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Abstract

Organizational justice is a key component in ensuring an equitable, functional, and sustainable work
environment. The objective of the research was to analyze the adaptation and validation of an
organizational justice scale, in order to guarantee its applicability in the Peruvian labor context. The
methodology used was a quantitative, cross-sectional and instrumental approach. It was analyzed
through the AFE, AFC and PLS-SEM; the sample was 250 workers in the transport sector. The results
demonstrated three dimensions: procedural justice, distributive justice and interpersonal justice. The
indicators were adequate Chi-square norm (X2 /gl) = 2.564, RMSEA = 0.079, SRMR = 0.021, TLI = 0.972
and CFI = 0.981. It is concluded that the instrument presents adequate levels of validity and reliability,

to be applied in other sectors of the Peruvian context.

Keywords: Organizational justice, distributive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice and

instrument validation.

Introduction

Organizational justice has been the subject of
study for more than four decades in the
workplace, as it represents a key component in
ensuring a fair, functional, and sustainable work
environment. According to Rodriguez (2014),
this construct comprises multiple dimensions
that are fundamental to effective organizational
performance. Various studies have shown that

the perception of fairness directly influences
employee job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and performance (Ngodo, 2008).

Over time, various instruments have been
developed to measure organizational justice,
adapted to specific cultural contexts such as the
Portuguese (Abril et al,, 2020), Italian (Spagnoli
etal, 2017), Japanese (Shibaoka et al., 2010) and
Mexican (Patlan etal., 2014). However, despite
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the growing interest in this topic, there is still no
scale specifically adapted and validated for the
Peruvian context. This absence represents a
significant limitation to understanding how
organizational justice is perceived in key sectors
such as transportation, where work
environments tend to be complex and dynamic.

Therefore, this study set out to adapt and validate
a scale for assessing organizational justice among
Peruvian employees in the transportation sector.
This process not only aims to ensure the cultural
relevance of the instrument but also to provide a
reliable tool that enables organizations to make
informed strategic decisions. Furthermore, it
seeks to address current theoretical gaps
regarding organizational justice in diverse work
environments, taking into account variables such
as cultural sensitivity, organizational conflicts,
and the evolution of work in the Latin American
context (Adamovic, 2023). One particularly
relevant version is the one proposed by Colquitt
(2017), whose scale was validated for the
Argentine context by Omar et al. (2018), through
a study involving 406 employees from various
organizations. In this study, the four factors
originally proposed (distributive, procedural,
interpersonal, and informational justice) were
confirmed, explaining 67% of the total variance,
with adequate goodness-of-fit indices and
reliability coefficients ranging from 0.83 to 0.88.
In addition, the authors reported factor
invariance across gender and occupation, which
supports the instrument’s stability across
different groups.

Despite international progress, there remains a
lack of tools adapted and validated for the
Peruvian context that would allow for an
accurate assessment of organizational justice,
especially in strategic sectors such as
transportation. In light of this need, this study
aims to adapt and validate an organizational
justice scale for Peru, with the goal of rigorously
assessing this construct and contributing to the
development of organizational policies that
promote equity, satisfaction, and the well-being
of employees.

From a theoretical perspective, the study
contributed to the advancement of scientific
knowledge by adapting an instrument previously
validated in other international contexts—such
as Japan—to the Peruvian setting. This
adaptation made it possible to analyze the factor
structure of the construct in a new cultural and

linguistic sample, thereby enriching the
academic debate on the cross-cultural validity of
organizational justice. In terms of its practical
relevance, the study provided organizations in
the transportation sector with a useful tool for
assessing employees’ perceptions of equity, fair
treatment,  transparency, and  resource
distribution. This information proved essential
for improving human talent management and
organizational decision-making, as well as for
fostering fairer, more sustainable, and more
productive work environments.

Consequently, the research aims to analyze the
adaptation and validation of an organizational
justice scale to ensure its applicability in the
Peruvian workplace context.

Literature Review

In the literature, there are various models of
instruments for measuring organizational
justice, and different authors support different
concepts regarding the dimensions related to
organizational justice. According to Greenberg
(1993), organizational justice is viewed as having
two traditional dimensions: distributive justice
and procedural justice, both of which are
considered crucial for understanding how
employees perceive justice in organizations. On
the other hand, Niehoff and Moorman (1993)
identify organizational justice as having three
dimensions—distributive justice, procedural
justice, and interpersonal justice—which
influence the behavior of the organization’s
employees. Furthermore, Rahim et al. (2000),
scholars of organizational justice, classify it into
three dimensions—distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interpersonal justice—
which influence employees’ styles of conflict
management with their superiors. It also focuses
on how perceptions of justice affect employees’
emotional responses and behavior in the face of
organizational conflicts. Colquitt (2001), for their
part, validates and confirms that the four
dimensions of organizational justice are distinct
from one another, yet encompass all aspects of
organizational justice; furthermore, this scale is
used in various organizational studies because it
is highly reliable. Finally, Jordan and Turner
(2008) point out that it is possible to measure the
dimensions of organizational justice using a
single question for each dimension, based on the
main dimensions of distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interpersonal justice.
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Table 1: Measurement scales for organizational justice.

Author and year Scale or instrument Dimensions or factors Number of
items

Greenberg Two-dimensional Distributive justice 3
(1993) model Procedural justice 3
Niehoffy Three-Factor Scale Distributive justice 5
Moorman (1993) Procedural justice 6
Interpersonal justice 9
Rahim, Magnery | Organizational Justice Distributive justice 10
Shapiro (2000) Index Procedural justice 5
Interpersonal justice 8
Colquitt (2001) Organizational Justice Distributive justice 4
Scale Procedural justice 7
Interpersonal justice 4
Informational justice 5
Jordan y Turner Scale a reactant by a Distributive justice 1
(2008) factor. Procedural justice 1
Interpersonal justice 1

In this study, it was deemed important to adapt
the organizational justice scale to the Spanish
language from Colquitt (2001). This instrument
has been previously validated by various
authors:

According to Shibaoka et al.(2010), The Japanese
version of the organizational justice
measurement instrument was developed and
validated. The instrument used was developed
by researcher Colquitt in the year 2001,
translated from English into Japanese and
consisting of 20 items. The scale was developed
by 229 employees of large manufacturing
companies, including researchers, machine
operators, and administrative staff. Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) was used, which supported
the four-factor model of organizational justice.
The internal consistency was remarkably high,
with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96, and the test-
retest reliability, assessed using an intraclass
correlation coefficient, was 0.9. These results
indicate that the organizational justice
instrument is a reliable and valid measure that
may be suitable for predicting employee health in
the Japanese workplace.

The study conducted by the authors Diaz et al.
(2014)validated the instrument in Spain using a
sample of 460 employees from the service sector,
including retail, tourism, hospitality, information
technology, transportation, business services,
gambling, real estate, financial services, and
health and social services. Through confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA), they confirmed the four
dimensions for the Spanish version: distributive
justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice,

and informational justice. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability ranged from 0.88 to 0.95 for each
dimension. The results were statistically
significant and of moderate to high magnitude,
indicating adequate construct validity. On the
other hand, scientists Omar et al. (2018)
validated the instrument in Argentina. An
empirical, quantitative, and instrumental study
was conducted using a cross-sectional design and
a sample of 406 employees from various
organizations located throughout the country
(industry, commerce, banks, insurance
companies, consulting firms, and public and
private educational institutions). The results of
the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) supported
the four-factor structure of the organizational
justice scale: distributive, procedural,
interpersonal, and informational justice. The
instrument demonstrated high reliability indices
(ordinal alpha and composite reliability values
greater than 0.80) and adequate discriminant
and convergent validity (average extracted
variance indices greater than 0.60). Therefore, it
is concluded that these psychometric
characteristics of the instrument make it a useful
tool for measuring perceptions of justice within
organizations.

For their part, the researchers Duque et al.
(2018) validated the instrument in Ecuador
using a sample of 862 employees from two
universities. The factor structure of the scale was
examined in depth using exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA), with the maximum likelihood estimation
method. This study supports the four-factor
structure of organizational justice; however, for
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this study, only three factors were used:
distributive justice (criteria of equity and
equality), procedural justice (appropriate
allocation process, fair and equitable treatment),
and interpersonal justice (appropriate, dignified,
courteous, and respectful treatment). In
conclusion, this study reinforces the validation of
the construct’s structural diversity in the
academic context.

However, the authors Spagnoli et al
(2017)adapted and validated the instrument in
Italy, demonstrating the construct validity and
reliability of the Italian translation of the scale.
The psychometric properties were analyzed
among employees in the public and private
sectors, using a sample of 927 participants,
including office staff, operational staff, teachers,
managers, retail workers, healthcare workers,
consultants, and military personnel. The
organizational justice instrument was adapted,
translated, and validated from English to Italian
by a bilingual translator. Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was performed using five
structural equation and factor models:
unifactorial, bifactorial, trifactorial,
quadrifactorial, and second-order factorial. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability analysis showed
excellent results, with values above 0.85. It is
concluded that the Italian version of the
organizational justice instrument can be used for
research within the Italian context.

Finally, according to the author Baka (2018), the
purpose of this study is to test the psychometric
properties of Colquitt’s Organizational Justice
Questionnaire as applied in Poland. The research
was conducted on a sample from two sectors:
public organizations (209 employees) and
private  organizations (659 employees),
including civil servants, customer service
representatives, office staff, production staff, and
accountants. Exploratory (EFA) and
confirmatory (CFA) factor analyses were used, as
well as Cronbach’s alpha to assess reliability.
Furthermore, the study analyzed the correlation
between organizational justice and related work
factors and outcomes, taking into account work
resources and work behavior. Finally, the Polish
version of the organizational justice
questionnaire demonstrated acceptable
psychometric properties and proved useful for
application in the Polish workplace context.

Organizational Justice

Organizational Justice, according to the authors
Shkoler y Tziner (2017), refers to employees’
perception of whether an organization treats
them fairly, with respect, and provides them with
adequate  information and  appropriate
resources; this is reflected in their first
impressions of organizational events and their
evaluations of specific aspects, such as leaders
and coworkers. Greenberg (1990) states that
organizational justice is “the extent to which
employees consider organizational decisions to
be fair.” Furthermore, organizational justice is
key to fair treatment, as it improves social
interactions and the organization’s effectiveness;
it also influences employees’ behaviors and
attitudes, leading to either positive or negative
performance (Akram etal, 2017). The authors
Galvan etal. (2024) reveal that organizational
justice stems from humanistic, egalitarian, and
motivational theories; this is reflected in how
employees perceive fairness among their
supervisors and coworkers, as well as in their
emotional states and behaviors in response to
these perceptions. Organizational justice is
essential for organizations to strategically
manage workplace interactions, promoting job
satisfaction, emotional commitment, and
workplace happiness among their human capital.
In this context, Adams (1965), in the article
“Inequity in Social Exchange,” proposed the
equity theory, which explains perceptions of
fairness or unfairness in the workplace that
influence employees’ motivation and behavior,
emphasizing that unfairness is not an inevitable
condition. Cetina etal. (2023) identify equity
theory as the main precursor to organizational
justice. This theory involves comparing an
employee’s contributions with the results
obtained and, in turn, comparing those with
those of other employees. For their part,
Cropanzano etal. (2001) point out that equity
theory is the employees' assessment of the
degree of fairness in relation to outcomes;
furthermore, this theory has been criticized for
being very limited in its explanation of how
judgments of fairness are formed. Finally, Deepa
(2020) argues that organizational justice is
related to the work environment; based on
Adams’ equity theory, the perception of justice
arises from comparisons among employees and
from an equitable distribution of income and
benefits, which influences the attitudes and
behavior of the organization’s employees,
thereby affecting their long-term performance
and the achievement of objectives.
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Distributive justice

Distributive justice is the first type of justice
present in an organization, where employees
consider whether the allocation of benefits is fair.
At the same time, distributive justice ensures
people’s dignity, independence, and respect, so
that their effort, performance, and involvement
are valued by providing compensation
commensurate with their contribution (Deepa,
2020). Arboleda (2009) defines distributive
justice as the result of resolving a problem by
compensating the consumer—such as by offering
a refund, providing a product or service, and/or
offering future discounts. Likewise, the authors
Santos et al. (2023) point out that distributive
justice is related to outcomes such as salaries,
rewards, promotions, and profits, among others.
Therefore, when employees perceive a fair
distribution, this is reflected in their commitment
to the organization, their job satisfaction, and
their intention to continue working there.
However, if they perceive inequality, this can lead
to negative feelings and a possible decline in their
performance. The authors Chuquilin et al. (2023)
reveal that it is the way employees perceive the
distribution of outcomes—such as recognition,
rewards, or penalties—and assess whether they
are fair or not. However, the researchers
Cropanzano etal. (2007) point out that
distributive justice is based on three components
or criteria. The first criterion is equity, which
seeks to reward employees according to their
contributions; the second criterion is equality,
which aims to provide each employee with
similar compensation; finally, the third criterion
is need, which consists of providing benefits
based on the employee’s needs.

Procedural Justice

According to the authors Pan et al. (2018),
procedural justice is an individual’s perception of
the processes used within a social system to
distribute resources; it also has a significant
impact on employees’ cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral responses toward the organization.
Furthermore, Chuquillin et al. (2023), for their
part, point out that it is employees' perception of
the organization's processes and procedures,
taking into account whether the distribution of
resources and compensation for their work is fair
or not. For their part, Pefia y Durdn (2016)
indicate that it is based on the interpretation of
reality, in relation to the balance within
organizations, by applying criteria and
procedures to make decisions that affect
employees. Santos et al.(2023) point out that
procedural justice focuses on analyzing the

procedures used in organizational
methodologies, such as staff selection and
performance evaluation, including decisions
related to employee promotions. It is linked to
decision-making aimed at achieving
organizational objectives. Furthermore,
Cropanzano etal. (2007) identify the following
components related to procedural justice, such
as: consistency (equal treatment of all
employees), lack of bias (decisions free from
discrimination or mistreatment), accuracy
(decision-making based on accurate
information), representation of stakeholders
(participation of all stakeholders in decision-
making), fairness (an appeals process or other
mechanism for correcting errors), and ethics
(based on standards of professional conduct).

Interpersonal Justice

According to the authors Guimaraes etal. (2022),
interpersonal justice refers to the quality of
human treatment during organizational
processes; it is related to social sensitivity and to
the respect employees receive in decisions
regarding the allocation of resources. However,
Wiseman y Stillwell (2022) state that it involves
reducing undesirable  outcomes among
employees by promoting positive behavior at all
levels—from employees to senior
management—and exceeding workplace
expectations.

On the other hand, Chuquilin et al. (2023)
indicate that this is the impression employees
have of the treatment they receive from their
superiors, considering whether it is dignified,
courteous, and respectful. Interpersonal justice is
the perception of fairness that employees
experience during their daily activities, taking
into account dignity and respect when
interacting with their superiors. (Nathan, 2025).

Informational Justice

According to Guimardes et al. (2022),
informational justice focuses on transparency
and communication, providing detailed
information and explanations regarding
decisions related to the allocation of resources.
The authors Wiseman y Stillwell (2022) point out
that it is the perception of organizational
decisions and the quality of the explanations that
matter; therefore, this 1is important for
organizations, since the exchange of information
influences how employees perceive and respond
to organizational initiatives. Chuquilin et al.
(2023) define it as employees' perception of the
protection—or lack thereof—they receive from
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the organization. However, Nathan (2025) refers
to fairness in the dissemination of information to
employees, as reflected in timely
communications and explanations regarding
decisions, policies, or situations, which
contributes to the perception that the
organization treats employees fairly.

Methodology

The methodology used was a quantitative, cross-
sectional, and instrumental approach (Ato et al.
2013).

Participants

A total of 250 workers from the transportation
sector in the city of Lima participated in the
validation of the organizational justice
instrument. Of these, 88.8% were male and
11.2% were female. Additionally, 78.4% work in
operations and 21.6% in administration. Finally,
41.2% were between the ages of 36 and 45,
followed by 27.2% between the ages of 26 and
35, 13.6% between the ages of 46 and 55, 10.4%
between the ages of 18 and 25, and 7.6% aged 56
and older.

instrumentThe original organizational justice
instrument, adapted from the Japanese context
by Colquitt (2017), was used. This 20-item
instrument is grouped into four dimensions. The
first dimension is procedural justice, consisting
of 7 items; the second dimension is distributive
justice, with 4 items; the third dimension is
interpersonal justice, with 4 items; and finally,
the fourth dimension is informational justice,
with 5 items. A Likert scale was used for
measurement; response options range from 1 to
5, with statements such as: “Strongly disagree,”
“Somewhat disagree,” “Neither agree nor
disagree,” “Somewhat agree,” and “Strongly
agree.”

Procedure

This instrument, consisting of 20 items grouped
into 4 dimensions, was adopted and adapted to
the Peruvian context. First, it was translated into
Spanish following translation quality control
guidelines (Mufiiz etal. 2013). The instrument
was then validated by three expert raters and
quantified using Aiken’s V formula, which
demonstrates content validity (Ventura 2019).
Finally, its applicability was tested on a pilot

sample to verify the test’s reliability and conduct
a preliminary analysis of the 20 items regarding
their direction and meaning. The instrument was
administered via Google Forms, with informed
consent and voluntary participation.

Data Analysis

To identify the most appropriate instrumental
model and confirm the internal structure of the
instrument, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
was performed using the statistical software
Jamovi, version 2.6.44, and Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was performed using the
statistical software SmartPLS 4.

Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

AFE allows us to analyze the interrelationships
among variables and their dimensions, which are
referred to as common underlying factors (Hair
et al, 2019). In other words, its purpose is to
identify factors or dimensions of a variable. It
also allows for the analysis of the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) statistic, which should preferably be
greater than 0.7, Bartlett’s sphericity test—
which consists of the chi-square (X”2) value, the
degrees of freedom (df), and the p-value, which
should be less than 0.05 (Hair et al, 2019).
Furthermore, the cumulative explained variance
must be greater than 50%. In this regard, the
original instrument for the organizational justice
variable consisted of 20 items divided into four
dimensions: (1) procedural justice with 7 items,
(2) distributive justice with 4 items, (3)
interpersonal justice with 4 items, and (4)
informational justice with 5 items. However,
when analyzed using EFA, three factors emerged:
(1) procedural justice (PJ), (2) distributive justice
(D)), and (3) interpersonal and informational
justice (IJ_LINF). In other words, EFA identified
interpersonal justice and informational justice as
a single factor. These results are supported by a
KMO value of 0.935, accompanied by a significant
Bartlett’s sphericity test, with a chi-square (X*2)
value of 6287; df: 190 and a p-value less than
0.01. The factor extraction method used was
maximum likelihood, and the rotation method
was Varimax. These three factors account for a
cumulative explained variance of 76.2%, and
their reliability coefficients are greater than 0.90
(see Table 2).
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Table 2: Factor loadings for the items of the social justice variable

B Factor
[tems uniqueness
JP JD JLLINF
Item1 0.697 0.335
Item2 0.617 0.269
Item3 0.692 0.340
Item4 0.626 0.412
Item5 0.561 0.322
Item6 0.356 0.233
Item?7 0.567 0.355
Item8 0.587 0.213
Item9 0.658 0.202
Item10 0.749 0.145
Item11 0.832 0.071
Item12 0.579 0.188
Item13 0.640 0.165
Item14 0.633 0.177
Item15 0.705 0.185
Item16 0.581 0.341
Item17 0.824 0.206
[tem18 0.833 0.129
Item19 0.671 0.179
Item20 0.704 0.298
Alfade
Cronbach 0.932 0.948 0.966

Note: Created using Jamovi software, version 2.6.44

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

AFC is a multivariate technique that allows us to
test how well a theory aligns with reality (Hair et

al,, 2019). This technique allows us to confirm the
factors identified through Exploratory Factor
Analysis. In this regard, Figure 1 confirms the
three factors of the organizational justice
variable: (1) procedural justice (P]), (2)
distributive justice (D]), and (3) interpersonal
and informational justice (IJ_INF).
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Figure 1. Factors of the organizational justice variable (initial model)

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.

To validate the factors of the organizational
justice variable, we propose conducting a
reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alpha and
composite reliability (CR). Likewise, for the
validity analysis, we propose using convergent
validity and discriminant validity.

Reliability and validity of the initial model
(Figure 1)

Table 3 shows the reliability of the factors as
measured by Cronbach’s alpha and composite
reliability (CR), both of which must be greater
than 0.7 (Hair et al,, 2019). Likewise, to verify
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internal consistency, it shows convergent
validity through average variance extracted
(AVE), which must be greater than 0.5 for
adequate convergence (Hair et al., 2019). Table 4,
meanwhile, shows discriminant validity based on
the criteria of Fornell and Larker (1981), as it
compares the square root of each AVE (diagonal
values) with the correlations of the factors. That
is, when the square root of each AVE is greater
than the correlation between the factors,
discriminant validity is accepted (Hair et al,
2019). In this case, discriminant validity is not

accepted under this criterion because both the
correlation between JP and JD, as well as between
JP and JI_INF, are greater than the square root of
the AVE. Table 4 also shows discriminant validity
based on the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT)
criterion. That is, when the HT/MT ratio is
greater than 0.90, there is a problem with
discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2019). In this
case, discriminant validity is also not accepted
under this criterion because the correlation
between JP and ]D is greater than 0.90.

Table 3: Reliability and Convergent Validity of the Initial Model

Latent constructs Cronbach's alpha CR AVE
Procedural justice (P]) 0.933 0.932 | 0.662
Distributive justice (D]) 0.948 0950 | 0.824
Interpersonal and informational justice (JI_INF) 0.966 0.966 | 0.759
Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.
Table 4: Discriminant validity of the initial model
Fornell y Larker HTMT

JP JD JI_INF JP JD JI_INF
Procedural justice (P]) 0.813 1.000
Distributive justice (D]) 0.914 0.908 0.910 | 1.000
I(;‘Itenr\lpFe)rSO“al and informational justice | o 5771 064 0871 0869| 0.864| 1.000

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.

Reliability and validity of the revised model
(Figure 2)

Figure 2 shows the revised factor model for the
organizational justice variable. This figure shows

that only 4 items from the procedural justice (P])
factor, 3 items from the distributive justice (D])
factor, and 3 items from the interpersonal justice
(IJ) factor remain, while the items corresponding
to informational justice were eliminated.
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Figure 2. Factors of the organizational justice variable (revised model)

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.

Table 5 shows the reliability of the factors as
measured by Cronbach’s alpha and composite
reliability (CR), both of which are greater than
0.7 (Hair et al, 2019). Likewise, convergent
validity, as measured by the average variance
extracted (AVE), is greater than 0.5 (Hair et al,,
2019). Table 6, meanwhile, shows discriminant
validity according to the criteria of Fornell and
Larker (1981), where the square root of each

AVE is greater than the correlation between the
factors, except between JP and |D, which is 0.045
higher—a difference that does not invalidate
discriminant validity. Table 8 also shows
discriminant validity based on the Heterotrait-
Monotrait (HTMT) criterion. In this case,
discriminant validity is accepted under this
criterion because the correlations are less than
0.90.

Table 5: Reliability and Convergent Validity of the Corrected Model

Latent constructs

Cronbach's alpha CR AVE

Procedural justice (P]) 0.904 0.883 | 0.687
Distributive justice (DJ]) 0.929 0.928 | 0.812
Interpersonal justice (1]) 0.938 0.941 | 0.839

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.
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Table 6: Discriminant Validity of the Corrected Model

Fornell y Larker HTMT
JP JD JI JP JD JI
Procedural justice (PJ]) 0.829 1.000
Distributive justice (D]) 0.874] 0.901 0.858] 1.000
Interpersonal justice (I]) 0.820| 0.890| 0.916 0.823] 0.897| 1.000

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.

Fit indicators for the initial model and the
corrected model

Table 7 is used to analyze the main indicators:
chi-square (X”2); degrees of freedom (df);
normalized chi-square (X*2/df), which should
ideally be between 1 and 2; and the p-value,
although the wuse of the p-value is not
recommended because it is highly sensitive to

sample size (Brown, 2015). Likewise, we propose
evaluating the model using absolute fit indices,
such as the RMSEA, which should be between
0.03 and 0.08 (Hair et al., 2019). In addition, we
will use incremental fit indices, such as the CFI
and TLI, which should be greater than 0.95 to
indicate a good fit (Hair et al, 2019). In this
regard, these adequate fit indices support the
revised model.

Table 7: Fit indices for the initial model and the corrected model

Indicators Initial model Corrected model
Chi-cuadrado (X?) 1176.252 79.495
Number of model parameters 43.000 24.000
Number of observations 250.000 250.000
Degrees of freedom (df) 167.000 31.000
P-value 0.000 0.000
Normalized chi-square (X2 /gl) 7.043 2.564
RMSEA 0.155 0.079
Lower IC 90% del RMSEA 0.147 0.058
Top IC 90% del RMSEA 0.164 0.101
GFI 0.687 0.942
AGFI 0.607 0.897
PGFI 0.547 0.531
SRMR 0.051 0.021
NFI 0.819 0.969
TLI 0.818 0.972
CFI 0.840 0.981
AIC 1262.252 127.495
BIC 1413.675 212.010

Note: Prepared using SmartPLS 4.
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Discussion

The objective of this study was to analyze the
adaptation and validation of an organizational
justice scale, in order to ensure its applicability in
the Peruvian workplace (created by Colquitt et al.
(2001)). It was found that the scale possesses
adequate psychometric properties in its three-
factor structure; this indicates that Peruvian
workers perceive organizational justice based on
transparency in procedures, the quality of
interpersonal treatment, and the distribution of
rewards. This may be because, in the
transportation sector in Peru, there is frequent
interaction with supervisors, and perceptions of
fairness in procedures are of greater importance.
Likewise, various authors have studied
organizational justice in different contexts and
have confirmed the consistency of the
dimensions, while others have additionally
identified other dimensions. For example,
Greenberg (1993) studied organizational justice
in two dimensions: distributive justice and
procedural justice. For their part, Niehoff y
Moorman (1993) studied organizational justice
in three dimensions, adding interpersonal justice
to the previous author's framework. Similarly,
Rahim, Magner y Shapiro (2000) y Jordan y
Turner (2008) studied organizational justice
using the same dimensions as Niehoff y Moorman
(1993). These studies are consistent with the
findings of the present study, which identified
three dimensions—distributive, procedural, and
interpersonal justice—which are the dimensions
most frequently studied by various authors.
Unlike previous research showing a four-
dimensional structure, this study identified a
three-factor model. This difference could be
associated with cultural differences, as well as
characteristics specific to the transportation
sector, which may influence how workers
conceptualize organizational justice.

Conclusions

The results confirmed that the instrument
exhibits adequate levels of validity and
reliability. First, unlike the original instrument
for the organizational justice variable—which
consisted of four dimensions: procedural justice,
distributive justice, interpersonal justice, and
informational justice—the AFE identified only
three dimensions: procedural justice,
distributive justice, and interpersonal and
informational justice, combining the latter two.
These dimensions were confirmed by the AFC;

however, the indicators of the initial model were
notadequate to support the twenty items divided
into three dimensions. Accordingly, reliability
and validity were assessed to obtain a revised
model, resulting in 4 items for the procedural
justice factor, 3 items for the distributive justice
factor, and 3 items for the interpersonal justice
factor, with the items corresponding to
informational justice being eliminated. In other
words, out of the 20 items in the author’s original
instrument (Colquitt et al. (2001)), this study
validated only 10 items with appropriate
indicators, as shown in the revised model. These
10 items were assessed for reliability using
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability, for
convergent validity using the average extracted
variance, and for discriminant validity using
Fornell and Larker and the HTMT.

These results can help assess organizational
justice within companies in both the private and
public sectors. In addition, the instrument can be
used for future research in the Peruvian context.
However, this study had methodological
limitations due to the fact that it was conducted
at a single point in time and because of the
sample size. Therefore, it is recommended that
future research increase the sample size and be
conducted in other sectors.
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