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The purpose of this study is to develop a reliable and valid measurement tool to explore 
views about organisational justice in schools and to examine teachers' and school 
administrators' views about organisational justice in primary schools. The sample of 
the study consisted of a total of 455 participants, 176 school administrators and 279 
teachers from the primary schools in the Centre of Van. The Organisational Justice 
Scale, developed by the authors, was employed as data gathering tool. Principal 
Component Factor Analysis was used to determine the content and construct validities 
of the scale and Confirmatory Factor Analysis was employed to evaluate the obtained 
results. As a result of the study, the developed Organisational Justice Scale (OJS) was 
found to be a valid and reliable measurement tool for school applications. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Justice, accepted as one of the individual and social virtues, has been studied 

throughout human history because of its significance in social life. The 

expression “getting what you deserve”, included in the definition of justice, 

underlies this concept. The term justice is of importance for organisations as 

well as societies. Justice in organisations in the general sense is employees' 

beliefs about a fair environment in their workplace (Yazýcýoðlu & Topaloðlu, 

2009). Organisational justice is rules and social norms to indicate how the 
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recurring rewards and punishments, named as organisational output, will be 

managed and distributed. In other words organisational justice is rules and 

social norms depending on distribution of acquisitions, processes used in 

making decisions about distribution and interpersonal exercises (Folger & 

Cronpanzano, 1998). Studies on justice in organisations rely upon 

Homans'(1961) 'study of exchange relations' and Adams' (1965) developing 

'theory of equality'. It is stated that the studies of Walster, Bersceheid and 

Walster (1973) also contributed to the conceptualization of perception of 

justice.

The origin of organisational justice is based on Adam's equity theory 

(Özdevecioðlu, 2003; Yürür, 2008). According to Adams, an individual 

compares organisational merits given to both himself and others in return for 

contributions to the organisation. As a result of such a comparison, those who 

see an unfavourable condition prefer to lower their inputs or develop turnover 

intentions. When they believe there is justice, they work peacefully (Eren, 

2001). Organisational justice, which is subject matter of organisational studies 

for a long time (Alexander ve Ruderman 1987; Greenberg 1987; Organ, 1990; 

Rousseau, 1997; De Cremer, van Dijke ve Bos, 2007; Tekleab, Takeuchi ve 

Taylor, 2005; Roch ve Schanok, 2006) has started to draw a growing attention. 

Roch ve Schanok (2006) have stressed that justice perception of workers is 

effective in contexts of perception of organisational support, organisational 

dependence, leader-member exchange, work satisfaction, performance and 

organisational citizenship. In a similar way Tekleab, Takeuchi and Taylor 

(2005) have stressed that organisational justice is related to social relations in 

organisation and attitudes and behaviours of workers. Justice has an important 

role in raising and improving the efficiency of an organisation. Because, while 

just perceptions lead to positive behaviours, injustice causes negative 

behaviours like unfairness perception and aggressiveness which complicate 

the goal achieving process for organisations (Beugre, 2002; Robinson, 2004). 

And those who think they and the others aren't treated fairly tend to be in 

behaviour and attitudes which damage the workplace like anger, clash, 

negative effect, getting sick commonly and sabotaging the workplace 

(Greenberg, 1999).

While Lambert (2003), perceived the organisational justice as a basic 

requirement for an effective operation of organisations and personal 

satisfaction of those who work in organisations; Ýþcan and Naktiyok (2004) 

perceive organisational justice as prevailing and encouraging just and moral 

practice and processes in organisation. In other words they perceive it as 

evaluation of managers' behaviours as just, moral and rational by the 

employees in an organisation and stress the importance of moral practice and 

processes in organisations.  From this context it can be said that the level of 

relations in organisation is closely bound to the concept of organisational 
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justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003)

Ensuring organisational justice means ensuring social justice at the same 

time. Research has concluded that organisational justice perceptions 

significantly influence employee attitudes and behaviours (Ýþbaºi, 2000), and 

that employees have more positive attitudes towards work and managers 

when they are fairly treated (Uysal, 2002). The indicator of organisational 

justice is fair distribution of resources and gains, decision making in 

procedures in consultation with employees and fair treatment in employee 

relations. In this context, distributional justice, interactive justice and 

procedural justice are covered as the main components of organisational 

justice in the conducted studies (Püsküllüoðlu, 1999; Çakmak, 2005; Tan, 2006; 

Töremen & Tan, 2010). In the general sense, the related studies have attached 

importance to “how” decisions are perceived by employees as well as “how” 

decisions are made, manager-employee relationships and communication 

establishing manners (Çakmak, 2005; Atalay, 2007). 

When the studies on organisational justice are analysed, it's viewed that 

organisational justice is mostly handled in three different dimensions. These 

are; distributional justice, procedural justice and interactivity justice (Ýþbaþý, 

2000; Yürür, 2001; Atalay, 2005; Çakmak, 2005; Dilek, 2005; Çalýþkan, 2006; 

Eker, 2006; Gürpýnar, 2006; Tan, 2006; Karaeminoðullarý, 2006; Atalay, 2007; 

Aykut, 2007; Pirali, 2007; Polat, 2007; Selekler, 2007; Söyük, 2007; Çöp, 2008; 

Doðan, 2008; Nam, 2008; Öner 2008; Öztürk, 2008; Yerlikaya, 2008; Çakar & 

Yildiz, 2009; Sayýn, 2008; Sezgin, 2008; Yeniçeri, Demirel & Seçkin, 2009). 

Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) conducted a meta-analysis of 190 studies in 

field and handled the organisational justice as distributional, procedural and 

interactional justice. Some researchers (Pillai, Schriesheim, Williams, 1999; 

Fox, Spector ve Miles, 2001) handle organisational justice as justice related to 

awards and justice related to practice, while some researchers (Colquitt, 2001) 

have added a fourth dimension, 'informative justice', to distributional 

procedural and interactivity justice. In this study too, organisational justice has 

been handled in distributional, procedural and interactivity justice dimensions 

that are briefly explained in the following part of this study.

Distributional justice takes the fair distribution of acquisitions among 

employees as subject matter (Lambert, 2003; Sezen, 2001). Acquisitions are 

duties, goods, services, opportunities, punishments, awards, roles, statutes, 

wages, promotions, etc. While the shared things could have financial quality, 

they could also be social positions, roles or opportunities (Irak, 2004).

Procedural justice is related to the fairness of procedures which is the 

means used in decision-making. Procedural justice means equal application of 

organisational processes like avoiding unfair distribution of wages, 

participating in decision making and sharing information among employees 
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(Colquitt & Chertkoff, 2002). Contrary to distributional justice, procedural 

justice emphasizes on decision making process. Procedural justice is the level of 

affection from distribution decisions which are taken with the means of proper 

method and guides.

Interactive justice is related to communication between employee-

employer or employee-employee. So, it is about the level of politeness, value 

and respect the authorities that participate in citing the acquisitions and 

conducting the processes show to the employees. It is a process, which involves 

social relationships and affects those relationships positively or negatively. 

Because the interactive justice focuses on employee's perception against the 

informal behaviours they encounter during the application of procedures (Qiu, 

Qualls, Bohlmann & Rupp, 2009).

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study was to develop a reliable and valid measurement tool 

to explore views about organisational justice in schools and to examine 

teachers' and school administrators' views about organisational justice in 

primary schools according to certain variables such as title, gender, 

field/branch and seniority. The specific objectives of the study are:

1. To develop a reliable and valid measurement tool to explore views about 

organisational justice in schools,

2. To determine whether the managers' and teachers' views about 

organisational justice in primary schools varies according to variables of 

title,  gender, field/branch and seniority or not.

It is viewed that in Turkey the researches on organisational justice in 

educational organisations has increased in recent years (Atalay, 2005; Tan, 

2006; Taþdan, Oðuz & Ertan-Kantos, 2006; Aykut, 2007; Pirali, 2007; Aydýn & 

Karaman-Kepenekçi, 2008; Taºdan & Yýlmaz, 2008; Açýkgöz, 2009; Karaman, 

2009; Yýlmaz & Taºdan, 2009). But in those researches generally the measures, 

which are developed abroad and adapted to Turkish situations, have been 

used. The measures are generally old-dated. The measures, which have been 

adapted from other cultures are old-dated and have some disadvantages. For 

this reason it is thought that this developed measure will meet the demand in 

this field and improve upon previous researches.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Model, Population And Sample

The survey method was employed for the study. The population of the study 

consisted of a total of 3136 primary school administrators and teachers from 
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Van province and provincial districts. Van is a major city in eastern Turkey. The 

sample of the study consisted of a total of 550 primary school administrators 

and teachers in the centre of Van and provincial districts. Stratified sampling 

method was used for the sample designation. Three provincial districts of Van, 

were chosen according to the socio-economic development index and included 

in the sample. Attention was paid to choose the schools included in the 

inventory application from various socio-cultural development levels. Dinçer 

and Özhan (2004) have determined the development index of provinces and 

districts and their development ranks according to this index in their research. 

In the research the classification according to this index has been taken into 

account. 455 questionnaires (83%) were included in the analysis, following the 

extraction of the missing and incomplete ones. Certain personal data of the 

participant primary school administrators and teachers are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1

Personal Data in Research Model.

As it is clear from Table 1, 176 participants are primary school 

administrators and 279 are teachers. Out of these, 156 participants are female 

and 299 are male. This difference is caused by the fact that most of the 

participant school administrators are male. The number of the classroom 

teachers is overwhelming. 65% of the participants have teaching experience of 

10 years and below. Considering the fact that the participant school 

administrators are more experienced, it could easily be suggested that the 

participant primary school teachers have a very low experience level. The main 

reason for this is that there has been an intense teacher circulation in the area 

due to the socio-cultural conditions and safety conditions. 
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TOOL USED

The “Organisational Justice Scale”, developed by the authors, was used for 

data gathering. The literature was extensively reviewed to develop a valid and 

reliable measurement tool for school applications to explore organisational 

justice perceptions. The initial inventory, which consisted of 35 items, was 

constructed in the first stage. Later, the initial tool was submitted to nine 

experts in the fields of education, research methods and statistics for 

suggestions. The final scale was lowered to 25 items in accordance with the 

experts' views. It was called the “Organisational Justice Scale” (OJS). 

The five point Likert type scale was designed to explore the participants' 

agreement levels with the given statements and had the following five 

responses: (1) I strongly disagree, (2) I slightly agree, (3) I moderately agree, (4) 

I mostly agree and (5) I totally agree. 

DATA ANALYSIS

Exploratory Factor Analysis was used for the construct validation of the 

“Organisational Justice Scale” and Confirmatory Factor Analysis was 

employed to test the obtained factor construction. 

Factor analysis, a widely used method for scale validity studies, is mainly 

divided into two: exploratory and confirmatory (Büyüköztürk, 2007; 

Tavþancýl, 2002). Exploratory Factor Analysis attempts to explore construct 

validity of measurement tools, examining the correlational structure between 

items. On the other hand, Confirmatory Factor Analysis tests the claimed 

model by the exploratory method according to certain criteria (Tabachnink & 

Fidell, 2001). Testing the results by Confirmatory Factor Analysis after 

Exploratory Factor Analysis studies is a common method (Maruyama, 1998) 

and it proves that the research has a strong theoretical basis (ªimºek, 2007). 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett Tests were used to test whether the 

sample was eligible for factor analysis (Büyüköztürk, 2007). Moreover, 

descriptive statistics (arithmetic mean and standard deviation) were used for 

participant views analysis and nonparametric tests such as Mann Whitney U 

and Kruskal-Wallis H tests were employed for the exploration of differences 

between views. 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The results of the study have been discussed under the following headings:

Findings of the Development of the Organisational Justice Scale

Factor construction of the Organisational Justice Scale, which consisted of 25 

items, was examined by Exploratory Factor Analysis. First, the KMO value for 
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sample eligibility was found to be 0.95. It is stated that factor load values of 0.45 

or higher are good criteria for selection in consideration with whether any 

given items should be included in a scale during the scale development studies 

in the literature. However, it is also suggested that this limit could be decreased 

to 0.30 for a low number of items in the application process. On the other hand, 

keeping in mind that the difference between two high load values of an item 

should be at least 0.10, an item which gives a high load value in more than one 

factor in a multi-factor construction is defined as an item existing in each two 

factors and this item is recommended to be extracted from the scale 

(Büyüköztürk, 2002; Tavºancil, 2002). 

As a result of the applied principal component analysis, five items that did 

not meet the above mentioned criteria were extracted from the scale. 

According to the analysis, the scale was a three-factor scale. It could be 

suggested that the factors reflected principal components in the literature, 

which have an influence on organisational justice in schools and the estimated 

principal components (distributional justice, procedural justice and interactive 

justice) in the scale development studies. 

As a result of the analysis, the scale items were grouped under three 

independent factors. The first factor consisted of six items, the second factor 

consisted of eight items and the third factor consisted of six items. The scale 

factors were called in consideration with the literature and the statements 

included in the items. In the analysis, the items of distribution of gains were 

grouped under the first factor, those of school procedure were under the 

second factor and the ones of interaction were under the third factor. Hence, the 

first factor was called Distributional Justice; the second one was called 

Procedural Justice and the third was called Interactive Justice. 

Item factor loads ranged from 0.53 to 0.66 in the first factor, from 0.63 to 0.73 

in the second factor and from 0.56 to 0.83 in the third. Item total correlations of 

the items included in the factors ranged from 0.45 to 0.66 in the first factor, from 

0.65 to 0.78 in the second factor and from 0.63 to 0.72 in the third factor. 

Moreover, the correlation between 20 scale items was found high. According to 

the obtained values, it can be said that the scale items are well discriminant. The 

calculated Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient of the scale 

reliability and explained variances are listed in Table 2.

According to Table 2, explained variance rates of each factor were 

respectively found 24.42% in the first factor, 22.34% in the second factor and 

15.17% in the third factor. Total explained variance of the three factors was 

calculated as 61.93%. The calculated alpha coefficients were found to be 0.79 for 

the first factor, 0.92 for the second factor and 0.89 for the third.
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Table 2

Explained Variance Percentages, Eigen Values and Alpha Coefficients of the 
Scale Factors.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory Factor Analysis attempts to test the claimed model by 

exploratory method according to certain criteria and the model fit. Various 

confirmatory indices such as GFI, AGFI, CFI, RMSEA, RMR and SRMR are 

used for Confirmatory Factor Analysis. It is known that the calculated fit value 

of GFI, AGFI and CFI higher than 0.90 is the indicator of goodness of fit, and the 

calculated fit value of GFI, AGFI and CFI higher than 0.70 is the indicator of 

acceptable goodness of model fit. RMSEA, RMR and SRMR fit values lower 

than 0.05 indicate goodness of model fit and those lower than 0.08 show 

acceptable model fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001; Moosbrugger & Müller, 2003). 

However, it is observed that RMSEA, AGFI, CFI, RMR and GFI indices have 

been mostly used in the conducted studies (Kayri, 2009) although it is not clear 

which fit indices should be handled for a given model fit (ªimºek, 2007). As a 

result of the analyses of the research, the calculated fit values were found as 

follows: 0.00 for RMSEA, 1.00 for CFI, 0.90 for GFI, 0.04 for RMR, 0.91 for NFI 

and 0.88  for AGFI. When all the criteria are considered, it could be asserted that 

the three factor construction obtained as a result of Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis has a good model.  Path Diagram obtained from model is given in 

Figure 1.

According to the path diagram drawn for the model, the item correlation 

coefficients ranged from 0.53 to 0.84 in the distributional justice factor, from 

0.71 to 0.90 in the procedural justice factor and from 0.65 to 0.79 in the 

interactive justice factor. The diagram showed the model was fit and the 

correlation between the items was at a good level (÷2=20.50; df=267; p< .01). 

However, it is stated in the literature that ÷2 statistics is not enough for 

goodness of model fit (Þimþek, 2007) and fit statistics such as RMSEA, CFI, GFI, 

NFI and AGFI, which produce different fit values were thus examined. When 

the correlations between the items and ÷2 (Chi-Square) statistics of the model 

which defined the 20 items under three factors as well as RMSEA, CFI, GFI, 
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RMR, NFI and AGFI values, it was seen in the study that it had an acceptable 

goodness of fit. As a result, it can be said that the developed “Organisational 

Justice Scale” (OJS) is a valid and reliable measurement tool for school 

applications.

                   

Figure 1. Path Diagram of Confirmatory Factor Analysis. 

Findings of Organisational Justice in Primary Schools 

Arithmetic means and standard deviation values of the participant school 

administrators' and teachers' views about organisational justice in primary 

schools in the total scale and the scale factors are listed in Table 3. According to 

Table 3, when total score is considered, the participant primary school 

administrators and teachers (Mean =4.19)  “totally” agreed with the statement 

that organisational justice in schools was positive. As a result, it can be said that 

the participants found school applications highly fair. When the factors are 

taken into account, it is clearly seen that the participants found interactive 

justice in schools “totally” positive, distributional justice and procedural 

justice “almost totally” positive. 

Chi-Square=20.50, df=167 P-value=1. 00000, RMSEA=0.000
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Table 3

Arithmetic Means and Standard Deviation Values of the Participants' 
Views in the Total Scale and the Scale Factors.

Differences between the Participants' Views according to Personal 
Variables

Test of normality was used to explore whether the participants' views about 

organisational justice applications in schools varied according to gender, 

branch and title. As a result, the following equations were obtained: Z= 2.55 

and P= 0.000. Nonparametric Mann Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests were 

applied in difference analysis, as the distribution was not normal according to 

these values. 

Table 4 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results of the Participants' Views According to 
Gender and Branch.

From Table 4, it can be seen that the participant primary school 

administrators' and teachers' views about organisational justice significantly 

varied according to gender (p< .05), whereas the views did not vary according 

to title (p>.05). Accordingly, it was seen that the male school administrators 

and teachers found school applications fairer than the female ones.

Findings with regards to Title and Seniority

Kruskal-Wallis H Test results about whether the school administrators' and 

teachers' views about organisational justice in primary schools differ 

according to title and seniority are listed in Table 5.

Scale Factors N X               df 

Distributional 
Justice 

455 4.17 /25.01 4.38 

Procedural Justice 455 4.12 /32.99 6.45 
Interactive Justice 455 4.31 /25.83 4.38 

Total 455 4.19 /83.84 13.75 
 

Variable 
Level 

N 
Mean Rank 

Rank 
Sum 

     U     p 

 

Gender 

Female 156 182.98 28545.5 
16299.5 0.000 

Male 299 251.49 75194.5 

 

 
Branch 

Classroom 

Teacher 
271 234.00 63415 

23305 0.237 

Branch Teacher 184 219.16 40325 
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Table 5 

Kruskal-Wallis H Test Results of the Participants' Views According to Title 
and Seniority.

It is clear from Table 5, that the participants' views about organisational 

justice applications in schools varied according to title and seniority (p< .05). 

While the participant primary school administrators had the most positive 

views about organisational justice in schools, the teachers had the most 

negative views. When seniority is considered, it is obvious in Table 5 that the 

participants found school applications fairer as seniority increased. As a 

result, those with less experience had more negative views about 

organisational justice in schools.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Exploratory Factor Analysis was used for the construct validity of the scale 

and Confirmatory Factor Analysis was employed to test the obtained factor 

construction in the development process of the “Organisational Justice 

Scale”, which was the main aim of the study. Principal Component Analysis 

method was taken as the basis for Exploratory Factor Analysis and Maximum 

Likelihood method was taken as the basis for Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

As a result of the analysis, a three-factor scale was developed. The factors 

were called Distributional Justice, which concerns distribution of gains, 

Procedural Justice, which is related to school procedure, and Interactive 

Justice, which involves relationships in schools.  Factor loads of the scale 

items and total item correlations were found high. Total variance of the three 

factors was calculated as 61.93% and the calculated alpha coefficient was 0.89.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis was used to test the claimed model by 

exploratory method and the model fit. The examined values such as ÷2, 

RMSEA, CFI, GFI, RMR, NFI and AGFI showed that the three factor 

construction obtained as a result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis had a good 

model. As a result, it can be said that the developed “Organisational Justice 

Variable Level N Mean Rank df ÷2    p Difference  

 

Title 

1-School 

Administrator  
66 326.52 

 

2 

 

51.97 
0.000 

1-2 

1-3 

2-3 2-Assistant 
Admin. 

110 242.33 

3-Teacher  279 199.05 

 
Seniority 

1-5 years 173 207.55 

3 12.01 0.007 

1-2,  1,3, 1-
4, 2-3, 2-4, 

3-4 
6-10 years 124 221.95 

11-15 years 80 245.82 

16 years and 

above 
78 264.69 

 

  43   Hasan Basri Memduhoðlu and Ali Ýhsan Yildiz



Scale” (OJS) is a valid and reliable measurement tool for school applications. 

The study could lead to further research as it reveals dimensions of the issue. 

When the views of the participant primary school administrators and 

teachers about organisational justice in primary schools were taken into 

account, which was the second aim of the research, it was seen that the 

participants found school applications highly fair. This finding is pretty 

positive in terms of school procedure. One of the requirements of meeting 

individual and social obligations attributed to schools is making the school 

staff believe that justice and equity appear in administrative decisions and 

applications. Previous  studies have concluded that the perceived 

organisational justice in workplace greatly influences employee attitudes and 

behaviours (Ýþbaºi, 2000) and that employees have more positive attitudes 

towards work and managers when they are fairly treated (Uysal, 2002).

 The study concluded that the participants have greatly agreed in 

distributional, procedural and interactive justice dimension expressions. 

Accordingly, the participants had relatively most positive views about 

interactive justice. School staff is in constant communication and interaction. 

Communication and interaction between school members with different views 

is of vital importance for schools (Doðan, 2008). 

Interactive justice highlights the quality of interpersonal relationships. It is 

essential for organisations to take employee views into account before decision 

making, to respect employee rights and to establish communication in a 

humanistic manner. Following the restrictions brought by moral and ethical 

rules in relationships leads to interactive justice establishment. Individuals 

need to know that they are cared for and to enjoy the satisfaction of belonging 

to an organisation (Altýnkurt, 2010). Employees expect managers to 

communicate with them in organisational decision-making process and would 

like communication transparent. Obliqueness in interpersonal interactive 

justice perceptions causes employee reactions against managers 

(Özdevecioðlu 2003, 79). The main criteria for effective interactive justice are 

listed as follows: respect and kindness for employees, explanations on staff 

demand, avoidance of lapsus linguae and warm, sincere and honest behaviour 

display towards employees (Kwak, 2006, 10, Cited by: Yeniçeri & et al., 2009). 

Following these criteria may influence the establishment of interactive justice 

in organisations. When administrators of educational organisations follow 

these four criteria, organisations are adding value in terms of organisational 

culture and labour peace. 

Distributional justice is the kind of justice, which concerns the distribution 

of organisational gains to deserving staff (Sezen, 2001). Distributional justice 

means employee perceptions about whether organisational resources and 
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benefits are fairly distributed (Töremen & Tan, 2010). Perceptions of inequality 

between school staff cause some negative feelings. Inequality perceptions of 

less than expected awards cause feelings of anger in individuals. This case 

bursts into sight in staff promotions, high grade delegations and other 

awarding systems in educational organisations. Results of inequality 

perceptions in educational organisations could be devastating. Giving awards 

more than expected causes feelings of guilt and dissatisfaction in employees. 

Those who have received unexpected pay rise or who have unexpectedly been 

delegated to boards and commissions, in distribution of activities and in-

service trainings on demand may work longer hours to get rid of such a feeling 

of guilt and have a feeling of equality or make extra efforts exceeding job 

definition (Gilliand, 1993; Cited by Töremen & Tan, 2010). 

In educational organisations such as schools, introduction of distributional 

justice is crucial. Praise in return for work may increase staff performance. 

When employees' justifiable expectations in return for their contributions to 

educational organisations are not met, a decrease in performance and 

organisational alienation may occur. For this reason, it might be beneficial for 

educational organisations to distribute awards and delegations fairly between 

school staff within the limits of the law. It is essential for educational 

organisations to distribute certificates of achievement and other awards in a 

fair way. Such distributional justice could positively influence organisational 

commitment and trust in employees. Fair treatment in delegations in 

educational organisations (guard duty, class work, exams, extracurricular 

activities, special occasions, boards and commissions) may affect staff 

performance positively. On the other hand, a contrary case might lead to job 

negligence, organisational incompatibility and staff resistance to decisions and 

applications.

The participants highly agreed with the views that schools had fair 

procedure in terms of procedural justice. Procedural justice concerns fair 

strategy and policy following in decision making about working conditions 

(Greenberg, 1990). In other words, it is the perception of fair rules and 

regulations in awarding or punishment decisions. Employees who believe the 

method is fair tend to perceive the distribution of awards and punishments 

fairly (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg 1987). Those who think they are 

fairly treated have positive attitudes towards organisations (Cited by 

Töremen, Tan, 2010). As a result, distributional justice mainly concerns fair 

perceptions of the results of decisions, procedural justice concerns 

involvement in decision making process and perceptions of unbiased or 

objectiveness in decision making process (Moon & Kamdar, 2008, 85). 

Getting staff involved in decision-making process in schools by fairly 

asking their views and suggestions brings sound results. Getting staff involved 

in making decisions to be applied in schools by fairly asking their views and 
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suggestions leads to decision following in employees. Those who are asked for 

views in decision-making and follow up processes feel that they are cared for. 

This case enables teachers in school to work with more energy. Otherwise, it is 

expected that the staff will not embrace the decisions made and resist those 

decisions later in the process. 
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