., 2002). However, most social-exchange-based justice research has 

neglected trust in the organization, focusing on trust in the supervisor (DeConinck, 2010; Tan 

& Chee, 2005). Although both foci of trust are essential in the organization, some research 

has shown that justice perceptions of organization-level activities are more effective in 

predicting trust in the organization, instead of trust in the supervisor (Aryee et al., 2002; 

DeConinck, 2010). For example, employees are more likely to make judgements about the 

fairness of reward allocations based on the organization’s policies and procedures rather than 

the discretion of their supervisors (Sousa-Lima, Michel, & Caetano, 2013). Thus, for 

exchange between the employee and the organization, trust in the organization is more 

proximal and at least equally worthy of study. 

Another limitation is that although the justice-commitment relationship has been 

examined in various individual countries, both Eastern (Aryee et al., 2002; Chang, 2002; Loi 

et al., 2006) and Western (Clay-Warner, Hegtvedt, & Roman, 2005; Tremblay et al., 2010), 
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cross-cultural or cross-national studies regarding this relationship are remarkably rare. As 

globalization increases interactions across cultures, it becomes imperative to understand the 

justice-commitment relationship in a cross-cultural context. Greenberg (2001) points out that 

since the formation of justice perceptions is largely influenced by one’s societal context and 

cultural background, justice research is not complete without the knowledge of cross-national 

differences. Unfortunately, despite the importance of cross-cultural justice studies, scholars 

seem to have paid relatively little attention to this stream of research (Greenberg, 2001). 

Although Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) propose that culture might be an influential 

factor in justice research, they indicate that the existing cross-cultural justice studies are too 

scarce for them to conduct an intensive meta-analysis of cultural differences. Surprisingly, 

since the plea for examination of justice in cross-cultural contexts arose more than a decade 

ago, relevant studies are still limited. Recently, Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki and Jones (2013) 

argued that whereas justice studies comparing data from a single nation with existing findings 

from other countries contribute to the research base, a lack of truly comparative studies limits 

our understanding of cross-cultural differences in justice and its effects. Since most single-

country studies of justice, and the very few cross-national justice studies, have been 

conducted in North America or between North America and other countries (Shao et al., 

2013), this study diverts the focus to the Asia Pacific region where cross-cultural justice 

issues have received even less academic attention. Specifically, the present study examines 

and compares the justice-commitment relationship in three different countries: China, which 

is Eastern-culture-oriented (Rubin et al., 2006); South Korea, which is Eastern-culture-

oriented but now more influenced by Western culture than China (Rubin et al., 2006); and 

Australia, which is Western-culture-oriented (Rubin et al., 2006). 

To summarize, this cross-cultural study investigates the relationships among 

organizational justice, organizational trust, and organizational commitment in China, South 

Korea and Australia, to explore cross-national cultural differences.  

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Organizational justice 

Organizational justice is defined as an employee’s subjective evaluation of the ethical 

and moral propriety of their employer (Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007), and is 

generally considered to comprise distributive , procedural and interactional justice. 
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Distributive justice, the first studied component of justice, refers to the perceived fairness of 

outcome distributions (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Melkonian, Monin, & 

Noorderhaven, 2011). Research on distributive justice in organizations began with the 

introduction of equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965), focusing on fairness perceptions built on 

the comparison of one’s input-outcome ratio with another’s. In a later stage, other theories, 

including Crosby’s (1976) relative deprivation theory and Walster, Hatfield, Walster, and 

Berscheid’s (1978) equity theory, expanded distributive justice research. From a social 

exchange perspective, employees pursue distributive justice because they expect favorable 

outcomes that match their investments in the organization, such as effort and time (e.g., 

payment and benefits). Researchers have investigated employees’ outcome-aroused reactions 

to perceived distributive justice or injustice (e.g., payment and benefits). These reactions are 

typically considered to have three aspects, cognition (e.g., cognitively distorting input-

outcome ratio), affect (e.g., satisfaction with job and outcomes), and behavior (e.g., job 

performance and withdrawal) (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).  

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the procedures and means of 

outcome distribution and decision making (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Melkonian et al., 2011). 

Procedures that are consistent, unbiased, accurate, correct, ethical, and representing 

stakeholders’ views, are more likely to be perceived as fair (Cropanzano et al., 2007; 

Leventhal, 1980). Employees desire  procedural justice due to their beliefs that fairness in 

decision-making procedures tends to produce more equitable outcomes (Lind & Tyler, 1988). 

Thibaut and Walker (1975) indicate that, in decision-making processes, people prefer process 

control over decision control. Once they perceive the procedures to be fair, they are willing to 

accept the decisions, even if they are not entirely satisfied with the outcomes (Begley, Lee, & 

Hui, 2006; Colquitt et al., 2001; Greenberg & Folger, 1983).  In their comprehensive review, 

Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) state that procedural justice mainly affects employees’ 

process-aroused cognition, affect, and behavior toward the whole organization.  

Interactional justice concentrates on interpersonal interaction in the implementation of 

procedures (Cropanzano et al., 2002). Compared with distributive and procedural justice, 

interactional justice is more effective in examining employees’ reactions to supervisors 

(Cropanzano et al., 2002; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). Since this research 

focuses on employees’ social exchange with their organization rather than their supervisor, 

this paper follows Loi, et al. (2006) and Begley et al. (2006) to only examine distributive and 

procedural justice.   
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Procedural and distributive justice differ in that procedural justice is more concerned 

with process, while distributive justice focuses more on content or results (Greenberg, 1987). 

There is also evidence that distributive justice is more closely related to particular outcomes 

such as pay, while procedural justice is more closely related to organization-based outcomes 

such as organizational commitment (DeConinck, 2010; Martin & Bennett, 1996; McFarlin & 

Sweeney, 1992).  However, Loi et al. (2006) suggest that the role of distributive justice in the 

employee-organization exchange has been de-emphasized in recent research which may color 

the identified differences between distributive and procedural justice. Therefore, it is still 

unclear whether procedural justice is more powerful than distributive justice in predicting 

organization-based outcomes. In fact, recent studies have produced mixed results (Andrews et 

al., 2008). For example, Colquitt et al.’s (2001) meta-analysis found the correlation of 

withdrawal with distributive justice to be stronger than with procedural justice. Farmer, 

Beehr, and Love (2003) found that distributive and procedural justice did not significantly 

differ in predicting organizational commitment. Therefore, this study will consider both 

distributive and procedural justice.  

Organizational justice and organizational commitment 

Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) define organizational commitment as employees’ 

acceptance of the organization’s values and goals, willingness to help the organization with 

their own efforts and desire to remain in the organization. Klein, Becker, and Meyer (2009) 

have reviewed the range of conceptualizations of commitment, noting that Meyer and Allen’s 

(1991) three-component model is predominant in current research. According to this model, 

organizational commitment has three mindsets: affective, continuance and normative 

commitment. Employees with affective commitment want to emotionally attach to, identify 

with, and involve themselves in the organization. Continuance commitment reflects an 

employee’s need to stay with the organization because of the perceived cost of leaving and 

lack of alternatives (McGee & Ford, 1987; Powell & Meyer, 2004). Normative commitment 

reflects an employee’s felt obligation to remain.  

Although the relationships between commitment dimensions (especially affective and 

normative) and justice perceptions have been well-established based on the social exchange 

perspective (Ehrhardt, Shaffer, Chiu, & Luk, 2012), consistent empirical findings support that 

the affective dimension, among the three, is the strongest consequence of justice (Meyer, 

Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; van Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012). Andrews et al. 
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(2008) argue that feelings of affective commitment are most likely to be considered a kind of 

reciprocation of fairness perceptions, given that continuance or normative commitment is 

caused by a felt need or obligation. Affective commitment has been viewed to form over a 

longer term than other types of commitment and benefits the organization to the largest extent  

(Cohen, 2007); the characteristics of long-term development and emotional attachment 

embedded in affective commitment should result in strong social exchanges (Shore, Tetrick, 

Lynch, & Barksdale, 2006). Further, Colquitt et al. (2013) conclude from a set of studies that 

affective commitment is an indicator of social exchange quality, because starting and 

maintaining social exchanges requires a long-term mutual commitment through which diffuse 

favors are repaid over the long term (Blau, 1964; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002). 

Since employees affectively committing to the organization are more willing to accept the 

values, and pursue the goals, of the organization, the affective aspect of organizational 

commitment has been most frequently examined as an outcome of organizational justice 

(Andrews et al., 2008; Colquitt et al., 2001; Meyer et al., 2002). Although normative 

commitment tends to be explainable from the social exchange perspective, doubts have been 

raised as to the value of retaining the normative dimension as a distinct component (Jaros, 

1997) due to its high correlation with affective commitment (Meyer et al., 2002), particularly 

in Eastern cultures (e.g., South Korea, a country involved in the present study, Ko, Price, & 

Mueller, 1997). Recently, Klein, Molloy, and Brinsfield (2012) argued that not all types of 

bonds with the organization are commitment. They suggest that normative commitment 

heavily overlaps with all other bond-related concepts studied (i.e., acquiescence, instrumental, 

and identification bonds), which blurs the borders between normative commitment and these 

other concepts. Compared with the affective aspect, the normative dimension reflects the 

concept of commitment rather weakly (Klein et al., 2012). Thus, this study only considers 

affective organizational commitment (AOC), which appears most suitable for examining 

organizational justice from the social exchange theoretical foundation (Andrews et al., 2008).  

Based on social exchange, employees commit to the organization because they 

reciprocate the favorable treatment they receive from the organization (Wayne et al., 2002). If 

an organization provides an environment in which employees perceive that they are treated 

fairly, they are likely to experience higher levels of perceived organizational support, which in 

turn will increase AOC (Loi et al., 2006; Wayne et al., 2002). As noted earlier, employees 

perceiving a higher level of justice are likely to show a higher level of AOC (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2009), and may demonstrate further positive work outcomes such as 
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organizational citizenship behavior (Schappe, 1998) and satisfactory job performance (Wright 

& Bonett, 2002).  In contrast, employees experiencing injustice or a lower level of justice may 

have a lower level of AOC, because they are less likely to exchange their “good” (e.g., AOC) 

with the organization’s “bad” (e.g., injustice).  As a consequence, they will probably have a 

higher level of turnover intention and organizational deviance (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009), 

which to a large extent is caused by a lower  level of AOC (Chang, 1999) . Research has 

shown that although both distributive and procedural justice could predict organizational 

commitment, procedural justice tends to be a stronger predictor (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 

2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). As fair procedures reflect an 

organization’s competence in dealing fairly with their staff (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992), 

procedural justice (compared to distributive justice) might be more related to employees’ 

attitudes and beliefs toward the organization as a whole (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Thus, this 

paper proposes the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Distributive (H1a) and procedural justice (H1b) will be positively 

related to AOC. 

Hypothesis 2: Procedural justice will have a greater impact on AOC than distributive 

justice. 

Organizational justice and organizational trust 

Trust refers to the willingness of the trustor to be vulnerable to the actions of the 

trustee with the expectation that the trustee will positively treat the trustor, regardless of the 

trustor’s ability to control or monitor the trustee (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). In the 

workplace, employees’ trust referents, i.e., people whom an employee may trust, are primarily 

relevant individuals (e.g., supervisors and co-workers), work groups, and generalized 

representatives (e.g., management, employer, or organization) (Chen, Aryee, & Lee, 2005; 

Whitener, 1997). Trust in one’s organization and trust in one’s supervisor are two distinct 

forms of trust, and the two most studied in the workplace context. Trust in one’s organization 

is a result of interaction with the organization’s top management and also with “the 

organization’s policies, processes, and programs” (Cho & Park, 2011, p. 553). In comparison, 

trust in one’s supervisor is a result of interaction with direct leaders or close supervisors. Trust 

in one’s organization has been found to be related to higher AOC and lower turnover 

intention, while trust in one’s supervisor is more associated with satisfaction with supervisor 

and innovative behaviors (Tan & Tan, 2000).   



 

 

 62 

Employees trust their organizations partly because they expect that the organization 

will consider fairly their contributions and reciprocate with reasonable rewards, through 

fulfilling the unspecified obligations in the employee-organization social exchange (Blau, 

1964; Eisenberg, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990). An organization’s genuine concern for its 

employees’ well-being demonstrates benevolence and goodwill, leading to perceptions of 

trustworthiness among the staff (Chen et al., 2005). Justice and trust have similar elements. 

For example, both justice and trust emphasize consistency of past actions, a rule of procedural 

justice. This consistency with previous promises may be thought to be conscionable and 

trustworthy (DeConinck, 2010; Mayer et al., 1995). Similarly, when the organization 

consistently treats employees in line with what it says it will do, employees are likely to repay 

the organization with trust (Tremblay et al., 2010). Empirical studies of the justice-trust 

linkage suggest that justice contributes to trust development (Stinglhamber, Cremer, & 

Mercken, 2006; Tremblay et al., 2010). While research has frequently examined the 

procedural justice-trust relationship, relatively few studies (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; 

DeConinck, 2010; Klendauer & Deller, 2009) have investigated the relationship between 

distributive justice and trust. This research considers both procedural and distributive justice 

in examining the justice-trust relationship. In this study, organizational trust is considered to 

be an employee work outcome in response to the organization as a whole. Trust, embedded in 

social exchanges, develops over time based on frequent observations and interactions (Mayer 

et al., 1995). Considering that employees work with the organization’s procedures and 

policies on a daily basis (Folger & Martin, 1986), but changes in reward distribution occur 

relatively infrequently (Shore & Shore, 1995), procedural justice might be more relevant than 

distributive justice in a social exchange relationship (Loi et al., 2006). Therefore, consistent 

with the findings of Aryee et al. (2002), this study expects procedural justice to be more 

powerful in affecting organizational trust. Therefore:  

Hypothesis 3: Distributive (H3a) and procedural justice (H3b) will be positively 

related to organizational trust. 

Hypothesis 4: Procedural justice will have a greater impact on organizational trust than 

distributive justice. 

Mediating effects of organizational trust  

Employees’ trust in the organization reflects their psychological reliance on the 

employment relationship, and their willingness to be vulnerable to the organization’s actions 
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to fulfill their expectations (Tan & Lim, 2009). According to Mayer et al. (1995), employees 

will assess the trustworthiness of the organization before trusting and reciprocating. For 

instance, employees may view an organization with integrity (comprising elements of fairness 

and justice, Chathoth, Mak, Sim, Jauhari, & Manaktola, 2011) as being trustworthy. 

Employees’ expectations may grow as an organization’s trustworthiness increases as they 

may have stronger beliefs that reciprocal exchange with the organization will occur. As 

previously noted, in social exchange theory, trust plays an important role in facilitating social 

exchange reciprocation. Empirical results have shown that trust in an organization can result 

from perceptions of justice (e.g., Fang & Chiu, 2010; Stinglhamber et al., 2006). Trust can 

also be an antecedent factor of work outcomes such as AOC (e.g., Brockner, Siegel, Daly, 

Tyler, & Martin, 1997; Cho & Park, 2011). 

Organizational trust and AOC are different concepts. Perry and Mankin (2007) take 

the view that trust involves the ways employees view their organizations and the attractive 

features of their organization’s mission and tradition, while commitment exclusively 

concentrates on the member-organization bond and attachment. However, there is overlap 

between the definition of trust and that of commitment in some researcher’s work. For 

example, Luhmann (1979) suggests that trust in one’s organization contains the components 

of an organization’s systemic characteristics including goals and values (Perry & Mankin, 

2007), which are elements of Buchanan (1974), Mowday et al.’s (1979), and Meyer and 

Allen’s (1991) definitions for AOC. Similarities in the acceptance of goals and values may 

have provided a basis for Ouchi’s (1981) perspective that trust is a key determinant of 

commitment and loyalty. Social exchange theory suggests that trust forms between employees 

and the organization under long-term and stable relationships (Blau, 1964; Wong, Ngo, & 

Wong, 2002). The established trust-based relationship fosters employees’ psychological 

contracts (Chiaburu & Byrne, 2009) and expectations of reciprocity (Brockner et al., 1997; 

Mayer et al., 1995) which they believe will be fulfilled in the future (Tremblay et al., 2010). 

This trust in the organization’s future intentions and conduct may motivate individuals to 

achieve organizational goals and reinforce employees’ emotional bonds, which reflect a 

higher AOC (Chiaburu & Byrne, 2009; Tremblay et al., 2010). 

Past research has consistently demonstrated organizational trust to be an antecedent of 

AOC. For instance, Cho and Park (2011) disclose that compared with trust in one’s supervisor 

and co-workers, employees’ trust in the organization (in terms of top management) is more 

strongly related to their AOC.  Chen et al.’s (2005) investigation of Chinese employees also 
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indicates that trust in one’s organization, as a mediator, contributes to the development of 

AOC (β = 0.68, p < 0.01). Other researchers (Aryee et al., 2002; Tremblay et al., 2010; 

Whitener, 2001) provide further quantitative findings supporting the positive association 

between trust in one’s organization (or management) and AOC. Hence, the literature supports 

a linkage between organizational trust and AOC. 

The discussion above implies that trust in one’s organization could mediate the 

justice-AOC relationship. Models in which trust mediates the procedural justice-AOC 

relationship have been considered by several authors (e.g., Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003; 

Aryee et al., 2002; Tremblay et al., 2010) using samples from India, Canada and other 

countries, respectively. However, very few studies have considered trust as a mediator of the 

distributive justice-AOC relationship. This study will consider these relationships 

simultaneously using several national contexts.  

Hypothesis 5: Organizational trust mediates the relationship between distributive 

justice and AOC. 

Hypothesis 6: Organizational trust mediates the relationship between procedural 

justice and AOC. 

Cultural differences in relationships of justice with trust and commitment 

As discussed earlier, in general, justice perceptions can potentially impact employees’ 

attitudes toward employers. However, the impact is likely to differ across cultures. Previous 

research has suggested that employees’ justice evaluations and corresponding reactions can be 

influenced by their organization’s valuing their well-being and providing favorable outcomes 

in terms of reward allocation (Brockner et al., 1997; Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). Due to 

distinctive national cultures, people from different countries evaluate well-being, allocation 

and fairness differently (Kim, Park, & Suzuki, 1990; Kim, Weber, Leung, & Muramoto, 

2010), and then differentially participate in social exchanges (Brockner, Chen, Mannix, 

Leung, & Skarlicki, 2000). In their cross-cultural study, Pillai, Williams, and Tan (2001) 

found the influence of justice on employee outcomes tended to vary between Western and 

Eastern cultures (e.g., the United States versus India or Hong Kong), and be similar in 

somewhat analogous cultures (e.g., the United States and Germany). When exploring the 

differences in people’s attitudes and willingness in response to fairness, Brockner et al. (2000) 

found what Canadians and Chinese considered to be favorable interactions between members 

and the organization to be different, partially because of Western-Eastern differences in self-
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construal, the way people conceptualize themselves. In a similar track, it is expected that in 

China and South Korea, the two Eastern countries with close values and norms, employees’ 

reactions (i.e., trust and AOC) to a specified type of justice will differ from those of 

Australian employees (Pillai et al., 2001).  

There are several theoretical perspectives that support cultural differences in justice-

outcome relationships. First, compared with Australians, Chinese and South Koreans’ 

reactions to justice may be influenced by the traditional Confucian philosophy (Hofstede, 

2001). People from Confucian-influenced East Asian cultures (e.g., China and South Korea) 

generally believe in pao, a metaphysical belief of retributive justice (Chiu, 1991; Cho, 2008). 

To some extent, they tend to believe that the amount of good or bad deeds will determine 

whether they receive blessings or curses. They might regard human intervention in the 

process of decision-making to be less necessary because of their belief that an automatic 

reward/penalty system exists for good/bad deeds (Chiu, 1991). Therefore, their reliance on the 

metaphysical to ensure justice makes them emphasize procedural justice rules less than people 

from Western cultures (Pillai et al., 2001) such as Australia. Due to this potential function of 

their metaphysical beliefs, Chinese and Koreans may pay more attention to the outcomes of 

reward distributions than Australians with regard to assessing and responding to the fairness 

of the organization. 

In addition, power distance—a cultural value that describes the extent to which 

societies accept the unequal distribution of power in institutions and organizations (Hofstede, 

2001), may provide additional explanations for the differences in justice-outcome 

relationships between Australia and China and South Korea. People from high power distance 

cultures (e.g., China and South Korea) are more likely to accept the hierarchical gap between 

employees and organizational authorities, and perceive barriers that prevent them from 

establishing close relationships with these authorities. However, people from low power 

distance cultures (e.g., Australia) tend to build closer relations with authorities and involve 

themselves in the process of decision making (Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002; Hofstede, 

2001). Without high-quality relationships with authorities, people from high power distance 

cultures might lack access to specific information about procedures and procedural justice 

(Begley et al., 2002) and thus place extra importance on distributed outcomes. This inference 

has been supported by empirical studies that found the work outcomes, e.g., job satisfaction 

(Pillai et al., 2001) and quit intention (Begley et al., 2002), of employees with high power 
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distance orientations are more sensitive to distributive justice and less sensitive to procedural 

justice than that of employees with low power distance orientations. 

Logically extending the above discussion to justice effects on trust and commitment, 

this paper expects that employees from China and South Korea will react to distributive 

justice more strongly but react to procedural justice less strongly than their Australian 

counterparts. Thus, this paper hypothesizes: 

Hypothesis 7: The relationships of distributive justice with organizational trust (H7a) 

and AOC (H7b) will be stronger in China and South Korea than in Australia. The 

relationships of procedural justice with organizational trust (H7c) and AOC (H7d) will be 

stronger in Australia than in China and South Korea. 

Hypothesis 8: The trust-mediated relationship of distributive justice (H8a) with AOC 

will be stronger in China and South Korea than in Australia. The trust-mediated relationship 

of procedural justice (H8b) with AOC will be stronger in Australia than in China and South 

Korea. 

Methods 

Procedure and samples 

Participants in this research were university employees from China, South Korea, and 

Australia. South Korean and Australian participants completed an anonymous online survey. 

The universities chosen in Australia were spread across the six states of the country. The 

chosen South Korean universities were from all five popularly recognized parts (eastern, 

northern, western, southern, and central) of South Korea. Invitations were sent to South 

Korean and Australian participants whose email addresses were published on the public email 

directories of their university’s official websites. The invitation email explained the purpose 

of the study and included a web-link through which voluntary participants could enter into the 

online survey. Respondents completing the questionnaire were offered entry into a lottery for 

a book voucher. The use of the web-based survey system ensured the anonymity of 

participants. In China, since many universities did not have their own official email systems 

and public email directories, and numerous staff did not have an official university profile 

with their email addresses, a paper-based survey was administered. In Asian cultures and 

particularly the Chinese culture, personal and network relationships are very important and 

helpful in collecting research data (Chen, 2010). The chosen universities were identified 
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through one author’s relationships. These universities were spread across all six greater 

regions of mainland China. The anonymous paper-based questionnaires were distributed to 

Chinese participants during working hours by the investigator and Chinese colleagues 

experienced in academic research. Participants were asked to return the completed 

questionnaires to a sealed opaque box placed in a designated area. Respondents finishing the 

paper-based survey either received a small gift, or chose to participate in a lottery for a mobile 

phone card for their participation.  To more definitively isolate country, and hence cultural 

difference, a focus of this study, only questionnaires received from employees who worked in 

the country where they held citizenship were used. A total of 706 usable questionnaires from 

65 universities were received. Response rates and sample demographics are shown in Table 

3.1. 

Table 3. 1. Response rates and sample demographics 

 China Korea Australia Total 

Usable responses 227 242 237 706 

Response rate 46.6% 4.2% 10.7% 8.4% 

Type of survey paper online Online Both 

Number of organizations 32 27 6 65 

Gender: Male  42.7% 78.1% 40.9% 54.2% 

Job category: Academic* 69.6% 85.5% 73.4% 76.3% 

Job status: Full time 88.5% 94.2% 76.4% 86.4% 

Age: 1. 18–34  72.7% 9.9% 14.8% 31.7% 

 2. 35–49  20.7% 38.8% 30.8% 30.3% 

 3. 50 or over 6.6% 51.2% 54.4% 38.0% 

Education: 1. Bachelor or lower 40.1% 11.2% 22.8% 24.4% 

 2. Master 44.9% 7.9% 13.9% 21.8% 

 3. Doctor 15.0% 81.0% 63.3% 53.8% 

Tenure: 1. Less than 1 year 16.7% 2.5% 9.7% 9.5% 

 2. 1–3 years 30.0% 13.6% 16.9% 20.0% 

 3. 3–5 years 14.1% 10.3% 17.7% 14.0% 

 4. 5–10 years 18.5% 16.1% 23.2% 19.3% 

 5. 10 years or over 20.7% 57.4% 32.5% 37.3% 

* Other respondents were in non-academic roles. 

Measures 

To facilitate consistent translation across three written languages (Chinese, Korean 

and English), distributive justice and procedural justice items were reframed as statements 

rather than questions. Examples are given below. The reverse-response items of 

organizational trust and AOC were reframed in the positive due to this approach being 

inappropriate in the Korean culture and to a lesser extent, the Chinese culture, on the advice 

of the translators. The Chinese-language version of the original English-language 
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questionnaire was translated and back-translated by different translators. Two other bilingual 

proofreaders checked the translation. The Korean-language questionnaire was developed in 

the same fashion. All items (except demographic variables) were presented using a Likert 

scale (from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree”). 

Distributive justice  

All four items developed by Colquitt (2001) were used. For example: “My outcome 

reflects the effort I have put into my work”; “My outcome is appropriate for the work I have 

completed”. 

Procedural justice 

All seven items developed by Colquitt (2001) reflecting Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) 

concepts and Leventhal’s (1980) fairness rules were used to measure procedural justice. For 

example, with regard to procedures used to arrive at a respondent’s outcome, “I have been 

able to express my views and feelings during those procedures” and “Those procedures have 

been applied consistently”. 

Organizational trust 

Six items taken from the seven-item scale used by Robinson (1996) that reflect 

Gabarro and Athos’s (1976) trust dimensions were employed to measure trust in the 

organization. Following Karriker and Williams (2009), a reverse-response item specifically 

addressing fairness was excluded. Two reverse-coded items were reframed to the positive. For 

example, “My employer is not always honest and trustful” was reworded to be “My employer 

is always honest and trustful”.  

Affective organizational commitment (AOC) 

The six-item scale of affective commitment of Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) was 

used. The three reverse-response items were reframed to the positive. For example, “I do not 

feel emotionally attached to this organization” was reworded to be “I feel emotionally 

attached to this organization”. 

Control variables 

Researchers have indicated that gender, age, educational level, and organizational 

tenure may influence organizational trust (Tan & Lim, 2009) and AOC (Mathieu & Zajac, 

1990). In addition, research has shown job status (full-time/part-time) (Lee & Johnson, 1991) 
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and job category (Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper, & Ricketts, 2005) can affect AOC. Therefore, 

these variables were controlled in further data analysis.  

Data analysis 

Following standard preparatory procedures (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010), 

discriminant and convergent validity was examined using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

(AMOS 20, maximum likelihood) to determine whether the four factors were distinct from 

each other. The four-factor model was compared with a single-factor model, a two-factor 

model, and three three-factor models. 

Second, to determine whether comparison on these measures can be legitimately 

undertaken across the countries investigated, this study followed the methodology used by 

Kim et al. (2010) to conduct multi-group CFA (Blunch, 2008; Byrne, 2004; Sharma, 2010) 

for the four-factor model at the configural and metric level.  

To assess model fit in CFA and multi-CFA, four measures were considered: The ratio 

of chi-square to degrees of freedom (χ
2
/df) which is less affected by sample size than the chi-

square (χ
2
) (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996; Tremblay et al., 2010), the root mean square error 

approximation (RMSEA), the standardized root mean residual (SRMR), and the comparative 

fit index (CFI). For a model with adequate fit, these indexes should meet: χ
2
/df less than 5.0 

(Marsh & Hocevar, 1985); RMSEA less than 0.10 (MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996); 

SRMR less than or close to 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999); and CFI  around or over 0.90 (Bentler, 

1995; Oswald, Mossholder, & Harris, 1994). 

Third, to test the effects of organizational justice on organizational trust and AOC, 

hierarchical regression analysis was performed for each national sample. Then the relative 

effects of distributive and procedural justice on organizational trust and AOC were assessed. 

This procedure has been employed in prior organizational justice research (e.g., Clay-Warner 

et al., 2005; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). The amount of unique 

variance in organizational trust and AOC explained by distributive justice and procedural 

justice were compared through further hierarchical regression analysis (Cohen, Cohen, West, 

& Aiken, 1983; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). 

Fourth, to test the mediation role of trust on the justice-AOC relationship, Baron and 

Kenny’s (1986) four conditions for mediation were examined firstly: (1) the independent and 

mediating variables must be related; (2) the independent and dependent variables must be 
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related; (3) the mediating and dependent variables must be related; (4) the relationship 

between independent and dependent variables must become weaker (partial mediation) or 

non-significant (full mediation) with the addition of the mediating variable. In addition, 

following Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) recommendation, Sobel’s (1982) test was performed to 

further confirm the significance of the indirect (trust-mediated) effects of justice on AOC.  

Fifth, z-tests (Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle, & Piquero, 1998) were performed to 

examine specific differences between national samples. To calculate z-values, the formula 

suggested by Paternoster et al. (1998) was used. This formula provides a more conservative 

method to test slope differences across models than other popular z-tests (Clay-Warner et al., 

2005).  

Results 

Table 3.2 shows the results of CFA and multi-group CFA. The 4-factor model 

demonstrated the best fit, all four measures meeting the recommended criteria, supporting the 

distinctiveness of the four constructs. The factor loading of each item on its corresponding 

factor was statistically significant and greater than twice their respective standard error. 

Therefore, the constructs demonstrated acceptable convergent validity (Anderson & Gerbing, 

1988). As the four-factor model had better fit than the single-factor model, the common 

method variance tended to be non-significant (see Harman's single-factor test, Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) 

As shown in Table 3.2, both configural and metric invariance models had adequate 

model fit, suggesting the three countries share the similar pattern of fixed and free factor 

loadings, and invariant factor loadings for like items (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Thus, the 

measures used in this study had cross-cultural generality for China, South Korea and Australia 

(Ryan, Chan, Ployhart, & Slade, 1999). 
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Table 3. 2. The results of CFA and multi-group CFA 

 χ
2
 df χ

2
/df RMSEA SRMR CFI 

CFA       

1-factor model 5378.72 230 23.39 0.18 0.14 0.57 

2-factor model 4031.18 229 17.60 0.15 0.12 0.69 

3-factor model 1 2270.93 227 10.00 0.11 0.08 0.83 

3-factor model 2 2106.12 227 9.28 0.11 0.09 0.84 

3-factor model 3 2859.14 227 12.60 0.13 0.10 0.78 

4-factor model  1095.21 224 4.89 0.07 0.06 0.93 

Multi-group CFA       

Configural invariance 1836.53 724 2.54 0.07 0.05 0.91 

Metric invariance 1904.06 743 2.56 0.08 0.05 0.90 

Note: In the 1-factor model, all four variables studied were loaded on a single factor. In the 2-factor 

model, distributive justice and procedural justice were loaded on a factor, and trust and AOC were 

loaded on the other factor. In the 3-factor model 1, two types of justice were loaded on one factor. In 

the 3-factor model 2, procedural justice and trust were loaded on one factor. In the 3-factor model 3, 

trust and AOC were loaded on one factor. In the 4-factor model, all four variables were treated as four 

independent factors. 

Table 3.3 presents means, standard deviations, correlations, and alpha reliabilities for 

measured variables by country. The four measured variables were correlated in all three 

countries.  

Table 3. 3. Means, standard deviations, correlations and alpha coefficients 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 

China (N = 227)       

1. Distributive justice 2.85 0.98 (0.90)    

2. Procedural justice 2.79 0.76 0.50 (0.87)   

3. Organizational trust 3.11 0.86 0.51 0.51 (0.92)  

4. AOC 3.14 0.84 0.48 0.44 0.70 (0.90) 

Korea (N = 242)       

1. Distributive justice 3.02 0.90 (0.89)    

2. Procedural justice 2.77 0.77 0.61 (0.86)   

3. Organizational trust 3.05 0.82 0.39 0.47 (0.93)  

4. AOC 3.69 0.77 0.32 0.33 0.48 (0.90) 

Australia (N = 237)       

1. Distributive justice 3.48 1.04 (0.94)    

2. Procedural justice 3.24 0.87 0.49 (0.90)   

3. Organizational trust 3.53 1.08 0.37 0.78 (0.96)  

4. AOC 3.15 0.98 0.18 0.44 0.49 (0.91) 

Note: AOC = affective organizational commitment. All correlations are significant at p < 0.001. 

Numbers in brackets are Cronbach’s α. 
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Tables 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 provide hierarchical regression results for the three country-

based samples. With regard to Hypothesis 1, results showed significant and positive 

relationships between AOC and both distributive justice and procedural justice in China and 

South Korea. In the Australian sample, a positive relationship between AOC and procedural 

justice was found but the relationship between distributive justice and AOC was not 

significant. Accordingly, H1a was supported in China and South Korea but not in Australia, 

and H1b was supported in all three countries. Hypothesis 2 predicts that procedural justice 

(compared with distributive justice) has a greater impact on AOC. As shown in Tables 3.4, 

3.5 and 3.6, the standardized regression coefficient of procedural justice was smaller than that 

of distributive justice in China (0.27 versus 0.35) but greater in South Korea (0.20 versus 0.17) 

and in Australia (0.47 versus  – 0.04). Additionally, the corresponding amount of unique 

variance in AOC explained by distributive justice and procedural justice was 8.04% (p < 

0.001) and 5.48% (p < 0.001) respectively for China; 1.70%(p < 0.05) and 2.29% (p < 0.05) 

for South Korea; and 0.10% (ns) and 16.42% (p < 0.001) for Australia. Thus, Hypothesis 2 

was supported in South Korea and Australia but not in China.  

In testing Hypothesis 3, organizational trust (dependent variable) was regressed on 

distributive and procedural justice together with the six demographic variables. Results are 

shown in Tables 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. The positive distributive justice and trust relationship (H3a) 

was supported only in China and South Korea but not in Australia. The procedural justice and 

trust relationship (H3b) was supported in all three countries. Hypothesis 4 predicts that 

procedural justice has a stronger relationship with trust than distributive justice. Applying the 

same methods for testing Hypothesis 2, results showed that in all three countries, the 

standardized regression coefficient was greater for procedural justice than for distributive 

justice when predicting organizational trust (China, 0.37 versus 0.34; South Korea, 0.39 

versus 0.16; Australia, 0.78 versus – 0.02). The relationship between organizational trust and 

distributive justice in Australia was not significant. Further, distributive justice and procedural 

justice respectively accounted for 7.54% (p < 0.001) and 10.01% (p < 0.001) of the unique 

variance of organizational trust among Chinese; 1.49% (p < 0.05) and 9.25% (p < 0.001) 

among South Koreans; and 0.02% (ns) and 45.56% (p < 0.001) among Australians. Hence, 

Hypothesis 4 was accepted in all the three countries. 

Hypothesis 5 predicts that organizational trust mediates the distributive justice-AOC 

relationship. Based on the results of Hypothesis 3, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) first condition 

was not supported in Australia. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was rejected for the Australian 
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sample. For China and South Korea, the results of Hypothesis 3 and 1 support the first two 

conditions. As shown in Table 3.4 and Table 3.5, the trust and AOC relationship was 

significant for both Chinese and South Korean samples, satisfying Condition 3. With the 

addition of trust, the distributive justice and AOC relationship becomes weaker in China and 

non-significant in South Korea, supporting Condition 4. Therefore, organizational trust fully 

mediates the distributive justice and AOC relationship in South Korea, and partially mediates 

this relationship in China. Further, results of Sobel’s (1982) test (see Table 3.7) showed the 

indirect effect of distributive justice on AOC was significant in China and South Korea but 

non-significant in Australia. Consequently, Hypothesis 5 was supported only in China (full 

mediation) and South Korea (partial mediation) but not in Australia. 

Table 3. 4. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for the Chinese Sample 

Dependent variables → Organizational trust  AOC 

Independent variables ↓ β Step 1 Step 2  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Gender – male  0.06 – 0.09  0.13
†
 – 0.00 0.05 

Age – 0.02 – 0.02  0.00 0.01 0.02 

Education – 0.05 – 0.10  – 0.08 – 0.12
†
 – 0.06 

Tenure 0.06 0.02  0.03 – 0.01 – 0.02 

Job category – academic  – 0.08 0.02  – 0.08 0.01 – 0.00 

Job status – full-time  – 0.14
†
 – 0.13

*
  0.02 0.01 0.09

†
 

Distributive justice  0.34
***

   0.35
***

 0.14
*
 

Procedural justice  0.37
***

   0.27
***

 0.05 

Organizational trust      0.61
***

 

R
2
 0.04 0.38  0.04 0.30 0.52 

F for R
2
 1.69 16.88

***
  1.31 11.39

***
 26.51

***
 

∆R
2
  0.34   0.26 0.23 

F for ∆R
2
  59.75

***
   40.21

***
 104.32

***
 

Unique variance explained by distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ)  

DJ beyond PJ  0.075
***

   0.080
***

  

PJ beyond DJ  0.100
***

   0.055
***

  

Note: N=227. Standardized coefficients are reported. AOC = affective organizational commitment. 

Gender (female = 0/male = 1), job category (non-academic = 0/academic = 1), and job status (part-

time = 0/full-time = 1) are dummy-coded. The unique variance (x beyond y) is measured by the 

incremental change in regression fit due to adding x after y in regression. 

***
 p< 0.001; 

**
 p < 0.01; 

*
 p < 0.05; 

†
 p < 0.10. 
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Table 3. 5.  Results of hierarchical regression analysis for the South Korean Sample 

Dependent variables → 

Independent variables ↓ β 

Organizational trust  AOC 

Step 1 Step 2  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Gender – male  0.06 0.01  0.08 0.05 0.04 

Age 0.08 0.06  0.11 0.09 0.06 

Education – 0.19
*
 – 0.18

*
  – 0.02 – 0.00 0.07 

Tenure – 0.03 – 0.06  – 0.03 – 0.05 – 0.03 

Job category – academic  0.14 0.03  0.15 0.08 0.06 

Job status – full-time  – 0.02 0.02  0.02 0.05 0.04 

Distributive justice  0.16
*
   0.17

*
 0.10 

Procedural justice  0.39
***

   0.20
*
 0.03 

Organizational trust      0.42
***

 

R
2
 0.03 0.26  0.06 0.15 0.29 

F for R
2
 1.00 10.11

***
  2.27

*
 5.23

***
 10.31

***
 

∆R
2
  0.23   0.10 0.13 

F for ∆R
2
  36.55

***
   13.39

***
 43.35

***
 

Unique variance explained by distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ) 

DJ beyond PJ  0.015
*
   0.017

*
  

PJ beyond DJ  0.093
***

   0.023
*
  

Note: N=242. Standardized coefficients are reported. AOC = affective organizational commitment. 

Gender (female = 0/male = 1), job category (non-academic = 0/academic = 1), and job status (part-

time = 0/full-time = 1) are dummy-coded. The unique variance (x beyond y) is measured by the 

incremental change in regression fit due to adding x after y in regression. 

***
 p < 0.001; 

**
 p < 0.01; 

*
 p < 0.05; 

†
 p < 0.10. 
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Table 3. 6. Results of hierarchical regression analysis for the Australian Sample 

Dependent variables → 

Independent variables ↓ β 

Organizational trust  AOC 

Step 1 Step 2  Step 1 Step 1 Step 2 

Gender – male  0.01 – 0.03  – 0.05 – 0.07 – 0.06 

Age – 0.07 – 0.04  0.12
†
 0.14

*
 0.16

**
 

Education – 0.01 0.01  – 0.17
†
 – 0.16

†
 – 0.17

*
 

Tenure – 0.08 – 0.04  0.18
**

 0.20
**

 0.22
***

 

Job category – academic  – 0.14 – 0.07  0.05 0.05 0.08 

Job status – full-time  0.03 0.05  0.04 0.05 0.03 

Distributive justice  – 0.02   – 0.04 – 0.03 

Procedural justice  0.78
***

   0.47
***

 0.13 

Organizational trust      0.43
***

 

R
2
 0.04 0.62  0.08 0.27 0.34 

F for R
2
 1.72 47.30

***
  3.09

**
 10.73

***
 13.24

***
 

∆R
2
  0.58   0.20 0.07 

F for ∆R
2
  176.22

***
   31.22

***
 24.49

***
 

Unique variance explained by distributive justice (DJ) and procedural justice (PJ) 

DJ beyond PJ  0.000   0.001  

PJ beyond DJ  0.456
***

   0.164
***

  

Note: N=237. Standardized coefficients are reported. AOC = affective organizational commitment. 

Gender (female = 0/male = 1), job category (non-academic = 0/academic = 1), and job status (part-

time = 0/full-time = 1) are dummy-coded. The unique variance (x beyond y) is measured by the 

incremental change in regression fit due to adding x after y in regression. 

***
 p< 0.001; 

**
 p < 0.01; 

*
 p < 0.05; 

†
 p < 0.10.  

Hypothesis 6 predicts that organizational trust mediates the procedural justice-AOC 

relationship. Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four conditions were all met for full mediation in 

each country (see Table 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6). Sobel’s (1982) test (see Table 3.7) demonstrated 

that the indirect effect of procedural justice on AOC was significant in each country. Thus, 

Hypothesis 6 was supported in all the three countries. 
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Table 3. 7. Unstandardized coefficients, standard errors, and results for Z-test for differences in regression coefficients across countries 

 
Organizational trust (OT) 

 Affective organizational commitment (AOC) 

 Total effects  Indirect effects (Sobel’s test) 

China Korea Australia  China Korea Australia  China Korea Australia 

Distributive justice 

(DJ) 

b 0.29
***

 0.14
*
 – 0.02  0.29

***
 0.14

*
 – 0.04  0.17

***
 0.06

*
 – 0.01 

SE 0.06 0.07 0.05  0.06 0.07 0.06  0.04 0.03 0.02 

z1 4.16
***

 1.97
*
   3.88

***
 1.99

*
   4.27

***
 1.91

*
  

z2  – 1.71
*
 – 4.16

***
   – 1.69

*
 – 3.88

***
   – 2.47

**
 – 4.27

***
 

Procedural justice 

(PJ) 

b 0.42
***

 0.42
***

 0.96
***

  0.30
***

 0.20
*
 0.53

***
  0.25

***
 0.17

***
 0.38

***
 

SE 0.07 0.08 0.06  0.07 0.08 0.07  0.05 0.04 0.08 

z1 – 6.02
***

 – 5.59
***

   – 2.21
**

 – 3.10
***

   – 1.45
†
 – 2.35

**
  

z2  0.04 6.02
***

   – 0.96 2.21
**

   – 1.26 1.45
†
 

Notes: Unstandardized coefficients for justice’s total effects on trust and AOC are derived from the models shown in Table 3.4, Table 3.5, and Table 3.6. 

Standardized coefficients of the DJ–AOC indirect effects are 0.20, 0.07, and – 0.01 for China, South Korea, and Australia, respectively. Standardized 

coefficients of the PJ–AOC indirect effects are 0.22, 0.17, and 0.34 for China, South Korea, and Australia, respectively. Z1 is calculated when China and 

South Korea are compared with Australia, and z2 is calculated when Australia and South Korea are compared with China. One-tailed tests apply to z-values. 

The significance of indirect effects are also confirmed using 90% bias-corrected confidence intervals based on bootstrap sampling (N = 2,000) method (Hayes 

2013; Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang 2010): the DJ–AOC indirect effects (China: b = 0.17, Boot SE = 0.04, CI [0.12, 0.24]; Korea: b = 0.06, Boot SE = 0.04, CI 

[0.003, 0.12]; Australia: b = – 0.01, Boot SE = 0.02, CI [-0.04, 0.03]) and the PJ–AOC indirect effects (China: b = 0.25, Boot SE = 0.06, CI [0.15, 0.35]; 

Korea: b = 0.17, Boot SE = 0.05, CI [0.10, 0.26]; Australia: b = 0.38, Boot SE = 0.08, CI [0.25, 0.53]). 

***
 p < 0.001, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

*
 p < 0.05, 

†
 p < 0.10. 
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With regard to the differences in the effect size of the justice-trust relationship, and 

both the overall and indirect justice-AOC relationships across nations, results of post hoc 

ANOVA indicated that employees of these three countries differed in distributive justice (F = 

16.14, p < 0001), procedural justice (F = 25.54, p < 0.001), organizational trust (F = 18.72, p 

< 0.001), and AOC (F = 32.50, p < 0.001). This initially implies different employee-

organization social exchange processes in different cultures (Loi et al., 2006). Then z-values 

(see Table 3.7) (Paternoster et al., 1998) were calculated to make comparisons between 

countries. First, the total effects of distributive justice on trust and AOC were greater in China 

and South Korea than in Australia. In contrast, the total effects of procedural justice on trust 

and AOC were greater in Australia than in China and South Korea. Therefore, Hypothesis 7 

was supported. Second, for the indirect relationships between two types of justice and AOC 

via trust, distributive justice had a greater indirect effect on AOC in China and South Korea 

than in Australia, so Hypothesis 8a was accepted. In addition, the indirect effect of procedural 

justice on AOC was greater in Australia than in China and South Korea. Hence, Hypothesis 

8b was supported. Further, multi-group SEM path analyses (Blunch, 2008; Kafetsios & 

Sideridis, 2006) were conducted between Australia and China and South Korea using AMOS 

20 with 2,000 bootstrap resamples (Hayes, 2013; Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010). Results 

of chi-square difference tests were consistent with that of z-tests. Detailed SEM procedures 

and results are presented in Table 3.8 of the Appendix. 

Discussion 

Findings 

Based on social exchange theory, this study explored the effects of organizational 

justice on organizational trust and AOC, the mediating effects of organizational trust in the 

justice-AOC relationship and, separately, cross-cultural national differences. Data collected 

from China, South Korea, and Australia largely supported the proposed hypotheses and 

findings demonstrated both cultural similarities and differences. 

First, consistent with previous research (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Crow, Lee, & 

Joo, 2012; Wong, Ngo, & Wong, 2006), the present study suggests that, in the process of the 

employee-organization social exchange, organizational justice influences employees’ 

organizational trust and AOC. However, the influence of justice is slightly different across 

cultures. On the one hand, while Chinese and South Korean employees’ organizational trust 
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and AOC are sensitive to an organization’s distributive justice, Australian workers attach little 

importance to it. Therefore, in some Eastern cultures (China and South Korea) employers 

might improve employees’ trust and AOC by ensuring equity in outcome distribution. For 

instance, implementing appropriate human resource management practices such as the 

commonly used pay-for-performance strategy, directly linking outcomes to performance, may 

improve perceptions of distributive justice.  

On the other hand, regardless of cultural background, it would seem that employees 

with higher levels of procedural justice perception are more likely to trust in, and commit to, 

their organizations. However, compared with Australian employees, Chinese and South 

Korean counterparts are less likely to pay back this procedural justice with trust and AOC. In 

other words, although generally employee attitudes are more positive when organizations 

establish fair decision-making procedures and policies (e.g., allowing employee voice and 

avoiding biased, inconsistent, incorrect, and unethical implementation of relevant procedures), 

these measures may be more effective in Western cultures than in Eastern cultures. On the 

whole, these findings demonstrated differences in the effects of distributive and procedural 

justice in Eastern and Western cultures, providing similar results to Pillai et al.’s (2001) in 

three countries not previously studied in this regard (Mainland China, South Korea and 

Australia).  

Second, across the three cultures, it was found that procedural justice was more 

important in building employees’ organizational trust than distributive justice. This finding is 

consistent with past research conducted in the U.S. (DeConinck, 2010; Pillai et al., 2001) and 

India (Aryee et al., 2002). In this case, one may initially observe a cross-cultural universality 

of the dominance of procedural justice in developing organizational trust. As Cohen-Charash 

and Spector (2001) stated, procedural justice is a general way to run an organization. Due to 

this role of procedural justice in an organization, employees (regardless of cultural 

background) tend to subconsciously focus more on their organizations’ procedures. Thus, 

employees are likely to regard an organization that applies its rules fairly as being trustworthy.  

Third, while procedural justice has a stronger influence on AOC than distributive 

justice in South Korea and Australia, the reverse is true for China. An element of the 

traditional Chinese culture, guanxi, referring to the important roles of personal ties in Chinese 

organizations (Chen & Francesco, 2000), may have affected the justice-AOC relationship in 

China.  Chen, Friedman, Yu, and Sun (2011) demonstrate that guanxi in a group might 

intervene in managers’ decision making and impact an employee’s perception of procedural 
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injustice. A side effect of guanxi is that, it breaks the normal rules and procedures for some 

people to obtain privileges through an unjustifiable shortcut. In this regard, guanxi might 

decrease employees’ actual process control and lower their expectation of procedural fairness, 

which makes their AOC rely more on distributive aspects that reflect outcomes they could 

directly observe. Overall, these cross-national findings have confirmed the view that the 

predominance of procedural justice over distributive justice in impacting organization-based 

outcomes (e.g., AOC), may not be absolute. 

Fourth, extending the existing literature (Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003; Aryee et al., 

2002; Tremblay et al., 2010) to a cross-cultural setting, the present findings, in general, 

support the premise that trust acts as a mediator in the social exchange process in which 

employees perceive organizational justice and reciprocate with AOC. However, in different 

cultures, the roles of trust in the social exchange originating from a specific type of justice 

tend to be different. For one thing, in China and South Korea, employees’ organizational trust 

mediates the relationship of AOC with distributive justice. By contrast, trust does not mediate 

distributive justice-AOC relationship in Australia. Further, an East Asian difference also 

exists in that trust functions as a full mediator in South Korea but a partial mediator in China. 

Combining the results of this study with trust’s partial mediating role in the justice-AOC 

association found for India (Aryee et al., 2002), an Asian difference in the mechanism of trust 

in social exchange deriving from distributive justice may be identified. It is possible that it 

can be attributed to the economic gaps within Asia. In other words, Asian employees from 

more developed countries might rely more on trust to develop AOC from distributive justice. 

However, this proposition needs further investigation, addressing more Asian countries. In all 

the three countries, trust acts a full mediator in the procedural justice-AOC relationship. This 

suggests that across the three cultures, employees’ tendencies to reciprocate with AOC in 

response to fair procedures largely depend on their trust in the organization.  

Fifth, although the z-test clearly detects cultural differences in the indirect effect of 

procedural justice on AOC, this trust-mediated indirect effect in South Korea appears to be 

closer to that of China, than that of Australia. Therefore, one may anticipate that, in social 

exchange processes originating from procedural justice, the trust system is more valued in 

Western cultures than in Eastern cultures. An additional interesting phenomenon for Chinese 

employees seems to be that there are two paths for distributive justice to impact AOC. One 

relies on the trust system, and the other does not. Many factors may affect their preferences 

for the two paths, for example, employees’ individual characteristics and organizational 
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changes such as mergers (Klendauer & Deller, 2009) and downsizing or layoffs (Brockner et 

al., 1997).  

Theoretical and practical implications 

This research has significantly contributed to the justice and social exchange literature 

in a number of ways. First, results of this study indicate the generalizability of social 

exchange-based effects of justice (particularly procedural justice) on employee attitudes, 

found in North America (Shao et al., 2013), to multiple cultures in the Asia Pacific region. 

For example, in all three societies investigated, employees tend to repay procedural justice 

with trust and AOC, and trust can mediate the procedural justice–AOC relationship. Although 

similar findings have already been reported by research that focuses on a single country, the 

results generated from cross-cultural data enhance our confidence and understanding of 

justice effects in a broader context. Second, beyond the aforementioned generalizability, the 

cross-cultural comparisons demonstrated disparate styles of social exchange, originating from 

justice in different cultures, which have not been documented in the literature. Specifically, 

under different social contexts, economic exchange ideology may be less likely to interfere 

with social exchange ideology in a relatively more developed society. For instance, in 

Australia, procedural justice but not distributive justice affects employees’ AOC. In South 

Korea, a less developed country than Australia, although both forms of justice could affect 

employees’ AOC, the effect of procedural justice tends to be stronger. By contrast, in China, a 

developing country, the effect of distributive justice on AOC tends to be stronger than that of 

procedural justice. Third, and more importantly, almost no cross-cultural research has studied 

the mediating role of trust in justice-related relationships. The results of the present study, as 

mentioned above, not only provide empirical evidence that supports the facilitation role of 

trust in social exchanges (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Blau, 1964; DeConinck, 2010) in general, 

but has also distinguished a particular culture from  other cultures in terms of the extent of 

employees’ reliance on trust in the process of social exchanges. The present research suggests 

that trust tends to be more essential in the established social exchanges in Western cultures 

than in Eastern cultures. Hopefully, these findings provide a starting point for cross-cultural 

tests of the mediated influence of trust in social exchange relationships. Finally, in response to 

predecessors’ (Greenberg, 2001; Shao et al., 2013) appeals, the present study has added new 

knowledge to cross-cultural justice research. It has been clearly identified that the patterns and 

strengths of justice effects vary by country, even when the countries are from the same 
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cultural cluster (e.g., China and South Korea, Hofstede, 2001). However, on average, the 

cultural differences in justice effects appear to be less significant between countries belonging 

to the same cultural cluster, compared with the cases that involve countries from different 

clusters. Although this conclusion should be treated with caution due to the limited number of 

countries and culture clusters examined in this study, the present results still suggest future 

research opportunities to investigate cross-cultural differences of justice utilizing more fine-

grained approaches, for example, both within-cluster and between-cluster comparisons. 

From a practitioner perspective, based on the findings of the current study, it may be 

useful for employers from any culture to attach importance to fairness construction and trust 

building in companies, particularly in human resource practices. For example, in 

compensation management, employers could endeavor to realize at least two targets. The first 

one is visible equity in the distribution of salary and other benefits, which would give 

employees clear information that they receive appropriate rewards relative to their own inputs 

invested in the work. This target might be particularly noteworthy in East-Asian countries and 

perhaps in other less developed countries (e.g., India, Aryee et al., 2002) as well. Another 

possible target is the fair personal treatment of employees, i.e., making employees feel 

respected and comfortable. These two targets would also be beneficial in other human 

resource activities, such as recruitment, promotion, training, and performance appraisal. 

Additionally, it may not be wise for an organization to ignore the role of employee trust, as 

trust is able to influence employees’ positive work-related reactions. The trust-AOC 

relationship can be a lubricant promoting normal organizational activities and is worthy of 

serious consideration. 

Furthermore, multinational organizations need to consider cultural differences when 

managing employees from various countries. Similar to Pillai et al.’s (2001) work, the present 

research suggests that top management should be aware that the influences of distributive and 

procedural justice on employee outcomes might be diverse in an international environment. 

Although it is common that employees from various cultures value fairness, the extent to 

which they react to these two forms of fairness is distinctive. While workers from some 

cultures are more sensitive to either procedural or distributive fairness, those from other 

cultures might respond to both types of fairness to a similar degree.  Thus, it would be helpful 

for employers to consider cultural background when managing staff in an international 

context. 
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Limitations and future research 

The present study has limitations. First, the data was collected using a single method, 

i.e., self-report surveys, and might have introduced common method bias. However, CFA 

results have indicated that common method variance is not a significant problem in the 

present research. Future research may deal with common method variance by using other 

methodologies (Podsakoff et al., 2003), for example, the introduction of a marker variable, or 

the use of multisource data. Second, the three country-based samples were different in 

demographic composition. For example, respondents from China were much younger and 

held shorter organizational tenure than the counterparts from South Korea and Australia. 

Nonetheless, neither of these demographic variables was found to affect trust. In Australia, 

but not in China and South Korea, age and tenure influenced AOC. Because China and South 

Korea have congeneric cultures, it is expected that the findings for the influences of age and 

tenure on AOC were similar between these two countries. In addition, while males made up 

nearly 80% of the South Korean sample, this percentage was approximately 40% for both the 

Chinese and Australian samples. However, the results showed no influence of gender on 

either AOC or organizational trust for China and Australia. Taking these together, despite 

demographic differences, the results from the three countries were comparable. Third, as the 

respondents were from different universities in different countries, one may be concerned 

about the impact of different organizational cultures on the results.  Considering that 

universities tend to have similar organizational cultures (Clark, 1987), this impact might be 

non-significant. Future research could address this by considering other organizations, e.g., 

multinational organizations located in different countries. Fourth, even though this research 

focuses on the employee-organization social exchange, interactional justice and trust in 

supervisor, variables not included in this study, may have an influence on the results. Past 

research has reported that trust in supervisor and interactional justice could directly or 

indirectly (e.g., via trust in organization) affect employees’ AOC (Aryee et al., 2002; Cho & 

Park, 2011). Future research could consider this, in a cross-cultural context, comparing the 

relationships of different types of justice with both organization-focused and supervisor-

focused work attitudes (e.g., supervisory trust and commitment).  

There are several points for future research to follow. Extending the present findings 

and Greenberg’s (2001) recommendations, future cross-cultural research may examine more 

dimensions of organizational justice in their social exchange relationships with employment 

outcomes. To obtain further findings, it is also valuable to include more countries when 
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investigating these relationships. Besides focusing on the country-level differences of the 

justice-AOC relationship, future studies might seek the differences resulting from individual-

level cultural values, for instance, dealing with personal values as moderators in justice-

related relationships (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). In particular, it might be necessary to 

pay attention to the impact of guanxi on the effects of justice in Chinese-background countries 

and organizations. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the present research provides empirical evidence for the influence of 

organizational justice on employee outcomes in a cross-cultural context involving China, 

South Korea, and Australia. Results largely support the proposed hypotheses, and suggest that 

organizations in different countries could improve employees’ organizational trust and AOC 

by creating an environment of fairness, despite the fact that employees from different 

countries may have different preferences for specific types of justice. In addition, although 

trust is an effective mediator in the justice-AOC relationship, its role tends to be distinctive 

for employees from different countries. More importantly, this study provides a cultural 

insight to distinguish various effects of distributive and procedural justice, offering a new 

perspective for investigating cross-cultural justice issues. The findings of the current study 

reveal that the effects of distributive justice tend to vary more with cultural or societal context, 

compared to the effects of procedural justice; and that the relative strength of these two types 

of justice in influencing employee attitudes differs between Western and Eastern cultures. It is 

hoped that this research will shed light on theoretical and empirical explorations of the 

distinct functions of justice dimensions on an inter-culture or -society basis. Practically, this 

study suggests that in international management, organizations, especially multinational 

organizations, should be aware of both cultural similarities and differences in the antecedent 

effects of justice and employees’ trust perceptions. In addition to the implications of the 

present study, managers will benefit from more comprehensive knowledge of the relationship 

between culture and justice. Thus, future research is strongly encouraged to apply the effects 

of cultural values or orientations on social exchange-based relationships between justice, trust, 

and AOC, to more completely inform international human resource management theory and 

practice.    
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Appendix 

Table 3. 8. Results for cross-cultural differences in the effects of justice on trust and commitment based on SEM path model comparisons 

  Organizational trust (OT) 

Total effects 

 Affective organizational commitment (AOC) 

   Total effects  Indirect effects 

  China Korea Australia  China Korea Australia  China Korea Australia 

Distributive justice b 0.29
***

 0.14
†
 –0.02  0.29

***
 0.14

†
 –0.04  0.17

***
 0.06

†
 –0.01 

 Bootstrap SE 0.06 0.09 0.05  0.06 0.09 0.06  0.04 0.04 0.02 

 90% BCI-L 0.19 0.01 –0.10  0.19 0.01 –0.14  0.11 0.01 –0.04 

 90% BCI-U 0.39 0.28 0.06  0.40 0.29 0.07  0.24 0.12 0.02 

  ∆χ
2
 China-Australia (1) = 17.63

***
  ∆χ

2
 China-Australia (1) = 15.25

***
  ∆χ

2
 China-Australia (2) = 21.75

***
 

  ∆χ
2
 Korea-Australia (1) = 3.98

*
  ∆χ

2
 Korea-Australia (1) = 4.03

*
  ∆χ

2
 Korea-Australia (2) = 3.98

†
 

Procedural justice b 0.42
***

 0.42
***

 0.96
***

  0.30
**

 0.20
*
 0.53

***
  0.25

***
 0.17

***
 0.38

**
 

 Bootstrap SE 0.09 0.10 0.05  0.09 0.08 0.07  0.06 0.05 0.08 

 90% BCI-L 0.27 0.27 0.87  0.14 0.06 0.41  0.15 0.10 0.24 

 90% BCI-U 0.56 0.58 1.04  0.43 0.32 0.65  0.35 0.26 0.51 

  ∆χ
2
 Australia-China (1) = 36.13

***
  ∆χ

2
 Australia-China (1) = 5.01

*
  ∆χ

2
 Australia-China (2) = 40.25

***
 

  ∆χ
2
 Australia-Korea (1) = 31.36

***
  ∆χ

2
 Australia-Korea (1) = 9.84

**
  ∆χ

2
 Australia-Korea (2) = 31.36

***
 

Note: Number of bootstrap samples = 2000. The hypothesized total effect models for organizational trust and affective organizational commitment, 

and the hypothesized indirect model for affective commitment are stature SEM path models such that they are necessarily perfect models (χ2 = 0.00, 

df = 0, SRMR = 0.00; RMSEA = 0.00; CFI = 1.00). BCI-L = bias-corrected confidence interval – lower bound; BCI-U = bias-corrected confidence 

interval – upper bound. To test Hypotheses 7 and 8, multi-group path analyses were conducted between Australia and China, and between Australia 

and South Korea. One total or indirect effect of distributive justice or procedural justice was constrained at a time to be equal across groups being 

compared, and chi-square difference tests were used to compare constrained models with the corresponding hypothesized models (Blunch, 2008; 

Kafetsios & Sideridis, 2006). One-tailed tests apply to chi-square differences. These SEM-based chi-square difference tests generated virtually the 

same results as the z-tests shown in Table 3.7. 

***
 p < 0.001, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

*
 p < 0.05, 

†
 p < 0.10. 
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Abstract 

This study investigates moderation of individualism and power distance on the 

relationship between organizational justice and affective commitment, and on two stages of a 

trust-mediated, justice/commitment relationship. Seven-hundred six surveys were collected 

from 65 universities in China, South Korea, and Australia, and hierarchical regression was 

used to test hypotheses. For the full sample, individualism and power distance had no 

moderating effects on the overall justice-commitment relationship. Although these cultural 

values did not moderate the trust-commitment relationship, individualism moderated 

relationships between trust and both procedural and distributive justice. Power distance 

moderated the relationship between procedural justice and trust. East-West comparisons 

suggest China differs from Australia concerning the moderating effects of power distance on 

overall distributive justice/commitment and procedural justice/trust relationships. These 

findings deepen understanding that in a cross-cultural context, how and why employees react 

to justice and how individual values’ influences on justice effects are similar and different due 

to cultural universality and particularity. Practically, managers should be aware of individual 

values’ influence on employees’ reactions to justice, and pay attention to cultural differences. 

Keywords:   Organizational justice, Organizational trust, Organizational commitment, 

Individualism, Power distance, Cross-cultural 
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Introduction 

As a primary concern of employees, organizational justice has been shown to 

influence many organizational variables such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

trust, and citizenship behaviors positively (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, 

Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Hence, it appears pivotal for organizations to value justice 

issues. With increasing globalization, organizations face challenges concerning how to deal 

with workers from disparate cultural backgrounds fairly. Although research suggests 

employees from various cultures react differently to organizational justice due to different 

value orientations (Pillai, Williams, & Tan, 2001; Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013), 

Fischer and Smith (2006) conclude further exploration and testing are needed to guide 

managers in pursuit of effectiveness. 

Since most justice theories were developed in Western societies—with considerable 

empirical studies emerging from North America (Shao et al., 2013)—research in other parts 

of the world is insufficient. Although justice studies that compare findings obtained from a 

single, non-western country with those in Western countries have contributed to the literature 

(e.g., Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002), Shao et al. (2013) 

argue that lack of truly comparative research limits the understanding of cross-cultural 

differences in justice effects. This study extends extant literature by examining the effects of 

justice on organizational commitment in three Asia-Pacific countries—China, South Korea, 

and Australia—all of which have not been studied extensively. Although Australia has a 

typically Western culture, China and South Korea have a typically Eastern culture, and South 

Korea recently accepted more Western culture than China (Rubin et al., 2006). 

 Cross-cultural studies on justice (e.g., Kim, Park, & Suzuki, 1990; Kim, Wang, 

Kondo, & Kim, 2007) generally assume people in the same country are culturally 

homogeneous. However, scholars criticize this assumption, and argue that intra-national and 

individual differences cannot be neglected (e.g., Tung, 2008; Vandello & Cohen, 1999). In 

cross-cultural research, it is worthwhile to pay attention to both individual and societal 

cultural values. Several studies examine both individual and societal differences in justice 

effects (e.g., Brockner et al., 2001; Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002). These studies employ 

individual values and country (or group culture) as moderators, and found their influences on 

justice effects were disparate. Lam et al. (2002) report that although an individual value (i.e., 

power distance) moderates the effect of justice on employee attitudes and behaviors, country 
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does not produce a moderating effect. Although this cluster of research enhances the 

understanding of how cultural values, both individual and societal, influence justice and its 

consequences, many areas remain unexamined. For example, only one study investigates 

whether moderating influences of individual values on justice effects differ across countries 

(UK and Germany), and it focuses solely on procedural justice (Fischer & Smith, 2006). To 

fill this gap, the present study uses two typically examined cultural values (Fortin, 2008)—

individualism and power distance, which are often adopted to characterized and distinguish 

particular cultures (Hofstede, 1980; Lam et al., 2002), to explore relationships between 

organizational justice and organizational commitment in the samples from the three Asia-

Pacific countries. 

 The social exchange relationship between organizational justice and 

organizational commitment is complex. Some social exchange variables such as trust mediate 

the relationship (Aryee et al., 2002). However, research on the topic focuses primarily on 

individual values’ moderating roles in overall justice-outcome relationships (e.g., Lam et al., 

2002; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002), and few studies examine moderating effects on justice-

outcome relationships mediated by social exchange variables. This cross-cultural study also 

examines whether and how individualism and power distance moderate the overall justice-

commitment relationship, and two stages of the trust-mediated justice-commitment 

relationship. 

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Organizational justice  

Organizational justice refers to employee perceptions of fairness in an organization 

(Fortin, 2008). Contemporary studies identify four dimensions of organizational justice: 

distributive, procedural, and interactional, which includes informational and interpersonal 

(Colquitt, 2001). Distributive justice refers to perceived fairness of distributed outcomes 

(Fortin, 2008). Employees perceive distributive justice when their outcome/input ratios agree 

with others’ (Adams, 1965). Procedural justice refers to fairness perceptions of procedures 

used to arrive at outcomes or decisions (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). 

Procedural justice suggests employers allow employee participation and voices in the process 

of determining outcomes to alleviate dissatisfaction with the outcomes (DeConinck, 2010). 

Interactional justice refers to perceived fairness of interpersonal treatment (Bies & Moag, 
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1986; Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; DeConinck, 2010). The study of interactional justice typically 

involves subordinate-supervisor interactions (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002). Since 

organizational justice from the perspective of employee-organization social exchanges is the 

focus, this study follows predecessors by considering only distributive and procedural justice 

(e.g., Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 2006). Both types of justice, in an organizational setting, matter in 

reward allocation issues, and influence employee work attitudes such as withdrawal, 

organizational commitment, and trust (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).  

Organizational commitment 

Meyer and Allen’s (1991) model is the most popular conceptualization of 

organizational commitment (Klein, Becker, & Meyer, 2009). It distinguishes three 

commitment components: affective, continuance, and normative, each a force that binds 

employees to organizations. These binding forces are based on emotional attachment and 

involvement (affective), perceived obligation (normative), and awareness of the cost of 

discontinuing involvement with an organization (continuance) (Meyer & Maltin, 2010). The 

present study concentrates on affective organizational commitment (AOC), the primary form 

of organizational commitment and the most suitable component when studying social 

exchange relationships (Cohen & Caspary, 2011).  

Research suggests many factors at the organizational level (e.g., organizational 

support and justice) increase AOC, and AOC reduces employee withdrawal (Meyer, Stanley, 

Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Compared with other commitment components, AOC 

relates to organizational justice more strongly (Meyer et al., 2002). Based on social exchange 

theory, studies consistently find a positive relationship between organizational justice and 

organizational commitment (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). 

Employees perceiving high fairness are more likely to commit to an organization affectively 

(Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008). Therefore: 

Hypothesis 1. Organizational justice perceptions relate positively to affective 

organizational commitment. 

Organizational trust  

Trust is a broad concept, studied frequently in multiple disciplines including 

psychology, sociology, economics, philosophy, and management (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & 

Camerer, 1998; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007). Regardless of disciplinary disparities, 
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elements of trust are “confident expectations and a willingness to be vulnerable” (Rousseau et 

al., 1998, p. 394). Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995) define trust as people’s willingness to 

be vulnerable, with the expectation of the other party’s positive treatment, whether they are 

able to control the other party. This definition indicates that trust is an aspect of a relationship 

established between parties, varying with people and types of relationships (Schoorman et al., 

2007). Employees engage in relationships with subordinates, coworkers, supervisors, the 

organization, and perhaps authorities and top managers who represent the entire organization. 

They face a variety of trust targets or referents (Whitener, 1997). 

In this study, organizational trust focuses on employee trust in the organization as a 

whole, which receives little scholarly attention in comparison to other forms of trust (Tan & 

Tan, 2000). Organizational trust is important for maintaining social exchange relationships 

between employees and an organization (Aryee et al., 2002; Blau, 1964). Social exchange 

requires a party to trust another party to reciprocate (Blau, 1964); trust maintains a 

relationship with others and facilitates both reciprocation and social exchange. According to 

Blau (1964), when doing a favor is treated as a form of expressing trust in another party, the 

other party is expected to reciprocate with trust and other favorable attitudes and behaviors. 

Mutual trust forms gradually to foster mutual enforcement. Research demonstrates a 

mediating role of trust in the social exchange relationship between organizational justice and 

AOC (Aryee et al., 2002). When employees perceive higher organizational justice, they are 

likely to demonstrate higher trust, and thus repay with stronger commitment (Yamaguchi, 

2013). Therefore: 

Hypothesis 2. Organizational trust mediates the relationships between organizational 

justice perceptions and affective organizational commitment. 

Although social exchange theory supports relationships among justice, commitment, 

and trust, recent studies suggest cultural values influence the magnitude of these justice-

related relationships (Lam et al., 2002; Shao et al., 2013). The following sections draw 

theoretical backgrounds connecting culture and justice from literature and construct 

hypotheses concerning cultural value effects. 

Culture and organizational justice  

Early cross-cultural research on organizational justice examines reward allocation 

across cultures. Employees’ preferences for particular reward allocation norms (e.g., equity, 

equality, or need) may partially explain cultural differences in distributive and procedural 
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justice (Lam et al., 2002). Bond, Leung, and Wan (1982) compared reward allocation patterns 

of Chinese and American students and found that although both groups emphasized equity, 

the American group preferred a more equitable and less equal allocation pattern than the 

Chinese group. The authors claimed that the difference could be explained by Chinese 

collectivism and American individualism. Because group identification is strong among 

people from collectivistic cultures, they value the interest of the group and interpersonal 

harmony and thus apply the equity rule moderately to preserve group cohesiveness. In 

contrast, group identification is weak among people from individualistic cultures, who 

emphasize self-interest and individual autonomy and thus tend to prefer greater equity. This 

explanation was also supported by Bond, Leung, and Schwartz’s (1992) study of Chinese and 

Israelis, which was based on an expectancy-value model and found that both group harmony 

and performance influenced reward allocation rule preferences. However, other cross-cultural 

studies have reported different findings—for example, that people from collectivistic (rather 

than individualistic) cultures have a greater preference for the equity norm (Chen, 1995), and 

even that different groups of people have similar reward allocation preferences (Chen, Meindl, 

& Hui, 1998; Kim et al., 1990). Hence Lam et al. (2002) conclude that studies of 

individualism and collectivism are not entirely consistent and that other cultural factors 

beyond these might be responsible for cultural differences. Their study of Americans and 

Hong Kong Chinese found that power distance is a more appropriate cultural value than 

individualism for explaining differences in employees’ responses (job performance, 

absenteeism, and job satisfaction) to perceptions of justice based on reward allocation. A 

recent meta-analytical study also found that, among a number of investigated cultural factors, 

power distance accounts best for cultural differences in allocating rewards (Fischer & Smith, 

2003).  

Despite cultural differences, these studies suggest that the equity rule is generalizable 

across cultures, although its strength varies (Kim et al., 1990). That is, the prevailing 

expectancy among people across cultural backgrounds is for an equity-based reward system 

(e.g., pay-for-performance). Although factors other than reward allocation preferences may 

affect the concepts of distributive and procedural justice (Lam et al., 2002), the rules of 

allocation play a primary role in developing perceptions of justice. For example, current 

theories of justice build on equity theory to a large extent, and this highlights the valence of 

the equity norm in reward allocation. Emphasizing equity, many studies have examined 

whether the effects of distributive and procedural justice on various employee outcomes differ 
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across cultures or through cultural values. For instance, Pillai et al.’s (2001) investigation of 

four countries demonstrated that distributive justice influences only the organizational 

commitment of Indians, whereas procedural justice influences organizational commitment in 

Germany, China (Hong Kong), and the United States, but not in India. Shao et al. (2013) 

conducted a cross-cultural meta-analysis involving 495 unique samples across 32 distinct 

countries and regions and found that all four cultural dimensions studied (individualism, 

masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and power distance) could explain cultural differences in 

the effects of distributive and procedural justice. In contrast, other comparative cross-cultural 

studies have failed to find disparities in the effects of distributive and procedural justice 

across nations or cultures (Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999; Rahim, 2001). Despite the 

mixed cross-cultural findings in the literature, Shao et al. (2013) conclude that culture is 

nevertheless likely to determine the magnitude of the effects of justice.  

Many theoretical models can be used to explain cultural differences in the effects of 

justice. For example, Lam et al. (2002) applied an expectancy-valence framework to the 

social exchange process to reason about the task-related reactions of individuals with different 

cultural values to the effects of distributive and procedural justice. In a study of Chinese and 

Israeli behavioral choices, Bond et al. (1992) found that both expectancies and valences were 

responsible for cultural differences in resource allocation decisions. According to the 

expectancy-valence framework (Bond et al., 1992; Lam et al., 2002), the effects of justice in 

allocating rewards may depend on expectancies concerning various organizational practices 

as well as on the valences associated with these practices. When a particular practice accords 

with their values, employees are said to have a high intrinsic valence for that practice and tend 

to be more motivated. In other cases, where employees’ expectancies associated with a 

practice conflict with their values, they tend to be less motivated. In this way, differences in 

cultural values can be expected to affect employee reactions to perceptions of fair or unfair 

organizational practices and work environments through expectancies and outcome valences. 

Shao et al. (2013) integrated four domain-theoretical perspectives (instrumental, relational, 

moral, and uncertainty management) and Hofstede’s (1980) four cultural dimensions to 

explain the different effects of distributive and procedural justice across cultures. In what 

follows, this study combines the expectancy-valence framework described above and relevant 

theoretical perspectives from Shao et al. (2013) to elaborate how cultural values are expected 

to influence the effects of distributive and procedural justice on employee reactions (i.e., 

organizational commitment and trust). 
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Cultural values as moderators 

Hofstede (1980) identifies four dimensions (individualism/collectivism, 

masculinity/femininity, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance) to describe national 

cultures. Over the past three decades, his cultural model has been the most influential cultural 

classification in organizational research due to its clarity, parsimony, and resonance in 

management practices (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006). Although Hofstede’s dimensions 

originate at the country level, more interest has recently arisen to study them at the individual 

level, and individualism and power distance are two most frequently examined dimensions at 

the individual level (Kirkman et al., 2006); they explain more cultural differences concerning 

justice than any other dimension (Shao et al., 2013). The present study uses Hofstede’s 

concepts, but not his constructs, due to recent doubts concerning reliability and validity 

(McSweeney, 2002). According to Lam et al. (2002), aggregation for group-level constructs 

requires a strong theoretical and empirical foundation when individual-level variables (such as 

individual cultural values and justice variables) are studied. Within-culture variations in norm 

and value orientations make it potentially problematic to treat individuals’ reports about their 

individual cultural traits as group-level variables in specifications, because aggregating a trait 

assumed to be clustered homogeneously by country is likely to allow only a categorical 

measure of the construct unless the sample is drawn from multiple countries that differ 

considerably in the trait’s arithmetic mean. Even if aggregation for group-level variables is 

free of problems and the sampling is perfect, Lam et al. claim that inferential differences 

among individuals are still better explained by finer-grained analyses at the individual level 

rather than at the group level. For these reasons, this study focuses on the individual level of 

analysis of cultural beliefs that result in different effects of distributive and procedural justice. 

This study also measures individual psychological predispositions closely related to societal 

culture, although the investigation involves three distinct national cultures. Although societal 

culture greatly affects the individual values this study measures—individualism and power 

distance—other factors are also influential. Thus, studying the effects of individual values 

does not necessarily require the observation of a particular national culture (Lam et al., 2002). 

This differentiation between individual and national values also implies the feasibility and 

rationality of this study’s cross-cultural comparisons of the moderating effects of individual 

values.  
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The role of Individualism 

Individualism/collectivism reflects individual integration into groups on a bipolar 

continuum (Hofstede, 1980). People with high individualism consider themselves 

autonomous, build loose ties with others, and pursue personal goals. People with high 

collectivism identify with a group, embed themselves in complex, in-group social 

relationships, and give priority to collective goals (Hofstede, 1980; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 

2002). Due to the bipolar individualism/collectivism definition, higher individualism implies 

lower collectivism (Hofstede, 1980).  

According to Shao et al. (2013), the instrumental perspective can be applied to 

interpret cultural differences in justice effects. This perspective proposes that employees’ 

concern about justice issues is motivated by self-interest, with fairness enabling important 

mechanisms for maximizing outcomes. Based on equity theory (Adams, 1965), distributive 

justice assumes employees prefer outcomes that are distributed equitably; rewards should be 

decided based on individual ratios of input and performance (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). 

Procedural justice assumes employees value fair procedures that are used to arrive at equitable 

outcomes. From an equity perspective, both types of justice emphasize performance-based 

reward systems (Lam et al., 2002), where an organization’s rules and policies allow people to 

pursue personal outcomes. Identifying the self as an entity beyond a group, people with high 

individualism think highly of self-achievement, competiveness, and autonomy, and maximize 

personal outcomes (Lam et al., 2002; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). When they perceive 

outcomes and procedures of a reward system are fair, they expend more effort to achieve 

personal goals. If personal values and goals are congruent with pay-for-performance systems, 

employees with high individualism might demonstrate higher AOC. In contrast, embedding 

themselves in a group, people with low individualism value shared goals, cooperation, group 

harmony, and solidarity, and sacrifice self-interest for group interests (Wagner III, 1995).They 

have concerns that pay-for-performance destroys harmonious, interpersonal relationships 

among group members because of a perception of conflict between equitable reward 

allocation and their own value system (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). Since individuals with 

low individualism focus on collective success, in light of the expectancy-valence framework, 

they are less motivated, and thus less likely to increase AOC because they are reluctant to 

accept equitable rules in a reward system psychologically. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 3. Organizational justice perceptions more strongly relate to affective 

organizational commitment for employees with high rather than low individualism. 
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Cultural values influence trust formation (Chathoth, Mak, Sim, Jauhari, & Manaktola, 

2011), and according to Mayer et al. (1995), employees trust an organization because they are 

confident in the organization’s trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, and integrity), and have 

a strong propensity to trust. Based on Mayer et al.’s discussion of integrity, justice reflects 

organizational trustworthiness among employees. On the basis of the instrumental and 

expectancy-valence perspectives discussed above, individualists emphasizes self-interest and 

react more strongly to justice perceptions in relation to rewards based on individual 

performance (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002), and have a greater propensity to trust (Huff & 

Kelley, 2005). Therefore, when perceiving justice, high-individualism employees have a 

stronger likelihood to trust in an organization. An individualism orientation may also 

influence the trust-commitment relationship. As instrumental perspective suggested, for low- 

individualism employees, perhaps no matter how much they trust an organization, they put 

group interests above self-interests. Relative to high-individualism employees, they naturally 

have a stronger propensity to commitment (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), which benefits 

collective interests in an organization. When this is the case, low-individualism employees’ 

commitment depends less on trust in an organization. Thus, it is expected that when trusting 

in an organization, employees with high individualism are more likely to increase AOC: 

Hypothesis 4. Individualism moderates both stages of the indirect relationships 

between justice perceptions and affective organizational commitment via organizational trust, 

such that the organizational justice perception/organizational trust (H4a) and the 

organizational trust/affective organizational commitment (H4b) relationships are stronger 

when individualism is high rather than low. 

The Role of Power distance 

Power distance (PD) is the extent to which less powerful people accept unequal 

distribution of power in organizations or institutions (Hofstede, 1980). Individuals with low 

PD expect authorities (e.g., supervisors and the top managers) to consult with them and allow 

participation in decision-making. Individuals with high PD are more willing to accept 

inequalities and submit to authorities (Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000; Lam et al., 2002), 

without expecting input into the top-down decision-making (Begley et al., 2002; Lam et al., 

2002). Although individuals with low PD are more likely to build closer relationships with 

authorities, those with high PD prefer a safe distance from authorities (Begley et al., 2002).  
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The moral perspective is of great significance in explaining the influence of PD on 

justice effects (Shao et al., 2013). As per the moral perspective, employees care about justice 

because treating people unfairly violates ethical and moral norms. Employees with high PD 

are less likely to question the morality of the actions of the authorities; they are more likely to 

perceive the fair or unfair treatment from the authorities as morally acceptable and have 

greater tolerance about injustice (Shao et al., 2013). On the other hand, equity-based pay-for-

performance allocation constrains managers from making arbitrary decisions (Lam et al., 

2002), which, based on the value system of employees low on PD, are usually deemed to lack 

of adequate ethics and moralities. In light of the expectancy-valence framework, employees 

with low PD tend to be more motivated and satisfied with the practices reflecting distributive 

and procedural justice in terms of outcomes and processes of reward allocation. This tendency 

may make them be more willing to develop high-quality exchanges with decision makers.  

Extant research suggests that the strength of social exchange, based on employee-

organization relationships, is established on the norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964; Westphal & 

Zajac, 1997). From a social exchange perspective, the justice-AOC relationship may be 

influenced by employee acceptance of the reciprocity norm (Andrews et al., 2008). Since 

employees with high PD avoid close relationships with authorities, they prefer “deference, 

respect, loyalty, and dutifulness” (Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007, p. 717) over negotiation 

regarding up-down decision-making; they are less likely to rely on the reciprocity norm in 

employment relationships due to their strong deference to authority figures (Farh et al., 2007). 

Employees with low PD develop close relationships with authorities, which may build an 

atmosphere of interaction and negotiation , and promote employee reliance on the reciprocity 

norm (Farh et al., 2007), increasing involvement in social exchanges. Therefore, social 

exchange relationships between justice perceptions and AOC might be influenced by 

employee PD orientation. 

Hypothesis 5. Organizational justice perceptions more strongly relate to affective 

organizational commitment for employees with low rather than high power distance. 

Trust is based on social interactions (Tan & Chee, 2005) and relationships 

(Schoorman et al., 2007). Formation of trust in an organization requires employees to have 

interactions with authorities such as top managers, general decision-makers, and other actors 

(e.g., supervisors) (Tan & Tan, 2000). Low PD promotes individuals to engage in social 

interactions and develop strong relationships with authorities (Begley et al., 2002). These 

close relationships subsequently foster employee knowledge on the trustworthiness of 
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authorities if their manners of treating employees are perceived to be morally acceptable and 

trustworthy. Indeed, the fair treatment employees receive from authorities meets their 

morality-based values and promotes a high intrinsic valence for authorities’ moral practices. 

As stated previously, employees high in PD accept distance from authorities so developing 

trust depends less on interactions and the norm of reciprocity (Farh et al., 2007). Compared 

with those low in PD, they care less about moral issues (Shao et al., 2013). Moral treatment, 

thereby, may be less important for high-PD employees to assess authorities’ trustworthiness. 

When receiving fair treatment, low-PD employees are more willing to trust in the 

organization to assist social exchange relationships, and facilitate fulfillment of reciprocity 

norm. Trust in an organization might also interact with PD—reflecting employee dependence 

on reciprocity norm (Farh et al., 2007) and moral standards (Shao et al., 2013)—to influence 

employees’ reciprocal attitudes (e.g., AOC) toward the organization. Since low-PD 

employees’ trust builds partially on authorities’ compliance with moral norms, in line with 

their value orientation, they have greater tendency to further commit to the organization as a 

type of reciprocation. Hence it is proposed: 

Hypothesis 6. Power distance moderates both stages of the indirect relationships 

between justice perceptions and affective organizational commitment via organizational trust, 

such that the organizational justice perception/organizational trust (H6a) and the 

organizational trust/affective organizational commitment (H6b) relationships are stronger 

when power distance is low rather than high.  

National and individual differences of cultural value effects  

Although justice judgment is applicable in most situations, justice judgments may 

differ among nations/cultures due to societal differences in norms and values (Kim, Weber, 

Leung, & Muramoto, 2010; Tata, Fu, & Wu, 2003). Consequently, employee justice 

judgments and reactions may vary among cultures. At the individual level, high individualism 

and low PD promote positive reactions to organizational justice. As a Western country, 

Australia has high individualism and low PD (Hofstede, 1980), and may as a nation hold 

positive reactions to organizational justice. Asian countries such as China and South Korea 

have low individualism and high PD (Hofstede, 1980), suggesting  people from these 

countries have weaker reactions to organizational justice. According to Tung (2008), there are 

variations in individualism and PD at the individual level within each country. Western 

countries typically have well-developed legislative frameworks that address workplace 
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relations, making access to organizational justice more prevalent than in non-Western 

countries. This study proposes that individual-level differences in reactions to organizational 

justice are weaker in countries in which organizational justice is available readily (e.g., 

Australia) in comparison to countries in which access to organizational justice is limited (e.g., 

China and South Korea).  

Hypothesis 7. Among Chinese and South Korean employees, in comparison to 

Australian employees, organizational justice perceptions more strongly relate to affective 

organizational commitment when individualism is high rather than low. 

Hypothesis 8. Among Chinese and South Korean employees, in comparison to 

Australian employees, organizational justice perceptions more strongly relate to affective 

organizational commitment when power distance is low rather than high. 

Social exchange is universal and elaborated in most cultures (Cosmides & Tooby, 

1992), and varies with both individual (Cohen & Keren, 2008; Farh et al., 2007) and national 

values (Shao et al., 2013). Since individual values might be different from national values 

(Fischer, Vauclair, Fontaine, & Schwartz, 2010), the strength of individual values’ 

moderating effects might be different in disparate cultures. Following propositions regarding 

cross-cultural differences in the moderating effects of individualism and PD on the overall 

justice-AOC relationship (Hypotheses 7 and 8), this study proposes: 

Hypothesis 9. Among Chinese and South Korean employees, in comparison to 

Australian counterparts, the justice perception/organizational trust (H9a) and the 

organizational trust/affective organizational commitment (H9b) relationships are stronger 

when individualism is high rather than low. 

Hypothesis 10. Among Chinese and South Korean employees, in comparison to 

Australian counterparts, the justice perception/organizational trust (H10a) and the 

organizational trust/affective organizational commitment (H10b) relationships are stronger 

when power distance is low rather than high. 

Methods 

Sample and procedure 

As with Study 1, participants were employees from 65 universities across China, 

South Korea, and Australia. The data collection procedure (including the procedure for 
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questionnaire translation) was the same with Study 1, which is detailed in Chapter 3. Table 

4.1 summarizes the response rate and demographic information.  

Table 4. 1. Response rates and sample demographics. 

 China Korea Australia Total 

Response rate (%) 46.6 4.2 10.7 8.4 

Female (%) 57.3 21.9 59.1 45.8 

Average age (year) 31.9 48.6 48.3 43.1 

Average education level  

(% with average education level) 

Master 

(44.9) 

PhD 

(81.0) 

PhD 

(63.3) 

PhD 

(53.8) 

Employed academic (%) 69.6 85.5 73.4 76.3 

Employed full time (%) 88.5 94.2 76.4 86.4 

Average tenure (year) 5.7 10.5 7.7 8.0 

Number of organizations 32 27 6 65 

Sample size 227 242 237 706 

Gender = male/female, job category = academic/non-academic, job status = full time/part time, 

education = Bachelor or below/Master/PhD. 

Measures 

Following Study 1, Study 2 employed the same measures for distributive justice (DJ), 

procedural justice (PJ), affective organizational commitment (AOC), and organizational trust 

(OT), and controlled the same demographic variables. Scales developed by Dorfman and 

Howell (1988) for Hofstede’s (1980) cultural values at the individual level were used to 

measure individualism (six-item) and power distance (PD) (six-item). An example item for 

individualism/collectivism was “Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.” 

All items were coded positively for collectivism, and hence, reverse-coded for individualism. 

An example item for PD was “Managers should make most decisions without consulting 

subordinates.” Except for demographic variables, the six multi-item scales were measured 

using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Analyses  

To examine discriminant validity for the constructs (i.e., distributive justice, 

procedural justice, trust, AOC, individualism, and PD), I conducted confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA) using AMOS 20 (maximum likelihood). Following methods used by Kim et 

al. (2010), I subsequently conducted a multi-group CFA to assess whether the six measures 

were comparable across countries. I tested the justice–AOC relationships using multiple 

regression, and used Baron and Kenny’s (1986) methods to test the mediating effects of trust 
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on these relationships. To test the effects of moderation and country differences, I conducted 

hierarchical regression separately for each overall justice–AOC relationship and each stage of 

the trust-mediated justice–AOC relationships. For example, when testing moderation of 

individualism on the overall distributive justice–AOC relationship, in Step 1 I entered 

demographic and control variables with distributive justice and individualism in the 

regression equation for AOC. In Step 2, I loaded the interaction of distributive justice and 

individualism (i.e., distributive justice × individualism) into the equation. In Step 3, I entered 

four two-way interactions, created by multiplying distributive justice and individualism by 

each country dummy variable. In Step 4, I entered two three-way interactions (distributive 

justice × individualism × China and distributive justice × individualism × South Korea). 

Independent and moderating variables were mean-centered before computing interactions and 

entering the regression equations (Aiken & West, 1991). In regression analyses, Country 

(Australia = 0), gender (female = 0), job category (non-academic = 0) and job status (part-

time = 0) were dummy coded.  

A moderating effect was concluded if the two-way interaction in Step 2 was 

significant, and Australia–China or Australia–South Korea differences were concluded if the 

corresponding three-way interaction in Step 4 was significant (Pedhazur, 1982). I followed 

Aiken and West (1991) and plotted the simple slopes for significant two-way interactions to 

determine direction. For significant three-way interactions, I plotted the simple slopes of 

moderation for all countries to examine country disparities more closely. 

Results 

Results of the CFA showed that the six-factor model fit the data (χ
2
 = 1968.59, χ

2
/df = 

3.61, SRMR = 0.06 , RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.90), and all factor loadings were greater than 

twice their standard errors, so the constructs demonstrated acceptable discriminant and 

convergent validities (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The six-factor model also fit the data 

better than a one-factor model (χ
2
 = 7793.22, χ

2
/df = 13.92, SRMR= 0.12, RMSEA = 0.14, 

CFI = 0.49), suggesting common method variance was not significant in the study (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Results of a multi-group CFA suggested the six-factor 

model demonstrated adequate fit for both configural (χ
2
 = 3205.43, χ

2
/df = 1.96, SRMR = 

0.07, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.89) and metric invariances (χ
2
 = 3345.03, χ

2
/df = 1.98, SRMR 

= 0.07, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.88); across countries, the pattern of fixed and free factor 

loadings was similar, and factor loadings for similar items were invariant. Therefore, it was 
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justifiable to combine data from the three countries to test hypotheses (Kim et al., 2010; 

Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). 

Means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients, and correlations for all variables 

are shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. For all three country-based samples and the full sample, the 

mean (2.09) of PD was the smallest among all six variables. However, PD was greater in 

China than in South Korea or Australia (Mean = 2.45, 2.02, 1.82, respectively). All other 

variables differed in their means across two or three countries, and country differences in 

correlations were found. For example, the correlation between PD and procedural justice was 

smaller in Australia (r = –0.05) than in both South Korea (r = 0.17) and China (r = 0.26).  

Table 4.4 shows results for Hypotheses1 and 2. Since distributive justice and 

procedural justice correlated positively with AOC, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Concerning 

trust’s mediating role in the justice–AOC relationship, all four conditions proposed by Baron 

and Kenny (1986) were met: (1) distributive and procedural justice correlated with OT; (2) 

distributive and procedural justice correlated with AOC; (3) Trust correlated with AOC; and 

(4) the distributive justice–AOC relationship became non-significant and the procedural 

justice–AOC relationship became weaker when trust was added to the model. Thus, trust 

mediated both distributive justice–AOC and procedural justice–AOC relationships, 

supporting Hypothesis 2. 
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Table 4. 2. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and correlations for the full sample and Chinese sample. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Gender — 0.27
***

 0.28
***

 0.28
***

 0.21
***

 0.11
**

 –0.01 0.07
†
 0.10

*
 0.05 –0.03 0.16

***
 

2. Age 0.26
***

 — 0.49
***

 0.57
***

 0.27
***

 –0.01 –0.11
**

 –0.21
***

 0.18
***

 0.11
**

 0.02 0.18
***

 

3. Educational level 0.11 0.36
***

 — 0.28
***

 0.61
***

 0.11
**

 0.01 –0.22
***

 0.06 0.05 –0.07
†
 0.07

†
 

4. Tenure 0.25
***

 0.64
***

 0.05 — 0.16
***

 0.10
**

 –0.09
*
 –0.10

**
 0.11

**
 0.02 –0.03 0.20

***
 

5. Job category 0.03 0.18
**

 0.45
***

 0.02 — 0.17
***

 –0.01 –0.12
**

 –0.04 –0.01 –0.11
**

 0.02 

6. Job status 0.00 0.11
†
 0.07 0.09 0.30

***
 — 0.01 –0.03 –0.09

*
 –0.07

†
 –0.08

*
 0.06 

7. Individualism –0.09 –0.06 0.11 –0.04 –0.04 –0.07 — –0.09
*
 –0.18

***
 –0.19

***
 –0.22

***
 –0.25

***
 

8. Power distance 0.11 0.09 0.05 –0.03 –0.16
*
 –0.12

†
 –0.17

**
 — 0.03 0.06 0.09

*
 0.03 

9. Distributive justice 0.27
***

 0.10 –0.00 0.16
*
 –0.18

**
 –0.11

†
 –0.24

***
 0.26

***
 — 0.56

***
 0.45

***
 0.27

***
 

1. Procedural justice 0.18
**

 0.08 0.08 0.07 –0.04 0.02 –0.32
***

 0.31
***

 0.50
***

 — 0.63
***

 0.34
***

 

11. Organizational trust 0.06 –0.01 –0.09 0.05 –0.14
*
 –0.16

*
 –0.33

***
 0.34

***
 0.51

***
 0.51

***
 — 0.47

***
 

12. AOC 0.13
†
 0.02 –0.10 0.06 –0.11 –0.02 –0.32

***
 0.22

***
 0.48

***
 0.44

***
 0.70

***
 — 

Means Full 0.54 2.06 2.29 3.55 0.76 0.86 2.69 2.09 3.12 2.93 3.23 3.33 

 China 0.43 1.34 1.75 2.96 0.70 0.89 2.83 2.45 2.85 2.79 3.11 3.14 

SD Full 0.50 0.83 0.83 1.40 0.43 0.34 0.68 0.67 1.01 0.83 0.95 0.90 

 China 0.50 0.60 0.70 1.41 0.46 0.32 0.69 0.72 0.98 0.76 0.86 0.84 

Reliabilities Full       0.75 0.73 0.92 0.88 0.94 0.90 

 China       0.74 0.76 0.90 0.87 0.92 0.90 

Notes: N (Full sample) = 706, N (China) = 227. AOC = affective organizational commitment. Correlations for the full sample are shown in the upper 

triangular matrix, and correlations for China are shown in the lower triangular matrix. Age (year): 18–34 (1), 34–49 (2), 50 or over (3); Education: Bachelor or 

below (1), Master (2), PhD (3); Tenure (year): under 1 (1), 1–3 (2), 3–5 (3), 5–10 (4), 10 or over (5).  

   † 
p < 0.10, 

 * 
p < 0.05, 

 ** 
p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001.  
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Table 4. 3. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and correlations for the South Korean and Australian samples. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Gender — 0.31
***

 0.24
***

 0.21
**

 0.27
***

 0.04 0.01 0.10 0.17
**

 0.17
*
 0.07 0.15

*
 

2. Age 0.15
*
 — 0.47

***
 0.71

***
 0.45

***
 0.13

*
 –0.09 –0.03 0.23

***
 0.16

*
 0.05 0.17

**
 

3. Educational level 0.23
***

 0.17* — 0.28
***

 0.70
***

 0.10 0.08 –0.23
***

 0.09 0.19
**

 –0.05 0.15
**

 

4. Tenure 0.16
*
 0.30

***
 0.14

*
 — 0.25

***
 0.16

*
 –0.14

*
 0.08 0.19

**
 0.11 0.02 0.10 

5. Job category  0.23
***

 0.17
**

 0.74
***

 0.11
†
 — 0.15

*
 –0.01 –0.06 0.17

**
 0.24

***
 0.05 0.20

**
 

6. Job status 0.10 –0.09 0.14
*
 0.05 0.05 — 0.04 –0.07 0.02 –0.05 –0.01 0.06 

7. Individualism 0.10 0.07 0.06 –0.01 0.07 0.02 — –0.21
**

 –0.21
**

 –0.09 –0.15
*
 –0.25

***
 

8. Power distance 0.12
†
 –0.02 –0.12

†
 –0.12

†
 –0.09 –0.05 –0.07 — 0.17

*
 0.12

†
 0.15

*
 –0.04 

9. Distributive justice –0.01 –0.04 –0.04 –0.04 –0.07 –0.04 –0.00 –0.05 — 0.61
***

 0.39
***

 0.32
***

 

1. Procedural justice 0.00 –0.07 –0.10 –0.07 –0.12
†
 –0.02 –0.12

†
 –0.01 0.49

***
 — 0.47

***
 0.33

***
 

11. Organizational trust –0.05 –0.12
†
 –0.13

*
 –0.11

†
 –0.17

*
 0.03 –0.16

*
 0.02 0.37

***
 0.78

***
 — 0.48

***
 

12. AOC –0.04 0.14
*
 –0.13

*
 0.19

**
 –0.09 0.01 –0.20

**
 –0.03 0.18

**
 0.44

***
 0.49

***
 — 

Means Korea 0.78 2.41 2.70 4.12 0.86 0.94 2.65 2.02 3.02 2.77 3.05 3.69 

 Australia 0.41 2.40 2.41 3.52 0.73 0.76 2.58 1.82 3.48 3.24 3.53 3.15 

SD Korea 0.41 0.67 0.66 1.20 0.35 0.23 0.70 0.62 0.90 0.77 0.82 0.77 

 Australia 0.49 0.73 0.84 1.35 0.44 0.43 0.61 0.53 1.04 0.87 1.08 0.98 

Reliabilities Korea       0.81 0.72 0.89 0.86 0.93 0.90 

 Australia       0.68 0.64 0.94 0.90 0.96 0.91 

Notes: N (South Korea) = 242; N (Australia) = 237. AOC = affective organizational commitment. Correlations for South Korea are shown in the upper triangular 

matrix, and correlations for Australia are shown in the lower triangular matrix. Age (year): 18–34 (1), 34–49 (2), 50 or over (3); Education: Bachelor or below (1), 

Master (2), PhD (3); Tenure (year): under 1 (1), 1–3 (2), 3–5 (3), 5–10 (4), 10 or over (5).
 
 

 † 
p < 0.10, 

 * 
p < 0.05, 

 ** 
p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001. 
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Table 4.4. Regression results for testing the justice–AOC relationship and OT’s mediating role. 

 Organizational trust 

(OT) 

 Affective organizational 

commitment (AOC) 

Step 1 Step 2  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

China –0.24
***

 –0.08
†
  0.04 0.14

**
 0.18

***
 

South Korea –0.23
***

 –0.03  0.27
***

 0.40
***

 0.41
***

 

Gender–male 0.05 –0.03  0.05 –0.00 0.01 

Age –0.01 –0.03  0.11
*
 0.10

†
 0.11

*
 

Educational level –0.06 –0.08
†
  –0.10

†
 –0.11

*
 –0.07 

Organizational tenure –0.01 –0.02  0.07 0.07
†
 0.08

*
 

Job category–academic  –0.07 –0.04  –0.01 0.01 0.03 

Job status–full time  –0.02 –0.00  0.01 0.02 0.02 

Distributive justice  0.13
***

   0.12
**

 0.06 

Procedural justice  0.56
***

   0.34
***

 0.07
†
 

Organizational trust      0.47
***

 

∆R
2
  0.37

***
   0.16

***
 0.13

***
 

Overall R
2
 0.06 0.43  0.11 0.27 0.39 

Overall model F 6.02
***

 53.35
***

  1.71
***

 25.09
***

 4.72
***

 

Notes: N = 706. Standardized coefficients are reported. 

† 
p < 0.10, 

 * 
p < 0.05,

  ** 
p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001. 

Step 2 of Table 4.5 shows results for the moderating effects of individualism on the 

overall and indirect justice–AOC relationships. Since neither of the two-way interactions in 

Models 1 and 2 was significant in predicting AOC, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. In Stage 

1 of the mediation (i.e., the justice–trust relationship), both two-way interactions, distributive 

justice × individualism and procedural justice × individualism, were significant (see Step 2 of 

Models 3 and 4), supporting Hypothesis 4a. Figure 4.1 shows the simple slopes of these two 

interactions. Controlling the influence of country, the distributive justice–trust and procedural 

justice–trust relationships were stronger when individualism was high (slope = 0.43 and 0.78, 

p < 0.001, respectively) rather than low (slope = 0.33 and 0.59, p < 0.001, respectively). The 

two-way interaction by individualism and trust was not significant (see Step 2 of Model 5), 

suggesting the second stage of the mediation was not moderated by individualism. Thus, 

Hypothesis 4b was not supported. 
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Table 4.5. Results of hierarchical regression analyses for the moderating effects of individualism 

on the overall and OT-mediated justice-AOC relationships. 

  
Overall relationship  

DJ/PJ→AOC 

 Indirect relationship 

  
 
Stage 1: 

DJ/PJ→OT 
 
Stage 2 : 

OT→AOC 

  Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 

Indep. var. → DJ PJ  DJ PJ  OT 

Step 1        

China 0.14
**

 0.15
**

  –0.12
*
 –0.08

*
  0.20

***
 

Korea 0.35
***

 0.39
***

  –0.12
**

 –0.04  0.41
***

 

Gender–male 0.01 0.01  –0.00 –0.01  0.01 

Age 0.09
†
 0.10

*
  –0.04 –0.03  0.11

**
 

Educational level –0.07 –0.08
†
  –0.05 –0.07  –0.05 

Organizational tenure 0.05 0.06  –0.05 –0.02  0.07
†
 

Job category–academic  0.01 –0.01  –0.04 –0.06  0.02 

Job status–full time  0.02 0.02  0.00 –0.01  0.02 

Distributive justice (DJ) 0.27
***

   0.40
***

   0.05 

Procedural justice (PJ)  0.37
***

   0.61
***

  0.07 

Organizational Trust (OT)       0.46
***

 

Individualism –0.20
***

 –0.17
***

  –0.14
***

 –0.10
**

  –0.13
***

 

∆R
2
 0.23

***
 0.28

***
  0.25

***
  0.43

***
  0.41

***
 

Step 2        

Indep. var. × individualism 0.05 0.05  0.06
†
 0.09

**
  0.04 

∆R
2
 0.00 0.00  0.00

†
 0.01

**
  0.00 

Step 3        

Indep. var. × China 0.11
*
 –0.04  0.01 –0.21

***
  0.12

**
 

Individualism × China 0.04 0.02  0.00 –0.04  0.07 

Indep. var. × Korea 0.03 –0.08
†
  –0.01 –0.20

***
  –0.00 

Individualism × Korea 0.06 0.02  0.08 0.00  0.02 

∆R
2
 0.01 0.00  0.00  0.03

***
   0.01

*
 

Step 4        

Indep. var. × individualism × China –0.02 0.05  –0.01 0.05  –0.02 

Indep. var. × individualism × Korea –0.06 –0.05  –0.07 –0.01  0.03 

∆R
2
 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 

        

Overall R
2 
 0.24 0.29  0.26 0.47  0.42 

Overall model F 12.63
***

 16.84
***

  14.02
***

 36.05
***

  25.88
***

 

Notes: N = 706. Standardized coefficients are reported. AOC: affective organizational commitment. 

† 
p < 0.10, 

 * 
p < 0.05, 

** 
p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001. 
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(a) (b) 

Figure 4. 1. Simple slopes for the effects of individualism with distributive justice (PJ) (a) and 

procedural justice (PJ) (b) on organizational trust (OT) for the full sample 

As shown in Table 4.6, results did not support Hypothesis 5 in that both two-way 

interactions of PD by two justice perceptions were not significant in predicting AOC (see Step 

2 of Models 1 and 2). Due to that the two-way interaction by procedural justice and PD but 

not that by distributive justice and PD, was significant for Stage 1 of the mediation, 

Hypothesis 6a was only partially supported. Figure 4.2 shows the simple slopes related to the 

moderating effect of PD on the procedural justice–trust relationship. Controlling the influence 

of country, the procedural justice–trust relationship was stronger when PD was low (slope = 

0.81, p < 0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.54, p < 0.001). As the two-way interaction by trust 

and PD in Step 2 of Model 5 was not significant for the second stage (i.e., trust–AOC 

relationship) of the mediation, Hypothesis 6b was not supported. 
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Table 4.6. Results of hierarchical regression analyses for the moderating effects of power 

distance on the overall and indirect justice-AOC relationships. 

  
Overall relationship  

DJ/PJ→AOC 

 Indirect relationship 

  
 
Stage 1: 

DJ/PJ→OT 
 
Stage 2 : 

OT→AOC 

  Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 

Indep. var. → DJ PJ  DJ PJ  OT 

Step 1        

China 0.10
†
 0.13

**
  –0.19

***
 –0.14

**
  0.21

***
 

Korea 0.34
***

 0.39
***

  –0.14
**

 –0.05  0.42
***

 

Gender–male 0.01 0.01  –0.02 –0.03  0.02 

Age 0.10
†
 0.10

*
  –0.04 –0.03  0.12

*
 

Educational level –0.10
*
 –0.11

*
  –0.06 –0.08

†
  –0.08

†
 

Organizational tenure 0.06 0.07
†
  –0.03 –0.01  0.07

*
 

Job category–academic  0.02 0.00  –0.02 –0.04  0.03 

Job status–full time  0.03 0.02  0.01 –0.00  0.02 

Distributive justice (DJ) 0.30
***

   0.41
***

   0.06
†
 

Procedural justice (PJ)  0.40
***

   0.61
***

  0.07
†
 

Organizational Trust (OT)       0.48
***

 

Power distance (PD) 0.01 –0.01  0.12
**

 0.08
*
  –0.05 

∆R
2
 0.19

***
 0.26

***
  0.24

***
  0.43

***
   0.39

***
 

Step 2        

Indep. var. × PD 0.00 –0.04  –0.01 –0.12
***

  0.05 

∆R
2
 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.01

***
  0.00 

Step 3        

Indep. var. × China 0.14
**

 –0.01  0.02 –0.17
***

  0.12
**

 

PD × China 0.08 0.07  0.10 0.08  0.01 

Indep. var. × Korea 0.06 –0.07  –0.02 –0.19
***

  0.00 

PD × Korea –0.04 –0.04  0.01 0.01  –0.04 

∆R
2
 0.02

**
 0.01

†
  0.00  0.03

***
   0.01

**
 

Step 4        

Indep. var. × PD × China –0.11
†
 –0.05  –0.10 –0.12

*
  0.02 

Indep. var. × PD × Korea 0.03 0.04  –0.03 –0.06  0.03 

∆R
2
 0.01

*
 0.00  0.00 0.00

*
  0.00 

        

Overall R
2 
 0.22 0.27  0.25 0.47  0.41 

Overall model F 11.13
***

 15.01
***

  13.24
***

 35.77
***

  25.07
***

 

Notes: N = 706. Standardized coefficients are reported. AOC: affective organizational commitment.  

 † 
p < 0.10, 

* 
p < 0.05, 

** 
p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001. 
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Figure 4.2. Simple slopes for the effects of power distance (PD) with procedural justice (PJ) on 

organizational trust (OT) for the full sample 

To further explore to which degree that the trust-mediated effect of justice on AOC 

may have been moderated by individualism and power distance, the conditional effect of 

justice on AOC via trust across high and low levels of moderators was tested using process 

analyses based on 2,000 bootstrapping samples (Hayes, 2013; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 

2007). Results showed that the indirect effect of distributive justice was greater at the high 

(effect = 0.21, 90% bias-corrected CI = 0.17 to 0.26) rather than low (effect = 0.14, 90% bias-

corrected CI = 0.10 to 0.19) level of individualism (effect difference = 0.07, p < 0.05). The 

indirect effect of procedural justice was greater at the high (effect = 0.37, 90% bias-corrected 

CI = 0.31 to 0.44) rather than low (effect = 0.24, 90% bias-corrected CI = 0.18 to 0.31) level 

of individualism (effect difference = 0.13, p < 0.05). By contrast, the indirect effect of 

procedural justice trended to be greater at the low (effect = 0.34, 90% bias-corrected CI = 

0.26 to 0.42) rather than high (effect = 0.28, 90% bias-corrected CI = 0.22 to 0.36) level of 

power distance (effect difference = 0.06, n.s.) 

I examined whether Australia differed from either China or South Korea in these two-

way interactions in subsequent steps of a hierarchical regression analysis. From Step 4 of 

Table 4.5, none of the three-way interactions among justice perceptions, individualism, and 

countries were significant. Therefore, Hypotheses 7 and 9 were not supported.  

As for the interactions related to PD, results (Table 4.6, Step 4) showed that only the 

interaction among distributive justice, PD, and China (i.e., Australia versus China) was 
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marginally significant in predicting AOC. Thus, Hypothesis 8 was supported marginally for 

the Australia-China difference, but not for the Australia-South Korea difference. The simple 

slopes of the moderating effects of PD on the distributive justice–AOC relationship for the 

three countries are shown in Figure 4.3. A simple slope test indicated that among Chinese 

employees, the distributive justice–AOC relationship was stronger when PD was low (slope = 

0.47, p < 0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.26, p < 0.01). Slopes of distributive justice across 

low and high levels of PD were different (difference = 0.21, p < 0.05). For South Korean and 

Australian employees, the distributive justice–AOC relationship was stronger when PD was 

high (slopes = 0.34, p < 0.01 and 0.21, p < 0.05, respectively) rather than low (slope = 0.18, p 

< 0.001 and 0.14, n.s., respectively). However, slope differences were non-significant (slope 

different = 0.16, n.s. and 0.07, n.s., respectively).  

 

   

(a) China (b) South Korea (c) Australia 

 

Figure 4.3. Simple slopes for the moderating effect of power distance (PD) on the relationship 

between distributive justice (DJ) and affective organizational commitment (AOC) across three 

countries 

Step 4 of Table 4.6 shows that in the mediation justice–AOC relationship, only the 

interaction among procedural justice, PD, and China (i.e., Australia versus China) was 

significant in predicting trust. Hence, Hypothesis 10b was not supported; Hypothesis 10a was 

partially supported for the Australia-China difference, but not supported for the Australia-

South Korea difference. A simple slope test showed that among Chinese and South Korean 
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employees, the procedural justice–trust relationship was stronger when PD was low (slope = 

0.63, p < 0.001 and 0.59, p < 0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.32, p < 0.01 and 0.43, p < 

0.001, respectively). The slope difference was significant for China (slope difference = 0.31, p 

< 0.001), but not significant for South Korea (slope difference = 0.16, n.s.). For Australian 

employees, the procedural justice–trust relationship was stronger when PD was high (slope = 

1.00, p < 0.001) rather than low (slope = 0.92, p < 0.001), and the slope difference was non-

significant (slope difference = 0.08, n.s.). Figure 4.4 plots the simple slopes.  

 

   

(a) China (b) South Korea (c) Australia 

Figure 4. 4. Simple slopes for the moderating effect of power distance (PD) on the relationship 

between procedural justice (PJ) and organizational trust (OT) across three countries 

Discussion 

General findings 

This study explores the moderating effects of individual-level individualism and PD 

on the justice–AOC relationship in a cross-cultural setting involving China, South Korea, and 

Australia. Extending extant research that examines moderation of individual values on the 

total effects of justice (e.g., Lam et al., 2002; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002), this study also 

investigates moderation of individualism and PD in two stages of the trust-mediated 

relationship between justice and AOC. Results for the full sample suggest individualism and 

PD do not moderate the overall justice–AOC relationship, but moderate parts of the justice-
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trust–AOC relationship. Further analyses demonstrated slight cross-cultural differences for 

moderation of PD in both overall and trust-mediated justice–AOC relationships. 

At the individual level, moderations of individualism were different in the overall and 

trust-mediated justice–AOC relationships. Results suggest that regardless of country, 

individualism does not moderate the total effects of justice perceptions on AOC. This finding 

accords with that found by Ramamoorthy and Flood (2002). Controlling for country and other 

demographics, individualism alters trust’s mediation mechanism in the justice–AOC 

relationship. For employees with higher individualism, once they perceive higher distributive 

or procedural justice, they increase trust in the organization, leading to higher AOC. Trust 

explains AOC development in this process. For the trust-mediated justice–AOC relationship, 

individualism influenced the first stage positively—the justice–trust relationship—but not the 

second stage—the trust–AOC relationship. This suggests that although it is universal that trust 

and reciprocation are mutually supportive to improve social exchange (Blau, 1964), the 

interaction between reciprocity norm and trust prior to further actions (e.g., exhibition of 

AOC) is stronger for employees with high rather than low individualism. No cultural 

differences across the countries were found regarding moderation by individualism in the 

justice–trust link, suggesting moderation by individualism in trust development through 

justice occurs at the individual employee level, at least in the cross-cultural context I examine, 

and may be generalizable. Further research is recommended.  

Similar to individualism, moderation roles by PD in the total effects and trust-

mediated effects of justice on AOC were different. For example, controlling for the influence 

of country and other demographics, PD did not moderate the total effects of justice on AOC. 

Further results demonstrate this finding varied across the three countries. Similar to Farh et 

al.’s (2007) investigation in China, the present study suggests Chinese participants with low 

rather than high PD were more likely to reciprocate an organization’s positive conduct (e.g., 

distributive justice) with AOC. For Korean and Australian participants, this situation was 

different in that those with high rather than low PD used AOC to reciprocate distributive 

justice, even though findings suggest this tendency was not significant. In comparison to 

China, recent societal development has moved South Korea closer to Western cultures (Rubin 

et al., 2006). Hofstede (1980) suggests that regarding national culture, most Western countries 

are low and most Eastern countries high on PD. In this study and consistent with Hofstede, 

China ranked higher on PD than South Korea, which in turn ranked higher than Australia 

(Tables 4.2 and 4.3). It may be concluded that during commitment development, employees 
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with lower PD from higher PD countries (e.g., China) are more sensitive to distributive justice, 

although further confirmation is warranted. This might be due to conflict between national 

culture and individual values. Extant research suggests some cultural values are manifested 

differently at country and individual levels (Fischer et al., 2010; Tung, 2008). At the country 

level, PD links to inequality of power distribution in society (Hofstede, 1980). In a high PD 

country, employees with high PD may not experience strong negative reactions to an 

organization’s unfairness in decision outcomes because they view these inequalities as 

acceptable, deferring to broader societal environment. Employees with low PD orientation are 

more likely to conflict with a high PD national culture, and disrespect traditional, countrywide 

inequalities instead perceiving an expectation of more fairness.  

In the full sample, moderation by PD exists in the process of procedural justice 

influencing AOC through trust indirectly. Employees with low rather than high PD are more 

willing to reciprocate organizations with AOC through building trust. However, PD was not 

found to alter trust’s mediation from distributive justice to AOC. Similar to individualism, PD 

moderated only the first stage of the trust-mediated justice–AOC relationship; it influenced 

the indirect effect of procedural justice on AOC primarily through the moderation on the 

procedural justice–trust relationship. These findings are distinct from Begley et al. (2002), 

whose results suggest PD moderates the distributive justice–trust but not the procedural 

justice–trust relationship. Considering Begley et al. (2002) study affective trust in supervisors 

not organizations, this paper argues PD plays diverse moderating roles in the relationships of 

various types of justice, with different forms of trust. Therefore, whether differences in 

moderation by PD are caused by trust referents remains an important issue future research 

should address. Results suggest cross-cultural disparities for moderation by PD in the trust-

mediated procedural justice–AOC link. Among Chinese employees, those with low rather 

than high PD were more likely to repay employers’ procedural justice with higher AOC 

through a mediated psychological process involving trust development. Australians with high 

rather than low PD have the potential to be involved in this mediated procedural justice–AOC 

exchange. These findings suggest Chinese employees with low rather than high PD have 

stronger social exchange awareness and sense of reciprocity, and attach more importance on 

trust ideology in the exchange process. High-PD Australian employees preferred social 

exchanges related to trust more than low-PD employees did, and South Korea appeared closer 

to China in that high-PD employees demonstrated a stronger procedural justice–trust 
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relationship than low-PD employees did, though this relationship was not significant (Figure 

4.4).  

Strengths and Limitations 

This study adds knowledge to social exchange theory by introducing a model that 

incorporates a mediator and moderators that involve individual cultural values and 

relationships between social exchange variables in a cross-cultural context. This study is 

among the first to examine the moderating effects of individual values on overall social 

exchange relationships, and the mediated social exchange process cross-culturally. Results 

somewhat accord with findings of extant social exchange studies concerning individual values’ 

moderation (Farh et al., 2007; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). The examination conducted in 

the present study suggests individual values might moderate indirect relationships among 

workplace variables. Simultaneous examination of moderators and mediators develops new 

insight to test individual values’ influences empirically on employee-organization 

relationships. This study also adds empirical evidence to the application of level of analysis 

(Kirkman et al., 2006) when incorporating cultural values in organizational research. Cross-

cultural comparisons of personal values’ effects suggest national cultures differ from 

individual values. For example, low-PD employees from high-PD countries (e.g., China) are 

less likely to tolerate inequalities in decision-making procedures in comparison to high-PD 

employees, suggesting conflicts exist between country and individual values. Results reflect 

both inter- and intra-cultural disparities in cultural values (Tung, 2008). Cross-cultural 

examination of organizational justice contributes to theory development of justice research 

internationally (Greenberg, 2001). Extending extant research that compares justice 

perceptions among countries, the introduction of the influences of individual values in this 

study provides a more comprehensive perspective for establishing a cross-cultural research 

framework of organizational justice. To develop a mature theory that connects culture and 

justice (Greenberg, 2001), future cross-cultural studies should continue to consider both 

country- and individual-level differences when investigating justice issues. 

This study includes limitations that offer opportunities for future research. The first 

limitation is that data were collected using self-report surveys, which may have caused 

common method biases. However, biases were not significant according to results of a CFA. 

Since moderation is the focus of this study, common method biases are less likely to influence 

variable interactions (Crampton & Wagner, 1994). Future research should reduce this concern 
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by collecting multi-source data. The second limitation is that not all dimensions of justice, 

trust, and commitment were examined. Although this study is based on employee-

organization exchanges, variables related to supervisors might have influenced results. Future 

research should apply more forms of justice, trust, and commitment. Since few hypotheses 

concerning interaction effects were supported strongly, it is difficult to draw a general 

conclusion. Australia-China differences in PD’s moderation might have appeared by chance, 

given that most hypotheses regarding cross-cultural differences were not supported. Future 

research should use other samples from China and Australia to verify findings. One reason for 

lack of statistical support might be due to unsatisfactory measurement reliabilities (Berndt, 

Laychak, & Park, 1990) for cultural values. Similar to Clugston et al. (2000), individualism 

and PD exhibited moderate reliabilities for the full sample and the three country-based 

samples (most were lower than 0.80). Future research should use alternate measures for 

individualism and PD, or follow Vitell, Paolillo, and Thomas (2003) and mix items developed 

by various scholars. Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions originate at the country level. 

Although I employ a redesigned instrument at the individual level, issues concerning results 

might arise from differences in the structures of national and individual values (Fischer et al., 

2010). Future research should apply individual values from other culture-related models (e.g., 

Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961) that can focus more specifically on the individual level.  

Practical Implications 

Despite limitations, results from this study have important implications for 

international managers. This study helps managers understand differences between 

universality and particularity regarding individual value influences on employee reactions to 

organizational justice. For example, in a broad international context, individual values may 

not influence social exchange-based attitudes (e.g., AOC). However, in some countries, 

individual values might produce influences. Multinational organizations might need to 

operate two supplementary sets of management practices, one applied to all countries and the 

other as a supplement applied to a specific country.  

Managers should be aware that individual values interact with national cultures to 

influence employee reactions to justice. These two levels of values function in terms of 

conflict and congruence, depending on the types of values. The present findings suggest that 

managers should not take it for granted that all employees from a particular country respect 

and accept the values endorsed at the country level. Specifically, employees with low PD in a 
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high PD country and those with high PD in a low PD country tend to experience conflicts 

raised by the deviance of personal values from national cultures regarding attitudes to power 

inequalities. Therefore, when operating business in a specific culture, it is important to deal 

with this type of conflict in compensation and motivation management. Specifically in reward 

allocation, it is recommended that equity and equality can be considered simultaneously, 

which may cater to people with different personal values. One approach is to adopt 

componential rewards. For instance, the component of base salary that is the same for all 

comparable employees reflects the rule of equality, and the component of pay-for-

performance reward that is viable among employees reflects the rule of equity. The 

combination of different reward components may be able to balance the conflicts caused by 

values from different levels. Another approach, which might be more flexible, is to employ 

optional rewards. For example, employees are allowed to choose the reward program that fits 

their own preferences or needs from a number of options, which may be based on various 

rules such as equity, equality, or a combination of different rules.  

Interactions between national and personal values may be interesting to managers 

when they consider interactions between employee personal values and organizational values 

during policy-making. For example, if an organizational goal is maintaining stability, 

managers might prefer recruiting applicants whose individual values are consistent with the 

organization’s culture since these applicants are more compatible with the rules and goals of 

the organization. However, although researchers contend that it is organizational culture that 

leads the recruitment process (Swart & Kinnie, 2003), the literature suggests that the strength 

of organizational culture is difficult to measure (O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; 

Saffold, 1988), particularly the culture that organizations under reform intend to create in the 

future. This potential flaw makes the person-organizational culture fit difficult to predict in a 

changing process. Thus, human resource managers should be able to identify the 

organization’s culture at different developmental stages, so as to facilitate the recruitment and 

selection process. 

Also, managers need to understand employees’ preferences for various types of justice 

based on disparate individual values. To cater to strategic goals, organizations should 

emphasize different types of justice. Managers should balance justice-related 

policies/outcomes and the effects of employees’ individual values to mitigate negative 

reactions from employees. 
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Conclusion 

Combining social exchange theory and Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions at the 

individual level, this cross-cultural study demonstrates the potential of individual values to 

influence the effects of justice on employee attitudes. It provides empirical findings that link 

justice-based social exchange with both national and individual cultural values. Findings 

suggest that a person’s individualism and power distance orientations moderate the indirect 

relationship between organizational justice and commitment through organizational trust. 

Moderation of these individual values in social exchange relationships varied slightly in 

China, South Korea, and Australia. This study extends previous simple moderation (Lam et 

al., 2002; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002; Shao et al., 2013) and mediation (Aryee et al., 2002) 

models into a more comprehensive model involving mediators and moderators, and offers a 

new path to study culture and organizational justice. Future studies are warranted to validate 

the research framework of this study, applying other variables for cultural values in other 

cross-cultural or multicultural contexts to advance development of knowledge regarding the 

link between culture and justice. 
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Abstract 

This study examines whether and how two individual value orientations – Doing (the 

tendency to commit to goals and hold a strong work ethic) and Mastery (an orientation toward 

seeking control over outside forces) – moderate: (a) the relationship between organizational 

justice and affective organizational commitment, and (b) the mediation role of organizational 

trust in this relationship. Hierarchical regressions were performed using 706 usable 

questionnaires collected from university employees in China, South Korea, and Australia. 

Results from the full sample showed that Doing and Mastery moderated the distributive 

justice–commitment relationship and the procedural justice–trust relationship. Comparisons 

between countries demonstrated limited cross-cultural differences. The present findings add to 

our understanding of the impact of individual differences on the relationship between justice 

and commitment, helping managers understand how employees’ reactions to justice are 

influenced by value orientations. 

Keywords: Doing orientation, Mastery orientation, Justice, Trust, Commitment, 

Cross-cultural 
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Introduction 

Justice is an important issue for organizations. Employees who perceive management 

practices to be unfair are likely to experience negative feelings, which reduce their own, and 

the organization’s, effectiveness (Wan, Sulaiman, & Omar, 2012). Recent meta-analyses 

underline the positive impact of organizational justice on various employee outcomes, 

including increased affective commitment, citizenship behavior, organizational trust, and task 

performance (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 

2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). The relationship between justice and affective commitment to the 

organization is one of the most studied (Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008), 

frequently from the perspective of social exchange (Colquitt et al., 2013). Many studies (e.g., 

Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Cheung & Law, 2008; Sousa-Lima, Michel, & Caetano, 

2013; Tremblay, Cloutier, Simard, Chenevert, & Vandenberghe, 2010) have found that the 

justice–affective commitment relationship is mediated by social exchange elements such as 

trust (Blau, 1964).  

While the literature considering the justice–commitment relationship appears well 

developed, several areas warrant further investigation. One area is the potential moderators of 

the relationship, where some researchers have called for additional exploration (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2003; Andrews et al., 2008). Recent research has shown that the formation of 

justice perceptions is substantially influenced by social contexts, cultural backgrounds, and 

values (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Scott, 2005; Greenberg, 2001), suggesting that culture is one 

potential moderating variable. Although it has been shown (Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; 

Fischer & Smith, 2006) that cultural values can influence the relationship between justice and 

affective commitment, surprisingly little is known about how this would extend to the justice–

affective commitment relationship when mediated by social exchange elements such as trust. 

A second area is the between-country differences in the moderating effects of cultural 

variables. Current empirical studies regarding the impact of culture on justice-related 

relationships, mainly fall into three categories: country-level analyses, individual-level 

analyses, and analyses addressing both of these levels (Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; 

Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013). Country-level analyses typically measure aggregate 

levels of relevant variables and consider the differences from a cultural perspective (e.g., 

Pillai, Williams, & Tan, 2001). Individual-level analyses typically sample one country, but 

may sample more than one country and combine them into a single sample. The moderating 
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effects are then considered (e.g., Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002). The question of how the 

moderating effect of individuals’ cultural values might vary between countries remains 

essentially unexplored. 

A third area is that much of the research on culture and justice utilizes Hofstede’s 

(1980, 2001) cultural dimensions. Although Hofstede’s model has provided a strong 

foundation, ignoring other cultural models might limit research findings. Moreover, 

Hofstede’s constructs were originally developed around the country level, and, recently, have 

been found to lack isomorphism between the national and individual levels (Fischer, Vauclair, 

Fontaine, & Schwartz, 2010). Hence, without strong theoretical guidance, applying 

Hofstede’s dimensions to the individual level might be feasible, but results should be treated 

with caution. To avoid these shortcomings and to generate more extensive findings, Kirkman 

et al. (2006) argue that the use of competing conceptualizations of culture such as those 

developed by Trompenaars (1993) and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) is valuable. The 

Kluckhon-Strodtbeck model has attracted substantial research lately (Bolino & Turnley, 2008; 

Maznevski, Gomez, DiStefano, Noorderhaven, & Wu, 2002; Yeganeh & Su, 2011). 

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s cultural orientations address values at the individual level more 

specifically than Hofstede’s dimensions and are receiving increasing appeals for academic 

attention in justice research (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). It has been suggested that these 

cultural orientations may affect employee attitudes in reward allocation decisions (Kirkman & 

Shapiro, 2001), an area where justice issues frequently arise (Kirkman & Shapiro, 1997). 

A fourth area is that the extant literature is predominantly from the North American 

context. Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki and Jones (2013) argue that intensive study of culture and 

justice outside of North America is imperative and promises to advance our knowledge of 

cross-cultural justice in a broader context.  

This study seeks to advance research in each of these four areas. It investigates the 

moderating effects of individual cultural values, examining both the unmediated justice–

commitment relationship and the trust-mediated (justice–trust–commitment) relationship, 

using national samples from Australia, China, and South Korea. As this study is more inclined 

to be exploratory, two cultural orientations from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) model 

are employed: Doing orientation—being goal oriented and committed to a strong work ethic, 

and Mastery orientation—believing outside forces are in one’s own control.  These two 

orientations were chosen partly because the literature has documented that they, or their 

related connotations, are connected with the dependent variable, organizational commitment 
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(Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), which may facilitate the exploration. Differences in the 

moderating effects of the Doing and Mastery orientations among these countries are also 

investigated. 

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 

Organizational Justice, Commitment, and Trust 

Organizational justice is an employee’s subjective appraisal of the ethical and moral 

appropriateness of managerial conduct (Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007). People 

usually base their judgments of organizational justice on: the distribution of outcomes 

(distributive justice), the procedures employed for distribution (procedural justice), and the 

quality of interpersonal treatment they receive from decision makers (interactional justice) 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002). Research suggests that the 

impact on employee outcomes of interactional justice, relative to distributive and procedural 

justice, is more closely related to interactions with individuals (e.g., supervisors) rather than 

with the organization as a whole (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2002). Therefore, 

this study, based on member–organization social exchange, only includes the distributive and 

procedural dimensions.  

A number of mechanisms linking justice and commitment have been proposed. For 

example, fairness in the organization may enhance employees’ perceptions of being treated 

well, which may reinforce their identification with, and emotional attachment to, the employer 

(Pare & Tremblay, 2007; Poon, 2012). However, justice effects on commitment, to a large 

extent, rely on the mechanism of trust development (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Employees 

perceiving justice expect that the organization will apply fair rules in the future, and thus be 

willing to trust, i.e., to be vulnerable to the organization (DeConinck, 2010). Prior findings 

suggest that justice strongly and positively influences trust (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 

Colquitt et al., 2001). Trust in an organization is a reflection of an employee’s recognition of 

the organization’s integrity, benevolence, and abilities (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995), 

leading the employee to endorse reciprocation in their social exchange with the organization 

(Aryee et al., 2002). Previous studies have consistently found a positive relationship between 

trust and commitment (Tan & Tan, 2000; Tremblay et al., 2010). The mediating role of trust 

in the relationship between justice and commitment has been demonstrated by several studies 

(e.g., Albrecht & Travaglione, 2003; Aryee et al., 2002; Sousa-Lima et al., 2013).  
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Cultural Value Orientations 

Since the middle of last century, researchers have proposed a number of cultural 

models (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004; Rokeach, 

1973; Schwartz, 1992; Trompenaars, 1993) to explore differences in feelings, thoughts, and 

actions between members of different groups (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). Acknowledging 

doubts about the unlimited generalizability of Hofstede’s model,  Bolino and Turnley (2008) 

argue that Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation model, one of the earliest 

frameworks for cultural difference, may provide further insights into cultural effects on justice 

and its consequences.  

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) drew on fundamental social factors that are 

common across all human groups to develop a comprehensive value-orientation model that 

can be applied to the individual level of analysis (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Maznevski 

et al., 2002). They proposed six major categories of orientations, which describe culture as a 

set of deep-level values dealing with relationships among human beings, and between humans 

and their associated environment: relational, environmental, activity, time, human nature, and 

space orientations.  (Aycan, Al-Hamadi, Davis, & Budhwar, 2007)  

According to Bolino and Turnley (2008), the value-orientation model has distinct 

advantages over other cultural models in cross-cultural justice research. For example, the 

various existing cultural models are generally classified into two categories (Brannen et al., 

2004): those describing the ways cultures vary in terms of the values expressed by their 

members (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1992; Trompenaars, 1993) and those that are 

functionally-based and rooted in societal functions or basic problems facing every society 

(e.g., Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961). Functionally-based cultural models, compared to 

others, have been argued to be more intuitive and helpful, and not overly specified for 

understanding management processes (Brannen et al., 2004). Also since organizational justice 

issues, based on equity theory, involve multiple processes such as equity evaluations and 

assessment of morality and ethics, the effects on the individual may be wide-ranging and 

complex. The comprehensive nature of functionally-based models makes them better suited to 

addressing such effects (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). Furthermore, the other category of cultural 

models are often derived from one or more functionally based cultural theories, but they 

address a much narrower set of cultural issues than the functionally based frameworks, 

particularly the value-orientation model (Brannen et al., 2004). Therefore, the value-
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orientation framework enables more specific ways to examine justice-related issues than other 

models can provide (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). Moreover, Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s value 

orientations allow researchers to gain insights into human culture from both the individual 

and societal levels (Maznevski et al., 2002; Yeganeh & Su, 2011).  

For these reasons, I apply the value-orientation framework to offer a relatively new 

perspective in empirical justice research. I specifically explore Doing and Mastery 

orientations, components of the activity and environmental categories respectively, 

considering that these two cultural orientations could be helpful in understanding employee 

attitudes in employee-organization social exchanges (Kirkman et al., 2006; Kirkman & 

Shapiro, 2001). Although the cultural orientations (e.g., individual, collective, and 

hierarchical) under the relational category are also relevant in explaining employee attitudes 

and social exchanges (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), these orientations in essence correspond 

with Hofstede’s (1980) power distance and individualism/collectivism (Maznevski et al., 

2002), which have been extensively studied in justice research. It is hoped that the 

employment of Doing and Mastery orientations can generate relatively new information for 

the literature on cross-cultural justice and social exchange.  

Doing orientation describes a view that people should continually engage in 

accomplishing tangible tasks (Maznevski et al., 2002; Yang, 2012), and reflects the extent to 

which people have a strong work ethic (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). High Doing orientation 

appears similar to, and highly correlated with, Hofstede’s (1980) masculinity (Yeganeh, 2011), 

and like people’s assertiveness (Yeganeh & Su, 2011) it underscores actions, hard work, 

initiatives, and taking charge (Joy & Kolb, 2009). People with a high Doing orientation pay 

less attention to the quality of life and human relationships (Yeganeh & Su, 2011).  

Mastery orientation emphasizes that people should control, direct, and change outside 

forces rather than submit to these forces or accept environmental harmony (Bolino & Turnley, 

2008). It is characterized by the belief that people’s success or failure should be attributed to 

one’s internal forces rather than outside forces (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001; Maznevski et al., 

2002; Yang, 2012). People with high Mastery orientation tend to assign less importance to 

having harmonious relationships with the environment (Yeganeh & Su, 2011).  

Extended to the workplace setting, different levels of Doing and Mastery reflect 

people’s tendency toward independence or their reliance on relationships in their responses to 

managerial practices (Aycan et al., 2007; Yeganeh & Su, 2011). One approach providing a 
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theoretical link between an individual’s attitudes toward relationships and the influence of 

Doing and Mastery on justice effects is the relational perspective. According to Shao et al. 

(2013), the relational perspective proposes that employees pay attention to justice because fair 

treatment maintains status and standing within a social collective, which subsequently 

contributes to their sense of self-esteem and self-worth. This perspective has developed from 

three theoretical models, the relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992), the group 

value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988), and the model of group engagement (Tyler & Blader, 

2003), all of which underscore that individuals care about their own value and importance to 

their associated groups (Shao et al., 2013). Although justice effects can also be explained by 

other perspectives (e.g., moral, instrumental, and uncertainty management) in some 

circumstances (Shao et al., 2013), the relational perspective appears to be particularly relevant, 

given that this study focuses on social exchanges that involve on-going and high-quality 

employee-organization relationships. Therefore, relying on the relational perspective, this 

study argues that, to the extent that the individual is dependent on relationships within the 

organization, a function of Doing and Mastery, their perceptions of justice may impact 

important outcomes.  

The moderating role of Doing orientation 

People with high Doing orientation continually engage in activities to accomplish 

tangible tasks, valuing achievement, assertiveness and diligence (Yeganeh & Su, 2011). 

Compared with those low on Doing orientation who value tenderness, modesty, and 

relationships, they tend to be more ambitious in the workplace (Maznevski & DiStefano, 1995; 

Yeganeh & Su, 2011). Since people high in Doing think that it is human nature to invest more 

effort into work than other activities (Maznevski et al., 2002), their sense of gratification and 

self-worth may come from the process of perfectly performing their work and also achieving 

goals. They usually do not engage in interpersonal relationships as much as those low on 

Doing (Yeganeh & Su, 2011). That is, regardless of the fairness of the organization, for 

people high in Doing, their psychological state with respect to self-esteem and self-worth is 

likely to be affected more by their own actions than by the conduct of organization (e.g., 

unfair treatment) and one’s perception of the quality of the employee–organization 

relationship. Moreover, high-Doing individuals’ orientation toward taking action equips them 

with the ability to self-generate positive affect and down-regulate negative affect, such that, 

being adept in self-regulatory processes, they are less likely to exhibit negative responses (e.g., 
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reduce commitment) to unfair treatment compared to their low-Doing counterparts (Baumann, 

Kuhl, & Kazén, 2005). Even though they also need equitable outcomes as the recognition for 

their work, their self-regulation, which is less dependent on interpersonal relationships, may 

reduce their negative reactions when perceiving injustice (Di Fabio & Palazzeschi, 2012). 

These arguments are in line with the findings of Shao et al. (2013) suggesting that the 

characteristics of Doing orientation (similar to masculinity, Yeganeh & Su, 2011) reduce 

justice effects. Therefore, I expect that organizational justice produces less impact on 

commitment for high-Doing employees. 

Hypothesis 1. Organizational justice and affective organizational commitment will be 

more strongly related for employees with low rather than high levels of Doing orientation. 

As discussed previously, employees with high levels of Doing naturally commit to 

goals and have a strong work ethic (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). Similar to those with high 

masculinity (Yeganeh & Su, 2011), they are more likely to acquire self-worth and self-esteem 

through being a doer compared to those low on Doing who might spend more energy on 

thinking, and be more concerned about interpersonal relationships within the organization 

(Shao et al., 2013). In contrast, the self-worth and self-esteem of low-Doing employees are 

largely derived from high-quality interpersonal exchanges with their organizations. Although 

the above justification for Hypothesis 1 can also apply to justice effects on trust, I provide 

additional explanations for the influence of Doing on the mediation process of trust (i.e., the 

justice–trust–commitment relationships).  

Both organizational justice and trust are pertinent to employees’ perceived quality of 

interpersonal relationships (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007; Shao et al., 2013). For 

example, justice provides information about how fairly employees are treated in the 

employee–organization exchange process (Cropanzano et al., 2002). The development of trust 

in the organization requires employees to establish mature relationships with the organization, 

through which employees can expect favorable conduct from the employer (Tan & Tan, 2000). 

Justice and trust’s emphasis on relationships suggests the potentiality that the justice–trust 

association is affected by the value offered by interpersonal relationships. In light of the 

relational perspective, employees experiencing (in)justice are likely to judge their value in an 

organization using their perceived (un)fair treatment (Shao et al., 2013). As low-Doing 

(versus high-Doing) employees place more weight on group ties and interpersonal exchange 

(Joy & Kolb, 2009; Shao et al., 2013), low-quality exchanges with the organization in the 

context of perceived injustice, may result in reduced self-worth and self-esteem. As a result, 
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low-Doing employees would react more strongly to perceptions of injustice (e.g., reduce their 

levels of trust in the organization). Since trust develops in relationships, its influence on work 

outcomes such as commitment might also vary with the extent to which employees emphasize 

interpersonal relationships. For low-Doing (versus high-Doing) employees, when they have 

higher levels of trust (a reflection of high-quality relationships), they might show higher 

levels of commitment, which in turn furthers their attachment to and relationships with the 

organization, given that they expect to gain more from the high-quality employee–

organization relationship. Thus, I propose: 

Hypothesis 2. Doing orientation moderates the two stages of the indirect relationship 

between organizational justice and affective organizational commitment via organizational 

trust, such that the organizational justice /organizational trust (H2a) and the organizational 

trust/affective organizational commitment (H2b) relationships will be stronger for employees 

with low rather than high levels of Doing orientation. 

The moderating role of Mastery orientation 

Mastery orientation describes people’s tendency to view themselves as the controllers 

of the outside forces influencing their lives (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Maznevski et al., 

2002; Yeganeh & Su, 2011). While high-Mastery people tend to have higher levels of internal 

locus of control, self-confidence, self-determination, and self-efficacy, low-Mastery people, 

who emphasize compatible interactions with outside forces,  tend to have higher levels of 

external locus of control, fatalism, and powerlessness (Finch, Shanahan, Mortimer, & Ryu, 

1991). Therefore, compared with low-Mastery people, high-Mastery individuals might 

perceive their work environment in more favorable ways. Due to their lack of confidence to 

deal with outside forces, people low on Mastery are likely to seek balanced relationships with 

these forces which offer them psychological security. When injustice exists, employees high 

on Mastery may be less concerned because they tend to view the unfair situations to be 

manageable. By contrast, although employees low on Mastery might perceive that their self-

esteem and self-worth are impaired by the unfair treatment, they are less likely to actively 

eliminate the unfairness.  Instead, they may no longer affectively commit to their current 

employers and explore other organizations where they believe harmony exists.  Thus, for 

high-Mastery employees, the influence of justice perceptions on commitment might not be as 

great as for their low-Mastery counterparts.  
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Hypothesis 3. Organizational justice and affective organizational commitment will be 

more strongly related for employees with low rather than high levels of Mastery orientation. 

In the same theoretical track, Mastery might affect the impact of justice on trust due to 

employees’ different attitudes to environmental forces. As stated earlier, while low-Mastery 

people tend to submit to outside forces and establish a harmonious relationship with the 

environment, high-Mastery counterparts prefer to control these forces to achieve their goals 

(Maznevski et al., 2002). Justice usually promotes high-quality interpersonal relationships in 

an organizational environment (Shao et al., 2013). For low-Mastery employees, justice is 

likely to fulfill their expectations of harmony, which advances their confidence in the 

organization’s trustworthiness, and thus increases their levels of trust. However, when 

perceiving injustice, they might accept unfair top-down decisions without endeavoring to 

change situations (e.g., via appeal and complaint), because they tend to regard these decisions 

as being out of their personal control. Consequently, to the extent that they perceive the 

injustice to be unchangeable, they are likely to reduce their trust, and their expectations of 

future positive treatment from the organization. By contrast, high-Mastery employees, with 

higher perceptions of control, may be better equipped to cope with injustice. Oriented toward 

personal control (Finch et al., 1991), they tend to work to eliminate or lessen injustice (e.g., 

via appeal or negotiation). Thus, compared with low-Mastery employees, their trust might be 

less influenced by (in)justice. In general, employees trusting the organization are inclined to 

affectively commit to the organization (Tan & Tan, 2000), because employees feel willing 

and obligated to reciprocate the organization’s trustworthiness with positive work attitudes 

(Aryee et al., 2002). That is, the trust–commitment relationship reflects employees’ 

willingness and obligation to reciprocate in social exchanges (Aryee et al., 2002). 

Reciprocation can help maintain harmony in social interactions (Birnberg & Snodgrass, 1988). 

Given that low-Mastery employees value harmony more than high-Mastery employees, they 

might have a greater tendency to reciprocate, that is, to show commitment, as a consequence 

of trust.  

Hypothesis 4. Mastery orientation moderates the two stages of the relationship 

between organizational justice and affective organizational commitment via organizational 

trust, such that the organizational justice/organizational trust (H4a) and the organizational 

trust/affective organizational commitment (H4b) relationships will be stronger for employees 

with low rather than high levels of Mastery orientation. 
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National differences in value orientation effects 

Social exchange principles are evident in almost all human cultures (Cosmides & 

Tooby, 1992). Based on the aforementioned hypotheses, the processes of social exchange 

might be influenced by individual value orientations. Given that cultural values are applicable 

to both individual and country levels (Kirkman et al., 2006; Maznevski et al., 2002) and tend 

to be different across these two levels (Fischer et al., 2010; Tung, 2008), one concern is 

whether the influences of value orientations at the individual level are affected by those at the 

country level (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002). In other words, it remains a question whether 

the effects of individual value orientations on social exchange relationships between justice, 

trust, and commitment are different between countries. As discussed earlier, individuals low 

on Doing and Mastery tend to care more about justice, and be more likely to engage in social 

exchange to reciprocate organizational justice and trustworthiness. When conducting 

between-country comparisons, Maznevski et al. (2002) found that Anglo cultures (e.g., 

Canada and USA) scored higher on Mastery but lower on Doing than Confucian Asian 

cultures (e.g., Taiwan). Although they did not investigate mainland China, South Korea, and 

Australia, it might be reasonable to expect that Australia, as an Anglo country, ranks higher 

on Mastery but lower on Doing than the two Confucian Asian countries, China and South 

Korea. Previous research (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002) suggests that when individual values 

are congruent with national cultural values, they exert a greater influence on employees’ 

positive reactions to social exchange-based justice perceptions. To this end, in Australia, 

relative to China and South Korea, employees are expected to be more likely to reciprocate an 

organization’s “goodness” (e.g., justice and trustworthiness) with positive attitudes (e.g., trust 

and commitment) when they have a low-Doing rather than a high-Doing orientation. 

Similarly, in China and South Korea, relative to Australia, employees are expected to have a 

greater tendency to reciprocate justice with positive attitudes when they possess a low-

Mastery rather than a high-Mastery orientation.  

Hypothesis 5. Among Australians, as compared to Chinese and South Koreans, 

organizational justice more strongly relates to affective organizational commitment for 

employees with low rather than high levels of Doing orientation. 

Hypothesis 6. Among Australians, as compared to Chinese and South Koreans, the 

organizational justice/organizational trust (H6a) and the organizational trust/affective 
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organizational commitment (H6b) relationships will be stronger for employees with low 

rather than high levels of Doing orientation. 

Hypothesis 7. Among Chinese and South Koreans, as compared to Australians, 

organizational justice more strongly relates to affective organizational commitment for 

employees with low rather than high levels of Mastery orientation.  

Hypothesis 8. Among Chinese and South Koreans, as compared to Australians, the 

organizational justice/organizational trust (H8a) and the organizational trust/affective 

organizational commitment (H8b) relationships will be stronger for employees with low 

rather than high levels of Mastery orientation. 

Method 

Participants 

The same participants in the first two studies (Chapters 3 and 4) were analyzed in this 

study. The procedures for data collection and questionnaire translation were also consistent 

with the prior two studies (see Chapter 3 for details). Response rates and demographic 

information are shown in Table 5.1. 

Table 5. 1. Response Rates and Sample Demographics 

 Australia China South Korea Total 

Response rate (%) 10.71 46.60 4.23 8.40 

Female (%) 59.07 57.27 21.90 45.75 

Academic employees (%) 73.42 69.60 85.53 76.35 

Full time employees (%)  76.37 88.55 94.21 86.40 

Average age 2.40 1.33 2.41 2.06 

Average education level 2.41 1.75 2.70 2.29 

Average tenure 3.52 2.96 4.12 3.55 

Number of universities 6 30 27 65 

Sample size 237 227 242 706 

Note. Gender = female/male; job category = non-academic/academic; job status = part-time/full-time. 

Entries for age (18–34: 1, 35–49: 2, 50 or over: 3), education (bachelor or less: 1, master: 2, doctorate: 

3), and tenure (under 1 year: 1, 1–3 years: 2, 3–5 years: 3, 5–10 years:4, 10 years or over: 5) are scale 

means. 

Measures 

The four organizational variables, distributive justice, procedural justice, 

organizational trust, and affective organizational commitment were assessed using the same 



 

 

 

 

147 

measures used in Studies 1 and 2. For the two cultural orientations, I used Maznevski and 

DiStefano’s (1995) scales to measure Doing (six-item scale) and Mastery (seven-item scale) 

orientations. An example item for Doing was “Hard work is always commendable”. An 

example Mastery item was “We can have a significant effect on the events in our lives”. One 

item for Mastery was excluded from analyses as the deletion of this item improved internal 

consistency for Chinese and South Korean samples as well as the full sample. To keep 

consistent with prior two studies, country, age, gender, education, organizational tenure, job 

status, and job category were controlled in data analyses. Country, gender, job status and 

category were dummy-coded. Except for demographic statistics, all scale items used a Likert 

response format ranging from “strongly disagree (1)” to “strongly agree (5)”. 

Analyses 

I performed confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to assess the construct validity of the 

six measures using AMOS 20. Then I adopted a multi-group CFA to examine the cross-

cultural equivalence of the measurement model, so as to assess if these measures were 

legitimately comparable across nations. Hierarchical regression analyses were employed to 

test the hypotheses. Before examining the moderating effects of cultural orientations, I also 

tested the mediating role of trust employing Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four-condition method. 

Following predecessors (e.g., Farh et al., 1997), I separately ran hierarchical regression 

analyses to examine the moderating roles of Doing and Mastery on the overall justice–

commitment relationships and each stage of the trust-mediated justice–commitment 

relationships. For cross-cultural differences in cultural orientations’ moderating effects, I 

applied further regression steps to examine the significance of the three-way interactions 

created by dummy variables for country (China =1 and South Korea = 1), independent and 

moderating variables (Kim, Weber, Leung, & Muramoto, 2010). For any significant three-

way interaction, I plotted the corresponding moderating effect for all three countries to more 

specifically identify national differences. To reduce multicollinearity in the tests for 

moderation, independent and moderating variables were mean-centered prior to calculating 

the interaction terms and running the regression analyses (Aiken & West, 1991).  

Results 

I compared the six-factor measurement model with the single-factor model in CFA. 

The six-factor model (χ2= 1886.44, df = 545, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.06, CFI = 0.91) 
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fitted the data well, indicating good discriminant validity of the measures. By contrast, the 

single-factor model (χ2= 7266.86, df = 560, RMSEA = 0.13, SRMR = 0.13, CFI = 0.50) was 

a poor fit. Therefore, the common method bias was not significant. Multi-group CFA 

demonstrated the cross-cultural equivalence of the measures at the configural (χ2= 3240.73, 

df = 1635, RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.07, CFI = 0.89) and metric (χ2= 3377.08, df = 1693, 

RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.07, CFI = 0.88) levels, suggesting that the number of factors, the 

items loaded on each factor, and the factor loadings, were invariant across nations. Table 5.2 

reports the means, standard deviations, reliabilities and correlations of the measured variables. 

Regression analyses (see Table 5.3) supported Baron and Kenny’s (1986) four 

conditions for mediation: (1) distributive and procedural justice related to trust, (2) trust 

related to commitment, (3) distributive and procedural justice related to commitment, and (4) 

the relationships between commitment and distributive and procedural justice weakened with 

the addition of trust in the regression equations. That is, organizational trust was found to 

mediate the relationships between justice perceptions and affective organizational 

commitment. 
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Table 5. 2. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations and Reliabilities 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Australia         

1. Doing orientation 3.32 0.66 (0.66)      

2. Mastery orientation 3.82 0.52 0.39
**

 (0.63)     

3. Distributive justice 3.48  1.04 0.06 0.14
*
 (0.94)    

4. Procedural justice 3.24 0.87 0.02 0.18
**

 0.49
**

 (0.90)   

5. Organizational trust 3.53  1.08 0.12 0.23
**

 0.37
**

 0.78
**

 (0.96)  

6. AOC 3.15 0.98 0.14
*
 0.16

**
 0.18

**
 0.44

**
 0.49

**
 (0.91) 

China 
        

1. Doing orientation 3.86 0.76 (0.75)      

2. Mastery orientation 3.56 0.69 0.56
**

 (0.75)     

3. Distributive justice 2.85 0.98 0.22
**

 0.28
**

 (0.90)    

4. Procedural justice 2.79 0.76 0.15
**

 0.27
**

 0.50
**

 (0.87)   

5. Organizational trust 3.11 0.86 0.25
**

 0.29
**

 0.51
**

 0.51
**

 (0.92)  

6. AOC 3.14 0.84 0.15
**

 0.20
**

 0.48
**

 0.44
**

 0.70
**

 (0.90) 

South Korea 
        

1. Doing orientation 3.59 0.63 (0.66)      

2. Mastery orientation 4.01 0.54 0.36
**

 (0.74)     

3. Distributive justice 3.02 0.90 0.29
**

 0.26
**

 (0.89)    

4. Procedural justice 2.77 0.77 0.18
**

 0.03 0.61
**

 (0.86)   

5. Organizational trust 3.05 0.82 0.18
**

 0.11 0.39
**

 0.47
**

 (0.93)  

6. AOC 3.69 0.77 0.29
**

 0.23
**

 0.32
**

 0.33
**

 0.48
**

 (0.90) 

Full sample 
        

1. Doing orientation 3.59 0.72 (0.72)      

2. Mastery orientation 3.80 0.62 0.36
**

 (0.73)     

3. Distributive justice 3.12 1.01 0.09
*
 0.24

**
 (0.92)    

4. Procedural justice 2.93 0.83  0.03 0.15
**

 0.56
**

 (0.88)   

5. Organizational trust 3.23 0.95 0.11
**

 0.19
**

 0.45
**

 0.63
**

 (0.94)  

6. AOC 3.33 0.90 0.17
**

 0.25
**

 0.27
**

 0.34
**

 0.47
**

 (0.90) 

Note. N (Australia) = 337; N (China) = 227; N (South Korea) = 242; N (Full sample) = 706. AOC = 

affective organizational commitment. Reliabilities are in parentheses. 

*
 p < 0.05. 

** 
p < 0.01. 
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Table 5.3. Regression Analysis for Total Effect Model and Mediation Model 

 Organizational trust  Affective organizational commitment 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

China –0.24
***

 –0.14
**

 –0.10
*
  0.04 0.11

*
   0.13

**
 0.18

***
 0.17

***
 

Korea –0.23
***

 –0.12
**

 –0.04  0.27
***

 0.35
***

 0.39
***

 0.41
***

 0.41
***

 

Gender 0.05 –0.01 –0.02  0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Age –0.01 –0.03 –0.03   0.11
*
 0.10

†
  0.10

*
  0.12

*
  0.12

*
 

Education –0.06 –0.07 –0.08
†
  –0.10

†
 –0.10

*
 –0.11

*
  –0.07  –0.07 

Tenure –0.01 –0.04 –0.01  0.07 0.06  0.08
†
  0.08

*
  0.08

*
 

Job category–fulltime –0.07 –0.03 –0.05  –0.01 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.03 

Job status–academic –0.02 0.00 –0.01  0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Distributive justice   0.43
***

    0.30
***

   0.08
*
  

Procedural justice    0.62
***

    0.40
***

   0.10
*
 

Organizational trust        0.51
***

 0.48
***

 

∆R
2
 — 0.16

***a
 0.36

***a
  — 0.08

***b
 0.15

***b
 0.20

***c
 0.13

***d
 

R
2
 0.06 0.23 0.42  0.11 0.19 0.26 0.39 0.39 

F 6.02
***

 22.81
***

 56.62
***

  10.71
***

 18.11
***

 26.54
***

 44.38
***

 44.44
***

 

Note. N = 706. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. Country (Australia = 0), gender (female = 0), job category (non-academic = 0), 

and job status (part-time = 0) are dummy-coded.  
 a, b, c, d  

Relative to Models 1, 4, 5 and 6, respectively.   
†
 p < 0.10. 

*
 p < 0.05. 

**
 p < 0.01. 

***
 p < 0.001. 
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Step 2 of Table 5.4 presents the results for Hypotheses 1 and 2. Models 1 and 2 show 

that the interaction of distributive justice and Doing but not the interaction of procedural 

justice and Doing significantly and negatively impacted affective organizational commitment 

(see Models 1 and 2), suggesting that only the relationship between distributive justice and 

commitment was stronger when Doing was low rather than high. Thus, the results partially 

supported Hypothesis 1. Since only the two-way interaction by procedural justice and Doing 

was significant and negative in the first stage of the mediation relationship between justice 

and commitment via trust (see Step 2 of Models 3 and 4), Hypothesis 2a was supported for 

the procedural justice–trust relationship but not the distributive justice–trust relationship. 

Hypothesis 2b was not supported in that the interaction of trust and Doing was non-significant 

in the second stage of the mediation (see Step 2 of Model 5). Following Aiken and West’s 

(1991) procedure, I graphed the significant moderating effects of Doing in Figure 5.1. The 

relationship between distributive justice and commitment was stronger when Doing (slope = 

0.30, p < 0.001) was low rather than high (slope = 0.20, p < 0.001). The relationship between 

procedural justice and trust was stronger at the low (slope = 0.77, p < 0.001) rather than high 

(slope = 0.62, p < 0.001) levels of Doing. 

  

(a) (b) 

Figure 5. 1. Moderating effects of Doing orientation on (a) the relationship between distributive 

justice (DJ) and affective organizational commitment and (b) the relationship between 

procedural justice (PJ) and organizational trust. 
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Table 5. 4. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Moderating Effects of Doing Orientation on 

the Overall and Trust-Mediated Justice–Commitment Relationships 

  

Overall relationship  

Justice → commitment  

 Indirect relationship 

  

 

Stage 1: 

Justice → trust 

 Stage 2 : 

Trust → 

commitment 

  Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 

Indep. var. → Distributive Procedural  Distributive Procedural  Trust 

Step 1        

China 0.06 0.07  –0.18
***

 –0.14
**

  0.15
**

 

Korea 0.32
***

 0.36
***

  –0.14
**

 –0.06
†
  0.40

***
 

Gender–male 0.00 –0.00  –0.02 –0.03  0.01 

Age  0.09
†
 0.09

†
  –0.04 –0.04  0.11

*
 

Educational level –0.09
†
 –0.10

*
  –0.06 –0.07

†
  –0.07 

Organizational tenure 0.06 0.07
†
  –0.04 –0.01  0.08

*
 

Job category–academic  0.02 0.01  –0.03 –0.05  0.03 

Job status–full time  0.03 0.02  0.00 –0.01  0.02 

Distributive justice (DJ) 0.28
***

   0.41
***

   0.05 

Procedural justice (PJ)  0.39
***

   0.61
***

  0.08
†
 

Organizational Trust (OT)       0.46
***

 

Doing 0.12
***

 0.13
***

  0.11
**

 0.11
***

  0.07
*
 

∆R
2
  0.20

***
 0.27

***
  0.24

***
 0.43

***
  0.40

***
 

Step 2        

Indep. var. × Doing –0.06
†
 –0.04  –0.02 –0.07

*
  –0.01 

∆R
2
   0.00

†
 0.00  0.00 0.01

*
  0.00 

Step 3        

Indep. var. × China 0.19
***

 0.00  0.05 –0.17
***

  0.14
***

 

Doing × China –0.12
*
 –0.08  –0.02 –0.01  –0.10

*
 

Indep. var. × Korea 0.04 –0.09
†
  –0.00 –0.20

***
  –0.00 

Doing × Korea –0.01 0.01  –0.02 –0.01  0.02 

∆R
2
 0.02

**
 0.01

†
  0.00 0.03

***
  0.02

**
 

Step 4        

Indep. var. × Doing × 

China 

0.03 –0.00  0.00 –0.04  –0.06 

Indep. var. × Doing × 

Korea 

  0.15
**

 0.05  0.07 –0.05  –0.01 

∆R
2
   0.01

**
 0.00  0.00 0.00  0.00 

        

Overall R
2 
 0.24 0.28  0.24 0.47  0.41 

Overall model F 12.68
***

 15.97
***

  13.01
***

 35.28
***

  25.54
***

 

Note. N = 706. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. 

†
 p < .10. 

*
 p < .05. 

**
 p < .01. 

***
 p < .001. 

  



 

 

 

 

153 

Step 2 of Table 5.5 shows results for Hypotheses 3 and 4. The significant and negative 

two-way interaction by distributive justice and Mastery indicates that the distributive justice–

commitment relationship was stronger when Mastery was low rather than high (see Step 2 of 

Models 1 and 2). However, the interaction of procedural justice and Mastery in predicting 

commitment was non-significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was only partially supported. Since 

in Stage 1 of the indirect justice–commitment relationship, the two-way interaction by 

procedural justice and Mastery, but not that by distributive justice and Mastery, was 

significant in predicting trust (see Step 2 of Models 3 and 4), Hypothesis 4a was partially 

supported. In the second stage of the mediation, the interaction of trust and Mastery was non-

significant in predicting commitment (see Step 2 of Model 5). Thus, Hypothesis 4b was not 

supported. Figure 5.2 plots the detected significant moderating effects of Mastery. The 

relationship between distributive justice and commitment was stronger at the low (slope = 

0.31, p < 0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.17, p < 0.001) levels of Mastery. The relationship 

between procedural justice and trust was stronger when Mastery was low (slope = 0.77, p < 

0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.62, p < 0.001). 

To further assess the degree of the trust-mediated effect of procedural justice on 

commitment being moderated by Doing and Mastery, I tested the significance of the 

differences between conditional indirect effects across low and high levels of these two 

moderators, employing conditional process analyses recommended by Hayes (2013) . The 

analyses based on 10,000 bootstrap samples indicated that the indirect effect of procedural 

justice was significant on both low (unstandardized effects = 0.34 [90% bias-corrected CI = 

0.26 to 0.44] and .38 [90% bias-corrected CI = 0.30 to 0.47], respectively) and high 

(unstandardized effects = 0.28 [90% bias-corrected CI = 0.21 to 0.36] and 0.25 [90% bias-

corrected CI = 0.19 to 0.32], respectively) levels of Doing and Mastery. The conditional 

indirect effects of procedural justice only differed significantly across the low and high levels 

of Mastery (effect difference = 0.13, p < 0.05) but not that of Doing (effect difference = 0.06, 

n.s.).  
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Table 5.5. Hierarchical Regression Results for the Moderating Effects of Mastery Orientation on 

the Overall and Trust-Mediated Justice–Commitment Relationships 

  

Overall relationship  

Justice → commitment 

 Indirect relationship 

  

 
Stage 1: 

Justice → trust 
 

Stage 2 : 

Trust → 

commitment 

  Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 

Indep. var. → Distributive Procedural  Distributive Procedural  Trust 

Step 1        

China 0.13
**

 0.15
**

  –0.12
*
 –0.08

†
  0.20

***
 

Korea 0.32
***

 0.36
***

  –0.14
**

 –0.06
†
  0.40

***
 

Gender–male 0.01 0.01  –0.01 –0.02  0.01 

Age 0.10
†
 0.10

*
  –0.03 –0.03  0.11

*
 

Educational level –0.09
†
 –0.09

†
  –0.06 –0.07  –0.06 

Organizational tenure 0.06 0.08
†
  –0.03 –0.01  0.08

*
 

Job category–academic  0.02 0.01  –0.03 –0.05  0.03 

Job status–full time  0.02 0.02  0.00 –0.01  0.02 

Distributive justice 0.27
***

   0.40
***

   0.05 

Procedural justice  0.38
***

   0.61
***

  0.07
†
 

Organizational Trust       0.47
***

 

Mastery 0.13
***

 0.13
***

  0.11
**

 0.10
**

  0.07
*
 

∆R
2
 0.20

***
 0.27

***
  0.24

***
 0.43

***
  0.40

***
 

Step 2        

Indep. var. × Mastery –0.09
*
 –0.05  –0.03 –0.08

*
  –0.04 

∆R
2
 0.01

*
 0.00  0.00 0.01

*
  0.00 

Step 3        

Indep. var. × China 0.12
*
 –0.03  0.03 –0.21

***
  0.13

**
 

Mastery × China –0.11
†
 –0.03  –0.09 –0.02  –0.04 

Indep. var. × Korea 0.05 –0.07  0.02 –0.18
***

  –0.01 

Mastery × Korea –0.03 0.05  –0.13
*
 –0.02  0.05 

∆R
2
 0.01

†
 0.01  0.01 0.03

***
  0.01 

Step 4        

Indep. var. × Mastery × 

China 

–0.08 –0.08  –0.07 –0.02  –0.10
†
 

Indep. var. × Mastery × 

Korea 

–0.01 0.04  –0.08 –0.01  –0.03 

∆R
2
 0.00 0.01

†
  0.00 0.00  0.00 

        

Overall R
2 
 0.22 0.28  0.25 0.47  0.41 

Overall model F 11.48
***

 15.91
***

  13.28
***

 35.27
***

  25.39
***

 

Note. N = 706. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. 

 
†
 p < 0.10. 

*
 p < 0.05. 

**
 p < 0.01. 

***
 p < 0.001. 
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(a) (b) 

Figure 5. 2. Moderating effects of Mastery orientation on (a) the relationship between 

distributive justice (DJ) and affective organizational commitment and (b) the relationship 

between procedural justice (PJ) and organizational trust. 

I continued to examine whether the moderating effects of Doing and Mastery differed 

across countries. The fourth step in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 detected two significant three-way 

interactions (i.e., distributive justice × Doing × South Korea, Table 5.4 and organizational 

trust × Mastery × China, Table 5.5). Therefore, for Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8, only the sub-

hypotheses H6a and H8b were partially supported. Specifically, Hypothesis 6a was supported 

for the Australia–South Korea difference but not for Australia–China difference in the 

moderating effect of Doing on the distributive justice–commitment relationship (Step 4 of 

Model 1 in Table 5.4). Among Chinese and Australians, the distributive justice–commitment 

relationship was stronger when Doing was low (slope = 0.53, p < 0.001 and .35, p < 0.001, 

respectively) rather than high (slope = 0.27, p < 0.001 and –0.00, n.s., respectively); slope 

differences (0.25, p < 0.05 and 0.35, p < 0.01, respectively) were significant. However, the 

distributive justice–commitment relationship for South Koreans was stronger when Doing 

was high (slope = 0.26, p < 0.001) rather than low (slope = 0.13, p < 0.10); the slope 

difference (0.13) was non-significant. Figure 5.3 displays the moderating effect of Doing on 

the distributive justice–commitment relationship for the three countries. 
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(a) China (b) South Korea (c) Australia 

Figure 5.3. Moderating effect of Doing orientation on the relationship between distributive 

justice (DJ) and affective organizational commitment across three countries. 

Hypothesis 8b was accepted for the Australia–China difference but not for the 

Australian–South Korea difference in the moderating effect of Mastery on the trust–

commitment relationship (Step 4 of Model 5 of Table 5.5). For South Korean and Australians, 

the trust–commitment relationship tended to be stronger when Mastery was high (slope = 0.39, 

p < 0.001 and 0.43, p < 0.001, respectively) rather than low (slope = 0.38, p < 0.001 and 0.35, 

p < 0.001, respectively); slope differences (0.02 and 0.08, respectively) were non-significant. 

By contrast, For Chinese, the trust–commitment relationship was stronger when Mastery was 

low (slope = 0.65, p < 0.001) rather than high (slope = 0.53, p < 0.001); the slope difference 

(0.13) was non-significant. Figure 5.4 displays the moderating effects of Mastery on the trust–

commitment relationships for the three countries. 
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(a) China (b) South Korea (c) Australia 

Figure 5. 4. Moderating effect of Mastery orientation on the relationship between organizational 

trust (OT) and affective organizational commitment across three countries. 

Discussion 

This research examined how individual cultural orientations (Doing and Mastery) 

moderated the relationships among justice, trust, and commitment, and how their moderating 

effects differed between Australia, China, and South Korea. Applying social exchange theory 

and the relational perspective in a cross-cultural context, I focused on the influences of 

individual value orientations on the employee–organization exchange. Results demonstrated 

partial support for the moderating effects of Doing and Mastery in the overall and indirect 

(mediated by trust) justice–commitment relationships. The cross-cultural comparisons showed 

limited national differences in these moderating effects. 

For the full sample, Doing and Mastery orientations were found to moderate the 

overall effect of distributive justice on commitment, but not the effect of procedural justice. 

Specifically, when perceiving distributive justice, low-Doing and low-Mastery employees 

exhibited greater commitment than their high-Doing and high-Mastery counterparts. That is, 

the contribution of distributive justice in the development of commitment is greater when 

employees focus less on goals and work achievements, and rely more on outside forces to 

fulfill expectations. I also found that Doing and Mastery orientations could moderate the trust-

mediation mechanism in the justice– trust–commitment relationship by moderating the 

1

2

3

4

5

Low OT High OTA
ff

ec
ti

v
e 

o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
al

 c
o

m
m

it
m

en
t 

Low Mastery

High Mastery

1

2

3

4

5

Low OT High OTA
ff

ec
ti

v
e 

o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
al

 c
o

m
m

it
m

en
t 

Low Mastery

High Mastery

1

2

3

4

5

Low OT High OTA
ff

ec
ti

v
e 

o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
al

 c
o

m
m

it
m

en
t 

Low Mastery

High Mastery



 

 

 

 

158 

procedural justice–trust relationship. Results suggest that for those with low-Doing and low-

Mastery orientations, higher (lower) procedural justice is likely to lead them to trust (distrust) 

more in their organizations. In comparison, for those with high-Doing and high-Mastery, their 

levels of trust (distrust) in the organization are relatively less influenced by procedural justice. 

I found that neither Doing nor Mastery moderated the trust–commitment link. 

Doing’s moderating effect on the distributive justice–commitment and procedural 

justice–trust relationships supplements previous similar findings (e.g., Schilpzand, Martins, 

Kirkman, Lowe, & Chen, 2013; Shao et al., 2013) at the individual level, if one accepts that 

Doing orientation and masculinity share several characteristics such as endorsement of 

achievement, assertiveness, and material success (Yeganeh & Su, 2011). For example, 

focusing on the country level, Shao et al. (2013) found that people from low rather than high 

masculine cultures (Doing oriented) reacted more strongly to perceived justice or injustice. 

Together with the present findings, it seems to be suggested that, regardless of the level of 

analysis, Doing tends to be a stable negative moderator for justice–outcome relationships. 

However, it should be noted that Doing orientation does not equal masculinity. Masculinity is 

sometimes used to refer to gender inequality (Dorfman & Howell, 1988), which may produce 

a contrary moderating effect. For instance, measuring masculinity based on gender 

egalitarianism (rather than Doing or assertiveness orientation), Schilpzand et al. (2013) 

reported that the relationship between procedural justice and organizational citizenship 

behavior was slightly stronger for people with high rather than low masculinity orientation. 

For further distinctions, future research can treat Doing and the multifocal masculinity 

together as moderators in examining justice-related relationships. 

To my knowledge, the findings for Mastery’s moderating effects on the distributive 

justice–commitment and procedural justice–trust links are also relatively new in justice 

research. Based on prior research (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Maznevski et al., 2002; 

Yeganeh & Su, 2011), I define high-Mastery as being oriented toward acting to control in 

response to outside forces, and low-Mastery as being oriented toward submission to and 

harmony with outside forces. As expected, the findings imply that low-Mastery (versus high-

Mastery) employees attach more importance to organizational justice. Unfair distribution, 

procedures and policies might cause more serious consequences among low-Mastery 

employees, who tend to rely more on organizational harmony than high-Mastery employees.  

Interestingly, Doing and Mastery exhibited somewhat similar moderating roles in 

justice effects. Whether the nature of justice effects is influenced by these two cultural 
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orientations depends on the type of justice. Concerning distributive justice, only its 

relationship with commitment was moderated by Doing and Mastery. This demonstrates a 

degree of consistency with Andrew et al.’s (2008) finding that group cohesion moderates the 

distributive justice–commitment rather than the procedural justice–commitment relationship, 

given that low-Doing, low-Mastery, and high group cohesion all imply the characteristic of 

valuing interpersonal relationships (Andrews et al., 2008; Yang, 2012; Yeganeh & Su, 2011). 

Concerning procedural justice, only its relationship with trust was negatively moderated by 

Doing and Mastery. This, to some extent, corresponds with Ambrose and Schminke’s (2003) 

study of organizations with an organic structure, which values interpersonal relationships and 

cooperation, and presumably attracts employees who also value these activities, i.e., 

employees with lower levels of Doing and Mastery. They found that employees perceiving 

procedural justice rather than distributive justice tended to have higher levels of perceived 

organizational support and supervisory trust, which are likely to increase these employees’ 

trust in the organization (Chen, Aryee, & Lee, 2005; Wong, Ngo, & Wong, 2006). Although 

both moderators studied seem able to affect the first stage of the procedural justice–trust–

commitment relationship, as conditional process analyses for moderated mediation 

demonstrated, Mastery is the more influential moderator in the whole mediating process. 

Specifically, the effect of procedural justice on affective commitment via trust tends to be 

stronger among employees with lower rather than higher Mastery orientation.  

Originating from social exchange theory, the findings of this study, on the whole, 

support the proposition that employees with lower Doing and Mastery orientations have a 

greater tendency to reciprocate organizational justice with positive attitudes toward 

organizations. Regarding cross-cultural differences of the moderating effects of Doing and 

Mastery, I found only limited rather than overwhelming evidence supporting original 

predictions. Except that the influence of Doing on the distributive justice–commitment link 

differed between South Korea and Australia, and that the influence of Mastery on the trust–

commitment relationship differed between China and Australia, Doing and Mastery’s 

(non)moderation effects on the overall or indirect justice–commitment relationships seemed 

consistent between the Anglo and Confucian Asian cultures. Hopefully these suggestive 

results will motivate more research to compare the effects of value orientations on justice 

issues in different contexts.  



 

 

 

 

160 

Strengths, Limitations and Future Research 

This study strengthens the four areas of justice research identified earlier in this article. 

First, this study is among the earliest to extend previous cross-cultural and cross-national 

justice research (e.g., Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002; Schilpzand et al., 2013) to explore 

how individual cultural values’ moderating functions vary in different cultural backgrounds. It 

incorporates comparisons at both individual and country levels, thus adding empirical 

evidence to the application of levels of analysis to the study of cultural values, as well as 

further theorizing culture’s role in justice effects (Greenberg, 2001). Second, although only 

the first stage of the trust-mediated justice–commitment link was found to be moderated by 

individual values, the social exchange-based application of the combination of moderation 

and mediation helps develop this new approach to exploring culture’s influence on justice 

effects. Third, this study goes beyond Hofstede’s (1980) cultural model that has been 

popularly employed but doubted due to methodological concerns, and is one of the pioneers 

to empirically examine the moderating effects of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) cultural 

orientations on social exchange relationships. It may help establish a new perspective 

regarding the effects of interactions between individual value orientations and social exchange 

variables, especially organizational justice and trust. Fourth, this research contributes to the 

understanding of cross-cultural and cross-national justice issues in an Asia-Pacific context. It 

has been noted that considerable empirical justice research is related to North America. The 

findings of justice effects, whether cross-cultural or not, are not readily generalizable to 

employees from different cultural backgrounds. The Asia-Pacific has been experiencing the 

fastest economic growth in the world (Fien, Sykes, & Yencken, 2003), yet the cross-cultural 

or cross-national studies of justice in this region are extremely rare. Hopefully, this study will 

arouse more cross-cultural justice research within the Asia-Pacific region.  

Additionally, this study successfully extends the relational perspective instigated by 

Shao et al. (2013) for the explanation of country-level cultural differences to the individual 

level. Also, previous empirical research (e.g., Lam et al., 2002; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002; 

Schilpzand et al., 2013) only produced “hint” rather than “substantial” support for individual 

values’ moderating effects on relationships between justice and important employee outcomes 

(e.g., absenteeism, commitment, trust, and citizenship behavior). The pioneering findings of 

the present study for Doing and Mastery orientations may provide a relatively new 

understanding of why and how justice perceptions, stemming from social exchange theory, 

affect employees’ attitudes toward their organizations. 



 

 

 

 

161 

Inevitably, this study has several limitations. First, the use of cross-sectional self-

report survey data may have raised concerns regarding common method bias. However, the 

CFA results indicate that this bias is not a substantial problem. In addition, common method 

bias is unlikely to affect the key hypotheses which focus on interactions (Brockner, Siegel, 

Daly, Tyler, & Martin, 1997). Even so, further research, ideally, can adopt other methods for 

data collection to avoid or reduce common method variances.  

Second, even though I found two (out of the ten tested) cultural differences regarding 

the moderating effects of individual value orientations, most hypotheses for cultural 

differences were not supported. In this regard, there is a possibility that these findings were 

detected by chance (Schilpzand et al., 2013). For example, one detected cultural difference is 

for the Australia–China difference in Mastery’s moderating role in the trust–commitment 

relationship. While the three-way interaction (Table 5.5) indicated the existence of significant 

difference, the additional R square was not significant. Although the graphs (Figure 5.4) 

illustrate the slight Australia–China difference, the moderating effect of Mastery in the trust–

commitment relationship for each of these two countries was not statistically significant. 

Future research should examine whether these cultural differences hold in other cross-cultural 

contexts.  

Third, more than half (six out of ten) of the hypotheses regarding individual values’ 

moderating effects were not supported.  One reason could be the lack of extensive specificity 

of the moderators. In spite of the focus on the relational components, Doing and Mastery 

orientations have many other characteristics, which may have produced influences. To obtain 

a fine-grained understanding, future research needs to control for the effects of more 

characteristics related to a cultural orientation, and even explore the sub-dimensions of Doing 

and Mastery orientations. Although I believe the results were true in the context studied 

because of this study’s strict adherence to scientific research methods, there might be some 

statistical problems influencing the results. For example, the reliabilities of both Doing and 

Mastery were much lower than those of the other variables, which may have caused their 

moderating effects on some relationships to appear non-significant (Shook, Ketchen, Hult, & 

Kacmar, 2004). Future research should strive to improve the internal consistencies of these 

individual value instruments. Additionally, future research should check whether the current 

statistical results will be different when larger samples, or data from industries outside of 

higher education, are used. 
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Fourth, the definition of Mastery is to some extent similar to that of locus of control, 

which refers to the expectancy that outcomes are controlled not by external factors but by 

one’s own actions (Elanain, 2010; Spector, 1988). One may wonder whether Mastery has 

added new insights to locus of control, the individual difference factor that I did not control in 

this study. However, although they share some commonalities, these concepts are different. 

For example, in comparison to locus of control, Mastery also emphasizes how people view 

their relationships with their associated environments and how they deal with these 

relationships. Future research is warranted to compare the roles of locus of control and 

Mastery. 

Fifth, the method of data collection was not consistent across countries. Online 

surveys were employed in Australia and South Korea, while paper surveys were used in China. 

Despite the fact that previous findings suggest the availability of mixing online and paper 

surveys (e.g., Query Jr & Wright, 2003), the use of different data collection approaches may 

potentially confound the cross-cultural comparisons. Further cross-cultural or cross-group 

studies should adopt the same strategy of data collection, which may generate findings of 

higher reliability 

Practical Implications 

This study helps managers understand how employees with different levels of cultural 

value orientations may, in different ways, respond to organizations’ fair treatment. According 

to the present results, under some situations (e.g., when temporary difficulties prevent fairness 

from being guaranteed for all employees), it might be helpful to a priori meet the expectations 

of employees who are less goal-oriented, commit less to work ethic, rely more on outside 

forces, and value relationships with their environment.  However, this should not be a long-

lasting strategy, because other employees may also negatively react to the “low-quality” 

treatment over the long haul, albeit their reactions might not be significant in the short term. 

The present findings suggest these justice-related practices might be relevant in managing a 

diverse workforce across a broad international context, where employees’ commitment to 

work ethic and reliance on outside forces are concerned. However, managers may also 

consider distinct interventions in some particular cultures (e.g., South Korea) to maintain 

employees’ positive attitudes (e.g., affective commitment).  
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Conclusion 

The objective of this study is to investigate Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value 

orientations (Doing and Mastery) in social exchange relationships between organizational 

justice, trust, and commitment. Based on the data collected from China, South Korea, and 

Australia, results suggest that, on the whole, Doing and Mastery orientations can moderate the 

justice–commitment relationship and trust’s mediation process in this relationship. 

Specifically, employees low on Doing and Mastery orientations are more likely to reciprocate 

organizational justice with trust and commitment, compared to their counterparts who are less 

oriented to Doing and Mastery. In addition, only two significant cultural differences were 

found, suggesting that the effects of Doing and Mastery are broadly consistent across the 

cultures studied. These findings extend social exchange-based justice research to a two-level 

(individual and country) cultural perspective, generating important empirical evidence for 

culture–justice theory development. Future research should endeavor to develop this stream of 

research through cross-culturally applying other and more types of justice, value orientations, 

trust, and commitment. 
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Organizational justice is an essential factor in explaining employees’ attitudes to the 

organization (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). It is extremely 

important for organizations to understand justice due to its relationship with organizational 

commitment, which is closely related to employees' intention to quit (DeConinck & Stilwell, 

2004). Although past research has devoted significant effort to the study of justice, as 

mentioned in Chapter 1, the literature suggests that the influence of justice on employee 

outcomes, particularly organizational commitment, and the mechanism of this influence, need 

to be further explored from the cross-cultural perspective (Fortin, 2008; Greenberg, 2001; 

Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki, & Jones, 2013). Accordingly, this thesis contributes to the justice 

literature by offering additional cross-cultural evidence of the justice–commitment 

relationship. Specifically, by extending previous research, this thesis cross-culturally 

examines the relationship between organizational justice and affective organizational 

commitment, the mechanism of this relationship (via organizational trust), and the influences 

of specific personal cultural values/orientations.  

In Chapter 1, I have identified the specific research scope of this thesis. Taking an 

employee-organization social exchange perspective, I specified that this thesis would include 

only distributive justice and procedural justice, which are more suitable for studying the 

employee-organization relationship than other types of justice. In a similar theoretical track, I 

focused on trust in the organization in examining the mechanism of the justice–commitment 

relationship. When exploring the impact of cultural dimensions on the justice–commitment 

linkage and the relevant mechanism, I employed Hofstede’s (1980) individualism and power 

distance and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) Doing and Mastery orientations as 

moderators. Furthermore, as the literature indicates that the majority of justice research is 

conducted in North America, and predecessors have called for examinations of justice issues 

in other parts of the world (Fortin, 2008; Shao et al., 2013), this thesis focused on three Asia 

Pacific countries: China, South Korea, and Australia. These countries were chosen because 

the Asia Pacific region has been experiencing the fastest economic growth in the world, and 

as discussed in Chapter 1, the three countries include both Anglo and Confucian Asian 

cultures, and both Eastern and Western cultures, which enabled West-East comparisons and 

also reflected East Asian differences or similarities.  

In summary, focusing on China, South Korea, and Australia, this thesis examined: (1) 

the relationships of affective organizational commitment with distributive justice and 

procedural justice; (2) the mediating effect of trust in the organization on these relationships; 
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(3) the moderating effects of individualism and power distance on the unmediated and 

mediated justice-commitment relationships; (4) the moderating effects of Doing and Mastery 

orientations on the unmediated and mediated justice–commitment relationships; and (5) the 

cross-cultural differences in these relationships and also in the relevant mediating and 

moderating effects. In the following sections, I first summarize the results of the empirical 

sections (see Figure 6.1), followed by the elaboration of theoretical and practical implications. 

Then I move to discuss major limitations of the thesis and identify several directions for 

future research.  

 

 

  The relationship was partially or fully supported.  

          Cross-cultural differences were detected. 

Figure 6.1. Overview of results for empirical studies 

 

Summary of Results 

Figure 6.1 illustrates the overall results of this thesis. This section summarizes these 

results in terms of the specific empirical studies. 
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Study 1 Results 

In Study 1 (reported in Chapter 3), based on social exchange theory, I compared the 

relationships of affective organizational commitment with distributive and procedural justice, 

and the mediating role of trust in the organization in the justice-commitment relationships in a 

cross-cultural context. I used hierarchical regression analyses to examine these relationships 

and the mediating effect of trust in each of the three countries, with confirmation from 

additional analyses (e.g., Sobel test and bootstrapping analysis). Z-tests, along with multi-

group path analyses, were employed to explore cross-cultural differences.  

It was found that in the two East Asian countries, China and South Korea, both types 

of justice were positively related to affective commitment and organizational trust. However, 

in the Western country, Australia, only procedural justice was found to significantly and 

positively relate to commitment and trust. Results also demonstrated that in Australia and 

South Korea, procedural justice produced a greater impact on commitment than distributive 

justice, but in China, the opposite was true. In all three countries, the influence of procedural 

justice on trust was greater than that of distributive justice. In addition, in all three countries, 

organizational trust fully mediated the relationship between procedural justice and 

commitment. The relationship between distributive justice and commitment was also 

mediated by trust in China (full mediation) and South Korea (partial mediation).  

Based on the proposition of West-East differences, Study 1 further compared the 

strength of the justice–commitment relationship, both unmediated and mediated, and the 

justice–trust relationship, between Australia and China and South Korea. Results suggested 

that both unmediated and trust-mediated relationships between distributive justice and 

commitment were stronger in China and South Korea than in Australia. By contrast, the 

unmediated and trust-mediated relationships between procedural justice and commitment 

were stronger in Australia than in China and South Korea. In general, these results suggest 

that across countries, organizational justice is critical in influencing employees’ commitment, 

and that its influence, to a large extent, relies on two factors, the mediating role of 

organizational trust, and the likely cultural elements that influence the impact of types of 

justice. Compared to employees from China and South Korea, employees from Australia 

assign greater importance to the fairness of the procedures and less importance to the fairness 

of distributed outcomes.  
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Study 2 Results 

Study 2 (Chapter 4) addressed cultural aspects, investigating the moderating roles of 

individualism and power distance (Hofstede, 1980) in unmediated and trust-mediated 

relationships between distributive and procedural justice, and affective organizational 

commitment. Following predecessors (e.g., Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Kim, Weber, Leung, & 

Muramoto, 2010), I performed hierarchical regression analyses separately to test moderating 

effects, and utilized three-way interactions to explore cross-cultural differences in these 

moderating effects (Fischer & Smith, 2006).  

Based on the full sample and controlling for the impact of country, I found that none 

of the unmediated relationships between distributive and procedural justice and organizational 

commitment were moderated by individualism or power distance. However, the first stage of 

the trust-mediated relationship between justice and commitment (i.e., the justice–trust 

relationship) could be moderated by these two cultural values. Specifically, individualism 

moderated the relationships of trust with both distributive justice and procedural justice, such 

that the positive impacts of distributive and procedural justice on trust were stronger among 

employees with higher rather than lower individualism. Power distance moderated the 

positive relationship between procedural justice and trust, such that the impact of procedural 

justice on trust was stronger among employees with lower rather than higher levels of power 

distance.  

Furthermore, the cross-cultural comparisons of the moderating effects of cultural 

values demonstrated very slight differences between China and Australia, and nearly no 

significant differences between South Korea and Australia. Specifically, Chinese employees 

showed a stronger relationship between distributive justice and commitment, and a stronger 

relationship between procedural justice and trust, when they had a lower rather than higher 

level of power distance. By contrast, for Australian employees, and noting that they were 

statistically insignificant, these relationships trended to be stronger when power distance was 

higher rather than lower. These results suggest that individualism and power distance have the 

potential to moderate the effects of justice on employees’ work attitudes. Although there were 

only slight cross-cultural differences, the results provide several indications that individual- 

and country-level cultural values might interact to produce resultant influences on justice 

effects.  
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Study 3 Results 

Study 3 (Chapter 5) used a similar research framework as Study 2 to cross-culturally 

explore the moderating effects of Doing and Mastery orientations (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 

1961) on unmediated and trust-mediated relationships between organizational commitment 

and both distributive and procedural justice. To a very large extent, this study was exploratory. 

As with Study 2, this chapter employed separate hierarchical regression analyses to test 

moderating effects and cross-cultural differences.  

It was found that Doing and Mastery orientations (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961) 

could moderate the unmediated relationship between distributive justice and organizational 

commitment. That is, when perceiving higher levels of distributive justice, employees who 

had lower rather than higher levels of Doing and Mastery orientations were more likely to 

increase their commitment to the organization. Results also demonstrated that Doing and 

Mastery orientations moderated the first stage of the procedural justice–trust–commitment 

relationship (i.e., the procedural justice–trust relationship). Specifically, the relationship 

between procedural justice and trust was stronger among employees who had lower rather 

than higher levels of Doing and Mastery orientations.  

Similar to Study 2, only very slight cross-cultural differences were detected. For 

example, South Korea differed from Australia in the moderating effect of Doing orientation 

on the relationship between distributive justice and commitment, such that the moderating 

role of Doing orientation was more apparent among Australian rather than Korean employees. 

For Australians, the distributive justice–commitment relationship was stronger when Doing 

orientation was lower rather than higher, but for Koreans, this relationship tended to be 

stronger when Doing orientation was higher rather than lower. Additionally, the exploration 

detected the tendency of China to differ from Australia in the moderating effect of Mastery 

orientation on the second stage of the justice–trust–commitment relationship. Namely, results 

indicated that in China, the trust–commitment relationship was stronger when Mastery 

orientation was lower rather than higher. However, in Australia, this relationship appeared 

stronger when Mastery orientation was higher rather than lower. This exploratory study 

suggests that Doing and Mastery orientations might be influential in justice–outcome 

relationships. The findings suggest that, in general, the roles of Doing and Mastery 

orientations may not be different across countries, although in some cases, these two 

orientations exhibited varying moderation effects in social exchange processes. 
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Theoretical Implications 

This thesis applied social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) in a cross-cultural context to 

examine the justice–commitment relationship. The findings from the empirical sections 

suggest that social exchange-based justice effects can be extended to a broader international 

setting, and that the social exchange varies with the specific cultural background. In this 

regard, the current research reflects the argument that the ideology of social exchange can be 

applied to most human cultures, among which the frequency, dependence, and modes of 

exchange may be variant (Cosmides & Tooby, 1992; Shao et al., 2013). Combining the 

findings of previous studies conducted in various cultures, this thesis emphasizes the different 

strengths of distributive and procedural justice in influencing social exchange processes, the 

role of trust in facilitating social exchanges, and the roles of individual cultural values and 

orientations in these processes, along with cross-cultural similarities and differences in 

justice-initiated exchanges. Since most of the key findings have been discussed in earlier 

chapters (i.e., the empirical sections) of the thesis, I herein discuss several major findings with 

a brief elaboration of their theoretical implications.  

Summary of theoretical contribution 

This thesis has not only confirmed the basic research framework (i.e., the justice–

trust–commitment relationship) shown in predecessors’ work (e.g., Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 

2002; Tremblay, Cloutier, Simard, Chenevert, & Vandenberghe, 2010), but also extended our 

knowledge of the justice–commitment relationship through the use of more refined 

approaches, the study of the Asia-Pacific region, and the simultaneous investigation of China, 

South Korea, and Australia, which have never been studied together previously. Additionally, 

the employment of more fine-grained methods (e.g., cross-cultural comparisons of moderated 

mediation relationships) in integrating justice and culture paves a new avenue for studying 

cross-cultural justice. Furthermore, the consideration of cultural attributes of the individual 

and the society, through individual-level and societal-level comparisons of the justice–

commitment relationship and its mechanism, has offered a more complicated lens to test 

justice effects, and has also provided new knowledge for further development of theories 

connecting culture and fairness. Particularly, as a pioneering work, this thesis has initiated the 

study of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) cultural orientations in justice research, a 

cultural model that is one of the most important, yet neglected in empirical studies of fairness 

issues (Bolino & Turnley, 2008). The follow sections provide a more detailed discussion.  
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Power of justice 

The current theoretical perspective contends that procedural justice tends to predict 

organization-based outcomes more strongly than personal outcomes, given that procedural 

justice focuses more on processes and policies set by the organization and distributive justice 

is more closely related to ultimate results (Greenberg, 1987; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). As 

discussed in Chapter 3, researchers have demonstrated mixed results in validating this 

theoretical perspective (Andrews, Kacmar, Blakely, & Bucklew, 2008). Overall, the cross-

cultural empirical studies reported in this thesis have confirmed this perspective, although 

only organization-based outcomes have been examined. Chapter 3 suggests that, for the three 

countries studied, procedural justice, relative to distributive justice, appears to be the more 

important influence on employees’ trust in their organizations. Except for the Chinese sample, 

the relative importance of procedural justice (compared to distributive justice) also emerged 

in predicting employees’ commitment to the organization. The results from Chapter 4, which 

also tested the justice–commitment and justice–trust relationships using the full sample, 

support procedural justice as the more powerful factor in explaining organization-based 

outcomes.  

Extending prior research (e.g., Clay-Warner, Hegtvedt, & Roman, 2005; Farmer, 

Beehr, & Love, 2003; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992), these findings generated from multiple 

countries provide a more comprehensive and stronger conclusion that, in most circumstances, 

the formation of organization-directed employee attitudes (e.g., commitment and trust) tends 

to be dependent more on procedural than on distributive justice. This indicates that procedural 

justice rather than distributive justice is more likely to be a promoter of social exchanges. 

Although distributive justice has been popularly operationalized as starting social exchange 

processes (Andrews et al., 2008; Loi, Ngo, & Foley, 2006), it can also initiate economic 

exchange, for it focuses on the fairness of the outcomes, which incorporate economic 

components. As suggested in Chapter 3, economic exchanges seem to intervene in social 

exchange processes. Interestingly, cross-cultural comparisons imply that the extent of this 

intervention might be subject to a country’s economic growth or the level of its socio-

economic development. Economic exchange ideology has a greater tendency to intervene in 

social exchange processes in a country experiencing faster economic growth or in a less-

developed country. This conclusion may be more convincing if validation is provided by 

research that involves a larger number of countries that significantly vary in economic growth 

and societal development.  
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The justice–commitment relationship and the role of trust 

In line with previous studies (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Sousa-Lima, Michel, & Caetano, 

2013), the current research supports the important role of trust in social exchange 

relationships. As revealed in the findings, organizational trust acts as a facilitator in the 

exchange between the employee and the organization. Based on the theoretical standpoint that 

trust is an essential element of social exchange (Blau, 1964; DeConinck, 2010), employees’ 

trust in the organization was applied as a mediator in the social exchange-based relationship 

between justice and commitment. Wherever organizational justice initiates social exchange 

processes, it can first influence employees’ trust in the organization, which, in turn, influences 

employees’ other attitudes (e.g., organizational commitment). Although this finding has been 

reported in previous research, the current research extends the role of trust to a cross-cultural 

setting, which includes countries (China, South Korea, and Australia) that have never been 

examined together in this regard. This contributes to the justice literature by providing 

multicultural information on trust-mediated justice–outcome relationships, helping generalize 

the role of trust in justice research to different cultures.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, the extent to which organizational trust explains the 

mechanism of the justice–commitment relationship varies with the specific form of justice. 

Overall, trust plays a more important role in the procedural justice–commitment relationship 

than in the distributive justice–commitment relationship. The percentage of the total effect of 

procedural justice on commitment that the trust-mediated effect accounts for exceeds 70% in 

all three investigated countries. In contrast, considering distributive justice, the trust-mediated 

effect of distributive justice on commitment accounts for less than 60% of the total effect in 

all three countries. That is, the influence of procedural justice is more likely to build on trust 

than that of distributive justice. I also discussed earlier that since trust is an element and a 

facilitator of social exchange processes, its differential mediating roles in the justice–

commitment linkage help distinguish different types of justice based on the social exchange 

lens. Indeed, the distinction detected here reflects that, compared to distributive justice, 

procedural justice tends to be more relevant in workplace social exchanges (Cropanzano, 

Prehar, & Chen, 2002). Distributive justice focuses on the ultimate results and outcomes, and 

procedural justice involves a longer process wherein procedures and policies are used to 

arrive at the outcomes.  
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Compared to procedural justice, distributive justice may initiate social exchange 

processes and contribute to the development of trust, but might be a weaker trigger. Fairness 

is a reflection of the organization’s trustworthiness and affects employees’ levels of trust in 

the organization (Robinson, 1996). Procedures are usually implemented before the decisions 

or outcomes are finalized. Thus, employees may firmly entrench their first impression of 

procedural justice or injustice, which makes them depend less on distributive justice to judge 

the overall justice and trustworthiness of the organization. This conclusion is consistent with 

Ambrose and Schminke’s (2009) finding that procedural justice, relative to distributive justice, 

contributes more to employees’ overall perception of organizational justice. The similar 

results of the relative strength of trust’s mediating role in different countries imply that the 

explanations provided here might be applicable across cultures.  

In addition, Chapter 3 also discussed cross-cultural differences regarding the role of 

trust in the justice–commitment relationship. For example, trust facilitates the exchange 

relationship between distributive justice and commitment in the two East Asian countries (e.g., 

China and South Korea), but not in Australia. Trust tends to be a stronger mediator in the 

relationship between procedural justice and commitment in Australia than in China and South 

Korea. These results support my prediction that employees who are from countries with 

higher power distance orientations and greatly influenced by Confucian ideology, which 

emphasizes the metaphysical belief of retributive justice—pao (Chiu, 1991)—care less about 

high-quality relationships with the organization and place more importance on distributed 

outcomes rather than allocation procedures. As noted in Chapter 3, people from cultures with 

the belief in pao believe that the amount of good or bad deeds that a person has done will 

automatically affect whether this person will receive blessings or curses (Chiu, 1991; Pillai, 

Williams, & Tan, 2001). They tend to value procedural justice less than counterparts from 

other cultures in deciding whether to trust in, or commit to, their organizations, given that 

they are more willing to accept non-voice or non-intervention in the process of decision 

making. This pao belief may have also made Confucian cultures emphasize distributive 

justice more than other cultures do.  

Also, lower rather than higher power distance promotes closer relationships between 

employees and the organization (Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002), such that employees from 

low power distance cultures (i.e., Australia) are more comfortable in social exchanges with 

employers than those from high power distance cultures (i.e., China and South Korea). 

Therefore, the exchange process initiated by procedural justice and linked by trust might be 
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smoother in low rather than high power distance cultures. In high power distance cultures, the 

employees, lacking close relationships with the employer, have less access to information 

regarding how to access procedural justice, which may make them care about the ultimate 

outcomes more than those from low power distance cultures do. These cross-cultural 

differences have largely validated the conjecture regarding the role of pao in justice effects 

and in social exchange relationships, and have also further confirmed the influence of power 

distance on the more complex mechanism of social exchange.  

The justice–commitment relationship and roles of individualism and power distance 

Extending previous research, Chapter 4 investigated whether Hofstede’s (1980) 

cultural values (i.e., individualism and power distance) altered the justice–commitment 

relationship and the mechanism (via trust). Although, seemingly, the relationships of 

commitment with distributive and procedural justice were not moderated by individualism 

and power distance, more in-depth investigations suggested that these two cultural values 

could affect these relationships by influencing the first stage of the trust-mediated justice–

commitment relationship (i.e., the justice–trust linkage). This shows that it is worthwhile to 

explore more specific aspects of the justice–commitment relationship when considering the 

roles of cultural values, so as to obtain more in-depth knowledge hidden within the 

relationship. As part of the justice–trust–commitment relationship, the justice–trust linkage, 

affected by individualism and power distance, is reflective of a specific exchange stage that 

may influence the whole exchange process. Considering trust’s important role in social 

exchanges, the results might indicate that individualism and power distance tend to be 

influential in more fine-grained processes of social exchange.  

The two cultural values investigated in this thesis, individualism and power distance, 

are highly relevant to Shao et al.’s (2013) instrumental and moral perspectives, proposed to 

explain the justice–outcome relationships. The current research extends the individualism-

instrumental and power distance-moral combinations to individual level studies, integrating 

the expectancy-valence framework (Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002). As Chapter 4 

discussed, high individualism and instrumental perspectives share commonalities in that both 

emphasize the individual’s motivation in terms of self-interest, such that people with high 

individualism use an instrumental perspective to evaluate whether the valence of the 

management practices (e.g., equity-based pay-for-performance systems) conform with their 

own expectancies. Likewise, low power distance and the moral perspective are related. People 
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with low power distance orientation are likely to directly question authority regarding 

morality in reward allocation when seeking the expectancy-valence balance. Based on the 

findings of this thesis, moderation by individualism and power distance might suggest that the 

expectancy-valence framework and the instrumental and moral justice perspectives jointly 

affect the process of trust development, which has been shown to precede employees’ 

commitment to the organization. Furthermore, the non-moderation by individualism and 

power distance in the unmediated justice–commitment relationship may indicate that 

instrumental and moral justice perspectives are able to separately distinguish the concepts of 

trust and commitment. Chapter 3 stated that trust and commitment overlap with regard to 

connotation, and some scholars even propose that commitment is a dimension of trust 

(Chathoth, Mak, Jauhari, & Manaktola, 2007; Chathoth, Mak, Sim, Jauhari, & Manaktola, 

2011). The significant and non-significant roles of these two cultural values on the justice–

trust and justice–commitment relationships, respectively, indirectly reflect the distinction 

between trust and commitment.  

On the country level, this thesis compared the moderating effects of individualism and 

power distance between the three countries studied. As Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions 

were originally developed on the country level (although these dimensions have been 

popularly investigated at the individual level, Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006) and research 

suggests that individual values and national cultures can interact to produce joint influences 

(Fischer & Smith, 2006; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2002), the current research also used 

individualism and power distance as benchmarks to explore cross-cultural differences. Similar 

to the findings reported in Chapter 3, results suggested that wherever East-West differences 

exist, the differences between China and Australia tend to be greater than those between 

South Korea and Australia. For example, in South Korea and China, the relationship between 

procedural justice and trust is stronger among employees with lower levels of power distance, 

whereas in Australia, this relationship is stronger among those with higher levels of power 

distance. However, the difference between South Korea and Australia is not as significant as 

the difference between China and South Korea. These results are consistent with the idea 

mentioned earlier that South Korea, compared to China, has accepted more elements of 

Western cultures (Rubin et al., 2006), as it opened its doors to the Western world earlier than 

China. Although in most circumstances, the joint influences of individual values and national 

cultures did not appear, the slight between-country differences in the moderating roles of 

power distance provide the potential to explore such influences in future research, which may 
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incorporate other types of work attitudes. Between-country comparisons of the moderating 

effects of individual cultural values in justice research were not found in the literature. 

Chapter 4, together with Chapter 5, have provided a starting point for this stream of research.  

The justice–commitment relationship and roles of Doing and Mastery orientations 

Using a research framework similar to that presented in Chapter 4, Chapter 5 

employed the Doing and Mastery orientations from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) 

value-orientation model to examine the justice–commitment relationship. High Doing 

orientation describes people’s tendency to prioritize the process of accomplishing goals and 

tasks and care less about the results from this process, and thus to engage in fewer 

relationships, relationships which might be relied on to seek equitable results or information 

related to such results. Low Doing orientation delineates the opposite, and potentially 

emphasizes elements of the relationship. Mastery orientation relates humans to the 

environment: high Mastery depicts humans’ orientation toward exercising control over the 

environment without considering harmonious coexistence between humans and their 

environments, and low Mastery endorses submission to the environment and emphasizes the 

harmonious relationships between humans and the environment around them. This thesis is 

pioneering in that it empirically applies these cultural orientations to justice studies and 

explores their applicability to the explanation of justice issues.  

Although other theoretical perspectives (e.g., the instrumental and uncertainty 

management perspectives, Shao et al., 2013) may help with the exploration of the fit of 

cultural orientations in justice–outcome relationships, this thesis extensively drew on Shao et 

al.’s (2013) relational perspective to probe the roles of Doing and Mastery orientations in 

justice effects because these two cultural orientations, to a certain extent, reflect people’s 

valuing or inconsideration of relationships, and have been initially supported in Shao et al.’s 

meta-analytical study. Despite the fact that most findings were generated on an exploratory 

basis, they appear to offer some potential implications to distinguish distributive and 

procedural justice based on their different effects on different dependent variables when 

influenced by cultural orientations.  

Only the procedural justice–trust and distributive justice–commitment relationships 

varied with levels of Doing and Mastery orientations. Relative to the unmediated justice–

commitment relationship, the justice–trust–commitment relationship involves more 

sophisticated exchange processes, in which multiple stages exist. As elaborated previously, 
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trust is essential in social exchanges, and procedural justice is more closely related to social 

exchanges than distributive justice is. Chapter 3 showed that the relationship between 

procedural justice and commitment is more likely to form via trust. Although the second stage 

of the procedural justice–trust–commitment relationship was not moderated by Doing and 

Mastery, the varying strength of the first stage implies that when the elements of the 

relationship are considered, procedural justice tends to initiate a more detailed process in 

social exchanges.  

Since only the unmediated distributive justice–commitment relationship, and not the 

procedural justice–commitment relationship, was moderated by Doing and Mastery 

orientations, it would seem that, compared to procedural justice, distributive justice is less 

related to the fine-grained social exchange process when Doing and Mastery orientations are 

taken into account. One explanation might be that when trust, the facilitator of social 

exchange, is not considered in the distributive justice–commitment relationship, the exchange 

process starting from distributive justice may need catalysis from elements reflecting the 

relational perspective, such as lower levels of Doing and Mastery orientations. As presented 

in Chapter 5, these exploratory findings are to some extent consistent with those of previous 

research that examined justice–outcome relationships by applying variables that implied or 

incorporated a relational component (Andrews et al., 2008).  

This study also explored the cross-cultural differences in the moderating effects of 

Doing and Mastery orientations in the justice–commitment relationship. Similar to Chapter 4, 

which tests the roles of individualism and power distance, these two cultural orientations 

demonstrated very limited differences in their moderating roles between countries. 

Considering the exploratory nature of this thesis in this regard, the evident between-country 

differences in the moderating roles of Doing and Mastery orientations may provoke reflective 

thought and stimulate further research efforts. In only a few cases, the Eastern Asian countries 

(i.e., China and South Korea) are different from Australia in the roles of cultural orientations. 

However, the extent of differences seems to neither totally accord with the original 

proposition nor reflect the Eastern Asian countries’ cultural or institutional transitions or 

changes. More exploratory studies may be helpful in obtaining a more comprehensive pattern 

of cultural influences.  
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Practical Implications 

On the whole, this thesis suggests a roughly unified mechanism of the justice–

commitment relationship in a cross-cultural context, and the potential roles of cultural values 

in justice–outcome relationships. In Chapters 3–5, I have discussed some potential practical 

implications for each study. This section revisits former chapters to integrate the implications 

that this thesis may have for practitioners.  

First, the findings of the thesis can inform organizations and human resource 

professionals of the importance of prioritizing fair management systems that meet the needs 

and expectations of employees from different cultures. On the one hand, it is universal that 

nearly all employees value fairness in the organization. That is, regardless of cultural 

background, employees expect to be treated fairly. In any culture or country, to maintain 

employees’ genuine positive attitudes and consequent behaviors, organizations should take 

fair management seriously to ensure that the outcomes (e.g., pay, rewards, and other benefits) 

are distributed equitably and that the procedures for the distribution are consistent, accurate, 

voice-permitted, unbiased, moral, ethical, and transparent (Colquitt, 2001). On the other hand, 

although fairness should be ensured in almost every circumstance (Kim et al., 2010), taking 

into account the distinction between different types of justice may increase effectiveness. In 

most cases, organizations might benefit from more positive employee attitudes when 

procedures are perceived as fair, although the fairness of outcomes can also achieve positive 

employee attitudes.  

Second, this thesis suggests that in nearly all cultures, organizations should endeavor 

to demonstrate their trustworthiness to employees and ensure that they are trusted by 

employees. Trust is important in maintaining a positive relationship between an employee and 

an organization. As demonstrated by the present findings, to increase employees’ commitment 

or loyalty, which is related to reduced turnover intention (Chang, 1999), it is very helpful to 

build employees’ trust. Organizations should be aware that the way they treat employees (e.g., 

use of fair procedures to make decisions) can influence employees’ recognition of the 

organization’s goals and values (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006), and employees’ desire to 

remain with the organization (Aryee et al., 2002). These influences largely rely on the extent 

to which employees trust in their organizations. Since the importance of trust appears to be 

generalizable across cultures, it might be helpful for decision makers, especially those from 
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multinational organizations, to consider policies that assist in increasing trust between the 

employee and the organization.  

Third, in working out and implementing unified human resource policies to fit a broad 

cross-cultural context, multinational organizations and their representatives need to be more 

aware of the influences of individual values on the specific mechanisms, through which 

fairness plays an important role in affecting employees’ commitment. Managers need to pay 

close attention to the mechanism involving procedures for decision-making and the 

employee’s evaluation of organizational trustworthiness, because employees with different 

levels of individual values tend to differ in this psychological mechanism. In order to take 

advantage of these differences, managers should be more careful in treating employees who 

are more sensitive to the fairness of decision-making procedures, in terms of increasing or 

decreasing their trust in the organization, and further, their commitment to the organization. 

As suggested by the present research, managers may be able to recognize these employees 

based on one or more characteristics: They may be reluctant to accept unequally distributed 

power in the organization; they may be motivated by self-interest; they tend to be relatively 

less goal- or work ethic-oriented but more focused on life quality and human relations; and 

they tend to accept harmonious human–environment relationships and do not seek to control 

and change the environment or others around them.  

Fourth, despite the fact that there seems currently to be a lack of objective laws 

regarding how individual values can influence employees’ reactions to fairness differently in 

disparate cultures, managers need to be aware that invariant implementation of a policy might 

not be effective in certain specific situations. As discussed earlier, it may be helpful for 

multinational organizations to establish two parallel sets of management systems: one about 

the general management rules and regulations for all branches spread across cultures, and the 

other about the particular management modes catering to a specific culture. The literature 

suggests that top management of multinationals should commit to cultural diversity 

management strategies and concrete practices, and reflect them in transparent organizational 

diversity policies (Gröschl, 2011). Aligning with strategic human resource activities, senior 

management commitment helps create the core values and visions that are to be infused in 

different cultures where the organization operates (Thorbjørnsen & Supphellen, 2011). The 

first management system may aim to maintain the consistency of core corporate values across 

cultures by getting cross-level, cross-divisional, and cross-cultural staff to set and regulate 

fundamental policies. To ensure the effectiveness of the second management system, 
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multinationals may need to employ higher levels of power decentralization on condition that 

the core value is stable enough to tie all branches together (Sim, 2013). According to the 

findings of this thesis, it might be better to have branches in a specific culture set their own 

rules that fit the preference of a particular cultural population, especially for the rules related 

to reward allocation. Managers need to be more flexible in operating these systems and pay 

attention to their connectedness and differences. 

Finally, this thesis provides potential guidance for organizations expanding overseas 

business with regard to human resource management practices. For example, when an 

organization originally based in a Western country sets up human resource policies for 

branches in East Asian countries, managers may need to understand that employees from East 

Asia might value a specific type of fairness to a different extent than employees from the host 

country do. These differences might be caused by individual or nation-wide values, but a 

more in-depth analysis of influences of institutional systems and economic status may also be 

highly useful. Further fine-grained explorations of these issues will probably offer more 

extensive and accurate implications. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

It should be acknowledged that a number of noteworthy limitations exist in the current 

thesis that deserve serious consideration in future research.  

Data collection 

In this thesis, while an online survey was used to collect data in Australia and South 

Korea, a paper survey was adopted in China due to information and access constraints. There 

was a significant difference in response rate between these two types of surveys. For example, 

the online survey in Korean response rate was particularly low (only 4.2%), which raises 

concerns regarding whether the Korean sample is representative enough.The difference in 

data collection approaches might have the potential to confound some cross-cultural results. 

Although some research (e.g., Query Jr & Wright, 2003) suggests that online surveys and 

paper surveys do not have significant differences in many respects, consistency in the use of 

data collection methods across different countries can increase the reliability of cross-cultural 

findings. Future cross-national or cross-group research should pay attention to methodological 

consistency. 



 

 

 

 

188 

In addition, as previously stated, the cross-sectional single source data used in this 

thesis may have increased the common method bias. Even though confirmatory factor 

analyses demonstrated that the biases were not significant in this thesis, it is impossible to 

completely eliminate the effects of these biases due to the data source. Future research should 

take measures to reduce common method variance. One future research avenue is to use 

multivariate methods (e.g., multitrait-multimethod) in data collection (Lievens & Conway, 

2001). A number of statistical remedies can also help deal with common method variance, 

such as marker variable analysis and partial correlation procedures (Lindell & Whitney, 2001; 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  

Incomplete reflection of workplace constructs 

There are various forms of social exchanges existing in the organization; e.g., the 

exchange between the supervisor and the subordinate, the exchange between the organization 

and the employee, and even the exchange between coworkers. This thesis considered only 

employee-organization social exchange. This theoretical choice also directly led to the choice 

of the dimensions for study, including organizational justice and organizational trust.  

In light of the employee-organization exchange perspective, only distributive justice 

and procedural justice, shown to be more closely related to employees’ organization-based 

outcomes, were examined. The other dimension, interactional justice, was excluded. Although 

interactional justice appears to more closely related to the supervisor (Cropanzano et al., 

2002), it is also possible that interactional justice exists in the social exchange between the 

employee and the organization (Klendauer & Deller, 2009). Therefore, exclusion of 

interactional justice has prevented this thesis from obtaining a complete understanding of 

justice effects based on social exchange theory.  

Likewise, this thesis considered only trust in the organization, as employee-

organization exchange was the focus. In the employment relationship, two forms of trust are 

the most important: trust in the organization and trust in the supervisor (Tan & Tan, 2000). As 

supervisors, in many situations, are considered to be representatives of an organization, 

employees’ attitudes toward the supervisor might also affect their attitudes toward the 

organization (Aryee et al., 2002). In this thesis, some findings may have been influenced by 

employees’ trust in the supervisor. But due to the exclusion of trust in the supervisor and 

other types of trust, such influences could not be evaluated.  
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In addition, organizational commitment was studied only for its affective aspect. A 

complete construct of organizational commitment has been proposed by Meyer and Allen 

(1997) to comprise affective, continuance, and normative commitments. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, theoretically, affective and normative aspects appear to be more suitable for 

examining social exchange relationships. Although the choice of including only affective 

commitment avoided the debate and criticism around normative and continuance 

commitments, it has hindered this thesis in fully depicting employees’ psychological bonds 

with their organizations.  

These sub-constructs, excluded in the present research, warrant future explorations, 

especially in cross-cultural settings. To proceed to a more comprehensive understanding of 

the social exchange-based justice–trust–commitment relationship, future research needs to 

consider more types of exchanges (e.g., inclusion of all coworker-, supervisor-, and 

organization-based exchanges), a full set of dimensions of justice and commitment, as well as 

more forms of trust within the organization.  

Measurement concerns 

There are two main measurement concerns in this thesis. One is that some variables 

were measured by scales in which several items were deleted from the original. For example, 

following previous scholars, organizational trust was measured using six items from the 

seven-item scale used by Robinson (1996), with one item specifically addressing fairness 

being deleted. This strategy may raise the question as to whether findings based on an 

incomplete set of items can be identical or similar to those based on a full set of items, which 

reflect the concept of the variable more fully. Future research may need to explore this 

question by comparing the findings generated under different item-selection strategies.  

 The other is about the cross-cultural equivalence of the measurements. Although the 

back-translation procedure and the expert judgement have, to a large extent, increased the 

content equivalence across the three countries studied, the confirmatory factor analyses 

demonstrated only marginal cross-cultural equivalence of the constructs in the second and 

third studies. Although the indexes appear marginally acceptable, there are still potential risks 

that the cross-cultural findings are confounded by some items that are marginally equivalent. 

Future cross-cultural research should endeavour to improve the equivalence of measures 

across cultures. One consideration might be to deliberate and explore a response format that is 

more suitable for all involved countries. Research suggests that East Asians have a greater 
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tendency than people from Western societies such as Australia and North America to choose 

the midpoint when a Likert-type scale is provided (Wang, 2011). Thus, a scale that can reduce 

this discrepancy across cultures might help increase the cross-cultural equivalence of 

constructs. Future studies are warranted to validate this conjecture.  

Choice of Moderators 

In selecting moderators, this thesis addressed only two cultural dimensions from each 

of the two cultural models. Although these dimensions have relatively strong theoretical 

foundations for explaining employee attitudes, more than half of the hypotheses relating to 

these cultural dimensions were not supported. It may be that the consideration set of 

moderators is not sufficiently inclusive to hold the complete explanation for justice–outcome 

relationships. 

Despite the relevance and popularity of individualism and power distance in 

explaining justice effects and social exchanges suggested by previous research (Fortin, 2008; 

Kirkman et al., 2006), the exclusion of other dimensions (e.g., uncertainty avoidance and 

masculinity) of Hofstede’s (1980) model in Chapter 4 might miss important and interesting 

findings. There is the possibility that the non-findings related to cultural values’ moderating 

effects can be explained by these other cultural dimensions, given that several studies have 

already revealed that uncertainty avoidance and masculinity can also influence the effects of 

justice on employees’ outcomes directed toward the organization (Schilpzand, Martins, 

Kirkman, Lowe, & Chen, 2013; Shao et al., 2013). Future research needs to expand the 

considered set of cultural moderators to obtain more comprehensive findings regarding the 

variation of justice effects. 

 The same limitation exists in Chapter 5. For simplicity and demonstrability in this 

exploratory study, Chapter 5 employed a very small fraction (two) of cultural orientations 

from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) value-orientation model. Although the roles of some 

cultural orientations may be seen from findings about Hofstede’s (1980) cultural values 

shown in Chapter 4, as these two cultural models overlap regarding some concepts, a lack of 

information about other cultural orientations makes it difficult to infer more systematic 

functions of culture. In addition, as discussed in Chapter 5, one may have concerns over the 

legitimacy of the choice of Doing and Mastery orientations. The theories used to explain 

justice effects are based on relationships. Although these two cultural orientations reflect 

elements of relationships, the reflection is indirect. Furthermore, it seems that the definition of 
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Mastery orientation has some commonality with the construct of locus of control (Rotter, 

1990); the detected roles of Mastery orientation may have been, to some extent, a surrogate 

for locus of control. Therefore, this line of research might be improved in at least three ways. 

First, future research should consider more cultural orientations and apply more fine-grained 

examinations to seek the most suitable cultural dimensions in explaining justice effects. 

Second, in examining the role of Doing orientation, future studies may consider controlling a 

variable that is more directly based on the relationship (e.g., relational interdependence), so as 

to explore whether Doing orientation still has an influence on justice effects. Third, the unique 

power of Mastery orientation in explaining justice effects should be further validated with the 

role of locus of control being incorporated.  

Other issues  

As shown in Chapter 5, one result that warrants further consideration is the different 

moderating roles found for Doing and Mastery orientations. That is, whether the effects of the 

two types of justice can be moderated by Doing or Mastery orientations depends on a specific 

justice–outcome (trust or commitment) match. Based on employee–organization social 

exchange, these two cultural orientations moderated the relationship between distributive 

justice (but not procedural justice) and commitment, and the relationship between procedural 

justice (but not distributive justice) and trust. More in-depth understanding and explanation of 

these findings require further explorations. They might be caused by potential roles of the 

unmeasured interactional justice, given that interactional justice can also be seen from a social 

exchange perspective, and the two components of interactional justice (informational and 

interpersonal justice) are regarded as the social aspects of procedural justice and distributive 

justice, respectively (Greenberg, 1993). Therefore, future research may seek to determine 

whether the roles of interactional justice have resulted in such different effects of distributive 

justice and procedural justice under different levels of Doing and Mastery orientations. Future 

research is warranted to explain such differences based on other possible lenses.  

It should also be admitted that in these comparisons (Chapters 4 and 5), there were 

more non-findings than significant findings. Partly due to the “file drawer problem” 

(Rosenthal, 1979), which is regarded as an established bias against publishing academic 

research with more non-findings than significant findings, it is difficult to determine the 

proportion of studies that fail to detect significant moderating effects versus those that 

succeed (Schilpzand et al., 2013). Without roughly knowing this proportion, despite several 
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existing articles demonstrating non-findings (e.g., Lam et al., 2002; Schilpzand et al., 2013), it 

is difficult to make a rigorous conclusion through comparing the non-findings of this thesis 

with the few published works (Schilpzand et al., 2013). However, a possible reason for the 

non-findings might be the validity of the universality of justice arguments (Leung, 2005; 

Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999; Schilpzand et al., 2013). These arguments state that 

since fairness perceptions are fundamental to promoting positive employee outcomes for all, 

cultural values and orientations may not be powerful enough to override the basic human 

desire for fair treatment (Schilpzand et al., 2013). More relevant to this thesis, at the 

individual level, is that employees’ basic desire for fairness to some extent may have hindered 

the functions of personal values and value orientations. To clarify this issue, as suggested by 

prior scholars (Gibson, Maznevski, & Kirkman, 2009; Schilpzand et al., 2013), future 

research may need to explore when cultural values matter, and perhaps more importantly, 

when they do not matter, as a fundamental question in organizational justice issues. 

Concluding Remarks 

This thesis begins from a social exchange perspective to provide a deeper 

understanding of the relationship between organizational justice and organizational 

commitment in a cross-cultural context. I found that it is universal across the investigated 

countries—China, South Korea, and Australia—that employees value justice and tend to 

reciprocate the organization’s fair treatment with higher commitment. The reciprocation 

process in the employee–organization exchange is largely facilitated by employees’ trust in 

their organizations. However, particularity also exists within this universality. Namely, it is 

suggested that although people from all cultures are concerned about justice and rely on trust 

in social exchange processes, Westerners (i.e., Australians) assign greater importance to 

procedural justice and trust than East Asians, who pay more attention to distributive justice 

than Westerners do. This suggests that although the principles of social exchange theory and 

justice effects may be generalizable across cultures, the exchange styles and the strengths of 

justice effects can vary with cultural group.  

I then moved to integrate social exchange theory and cultural dimensions from two 

cultural models—individualism and power distance from Hofstede’s (1980) model and Doing 

and Mastery orientations from Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) model—to investigate 

how individual cultural values or orientations influence the justice–commitment relationship 

across cultures. I found that these cultural variables could offer only partial explanations for 
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the variation of the relationship between justice and commitment. In most of these cases, 

cultural dimensions influence this relationship through a more sophisticated psychological 

process, in which trust plays a mediating role. In addition, very slight cross-cultural 

differences regarding the roles of these cultural variables were detected. Synthesizing all 

findings, such explorations have revealed some potential cultural factors that moderately, 

rather than strongly, explain justice and its effects. To more clearly identify the roles of these 

factors, other justice effects not studied in this thesis are recommended for examination, 

preferably in cross-cultural settings.  

Overall, this thesis has cross-culturally examined the justice–commitment relationship 

through multiple approaches, including moderation and mediation. The findings not only 

empirically extend social exchange-based justice effects to a broader international context, but 

also reveal suggestive patterns of justice–culture combinations. Based on the results and the 

basic framework offered in this thesis, it is hoped that future research can continue to devote 

efforts to the investigation of justice issues from cultural perspectives. Further explorations 

that connect more justice dimensions, employee outcomes, and cultural models will provide 

more comprehensive and systematic knowledge of cross-cultural justice.  
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