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Table 6 

Pilot Stage 2 T-Test Results for Job Relatedness Content 

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.38 1.05 1.77 0.87 6.90 66 0.00 1.70 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.55 0.91 1.92 0.87 7.49 66 0.00 1.84 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.24 0.95 3.08 0.84 0.76 66 0.45 0.19 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.24 0.79 2.97 0.90 1.27 66 0.21 0.31 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.17 1.07 2.69 1.13 1.77 66 0.08 0.44 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.24 1.12 2.72 1.17 1.86 66 0.07 0.46 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.21 1.05 2.82 1.19 1.39 66 0.17 0.34 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.17 1.07 2.79 1.17 1.36 66 0.18 0.34 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.72 1.03 2.38 1.07 1.32 66 0.19 0.32 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.62 0.90 2.38 1.14 0.92 66 0.36 0.23 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.03 1.21 2.00 1.08 3.72 66 0.00 0.92 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.83 0.97 2.44 0.99 1.63 66 0.11 0.40 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.83 1.14 2.21 1.06 2.33 66 0.02 0.57 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.31 1.20 3.08 1.22 0.79 66 0.44 0.19 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.45 1.06 3.00 1.19 1.61 66 0.11 0.40 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.21 1.01 3.10 1.17 0.39 66 0.70 0.09 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.07 1.16 1.85 1.06 4.50 66 0.00 1.11 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.86 1.33 1.72 1.02 4.01 66 0.00 1.08 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.21 1.24 1.95 1.21 4.20 66 0.00 1.03 
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Table 7 

Pilot Stage 2 T-Test Results for Job Relatedness Predict 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.21 1.18 2.41 1.26 2.58 61 0.01 0.66 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.21 1.18 2.50 1.24 2.31 61 0.02 0.59 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.38 0.73 3.18 0.83 1.02 61 0.31 0.26 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.38 0.73 3.35 0.85 0.13 61 0.90 0.03 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.00 1.13 3.09 1.08 -0.32 61 0.75 -0.08 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.03 1.05 2.97 1.00 0.25 61 0.81 0.06 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.07 1.07 3.09 1.14 -0.07 61 0.95 -0.02 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.07 1.28 3.26 1.05 -0.67 61 0.51 -0.17 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.83 0.93 2.56 1.19 0.99 61 0.33 0.26 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.79 0.90 2.71 1.09 0.34 61 0.73 0.09 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.66 1.26 2.71 1.29 -0.16 61 0.88 -0.04 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.86 0.95 2.53 1.16 1.23 61 0.22 0.31 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.66 1.01 2.65 1.20 0.03 61 0.98 0.01 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.69 1.00 3.32 1.12 1.36 61 0.18 0.19 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.34 1.11 3.29 1.14 0.18 61 0.86 0.05 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.10 1.14 3.21 0.98 -0.38 61 0.70 -0.10 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 2.48 1.35 2.56 1.33 -0.22 61 0.82 -0.06 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.52 1.27 2.29 1.31 0.68 61 0.50 0.17 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 2.52 1.24 2.53 1.28 -0.04 61 0.97 -0.01 
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Table 8 

Pilot Stage 2 T-Test Results for Opportunity to Perform 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.52 0.91 2.61 1.29 3.19 63 0.00 0.84 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.59 0.87 2.75 1.23 3.10 63 0.00 0.82 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.41 0.82 3.28 0.70 0.72 63 0.48 0.18 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.28 0.70 3.25 0.65 0.15 63 0.88 0.04 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.86 0.95 3.06 1.04 3.22 63 0.00 0.81 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 4.00 0.85 3.03 1.08 3.96 63 0.00 1.00 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.90 0.94 2.97 1.00 3.81 63 0.00 0.96 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.93 0.96 2.97 1.13 3.62 63 0.00 0.91 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 3.03 0.87 2.50 0.94 2.36 63 0.02 0.59 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 3.10 0.86 2.67 0.93 1.95 63 0.06 0.49 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.03 1.05 2.31 1.12 2.68 63 0.01 0.68 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 3.10 0.86 2.69 1.21 1.53 63 0.13 0.39 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.14 0.92 2.50 0.97 2.70 63 0.01 0.68 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.55 0.91 3.28 1.16 1.04 63 0.30 0.26 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.52 0.87 2.94 1.15 2.22 63 0.03 0.56 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.38 0.86 3.33 0.99 0.20 63 0.84 0.05 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.21 1.15 2.28 1.26 3.08 63 0.00 0.78 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 3.28 1.22 2.31 1.21 3.19 63 0.00 0.80 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.14 1.09 2.17 1.11 3.53 63 0.00 0.89 
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Table 9 

Pilot Stage 2 T-Test Results for Reconsideration Opportunity 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 2.91 1.07 2.24 1.03 2.64 66 0.01 0.65 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.11 1.08 2.27 0.91 3.47 66 0.00 0.85 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.60 0.77 3.00 0.75 3.24 66 0.00 0.80 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.57 0.74 3.03 0.77 2.96 66 0.00 0.73 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.51 1.01 2.67 1.05 3.39 66 0.00 0.83 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.54 1.09 2.70 1.13 3.13 66 0.00 0.77 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.46 0.98 2.79 1.11 2.64 66 0.01 0.65 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.57 1.01 2.73 1.04 3.40 66 0.00 0.84 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 4.23 0.73 1.58 0.79 14.36 66 0.00 3.54 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 4.37 0.77 1.52 0.80 15.04 66 0.00 3.70 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.49 1.09 1.79 1.02 6.60 66 0.00 1.62 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 4.46 0.61 1.70 1.10 12.86 66 0.00 3.61 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.80 1.08 1.73 1.13 7.75 66 0.00 1.91 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.71 0.93 3.33 1.14 1.52 66 0.13 0.37 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.89 0.83 3.15 1.18 2.99 66 0.00 0.74 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.26 0.95 3.00 1.03 1.07 66 0.29 0.26 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.00 1.24 1.79 1.08 4.29 66 0.00 1.06 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.91 1.40 1.70 0.98 4.12 66 0.00 1.07 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.29 1.20 1.88 1.17 4.89 66 0.00 1.20 
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Table 10 

Pilot Stage 2 T-Test Results for Consistency of Administration 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 2.90 1.14 2.48 1.06 1.52 62 0.13 0.39 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.03 1.22 2.21 0.99 2.95 62 0.00 0.75 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.52 0.81 3.21 0.82 1.49 62 0.14 0.38 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.48 0.85 3.36 0.55 0.68 62 0.50 0.19 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.26 1.03 2.82 1.16 1.60 62 0.11 0.41 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.23 1.09 3.00 1.15 0.81 62 0.42 0.21 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.35 1.08 2.76 1.17 2.11 62 0.04 0.54 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.13 1.06 2.91 1.13 0.80 62 0.42 0.20 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.90 1.08 2.61 0.86 1.22 62 0.23 0.31 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.94 1.12 2.76 0.79 0.74 62 0.46 0.19 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.94 1.21 2.27 1.01 2.39 62 0.02 0.61 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 3.03 1.14 2.73 0.98 1.15 62 0.25 0.29 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.90 1.11 2.33 1.05 2.11 62 0.04 0.54 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 4.23 0.96 2.09 0.98 8.81 62 0.00 2.24 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.97 1.02 2.33 1.27 5.67 62 0.00 1.44 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.71 1.19 2.36 1.08 4.74 62 0.00 1.20 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.00 1.37 2.09 1.23 2.80 62 0.01 0.71 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.94 1.41 2.12 1.17 2.52 62 0.01 0.64 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.16 1.42 2.12 1.22 3.15 62 0.00 0.80 
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Pilot stage 3. Another sample of 103 participants was recruited from mTurk to test these 

revisions, using the same methodology as the prior pilot stages. The same cleaning procedures 

were followed from the previous pilot tests, leaving 76 participants in total for pilot stage 3. The 

results for these scenarios can be found in Tables 11-15. Unfortunately, the newer wording of the 

scenarios were not performing better for either job relatedness predict nor opportunity to 

perform. For the job relatedness predict items, participants failed the manipulation check in 

greater numbers than previously seen, with only 58% of those in the low justice condition 

correctly answering the manipulation check item. Given that this version of wording for job 

relatedness to predict was the strongest and yet participants still had difficulty distinguishing it 

from job relatedness content (although the job relatedness content scenario performed well), it 

was decided that the full study would only include the job relatedness content scenario. This 

decision breaks from Bauer et al. (2001), however, it is consistent with Gilliland’s (1993) 

original model of procedural justice, as well as the decisions of other researchers who have 

sought to manipulate justice rules (Lueke, 2004; Wallace, Page, & Lippstreu, 2006). The 

opportunity to perform scenario wording needed to be revised to improve clarity. A prior version 

of the wording was determined to be more successful, and it was reworked to be more consistent 

with the tone of the other scenarios (see Appendix H).  
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Table 11 

Pilot Stage 3 T-Test Results for Job Relatedness Content 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.24 1.21 1.90 1.12 4.66 65 0.00 1.16 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.19 1.29 1.73 1.14 4.84 65 0.00 1.20 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.27 0.96 2.83 0.87 1.93 65 0.06 0.48 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.22 0.85 2.70 0.84 2.48 65 0.02 0.62 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.22 1.20 2.40 1.22 2.74 65 0.01 0.68 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.46 1.30 2.23 1.10 4.09 65 0.00 1.02 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.24 1.19 2.27 1.11 3.44 65 0.00 0.85 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.35 1.16 2.23 0.90 4.33 65 0.00 1.07 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.65 1.03 2.40 1.04 0.98 65 0.33 0.24 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.68 1.06 2.50 0.97 0.70 65 0.49 0.17 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.65 1.16 2.07 1.23 1.99 65 0.05 0.49 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.57 0.93 2.53 0.97 0.15 65 0.88 0.04 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.84 1.09 2.30 1.09 2.01 65 0.05 0.50 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.57 1.17 3.33 1.18 0.81 65 0.42 0.20 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.30 1.22 3.03 1.16 0.90 65 0.37 0.22 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.19 1.15 3.13 1.14 0.20 65 0.84 0.05 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 2.68 1.23 1.93 1.14 2.54 65 0.01 0.63 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.57 1.26 1.93 1.11 2.16 65 0.03 0.54 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 2.78 1.23 2.13 1.17 2.20 65 0.03 0.55 
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Table 12 

Pilot Stage 3 T-Test Results for Job Relatedness Predict 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 2.78 1.31 2.05 1.13 2.01 49 0.05 0.58 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 2.66 1.31 2.00 0.88 1.93 49 0.06 0.62 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.13 0.91 2.79 0.92 1.27 49 0.21 0.36 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.31 0.74 2.79 1.03 2.11 49 0.04 0.60 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 2.81 1.09 2.89 1.33 -0.24 49 0.81 -0.07 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 2.75 1.24 2.79 1.27 -0.11 49 0.91 -0.03 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 2.78 1.26 2.68 1.25 0.27 49 0.79 0.08 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 2.84 1.11 2.79 1.13 0.17 49 0.87 0.05 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.41 1.10 2.32 0.82 0.31 49 0.76 0.10 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.44 0.95 2.47 0.96 -0.13 49 0.90 -0.04 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.38 1.16 2.11 1.10 0.82 49 0.42 0.23 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.44 1.01 2.26 0.93 0.61 49 0.54 0.17 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.56 1.01 2.47 0.96 0.31 49 0.76 0.09 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.59 1.24 3.89 0.81 -0.94 49 0.35 0.20 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.28 1.35 3.42 0.90 -0.40 49 0.69 -0.13 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.53 1.32 3.47 0.96 0.17 49 0.87 0.05 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 2.34 1.33 1.84 0.96 1.43 49 0.16 0.45 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.22 1.34 1.68 0.89 1.55 49 0.13 0.49 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 2.41 1.29 1.84 1.07 1.60 49 0.12 0.46 
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Table 13 

Pilot Stage 3 T-Test Results for Opportunity to Perform 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.41 1.34 2.55 1.25 2.68 63 0.01 0.67 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.66 1.31 2.48 1.12 3.88 63 0.00 0.98 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.50 0.88 3.03 0.81 2.24 63 0.03 0.56 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.53 0.84 3.12 0.78 2.04 63 0.05 0.51 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.84 1.25 2.76 1.12 3.70 63 0.00 0.93 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.72 1.22 2.70 1.02 3.67 63 0.00 0.92 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.91 1.12 2.76 1.03 4.31 63 0.00 1.09 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.78 1.10 2.73 1.04 3.97 63 0.00 1.00 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 3.13 1.10 2.24 1.15 3.17 63 0.00 0.80 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 3.22 1.13 2.42 1.12 2.85 63 0.01 0.72 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.38 1.31 2.18 1.13 3.93 63 0.00 0.99 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 3.06 1.11 2.27 1.18 2.78 63 0.01 0.70 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.31 1.18 2.48 1.20 2.81 63 0.01 0.71 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.59 1.32 2.91 1.07 2.30 63 0.03 0.58 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.66 1.29 3.03 1.07 2.13 63 0.04 0.54 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.78 1.18 2.91 1.18 2.97 63 0.00 0.75 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.34 1.45 2.09 1.10 3.93 63 0.00 1.03 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 3.28 1.40 2.09 1.13 3.79 63 0.00 0.98 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.31 1.31 2.18 1.16 3.70 63 0.00 0.93 

 

  



 

 

 

4
7
 

 

Table 14 

Pilot Stage 3 T-Test Results for Reconsideration Opportunity 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 2.82 1.17 2.21 1.11 2.13 61 0.04 0.55 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 2.71 1.12 1.93 0.75 3.17 61 0.00 0.86 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.24 0.82 2.90 1.01 1.47 61 0.15 0.38 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.26 0.83 2.90 1.01 1.59 61 0.12 0.41 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.21 1.32 2.62 1.18 1.84 61 0.07 0.47 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.00 1.30 2.76 1.09 0.79 61 0.43 0.20 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.00 1.18 2.66 1.20 1.15 61 0.26 0.29 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.09 1.31 2.55 1.18 1.69 61 0.10 0.43 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 3.97 1.17 1.69 0.93 8.47 61 0.00 2.17 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 4.06 1.04 1.83 1.14 8.12 61 0.00 2.08 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.21 1.34 1.79 1.01 4.65 61 0.00 1.22 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 4.29 0.91 1.66 1.08 10.56 61 0.00 2.70 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.68 1.15 1.72 1.00 7.15 61 0.00 1.83 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.85 1.05 3.17 1.14 2.47 61 0.02 0.63 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.74 1.16 3.24 1.09 1.73 61 0.09 0.44 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.41 1.18 3.28 1.25 0.44 61 0.66 0.11 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 2.79 1.27 1.90 1.05 3.02 61 0.00 0.79 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.76 1.33 1.69 0.71 3.91 61 0.00 1.13 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 2.88 1.20 2.14 1.33 2.34 61 0.02 0.60 
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Table 15 

Pilot Stage 3 T-Test Results for Consistency of Administration 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.03 1.03 1.97 1.15 3.82 59 0.00 0.99 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 2.91 1.06 2.00 1.04 3.37 59 0.00 0.88 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.44 0.67 2.93 0.96 2.41 59 0.02 0.63 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.41 0.67 3.00 0.89 2.04 59 0.05 0.53 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.31 1.03 2.59 1.05 2.72 59 0.01 0.71 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.47 1.11 2.59 1.12 3.09 59 0.00 0.81 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.25 0.95 2.28 1.00 3.91 59 0.00 1.02 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.25 1.14 2.38 1.24 2.87 59 0.01 0.75 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.88 1.18 2.28 1.10 2.04 59 0.05 0.53 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 3.00 1.11 2.38 1.01 2.27 59 0.03 0.59 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.00 1.16 1.97 1.02 3.68 59 0.00 0.96 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 3.09 1.06 2.21 1.05 3.28 59 0.00 0.85 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.13 1.01 2.21 1.24 3.19 59 0.00 0.83 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 4.19 0.93 2.14 1.13 7.78 59 0.00 2.03 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 4.16 0.92 1.93 1.00 9.07 59 0.00 2.36 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.94 1.05 2.45 1.24 5.08 59 0.00 1.32 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.22 1.21 1.62 0.94 5.71 59 0.00 1.49 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.91 1.20 1.86 1.03 3.63 59 0.00 0.95 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.31 1.12 1.97 1.05 4.83 59 0.00 1.26 
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Pilot stage 4. A sample was collected on mTurk to test the final wording of the scenarios, 

with a total of 90 participants. The same method for data cleaning was used as the prior studies, 

which reduced the final sample to 65 participants. Results for the final wording can be found in 

Tables 16-19. There was still overlap between the opportunity to perform scenario and the job 

relatedness content items, but those concepts were expected to be correlated, as the Hausknecht 

et al. (2004) meta-analysis found the relationship between face validity and opportunity to 

perform (ρ=.59) to be similar to the relationship between face validity and perceived predictive 

validity (ρ=.60). However, the t-test results suggested that participants were able to distinguish 

between the high and low justice conditions. As a result, the wording was determined to be 

satisfactory for the full study.
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Table 16 

Pilot Stage 4 T-Test Results for Job Relatedness Content 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.48 1.06 2.31 1.23 4.11 63 0.00 1.04 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.70 1.16 2.06 1.05 5.97 63 0.00 1.50 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.48 0.87 2.91 0.89 2.65 63 0.01 0.67 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.36 0.65 3.22 0.91 0.74 63 0.46 0.19 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.45 0.94 2.72 1.05 2.97 63 0.00 0.75 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.45 0.90 2.75 1.02 2.96 63 0.00 0.74 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.45 0.87 2.59 0.87 3.98 63 0.00 1.00 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.45 1.00 2.88 1.01 2.32 63 0.02 0.59 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.88 1.02 2.69 1.09 0.73 63 0.47 0.18 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.94 0.97 2.50 0.95 1.85 63 0.07 0.47 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.88 1.14 2.25 1.16 2.20 63 0.03 0.55 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.97 0.92 2.56 1.01 1.70 63 0.09 0.43 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.03 0.92 2.38 1.21 2.46 63 0.02 0.62 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.58 0.97 3.38 1.10 0.78 63 0.44 0.20 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.48 1.00 3.16 1.02 1.31 63 0.20 0.33 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.24 1.00 3.28 1.25 -0.14 63 0.89 -0.04 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.18 1.31 2.19 1.09 3.32 63 0.00 0.85 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 3.00 1.30 2.16 1.19 2.72 63 0.01 0.69 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.30 1.24 2.22 1.04 3.82 63 0.00 0.96 

 

  



 

 

 

5
1
 

Table 17 

Pilot Stage 4 T-Test Results for Opportunity to Perform 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.85 0.83 1.97 1.05 8.07 64 0.00 2.02 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.79 0.82 1.70 0.81 10.42 64 0.00 2.61 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.64 0.74 2.45 0.75 6.42 64 0.00 1.60 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.42 0.75 2.58 0.79 4.47 64 0.00 1.12 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.82 0.95 1.94 0.97 7.96 64 0.00 1.99 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.70 0.92 1.88 0.78 8.67 64 0.00 2.17 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.70 0.98 1.94 0.75 8.17 64 0.00 2.04 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.79 0.82 2.09 0.77 8.69 64 0.00 2.17 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 3.06 0.97 2.30 0.85 3.39 64 0.00 0.85 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 3.15 1.09 2.30 0.95 3.36 64 0.00 0.84 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.33 1.05 1.79 0.82 6.66 64 0.00 1.67 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 3.09 1.04 2.30 1.02 3.11 64 0.00 0.78 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.27 1.04 2.15 1.00 4.46 64 0.00 1.11 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 3.58 0.97 3.36 1.08 0.84 64 0.41 0.21 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.39 0.86 3.30 1.13 0.37 64 0.71 0.09 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.45 0.94 3.21 1.08 0.97 64 0.33 0.24 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.48 1.15 1.76 0.94 6.69 64 0.00 1.67 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 3.33 1.02 1.73 0.80 7.11 64 0.00 1.83 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.33 1.05 1.70 0.85 6.96 64 0.00 1.74 
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Table 18 

Pilot Stage 4 T-Test Results for Reconsideration Opportunity 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 3.33 1.03 2.31 1.16 3.72 63 0.00 0.94 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 3.23 1.19 2.46 1.04 2.80 63 0.01 0.71 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.43 0.63 3.14 0.94 1.44 63 0.16 0.36 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.50 0.73 2.94 0.76 2.99 63 0.00 0.75 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.17 0.99 2.97 0.92 0.82 63 0.41 0.21 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 3.27 0.98 2.89 0.96 1.58 63 0.12 0.40 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.27 0.91 2.71 1.05 2.26 63 0.03 0.57 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.27 0.98 2.97 1.07 1.15 63 0.25 0.29 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 4.07 0.64 1.60 0.95 12.10 63 0.00 3.22 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 4.20 0.76 1.51 0.85 13.29 63 0.00 3.35 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 3.57 1.01 1.91 0.89 7.04 63 0.00 1.77 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 4.17 0.59 1.60 1.01 12.27 63 0.00 3.40 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 3.60 0.93 1.97 1.10 6.39 63 0.00 1.61 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 4.00 0.79 3.66 1.11 1.41 63 0.16 0.37 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 3.77 0.90 3.34 1.08 1.70 63 0.09 0.43 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.53 1.01 3.26 1.07 1.07 63 0.29 0.27 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.13 1.25 2.11 1.11 3.49 63 0.00 0.88 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.90 1.32 2.03 1.12 2.87 63 0.01 0.75 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.27 1.28 2.46 1.24 2.58 63 0.01 0.65 
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Table 19 

Pilot Stage 4 T-Test Results for Consistency of Administration 

 

Group 

    

 

High Justice Low Justice         

  M SD M SD t df p 

Cohen's 

d 

Job Relatedness Content Item 1 2.91 1.06 2.07 0.92 3.26 59 0.00 0.85 

Job Relatedness Content Item 2 2.71 0.94 2.15 0.99 2.25 59 0.03 0.59 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 1 3.38 0.82 3.00 0.78 1.85 59 0.07 0.48 

Job Relatedness Predict Item 2 3.29 0.80 3.04 0.65 1.35 59 0.18 0.35 

Opportunity to Perform Item 1 3.03 0.87 3.00 0.83 0.13 59 0.89 0.03 

Opportunity to Perform Item 2 2.91 0.90 2.81 0.88 0.42 59 0.67 0.11 

Opportunity to Perform Item 3 3.12 0.91 2.63 0.88 2.10 59 0.04 0.55 

Opportunity to Perform Item 4 3.15 0.89 2.74 0.98 1.69 59 0.10 0.44 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 1 2.82 1.11 2.48 0.80 1.34 59 0.18 0.35 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 2 2.74 0.93 2.59 0.84 0.62 59 0.54 0.16 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 3 2.82 1.03 2.07 1.04 2.82 59 0.01 0.73 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 4 2.68 0.84 2.56 0.85 0.56 59 0.58 0.14 

Reconsideration Opportunity Item 5 2.94 1.13 2.56 0.93 1.43 59 0.16 0.37 

Consistency of Administration Item 1 4.21 0.84 1.70 0.87 11.35 59 0.00 2.95 

Consistency of Administration Item 2 4.12 0.84 1.74 0.81 11.10 59 0.00 2.89 

Consistency of Administration Item 3 3.82 1.11 2.52 1.37 4.11 59 0.00 1.07 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 1 3.03 1.31 1.85 0.95 3.91 59 0.00 1.06 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 2 2.82 1.17 1.85 0.86 3.61 59 0.00 0.97 

Overall Procedural Justice Reaction Item 3 3.26 1.24 1.81 1.18 4.64 59 0.00 1.21 
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CHAPTER IV 

METHOD: FULL STUDY 

Main Study 

Participants. The participants were recruited from mTurk, following the same reasoning 

as the sample selection for the pilot. To investigate remaining hypotheses, five SEM models 

containing similar paths to that in Figure 3 were tested, one for each procedural justice rule. As 

with the pilot, each participant was assigned to one of two conditions (high or low justice) for 

each procedural justice rule. To identify an appropriate sample size, these multiple models were 

investigated to identify the number of participants needed to test the most restrictive model. A 

power analysis was conducted using the Monte Carlo simulation method in Mplus outlined by 

Muthen and Muthen (2002).  As input for this simulation, the correlation between objective 

justice rules and procedural justice rule perceptions as well as the correlation between objective 

justice rules and overall procedural justice perceptions were both estimated to be .31, and the 

correlation between procedural justice rule perceptions and overall procedural justice was 

estimated to be .41, both derived from Lueke (2004).The correlation between privacy concerns 

and overall procedural justice was estimated to be -.29 (Bauer et al., 2006). Finally, the 

interaction between privacy concerns and procedural justice rule perceptions was estimated to be 

conservatively .20 (Stoughton, Thompson, & Meade, 2015). To generate the sample size, a 

simulation was first run using 1000 participants with the estimates above entered into the 

proposed model. This simulation was run repeatedly, adjusting the number of participants each 

time until the power level for the mediating and moderating relationships, the effects that need 

the larger samples to be observed, reached .80. The final number of participants needed was 
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estimated to be 1105.    The study took participants approximately 20 minutes to complete and 

they were compensated $1.50 for their time. 

 

Figure 3.   An example of the SEM models used to test the proposed theoretical model. The 

models only differ in the number of SPJS subscale items. In this example, the job relatedness 

content subscale of the SPJS has 2 items. 

Measures. In addition to reading the scenarios, participants completed several measures 

to gather information needed to test the model. 

Procedural justice. As in pilot, procedural justice rule perceptions were measured using 

the SPJS (Bauer et al., 2001) and overall procedural justice perceptions were measured using the 
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scale developed by Truxillo and Bauer (1999). Participants received the full scale of each 

measure after reading each scenario.  

Demographics. Demographic information was also collected, including age, sex, race 

and social network use, using the same items as the pilot.  

Privacy concerns. Participants received the privacy concerns measure adapted from 

Dinev and Hart (2004). These items can be found in Appendix E. 

Other measures. A manipulation check was also included to ensure participants 

accurately read the scenario and understood the hypothetical selection system. Participants were 

asked one basic, factual question about each scenario in a multiple-choice format. If participants 

responded incorrectly about a scenario, this was viewed as evidence that the participants was not 

carefully following the instructions and that data was not included in the final analyses.  

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to conditions, to determine which 

vignettes the participants received. The process was the same as that in the pilot study, with each 

participant receiving the baseline condition and 5 randomly assigned high or low procedural 

justice scenarios, one for each procedural justice rule, in a random order.  Following each 

scenario, participants received the full SJPS and the overall measure of procedural justice. After 

the participants viewed all of the assigned scenarios, participants were given the demographics 

measures and the final privacy concerns measure, as outlined in Figure 2. 
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CHAPTER V 

RESULTS: FULL STUDY 

For the full study, a total of 1607 participants were recruited from mTurk. After using the 

same data cleaning as outlined for the pilot, a total of 1318 participants remained. The average 

age of the participants was 37.21 (SD = 11.846), 46.6% were male and 52.7% were female with 

the remaining .7% selecting transgender (.4%), other (.1%), or not disclosing (.2%). The majority 

of participants reported their race as white (74.4%), with the remainder reporting African 

American (8.4%), Asian American (6.1%), Hispanic (6.1%), two or more races (2.4%), Native 

American (1.0%), Other (1.0%), Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian (.2%), or elected not to 

disclose (.5%). Most participants reported not currently being students (69.7%), and of those in 

school most were graduate students (11.4%) or seniors (6.9%), followed by juniors (3.1%), non-

degree seeking students (2.9%), sophomores (2.7%), non-traditional students (2.3%) and 

freshmen (1.0%). Most participants reported working full-time (64.6%) or part time (18.5%) 

with a minority reporting they were unemployed (16.8%). Of those working, most reported 

working 40 or more hours a week (67.3%), with the remainder working 20-39 hours per week 

(26.7%) or less than 20 hours per week (6%). 

To understand the participants’ familiarity with social media, participants were asked to 

report their social media use. The majority of participants reported using social media daily 

(70.1%); the rest of the participants reported using social media several times a week (13.2%), 

once a week (4.3%), several times a month (3.8%), less than once a month (3.1%) or once a 

month (1.5%) with a minority reporting that they never use social media (2.1%). Participants 

were asked to indicate which sites they use regularly. The most common site was Facebook 
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(75.6%) followed by Twitter (39.2%), Instagram (35.9%), Reddit (30.7%), Pinterest (26.3%) and 

LinkedIn (20.4%). 

Most participants reported using mTurk as a part-time supplement to their primary 

income (72.8%), with fewer reporting using mTurk just for fun (12.1%), as their primary source 

of income (10.0%) or for another reason (4.5%). Of those reporting “other”, most stated using 

mTurk to meet some financial goal, such as saving for retirement, or for intellectual stimulation. 

The majority of participants reported spending 10 hours a week or less completing mTurk HITs 

(59.5%), with the remainder spending 11-20 hours per week (27.9%), 21-39 hours per week 

(7.7%), an a minority spending 40 or more hours per week on mTurk (4.9%). 

Assumption Testing 

The basic assumptions of regression were tested for each justice rule model, to 

understand any additional cleaning or transformations that would be needed before proceeding 

with the model testing. Univariate outliers were investigated by creating boxplots for each of the 

items in each of the scales to be tested in the model, as well as the overall measurement scale 

scores. For job relatedness content, reconsideration opportunity, and consistency of 

administration, no cases were greater than 3 interquartile ranges away from quartiles 1 or 3, 

suggesting that there are no extreme univariate outliers for these models. The opportunity to 

perform condition had 3 cases with extreme scores for the mean privacy scale score, which was a 

very small number relative to the overall sample. Since these outliers were only found with the 

mean scale score and a CFA for the measure was going to be conducted, these cases were not 

removed from the sample.  

The linearity of the relationship between the predictors and the outcomes in each model 

was assessed using Lowess lines fit to the residuals of each model and the predictor’s values. For 
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each of relationship, the Lowess line was relatively flat, hovering around zero. This suggests that 

the correct form was specified and the predictors were linearly related to the outcome variables. 

Homoscedasticity was assessed by investigating the same scatterplots generated to assess 

linearity to identify unusual patterns, such as cone or football shaped distributions, which could 

indicate inconsistent variance. For each model, none of the scatterplots were found to show 

evidence of violating the assumption of homoscedasticity. The independence of the residuals for 

each relationship were assessed using autocorrelation. For each test, the null hypothesis was 

retained, which suggests that residuals are independent across individuals and therefore 

clustering is not an issue. Distribution of the residuals was assessed to determine normality using 

QQ plots with the residuals from each of the models. For all of the models, the residuals fell 

along the trendline of the plot, which suggests they are normally distributed. 

A number of tests for multivariate outliers were also undertaken to investigate those 

assumptions, following the advice of Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003). The leverage 

statistic and Mahalanobis distance were both investigated to determine if leverage is present for 

any of the models. The cutoff value for leverage was determined to be .0054 for the models, 

using the guidelines outlined by Cohen, et al. (2003),  for large samples. Many points exceeded 

this value, suggesting that leverage may be an issue. For Mahalanobis, a cutoff value of 16.2662 

was calculated by finding the critical chi-square value for the model using an alpha of .001 

(Cohen et al., 2003). The reconsideration opportunity model had three values that exceeded the 

cutoff value and the other models had no values exceed the cutoff value. Bootstrapping can be 

utilized to ameliorate the impact of leverage, and was utilized for the structure equation model 

analysis, rather than transforming the values (Cohen et al., 2003). Discrepancy was investigated 

by assessing the externally studentized residuals for each of the models and comparing them to a 
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cutoff value, calculated to be 4.9394 following the guidance of Cohen, et al. (2003). Across the 

models, none of the values exceeded the cutoff value, suggesting that discrepancy is not an issue 

for any of the models. Influence was investigated using DFFITS, Cook’s D, and DFBETAS and 

cutoff values for each statistic were calculated according to the advice of Cohen, et al. (2003). 

For each full model, a cutoff value of .0036 was calculated for DFFITS. Each model had 

multiple cases exceed the cutoff, which suggests influence may be an issue for the models. 

Cook’s D values were evaluated against a cutoff value of .8397 for each of the models. For each 

model, no cases exceeded the cutoff value. Standardized DFBETAS values were assessed against 

a cutoff value of .0602 for each model. For each model, multiple values exceeded the cutoff 

value, again suggesting that influence may be an issue for each model. As with the leverage 

violations, bootstrapping the SEM model was chosen to address the violation, rather than 

transforming the variables. 

Multicollinearity was assessed using VIF, Tolerance, and Eigenvalues for each of the 

models. None of the models had VIF values that exceeded the cutoff value of 10, as 

recommended by Cohen et al. (2003). None of the models had Tolerance values greater than the 

cutoff value of .1, the cutoff advised in Cohen et al (2003). Eigenvalues were assessed for each 

model by taking the square root of the largest Eigenvalue divided by the smallest Eigenvalue, per 

Cohen et al. (2003). For each model, this value was less than the cutoff value of 30. Taken 

together, each of these tests suggest that multicollinearity is not a concern for any of the models. 

Measurement Model Testing 

Before testing the hypotheses, the measurement model for each scale was investigated. 

Descriptive statistics and reliabilities were assessed for each item and each scale. The descriptive 

statistics, correlations, and reliabilities for each measure within each condition can be found in 
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Tables 20-23. Three of the four subscales of the SPJS, the full overall procedural justice 

reactions scale, and the need for privacy scale were each assessed with a CFA to understand the 

structure of the measurement model and avoid misfit for the full models. A CFA could not be 

conducted for the job relatedness content scale because it only has two items. 
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Table 20 

Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for the Job Relatedness Content Conditions 

Measure n Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Age 1217 37.42 11.74 - 
       

2. Level 1259 0.50 0.50 0.04 - 
      

3. SPJS Job 

Relatedness Content 
1259 2.78 1.31 -0.07* 0.61** 0.93 

     

4. SPJS Opportunity 

to Perform 
1259 2.97 1.09 -0.01 0.36** 0.65** 0.95 

    

5. SPJS 

Reconsideration 

Opportunity 
1259 2.66 0.95 -0.14** 0.31** 0.64** 0.67** 0.92 

   

6. SPJS Consistency 

of Administration 
1259 3.39 0.94 0.09** 0.22** 0.45** 0.47** 0.45** 0.85 

  

7. Overall Procedural 

Justice Reactions 
1259 2.58 1.22 -0.11** 0.48** 0.81** 0.67** 0.74** 0.46** 0.95 

 

8. Privacy Concerns 1219 4.00 0.86 0.13** 0.00 -0.11** -0.10** -0.16** -0.09** -0.18** 0.92 

Note. For Justice level, 1=High Justice, 0=Low Justice. Reliabilities are listed on the diagonal, where applicable. *p<.05, **p<.01. 

 

  





89 

 

 

 

Figure 16.  Path model for consistency of administration procedural justice rule. Standardized 

parameter estimates are reported. Note that “Justice Level” is dummy-coded (0=low justice, 

1=high justice). 
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Table 34 

Unstandardized Path Coefficients and Standard Errors for the Hypothesized Models 

  B SE 

Job Relatedness Content 

  Justice Level → Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 1.69 0.06 

Justice Level → Overall Procedural Justice -0.25 0.07 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions → Overall Procedural Justice 0.90 0.03 

Privacy Concerns→ Overall Procedural Justice -0.14 0.03 

Opportunity to Perform 

  Justice Level → Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 1.62 0.06 

Justice Level → Overall Procedural Justice 0.35 0.08 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions → Overall Procedural Justice 0.74 0.03 

Privacy Concerns→ Overall Procedural Justice -0.18 0.03 

Reconsideration Opportunity 

  Justice Level → Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 2.59 0.05 

Justice Level → Overall Procedural Justice -0.97 0.10 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions → Overall Procedural Justice 0.84 0.04 

Privacy Concerns→ Overall Procedural Justice -0.24 0.04 

Consistency of Administration 

  Justice Level → Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 2.08 0.06 

Justice Level → Overall Procedural Justice -0.25 0.12 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions → Overall Procedural Justice 0.62 0.05 

Privacy Concerns→ Overall Procedural Justice -0.22 0.04 

Note.   All estimates significant at p<.001.
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Hypothesis 2.  Hypothesis 2 was tested by investigating the regression slopes between 

procedural justice rule perceptions and overall procedural justice rule perceptions. As seen in 

Figures 13-16, the regression slope between procedural justice rule perception and overall 

procedural justice perceptions are all significant. The effect was strongest for job relatedness 

content (B=.90, p<.001) and reconsideration opportunity (B=.84, p<.001) but still significant for 

opportunity to perform (B=.74, p<.001) and consistency of administration (B=.62, p<.001). This 

supports Hypothesis 2: participant ratings of procedural justice rule perceptions were positively 

related to their perceptions of overall procedural justice. 

Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 3 was tested using bootstrapped estimates for the mediating 

role of procedural justice rule perceptions on the relationship between objective procedural 

justice and overall perceptions of procedural justice. For bootstrapping, the data was resampled 

1000 times, with the indirect effect estimated each time to create a distribution of results (Kenny, 

2014). This distribution of estimates is then used to create confidence intervals for the estimates. 

For each model, 95% confidence intervals for the bootstrapped results of the model were 

assessed to identify if they contained zero. The exclusion of zero in the confidence interval 

indicates that the mediating relationship is significantly different from zero. As seen in Table 35, 

the mediation was significant in each procedural justice rule model. The effect of the mediation 

was strongest for reconsideration opportunity, but all of the mediating effects were significant at 

p<.001. Hypothesis 3 was found to be supported as procedural justice rule perceptions acted as a 

mediator between objective procedural justice and overall perceptions of procedural justice for 

all procedural justice rules. 
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Table 35 

Mediating Role of Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions on the Relationship Between Objective 

Procedural Justice Rule and Overall Procedural Justice Perceptions 

  β 95% CI 

Job Relatedness Content 1.52 [1.38, 1.67] 

Opportunity to Perform 1.20 [1.06, 1.34] 

Reconsideration Opportunity 2.16 [1.95, 2.36] 

Consistency of Administration 1.27 [1.09, 1.45] 

Note. β=standardized coefficient; CI= confidence interval. All estimates are significant at 

p<.001. 

Testing Hypotheses 4 and 5: the role of privacy concerns in the model. The 

moderating effect of privacy concerns on the relationship between procedural justice rule 

perceptions and overall procedural justice perceptions was tested by evaluating models that 

included the interaction term. For each model, the interaction term was evaluated to determine 

whether the model with the interaction should be retained or whether the model without the 

interaction term should be retained for that procedural justice rule. 

The standardized model coefficients can be found in Figures 17-20. For both job 

relatedness (content) (B=-.06, p=.06) and reconsideration opportunity (B =-.02, p=.34), the 

interaction term was not significant. For job relatedness (content) and reconsideration 

opportunity, hypothesis 4 was rejected and the model without the interaction was retained. 

Opportunity to perform (B=-.04, p<.05) and consistency of administration (B=-.06, p<.01) both 

had significant interaction terms. The models with and without the interaction were then 

compared by computing D-values using log-likelihoods for each model, as recommended by 

Maslowsky, Jager, and Hemken (2015). The results suggest that both the opportunity to perform 

interaction model (D=4.34, df=1, p<.05) and the consistency of administration interaction model 
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(D=6.71, df=1, p<.01) were significantly better than the associated models without the 

interaction. However, for job relatedness content (D=3.52, df=1, p=.06) and reconsideration 

opportunity (D=.98, df=1, p=.75) the interaction did not result in a superior model and as a result 

the model without the interaction was determined to sufficiently represent the relationships 

between the variables. The R2 values for each of the models can be found in Table 36.  Although 

the interaction terms were statistically significant, the increase in R2 was so small for each model 

that it was less than .01, even for the models with significant interaction terms. As a result, the 

interaction between procedural justice rule perceptions and privacy concerns was determined to 

not be practically significant in predicting overall procedural justice perceptions. Hypothesis 4 

was not supported. 

Table 36 

R2 Values for the Endogenous Variables in Each Model 

Modeled Outcome R2 

Job Relatedness Content 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 0.46 

Overall Procedural Justice, without Interaction 0.78 

Overall Procedural Justice, with Interaction 0.78 

Opportunity to Perform 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 0.43 

Overall Procedural Justice, without Interaction 0.61 

Overall Procedural Justice, with Interaction 0.61 

Reconsideration Opportunity 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 0.78 

Overall Procedural Justice, without Interaction 0.73 

Overall Procedural Justice, with Interaction 0.73 

Consistency of Administration 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions 0.57 

Overall Procedural Justice, without Interaction 0.50 

Overall Procedural Justice, with Interaction 0.50 

Note. Each R2 value represents the variance explained for each outcome variable in the model. 

For the Overall Procedural Justice Perceptions, values are given both with and without the 

interaction between procedural justice perceptions and privacy, for comparison purposes. 
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Finally, Hypothesis 5 was investigated by assessing the regression slope for the 

relationship between privacy concerns and overall procedural justice perceptions. The 

standardized coefficients can be seen in Figures 17-20. For each model, the regression slope for 

the relationship between privacy concerns and overall justice perceptions supports the hypothesis 

that privacy concerns are negatively related to overall procedural justice perceptions. The effect 

of privacy concerns was similar across the justice rules, although it was strongest for 

reconsideration opportunity (B=-.17, p<.001), followed by consistency of administration (B=-.16, 

p<.001), opportunity to perform (B=-.12, p<.001), and job relatedness content (B=-.10, p<.001).  
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Figure 17. Path model for job relatedness content procedural justice rule. Standardized parameter 

estimates are reported. Note that “Justice Level” is dummy-coded (0=low justice, 1=high 

justice). 
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Figure 18.  Path model for opportunity to perform procedural justice rule. Standardized 

parameter estimates are reported. Note that “Justice Level” is dummy-coded (0=low justice, 

1=high justice). 
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Figure 19.  Path model for reconsideration opportunity procedural justice rule. Standardized 

parameter estimates are reported. Note that “Justice Level” is dummy-coded (0=low justice, 

1=high justice). 
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Figure 20.  Path model for consistency of administration procedural justice rule. Unstandardized 

parameter estimates are reported and standard errors are in parentheses. Note that “Justice Level” 

is dummy-coded (0=low justice, 1=high justice). 
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Post-hoc analyses. A series of post-hoc analyses were also conducted to investigate an 

alternative role of the theorized moderator. These analyses consisted of testing a new model for 

each of the justice rules in which privacy concerns moderated the relationship between objective 

procedural justice rules and perceived procedural justice rules. A diagram depicting this 

conceptual model can be seen in Figure 21. One model was tested for each justice rule to identify 

if model fit improved with the moderating effect of privacy concerns earlier in the theoretical 

model. Again, Mplus was utilized to test an SEM model for each of the justice rules. Fit 

statistics, the moderation, and the overall variance explained were compared to identify if the 

new model fit better than the proposed theoretical model. 

To test the new interaction, the same procedure was followed as in the original analyses 

in which a model with and without the interaction were both tested in order to identify if the 

interaction significantly explained variance beyond the main effect. The interaction was 

statistically significant for the consistency of administration model (B=.19, p<.05). The other 

models, reconsideration opportunity (B=.08, p=.15), opportunity to perform (B=.08, p=.31), and 

job relatedness content (B=.15, p=.05), all failed to reach significance. However, the effect of the 

interaction was small from a practical standpoint even for the consistency of administration 

model, as seen in Table 37. Inclusion of the interaction term between privacy concerns and 

objective procedural justice increased the R2 associated with procedural justice rule perceptions 

by only .01 in that model.  I thus concluded that this increase provided limited practical 

significance. Overall, the post-hoc analyses did not support the proposed alternative role for the 

moderator earlier in the mediational pathway tested. 
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Figure 21. Post-hoc theoretical model of applicant reactions to the use of social networking site 

data and the moderating role of need for privacy. 
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Table 37 

R2 Values for the Endogenous Variables in Each Post Hoc Model  

Modeled Outcome R2 

Job Relatedness Content 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, without Interaction 0.47 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, with Interaction 0.48 

Opportunity to Perform 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, without Interaction 0.43 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, with Interaction 0.43 

Reconsideration Opportunity 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, without Interaction 0.78 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, with Interaction 0.78 

Consistency of Administration 

 Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, without Interaction 0.58 

Procedural Justice Rule Perceptions, with Interaction 0.59 

Note. Each R2 value represents the variance explained for each outcome variable in the model. 

For the Overall Procedural Justice Perceptions, values are given both with and without the 

interaction between procedural justice perceptions and privacy, for comparison purposes. 

 

  



102 

 

 

 CHAPTER VI DISCUSSION 

The present study has made some important contributions not only to our understanding 

of procedural justice perceptions when using SNS data in employee selection but also to the 

procedural justice literature. Importantly, this research provides both a theoretical contribution 

for future research but also practical information for practitioners to utilize in their work.  

Contributions to Procedural Justice Literature 

The contributions to the procedural justice literature are the primary theoretical 

contributions of this study. This study is the first of its kind to investigate procedural justice rule 

models in the context of the use of SNS data in the employee selection context. Gilliland (1993) 

proposed that invasiveness of the selection system could be incorporated into the theoretical 

model, and in the case of SNS data in selection this is especially relevant because this data can 

often be collected without the person’s knowledge unlike a traditional selection test. There are 

three specific theoretical contributions: the investigation of an interaction between privacy 

concerns and justice rule perceptions on overall justice perceptions, support for previous justice 

models in the SNS data context, and the demonstration that justice rules can be manipulated in 

isolation for research purposes. 

Privacy concerns and procedural justice rule perceptions interaction. The interaction 

of procedural justice rule perceptions and privacy concerns tested in this study sought to extend 

the Gilliland (1993) model in this context. Bauer et al. (2006) had also incorporated privacy into 

their model of procedural justice perceptions in a web-based testing context, but the current 

study took this further by testing all of Gilliland’s (1993) model with the addition of privacy as a 

moderator as well as a direct precursor to overall procedural justice perceptions. Although the 

direct relationship was supported, the interaction was not supported in the results for the planned 
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analyses. The interaction between objective procedural justice and privacy concerns was also 

tested post-hoc, and although the effect was statistically significant for consistency of 

administration, with the small overall increase in DV variance explained was too small to be 

considered meaningful. However, the study does provide an advancement in present theory as 

Gilliland (1993) had proposed including some aspects of privacy violations and Bauer et al. 

(2006) had incorporated privacy into a procedural justice model, the testing of the broader model 

with the inclusion of privacy concerns is new.  

In the present study, each procedural justice rule was tested in a separated model as it was 

unknown whether the results would differ by selection rule. Generally, the relationships were 

similar across justice rules. The manipulation was stronger for reconsideration opportunity and 

consistency of administration, but more variance was explained for overall procedural justice 

perceptions in the job relatedness content and reconsideration opportunity models. These 

differences suggest that there is more to learn in regards to how different justice rule violations 

effect overall perceptions of procedural justice.  

The interaction between procedural justice rule perceptions and privacy concerns was not 

supported in the planned analyses. This provides further support for the Bauer et al. (2006) 

model, which demonstrated a direct relationship between overall procedural justice perceptions 

and privacy concerns. It appears that when considering overall procedural justice perceptions, 

applicants weigh perceived violations of procedural justice rules along with their privacy 

concerns, but the impact of procedural justice rule perceptions does not depend on the severity of 

privacy concerns.  

As Gilliland (1993) had not included privacy concerns in his procedural justice model, 

and Bauer et al. (2006) had not tested the full model Gilliland (1993) proposed, this 
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incorporation of the two models is an addition to the literature. Gilliland (1993) discussed 

various ways privacy concerns may impact his model, but did not include privacy concerns 

explicitly as a predictor of overall procedural justice perceptions. Given the results of the present 

study, one possible explanation for the relationship is that privacy violations could affect overall 

procedural justice perceptions in the same way that any other perceived procedural justice rule 

violations do. Although the present study investigated participants’ privacy concerns, a potential 

future study could include a condition that violates privacy, measure the perceived privacy 

violation and privacy concerns, and study the impact on overall procedural justice perceptions. 

This would potentially support the addition of another procedural justice rule in Gilliland’s 

(1993) model. 

Support for Gilliland (1993) and Bauer et al. (2006). In addition to extending 

procedural justice theory, support was found for prior models. This study found support for the 

formal procedural justice rules relationships in the Gilliland (1993) model. The isolated testing of 

the mediating role of procedural justice rule perceptions in the relationship between objective 

procedural justice perceptions and overall procedural justice reactions answers the call of Ryan 

and Ployhart (2000) to test mediations to better understand applicant cognitive processes. 

Additionally, support was found for Gilliland’s (1993) classic procedural justice model in a very 

modern selection situation: using SNS data in the employee selection process. Thus, not only is 

the classic model supported but also expanded into a context that is relatively new to the 

employee selection literature. 

In support of Bauer et al. (2006), the direct relationship between privacy concerns and 

overall procedural justice perceptions was supported for each of the procedural justice rules. This 

suggests that privacy concerns have a unique relationship with overall procedural justice 
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perceptions outside of moderating the relationship between procedural justice rule perceptions 

and overall procedural justice reactions. It is important to note that the Bauer et al. (2006) piece 

used the web-based testing context and the present study expanded our knowledge by applying a 

portion of that model to the SNS data use in employee selection context. This suggests that this 

relationship could be supported in other technological employee selection settings where privacy 

may be a concern. Additionally, the present study improved upon the Bauer et al. (2006) 

methodology by utilizing privacy concern items that were not confounded with privacy 

protection knowledge.  

This relationship suggests that for researchers investigating applicant reactions to the use 

of SNS data in employee selection, individual differences in privacy concerns should not be 

overlooked as a predictor. Further, more work is needed to understand contexts in which privacy 

concerns are more or less important and what can be done to allay the concerns of applicants 

with strong privacy concerns. This is especially important in the context of SNS data in 

employee selection as the data collection methods often are not transparent and the guidelines 

both legally and professionally are unclear.  

The experimental manipulation of procedural justice rules. Few studies have 

manipulated selection system characteristics to investigate Gilliland’s (1993) model. Gilliland 

(1995) analyzed critical incidents to support the model, but this is a weak test of causality when 

compared to testing each justice rule using an experimental manipulation. Although Lueke 

(2004) did use an experimental manipulation, she manipulated multiple justice rules at a time to 

create general “high” and “low” justice conditions with each rule similarly aligned. The present 

study has demonstrated that the procedural justice rules can in fact be manipulated separately and 

participants perceive these manipulations accurately. Further, the present study provided explicit 
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support for the Gilliland (1993) model through the experimental manipulation of procedural 

justice rules. This methodology can be utilized by future researchers to better understand unique 

aspects of the justice rules and further investigate the Gilliland (1993) model. 

The comparisons of the justice conditions with the control condition also provided 

additional information regarding applicant reactions to ambiguous situations. Generally, the 

control condition was significantly different from the high and low justice conditions for both 

overall procedural justice reactions and SPJS subscales, falling in between the high and low 

conditions. However, the effect sizes consistently demonstrated that the control condition was 

viewed more similarly to high justice conditions than to low justice conditions. This suggests 

that applicants do not assume justice rules are being violated when they do not have information 

on SNS data use in employee selection. Instead, participants appeared to view a lack of 

information as an indication that justice rules were upheld, as evidenced by their high ratings of 

specific and overall procedural justice for the control condition. More research is needed to 

understand if this is true across different employee selection contexts. Additionally, the present 

study investigated privacy concerns but other individual differences, like integrity or skepticism, 

could be studied to understand if they behave similarly to privacy concerns. Participants who 

generally mistrust others, or are dishonest themselves, may be less likely to believe that an 

organization that does not reference justice rules in application materials is likely to be upholding 

them. 

Unfortunately, not all of the intended procedural justice rules were successfully 

manipulated. This was surprising, since some of the justice rules, such as reconsideration 

opportunity and consistency of administration were manipulated relatively easily. It is possible 

that in the context of using SNS data in employee selection job relatedness predict was more 
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challenging to convey clearly to participants than the other procedural justice rules. One reason 

for this difference may be that participants are not used to seeing and interpreting the predictive 

value of an abstract job performance predictor, like SNS data. Hausknecht et al. (2004) found in 

a meta-analysis that interviews, work samples, and resumes were viewed more favorably by 

participants than less face-valid selection tools such as cognitive ability tests, personality 

measures, and biodata. By this reasoning, participants understood that the scenario for job 

relatedness predict was low on procedural justice, but they were unable to distinguish job 

relatedness predict from the other justice rules because the predictive power was unclear. 

Another possible explanation is that the context of SNS data made it challenging to describe job 

relatedness predict in a way that completely distinguished it from justice rules like job 

relatedness content. For a researcher, the distinction may be very clear, but for a layperson, 

especially in this context, it may be challenging to describe a selection procedure that is 

predictive of future job performance without confounding it with the content of the information. 

Practical Implications 

A few practical implications can be derived from this study. One timely finding is that 

practitioners need to be concerned about procedural justice rule violations when using SNS data 

in employee selection. The fact that these justice rule perceptions could be manipulated through 

scenarios suggests that many of the same best practices should apply in this selection setting as 

others to avoid violating procedural justice rules. Given the potential minefield of ethical issues 

in using this kind of data in employee selection (Pate, 2012), it would be prudent for practitioners 

to consider if SNS data provides useful information and to create standardized practices around 

its collection and use to avoid negative reactions from applicants. 
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likely never occur. Future researchers should continue to explore these effects in actual and 

hypothetical contexts to further our understanding of applicant reactions in employee selection. 

Related to the methodology, the measurement of privacy concerns at the end of the 

experimental conditions is a possible limitation of the study. The placement of this measure in 

the study timeline was selected in order to avoid signaling to participants that the study would 

involve possible privacy violations, which may have influenced their procedural justice 

perceptions. However, this decision involved a tradeoff in which participants were asked about 

their privacy concerns after imagining potential privacy violations. As a result of the timing of 

the privacy concerns measure, the relationships with privacy concerns could work in the opposite 

direction such that imagining low procedural justice conditions caused participants to have 

heightened privacy concerns. Future research could address this issue by placing a privacy 

concerns measure prior to the manipulation which, when paired with the present study, could 

provide a clearer understanding of the underlying causal relationship. 

Another limitation is the inability to successfully manipulate job relatedness content. 

Several attempts were made to create a strong manipulation, but unfortunately participants were 

not able to differentiate it from the other justice rules.  As discussed, this rule may be more 

challenging for applicants to understand in this context without conflating it with other 

procedural justice rules. Further research is needed to explore under what conditions participants 

are and are not able to understand explicitly the difference between job relatedness content and 

prediction. Other researchers have also at times followed Gilliland’s (1993) model while 

utilizing the Bauer et al. (2001) scale, perhaps because they, too, had actual or perceived 

difficulty replicating the results (LaHuis, 2005; Lueke, 2004; Donald M Truxillo, Bauer, 

Campion, & Paronto, 2006; Wallace et al., 2006), which again suggests this problem is not 
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isolated to the present study. One potential study could identify realistic scenarios in which one 

job relatedness justice rule is violated but the other was not in a variety of settings and ask 

participants to rate them on job relatedness justice rule perceptions to better understand applicant 

perceptions of job relatedness. 

Although mTurk was selected specifically because its participants have been found to be 

more like employee populations when compared to student samples (Behrend et al., 2011), the 

sample is not without its limitations. As discussed before, this sample was not actually applying 

for a job and therefore may have perceived the scenarios differently than they would have in a 

high stakes setting. Additionally, all of the participants were participating via mTurk which 

suggests some basic level of computer access and proficiency, which may not be true for all 

applicant populations, as well as an interest in sharing information about themselves for small 

amounts of money. This computer experience and willingness to participate in studies in mTurk 

may suggest these participants could have lower privacy concerns about SNS data than some 

segments of applicant populations. If this is the case, the moderating role of privacy concerns 

may have been weakened as these participants may not see a violation of privacy in high justice 

conditions. However, a curvilinear relationship between computer experience and privacy 

concerns has been found, such that those with the least experience and the most experience tend 

to have the most privacy concerns (Porr & Ployhart, 2004). If the mTurk sample has fewer 

participants with low computer experience but more with high computer experience, when 

compared to the general population, the effect may be very similar to what would be found in the 

population. The descriptives for the privacy concerns scale in the present study were similar to 

those reported by Dinev and Hart (2004) and Mohamed and Ahmed (2012), which helps to 

ameliorate this concern, suggesting that the mTurk population was similar in privacy concerns to 
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other populations. Additionally, the descriptives suggest a significant but relatively weak 

relationship between age and privacy concerns in the study’s sample. Again, this suggests that 

the mTurk population was not abnormal. Landers and Behrend (2015) discussed the tradeoffs 

inherent in all convenience samples, including mTurk, suggesting that the costs and benefits of 

any convenience sample need to be matched to the particular context. Given the needs of the 

present study, mTurk was a prudent choice although more work could be done to investigate the 

relationship between privacy concerns and willingness to participate in platforms such as mTurk. 
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CHAPTER V1I 

CONCLUSIONS 

As organizations seek to improve their employee selection methods by incorporating 

information from sources such as SNS, it is critical that research keeps pace to provide 

recommendations. This study provides insight into applicant reactions to the violation of specific 

procedural justice rules in this context, and incorporates the role of privacy concerns into overall 

procedural justice perceptions. The findings not only supported previous theoretical and 

empirical work, but also expanded the body of knowledge by combining these prior models and 

manipulating the procedural justice rules individually. Implications for practitioners include 

following best practices when developing selection systems that incorporate SNS data and being 

transparent about the procedures to collect and utilize this information.  
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Appendix A 

Baseline Instructions: 

“You are applying to a job. You will be asked to take an ability test as part of the application 

process. The information gathered from your application will be weighed along with your scores 

on the test to determine if you will be given an interview.” 

Experimental Instructions: 

“You are applying to a job. The organization is going to investigate your social network profile 

as part of the selection process, and then you will be asked to take an ability test as part of the 

application processes. The information gathered about your social network use will be weighed 

along with your application and your scores on the test to determine if you will be given an 

interview. Here is some additional information about the organization’s investigation into your 

social network profile:” 

Job Relatedness-Content: 

High: “The organization will collect information from a social network where you post job-

related information (such as your resume) and connect with other professionals.” 

Low: “The organization will collect information from a social network where you post 

information about your personal life (such as life events) and connect with family and friends.” 

Job Relatedness-Predict: 

High: “The organization will collect information from a social network that would show them 

how good a worker I would be.” 

Low: “The organization will collect information from a social network that would not show them 

how good a worker I would be.” 

Opportunity to Perform: 
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High: “The social network allows you to demonstrate knowledge, skills, and abilities related to 

your profession through documents like your resume or a portfolio of your work, which will be 

seen by the organization.” 

Low: “The social network does not allow you to demonstrate your knowledge, skills, and 

abilities related to your profession through documents like your resume or a portfolio of your 

work.” 

Reconsideration Opportunity: 

High: You will be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social network profile and you will be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made based 

on that information. 

Low: You will not be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social network profile and you will not be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made 

based on that information. 

Consistency of Administration: 

High: The organization has a process for collecting social network profile information that 

ensures the same information is collected from each applicant’s profile by trained professionals 

who are held to strict standards. 

Low: The organization allows hiring managers to collect social network profile information and 

does not oversee this process in any way. This means that each manager has different standards 

for how this information is collected and evaluated; the organization cannot guarantee that the 

information from your social network profile will be collected and evaluated according to the 

same standards as your fellow applicants. 
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Appendix B 

Please rate your agreement with the following statements. (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

Job Relatedness (Content) 

1. It would be clear to anyone that the information collected in this selection process is related to 

the job. 

2. The information collected in this selection process was clearly related to the job. 

Job Relatedness (Predictive) 

1. A person who is selected based on the information collected in this selection process can do 

the job well. 

2. A person who is selected based on the information collected in this selection process will be a 

good employee. 

Opportunity to Perform 

1. I could really show my skills and abilities through the information collected in this selection 

process. 

2. The information collected in this selection process would allow me to show what my job skills 

are. 

3. The information collected in this selection process gives applicants the opportunity to show 

what they can really do. 

4. I would be able to show what I can do through the information collected in this selection 

process. 

Reconsideration Opportunity 
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1. I would be given ample opportunity to have the information collected in this selection process 

rechecked, if necessary. 

2. There would be a chance to discuss the information collected in this selection process with 

someone. 

3. I feel satisfied with the process for reviewing the information collected in this selection 

process. 

4. Applicants would be able to have the information collected in this selection process reviewed 

if they wanted. 

5. The opportunities for reviewing the information collected in this selection process are 

adequate. 

Consistency 

1. The information collected in this selection process was collected from all applicants in the 

same way. 

2. There were no differences in the way the information was collected in this selection process 

between applicants. 

3. In this selection process, the organization made no distinction in how they treated applicants. 
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Appendix C 

Overall Procedural Justice Reactions 

Please rate your agreement with the following statements. (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

1. Overall, I believe that the use of social media data in this selection process is fair. 

2. I feel good about the way the use of social media data in this selection process works. 

3. The use of social media data in this selection process is fair to job applicants.  
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Appendix D 

Demographics 

1. What is your age? 

2. What is your highest level of education attained? 

a. Some high school 

b. High School diploma 

c. Some college 

d. Associate’s degree 

e. Bachelor’s degree 

f. Master’s Degree 

g. Doctoral Degree 

3. Which of the following best describes your race?  

a. White  

b.  African American  

c.  Hispanic  

d.  Asian 

e.  American Indian/Pacific Islander  

f.  Other 

4.  What is your gender?  

a.  Male  

b.  Female  

c.  Other 
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5. How often do you use social networking sites, such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Pinterest, or 

Instagram? 

a. Daily 

b. Several times a week 

c. Once a week 

d. Several times a month 

e. Once a month 

f. Less than once a month 

g. Never 

6. Which of the following social networking sites do you use? Please select all that apply. 

a. Facebook 

b. Instagram 

c. LinkedIn 

d. Twitter 

e. Google Plus 

f. Tumblr 

g. Pinterest 

h. Snapchat 

i. Other 
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Appendix E 

Need for Privacy:  

Please rate your agreement with the following statements. (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

1. I am concerned about social networking sites because of what others might do with my 

personal information. 

2. I am concerned about social networking sites because my personal information could be 

used in a way I did not foresee. 

3. I am concerned social networking sites because my personal information could be 

misused. 

4. I am concerned that my personal information on social networking sites can be accessed 

without my permission. 
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Appendix F 

Job Relatedness-Content: 

High: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles but only collect 

information that appears related to the job you are applying for.” 

Low: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles and collect any 

information it can find about you, even if it is not related to the job you are applying for.” 

Job Relatedness-Predict: 

High: “The organization will collect information from all of your social media profiles that they 

believe will predict success on your future job.” 

Low: “The organization will collect information from all of your social media profiles regardless 

of whether they believe the information will predict success on your future job.” 

Opportunity to Perform: 

High: “You will be able to highlight information from your social media profiles to share with 

the organization that show off your skills and related work experiences.” 

Low: “The organization will decide which information from your social media profiles is 

relevant to hiring you.” 

Reconsideration Opportunity: 

High: “You will be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made based 

on that information.” 

Low: “You will not be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will not be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made 

based on that information.” 
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Consistency of Administration: 

High: “The organization has a process for collecting social media profile information that 

ensures the same type of information is collected from each applicant’s profile.” 

Low: “The organization allows recruiters and managers to collect whatever social media profile 

information they want, so the type of information recorded from your social media profiles may 

not be the same as anyone else’s.” 
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Appendix G 

Job Relatedness-Content: 

High: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles but only collect 

information that appears related to the job you are applying for.” 

Low: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles and collect any 

information it can find about you, even if it is not related to the job you are applying for.” 

Job Relatedness-Predict: 

High: “The organization will collect information from all of your social media profiles that they 

believe will predict success on your future job. Research has suggested that this kind of 

information can be used to select people who will perform this job well.” 

Low: “The organization will collect information from all of your social media profiles regardless 

of whether they believe the information will predict success on your future job. Research has 

suggested that this kind of information cannot be used to select people who will perform this job 

well.” 

Opportunity to Perform: 

High: “You will be able to highlight information from your social media profiles to share with 

the organization that show off your skills and related work experiences.” 

Low: “The organization will decide which information from your social media profiles is 

relevant to hiring you. You will have no opportunity to select what information the organization 

gathers. The organization will use any and all of this information when deciding whether to hire 

you for the job.” 

Reconsideration Opportunity: 
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High: “You will be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made based 

on that information.” 

Low: “You will not be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will not be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made 

based on that information.” 

Consistency of Administration: 

High: “The organization has a process for collecting social media profile information that 

ensures the same type of information is collected from each applicant’s profile.” 

Low: “The organization allows recruiters and managers to collect whatever social media profile 

information they want, so the type of information recorded from your social media profiles may 

not be the same as anyone else’s.” 
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Appendix H 

Job Relatedness-Content: 

High: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles but only collect 

information that appears related to the job you are applying for.” 

Low: “The organization will examine all of your social media profiles and collect any 

information it can find about you, even if it is not related to the job you are applying for.” 

Opportunity to Perform: 

High: “Information will be collected from social media profiles that is related to the knowledge, 

skills, and abilities needed to perform the job through documents like your resume or a portfolio 

of your work.” 

Low: “Information will be collected from social media profiles that is not related to the 

knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to perform the job. Documents like your resume or a 

work sample will not be collected.” 

Reconsideration Opportunity: 

High: “You will be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made based 

on that information.” 

Low: “You will not be allowed to review the information collected by the organization from your 

social media profiles and you will not be given the opportunity to dispute any decisions made 

based on that information.” 

Consistency of Administration: 

High: “The organization has a process for collecting social media profile information that 

ensures the same type of information is collected from each applicant’s profile.” 
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Low: “The organization allows recruiters and managers to collect whatever social media profile 

information they want, so the type of information recorded from your social media profiles may 

not be the same as anyone else’s.” 
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