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Abstract

Purpose:  Identify  the  relationships  between  the  organizational  justice  dimensions  and  the

students’ satisfaction.

Design/methodology: It  has embraced a quantitative  methodological  approach,  where we

chose the individual questionnaire as a tool of  data collection.

Findings: We found a positive relationship between satisfaction of  university students and the

distributive justice, informational justice and personal justice.  However, this  relationship not

exists with overall procedural justice. Also, we identified a relationship between the procedural

justice and interactional justice (personal and informational justice) in university contexts.

Research limitations/implications:  The sample of  this study is from a small  number of

Spanish universities, therefore, the conclusions must be generalized with caution.

Practical implications: We established foundations between the perceived justice of  university

students and their satisfaction, stating early relationships for expansion in future research. With

them, the lecturers and the chancellor could manage the course taking into account aspects that

it could harm the satisfaction of  their students. So, they could look for other alternatives.

Originality/value: We introduced the organizational justice context in the university context

and we related it with the satisfaction of  university students. So, it stimulates discussion and

reflection about the experience of  the higher education students and give the foundations to
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understand  how  some  lecturers  and  professors’  decisions  and  actions  affect  the  students’

satisfaction.

Keywords: Student  satisfaction,  Student  experience,  Management,  Higher  education,  Organization

structures

Jel Codes: I23

1. Introduction

The knowledge about  students’  emotions  by  lecturers  could help to  evaluate  justice  level  of  their

courses  (Muchinsky,  2000).  In  the  literature,  there  are  different  studies  that  have  addressed  the

satisfaction of  students from different points of  view (e.g, Deshields, Kara & Kaynak, 2005; Ismail,

Leng,  Marzuki & Cheekiong,  2008;  Wach,  Karbach,  Ruffing,  Brünken & Spinath,  2016).  However,

these researches do not address the consequences of  justice perceptions of  university students in the

academic contexts, in contrast to those that exist on organizational justice in workplaces (e.g., Colquitt,

Scott,  Judge & Shaw, 2006; Masterson, Lewis,  Goldman & Taylor, 2000; Zhao, 2016). Broadly, the

pillars  of  academic  and  work  organizational  justice  could  be  considered  very  similar:  those

characteristics or behaviours that the university students wait of  lecturers are easily extrapolated to what

employees expect of  their supervisors. 

Therefore, we propose to use the concepts established in workplaces as a starting point for analysing

the effects of  organizational  justice in the academic context.  To achieve this goal,  we developed a

questionnaire based on the literature on organizational justice dimensions: distributive (Homans, 1961;

Ishak, Ismail & Mohamed, 2016), procedural (Colquitt, Piccolo, LePine, Zapata & Rich, 2012; Thibaut

& Walker, 1975) and interactional with the informational and the personal sub-dimensions (Bies &

Moag, 1986; Colquitt et al., 2013; Greenberg, 1993) as well as the job satisfaction (Chen, Sparrow &

Cooper, 2016; Spector, 1997). The gathered data was collected from Spanish university students, and

subsequently analysed in order to identify relationships among the types of  organizational justice, as

well as between these ones and university students’ satisfaction.
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2. Literature review

Nowadays, most companies recognize organizational justice as a key element without differentiating

between industry and activity, influencing directly or indirectly, of  their efficiency and even on their

costs  (Podsakoff,  Whiting,  Podsakoff  & Blume,  2009).  However,  despite  of  the  large  amount  of

literature on the topic over the last two decades of  research, the scientific community has been unable

to establish a clear definition of  its boundaries and its effects in the organization. The difficulty in

getting  consensus  on  organizational  justice  is  mainly  due  to  the  complexity  of  the  individuals’

behaviors, serving as an example the different stress strategies that can be faced by the same individual

depending on their perceptions that can generate multiple results for a single subject of  study (Blaxton

& Bergeman, 2017). The first studies on organizational justice focused on the opinion of  the people

and their goals regarding what justice and injustice are (Hobbes, 1987). However, the rise of  the social

sciences  brought  about  a  paradigm shift  where  the  concept  of  organizational  justice  began to  be

studied from the feelings and perceptions of  people. From this new paradigm, researchers consider

members of  an organization feel and understand in different ways, so the research on this topic focus

on what employees perceive as justice and injustice (e.g,  Colquitt et al., 2013; Delshad, Kolouie, Ali

2016; Safi & Arshi, 2016). 

The  literature  shows  that  perceptions  of  justice  by  the  employees  affect  representatively  different

aspects of  the organization such as job satisfaction, motivation and sense of  equality (Colquitt, 2001).

These  results  support  the  growing  social  interest  in  the  study  of  organizational  justice,  because

managers could have a greater control on human resources if  they understand the interaction between

the employees’ emotions and company philosophy. One of  the most studied effects on the perception

of  justice in organizations is the related to employees’ attitudes, having a high importance on individual

satisfaction. Weiss (2002) defines the job satisfaction as affective state and indicates the overall level of

wellness that an employee has towards his or her job situation.
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2.1. Distributive justice

The distributive justice is defined as the perception that employees have about how the organization

distributes its ‘benefits’ equitably (Adams, 1965). Thus, employees make a comparison of  what they

bring to the organization through their effort, punctuality, dedication and performance, and what they

receive in return: salary, recognition in the workplace, internal promotion, etc. This analysis does not

make only from an individual point of  view, but also encompasses the rest of  the group what they

contribute and receive (Rawls, 2012). The sense of  injustice occurs when the expectations defined at

the beginning of  the relationship with the organization are not achieved, breaking the fundamental

pillars of  the relationship between employees and organization (Vermunt & Steensma, 2001). In this

situation,  the  employees  consider  their  relationship  with  the  organization  and  ask  themselves  the

reasons  why they continue in her  (Weick,  Sutcliffe & Obstfeld,  2005).  This  breaking occurs  when

employees  perform a  negative  comparison between the  rewards  received  for  their  work  and their

contribution for the organization, and it  is compounded by the inequality perception with peers as

collected  by  the  Equity  Theory  (Adams,  1965).  This  determined  that  there  are  three  levels  of

comparison when assessing  the  justice  of  an organization:  the perception of  justice,  the excessive

reward perceptions  and the little  reward perceptions.  Employees reaches an equal  state  when they

receive the proportional  to their  contributions in relation to other employees; whilst,  they will  feel

equity or inequity tension when their contributions are not offset in the company. 

For example, Greenberg and Colquitt (2013) address the importance of  the perception of  distributive

justice as equitable, and they emphasize the importance of  selecting a benefit-sharing strategy such as:

distribute benefits based on the contributions made by each of  them (maximize the performance of

individuals)  or  distribute  the  benefits  will  be  granted  the  same  way  for  everybody,  regardless  of

individual contributions (attract and ensure social harmony). 

In a review of  the literature on the perception of  inequality, we observed that in occasions to eradicate

this is not enough the equality and equity of  processes (Costa-Lopes, Dovidio, Pereira & Jost, 2013).

Related to this paper, exist several researches that relate the distributive justice as a predictor of  job

satisfaction of  employees (Adams, 1965; Clay-Warner, Reynolds & Roman, 2005; Najafi, Noruzy, Azar,

Nazari-Shirkouhi  &  Dalvand,  2011),  as  it  is  the  main  comparative  tool  of  equity  in  working

organizations.  However,  the  perception  of  justice  on  pay  is  subjective,  so  despite  the  popular

theorizing, the results of  the Judge, Piccolo, Podsakoff, Shaw and Rich (2010) suggest that pay level is

only marginally related to satisfaction.
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The study of  Clay-Warner et al. (2005) show that procedural justice may become more influential in job

satisfaction that the distributive justice. In our study we consider the distributive justice as a better

predictor and mediating of  satisfaction and found in most studies (e.g., Eccles, 2005; Ismail et al., 2008;

Kim, 2016). We considered that this relation could be possible in the university context because the

university  students  are  also  satisfied  when  they  feel  that  the  results  obtained  during  the  course

correspond  to  their  efforts,  as  happens  with  wages  and  employees  (Eccles,  2005).  Therefore,  we

propose the following:

H1: There is a positive relationship between distributive justice and satisfaction of  university students.

2.2. Procedural justice

In the mid-seventies, studies on organizational justice acquired a new slant (e.g., Thibaut & Walker,

1975; Leventhal, 1980; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). These ones proposed that the meaning of  achieving

the organization's goal is  as important as the interchange functions inside the organization (Equity

Theory). According to this, the follow researches focused in the perceptions of  the employees about

the level of  justice in the decisions and actions that their supervisors or organization decides, because

this perception could be related in some cases with the employees' satisfaction (e.g., Cropanzano &

Schminke,  2001;  García-Izquierdo,  Moscoso & Ramos-Villagrasa,  2012;  Konovsky,  2000).  So,  these

studies  determine  a  significant  relationship  between  the  development  of  processes  within  an

organization and the perception of  justice by its employees. Greenberg and Colquitt (2013) indicate

that the procedural justice is perceived as fair when workers feel that they are the same as their co-

workers  in  the  day-to-day  tasks  of  the  organization,  when  they  feel  that  the  information  the

organization gives them is true, and they feel their opinions are heard. When we move the concept of

procedural justice to the university context, we suggest to make a distinction between two possible

perceptions of  this dimension of  justice: in the evaluative context (which only takes into account the

procedures  that  involve  assessment  actions)  and  in  the  overall  context  (which  includes  the  other

existing procedures within the universities but they are not related to the assessment). One of  the main

aims of  university students in a course is to pass it, so we consider that if  a student passes and reaches

the expected grade at the end of  course, the effects of  an inequality perception will decrease. Moreover,

if  the student does not pass the course, the effects of  the inequality perception will worsen. In this

study, we consider the definition of  procedural justice in the organizational contexts. The difference

that can exist between procedural justice in university and in the organizational context could be a

future research. In the literature, there are studies that give procedural justice a considerable importance
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in relation to student satisfaction, since if  they perceive fair treatment they are more enthusiastic and

interested in the subjects as well as with their lecturers (Berti, Molinari & Speltini, 2010; Chory-Assad,

2002). Therefore, we propose the following:

H2: There is positive relationship between the evaluative procedural justice and satisfaction of  university students.

H3: There is positive relationship between the overall procedural justice and satisfaction of  university students.

2.3. Interactional justice: personal and informational

The distributive and procedural justices emphasize the way in which organizations develop processes

and activities, regardless of  its social dimension (sensitivity of  employees). So, the treatment received by

the employees during the development of  processes is as important as the objectivity during this one.

The  perception  of  personal  justice  also  appears  when  the  employees’  treatment  is  dignified  and

respectful, and they have had the opportunity to express their feelings at the same time, which shows

respect and indicates a concern of  the organization being beneficial and fair to both parti es (Platow et

al., 2013). The literature shows how individuals perceive interactional justice as fair when treated with

respect because, for example, they received the necessary explanations by the organizatiional of  the

results  obtained  during  the  process  of  decision  making,  being  franks,  overt  and  honest  in  their

communications, avoiding prejudicial statements or inappropriate questions (e.g.,  Colquitt et al., 2013;

Pinder, 2014; Richter,  König,  Geiger, Schieren,  Lothschütz & Zobel,  2016). Although most studies

establish that the best predictor of  employees’ satisfaction is the procedural justice (e.g., Clay-Warner et

al., 2005; Najafi et al., 2011), the study of  Roch and Zlatoper (2001) shows the interactional justice is

also a good predictor, even better than the procedural justice. The subjective nature of  both constructs

explains these results because the feeling of  employees’ satisfaction depends on the treatment that they

receive.  From the point  of  view of  university  students,  this  premise  fits  with the  same definition:

students expect proper treatment by their lecturers, so the interactional justice may be a predictor of

university student’s satisfaction. When students are satisfied and therefore motivated, they seek to form

interpersonal links with their lecturers to form part of  the educational organization (Frymier & Houser,

2000). 

In the early 90s, studies on organizational justice (e.g., Greenberg, 1993) introduced a new dimension:

informational justice, which suggest a relationship between justice and the information that they receive

from the organization. According to this idea, employees make a value judgment to determine whether

this information is necessary and sufficient for knowing the status of  processes or actions related to

them. Thus, the comparison that employees make between the changes perceived and the responses
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that they receive by the organization, will lead to a feeling of  dignity, respect and courtesy regarding to

the  organization  (Greenberg  &  Colquitt,  2013).  In  the  same  way  that  interactional  justice,  the

informational justice has a significant relationship with the procedural justice because the informational

justice does not make sense without interactional justice. This leads to the hypothesis that informational

justice may also have a significant relationship with satisfaction because the most valuable by members

of  an organization is  that  the information they  receive is  valid (Tyler  & Lind,  1992).  Futhermore,

Trullas and Enache (2011) indicate that the communication of  the educational organization is one of

the reasons that ensure the perception of  quality. So, it is important that the student perceived the

support of  the university. So, we suggest the following hypotheses:

H4: There is a positive relationship between personal justice and satisfaction of  university students.

H5: There is a positive relationship between the procedural justice and the personal justice in university contexts.

H6: There is a positive relationship between informational justice and satisfaction of  university students. 

H7: There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and informational justice.

Studies  about  university  students have always focused on the relationship between lecturer-student

under the name Pygmalion and self-fulfilment. These ones determine that expectations of  a lecturer

can significantly influence their students (Austin, Tang & Howard, 2015; Friedrich, Flunger, Nagengast,

Jonkmann & Trautwein,  2015;  Hernández & Fernández,  2005).  On the other  hand,  there are also

studies that suggest the expectations of  students can influence their lecturers (Burón, 1997). If  these

expectations are known at the beginning of  course, they can become the starting point for improving

university  quality  (Sander,  Stevenson,  King  &  Coates,  2000).  Furthermore,  Appleton-Knapp  and

Krentler (2006) indicates that the expectations of  students are a good predictor of  their satisfaction. 

For  this  reason and in contrast  to most  of  these  studies,  we  want  to  expand knowledge without

focusing on the lecturer-student relationship or in the expectations of  students. In our case, we want to

explain the relationship between de students’ satisfaction and their perception of  justice.
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3. Methodology and Analysis

We developed a questionnaire to collect the perceptions of  university students about the distributive,

the procedural and the interactional justices in order to test the proposed hypotheses. We also collected

information about the level of  university students’ satisfaction. The final version of  the questionnaire

combines several scales from the literature: On one hand, we took the work of  Thibaut and Walker

(1975) for evaluating the distributive and procedural justice; on the other hand, we took the proposal of

Greenberg (1990) for evaluating the interactional  justice (personal and informational).  These scales

were  adapted  from  the  working  environment  to  the  university  context  respecting  their  original

definition. In the case of  the procedural justice in the evaluative contexts, we could not use any existing

scale from the literature because of  our suggestion to difference it in two contexts. 

Annex I shows the items that have been adapted and which form part of  the final questionnaire that

contains 22 items on Likert  5 scale where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is totally  agree. In this,  we

compare our items with the some original items of  Thibaut and Walker (1975) and Greenberg (1990)

that we used in our questionnaire, so we affirm that we respected the original definition of  the items in

the adaptation to the university context. To facilitate the analysis of  data we identified each item with

an initial that allowed us identifying the different organizational justice dimensions, as well as, students’

satisfaction: PRO1 (general procedural justice), PRO2 (evaluative procedural justice), DIS (distributive

justice) PER (personal justice), INF (informational justice) and SAT (satisfaction).

3.1. Sample and procedure

The final  sample is  621 university  students from several  Spanish universities,  after  removing those

answers of  the sample that showed inconsistencies by the lack of  data or unanswered questions. The

study does not consider the student's  academic year, but we introduced age and gender as control

variables. The requirement for participation in the study was that students had to be enrolled of  at least

an academic year in face-to-face modality.

We  gathered  data  acquisition  personally  with  the  collaboration  several  lecturers  who  provided  15

minutes  of  their  lecture  time.  Before  distributing  the  questionnaire  to  students,  the  researchers

explained the research purpose and that we would treat all data on an aggregated and anonymous way.

All questions were always related to the same course which they could choose.
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4. Results

After collecting the responses and their initial treatment, we analyzed the internal validity of  the items

to assess the justice dimension and student satisfaction through Cronbach alphas (see Table 1). The

results show acceptable values (> 0.7), except for the procedural justice of  evaluative (PRO2) having a

value slightly lower than recommended. So, we considered our items for PRO2 and we submitted the

new proposals to five experts.  On this way, once again we obtained a value of  alpha of  Cronbach

inferior to 0.7, for this reason we decided not to include it in future analysis of  this research.

Dimension Number of  items α
PRO1 3 .705
PRO2 3 .630
DIS 3 .916
PER 4 .861
INF 3 .805
SAT 6 .791

Table 1. Cronbach's Alpha of  the questionnaire

Table  2  shows  the  results  of  an  exploratory  factor  analysis  with  Oblimín  rotation  of  the  main

components  in  order  to  ensure  that  each  item observable  has  its  main  load  factor  or  dimension

established from the literature. These results show the existence of  the 5 dimensions or factors that we

have previously defined, as well as proper loading of  each item on their dimension.

Factors
PER DIS INF SAT PRO1

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
PRO1.1 .120 .254 .288
PRO1.2 .880
PRO1.3 .109 .640
DIS.1 .866
DIS.2 .971
DIS.3 .805
PER.1 .756 .113
PER.2 .901
PER.3 .864
PER.4 .452 .113
INF.1 .751
INF.2 .835
INF.3 .555 .223
SAT.1 .571
SAT.2 .105 .299 .478
SAT.3 .150 .138 .515
SAT.4 .465
SAT.5 .181 .139 .376 .109
SAT.6 .682

Table 2. The exploratory factor analysis with Oblimín rotation
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After checking the validity of  the variables, we analyzed the data using two linear regressions. The first

model relates the general procedural justice (PRO1) with interactional justice in two dimensions: the

personal justice (PER) and the informational justice (INF). Therefore, with the Model 1 we want to

evaluate  possible  relationships  between  the  dimensions  of  justice;  The  second  model  relates  the

satisfaction of  college students (SAT) with the four dimensions of  justice (PRO1, DIS, PER and INF).

Therefore, with the Model 2 we want to evaluate possible relationships between the dimensions of

justice and student satisfaction.

That is, they are two models with different variable dependent.

 Model 1 (PRO1~INF+PER) Model 2 (SAT~PRO1+DIS+INF+PER)
DIS  .082**
PRO1  .138
PER .158** .161**
INF .475*** .528***
R2 .262 .430
R2adj. .259 .427
***p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.1

Table 3. Linear regressions of  the models

5. Discussion

Our study focuses on the relationships between the three dimensions of  organizational justice: the

procedural, the distributive and the interactional justice (personal and informative) and satisfaction of

university students. In the case of  the distributive justice, we followed the definition of  Adams (1965),

considering that employees forms them justice perception basing on the justice organization when it is

distributing benefits. From the contributions of  Rawls (2012) we considered that the perception of

justice not only depends on the relation between effort-result, but also on how this relationship behaves

with the peers. Greenberg and Colquitt (2013) determines the importation of  the comparison between

effort-result in the organizations have a connection with the employees’ satisfaction as result, so we

considered the same effect on the university students. For the study about the relationship between the

distributive justice and the employees’ satisfaction we proposed the first hypothesis, which is supported

by our results. The reward by academic performance is therefore essential in ensuring the satisfaction.

However, it  is  not enough because university  students need to know the responsible processes for

assigning these benefits through external arbitrary processes (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Cropanzano &

Schminke, 2001; Konovsky, 2000). This measurement of  university students to the university generates

the procedural justice perception defined as the way the organization operates in situations that requires
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partiality and objectivity (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; García-Izquierdo et al., 2012). In university contexts,

we proposed the division of  procedural justice: evaluative one in which only we considered aspects

related to the evaluation of  a course; and other more general related to other organizational processes.

Serrano,  Caballero  and Pedroza (1998)  conclude  that  there  is  a  relationship  between some of  the

psychological problems presented in university students and the evaluated justice so our proposal about

two sub-dimensions looks possible. However, in the analysis of  Cronbach's alpha for the evaluative

procedural justice proposal, we obtained an Alpha of  Cronbach equals to .63, which is underneath of

the reference value of  .70. For this reason, we suggest to keep analysing this possible sub-dimension in

future studies, but not in this one. There are several studies that significantly link procedural justice with

employees’ satisfaction (e.g., Clay-Warner et al., 2005; Cropanzano & Schminke, 2001; García-Izquierdo

et al., 2012; Konovsky, 2000) and with students’ satisfaction (Berti et al., 2010; Chory-Assad, 2002), so

we proposed to move and adapt this relation in a university context. Therefore, we established two

hypotheses about the sub-dimension evaluative (H2) and overall (H3). About Hypothesis 2, we could

not test it due to the exclusion of  the evaluative procedural justice of  the study. Regarding Hypothesis

3, the data shows that there is not a significant relationship between the overall procedural justice and

the university students’ satisfaction (ρ > 0.1) unlike what happens in other organizations (Clay-Warner

et  al.,  2005).  These  not  expected  results  could  be  because  of  the  relation  between  organization-

employee is more direct than in the case of  university-student. More specially, these results may be

largely due to the university students deemed more important (and influential) their relation with the

lecturers (Hernández & Fernández, 2005) than their relation with the university.

Expanding  the  concept  of  the  procedural  justice,  we  found  that  Ambrose  and  Schminke  (2003)

identifies  the  aspects  that  relate  procedures  and interactional  justice.  On this  basis,  we  decided to

differentiate interactional justice in two sub dimensions as some previous studies suggest (e.g., Bies &

Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1993) and to relate with the procedural justice (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2013).

The  processes  established  by  the  management  team  of  the  universities  set  the  limits  as  to  the

information  they  provide  to  university  students  or  to  the  type  of  relation  between  lecturers  and

students, but not only depends on them (González-Simancas, 2002). For the study of  the relationship

between the procedural justice and the interactional justice, we proposed the Hypothesis 5 (personal

justice)  and  the  Hypothesis  7  (informational  justice).  The  results  show  that  there  is  a  positive

relationship between procedural justice and the personal justice (ρ < .01) and the informational justice

(ρ < .001), as in organizations contexts (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2013). Finally, we developed a positive

relationship  between  the  interactional  justice  with  its  two  dimensions  and  university  students’

satisfaction in the same way as an organization and their employees (Roch & Zlatoper, 2001), so we
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suggested the Hypothesis 4 (personal justice) and the Hypothesis 6 (informational justice). Analyzing

the  results  of  this  study,  we  found  that  there  is  a  significant  relationship  between  the  two  sub-

dimensions and student satisfaction (ρ < .01 for the personal justice and ρ < .001 for the informational

justice). Thus we find that the satisfaction of  university students depends partly on their perception of

the distributive and interactional justice, so that universities should ensure a system that objectively

evaluate  and establish auditors  who certify  that  achieve these  minimums.  On the other  hand it  is

important to deepen into the relations established between lecturer and university students and mediate

it in order to maximize the profit of  both sides.

6. Conclusions, limitations and suggestions for future research

In  a  globalized  world,  the  relationship  between the  organizational  justice  of  employees  become a

cornerstone  in  developing  and  boosting  performance  and  improving  of  the  worker  productivity

through satisfaction (Agho, Mueller & Price, 1993; Imran, Cheema & Azeem, 2014). Nowadays there

are not studies that address the same question with university students and it is important to achieve

improves the satisfaction and performance of  students through organizational justice. So knowing the

relationships between organizational justice perceptions and the students satisfaction helps to university

to  find  tools  to  increase  students  satisfaction  and  with  them other  aspects  such  as  performance,

academic stress, etc. The findings that we found in our study show a significant relationship between

university  students'  satisfaction and their  perception of  the distributive justice,  personal justice and

informational  justice.  However,  we  found  no  evidence  of  a  relationship  between  satisfaction  and

procedural justice. We have also found that procedural justice in students is also related to the personal

justice and the informational justice.

Based on these results, we establish foundations between the perceived justice of  university students

and there satisfaction, stating early relationships for expansion in future research. But, we must consider

that the sample of  this study is from a small number of  Spanish universities, therefore, the conclusions

must be generalized with caution. The university context in countries with different educational cultures

may vary the relationship between organizational  justice and student satisfaction.  Furthermore, this

study did not differentiate the results by gender of  the student, an aspect that might be interesting to

do in  future  research.  The  study  about  the  sub-dimension evaluative  procedural  justice,  based  on

Thibaut and Walker (1975) and Greenberg and Colquitt (2013) works, could provide a new way to

examine this type of  organizational justice in the university context, and even in the private sector. The

evidence that there is not a relation between the overall procedural justice and the students’ satisfaction
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shows a difference between the organizations (Clay-Warner et al.,  2005) and the universities, so the

existence about another procedural  justice dimension that it  is  focused on the evaluative processes

could  be  related  with  the  satisfaction.  Finally,  we  suggest  a  new  line  of  research  based  on  the

identification  of  the  consequences  arising  from the  identified  relationships  in  this  study.  Possible

variables to consider are: academic performance (Valle, González, Núñez, Vieiro, Gómez & Rodríguez,

1999), social relationships between students (Gordon & McCann, 2000), the relationship between the

student and the lecturer (Seguí, 1998), lecturers’ efficiency (Nye, Konstantopoulos & Hedges, 2004) and

absenteeism (Rodríguez González, Hernández García, Alonso Gutiérrez & Díez Itza, 2003).

Therefore,  our  research  serves  as  a  complement  to  recent  contributions  on  the  satisfaction  of

university  students,  such as  Hernández,  Rodríguez,  Ruíz  and Esquivel  (2010),  who determine  that

students' perceptions can influence their motivation and satisfaction. In this vein, our study reveals a

relationship between procedural justice and satisfaction, something that related to the way in which

students are being evaluated.  This  may be related to the  contributions of  García  Bacete,  Marande

Perrin, Schneider and Blanchard (2014), which determine that student satisfaction is directly related to

their achievements.
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Annex I

Items of  Thibaut & Walker (1975) Items of  this research

1. Did you have the opportunity to express your opinion 
and feelings during these procedures?

PRO1-1. I have had the oppurtunity to express my opinion
and/or feelings during the course.

2. Have the procedures been applied consistently? PRO1-2. The lecturers have followed the academic guide.

3. Have the procedures been free bias? PRO1-3. Ihave been evaluated objectively throughout the 
course.

4. Have you been able to repeal or claim the results 
provided by the same procedures?

PRO1-4. I have had access to claim the results of  my 
evaluation and evolution of  the course.

5. Does your result reflect the effort you put into the job? DIS-1. The results obtained are proportional to my effort 
performed.

6. Is your result appropriate for the job you have 
completed?

DIS-2. The results reflect what I have really worked.

7. Is your result justified considering your performance? DIS-3. My result is justified by my academic performance.

Table 4. Items of  Thibaut & Walker (1975) Vs. our items
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Items of  Greenberg (1990) Items of  this research

1. Has your supervisor treated you properly? PER-1. The lecturers have treated me properly.

2. Has your supervisor treated you dignified manner? PER-2. The lecturers have treated me in a dignified 
manner.

3. Has your supervisor treated you with respect? PER-3. The lecturers have treated me with respect.

4. Has your supervisor abstained from inappropriate 
observations or comments?

PER-4. The lecturers have refrained from using 
inappropriate comments or observations.

5. Has your supervisor explained full or complete 
procedures to you?

INF-1. The procedures to be followed throughout the 
course have been explained correctly.

6. Has your supervisor communicated the details in a 
timely manner?

INF-2. I have received in a timely manner the details of  
the course.

7. Does your supervisor seem to tailor your 
communications to the specific needs of  the individual?

INF-3. The lecturers adapt their way of  explaining and 
communicating to the needs of  the student.

Table 5. Items of  Greenberg (1990) Vs. our items
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