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A B S T RAe T 

The purpose of this study l.S to explore the relation­

ship between distributive justice and job .satisfaction in 

formal organizations by investigating the application and 

acceptance of justice norms and distribution rules. In 

approaching the justice evaluations of white-collar workers, 

prl.mary emphasis has been placed on preferences for norms 

(either equity or need) and dimension~ of evaluation (status 

or performance characteristics) l.n the allocation of rewards, 

and on whether agreement between employees' and managers' 

preferences affects the employees' perceived justice and 

satisfaction levels. Two preference scales and a perceived 

justice scale were developed in order to measure the magnitude 

of the relation between perceived justice and agreement 

variables. A satisfaction scale was used to measure the 

employees' ~atisfaction levels in order to investigate the 

relation between perceived justice and satisfaction. 

The existence of a meaningful relation between per­

ceived justice and agreement variables, between. satisfaction 

and perceived justice was hypothesized, however was not 

supported by the results. The predicted differences were not 
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found ~n the data. The failure to support th~ hypotheses may 

be the results of a number of artifacts of the study, including 

on overly-homogeneous sample, macro-economic conditions and 

lack of variance in norm preferences and levels of job satis­

faction. 



I, INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

The notion of distributive justice, first developed by 

the early philosopher Aristotle and later formulated into a 

theory by social psychologists and sociologists, ~s, ~n a 

broad sense, concerned with the allocation of socially valued 

goods amon~ the members of a society. It focuses on the ~eft-

nit ion and functioning of justice in a particular social 

setting or organization where the parti~ipating membe~s are 

'engaged ~n some sort of activity or contribution for which 
,,; 

they acquire a share 1n the distribution of valued goods or 

rewards. The established norms of the members as to who should 

receive what determine whether the distribution of rewards is 

to be defined as just, fair or balanced. The significance of 

each member's contribution in the allocation pattern ~s 

determined in accordance with that community's value system. 

Anyone member can be evaluated on dimensions like education, 

skill, se~iority-anything.which is regarded as relevant in 

achieving the aims of the group and for which a just return 

is expected. The rewards, in turn, may vary from social 

approval, promotion or intrinsic job satisfaction to simply 

monetary remuneration. 
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Within this framework, the normative expectations of 

the members arising from the allocation ruleCs) in that con-
• 

text are crucial Ln the variou~ formulations 6f distributive 

justice theory. 

Four basic groups of theories have been formulated Ln 

the conceptualization of distributive justice. 

Romans (196l)~ Ln his analysis of social exchange, 

originally introduced the concept of distributive justice, 

Ln which he defined the just reward distribution as having 

equal reward/investment ratios for all parties so that the 

greater a person's investments in a exchange relation, the 

greater should be his rewaed. What he called investments are 

crucial in the ranking of one's self and others in a specific 

exchange situation. This ranking process also implies the 

existence of a social com~arison between one self and others. 

Re outlines the prerequisites of a just social system as 

follows: 

"Agreement on the general principle that 
the ratio of contributions equal to the 
ratio of rewards is the least of their 
problems. They must also agree on what 
dimensions are to be held relevant to the 
assessment of contributions and rewards 
and finally how members are to be ranked 
along these dimensions" (Romans, 1976). 

As stated above, for distributive justice to function pro-
. 

perly, the members must reach consensus on the normative 

standards or evaluative criteria they wish ta .applyin the 

final allocation. 
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Following Bomans' original approach, the majority of 

research has been rlone under the heading of equity theory 

which has much in common with Romans" exchange formulation of 
, 

distributive justice. 

According to equity theory (Adams, 1965) justice 1S 

realized by means of ~n eqtli~y norm which dictates that the 

input/outcome ratio of· one party should be equal to that of 

others (Adams, 1976; Austin, Walster and-Utne, 1976). The 

terms inputs and outcomes correspond to Romans' rewards and 

investments. The participants' satisfaction with the exchange 

LS contingent on how equitable they perce1ve the distribution 

of rewards to be. Consequently, an individual's perc~ption of 

how equitable a relation depinds on his assessment pf the 

value and relevance of the various participants' inputs and 

outcomes. In defining the exchange relation as equitable or 

not the members' comparative perceptual processes have a 

significant role. 

Patchen's research (1961) on workers' evaluations 

of wages reveals the existence of such comparative 

processes. The workers compared their pay to that of signi-

ficant others in the following pattern: 

his/their pay 
my pay compared to 

my position on dimensions related 
to pay 

hisLtheir position(s) on dimen­
sions related to pay 

The outcome of such compar1s.ons as found by Patchen was 

either satisfaction or dissatisfaction with pay. 
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According to the equity theorists, the problem of 

inequity will arise if one of the parties Ln the exchange 

considers the input as relevant whereas the other does not. 

The second condition leading to a perception" of inequity holds 

when the parties involved in the exchange disagree on the 

weight that each input should have. These two conditions are 

similar to what Romans has stated as the prerequisites of a 

just social system. 

Thk consequences of inequity rather than the emergence 

of equity as a justice norm has predominated the research 

done by the equity theorists (Adams, 1965; Walster and 

Berscheid, 1976). 

Adams (1976) suggests five ways of redu~ing in~quity 

which are: changing one's inputs and/or outcomes, cognitively 

distorting one's inputs or outcomes, leav~ng the field, and 

last, changing the object of comparison. 

In the third approach to the conceptualization of 

distributive justice, Berger and his associates (1972) explain 

the justiie process in their status-value theory. According 

to this theory, individuals evaluate the distribution pattern 

within a referential structure where all the characteristics 

of the individuals and rewards are status-valued. That is, 

each individual and reward have specific itates of a given 

characteristic which is evaluated in terms of its status signi­

ficance. These states are considered to be either high or low. 
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Within this referential structure, a g~ven state of a reward 

is associated with a given state of an individual characteris-

tic on a one-to-one basis. No two rewards that differ in 

status value can be assqciated with the same individual. The 

individual possesing a high state of the given status charac-

teristic should receive a reward which has high status value.' 

Likewise, the individual possessing a low status characte-

ristic should receive a reward possessing low status value. 

In other words, the characteristics of the reward and the 

recipient should be consistent in reference to the status 

value or status significance ascribed to each in that 

referential structure. This differentiation is required to 

maintain consistency or balance in the system of associations 

which constitute the core of the distributive justice process., 

It can be extracted from this theory that for an individual 

to evaluate a distributi6n as just, two conditions are 

required: 

1. The state of the characteristic an individual possesses 

s h 0 u 1 d b e cor r e c t 1 y ass 0 c ia ted wit h the s tat e 0 f the 

reward he rece~ves. That is, these characteristics 

should be consistent (i.e. both should be either high 

or low) in terms of their status value. 

2. In referring to other individuals and rewards, he 

should be confirmed by the fact that another individual .. 
with similar status characteristics is actually 

receiving the same reward. 
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If these conditions are met for every member, then the 

distribution of rewards is defined as just. 

Finally, the last approach, which may be called the 

need theory claim that the equity theorists overgeneralize 

the equity principle (Lamm and Schwinger, 1980; Mikula, 1980) 

Although most people today accept the prevailing equity 

norm of the industrial society, the need theorists' claim is 

that there are exceptions where the equity norm does not apply. 

Their proposed alternative is the need norm which demands 

that resources be allocated according to the recipients' 

economic need levels (Leventhal, 1976; Mikula, 1980). 

While accepting that the allocation principles are 

dependent upon the characteristics of the allocation situation, 

the need theorists hypothesize that the need norm dominates 

under conditions of strong interdependence and high inter­

personal attraction among the recipients. The empirical 

results ~f research on allocation decisions in small groups 

also lead to speculation on the effects of the team-like 

nature of the work and politeness ritual in deciding upon the 

need norm (Schwinger, 1980). 

In rev1ew1ng the theoretical and empirical literature 

on distributive justice, the evidence revel as the existence 

of distribution norms according to which the members of a 

group ho-ld expectations for a fair allocation of rewards or 

resources. It is through these norms that the distribution 
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pattern ~s defined as just or not. So far, pr~mary emphasis 

has been placed on the norms of equity and need. 

The norms of reciprocity and equality discussed by 

Leventhal (1976) and Sampson (1969) have mostly been ~nves-

tigated under certain conditions created in laboratory 

settings. 

The reciprocity norm which dictates that the past 

favors of one should be reciprocated has not been conceived 

as a justice norm in certain theories of distributive 

justice. Rather, it was studied as a moral norm underlying 
• 

all two-party relations. Blau (1964) has argued that people 

seek balance in their exchanges and this tendency for balance 

is assumed to be based on the norm of reciprocity. Recipro-

city in human relations has been concei~~d as universal; 

lying at the core of interpersonal exchange (Gouldner, 1960; 

Aral and Sunar, 1977). Gouldner (1960) specifies the condi-

tions where the reciprocity norm is followed as the absence 

of a stratified system of specific status duties. There is 

also evidence that reciprocity initia te s and guides social 

intera~tion in the early phases of a group befor~ diffe~en-

tiation starts among the members (Berkowitz and Friedman, 

1967; Pruitt, 1968). 

As implied by these findings, it ~s unlikely that the 

reciprocity norm will dictate the allocation in a well-strati-

fied organization where the merr.bership positions will hardly 

allow direct, two-party exhchange relations. 
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As to the question of the application of the equality 

norm which demands equal allocation to all individuals regard­

less of merit, several research results indicate that this 

norm can be adopted only under certain conditions (e.g., 

B a I e s, 1 9 5 0; H 0 rna n s, I 9 6 1; S c h win g e r, I 9 8 0). 1ft he soc i a I 

relationship is one of solidarity, harmony and cooperation 

among the members of a group, then the allocation of rewards 

~ay follow the equality norm though the actual contributions 

of the members are not the same. 

Demands for ~quality have appeared time and again 

S1nce the beginning of primitive societies. Equality was 

demanded 1n utopias (e.g., Thomas More) and 1n the socio­

political movements 1n Europe S1nce the Middle Ages. If, how­

ever, one makes a comparison with other justice norms' (i.e. 

equity and need), it seems that the equality principle does 

not apply to the present economic systems. It is more of an 

ideology, at least in its claim to totality. For applying 

equali..ty in an organization or a group aimed at task-comple­

tion, o~e has to assume beforehand that there will not 

be any status differentiation or struggles over status 

achievement. 

Despite the absence of the equality norm in organi­

zational settings, a few investigations have revealed that 1n 

some dyadic relations, the equality norm is adopted by the 

parties to follow a politeness ritual (Leventhal and Lane, 

1970; Mikula, 1980). 
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In contrast to the applications of the equality and 

reciprocity norms, equity and need norms have been found to 

regulate allocation patterns in stratified organizations, 

work environments and ,task groups where maximization of group 

productivity is aimed, high performance is expected and where 

a competitive environment is dominant. 

It LS evident from the above investigations that orga-

nizations and groups in any society refei to justice in terms 

of normatively defined rules of distribution. However, the 

ones favored in a particular setting can be totally ignored 

under other conditions. The situational characteristics play 

-
a crucial role in this choice. These characteristics can be 

the economic and' political aspects of the system, individual! 

class values or the specific properties of organizaticins, all 

of which interact in developing the members' norms and 

related expectations for a fair allocation. Past research on 

the application of the equity ntirm clarifies this situation. 
I 

Equity has been found to dominate in capitalist economic 

systems (Sampson, 196~) and it has also been indicated that 

American culture favors .the equity rule. 

These findiri~s, though such investigations are rare Ln 

literature, support the view that norm(s) prevailing Ln one 

context may not exist in another due to the interacting situ-, 

ational variables. Moreover, people in the same culture or 

even Ln the same organization, sharing the same goals, might 

differ in their normative standards with respect to the 
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functioning of distributive justice. Therefore the distin-

guishing characteristics of the society and organizations 

where the present study ~s carried out should be emphasized 

for a better definition of the scope of the research. 

the private sector of Turkey where this study ~s under-

taken has the majority of its organizations established ~n 

the 1960s. Starting up with only a few shareholders, they 

gradually expanded to become more differentiated and complex 

units of production while increasing their personnel in line 

with these developments. Since most of the privately owned 

organizations in this sector are manufacturing firms, they 

have a variety of organizational units. The employed personnel 

consists of blue-collar workers responsible for manufacturing 

and white-collar workers responsible for other organizational 

tasks, such as marketing, finance and production management. 

Within such a structure, the criteria of personnel recruitment 

can generally be defined as abilitiy, exper~ence and education 

for the white-collar employees and skill for the blue-collar 

employees. Following these criteria, the majority of white-

collar employees in the private sector are at least high 

school graduates specialized ~n one profession or another and 

can said to be better off in terms of 
. . 

soc~o-econom~c status 

when compared with the blue-collar workers. In addition, it 

can also be stated that the white-collar employees of the 

private sector have greater oppurtunities for social mobility, 

training at their jobs and for building a career. 
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Regarding these conditions as given by the present 

socia-economic system, the goal of the private sector organi­

zations can be defined ~n terms of maximizing productivity and 

the market share which, ~n turn, implies a competitive env~ron­

ment for both the organizations and the employees holding 

var~ous positions in these organizations. 

Within this framewo~k, one anticipation concerning 

allocation patterns may be that the members will compete for 

acquiring better places ~n the organizational hiearchy by 

means of performing better or contributing more in achieving 

the goal of the organization. Furthermore, competition may 

not necessarily ar~se for status achievement only; the members 

'might also compete to receive a higher share in thedistribu­

tion of other valued rewards which may include certain privi­

leges, promotion, social approval or an increase in pay. 

Under such conditions, it ~s expected that the equtiy 

norm will regulate the allocation. That is, the rewards or 

resources will be distributed proportionately to a measure of 

contribution or worth among the employees. Research investi­

gating the norm preferences of the employees in public and 

private sectors of, Turkey indicate that white-collar employees 

prefer the equity norm and blrie-collar employees prefer the 

need norm in both sectors (Boysan, 1981). These results reveal 

the fact that employees in the various organizations have 

established normative expectations with respect to the 

distribution rules in their preferences for justice norms. 
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Moreover, it has',also been found that 91 per cent of the white­

collar employe~s 'in private sector prefer the performance 

characteristics (i.e. ability, experience, expertise and 

innovation) as their distribution criteria and ignore status 

characteristics (i.e. seniority, occupation, education and 

discipline) ~n the allocation of rewards (Boysan, 1981). 

Given the majority of members in each group preferring 

the same norm and distribution criteria as ~n the above case 

does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that the existing 

allocation system ~s normatively supported by the contiibuting 

members. That ~s, the employees' norm and distribution criteria 

preferences and the related expectations from the distribution 

may not be congruent to those of the allocators, that is, the 

managers of the employees. The managers may choose to refer 

to distributi~n criteria different from that of the employees' 

preferences. Each party may regard different characteristics 

as relevant in the distribution. Ln more specific terms, there 

might be a case where employees prefer performance characte­

rist,ics whereas their manager may happen to prefer status 

characteristics as relevant in the allocation of rewards. 

Under suc~ conditions, the employees' normative expectations 

remain unfulfilled which, in turn, may result in perceived 

injustices. Therefore the manager's final decision regarding 

the allocation pattern and the employees' preferences playa 

crucial role in the evaluations of the distribution as being 

just or unjust. Lf there is a discrepancy between these two 

variables, then the legitimacy of the distribution is under 
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dispute. The employees might cease to support the existing 

allocation due to the state of incongruency experienced bet-

ween what is perceived to be and what is preferred. Therefore, 

the allocation system gains legitimacy as a function of ~he 

degree to which a common acceptance of the distribution 

rule(s) exists. Otherwise the employees may experience a 

state of distress or displeasure with the current situation. 

Such a state can expressed in terms of dissatisfaction with 

the organizational factors external to the job, as the fairness 

of treatment, the quality of supervision and pay which, 1n 

turn, can be reflected 1n negative attitudes toward the job 

itself. 

In explaining the causalities underlying job satis-

faction and/or dissatisfaction, basically three theor~tic~l 

formulations have been proposed. 

According to the discrepancy theory (Locke, 1969)~ 

satisfAction or dissatisfaction with some aspect of the job 

depends on the discrepancy between what a person perceives he 

is getting and what he desires. The desired amount is defined 

• 
as the minimum amount to fulfill the person's current needs. 

The greater the discrepancy between what is perceived to be 

and what is desired, and the more important the thing desired, 

the greater will be dissatisfaction. Porter (1962), remaining 

within. this theoretical framework, defined satisfaction as 

the difference between how much of something there should be 

and how much there actually is. This conception is basically 
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similar to Locke'sr but the 'should be' places more emphasis 

on equity considerations and less on needs in evaluating the 

job. 

Equity theory, Ln defining the reactions to inequity, 

predicts whether an employee will be dissatisfied with certain 

aspects of ' the job for which comparLsons are likely to occur, 

such as, pay, advancement and recognition (Adams, 1965; Good­

man and Friedman, 1971; Patchen, 1961). They conclude that if 

expectations resulting from such comparisons are not fulfilled, 

then dissatisfiaction will occur. 

The two-factor theory of job attitudes states that job 

satisfaction is qualitatively different from job dissatisfac­

tion (Herzberg, 1966). According to this theory, job charac­

~eristics are grouped as 'dissatisfiers' or 'hygiene factors' 

and 'satisfiers' or 'motivators'. Dissatisfiers include pay, 

superVLSLon, interpersonal relations and working conditions. 

Unless these needs are fulfilled the person will be dissatis­

fied. But these are not sufficient by themselves to cause 

satisfaction. The person will be satisfied if satisfiers exist 

also, which are certain aspects of the job, such as responsi­

bility, recognition and advancement oppurtunities. An Ln­

sufficient amount of satisfieis will prevent him from satis­

faction, but will not result Ln job dissatisfaction. 

It is now generally accepted that contrary to the 

sharp distinctions of Herzberg's theory, some job characteris­

tics can cause both states of satisfaction. The research 
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evidence suggests that an adequate explanation of how job 

attitudes are determined requires taking interacting factors 

into account. That 1S, a person's job sati~faction depends 

jointly on the characteristics of the work situation which 

includes both the intrinsic (e.g. amount of motivation, per­

sonal growth) and the extrinsic factors (e.g. superV1S1on, 

promotion, advancement). 

Empirical evidence provided by various studies further 

specify the conditions which lead to satisfaction. Lawler 

(1971) states that pay 1S the job characteristic most likely 

to cause diss,tisfaction. Porter (1962) found that managers 

who were dissatisfied with pay perc~ived high inequities. 

Goodman (1974) states that if an organization pays less than 

the g01ng rate in the community for a given type of job, 

employees will be dissatisfied with their pay. The behavior of 

the immediate supervisor is another important determinant of 

an employee's job satisfaction. The results of various 

research indicate that employees are more satisfied with 

supervisors who are considerate and supportive than those who 

are indifferent (Wexley and Yuk1, 1977). But these results 

may vary depending on th~ characteristics of the employees 

and the work situation. The amount of participation allowed 

and desired, definition of work roles, the characteristics 

of the task situation also interact in determining an 

employee's satisfaction. 

After reviewing the relevant research on job satisfac-
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tion, it 1S assumed that to prevent a state of dissatisfac­

tion, the expectations of the members must be fulfilled. 

Since the distribution of valued rewards is regarded as the 

basic means 1n meeting these expectations, the employees' 

evaluations of the distribution system gains importance in 

determining their satisfaction. That is, the employees should 

be convinced on the rightness or fairness of the distribution 

rule(s) adopted by the organization in order to feel satisfied 

with their current positions and to hold favourable attitudes 

toward the job and organization. Unless the present allocation 

of valued rewards is supported by the employees, the claims 

for employees' satisfaction will probably not be justified. 

Therefore it is theoretically hypothesized that 1n 

defining an all~cation system as fair, legitimate and"satis­

factorJ, consensually established and applied distribution 

rules must exist. since managers are held responsible for the 

actual application of the distribution rules, the concern is 

with the existence and level of agreement reached between the 

employees and their managers with respect to both parties' 

expectations from the distribution and how such agreement 

affects the employees' perceived justice and satisfaction 

levels. 

With respe~t to this issue, equity theorists (Austin, 

Walster and Utne, 1976; Adams, 1965) state that an exchange 

relation can bring satisfaction if the participants reach a 

common agreement on how to evaluate the fairness of inputs 
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contributed and outcomes distributed. Romans (1961) proposes 

that in achieving satisfactory rates of exchange the members 

should set common standards by which costs, investments and 

rewards can be measured. In explaining the effects of 

distributive justice on satisfaction in work environments, 

Romans (1976) provides empirical evidence revealing that 

equal pay among different status people leads to perceived 

ipequity and dissati~faction. In the same manner, Pritchard 

(1972) demonstrates that workers under conditions of over and 

underpayment show more dissatisfaction than equitably paid 

workers. 

As the above findings also suggest, members of an 

organization who occupy different positions should share 

common normative standards or adhere to the same disttibution 

criteria in their evaluations in order for a state of percelV­

ed justice to exist. 

Considering agreement on the justice norm itself as 

the first step to a state of perceived justice, the first 

hypothesis is: 

1. If an employee's norm preference agrees with that of his 

manager, then the employee's perceived justice level 

will be high. 

Although past research revels that the justice norm 

in private sector organizations is equity, the need norm is 

also included in the analysis due to the possibility that 
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preferences for the need norm may occur ~n the case of emp­

loyees at relatively low levels of income. Nevertheless it is 

expected that equity preferences will constitute the majority 

and that the employee's and the related manager's choices with 

regard to the justice norm will coincide in most of the cases. 

Since agreement on the justice norm ~s not sufficient 

for assum1ng that th~ present allocation pattern ~s favored 

and supported by the employees, the second hypothesis states: 

2. If an employee's preferences for distribution criteria 

agree with those of his manager, the employee's 

perceived justice level will be high. 

Distribution criteria function ~n specifying how the 

dimensions of evaluation are to be related to the allocation 

of valued rewards, that is, in determining which contributions 

are to receive which rewards in the allocation.-Dimensions of 

evaluation are defined in terms of the employee's performance 

and/or status characteristics. Performance characteristics 

are skill, innovation, experience and expertise; status charac­

teristics are education, occupation, seniority and discipline. 

The rewards, in turn, are defined in terms of an increase ~n 

p~y and/or advancement in the organizational hierarchy. 

The prevailing distribution norm might be accepted by 

all parties in the organization, but the manager may apply 

~his norm ~n reference to a particular distribution criterion 

which mayor may not be congruent with the criteria preferred 



- 19 -

by the employee. If the preferred criterion proves to be 

different from that of the employee's, it may result in a 

state of disappointment and perceived injustice on the 

1 ' . emp oyee s s~de. On the other hand, if there is no discrepancy 

between what is applied and what is preferred, then it can 

be assumed that the employee's normative expectations are 

fulfilled. Therefore the distribution criteria applied in the 

~allocation of rewards or resources must be supported by the 

employees so that claims for the legitimacy of the existing 

allocation can be justified. It is only then that the 

employee's expectations are met and that his perceptions of 

the allocation will fall in the fairness category. Otherwise 

the anticipated outcome is perceived injustice. 

Perceived injustice, as could be experienced ~n the 

above case, has been found to be a major determinant of job 

related attitudes in various investigations. Telly (1971), 

after investigating employees' perceptions of inequity 

pertaining to pay, supervision, advancement and social aspects 

of the job, has shown that perceived inequity positively 

correlated with turnover. Finn (1972) also provided empirical 

results which revealed that subjects who were inequitably 

treated displayed less favourable job attitudes and a higher 

propensity to quit their job than subjects who were treated 

equitably. Klein (1973), in his analysis to determine the 

relative predictive value of equity, expectancy and reinfor-

cement, showed perceived equity as the strongest variable in 

predicting job satisfaction; 
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As all these findings suggest, the employee should 

first of all be convinced that he is being treated fairly and 

receiving what he deserves from the allocation. This necessi­

tates the condition that the manager's and employee's distri­

bution criteria do coincide. If this condition is met, it is 

anticipated that the employee will be satisfied by his member­

ship position in the organization. 

Considering perceived justice as one of the determi­

nants of satisfaction the third hypothesis states: 

3. If perceived justice of an employee is high, his 

satisfaction with the job and organization will also be 

high. 

The testing of the hypotheses and the results will be 

presented in the following sections. 



- 21 -

II. METHOD 

A. PROCEDURE 

In collecting the data, a survey was .done ~n var~ous 

private sector organizations. At each organization where the 

structured interviews were applied, the respondents were 

informed by the secretary of the personnel department that 

they were randomly selected for a study carried out by a 

student. The purpose of the study was then explained by the 

interviewer right before the interview as being a research on 

the workers' attitudes toward their work and their ideas 

about different work situations. 

This individual-based procedure could not be applied 

~n one organization due to the managers' concern on time 

limitations. Thus, in order to save time, groups of five 

selected on a departmental basis were gathered one at a time 

where the members w~re left to answer the questions by them­

selves in the company of the interviewer. 

Besides one respondent who refused to be interviewed, 

the majority co-operated well; enri~hing the issue with a 

wide range of personal comments. 
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The whole interview consisting of 63 questions lasted 

between 40 to 55 minutes. 

B. INSTRUMENTS OF MEASUREMENT 

In constructing the scales of measurement, a pilot 

study was done to test the content and discriminating power 

of each item to be included in the final scale. 

The pretest of each scale was done Ln the form of 

structured interviews with a sample of 20 white-collar 

employees from three private sector organizations. 

Based on the calculations done over the pretest 

results, the items which were found to be discriminating and 

unbiased were included in the final interview. The interview 

consisted of five parts: demographic information, the norm 

preference scale, the d~stribution criteria preference scale, 

satisfaction scale and finally, the scale measuring workers' 

perceptions regarding the organization. The demographic data 

provided inf orma t ion ab ou t the respondents' f amil y, Lncome, 

education and occupational status. The norm preference scale, 

originally developed by Boysan (1981) was subjected to several 

changes in order to increase the items' discriminating power. 

Based on the pretest results, all of the six hyp~thetical 

cases represented in terms of a pair of stories were nicluded 

in the norm preference scale. Each paLr of stories described 

two people having the same job but where one had high economic 

need (i.e. represented the need norm) and the other had high 
,~--
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job relevant characteristics (i.e. represented the equity 

norm). At the end of each story, the respondents were asked 

to state their choices as to who should be paid higher. 

Scoring was done according to the total need/equity 

preferences theirespondent ma~ked. If slhe had chosen the 

equity norm Ln at least four of the six cases, then his/her 

preference was define,d as the equity norm; otherwise as need. 

In measuring the independent variable, that LS, 

agreement between the subordinate and his manager, the norm 

preference score of each were compared. If both scored at 

least fQu~ 1n the same norm preference, then the subordinate 

was, placed 1n the agreement category~ 

The distribution criteria preference scale 1n the 

third part aimed at obtaining the respondent 7 s preferences of 

a distribution based on either status or performance charac­

teristics, and whether his preferences agreed with those of 

his manager. 

Distribution of rewards was' defined Ln terms of either 

a raLse Ln payor advancement. Status characteris~ics were 

defined as seniority, occupation, education and discipline 

where~s experience, eipertise, skill and innovation represent­

ed the performance characteristics. 

Eight short stories were structured to obtain the 

respondent's preferred distribution criteria. In each, one 

individual possessed a high status characteristics whereas 
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the other ranked high ~n a specific performance characteris­

tic. In four of the cases, the individual with high status 

characteristic was offered the reward and in the remaining 

four, the individual with high performance characteristic was 

offered the reward. The respondent was asked to state if slhe 

agreed with the given reward conditions. De~ending on the 

number of affirmative,answers s/he gave ~n each reward con­

dition, his/her preference with respect to the two groups of 

characteristics was defined as either status, performance, 

both or no preference. If slhe agreed with at least three 

cases where performance'characteristics were rewarded, his 

preformance characteristics were rewarded, his preference was 

defined as th~ performance characteristics. The same scoring 

pattern applied to cases where status characteristics .received 

reward. If the number of affirmative answers slhe gave ~n 

each group of reward conditions was the same, that ~s, equaled 

to either three or four, then s/he was said to prefer both 

groups of characteristics. If the number of affirmative 

answers given in each group were less than three, then s/he 

was said to have no preferences with respect to the presented 

characteristics. 

In measur~ng the agreement between the manager's and 

subordinate's preferences, their scores were compared and if 

their final preferences coincided, the subordinate was placed 

in the agreement category. 

This distribution criteria preference scale also 



- 25 -

served 1n evaluatini the perceived importance of each distri­

bution criterion (i.e. characteristic) for the respondent. 

For each case the respondent agreed with, he was further 

asked to evaluate the presented criterion characteristic 1n 

terms of its importance level for the respondent on a five­

point Likert scale. These importance scores assigned by the 

respondent were used in measuring his perceived justice level. 

Perceived justice was defined as the extent to which subor­

dinates believe that their preferred distribution criteria 

are actually applied in the organization. Therefore for the 

eight stories representing various reward conditions, eight 

corresponding questions about the actual allocation conditions 

in the organization were structured in the last part of the 

interview. Scoring of perceived justice was done over the 

congruen t answe.r s given to the s e correspond ing q·ues t ions. 

That is, if the respondent's preferred characteristics in the 

allocation of rewards were actually rewarded in the organi­

zation, then the importance values s/he assigned to those 

characteristics were summed to obtain the perceived justice 

score of the respondant. On the contrary, if his/her 

preferced characteristics were not actually rewarded 1n the 

organization, then the assigned importance values were sub­

tracted from his/her perceived justice score. 

Although the scale used in ~easur1ng perceived justice 

was not actually an interval scale, it was treated to be so 

and the perceived justice sco~es were categorized as being 

heigh, medium and low to meet the basic assumptions of the 

BOGAZicl ONIVERSITESi KUTUPHANI:~ 
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design. Assuming that the respondent preferred all of the 

eight characteristics rewarded which also received rewards ~n 

the organization and assuming that he assigned the highest 

importance value to all the preferences stated, maximum 
/ 

per~eived justice score was calculated as 8x5=40. Likewise, 

assuming that s/he again preferred all of the eight charac-

teristics as relevant Ln the allocation but none of which 

were actually applied Ln the organization and assuming that 

all preferences were assigned the highest impor,tance value, 

minimum perceived justice score was calcuiated as 8x(-5)=-40. 

The medium category included the perceived justice scores 

falling between -20 and 20. Below -20 was defined as low and 

above 20 was defined as high level of perceived justice. 

Besides the analysis of perceived justice scores in categories, 

the same assumption with regard to the interval-level measure~ 

ment held in analyzing the overall perceived justice scores in 

relation to the satisfaction variable. 

The satisfaction scale constituting the fourth part of 

the interview schedule was originally developed by Oldham and 

Hackman (1980), and was standardized through various pretests 

before using in this study. Satisfaction of the workers with 

respect to personal growth, superv~s~on, co-workers, pay, job 

security and social satisfaction (i.e. prestige, approval) 

were measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 

extremely dissatisfied to extremely satisfied. The scale con-

sisted of 14 items. 
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Satisfaction levels were also categorized as high, 

medium and low to meet the basic assumptions of the design 

applied in the analysis of the data. Assuming that the 

respondent ranked seven on each item, maximum satisfaction was 

computed as l4x7=98. Assuming that slhe ranked lowest - i.e. 

1 _on each item, minimum satisfaction was computed as l4xl=14. 

Th~ medium category included scores falling between 73 and 39. 

Below 39 was defined as low and above 73 was defined as high 

level of satisfaction. 

C. THE SAMPLE 

The data was obtained from a sample of 100 white-collar 

workers ~nd 25 managers drawn from the private sector. The 

five organizations representing the privata sector were 

selected on a convenience basis due" to the difficulty of 

receiving the organizations' consent for carrying out the 

study. 

The field of specialization and personnel division 

of each organization is as follows: 
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TABLE 2.1. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ORGANIZATIONS 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
ORGANIZATIONS WHITE-COLLAR BLUE-COLLAR TOTAL 

EMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES 

l. Margarine/Detergent 
Manufacturing Firm 450 350 800 

2. Cement Manufacturing 
Firm 60 640 700 

3. Iron Manufacturing 
Firm 340 310 650 

4 . Trading Company 80 20 100 

5 . Newspaper Publishing 
Company 60 15 75 

As the above figures indicate, the three manufacturing- firms 

were relatively the biggest in size in terms of the personnel 

employed. Despite the differences in size, all of the orga-

nizations had a variety of departments (e.g. marketing, 

research, engineering, etc.) responsible for specific orga-

nizational tasks. Each department consisted of at least four 

employees who directly reported to the department manager on 

an informal basis. The department manager played the mediator's 

role between the employees and the general manager of the 

organization. 

The sample consisting of white-collar employees was 

drawn on a departmental basis; that is, five departments from 

each organization were randomly chosen and from each depart-

ment four employees and the department manager were selected. 

The total sample consisted of 100 employees and 25 managers. 
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In the analysis of the data, three interviews were excluded 

due to the high ratio of unanswered questions and thus the 

. 
original sample of 100 cases was reduced to 97~ Some distinct 

features of the selected employees and managers are demon-

strated below in Table 2.2. 

TABLE 2.2. CHARACTE~ISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

AGE 

20-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-

EDUCATI.ON 

Primary 

Middle!lycee 

Higher education 

MONTHLY-PERSONAL INCOME 

(in thousand TLs) 

- 50 

51-100 

101-150 

151-200 

201-250 

250-

PERCEI.VED ECONOMI.C STATUS 

Wealthy 

Upper middle 

Middle 

Lower middle 

RELATIVE FREQUENCIES 

White-Collar 
Employees 

72.3 

23.7 

4.0 

4.1 

35.0 

60.8 

30.9 

52.6 

14.4 

2.1 

17.5 

71.1 

11.3 

Managers 

36.0 

44.0 

16.0 

4.0 

4.0 

96.0 

16.0 

24.0 

36.0 

12.0 

12.0 

60.0 

40.0 
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The figures illustrate the major differences between the 

employees and managers with respect to education and ~ncome 

levels. 96 per cent of the managers were university graduates 

whereas the corresponding figure for the employees was 60.8 

per cent. The majority of employees' ~ncome level falls bet­

ween 100 and 150 (thousand TLs) whereas the majority of 

managers' income level starts with 150. These ~ifferences in 

Lncome were also ref~ected in perceived economic status. 

D. DESIGN 

Hypothesis 1 states that: If an employee's norm pre­

ference agrees with that of his manager, the emplo~ee's 

perceived justice level will be high. Agreement on norm 

preference which is the independent variable with two· cate­

gories (i.e. agree and disagree) was crossed with perceived 

justice which is the dependent variable with high, medium and 

low levels. 

Hypothesis 2 states that: If an employee's distribu­

tion criteria preference agrees with that of his manager, the 

employee's perceived justice level will be high. Agreement on 

distribution criteria preference with two categories (i.e. 

agree and disagr~e) was crossed with the three levels of 

perceived justice (high, medium and low). 

Hypothesis 3 states that: If an employee's perceived 

justice level is high, his/her satisfaction with the job and 

organization will also be high. Pearson R ~oefficient was 

computed for the variables-perceived justice and satisfaction. 
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III. RESULTS 

In this section, the results obtained from the 

analysis of data will be presented. Starting with the distri­

bution of norm preferences among the employees, results 

reveal that 89.7 per cent prefer the equity norm and 10.3 per 

cent prefer the need norm. Since the preference of all the 

managers was found to be the equity norm, 89.7 per cent of 

the employees agree and 10.3 per cent disagree with their 

managers on norm preference. To test the first hypothesis 

starting that if an employee's norm preference agrees with his 

manager's, his perceived justice will be high, Chi-square 

analysis was done. The cross-tabulation of the two variables 

is shown in Table 3.1. Although the expected values in the 

second row are too low, corrected Chi-square was done to test 

the first hypothesis. 

The relatiohship between agreement on nor~ preference 

and perceived justice was found as insignificant. T-test was 

also done to test the significance of the ~ifference between the 

mean scores of perceived ju&tice for the groups who agree and 

disagree with their managers on norm preference. But, no 

significant difference was found between the perceived justice 
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TABLE 3.1. Perceived justice levels of employees who agree 
and who disagree with their managers on norm pre­
ference 

Agreement on norm 
preference 

Agree 

Disagree 

Perceived Justice 

low med ium high 

3 I 61 23 
(3.4),(70.1) (26.4) 

0 8 2 
(80.0) (20.0) 

3 69 25 

87 

10 

97 

Chi-Square .6122 with 2 d.f. not sifnificant 

scores of both groups (t-value=.56, d.f.=95). Therefore the 

obtained results do not support the first hypothesis. That 

is, there is no meaningful relation between the employees' 

perceived justice and agreement with the manager on norm 

preference. 

In the case of distribution criteria preferences, 70 

per cent of the employees and 52 per cent of the managers 

were found to prefer performance characteristics as relevant 

in the allocation. Preferences were categorized as status, 

performance, both and none of the characteristics. The percen-

tages falling into each category are as follows: 

TABLE 3.2. Managers' and employees' preferences of the rele­
vant characteristics 

Employees' preferences 

Managers' preferences 

Status 
Characteristics 

11.3 

20.0 

Performance 
Characteristics both none 

70.0 

52.0 

6.2 12.4 

12.0 16.0 
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As revealed by the figures, the distribution of prefer~nces 

for relevant distribution criteria follows the same pattern 

among the employees and managers; that is, the most and the 

least preferred categories in both groups are the same. 

With r~spect to the second independent variable which 

LS agreement on distribution criteria preferences, 61.9 per 

cent of the employees agree and 38.1 per cent disagree with 

their managers. To test the second hypothesis stating that if 

an employee's preferred distribution criteria agrees with 

that of his manager, his perceived justice level will be high, 

Chi-square analysis was done. The cross-tabulation of the 

variables is given in Table 3.3 below. 

TABLE 3.3. Per cei ved jus t ice 1 eV,e 1 s of employees who ag ree 
and who disagree with their managers on distribu­
tion criteria preferences 

Agreement on distri~ution 
criteria preference 

Chi-square= 2.6913 

Agree; 

Disagree 

Perceived Justice 

low medium high 

3 40 17 
(5.0) (66.7) (28.3) 60 

0 29 8 
(78.3) <.21. 6) 37 

3 69 25 97 

with 2 d.f. not significant 

since the results do not support the second hypothesis, 

it LS concluded that there is no significant relation between 

agreement on distribution criteria preference and the level 

of perceived justice. The t-test results (t-value=.76, d.f.= 

95) further lead to the conclusion that there is no significant 
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difference between perceived justice scores of the groups who 

agree and who do not. 

Finally, to test the third hypothesis which states 

that if the perceived justice level of an employee is high, 

his satisfaction will also be high, Pearson R was computed. 

The correlation between perceived justice and satisfaction 

was found to be .0664 in the total sample of employees. Since 

the association between the two variables LS insignificant, 

the third hypothesis is not supported, either. Although it 

was found that the level of satisfaction did not'correl~te 

with the level of perceived justics in the organization, the 

existence of a direct relation between satisfaction and 

agreement on norm and distribution criteria preferences was 

questioned. Therefore, each'agreement variable is sep~rately 

crossad with the levels of satisfaction. Although satisfac­

tion was originally treated in three ~evels defined as low, 

medium and high, since there was only one case at the low 

level of satisfaction, it was added to the medium category 

and resulting in only two categories (medium and high) for 

the satisfaction variable. The cross-ta~ulation of agreement 

on norm preference and satisfaction is given in Table 3.4. 

The relation between agreement on norm preference and 

satisfaction is not significant. When the relation between 

agreement on distribution criteria preferences and satisfac­

tion is consider~d, the results (see Table 3.5) are in the 

same direction. 
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TABLE 3.4. Satisfaction levels of employees who agree and who 
disagree with their managers on norm preference 

Satisfaction 

medium high 

Agree 87 42 45 
(48.3) (51.7) 

Agreement on norm 
preference 

Chi-square= .02625 

Disagree 

with 1 d.f. 

4 
(40.0) 

46 

6 
(60.0) 10 

51 97 

not significant 

TABLE 3.5. Satisfaction levels of employees who agree and who 
disagree with their managers on distributio~ 
criteria preferences 

Satisfaction 

medium high 

Agree 60 26 34 
(43.3) (56.7) 

Agreement on distribution 
criteria preferences Disagree 

Chi-square= .6688 with 1 d.f. 

20 17 
(54.1) (45.9) 37 

46 51 

not significant 

As far as the results are concerned, there are no 

meaningful relations between perceived justice and agreement 

variables. Moreover, satisfaction is not related to any of 

these variables, either. 

Besides the analyses done to test the relationships 

between the variables, a few control measures were taken. 

Controlling for the emoployees' income level, agreement 

, . 
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variables were seperately crossed with perceived justice and 

satisfaction; but the relationships between the crossed 

variables still remained insignifican't at each ~ncome level. 

The second control was introduced with respet to the 

consensus reached in the department and two groups .were 

distinguished. The departments in which each member and the 

manager had the same preferences constituted the first group 

and the departments where such consensus was not established 

constittited the second group. This control variable was 

crossed with perceived justice and satisfaction. The results 

revealed that the consensus reached among the members of a 

department did not affect their perceived justice or satisfac­

tion levels, either. 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

In investigating the distributive justice proceses 1n 

formal organizations, the present study has focused on the 

existing application patterns and acceptance of, the justice 

norms and distrib~tion rules. Equity- and need represented the 

justice norms that the allocatidn systems under question were 

likely to follow. Distribution rule was defined in terms of 

the association between dimensions of evaluation (i.e. per­

formance and status characteristics) and the rewards to be 

distributed in the organization. 

The concern was with the members' preferences as to 

how a distribution rule should function and whether the 

preferences were congruent with the actual allocation pattern. 

By inquiring the employees' and the allocators' justice norm 

and distribution criteria preferences, the study aimed at 

predicting whether a state of agreement with the allocator 

affected the perceived justice and satisfaction level of the 

employee. 

In investigating the relatiDns'between perceived justice, 

satisfaction and agreement variables, a methodological problem 



- 38 -

was faced due to the lack of var1.ance 1.n the dependent and 

independent variables. That is, the employee sample did not 

show sufficient variance with respect to satisfaction and 

perceived justice variables. The lack of variance in the 

measurements taken for these variables can be explained by 

referring to certain characteristics of the organizations 

where the study was undertaken. The structural properties, 

the prevailing distribution patterns and the characteristics 

of the employees in these organizations were very similar, 

Job descriptions, hierarchical patterns, departmental segre­

gation and various task requirements did not show any remark­

able differences, either. All of the compani~s had well 

e stab 1 ished s t ruc tu re s wi th high levels of cap ita 1 and 

resources which enabled them to implement enriched incentive 

plans compared to the prevalent standards in their sectors. 

Consequently, the employees in the selected organizations 

could be iaid to hold more advantageous positions with res­

pect to the going rate of earnings, fringe benefits and the 

prevailing working conditions in the community. 

was 

Under such similar conditions, the equity norm which 

found to dominate the distribution in all the organiza-

tions was preferred by 87 per cent of employees, which is a 

high ratio compared to previous findings indicating this 

ratio to be 69 per cent (Boysan, 1981). Since the properties 

of organizations in both studies were more or less the same, 

the difference in ratios might be due to a change in the 



- 39 -

economLc conditions. In both studies, those who preferred 

the need norm were found to have higher levels of economic 

need compared to those who preferred the equity norm. More­

over, respondents who preferred the need norm in the present 

study had relatively low levels of education, had spent 

longer years in the organization, and.worked at jobs which 

required no specialization. 

However, none of these conditions affected perceived 

justice level of the employees preferring the need norm 

because they were gratified in the first place by maintaining 

their present positions, for they were aware of the fact that 

they did not possess the characteristics valued in the orga­

nization. Secondly, throughout the years spent in the organi­

zation, these employees had established friendly relations 

with their head managers. These relations extended outside 

the organization; assisting the employee with various kinds 

of economic support. Theref ore, dominat ion of the current 

allocation system by the equity norm did not lead to any jus­

tice concerns among the employees preferring the need norm; 

or even if it did, the outcome was not a sta.te of perceived 

injustice. 

Consequently, due to the treatment received by these 

employees and due to the lack of variance in the distribution 

of norm preferences, the results revealed that agreement on 

the justice norm did not affect the perceived justice and 

satisfaction levels of the employees. No significant diffe-
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rences were found with respect to perceived justice and 

satisfaction levels of employees who preferred 4ifferent 

norms. 

With respect to the second agreement variable, that 

1S, agreement on the relevant distribution criteria or dimen­

sions of evaluation, in 63 cases the employees' and managers' 

choices coincided whereas the remaining 34 showed disagree­

ment with their managers. The majority of preferences were for 

performance characteristics, specifying ability, expertise 

and experience as the relevant dimensions of ~valuation. In 

the case of status characteristisc, seniority and education 

were the most preferred dimensions. In fact, these preferred 

characteristics were also perceived as relevant by the mana­

gers in the actual allocation of rewards. Though it was hypo­

the sized tha t the exis tence 0 f suc.h agreemen t between the 

allocators' and employees' choices would lead to high levels 

of perceived juatice, this hypothesis was not supported by 

the results. These findings can be subject to alternative 

exp lana t ions. 

A straight forward explanation could be made by regard­

ing the results as reflecting the actual situation and state 

that there exists no relation between perceived justice and 

agreement on the relevant distribution criteria. 

Secondly, the employees might regard the mediating role 

of their department manager as irrelevant in evaluating the 

final allocation situation, that is, they might attribute the 
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cause of perceived justice or injustice~absolutely to a third 

party-the manager-in-chief with whom they have no direct 

relations. Consequently, the agreement reached within the 

department would not affect the state of perceived justice. 

A third explanati~n could be g1ven with respect to the 

content of justice comparisons employees make. ~ince expecta-

tions from a distribution are formed within a referential 

structure consisting of numerous partic.ipants, distinguishing 

the nature of these comparisons is of primary importance in 

exploring the justice evaluations of the members. The perce1v-

ed justice scale used in this study included only the dimen-

sions of evaluation as the objects or criteria of comparison 

in employees' justice evaluations. By doing so, the scale 

aimed at measuring the extent to which an employee's ~eward 

expectation with respect to a certain characteristics or dimen-

s10n is fulfilled in the allocation of rewards. The dimensions 

were presented 1~n a broa.d fashion where in each case one 

individual possessed a high state of the given performance 

characteristic and the second individual possessed a high 

state of the given status characteristic. The respondent was 

left to choose one of the presented characteristics as being 

reJevant in the allocation of rewards specific to that 

situation. However, his[her evaluations of the given pair of 

characteristics might vary in different task situations 'which 

might require different states of these characteristics. More­

over, the respondent's expectation states for these charac-

. t" "ght also vary depending on how different levels ter1S 1CS m1 . 
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or states of the g~ven characteristics are combined Ln each 

case. Considering these possibilities, it is reasonable to 

suggest that the respondents might have restricted their 

answers to a single level of the given pair of characteristics 

which was high in each case. The variety of expect~tion states 

with respect to different task situations and different states 

of the given characteristics were not included in measuring 

perceivea justice due to the difficulties of quantification 

faced in explicating such reward expectation conditions. 

Consequently, how employees referred to such compar~sons of 

rank on a certain dimension (e.g. expertise, innovation, etc.) 

~n relation to their reward expectations and whether these 

comparisons led to positive or negative evaluations of the 

allocation were not reflected ~n their perceived justice 

scores. Therefore, the fulfillment of expectations by actually 

rewarding the preferred dimensions of evaluation, as revealed 

in the agreement cases, could have remained insufficient in 

predicting the perceived justice levels of employees, which 

did not vary much anyway. 

Following these paths of reasonLng, the nonsignificance 

of the results regarding the second hypothesis could be 

explained. 

In a similar fashion, the ambiguity of perceived justice 

scores as to whether they represent overall justice evaluations, 

might partially account for the lack of a meaningful relation 

between perceived justice and satisfaction. 
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This lack of relationship can be~ interpreted diffe­

rently by assuming the presence of other factors intervening 

in employees' satisfaction with t~eir jobs and the'organiza-

tion. As revealed by the results, 5~ per cent of the emp~ayees 

had high and 45 per cent had medium levels of satisfaction. 

Since those with low levels of perceived justice and those 

who had relatively low levels of income also showed medium or 

high satisfaction, the assumptinn that factors other than 

justice evaluations affect employees' satisfaction gains 

support. 

As it became apparent throughout the interview~, these 

factors lay in employees' references to external conditions 

ruling the private sector and in their comparisons with other 

organizations. Considering the current unemployment rate, 

their satisfaction with the positions they have attained is 

justified'in the first place. They expressed strong beliefs 

in their organizations in terms of a generalized acceptance 

that ,the a.lternative positions available in other organizations 

did n6t promise better outcomes. or working conditions. This 

leads to the conclusion that the referential structure does 

not lie within the organization~ instead it is established 

with reference t; the characteristics of other organizations. 

That.is, an employee evaluates the outcome s/he received in 

the past and likely to receive in the pr~sent organization 

with reference to what comparison persons in other organiza-

tions receive, and these comparisons often lead to satisfac-
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faction with the present job and organization. 

Under such conditions, concerns regarding the process 

of distributive justice within the organization have a minor 

influence compared to the influence of external conditions in 

determining employees' satisfaction. In evaluating the current 

allocation, they compare what they receive with what people 

holding similar positions in other organizations receive in 

that community, and these comparisons result in satisfaction 

with the present conditions. The justness of the current 

allocation system in the organization remains as of secondary 

importance. It may further be concluded that even if they 

have formulated a concept of distributive justice, it remains 

ambigious in the majority of cases and fails to predict any 

state of perceived justice. 

As far as the results are concerned, it 1S concluded 

that the hypotheses gained no support. The aim to uncover 

some features of the normative structure underlying distri-

butive justice evaluations in various organizations was parti-

ally achieved. Although the basic characteristics of the nor-

mative structure were distinguished in the statements of 

preference for justice norms and dimensions of evaluation~ 

the possible outcomes of a consensus reached on the normative 

standards remained unclear due to the reasons stated. It is 

concluded that the employees' state of agreement with the 

managers and present allocation rules did not relate to their 

perceived justice and satisfaction levels in the present 

d d the question remains for further investigation by stu y, an 

future research. 
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A§ag~da kendinizle ilgili sorular verilmi§tir. Llitfen cevap-

1and~r~n. 

1- Ya§~n~z: 

2- Evli mis iniz?,: EVET HAYIR 

3- Bakmakla yliklimlli oldugunuz kimse varm~?· (varsa kac tane 

oldugunu da llitfen belirtin) EVET HAYIR 

4- Egitim durumunuz nedir? 

1. Yok 

2. ilkokulu bitirmemi§ 

3. ilkokul mezunu 

4. Ortaokulu bitirmemi§ 

5. Ortaokul mezunu 

6. Liseyi bitirmemi§ 

7. Lise mezunu 

8. Universite veya dengi bir yliksek okul mezunu (mezun 

oldugunuz dal~ soyleyiniz) 

5- Su andaki goreviniz nedir?: __________________ _ 

6- Kac y~ld~r bu i§te cal~§~yorsunuz?: ______ _ 

7- Ba§ka yerlerde cal~§t~n~z m~?: EVET___ HAYIR 

8- Cal~§t~g~n~z y~llar~n toplam~?: ____ _ 

9- Net ayl~k geliriniz nedir?: 

10- Ailenize giren toplam ayl~k gelir nedir?: 

11- Ailenizde ba§ka cal~§an var m~?: EVET HAYIR 

12- Sizin gorli§linlize gore aileniz ekonomik bak~mdan §u genel 

gruplar~n hangisine dahildir? 

1. .Zengin 

2- iyi halli 

3. Orta halli 

4. Orta alt~ 

5 • Fakir 
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A~a~1da 6 tane k1sa hikayecik verilmi&tir. Bunlar ce~itli 1&­

yerlerinde cal1&an ki&ileri anlatmaktad1r. Her bir durum icin 

size okunurken siz de elinizdeki kag1ttan takip ediniz ve du­

rumun okunmas1 bittikten sonra sorulacak soruyu size en uygun 

geldi~i &ekilde cevaplaY1n1z. 

1. iLHAN 

30 ya&1nda Gazetecilik Yliksek Okulu mezunu bir muhabirdir. 15 

sene1ik i& tecrlibesi vard1r. Gazetecilik lizerine fazladan 

egitim gormemi&, kendisine i& olarak verilenin d1~1na C1kma­

yan bir muhabirdir. ilhan evlidir ve biri 5 ya&1nda, digerle­

ri i1koku1a giden:3 co~u~u vard1r. Evi kirad1r ve arabas1 yok­

tur. Evde kendisinden ba&ka cal1&an1 olmad1g1 gibi ba&ka bir 

geliri de yoktur. 

OKTAY 

40 ya&1nda ve Gazetecilik Yliksek Okulu mezunu olan Oktay ha­

ber ajans1 mlidlirli olarak cal1&maktad1r ve 23 sene1ik i& tec­

rubesi vard1r. 2 sene ingiltere'de gazetecilik uzmanl1k okulu­

nu bitirmi&, yenilikleri gorebilen, 1 odli1 alm1& bir gazete­

cidir. Ev1i ve lisede bir cocugu olan Oktay'1n kendi eV1 ve 

arabas1 vard1r. Kar1S1 sekreter olarak cal1&makta, sahip oldu­

gu ba&ka bir evden kira almktad1r. 

Soru: Tan1mlanan bu 2 ki&iden S1zce hangisi daha yliksek licret 

almal1? 

Neden: 
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2. SEviM 

4S ya~Lnda iktisat Fakliltesi mezunu bir maliye uzmanLdLr ve 

17 senelik bir egitimden ge~mi~tir. Bir bankada mlidlir yardLm­

CLSL olarak ~alL~an Sevim, yabancL dil bilen ve verimin ylik­

seltilmesine katkLsL alan bir ki~idir. Evli ve 2 ~ocuk sahibi­

dir. QocuklarLndan biri lisede digeri universitede okumaktadLr. 

KocaSL ticaretle ugra~makta, biri yazlLk, digeri kL~lLk 2 ev­

leri ve arabalarL bulunmaktadLr. Sevim'in ba~ka bir yerden 

geliri yoktur. 

MUSTAFA 

30 ya~Lnda ticaret lisesi mezunu, 11 senelik egitimden ge~­

mi~, uzmanlLgL olmayan ve yabancL dil bilmeyen bir banka vez­

nedarLdLr. Evli olan Mustafa'nLn 2 1 si kli~lik digeri ilkokulda 

3 ~ocugu vardLr. KarLSL ~alL~mamakta ve kirada oturmaktadLrlar. 

,ArabalarL olmadLgL gibi ba~ka bir yerden gelirleri de'yoktur. 

Soru: TanLmlanan bu 2 ki~iden sizce hangisi daha fazla ucret 

almalL? 

Neden: 
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3. GULTEN 

35 yagLnda, ilkokuldan ayrLlma bir fabrika i~gisidir. Su anda 

~alLgtLgL fabrikada 4 YLldLr ~alLgmaktadLr ve bagka i g tecrU­

besi yoktur. Evli ve 3 ~ocugu olan Glilten'in kocasL alkolik 

ve igsizdir. Evleri 2 oda ve kiradLr. Bir ~ocuklarL lisede 

okumakda olanve digeri mobilyacLda ~Lrak olan Glilten'in buz­

dolabL ve ~amagLr makinasL yoktur ve televizyon taksidi ode­

mektedir. 

FATMA 

45 yagLnda, lise mezunu ve fabrika paketleme servisinde geftir. 

10 YLl bagka yerlerde ~ahgmLg ve 8 YLldLr da. bu fabrikada ~a­

lL8maktadLr. Kendilerine ait olan evleri 3 odalLdLr. Cocukla­

rL ortaokulda okumaktadLr. BuzdolabL, ~amagLr makinasL ve te­

levizyonu olan ailenin bagka yerden geliri yoktur. 

Soru: TanLmlanan bu 2 kigiden sizce hangisi daha fazla Ucret 

almalL? 

Neden: 
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4. AHMET 

33 ya§~nda, meslek lisesi mezunu ve 15 y~ll~k i§ tecrubesine 

sahip bir torna ustaba§~s~d~r. Cok i§ ~~karan, gorevinin us­

tune ~~kan, yenilikleri gorup uygulayan ve kendisinden bir§ey­

ler katan bir ki§fdir. Evli olan Ahmet'in ~ocugu yoktur ve 

anne-babas~ ile beraber oturmaktad~r. Babas~ da ~al~§an Ahmet'­

in karde§i yoktur ve oturduklar~ ev kendilerine aittir. Ba§ka 

bir gelirleri yoktur. 

SELiM 

25 ya§~nda, ilkokul mezunu, 10 senelik i§ tecrubesi olan ~e­

ki~dekten yeti§me bir tornac~d~r. Yapmas~ gerektigi kadar~ 

yapar ve i§in diger y6nleriyle ilgilenmez. Evli ve biri bebek 

digeri 3 ya§~nda 2 cocugu olan Selim'in kar~s~ ~il~§mamakta 

ve evde ya§l~ bir annesi bulunmaktad~r. Evi kira olan Selim'in 

ba§ka bir geliri yoktur. 

Soru: Tan~mlanan bu 2 ki§iden sizce hangisi daha fazla ucret 

almal~? 

Neden: 
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5. OSMAN 

44 ya~~nda, liniversite mezunu ve ihtisas sahibidir. Fabrikada 

mimar-mlihendis olarak ~al~~maktad~r ve 10 y~ll~k i~ tecrlibesi 

vard~r. Yabanc~ bir ~irkette de mli~avirlik yapan Osman, ya­

rat~c~ve at~lgan bir kimsedir. Evlidir ve 2 ~ocugu da Hzel 

okulda okumaktad~r. KarLs~ mimar olarak ~al~~an Osman'~n ara­

bas~ ve 3 dairesi vard~r. Bor~lar~ yoktur ve ~irketten ek ge­

liri, ayr~ca 2 evlerinden gelen kira vard~r. 

NURi 

29 ya~~nda ve teknik liniversite mezunudur. Fabrikada mlihendis 

olarak ~al~~maktad~r. 3 y~ll~k i~ tecrlibesi vard~r. Ba~ka bir 

yerde ek i~ yapmamaktad~r. Kendisinden pek bir~ey katmayan ve 

risk almayan bir ki~idir. Evlidir. Biri bebek digeri 5 ya~~nda 

2 ~ocugu olan Nuri'nin duyma gli~lligli olan ~ocugu zorunlu ola­

rak Hzel okula gitmektedir. Kar~s~ ~al~~mamakta ve evleri ki­

rad~r. E§ya taksidi Hdeyen Nuri'nin ba~ka yerden geliri yok-

tur. 

Soru: Tan~mlanan bu 2 ki~iden sizce hangisi daha fazla licret 

almal~? 

Neden: 
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6. AYSE 

36 ya~1nda meslek akulu mezunud~r ve 10 senelik i~ tecrlibesi 

vard1r. Hastanede labarant alarak ~a11~1r. Yabanc1 dil bilmez. 

Yava~ fakat dagru alarak ~a11~1r. Kacas1ndan ba~anm1~ alan 

Ay~e'nin 2 ~acugu vard1r ve anne-babas1 ile beraber aturmak­

tad1r. Evleri kirad1r ve barcu vard1r. BabaS1n1n emekli maa~1 

alan Ay~e'nin ba~ka bir yerden geliri yaktur. 

YAVUZ 

42 ya~1nda ve Kimya Fakliltesi mezunudur. 18 Y1ll1k i~ tecrli­

besi vard1r ve hastanede kimyager alarak ~a11~1r. YabanC1 dil 

bilen ve yenilikleri takip eden, h1zl1 ve iyi ~a11~an biridir. 

Evlidir ve ~acugu yaktur. Kar1S1 kimyager alarak ~a11~makta­

d1r. Otur~uklar1 ev kendilerine aittir. Arabas1 alan Yavuz'un 

barcu yaktur. Bir dairelerinden de kira almaktad1rlar. 

Saru: Tan1mlanan bu 2 ki~iden sizce hangisi daha fazla licret 

alma11? 

Neden: 
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Asag1da belirtilen her durumda bir kurulus'ta ~al1san ~esitli 

kisilerin ozellikleri hakk1nda baz1 bilgiler verilerek her 

durum i~in ikiser soru sorulmustur. Birinci soruda belirtilen 

duruma kat1l1yorsan1z 'evet'i, kat1lm1yorsaniz 'haY1r'1 isa­

retleyiniz. E~~r cevab1n1Z haY1r ise ikinci soruyu yapmay1n, 

'evet' ise ikinci soruya ge~ip sizce uygun olan numaraY1 isa­

retleyiniz. 

1- Osman 13 Y1ld1r ayn1 iste ~al1smaktad1r. Kemal ise bas la­

d1g1 bir Y11 i~inde f1rsatlar1 degerlendirme ve yenilikle­

r1 gorlip, uygulama ozellikleri ile tan1nm1S, bu yonde isi­

ne ~ok katk1s1 olmustur. Yoneticiler, ayn1 iste ~al1san bu 

iki kisiden Osman'ln terfi etmesini planlar. 

1. Bu fikre kat1l1yor musunuz? 

Evet 

2. Osman!ln belirtilen ozellikleri terfi etmesinde Slzce 

ne kadar onemlidir? 

1. Cok az onemli 

2. Az onemli 

3. Orta derecede onemli 

4. Cok onemli 

5. Cok fazla onemli 

2- Lise mezunu olan Veli yetenekli ve verimli ~al1san biridir. 

Ayn1 isi yapan Yusuf bu konuda yliksek egitim gormlistlir. Ve­

Ii daha fazla licret al1r. 

1. Veli'nin daha yliksek licret almas1na kat1l1yor musunuz? 

Evet 

2. Veli'nin belirtilen ozellikleri daha yliksek licret alma­

slnda sizce ne kadar onemlidir? 

1. Cok az onemli 
2. Az onemli 
3. Orta derecede\ onemli 
4. Cok onemli 
5. Cok fazla onemli 
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3- Mustafa degi§ik yerlerde pazarlamac1 olarak ~a11§t1ktan 

sonra i§in inceliklerini iyi Hgrenmi§ ve tecrUbeleri saye-: 

sinde ba§ar1s1 artm1§t1r. Mustafa ile ayn1 i§i yapan Tur­

gut bu kurulu§ta daha uzun sure ca11§m1§t1r. YHneticiler 

Mustafa'n1n terfi etmesini planlar. 

1. Bu fikre kat1l1ydr musunuz? 

Evet HaY1r __ _ 

2. Mustafa'n1n belirtilen Hzellikleri terfi etmesinde S1Z­

ce ne kadar. Hnemlidir? 

l. Cok az Hnemli 

2 . Az Hnemli 

3 . Orta derecede Hnemli 

4. Cok Hnemli 

5. Cok fazla Hnemli. 

4- Mesleginde uzmanla§an Erhan gerektiginde amirinden fark11 

gHru§lerle hareket edebilen bir kimsedir. Ayn1 i§te ca11-

§an Cem kendisinden istenileni yapar, i§in diger yHnleriyle 

ilgilenmez. Erhari'1n ald1g1 ucret daha yuksektir. 

1. Erhan'1n daha yuksek ucret almas1na kat1l1yor musunuz? 

Evet HaY1r __ _ 

2. Erhan'1n belirtilen Hzellikleri daha yUksek ucret alma­

S1nda sizce ne kadar Hnemiidir? 

1. Cok az Hnemli 

2. Az onemli 

3. Orta derecede Hnemli 

4. Cok Hnemli 

5. Cok fazla Hnemli 
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5- Lise mezunu olan Mehmet i§inde yarat~c~ ve yeniliklere 

a~~kt~r, f1rsatlar~ iyi degerlendirir. Ayn~ i§te ~al~§an 

Ali bu konuda yliksek egitim g5rmli§tlir. Y5neticiler Mehmet' 

in terfi etmesini planlar. 

1. Bu fikre kat~11yor musunuz? 

Evet Hay~r 

2. Mehmet'in belirtilen 5zellikleri terfi etmesinde s~zce 

ne kadar 5nemlidir? 

1. Cok az 5nemli 

2. Az onemli 

3. Orta derecede 5nemli 

4. Cok 5nemli 

5. Cok fazla 5nemli 

6- Kerim onemli ve sayg1n bir meslege sahiptir. Ayn1 kurulu§ta 

daha basit bir i§te g5revli olan Hliseyin uzman11g~ ve ba§a­

r~lar~ ile tan~n~r. Kerim daha yliksek licret almaktad~r. 

1. Kerim'in daha yliksek licret almas~na kat1l1yor musunuz? 

Evet 

2. Kerim'in belirtilen ozellikleri daha yliksek licret alma­

s1nda sizce ne kadar 5nemlidir? 

l. Cok az 5nemli 

2 • Az 5nemli 

3. Orta derecede 5nemli 

4 . Cpk- onemli 

5 • Cok fazla 5nemli 
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7- Lise mezunu olan Erol personel yonetimi konusunda cok tec­

rlibelidir. Ce~al bu konuda yliksek e~itim gormlistlir. Yone­

ticiler Cemal'in terfi etmesini planlar. 

1. Bu fikre kat~l~yor musunuz? 

Evet 

2. Cemal'in belirtilen ozellikleri terfi etmesinde sizce 

ne kadar onemlidir? 

1. Cok az onemli 

2. Az onemli 

3. Orta de recede onemli 

4. Cok onemli 

5. Cok fazla onemli 

8- Sedat kendisinden bekleneni aynen yapar. Gerekli gorse bi­

le direktiflerin d~s~na c~kmamak icin kendi gorlislerine 

yer vermez. Ayn~ bollimde cal~san Can zaman zaman beklenenin 

d~s~na c~kar ve do~ru bildi~ini yapar. Sedat'~n ald~~~ licret 

daha yliksektir. 

1. Sedat'~n daha yliksek licret almas~na kat1l~yor musunuz? 

Evet Hay~r __ _ 

2. Sedat'~n belirtilen ozellikleri daha yliksek licret alma­

s~nda sizce ne kadar onemlidir? 

l. Cok az onemli 

2. Az onemli 

3. Orta derecede onemli 

4. Cok onerilli 

5 • Cok fazla onemli 
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A~ag~daki her saruda i~inizi belirtilen niteligi ae~s~ndan ne 

derece tatminkar buldugunuz sarulmu~tur. Her tatmin derecesi 

ie in bir numara verilmi~tir. Her saruda sizce uygun alan nu­

maray~ soyleyiniz. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

hie tatminkar az fikrim Oldukea tatminkar eak 
tatminkar degi1 tatminkar yok tatminkar tatminkar 
degil 

1- i~ glivenligi 

2- A1d~g~m licret ve ek odenekler 

3- i~imde kendimi geli~tirme ve yeti~tirme alanaklar~ 

4- Ca1~~ma arkada~lar~m 

5- Amirimin bana gosterdigi sayg~ ve adil tutum 

6- Yap~lmaya deger bir ~ey ile ugra~t~g~m inanc~ 

7- Ca1~~ma artam~nda yeni ki§iler tan~ma f~rsat~ 

8- Amirimin saglad~g~ destek ve rehberlik 

9- Kurulu~a alan katk~lar~m~n kar~~l~g~n~ almam 

10- i~imi ylirlitlirken bag~ms~z eal~~ma alanaklar~ 

11- Bu kurulu~un gelecegine olan glivenim 

12- Cal~~~rken yard~mla~ma olanaklar~ 

13- i~imde benidaha istekle ve azimle eal~~maya yonlendiren 
faktorler 

14- Gene1 olarak amirlerimin tutumu 
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Bu bo1limde ~a11~t1g1n1z kuru1u~ i1e ilgi1i baz1 soru1ar var­

d1r. Llitfen cevap1aY1n1z. 

1- Terfi edebi1mek i~in kuru1u~ta uzun sliriy1e ~a11~m1~ 

olmak gerekir. 

Evet HaY1r 

2- Yetenek1i ve verim1i ~a11~mas1y1a kendini kuru1u~ta ispat 

eden bir kimsenin a1d1g1 licret daha yliksektir .. 

Evet HaY1r 

3- Konusunda diger1erine gore daha tecrlibe1i olan bir kimse­

nin terfi etme olas111g1 daha faz1ad1r. 

Evet HaY1r 

4- Uzman olarak bi1inen ki~i1er daha yliksek licret a1makta­

d1r1ar. 

Evet HaY1r 

5- Yeni1ik1ere a~1k, f1rsat1ar1 deger1endiren ve yarat1c1 

oze11ik1eri i1e kuru1u~ta goze ~arpan1ar ~ok gecikmeden 

terfi eder1er. 

Evet 

6~ Mes1ek1erin licret dag111m1nda onem1i bir yeri vard1r, 

onem1i olarak nite1endiri1en mes1ege sahip olan1ar fark-

11 licret uygulamas1 gorlir1er. 

Evet HaY1r ___ • 

7- tiniversite veya dengi bir yliksek oku1dan mezun olmayan1a­

r1n kuru1u~ta ylikselme ~~ns1 yoktur. 

Evet HaY1r~ __ 
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8- Kendisinden bekleneni aynen yapan ~ir kimse, gerekti~inde 

amirinden fark11 g6rli§lerle harekete daha k1yasla licret, 

prestij ve diger 6dliller aC1s1ndan daha kazanc11 durum­

dad1r. 

Evet 

9- Ucret dag111m1nda ca11§anlar1n ihtiyaclar1 g6z6nlinde tu­

tulur. 

Evet HaY1r 

10- Maddi aC1dan zor durumda olanlar, licret, ikramiye ve di­

ger ek 6deneklerden daha geni§ 61clide yararlanabilmekte­

dirler. 

Evet 

11- Ek Hdenek ve licretler ca11§an ki§inin kurulu§a olan kat­

k1s1yla orant1l1d1r. 

Evet 

12- Ucret dag1l1m1, k1dem, yetenek, tecrlibe, egitim dlizeyi, 

uzman11k gibi 6zelliklere g6re yap111r. 

Evet 
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