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ABSTRACT

This study examines the effects of fairness perceptions on the organizational commitment of
downsizing survivors during the February 2001 economic crisis. Samples were drawn from blue-
collar employees in the service industry. In the statistical analysis, distributive justice was found to be
significantly related to the affective commitment of survivors, while procedural justice was not found
to be positively associated with the affective commitment of survivors in the service industry. The
analysis also yields that interactional justice is strongly and positively associated with the affective
commitment of survivors. The managerial and theoretical implications of study are also discussed.
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KUCULME SONRASI DUYGUSAL BAGLILIGI BELIRLEYEN FAKTOR
OLARAK ISTEN CIKARILMAYAN CALISANLARIN ADALET ALGILARI

OZET

Bu ¢alisma, Subat 2001 doneminde personel ¢cikarma yoluyla kiiciilme stratejisi izleyen firmalarda,
kiiciilmeden sonra isten ¢ikarilmayan calisanlarin adalet algilarvmn firmalarina kargi hissettikleri
duygusal baghlik iizerindeki etkilerini incelemektedir. Orneklem, hizmet sektoriinde faaliyet gisteren
firmalardan secilmistir. Yapilan istatistiksel analiz neticesinde, hizmet sektoriinde prosediir adaleti
isten cikarimayanlarin duygusal bagliliklar iizerinde etkili degil iken, dagitim adaletinin isten
ctkarilmayanlarin duygusal baglhiliklar iizerinde etkili oldugu bulunmustur. Analiz sonucunda ayrica,
etkilesim adaletinin isten ¢ikarimayanlarin duygusal baglhiliklar: iizerinde kuvvetli bir pozitif etkiye
sahip oldugu da tespit edilmigstir. Calismanin teorik ve pratik sonuglart da tartigilmigtir.

Anabhtar kelimeler : dagiutim adaleti, prosediir adaleti, etkilesim adaleti, duygusal baghlik.
Turkey has been confronted with a series of deep economic crises in the last 14 years, two of them in

1994, 1999, and the last one in 2001. These crises affected all major industrial sectors (Zehir, 2005).
Although the consequences of the crises varied across firms and industries, the threat it presented was
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nationwide. Therefore, firms had to adjust their strategies in order to cope. Employee downsizing was
preferred by most companies attempting to cope with fundamental structural changes in this crisis
situation. In other words, employee downsizing was realized as the only feasible restructuring strategy
in the short term during the February 2001 crisis.

Employee downsizing can be defined as intentionally and strategically laying off employees during
times of economic crisis (Filatotchev et al., 2000). Employee downsizing is a systematic reduction
of a workforce by an employer, usually as a result of financial losses, cash flow difficulties, loss
of government contracts, technological changes, or international competition (Applebaum, Simpson
and Shapiro, 1987). Companies downsize by terminating or transferring employees, offering early
retirement, or imposing hiring freezes (Tang and Fuller, 1995). It is understandable why executives in
a crisis choose downsizing. Labor costs are one of the largest expenses. Layoffs are also a management
consultant’s dream that can yield immediate financial results and rescue the company. Thus, downsizing
is a short-term “money maker” (Rayburn, 1999).

Compared to portfolio and financial restructuring strategies, which have received considerable
attention in the strategic restructuring literature, organizational downsizing is still relatively under-
researched (Bowman et al., 1999). However, employee downsizing has been identified as a distinctive
and important element of strategic choice aimed at bringing a firm’s output in line with demand
through permanent reductions in human resources (Filatotchev et al., 2000). Researchers have not
focused on labor retrenchment as a mode of restructuring and in general “downsizing is probably the
most pervasive yet under-studied phenomenon in the business world” (Cameron, 1994: 183).

Prior research has shown that downsizing can have strong effects on survivors’ (those who remain
employed subsequent to downsizing) behavior, such as job involvement (Allen, et al., 2001; Brockner
et al., 1988), organizational citizenship behaviors (Bies et al., 1993) and work effort (Brockner et al.,
1992a). Although a great deal is known about survivors’ immediate reactions to downsizing, such as
job involvement and work effort, little is known about survivors’ longer-term behavioral responses,
particularly in terms of their willingness to remain in the organization or organizational commitment.

Most research about downsizing and its effect on employees has been realized in the western
empirical context. So as a different perspective, this article focuses on the effect of employees’
justice perceptions on their organizational commitment under conditions of job-insecurity created by
considerable employee layoffs in Turkey. Our aim is to examine the effect of managerial fairness on
survivors’ organizational commitment to their organization while experiencing the downsizing in the
organization. In the theoretical model, it is explicitly emphasized that employees’ justice perceptions
will be positively associated with survivors’ organizational commitment.

Accordingly, the present study explores the relationship between perceived organizational fairness and
affective commitment across blue-collar workers who remain employed after layoffs in five different
service companies in Turkey. The data were collected during the most influential days of the February
2001 economic crisis. Therefore, the present sampling context represents a unique opportunity to
explore the relationship between fairness perceptions and the commitment of employees -layoff
survivors-, under highly unstable economic conditions and strong feelings of job insecurity. Indeed,
in the companies chosen as the sample substantial employee layouts had been realized shortly before
or during the data collection.
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Most of the literature on organizational psychology has been focused on western countries, which have
relatively more stable economic conditions. Especially, research in work-related psychology, conducted
in different cultural context and economic conditions, is weak and has a lot of room for expansion,
innovation and improvement (Glazer, 2002). After the economic crises in the late 1990s, Turkey went
through a major change process in the strategies and structures of public and private organizations.
Thus, those changes in the business environment created new opportunities for researchers to test and
validate the applicability of organizational psychology theories in different economic conditions. So,
results from Turkish samples provide valuable insights for practicing business managers in Middle
Eastern and Central Asian countries, where research is almost non-existent. Testing the cross-national
applicability of western-based management theories on Turkish employees may also provide benefits
to Turkish managers and the strategic alliances between foreign-owned firms and existing Turkish
firms.

ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) have noted that organizational justice was one of the primary
topics of interest during the 1990s for scientists in industrial-organizational psychology, human
resources management, and organizational behavior. They also indicate that this interest continues
today and shows no sign of decreasing in the foreseeable future. Furthermore, recent research (Martin
and Bennett, 1996) suggests that justice perceptions are critical for understanding the emergence of
behavioral dimensions, such as commitment. Moorman (1991: 845) states that, “In essence, the belief
of researchers who support the value of organizational justice is if employees believe that they are
treated fairly, they will be more likely to hold positive attitudes about their work, work outcomes and
their supervisors.”

“Organizational justice” is the term used to describe the role of fairness as it directly relates to the
workplace (Greenberg, 1987). Specifically, organizational justice focuses on the ways in which
employees determine if they have been treated fairly in their jobs and the ways in which those
perceptions influence other organizational outcomes (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; Fryxell and
Gordon, 1989; Greenberg, 1990a; Moorman, 1991).

Organizational justice theory (Greenberg, 1990b) posits that employees’ feelings of equity in the
workplace are determined mainly by (a) how decisions affecting them are made, and (b) the outcomes
of these decisions. This theory also holds that employees judge whether the decisional processes and
mechanisms (procedural justice) and the consequences of those decisions are fair (distributive justice).
Greenberg (1990b) also argues that procedural and distributive justice are independent determinants
of perceived fairness that are typically distinguished from each other. In practice, however, the two
are usually positively associated. Subsequently, Tyler and Bies (1990) suggest that the strength of the
perceived procedural-distributive justice relationship varies widely: it is stronger among employees
committed to their organization and weaker among those who value their membership much less.

If employees perceive the outcome allocation to be fair or perceive the procedures on which outcome
allocation decisions are based to be fair, they will likely reciprocate by showing behaviors that go
beyond the in-role performance of their jobs (Niehoff and Moorman, 1993). Similarly, fair treatment
by management also demonstrates respect for the rights and dignity of employees, leading to the
development of trust (Folger and Konovsky, 1989).
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It is therefore reasonable to assert that the specific antecedent justice factors that give rise to
organizational commitment, as well as the relative effect of each antecedent factor, will be dependent
upon a variety of situational factors pertaining to the organizational and general environmental context.
Concerning the relative effects of fairness perceptions, economic conditions affecting feelings of job
security, wage stability, and long-term predictability are critical contingency factors determining the
importance of each justice category. That is, under highly unstable economic conditions employee
perceptions of managerial fairness could vary through effects on organizational commitment after
downsizing. Our data, collected just after the February 2001 economic crisis, represent a unique
job environment in which massive employee layoffs and wage reductions took place in the sampled
industrial establishments.

Studies indicate that cross-cultural differences exist in justice perceptions. In a sample from Mexico,
Konovsky, Elliot and Pugh (1995) found distributive justice was more important than procedural justice
in predicting citizenship behavior. Konovsky and Pugh (1994) found the opposite in a sample from
the United States, where procedural justice, not distributive justice, predicted citizenship behavior.
Similarly, Pillai and Williams (1999) found that procedural justice was a stronger predictor of trust in
Germany. Collectively, the studies reviewed above indicate similarity across cultures in the predictors
of justice judgments, but different findings could be yielded in the consequences of justice dimensions
across different cultures. Moreover, Greenberg (2001) also suggests that people may have different
perceptions of fairness because they have internalized different norms and values, and a major reason
why people differ with respect to norms and values is that they come from different cultures.

Distributive Justice

Most of the early organizational justice research focused on distributive justice, which reflects the
perceived fairness of pay and other rewards received. Since its focus is on outcome fairness, Adams’
(1963; 1965) equity theory has been commonly used to operationalize the construct. Equity theory
emphasizes an employee’s beliefs of how he or she is treated in relation to others. The perceived ratio
of what an employee puts into his/her job is one of the factors helping to determine equity or inequity.
When an employee is evaluating whether an outcome is appropriate or fair in comparison to others, he
or she is making a distributive justice decision (Folger and Cropanzano, 1998).

Due to its focus on outcomes, distributive justice is predicted to be related mainly with the person’s
emotions (e.g., happiness or pride), cognitions (e.g., cognitively distort inputs and outcomes of oneself
or the other) and their behavior (e.g., performance and withdrawal) (Weiss, et al., 1999; Cohen-
Charash and Spector, 2001). In general terms, research has shown that distributive justice predicts
specific personal outcomes, such as pay satisfaction, better than general organizational outcomes,
such as organizational commitment and turnover (Folger and Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1990;
Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993).

Procedural Justice
The procedural justice perspective focuses on the process used to make decisions about how outcomes
are determined (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; Cropanzano and Schminke, 2001). The procedures

used in determining pay raises uniquely contribute to trust in the leader and to organizational
commitment (Folger and Konovsky, 1989).
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Furthermore, research has shown that the perceived fairness of the procedures used in making
reward allocations are strongly related to authority and institution evaluations, such as organizational
commitment (Florkowski and Schuster, 1992; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Sweeney and McFarlin,
1993; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Scarpello and Jones, 1996; Welbourne, 1998).

Lind and Tyler (1988) suggest that procedural justice is related to more general evaluations of
organizations (e.g., trust in supervisor, commitment), whereas distributive justice is related to
evaluations of specific outcomes. Similarly, Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) examined the role of
procedural justice perceptions of drug testing programs on employee attitudes (such as job satisfaction
and commitment) and found that procedural justice, but not distributive justice, predicted these
attitudes.

A review by Greenberg (1990) identifies two components of procedural justice. The first component is
fair formal procedures. Having fair procedures for the distribution of rewards or tasks is a fundamental
issue in fostering overall fairness perceptions (Leventhal, 1980). The second component of procedural
justice is interactional justice. This term refers to the fairness of the treatment an employee receives
in the enactment of formal procedures or in the explanation of those procedures (Bies, 1987; Bies and
Moag, 1986; Bies and Shapiro, 1987; Tyler and Bies, 1990).

Interactional Justice

Interactional justice, an extension of procedural justice, refers to the human side of organizational
practices, that is, to the way the management behaves toward the recipient of justice (Bies and Moag,
1986; Bies, 1987; Bies and Shapiro, 1987). Therefore, interactional justice relates to the aspects of
the communication process between the source (or those controlling rewards and resources) and the
recipient of justice, such as politeness, respect and honesty (Bies and Moag, 1986; Tyler and Bies,
1990).

Furthermore, in some research interactional justice is composed of two components, informational and
interpersonal justice (Greenberg, 1993; Colquitt et al., 2001). Informational justice refers to “providing
knowledge about procedures that demonstrate regard for people’s concerns” (Greenberg, 1993: 84)
and interpersonal justice refers to “showing concern for individuals regarding the distributive outcome
they receive” (Greenberg, 1993: 85).

AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT DURING AND FOLLOWING EMPLOYEE
LAYOFFS

The roots of affective-oriented organizational commitment are based on the theory of Buchanan
(1974). Buchanan defines organizational commitment as ““a partisan, affective attachment to the goals
and values of the organization, to one’s role in relation to goals and values, and to the organization
for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth” (Buchanan, 1974: 533). Organizational
commitment is characterized by three factors: (i) a strong belief in and acceptance of the goals and
values of the organization, (ii) Readiness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization,
and (iii) a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Mowday et al., 1982). Meyer and
Allen (1991) conceptualized organizational commitment into three components: affective, continuance
and normative commitment.
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Affective commitment consists of three components: emotional attachment, identification and
involvement. Employees with a strong affective commitment continue their organizational membership
because they want to do so. Affective commitment has been found to be positively associated with
organizational outcomes, such as high satisfaction, high productivity and lower turnover (Meyer and
Allen, 1997; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990).

When an organization engages in downsizing, such a decision affects employees who are adversely
affected by being laid off, as well as employees who remain with the organization, often known
as survivors. This should be of concern to organizations, given that the remaining employees may
experience a change in their commitment to the organization. However, organizations neglect the
psychological impact of downsizing on employees who remain after the layoff. Some research has
analyzed the effects of layoffs on the individuals who remain after the layoff, the survivors (e.g.,
Brockner et al., 1987; Brockner, 1988; Mishra and Spreitzer, 1998; Mone, 1997).

During downsizing, reduction in job security, along with a decline of real wages, and continual demands
for increased production concur with a general decline of employee commitment to the employing
organizations (Bishop, 1999). Research suggests that an organizational downsizing strongly affects
survivors’ feeling of attachment to the organization, whether or not their job security is threatened
(Brockner et al., 1992b). Those employees who survive repeated downsizing are often less loyal and
committed to the organization (Hoskisson and Hitt, 1994; Kaye, 1998; Mishra et al., 1998; Filatotchev
et al., 2000). Reduction in employee commitment is not surprising given the substantial employee
layoffs and deterioration of real wages. This situation is remarkably serious since research shows that
organizational commitment has a positive effect on such organizationally valued outcomes as extra-
role behaviors, job performance (e.g., Meyer and Allen, 1997; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990), and lower
turnover (e.g., Bishop et al., 1997; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). In some research, it was found that
negative attitudinal changes after the layoff, such as lowered commitment to the organization, were
reflected in survivors’ reduced work performance (Brockner et al., 1987).

Retrenchments and downsizing often result in the demoralization of the workforce, loss of skilled
and experienced employees, disruption of production schedules, and an increased probability of
unionization or strikes. Losing skilled workers also results in higher training costs when hiring new
inexperienced employees. Consistent low wages and layoffs create morale and productivity problems.
An organization will find it difficult to achieve its goals if the workforce is dissatisfied and/or
demoralized. Lower-paid employees will not be motivated to give their best and thus productivity
will decline. The organization then suffers constant problems of turnover, absenteeism, and lower
productivity. Employees that survive a layoff receive additional tasks, leaving them little time to
be creative (Rayburn, 1999). At least, survivors are likely to experience significant changes in their
context following a downsizing, including possibly new job responsibilities, reporting relationships,
and changes in processes (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002; Allen et al., 2001). At the first sign of crisis, if
management shows that the organization is prepared to sacrifice its employees easily, then it will be
difficult for the organization to keep highly committed employees. This causes poor morale among
survivors and additional costs arriving from severance pay, accrued vacation and sick-day payouts,
outplacement, pension and benefits payoffs, and administrative costs (Rayburn, 1999). One of the most
prevalent factors contributing to unsuccessful restructuring is a lack of commitment by employees
(Hersovitch and Meyer, 2002).
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Downsizing may also condition employees to be risk averse, worried that their own jobs will be the
next to go. Having experienced or known the fear of downsizing in the past, employees who manage
to survive keep their resumes up to date and their commitments to a minimum. Certainly, extensive
layoffs cause employees to question their loyalty to their employers. Managers stress the importance of
them being loyal to their organization, but fail to exercise loyalty in their relationships with employees.
The likely result is demoralized employees fearful of losing their jobs (Rayburn, 1999).

The effects of downsizing have tended to be theoretically euphemized by indicating that the
“psychological contract” between employer and employees has been violated and the employer can no
longer offer job security (Rousseau, 1995). During the periods of employee layoffs, work relationships
can take the form of “backstabbing and placing of blame” (Mohrman and Mohrman, 1983: 459). The
impact of psychological contract is also discussed by Meyer and his colleagues (1998), in describing
how organizational downsizing affects employee commitment. A psychological contract is essentially
an employee’s belief about the obligation that exists between him/her and the organization. Thus a key
challenge is becoming increasingly clear that a new psychological contract must be created that is not
built around the notion of loyalty through lifetime employment (Conger et al., 1999).

MODEL DEVELOPMENT

The Relationship between Organizational Justice and Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is an identification with and interest in the overall effectiveness and success
of the organization (Mowday et al., 1982). Over the past two decades, organizational commitment has
become an important research subject.

Both distributive and procedural justice have been linked to organizational commitment in prior
research (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Konovsky and Cropanzano,
1991). Moreover, Robinson and his colleagues suggest that commitment is dependent on maintaining
a relationship of consistency and good faith, which, in turn, is likely to be associated with justice
perceptions (Robinson, Draatz and Rousseau, 1994). Similarly, other research has revealed that
positive procedural and distributive justice perceptions are associated with increased organizational
commitment (Hendrix et al., 1998).

Some otherresearch has found a strong positive correlation among justice dimensions and organizational
commitment (Organ, 1994; Cobb and Frey, 1996). However, Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) found that
perceptions of the outcome fairness of a job restructuring were more closely related to commitment
than were perceptions of the procedural fairness of the restructuring.

Distributive justice ought to influence organizational commitment since an equitable distribution
of pay raises strengthens the bonds of loyalty between employees and their company (Folger and
Konovsky, 1989). Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) suggest that perceptions of fair procedures are likely
to cause workers to have faith in the system, which may lead to higher organizational commitment,
regardless of outcomes. More specifically, interpersonal treatment is also likely to be associated with
one’s satisfaction of the need for praise and approval, which are important determinants of commitment
(Mowday, Porter and Steers, 1982). Additionally, interpersonal treatment ought to lead employees to
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feel respected by, and proud of, the organization. In turn, they are more likely to identify with and
internalize the values of the organization (Brewer and Kramer, 1996).

Research has shown that procedural justice is important in determining the degree of employees’
commitment to the organization (Fields, Pong and Chiu, 2000; Folger and Cropanzano, 1998;
Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991; Schaubroeck, May and Brown, 1994; Sweeney and McFarlin,
1993; Moorman, 1991; Pillai, Schriesheim and Williams, 1999; Moorman, Niehoff and Organ, 1983).
Employees perceiving that they have been treated fairly in the process of allocating rewards will be
more satisfied with supervisors and display greater organizational commitment. In general, research
suggests a link between procedural justice perceptions and organizational commitment.

In alongitudinal study, Tansky (1993) found support for the relationship between perceptions of overall
fairness and organizational commitment. She suggests that a “culture of fairness” was responsible
for influencing employee attitudes over time. In some research, it was found that justice influence
organizational commitment both directly and indirectly through its effects on satisfaction (e.g., Folger
and Konovsky, 1989; Kim and Mauborgne, 1993; Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991).

The Relationship between Justice Perceptions and the Organizational Commitment of Survivors

Research has shown a relationship between justice perceptions and attitudinal commitment (Cohen-
Charash and Spector, 2001). Studies have shown that the organizational commitment of employees
remaining with the organization after downsizing is dependant upon the perceived fairness of the
layoffs and/or restructuring (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002; Brockner, Wiesenfeld and Martin, 1995;
Brockner et al., 1993; Brockner et al., 1992a).

In the downsizing context, distributive justice reflects the fairness of the outcomes resulting from
the downsizing (Brockner and Greenberg, 1990). Since people are concerned with receiving desired
outcomes, attachment and commitment will decrease as desired outcomes become less available. If
survivors believe that the victims of the downsizing have received fair outcomes, they will be less
likely to consider top management as adversarial, and will feel more commitment to the organization.
Another constituent of distributive justice is the extent to which the burden of the downsizing is shared
fairly across the levels of organizational hierarchy (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002). Mostly, survivors
are likely to believe that the allocation of scarce resources has been unfair (Brockner and Greenberg,
1990). Sharing the burden of downsizing across organizational levels may create the perception that
everyone is in this “together,” thus increasing survivors’ commitment (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002).
Survivors would have less commitment to the organization if they perceive an unfair layoff. Therefore,
it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: Distributive justice will be positively associated with survivors’ affective commitment.

Procedural justice reflects the fairness of the processes and procedures used to implement and realize
the downsizing (Brockner and Greenberg, 1990). One important element of procedural justice is the
decision rule to determine who is laid off. When this decision rule to determine whom to lay-off is
based on a clearly defined decision rule rather than favoritism or politics, a survivor is more likely to
appraise the downsizing as more predictable and will feel less threatened. Another important element is
advance notice provided about the timing of downsizing. If they have the assurance of advance notice,
survivors will know they will be given adequate time to prepare for a downsizing in the near future, if
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necessary (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002). These attributes will reduce the survivors’ perception of threat
and create greater commitment. Hence, research has demonstrated that the organizational commitment
of survivors is dependent on how they perceive distributive justice, which is defined as looking
after those who left the organization, as well as procedural justice, which is defined as whether the
organization has provided a clear and reasonable explanation as to why the restructuring or downsizing
has occurred (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002; Brockner, Wiesenfeld and Martin, 1995; Brockner et al.,
1993; Brockner et al., 1992a). Therefore, to increase survivors’ commitment, determining processes
of layoff decisions needs to be fair. So, it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2: Procedural justice will be positively associated with survivors’ affective commitment.

Besides procedural and distributive justice, effective communication between employees and
managers is vital. Interactional justice is focused on the interpersonal side of organizational practices,
specifically the interpersonal treatment and communication by management to employees, in terms
of dignity, respect and politeness. Management must explain fully why and how the layoffs will
take place. In terms of interactional justice, first of all, survivors will feel more committed to the
organization when the basis of downsizing addresses the circumstances in the external environment,
rather than the enrichment of shareholders or top management (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002; Brockner
and Greenberg, 1990). Second, communicating a clear vision of how the downsizing will benefit all
stakeholders increases commitment, since survivors can see a clear future for the organization. Third,
when survivors are treated with dignity and respect, they will feel more committed to the organization
because they feel appreciated, rather than feel blamed (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002). Brockner and
his colleagues (1990) studied the relationship between management’s explanation for a layoff and
survivors’ attitudes toward the organization, and found a strong positive effect on survivor attitudes.
Hence, it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 3: Interactional justice will be positively associated with survivors’ affective
commitment.

METHODOLOGY

Procedure and Sample

The target population of this study comprised blue-collar employees who remained employed
subsequent to downsizing in Turkish service organizations. Five companies from the service sector
were chosen randomly from companies that had adopted and implemented employee downsizing
strategies and had realized big lay-offs.

All measures were originally developed in English and translated into Turkish via the back-translation
technique (see Brislin, 1980). Prior to administering the questionnaire, all questions were revised and
adapted to measure justice perceptions and affective commitment related to downsizing. Afterward, a
pilot study was conducted. The results of the pilot study revealed that the scales were easily understood
by blue-collar employees.

Questionnaires were sent to each company. A cover letter was used to explain the purpose of the
survey and note that participation was voluntary as all participants were assured of confidentiality.
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Moreover, respondents were asked to return the completed questionnaires directly to the research
assistant to ensure their anonymity and to avoid a social desirability response bias.

Of the 500 questionnaires sent, 288 completed questionnaires were returned with a response rate
of 57%. After deleting records with missing cases, 278 questionnaires remained and constituted the
sample for this study. Some demographic data were also collected, such as age, gender, tenure in
the organization and education level. No personal data were collected besides demographics. The
average respondent age was 36 (standard deviation of 9.17) and ages ranged from 23 to 64. Sixty-eight
percent of the respondents were male and 72% were married. Survey participants had worked for their
organizations for an average of 10.8 years (standard deviation of 6.31) and 94% of the respondents
were at least high school graduates. Demographic data are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
Demographics of the Participants

Number of
Questionnaires Age Sex Tenure Education Marital
Analyzed/Sent (Years) Status
Avg. 36 Male 68% Avg. 10.8 At least High Married
278/500 St.Dev.9.17  Female 32% St.Dev. 6.31 School 72%
Min. 23 Grads. 94%. Single
Max. 64 28%
Measures

All items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree and 5= strongly
agree. Mean scale scores were calculated for all measures. The Cronbach’s Alpha was used to estimate
reliability for scales.

All organizational justice dimensions were measured with scales adapted from the scales originally
developed and tested by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). The distributive justice scale included five
items. Six items were used to measure procedural justice and the interactional justice scale included
nine items. Organizational commitment was tapped by a scale adapted from the affective commitment
scale developed by Meyer and Allen (1991). Affective commitment was assessed by seven items. All
items are presented in Table 2.

RESULTS

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliabilities

Principal factor analysis with varimax rotation was used for each variable to demonstrate the factor
structure. Consistent with our expectations, all items loaded with high-standardized coefficients onto
their respective factors and with substantially lower standardized coefficients on other factors. Factor
loadings of the items in the scales are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Factor Loadings of Items in Scales

DJ

PJ

1J

AC

My work schedule after downsizing is fair

I think that my level of pay after downsizing is fair

I consider my work load after downsizing to be quite fair.
Opverall, the rewards I receive as a survivor here are quite fair.
I feel that my job responsibilities after downsizing are fair.

Downsizing decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner.
My general manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before
downsizing decisions are made.

To make downsizing decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete
information.

My general manager clarifies downsizing decisions and provides additional
information when requested by employees.

All downsizing decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees.
Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal downsizing decisions made by the
general manager.

When downsizing decisions are made, the general manager treats me with kindness and
consideration.

When downsizing decisions are made, the general manager treats me with respect and
dignity.

When downsizing decisions are made, the general manager is sensitive to my personal
needs.

When downsizing decisions are made, the general manager deals with me in a truthful
manner.

When downsizing decisions are made, the general manager shows concern for my
rights as an employee.

Concerning decisions made about downsizing, the general manager discusses the
implications of the downsizing decisions with me.

The general manager offers adequate justification for downsizing decisions made.

When making downsizing decisions, the general manager offers explanations that
make sense to me.

My general manager explains very clearly downsizing decisions made.
Even after downsizing, I feel like part of a family at this organization.

Even after downsizing, I feel emotionally attached to this organization.

Working at this organizaztion as a survivor after downsizing has a great deal of
personal meaning for me.

Even after downsizing, I feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization.
I would be happy to work at this organization after downsizing.
I really feel that any problems faced by my organization are also my problems.

Even after downsizing, I enjoy talking about my organization with people outside of it.

.682
783
814
.807
789

798

.857

910

.884

.880

788

.843

.819

.832

.824

.848

.827

.831

.840

167

74
155

197

.867
.841
.809
.679

DJ: Distributive Justice, PJ:Procedural Justice, 1J: Interactional Justice,
AC: Affective Commitment
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The five-item distributive justice measure produced a one-factor solution allowing the retention of
all five of its original items. The coefficient alpha of the items was 0.83. Six items comprising the
procedural justice measure also produced a clean single factor solution with the alpha coefficient of
0.92. Also the interactional justice scale comprised of nine items produced a one-factor solution and
the alpha coefficient of the interactional justice scale was 0.94. The affective commitment measure
including seven items also exposed a one-factor solution with an alpha coefficient of 0.90. Coefficient
alpha estimates for all the scales were greater than the recommended level of 0.70 (Nunnaly, 1978).

Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations
Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, coefficient alpha internal consistency reliabilities
and Pearson intercorrelations among the four defined variables. As shown in Table 3, all variables are

significantly correlated with each other.

Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability Coefficients and Correlations of Scales

Mean Std. Dev. DJ PJ 1J AC
DJ 3.13 23 .83a
PJ 3.08 .07 538%* 92a
1J 3.27 .09 ST1%* .800%** 94a
AC 3.35 .07 .302%* 340%* 391%* .90a

** Significant at p < 0.01
a Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient
D1J: Distributive Justice, PJ:Procedural Justice, 1J: Interactional Justice, AC: Affective Commitment

Regression Analyses

The hypotheses were tested with regression analyses. Distributive, procedural and interactional justice
were independent variables, whereas affective commitment was a dependent variable in the regression
model.

The regression model was found to be statistically significant (F=17.756, p<0.01). In H1, it was
proposed that higher scores on the perception of distributive justice would be related to stronger
affective commitment of survivors to the organization. As expected, distributive justice was found
to be significantly related to survivors’ organizational commitment (= 0.120, p<0.05). Thus, the
first hypothesis that proposed distributive justice would be positively associated with survivors’
commitment was supported.

Hypothesis 2 examined the relationship between procedural justice and the organizational commitment
of survivors and predicted that higher scores on a measure of procedural justice would be related to
stronger organizational commitment. Contrary to the proposition, procedural justice was not found to
be significantly associated with affective commitment (f= 0.050, p>0.05). Accordingly, the regression
results indicated that procedural justice was not significantly associated with survivors’ commitment.
Therefore, the second hypothesis that procedural justice would be associated with survivor’s affective
commitment was not supported.
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It was also hypothesized (H3) that interactional justice would be positively associated with survivors’
organizational commitment. This hypothesis received statistically significant support (B= 0.288,
p<0.01). Therefore, the positive relationship between interactional justice and survivors’ organizational
commitment was significantly and fully supported. Table 4 summarizes the regression analysis.

Table 4
Regression Coefficients

Dependent Variable

Affective Commitment
Independent Variables B t Sig.
Distributive Justice 0.120 2.094* 0.034
Procedural Justice 0.050 0.541 0.618
Interactional Justice 0.288 3.000%* 0.001
F 17.756%**
R2 0.163
Adjusted R2 0.154

** Significant at p<0.01.
*  Significant at p<0.05

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, the main focus was to examine how survivors’ justice perceptions affect their commitment,
which is a long-term behavioral response, after actual downsizing realized during the 2001
economic crisis in Turkey. The long-term attachment of survivors, such as commitment, is believed to
be critical for the organization to turn its performance around following downsizing (Mishra, Spreitzer
and Mishra, 1998).

The relationship between distributive justice perceptions and affective organizational commitment
among survivors was found to be statistically significant in service organizations. Contrarily,
procedural justice was not found to be significantly or positively associated with survivors’ affective
commitment.

Fairness in the allocation of decisions is vital for organizations realizing a downsizing process.
Distributive justice reflects the delivery of the decisions used to implement and realize the downsizing.
Since employees put more emphasis on what they see and how fairly the lay-off decisions were
realized, the fairness of the allocation of the decisions determining who is going to be laid off is more
critical than the fairness of the procedures on which the lay-off decisions are based. So, when the lay-
off decisions are realized fairly among all employees, a survivor is likely to feel less threatened and
more committed.

Interactional justice was found to be significantly and positively related to survivors’ organizational
commitment. When managers explain clearly the basis of the downsizing decision and how layoffs
will take place, survivors feel more committed to the organization. Informing all survivors about how

49



the downsizing will benefit all employees increases commitment, since survivors have a clear vision
for the organization. Furthermore, courteous and well-mannered treatment will affect survivors’
commitment positively.

In an unstable economic situation, like the February 2001 crisis in Turkey, contrary to previous research
(e.g., Fields, Pong and Chiu, 2000; Folger and Cropanzano, 1998; Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991;
Schaubroeck, May and Brown, 1994; Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993; Pillai, Schriesheim and Williams,
1999), no significant relationship was found between procedural justice and the affective commitment
of survivors under the strong feelings of job insecurity. In a psychological situation like job insecurity,
employees might be more strongly affected by what they see or get after the downsizing decisions
were made. Especially after downsizing was realized, survivors would care more about the new
workload, new responsibilities and new level of pay applied throughout the organization. Thus,
the consistency of the distribution of factors brought by the new situation is more important for the
survivors after downsizing.

Admittedly, downsizing may be the only option open for an organization facing possible bankruptcy.
Under these circumstances, survivors may need some help to stay focused on performing effectively
as employees feel insecure because of the layoffs. If survivors believe that the process used to decide
who to let go was fair, their productivity and the quality of their job performance may not suffer as
much. Certainly, how management handle the termination is important.

Downsizing may affect employees on many levels, resulting in mental and physical disorders, such
as depression, anxiety, stress, and diseases like ulcers and hypertension (Tang and Fuller, 1995).
It can also affect employees’ organizational commitment, loyalty, morale, job satisfaction and
productivity. Considering these negative consequences, managers should do everything to avoid those
outcomes. They should encourage the participation of employees in the decision-making process, and
communicate clearly to employees the purpose of the downsizing decision. Managers can minimize
the negative effects by making sure that all layoffs are conducted fairly and ethically. Managers
can soften the blow of downsizing by showing consideration, providing adequate explanations and
providing organizational justice throughout the organization. Managers should practice such preventive
measures as interactional justice. Facilitating perceptions of fairness is critical for influencing the hoped
outcomes of downsizing. To help ease some of the stress, managers should make clear to employees
which courses of action will improve their lives so more employees can focus on creating value. It
is most important for companies to carefully structure their performance appraisal and termination
procedures. They should spell out those procedures in writing and clearly communicate them before
hiring an employee. This would help employees perceive the organizational justice more clearly.

Organizational commitment will likely decline when the survivors perceive a lack of fairness during
the layoffs. Fairness should be one of the foremost thoughts of the senior management team when
commencing a downsizing exercise. Individuals perceive organizational justice differently based upon
their own personal experiences. However, senior management must convince the employees who
remain that the downsizing exercise was a fair procedure. Also, the employees remaining should
be given correct and clear information about the rationale of the downsizing. By creating a strong
perception of fairness in the organization, management may create a considerable effect on employees
and even help reverse some of the negative perceptions that survivors may have about the organization.
Because survivors’ reactions will vary depending on the fairness perceived during the layoff procedure,
management’s role is critical to the success of the downsizing process.
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In addition, managers should treat employees with respect. In a highly unstable and insecure job
environment, managers should recognize their employees’ need for open, honest communication, fair
and ethical treatment, and employment support in the event of a layoff. Management must look very
carefully at the company’s particular situation to determine the best and most ethical route to cut
personnel.

Finally, a good long-term managerial relationship with employees is very important, particularly
in terms of managerial fairness, beginning long before an announcement to downsize. In this way,
effective downsizing is not a short-term treatment, but rather a long-term investment in the human
resources of the organization.

The results of this study should be examined with its limitations in mind. First, our framework does
not include economic determinants of downsizing decisions. Second, the data are cross sectional and,
therefore causality cannot be tested. Third, since all the data used in the study were acquired from
the employees themselves as self-report instead of being acquired from the managers, this procedure
might have led to a common-method bias. However, to test for common method variance, Harman’s
one-factor test, a post-hoc remedy that was recommended as providing evidence of the validity of
self-report measures, was used (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986). Harman’s one-factor test revealed that
no one factor emerged to account for the majority of the covariance in the independent and dependent
variables, and thus suggested that common method variance is not a problem in our study. Fourth, the
generalizability of these results is limited because the study was conducted in five service organizations
in Turkey. Finally, other variables that could affect the relationship between the independent and
dependent variables were not considered, since the variables other than fairness perceptions and
commitment were beyond the scope of this study.

Despite the limitations, it is believed that the study achieved its primary purpose. Moreover, the results
of this study demonstrate that it is worthwhile to investigate the underpinnings of work outcomes and
behaviors in Turkey. Note that the data were collected from companies that had realized big layoffs
during the most influential days of the February 2001 economic crisis. Therefore, the present sampling
context represented a unique opportunity to explore the relationship between the fairness perceptions
and the organizational commitment of survivors under highly unstable economic conditions and strong
feelings of job insecurity.
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