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Abstract: Organizational justice has recently attracted attention as a predictor of employee men-
tal and physical health. However, the lack of a Japanese translation of the original English-lan-
guage organizational justice scale (OJS) has precluded its application in Japan. The present
study aimed to develop Japanese version of the measure of organizational justice. We translat-
ed the original questionnaire, which is comprised of 20 items, from English to Japanese. The
0JS is made up of four distinct dimensions: procedural, distributive, interpersonal and infor-
mation justice. A total of 229 employees responded to the Japanese version of the OJS (0OJS-J)),
the effort-reward imbalance (ERI) model and the Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10). To
assess construct validity, we recorded job satisfaction using the visual analog scale (VAS). Our
exploratory factor analysis supported the four-factor structure model of OJS-J. Correlation coef-
ficients between the OJS-J and ERI, K10 and VAS were statistically significant, indicating a rea-
sonable degree of construct validity. Obtained internal consistency was markedly high
(Cronbach’s alpha was 0.96), and test-retest reliability as analyzed with an intraclass correlation
coefficient was 0.91. These results suggest that the OJS-J is a reliable and valid measure that

may be suitable for use as a predictor of employee health in the Japanese work place.
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Intoroduction

With administrative costs on the rise, mental disorders
have become a cause for concern in many industrialized
countries. Organizational injustice affects organizational
citizenship behavior and commitment!- 2, prompting man-
agers to consider new ways to minimize the impact on
individual employees and the organization as a whole?,

Organizational justice has attracted attention as a poten-
tial predictor of employee health. The term, “organiza-
tional justice” was defined by Greenberg to refer to sub-
jective perceptions of fairness in organizations, and this
sense of justice is reflected in several different facets of
employees’ working lives, such as in perceptions regard-
ing fairness of resource distributions and decision-mak-

*To whom correspondence should be addressed.
E-mail: michi-sgy @umin.ac.jp

ing®. 1In recent decades, many studies outside of Japan
have suggested that perceived low organizational justice
increases the risk of health problems in the workplace®.
Several reports further suggest an association between low
procedural and interpersonal justice and cardiovascular
disease® 7. Further, minor psychiatric disorders have also
been associated with perceived low levels of justice in the
workplace®. Elovainio et al. found that a low evalua-
tion of self-reported health was associated with a nega-
tive perception of justice in the workplace. Further, these
authors also found that organizational justice was direct-
ly related to absence from work due to sickness and indi-
rectly related to employee turnover rate”.  Several
reviews and books have also reported on the usefulness
of the concept organizational justice in other respects™ % 10,

These previous findings highlight both the importance
of research into organizational justice and the adoption of
suitable measures derived therefrom.
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However, research on this subject in Japan has been
precluded by the lack of an organizational justice scale
(OJS) in Japanese. At present, the only available Japanese
version of an OJS is the Japanese translation of a modi-
fied version® of Moorman’s scale? (Inoue et al., in
press)!D. However, Moorman’s scale has been criticized
for measuring only procedural and interactional justice (a
composite scale of interpersonal and informational jus-
tice), but not distributive justice or informational justice,
as well as for the fact that several items under the inter-
actional justice subscale appear closely related to proce-
dural justice. In contrast, the OJS developed by Colquitt
in 2001, a self-reported 20-item questionnaire, is designed
to measure all four dimensions with a clear factor-based
validity'?. Here, to develop a valid and reliable Japanese
version of the organizational justice scale (OJS-J), we
translated Colquitt’s OJS into Japanese and validated the
translation among a group of manufacturing industry
employees.

The OJS may prove a valuable tool for assessing
employee health, and may be generalized for use in com-
panies and organizations across many occupational
fields'®.

Methods

Participants

All participants were full-time workers at two large
manufacturing companies in Kanagawa Prefecture,
including researchers, machine operators, and office
workers. Workers who returned the completed question-
naire, conducted on an anonymous basis, along with writ-
ten informed consent were included in the study sample.
Responses were obtained from 300 of the 398 full-time
employees in the companies included in the study
(response rate=75.4%). Of these, the 229 who provided
complete responses, except for the participant profile sec-
tion, were ultimately enrolled in the present study. Our
study protocol was approved by the human research ethics
committee of Kitasato University School of Medicine
(Kanagawa, Japan).

Measures
Development of the Japanese version of the OJS

The organizational justice questionnaire developed by
Colquitt (2001) is a self-reported questionnaire which uses
Likert scale responses to indicate degree of organization-
al justice (Table 1). The scale explores four domains:
procedural justice (seven items), distributive justice (four
items), interpersonal justice (four items), and informa-
tional justice (five items). Procedural justice denotes jus-
tice in the decision-making process, distributive justice
denotes justice in effort and rewards, interpersonal justice

Table 1. Organizational Justice Scale

Procedural Justice

The followning items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your (out-

come). To what extent:

1. Have you been able to express your views and feelings during those

procedures?

2. Have you had influence over the (outcome) arrived at by those pro-
cedures?

. Have those procedures been applied consistently?

. Have those procedures been free of bias?

. Have those procedures been based on accurate information?

. Have you been able to appeal the (outcome) arrived at by those pro-
cedures?

7. Have those procedures upheld ethical and moral standards?

AN W B W

Distributive Justice

The following items refer to your (outcome). To what extent:

1. Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have put into your work?

2. Is your (outcome) appropriate for the work you have completed?

3. Does your (outcome) reflect what you have contributed to the orga-
nization?

4. Is your (outcome) justified, given your performance?

Interpersonal Justice

The following items refer to (the authority figure who enacted the pro-
cedure). To what extent:

1. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?

2. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?

3. Has (he/she) treated you with respect?

4. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments?

Informational Justice

The following items refer to (the authority figure who enacted the pro-

cedure). To what extent:

. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her) communications with you?

. Has (he/she) explained the procedures throughly?

. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the procedures reasonable?

. Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely manner?

. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her) communications to individu-
als’ specific needs?

W N =

W A

All items use a 5-point scale with anchors of 1 (to a small extent) and 5
(to a large extent).

denotes justice in how superiors treat subordinates, and
informational justice denotes justice in subordinates being
appropriately informed regarding evaluation by their supe-
riors. A previous study has suggested that this four-fac-
tor form of the questionnaire is better than one-, two-, or
three-factor models. Response options are delivered on
a Likert scale with possible responses ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher
scores indicating a higher level of perceived organiza-
tional justice”.

The OJS was translated into Japanese by a Japanese
occupational physician and a psychologist licensed by
Colquitt. The translations were discussed with a third
party (three occupational physicians), and a final version
was agreed upon by consensus. The Japanese translation
was then back-translated by a bilingual American trans-
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lator into English. This back-translated version was com-
pared by Colquitt with the original English version and
confirmed as being the same as the original questionnaire,
both conceptually and linguistically.

Other measures

Other measures used to assess construct validity of the
0JS-J included the effort-reward imbalance (ERI) model,
the Kessler psychological distress scale (K10), and using
the visual analog scale (VAS) for assessment of satisfac-
tion with work environment and with job.

The ERI model is a theoretical concept proposed by
Siegrist that assesses adverse health effects sustained due
to workplace stress. The model defines stress at work as
an imbalance between high effort expended and low
reward received, and the reliability and validity of the
Japanese version of the ERI model has already been
proven'®. The ERI questionnaire contains 23 Likert-scale
items, consisting of 2 extrinsic components (6 items for
extrinsic [situational] effort and 11 items for occupation-
al reward [money, respect, and stability]) and 1 intrinsic
component (6 items for over-commitment). The present
study, ERI ratio was treated as a continuous variable, with
values greater than 1 denoting placement in the high-risk
group and each subscale of the three rewards-at work
dimensions was used separately, as well as the effort
scale.

The ERI model provides an estimate of how satisfied
an individual is with organizational outcomes (salary
level, promotions received, etc.). In contrast, many pre-
vious justice studies have measured satisfaction based on
outcomes of decision-making processes, such as a salary
level, promotions received, and performance evolution.
The ERI model and the organizational model were both
particularly promising in this respect, as they have been
shown to predict reduced health as well as reduced com-
mitment and motivation towards working. We therefore
determined that ERI and organizational justice, particu-
larly the distributive justice subscale, were similar in sev-
eral respect. Additionally, previous studies have demon-
strated that both organizational justice and ERI are able
to predict risk of health and sickness absence, and low
organizational justice was considered to be associated
with a high ERI ratio® 1017,

Evidence has been found linking organizational justice
with distressing psychological conditions such as depres-
sion”. The K10 was developed to assess symptoms of
depression over the preceding one-month period!®, and
the corresponding Japanese version has been well vali-
dated'®. The scale consists of 10 items describing expe-
rienced symptoms of depression, with five-point Likert
scale response options, ranging from 1 (never [experi-
ence]) to 5 (always [experience]). The sum of the item
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scores is used as an indicator of levels of psychological
distress.

The correlation between organizational justice and
work satisfaction has been shown previously'®. Here, a
one-dimensional VAS with ten levels of evaluation was
used to assess satisfaction with one’s job and working
environment. Participants were asked to rate their job sat-
isfaction, ranging from “never satisfied” (0 mm) to “com-
pletely satisfied” (100 mm), with a higher final score indi-
cating greater satisfaction.

Statistical analysis
Factor structure of the OJS-J

In the present study, we compared a four-factor model
to one-, two-, and three-factor models used in a previous
study'®. The one-factor model included all the items list-
ed in Table 1, indicative of greater organizational justice;
the two-factor model included distributive justice as one
factor and procedural justice as the other, with procedur-
al justice subsuming interpersonal and informational jus-
tice; and the three-factor model included distributive, pro-
cedural, and interactional justice (combining interperson-
al justice and informational justice). A confirmatory fac-
tor analysis was carried out to ensure that the factor struc-
ture of the translated OJS was the same as that of the
original OJS subscales. Model fitness was assessed using
the following fit indices: goodness of fit index (GFI),
adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), consistent
Akaike’s information criterion (CAIC), root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) and comparative fit
index (CFI).

Reliability of the OJS-J

Internal consistency of the scales was assessed using
Cronbach’s a. Test-retest reliability was assessed using
the interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) in a sub-sam-
ple of 36 respondents who completed the OJS on two sep-
arate occasions with a 1-wk interval between surveys.

Construct validity of the OJS-J

Construct validity of the OJS-J was assessed by calcu-
lating Pearson’s correlation coefficients for each OJS-J
subscale with the ERI and its subscales, psychological dis-
tress (K10), and satisfaction with one’s job and work envi-
ronment.

All analyses were carried out with SPSS version 17.0
(SPSS Japan Inc., Tokyo, Japan), and confirmatory fac-
tor analyses were performed with Amos version 5 (SPSS
Japan Inc.).

Results

Demographic characteristics of the participants are

Industrial Health 2010, 48, 66-73
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shown in Table 2. The average participant age (mean
age[SD]=44.3 yr [+ 10.73]) was older than the national
average, and the ratio of female participants (20.5%) was
less than the national average across all industries (41.6%,
as recorded in White Paper on Labor, Japan).
Participants’ occupations included office worker, clerk,
technical staff, researcher and others.

Factor structure of the OJS-J

Table 3 shows the fit indices of the one-, two-, three-
factor and four-factor models and they were: GFI=0.428,
0.511, 0.661, 0.817; AGFI=0.294, 0.392, 0.574, 0.766;
RMSEA=0.223, 0.183, 0.141, 0.097; x*=2,101.688,
1,460.128, 918,774, 513.797; CAIC=2,359.037, 1,723.910,
1,195.424, 809.748 and CFI=0.583, 0.721, 0.838, 0.924.
Factor analysis showed that the four-factor model was the
best among the four models, and confirmatory factor
analysis results and the path diagram of the four factor
model are shown in Fig. 1. All path coefficients were
significant.

Reliability of the OJS-J

The reliability of the OJS was evaluated in terms of
internal consistency reliability and test-retest reliability.
Internal consistency reliability, as assessed using
Cronbach’s o, was 0.91 for procedural justice, 0.96 for
distributive justice, 0.94 for human relations justice, 0.93
for informational justice, for total value of 0.96. All inter-

Table 2. Participant profiles
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Characteristics n (%)*
Sex
Male 180 (78.6)
Female 47 (20.5)
Missing 2 (0.9)
Age 44.3 £10.73
Occupation
Manager 70 (30.6)
Non-Manager 145 (63.3)
Office worker 30 (13.1)
Clerk 30 (13.1)
Technical staff 62 (27.1)
Researcher 16 (7.0)
Other 7@3.1)
Missing 8 (3.5)
Education
Junior high school 11 (4.8)
High school 86 (37.6)
College 62 (27.1)
Vocational school 17 (7.4)
Graduate degree or higher 37 (16.2)
Other 13 (5.7)
Missing 3 (1.3)
Full-time employee 229 (100.0)

*Plus-minus values are means + SD.

Table 3. Comparison of a priori organizational justice structure

Structural Model X CAIC GFI AGFI ~ RMSEA CFI
1-factor 2,101.688 2,359.037  0.428 0.294 0.223 0.583
2-factor 1,460.128 1,723.910  0.511 0.392 0.183 0.721
3-factor 918.774 1,195.424  0.661 0.574 0.141 0.838
4-factor 513.797 809.748 0.817 0.766 0.097 0.924
(N=229)
Table 4. Correlation between OJS-J and other measures
Procedural Distributive Interpersonal  Informational .
Justice Justice Justice Justice Total Justice
ERI
Extrinsic Effort —0.20%* —0.23%%* —0.19%* -0.10 —0.21%*
Reward-Salary 0.35%#* 0.46%%* 0.34#5#% 0.347#%% 0.44#5%%
Reward-Esteem 0.45%#% 0.51%#%* 0.46%#* 0.45%%% 0.55%#*
Reward-Status control 0.23%%* 0.297%%#% 0.30%#* 0.21%%* 0.30%#*
ERI ratio —0.34%%% —0.39%#* —0.34 %% —0.29%** —0.40%**
K10 —0.18%%* —0.26%** —0.25%** -0.15* —0.24%**
VAS job satisfaction
Satisfaction with work environment 0.35%*%* 0.44%%% 0.38%** 0.42%%% 0.47%**
Satisfaction with job overall 0.327%5#% 0.387##% 0.30%#* 0.327%%% 0.39%##:*

#p<0.05, **p<0.01, ###p<0.001.
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el 0J1
\\0.684
e2 0J2 0.704
~
e3 0J3 0.733
o4 0J4 0.855 Proceflural
Justice
e5 0J5 0.883
b 0J6 0.698
e7 017 1 0.864
e8 0J8 0.954
~—
e9 019 0.966 Distributive
el0 0J10 0.901 Justice
/
ell OJ11 0.838
el2 0J12 0.930
~—
el3 0113 0.964 Interpersonal
el4 0J14 0.883 Justice
/
els 0J15 0.777
el6 0J16 0.888 x*=513.797
~
el7 0J17 0.920 CAIC=809.748
Informational
el8 0J18 0.900 Justice GFI=0.817
/
el9 0J19 0.817 AGFI=0.766
e20 0J20 0.808 RMSEA=0.097
CF1=0.924

Fig. 1. Result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
0J=Organizational Justice.
All paths from construct to item significant at p<0.001.

All correlation coefficients between OJS-J subscale significant at p<0.001.

nal consistency reliabilities were significant. Test-retest
reliability was determined with ICC by comparing
responses to the OJS-J questionnaire among a subsample
of the total participants (n=36) after administration on two
separate occasions with a one-week interval. Reliability
as assessed by this method was found to be 0.91.

Validity of the OJS-J

Correlation coefficients between the OJS-J total and
ERI ratio, K10, and VAS score of job satisfaction were
-0.40 (p<0.001), -0.24 (p<0.001), and 0.39 (p<0.001),
respectively (Table 4), with higher scores indicating a
higher level of perceived organizational justice. Further,
statistical significance was found for correlation coeffi-
cients in nearly all domains. Correlation coefficients for
procedural justice, distributive justice, informational jus-
tice, and total justice scores were all greater than 0.4 and
had a significant positive association with ERI reward-
esteem (r=0.45, 0.51, 0.46, 0.45, 0.55, p<0.001). Further,

the distributive justice and total justice scores also showed
positive significance with the ERI reward-salary subscale
(r=0.46, 0.44, p<0.001).

A significant positive association was found between
VAS work environment satisfaction and distributive jus-
tice, informational justice, and total justice score (r=0.44,
0.42, 0.47, p<0.001).

Discussion

Results from the present study showed that the Japanese
version of the OJS-J had high internal consistency and
test-retest reliability, as well as acceptable factor-based
and construct validity. Cronbach’s confidents for all four
subscales were greater than 0.90, and the ICC for test-
retest reliability with a one-week interval was also greater
than 0.90. These reliability coefficients were similar to
those reported for the original OJS®. Taken together,
these findings suggest that all OJS-J subscales are high-

Industrial Health 2010, 48, 66-73
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ly reliable with a relatively small measurement error.

Confirmatory factor analysis of the OJS-J items in the
present study confirmed that the four-factor model,
including procedural justice, distributive justice, interper-
sonal justice, and informational justice, achieved the best
fit for the data. This conclusion was also consistent with
the factor structure and theoretical expectations of the
original OJS!'®. Values for several goodness-of-fit indi-
cators (GFI, AGFI) and the CFI were moderate. Taken
together, these findings indicated that the Japanese ver-
sion of the OJS had factor-based validity.

We adopted the four-factor model in the present study
for several reasons. First, the x?> and CAIC values for
this particular model were the lowest of the four avail-
able models. If there were some candidate models, the
least CAIC model was good for the best better log like-
lihood. Second, among the possible models, the GFI and
AGFI were highest for the four-factor model. Even if the
GFI and AGFI were recognized as good when they were
more than 0.90, we could adopt the model when the model
was built based scientific basis. Third, Toyoda suggest-
ed that RMSEA, which should be less than 0.10, is the
most reliable fit index and is the least affected by degree
of freedom'®. Given that the RMSEA was 0.097 when
using the four-factor model in the present study, we opted
to use this model. Fourth, the CFI was more than 0.9,
and could thus be considered good.

In the correlation analysis between the ERI and the
OJS-J subscale scores, as expected, scores for all three
dimensions of rewards at work (reward from salary,
esteem rewards, and status control) were significantly
associated with all four subscales of the OJS, while the
effort scale was negatively and more weakly associated
with the OJS subscales. The correlation coefficient was
slightly greater between these three rewards at work and
distributive justice. This finding is consistent with the
theoretical expectation that distributive justice in the
workplace social structure increases rewards at work
among individual workers. In contrast, among the three
dimensions of rewards at work, esteem reward (psycho-
logical rewards from their supervisor and coworkers) were
most strongly associated with the OJS-J subscales. High
organizational justice may increase positive feedback to
among workers at work, and then subsequently increase
esteem rewards. These findings further support the con-
struct validity of the OJS-J.

The OJS-J subscales were negatively associated with
the K10 score of psychological distress and positively
associated with job and work environment satisfaction.
Previous studies have shown a link between low organi-
zational justice and psychological distress” ! and
between high organizational justice and job satisfac-
tion'®- 29, Findings from the present study are again con-

sistent with previous findings, supporting the construct
validity of the OJS-J. Interestingly, the correlation coef-
ficients between the OJS-J and work environment satis-
faction were slightly greater than those between the OJS-
J subscales and job satisfaction, possibly because organi-
zational justice could be reflect in a social structure of a
workplace or company.

Several limitations to the present study warrant men-
tion. First, lack of organizational justice standard or stan-
dardized criteria for measuring job satisfaction in Japan
necessitated construct validity assessment. While these
concepts are not exactly the same as organizational jus-
tice, however, they do share some similarity. Second,
participants were overall older than the average Japanese
worker, and there were fewer women than are present in
the average of Japanese workplace. Generalization of the
0JS-J will require further studies in various workplaces
around Japan.

In conclusion, we found that our Japanese translation
of the OJS had high internal consistency and test-retest
reliability, as well as exceptional factor-based and other
construct validity, suggesting that the OJS-J is useful for
the assessing organizational justice in a Japanese work-
place. Further research may still be required to replicate
the findings across a broader range of occupations and
employers.
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