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Abstract 
 

The research conducted in this thesis aims to add new insights on how perceptions of organizational 

justice differ in global teams on the basis of cultural values. On the basis of previous studies, this paper 

proposes a relationship between a global work context and perceptions of organizational justice, a 

relationship between a global work context and the extent to which individual cultural values differ from 

national cultural values, and a relationship between individual cultural values and perceptions of 

organizational justice, moderated by salary type and bonus type. The global work context has been 

regarded from three points of view: the type of global team, the degree of national diversity within this 

team and the experience of working abroad as a result of dispersion. Hofstede’s cultural framework has 

been used to assess cultural values, mapping them on six dimensions: individualism versus collectivism, 

power distance, masculinity versus femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term 

orientation and indulgence versus restraint. Perceptions of organizational justice have been regarded 

from three dimensions: perceptions of distributive justice, perceptions of procedural justice and 

perceptions of interactional justice.  

A web-based survey has been launched in order to collect data from an international workforce. A non-

probability sample and two company samples have been used and 241 usable answers have been 

obtained. The survey included measures to calculate individual cultural value scores and perceptions of 

distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Furthermore, demographic and company data have 

been collected, allowing for drawing conclusions on whether the respondents worked abroad or in their 

home countries, as well as for assessing the global team type respondents work in and the degree of 

internationality within these teams. 

The results of the study supported the expectation that a global work context influences perceptions of 

organizational justice. However, only the dimensions of distributive and interactional justice and the 

components team internationality and working abroad yielded relevant results. Neither did team type 

show any causal relationship with any of the dimensions of organizational justice, nor did any of the 

components of a global work context show an influence on perceptions of procedural justice. When the 

extent to which individual cultural values differ from national cultural values has been examined, the 

results were consistent with the assumption that these differences are shaped by a global work context. 

Interestingly, the results of the study did not support the expectation that individual cultural values have 
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an influence on perceptions of organizational justice, since only power distance and uncertainty 

avoidance resulted relevant for perceptions of interactional justice. These findings indicate that 

individual cultural values are weak predictors for perceptions of organizational justice. However, 

including the moderators salary type and bonus type resulted in significant interactions between 

moderators and individual cultural values. The most relevant finding was the moderating effect of salary 

type on the relationship between indulgence versus restraint on an individual level and perceptions of 

distributive justice. Auxiliary analyses have been conducted in order to assess the results for overall 

justice perceptions, i.e. a mean score of the three dimensions, which supported the validity of the 

named moderating effect. Additional auxiliary analyses have been conducted in order to further 

examine the relationship between national cultural values, a global work context and perceptions of 

organizational justice. The results have shown that team type, internationality of the team and working 

abroad have a moderating influence on the relationship between national cultural values and 

perceptions of organizational justice, but especially on perceptions of interactional justice. 

Perceptions of organizational justice differ in global teams, but rather on the basis of national cultural 

values moderated by a global work context than on the basis of individual cultural values. Individual 

cultural values implicitly contain the effects of a global work context, since the extent to which they 

differ from national cultural values is influenced by a global work context. Individual cultural values 

account for variations in perceptions of organizational justice if they are moderated by salary type and 

bonus type. The research thus indicates the importance of a global work context and reward structures 

in the pursuit of positive perceptions of organizational justice, since they interact with the cultural values 

of employees.  
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Introduction 
 

Globalization is omnipresent in today’s business world and brings about opportunities but also 

challenges for organizations. New forms of organizations and ways of working have emerged, and 

multinational companies are on the rise (Mensi-Klarbach, 2012).  

Thanks to this evolution, diversity has become a major issue in business life, as the presence in different 

parts of the world includes a diverse group of customers, stakeholders and employees. The more and 

more diverse workforce of companies and the need to be present in different parts of the world has 

contributed to the appearance of global teams, which are characterized by diversity, dispersion or the 

combination of both (Maznevski, 2012). By their diverse composition, global teams may contribute to a 

better representation of an organization’s customer base, but also lead to higher innovation and 

creativity in problem solving, thanks to the different points of view held by their members (Evans, Pucik 

& Björkman, 2011; Mensi-Klarbach, 2012). Furthermore, global teams consisting of members that are 

located in different parts of the world, i.e. disperse teams, can serve as coordinating mechanisms 

between the different locations of an organization (Evans et al., 2011; Maznevski, 2012). A global team 

that is diverse in composition and disperse in location allows for combining these opportunities for 

organizations. Apart from the stated benefits, global teams represent an ongoing management 

challenge for organizations, not only due to the problems that might arise from communicating over 

technologies and different time zones, but also due to national diversity, manifested through different 

mindsets and preferences of the global team members (Maznevski, 2012).  

The diversity of global teams offers opportunities to an organization, thus presenting a business case 

for engaging in diversity management and in this way increase employee loyalty, commitment and 

retention (Mensi-Klarbach, 2012). Only if diversity is managed successfully and discrimination is avoided 

can the aforementioned benefits of diversity be leveraged (Mensi-Klarbach, 2012). Diversity 

management is defined as “a management concept which, acknowledging the value of difference, 

strategically and systematically strives to promote equity among its workforce in order to create added 

value” (Hanappi-Egger, 2012, p. 19). Thus, the essence of diversity management is to ensure that all 

employees feel treated fairly and experience a climate of justice within the organization they work for, 

which conveys respect for the individual and a morally acceptable way to be treated (Cropanzano, 

Bowen & Gilliland, 2007; Hanappi-Egger, 2012). In general, employees who consider themselves being 
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treated fairly perceive the organization, their superiors, their work, and its outcomes in a more positive 

light (Moorman, 1991). The definition of diversity management refers to equity, however, a climate of 

justice includes more than merely equity, but needs to promote organizational justice as a whole, 

allowing employees to feel treated fairly regarding rewards, procedures and interpersonal interactions 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007).  

The presence of a climate of justice within an organization presents additional benefits for an 

organization, apart from the ones that are connected to a diverse workforce. These are among others 

increased job satisfaction (Cohen, 2015; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006; Pillai, Scandura & Williams, 1999), 

employee organizational citizenship behaviour (Cohen, 2015; Cropanzano et al., 2007; Moorman, 1991; 

Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006), trust and commitment (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 

2006; Pillai et al., 1999), improved job performance (Cropanzano et al., 2007), and organizational as well 

as team identification (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006). Consequentially, organizational justice has a direct 

and important impact on organizational effectiveness, which implies that its management is of crucial 

importance for organizations (Cropanzano et al., 2007). However, it is not just behaviour in itself that is 

important, but whether this behaviour is perceived as just or not (Greenberg, 1990). Several processes 

can be used in order to manage organizational justice and the extent to which employees feel treated 

fairly: selection procedures, reward systems, conflict management, layoffs and performance appraisals 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007). Managers can engage in these practices in order to create a positive 

perception of justice, whilst building a reputation of being a just superior at the same time. Furthermore, 

managers can engage in certain tactics in order to appear fair. These include defensive tactics like 

excuses, justifications and apologies, but also assertive tactics like entitling or enhancements 

(Greenberg, 1990). In any case, the final goal of a manager is to build a reputation of being fair, which 

can help to excel in the role of a superior. 

In the light of global teams, where people from different backgrounds are involved and preferences 

diverge, the creation of a climate of justice becomes even more challenging than in a homogeneous 

setting. The employment of the above stated strategies does not necessarily support a climate of justice, 

since what seems just to a team member from one culture might seem the opposite to a team member 

of another culture. Managing is already a complicated task in one culture, so it is no surprise that it 

becomes even more complex in a global setting, where managers need to be able to effectively deal 

with many cultures at once at the same time (Pillai et al., 1999; Steers, Nardon & Sanchez-Runde, 2013). 

“Although people everywhere seem to go through a computational process of equal complexity in their 
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judgments, the mental software that performs these computations differs across cultures” (Morris & 

Leung, 2000, p. 101). This means that whilst being fair seems to be valued in all cultures, organizational 

justice is not perceived in the same way in different cultures but is influenced by the particular belief 

and value systems that correspond to how individuals make sense of the world around them (Cohen, 

2015; Major & Deaux, 1982; Pillai et al., 1999). It is therefore to say that perceptions of justice cannot 

be generalized, but have to be considered in the light of the norms of the cultures in which individuals 

live (Greenberg, 2001). Furthermore, the culture individuals were raised in as well as personal 

backgrounds and experiences of each individual have an influence on how the world is perceived and 

thus also on how justice is perceived (Cohen, 2015). Justice is in the eye and the mind of the beholder 

and influenced by social norms as well as by individual characteristics (Greenberg, 1990; Greenberg & 

Cohen, 1982; Morris & Leung, 2000). The individual differences in the perceptions of justice have 

different sources, whereof one is nationality and another is the individual experience of having contact 

with other cultures (Greenberg, 2001; Major & Deaux, 1982; Morris & Leung, 2000).  

On the background of globalization and global teams, these two sources of perceptions of organizational 

justice become particularly interesting, since they imply that the individual cultural values of global team 

members are shaped by their own national values in which they were raised, as well as by the national 

values of their colleagues through the contact with them. A nationality’s specific culture is measured by 

six indices which have been developed by Geert Hofstede: individualism, power distance, masculinity, 

uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint (Hofstede, Hofstede & 

Minkov, 2010). Individual cultural values combine both, the national cultural values of the home 

country, as well as individual experiences, for example the contact with other cultures, and individual 

differences (Cohen, 2015; Primeaux, Karri & Caldwell, 2003). For this reason, individual cultural values 

also account for differences in justice perceptions. Furthermore, as the norms of the cultures individuals 

live in has been deemed important, the cultural setting of the working country can also be considered 

a source for differing justice perceptions (Greenberg, 2001), due to the fact that a global team always 

implies members living in a foreign country. 
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Purpose and Research Question 
 

The presence of justice is important in any aspect of life, but it becomes increasingly important when 

looking at justice in organizations, since it offers numerous advantages regarding employee demeanour. 

It is therefore interesting to understand how employees’ cultural values influence the way they perceive 

organizational justice, in order to direct management practices more successful. The rise of 

multinational companies and global teams implies dealing with people from other nationalities and thus 

from other cultures on a daily basis. It is therefore also of interest how the membership in a global team 

and the contact with other cultures influences perceptions of organizational justice. Not only 

perceptions of organizational justice, but also cultural values may be affected by dealing with people 

from other cultures, which is why it is also interesting to investigate to what extent this contact affects 

cultural values and how these resulting individual cultural values influence perceptions of organizational 

justice.  

The assumption of this paper is thus, that the contact with other cultures facilitated by being a member 

of a global team has an influence on how the team members perceive organizational justice. 

Furthermore, the contact with other cultures facilitated by being a member of a global team in assumed 

to alter individual cultural values, which, in turn, also have an influence on how organizational justice is 

perceived.  

 

This paper therefore investigates the following research question: 

 How do perceptions of organizational justice differ in global teams, on the basis of cultural 

values? 

The research question is tackled by several sub-questions: 

 Does membership in a global team have an influence on perceptions of organizational justice? 

 Do individual cultural values have an influence on perceptions of organizational justice? 

 Does membership in a global team have an influence on individual cultural values? 
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Structure of the Thesis 
 

The remainder of the thesis is structured in six sections: Introduction, Theoretical Framework, 

Methodology, Results, Discussion, and Conclusion.  

The introduction provides a first glance at the topic and reveals its relevance in today’s business. The 

problem is identified and the research question introduced. Furthermore, the structure of the thesis is 

portrayed. 

The theoretical framework is subdivided into three sub-sections: Organizational Justice, Globalization 

and its Implications and Cultural Framework. The three categories of organizational justice are 

introduced, and global teams as well as the challenges globalization brings for organizational justice are 

identified. In the last sub-section Hofstede’s model of national culture is introduced, and assumptions 

are drawn from existing literature on how different national cultural values influence perceptions of 

organizational justice.  

The methodology section starts out with explaining and identifying the underlying research philosophies 

of this thesis. The second sub-section describes the research design that has been implemented for data 

collection. 

The results from the survey are presented and the collected data is analysed. In the first part of the 

section, the control and predictor variables of the survey are presented in descriptive statistics. In the 

second part of the section, data analysis is conducted via various regression models. The section closes 

with an overview over the hypotheses testing. 

The discussion section contains the implications of the survey results and the limitations encountered.  

The final section of the thesis summarizes the conclusions that can be drawn from the research and 

proposes directions for future research and further investigation.  
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Theoretical Framework 
 

Organizational Justice 
 

Organizational justice as a term has been introduced by Greenberg (1987b) and refers to how 

employees perceive fairness in organizations (as cited in Colquitt, Greenberg & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). 

Therefore, organizational justice is a matter of how individuals perceive the treatment they receive from 

the organization they work for, as well as from their direct supervisors (Cropanzano et al., 2007, Lam 

Schaubroeck & Aryee, 2002). The concept is further defined as an assessment of moral and ethics in 

management practices from a personal point of view (Cropanzano et al., 2007) and therefore directly 

relates to an organizational setting and the way justice is perceived there (Moorman, 1991). To be 

perceived fair is considered an important characteristic of a superior, due to the fact that fairness in 

itself is seen as a socially desirable trait (Greenberg, 1990). 

Organizational justice can be regarded from three dimensions: distributive, procedural and interactional 

justice (Cropanzano et al., 2007). These three dimensions have not developed at once, but were due of 

an evolution of the concept of justice in the workplace. Colquitt et al. (2005) give an overview over four 

distinct waves of theory development in organizational justice: the Distributive Justice Wave between 

1950 and 1975, the Procedural Justice Wave between 1975 and 1995 and the Interactional Justice 

Wave, which took place together with the Integrative Justice Wave from 1995 onwards. The authors 

refer to the Integrative Justice Wave as a “stream of theory and research sought to combine aspects of 

the various organizational justice dimensions” (Colquitt et al., 2005). This wave is therefore not taken 

into account in this paper, as it does not represent a dimension of organizational justice on its own. Each 

of the three dimensions of organizational justice, distributive, procedural and interactional, is 

elaborated in the following sections. 

 

Distributive Justice 
 

Distributive justice is defined by Greenberg and Colquitt (2005) “as the fair distribution of resources” 

(as cited in Morand & Merriman, 2012, p. 133). The theory is largely based on Adams (1965) equity 

theory, and has then been amended by Leventhal (1967a) and Deutsch (1975) by adding the principles 
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of equality and need to the concept of distributive justice (as cited in Colquitt et al., 2005). The concepts 

of equity and equality differ in their input-output relations: under the concept of equity, the output 

received is differential and dependent on the input given, whereas under the concept of equality, the 

output is the same for everyone and independent from the input given (Morand & Merriman, 2012). 

The concept of need, in contrast, corresponds to an allocation of resources according to personal 

requirements in a way that limits the suffering of each individual (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Greenberg 

& Cohen, 1982). Referring back to Leventhal (1976b) and Deutsch (1975), Colquitt et al. (2005) outline 

that the specific concepts are triggered by different goals. On the one hand, equal treatment is applied 

when social coherence, relationships and harmony are to be established and conflict to be avoided, and 

on the other hand, equitable treatment is applied when it comes to economic benefits that might result 

in motivation or productivity (Colquitt et al., 2005). It can therefore be argued that equality is preferred 

in interpersonally oriented situations and equity in economically oriented situations (Greenberg & 

Cohen, 1982). Allocation according to the concept of need is employed when welfare and development 

are the ultimate objectives (Greenberg, 1990; Greenberg & Cohen, 1982). Employees tend to feel 

treated fairly, if they feel fairly rewarded according to their responsibilities, experience, effort, and 

stresses and strains of the job (Moorman, 1991). 

 

Procedural Justice 
 

The initial theory of procedural justice in legal dispute resolution has been developed by Thibaut and 

Walker (1975), and Greenberg (1987) later on transformed it into a more general theory referring to 

organizational decision making (as cited in Morris & Leung, 2000). Procedural justice refers to how 

outcomes are allocated, and includes the following aspects: consistency, lack of bias, accuracy, 

representation of all concerned, correction and ethics (Cropanzano et al., 2007). These principles of a 

fair process have been introduced by Leventhal (1980), in order to address the absence of procedural 

fairness in distributive justice (as cited in Colquitt et al., 2005). Consistency refers to developing 

standards in order to treat everyone the same and to apply a consistent process before making decisions 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007; Moorman, 1991).  The aspect lack of bias includes making sure that all groups 

and individuals affected are included, so that no discrimination occurs (Cropanzano et al., 2007). 

Accuracy refers to collecting all information that is needed in order to make a decision (Cropanzano et 

al., 2007; Moorman, 1991). Representation of all concerned means that in the process of making a 
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decision it has to be made sure that the input of all groups concerned is included and their concerns are 

considered (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Moorman, 1991). Representation of all concerned is also known 

as having voice in decision making by having the opportunity to give input (Colquitt, 2001; Pillai et al., 

1999). Correction provides opportunities to correct errors or to question the process, giving feedback 

and clarifying decisions if necessary (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Moorman, 1991). Finally, the aspect of 

ethics implies that the decision making process complies with ethical and moral standards (Cropanzano 

et al., 2007). In this notion it is therefore not the outcome itself that is important to the employee, but 

the process by which the outcome is achieved is evaluated (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; 

Cropanzano et al., 2007). In order for a process to be considered just or fair, a given set of commonly 

accepted guidelines and norms needs to be fulfilled (Brockner,  Ackerman, Greenberg, Gelfand, 

Francesco, Chen, Leung, Bierbrauer, Gomez, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 2001; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 

2001). 

 

Interactional Justice 
 

Bies and Moag (1986) have amended the dimension of procedural justice by interactional justice, which 

is concerned with interpersonal interactions (as cited in Morris & Leung, 2000). Interactional justice 

refers to interpersonal behaviour and the treatment received from others and can be divided into two 

aspects; on the one hand informational justice and on the other hand interpersonal justice (Brockner et 

al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007). Informational justice refers to providing relevant information and 

explanations to decisions made (Brockner et al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007), and is influenced by 

whether employees’ viewpoints have been taken into account and whether feedback about decisions 

and their implementations is given in time (Moorman, 1991). Interpersonal justice refers to treating 

affected individuals with dignity and respect (Brockner et al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007), by avoiding 

any personal biases, being kind and considerate and acting in a truthful manner (Moorman, 1991).  

 

Overview 
 

Table 1 sums up the three dimensions of organizational justice and their components. 
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Table 1. Components of Organizational Justice 

1. Distributive Justice: Appropriateness of outcomes. 

 Equity: Rewarding employees based on their contributions. 

 Equality: Providing each employee roughly the same compensation. 

 Need: Providing a benefit based on one’s personal requirements. 

2. Procedural Justice: Appropriateness of the allocation process. 

 Consistency: All employees are treated the same. 

 Lack of Bias: No person or group is singled out for discrimination or illtreatment. 

 Accuracy: Decisions are based on accurate information. 

 Representation of All Concerned: Appropriate stakeholders have input into a decision. 

 Correction: There is an appeals process or other mechanism for fixing mistakes. 

 Ethics: Norms of professional conduct are not violated. 

3. Interactional Justice: Appropriateness of the treatment one receives from authority figures. 

 Interpersonal Justice: Treating an employee with dignity, courtesy, and respect. 

 Informational Justice: Sharing relevant information with employees. 

(Cropanzano et al., 2007, p. 36) 

 

The three components of organizational justice are to some extent dependent on each other. 

Perceptions of procedural justice have an influence on perceptions of distributive justice in the way that 

rewards are perceived as more just if the procedure to get to these rewards is considered just 

(Moorman, 1991). Additionally, the communication of how and why certain procedures are 

implemented has an influence on how these procedures are perceived (Moorman, 1991). Thus, 

perceptions of interactional justice have an influence on perceptions of procedural justice. However, 

research has shown that they are empirically distinct and best analysed separately (Colquitt, 2001; 

Fischer, Ferreira, Jiang, Cheng, Achoui, Wong, Baris, Mendoza, van Meurs, Achmadi, Hassan, Zeytinoglu, 

Dalyan, Harb, Darwish & Assmar, 2011). 

The definitions of the three dimensions of justice have been developed in the Western world, but thanks 

to research conducted by Fischer et al. (2011) they are also applicable in the non-Western world. This 

finding allows to deduct that the dimensions of organizational justice are empirically distinct and that 



 

10 
 

the same distinctions are valid on a global scale (Fischer et al., 2011). It is therefore possible to compare 

scores cross-culturally, which is of fundamental importance for this paper.  

 

Globalization and its Implications 
 

Global Teams 
 

Global teams are diverse in their composition, dispersed in location, or both of them (Maznevski, 2012). 

Evans et al. (2011) mapped teams into four categories, depending on co-location and diversity, of which 

three can be considered global teams: the Babel Team, co-located but diverse, the Virtual Team, 

dispersed and diverse, and the Diaspora Team, dispersed but confluent (figure 1). The Classic Team, 

which is co-located and homogeneous, cannot be considered a global team, as none of the 

characteristics established for global teams applies. Due to these characteristics of global teams, social 

alignment is more difficult as different backgrounds and preferences come to the surface (Maznevski, 

2012). 

 

Figure 1. Global team types 

 

 

(adapted from Evans et al., 2011, p. 198) 
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Globalization and the emergence of global teams, which are diverse in their composition and dispersed 

in location, raise the problem of managing people from different cultures, and thus with different 

preferences, conjointly (Fischer et al., 2011; Maznevski, 2012).  

 

Organizational Justice in a Global Setting 
 

The challenge of managing global teams that has been mentioned above includes the management of 

organizational justice. The reason for this is that perceptions of organizational justice are influenced by 

several factors, inter alia the contact with other nationalities that is given in global teams. Being a 

member of a team has an influence on how justice is perceived, since social interaction and group 

discussions reinforce prevalent perceptions (Roberson, 2006). Justice perceptions in groups are thus 

more extreme than individual perceptions (Roberson, 2006), but at the same time they allow teams to 

work together more effectively (Cropanzano et al., 2007). This shows that already being a member of a 

Classic team has an influence on justice perceptions. However, when global teams are involved, the 

question is whether this influence becomes more significant thanks to the contact with other 

nationalities with a greater amount of diverging points of view, or less significant due to the challenges 

of communication of cohesion that are inherent to global teams (Maznevski, 2012). Morris and Leung 

(2000) found, that the presence of expatriates within an organization led to a more extreme perception 

of distributive justice among locals, and it can thus be concluded that the contact with other cultures 

actually alters the perceptions of organizational justice present and overcomes the difficulties 

mentioned. The membership in a global team implies contact with other cultures from inside the team 

when the team is diverse, or from outside the team when the team is disperse, with the exception of 

the team members that sit in their home country. In a Virtual team, the contact with other cultures is 

present inside and outside the team. The influence of this contact with other nationalities on 

perceptions of organizational justice leads to diffusion of justice, by acknowledging the others’ norms 

and values in order to facilitate cross-cultural interaction (Greenberg, 2001). Thus, it is assumed that 

being part of a global team influences organizational justice perceptions in a way that accommodations 

easing intercultural interaction are made, and therefore rewards, procedures and interactions are 

perceived as more just. Due to the direct contact with other nationalities, the degree of diversity is seen 

as more important than the degree of dispersion, thus global teams are ranked in the following way: 

Classic team, Diaspora team, Babel team, Virtual team. It is also assumed that the more diverse the 
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team is, the more just are rewards, procedures and interactions perceived, since more points of view 

come into play. Furthermore, as norms and cultures of the country individuals live in are also considered 

an influence on perceptions of organizational justice (Greenberg, 2001), and as global teams include 

working abroad for at least some of the team members, it is assumed that working abroad leads to a 

more fair perception of rewards, procedures and interactions due to diffusion of justice. In sum, a global 

work context, measured by team type, internationality of the team and working abroad, is expected to 

have an influence on how justice is perceived. 

 

On this basis, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 1: Team type is positively related with perceptions of (i) distributive, (ii) procedural and 

(iii) interactional justice. 

Hypothesis 2: The internationality of the team is positively related with perceptions of (i) distributive, 

(ii) procedural and (iii) interactional justice.   

Hypothesis 3: Working abroad is positively related with perceptions of (i) distributive, (ii) procedural 

and (iii) interactional justice. 

 

The contact with foreign nationalities in a global team implies the contact with different national cultural 

values, which express the norms and values of a specific nationality (Greenberg, 2001). National cultural 

values, i.e. the norms and values in which individuals were raised, account for differences in how justice 

is perceived, as well as individual cultural values, which are developed through individual experiences 

(Cohen, 2015).  

 

Cultural Framework 
 

Different frameworks to measure national culture have developed over time. Nardon and Steers (2009) 

identified the following six to be the most widespread models in organizational research literature: 

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, Hofstede, Hall, Trompenaars, Schwartz and the GLOBE study. Each of the 
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models identified a certain set of cultural dimensions, in which national cultural differences are mapped. 

Table 2 provides a quick overview over the different models and its dimensions. 

 

Table 2. Dimensions of national culture models 

Model Dimensions 

Kluckhohn and 

Strodtbeck 

o Relationship with nature 

o Relationship with people 

o Human activities 

o Relationship with time 

o Human nature 

Hofstede o Individualism versus collectivism 

o Power distance 

o Masculinity versus femininity 

o Uncertainty avoidance 

o Long-term versus short-term orientation 

o Indulgence versus restraint 

Hall o Context 

o Space 

o Time  

Trompenaars o Universalism – particularism 

o Individualism – collectivism 

o Specific – diffuse 

o Neutral – affective 

o Achievement – ascription 

o Time perspective 

o Relationship with environment 

Schwartz o Conservatism – autonomy 

o Hierarchy – egalitarianism 

o Mastery – harmony 

GLOBE study o Power distance 

o Uncertainty avoidance 

o Humane orientation 

o Institutional collectivism 

o In-group collectivism 

o Assertiveness 

o Gender egalitarianism 

o Future orientation 

o Performance orientation 

(adapted from Nardon & Steers, 2009) 
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In this paper, Hofstede’s model will be used, since its four original dimensions – the fifth and sixth 

dimension were added later on – are generally present in some way in the models developed by others, 

e.g. Hofstede’s dimension of power distance can be found in Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s dimension 

relationship with people, Schwartz’s dimension hierarchy-egalitarianism or the power distance 

dimension in the GLOBE study. Furthermore, Hofstede’s model is widely used and validated in 

subsequent studies, and is the one that is most applied in cross-cultural justice studies (Silva & Caetano, 

2016).  

As shown in table 2, Hofstede developed a model of six categories, in which different national cultures 

are mapped according to six dimensions: individualism versus collectivism, power distance, masculinity 

versus femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term orientation and indulgence 

versus restraint (Hofstede et al., 2010; Nardon & Steers, 2009). Hofstede’s initial model only consisted 

of the first four dimensions, but was extended by the dimension long-term versus short-term 

orientation in the consequence of a study in collaboration with Michael Bond (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Later on the model has been extended by a sixth dimension, indulgence versus restraint, which has been 

identified by Misho Minkov (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

Individualism versus collectivism refers to the relationship between the individual and the group. 

Individualism is characterized by loose societal ties and the emphasis of individual interests over group 

interests (Hofstede et al., 2010). Collectivism, on the contrary, is characterized by “strong, cohesive in-

groups, which throughout people’s lifetime continue to protect them in exchange for unquestionable 

loyalty” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 92). Members of individualistic societies define their self-image as ‘I’ 

and others are evaluated based on their individual characteristics (Hofstede et al., 2010). Work goals 

are evaluated according to the personal time, freedom and the challenges they offer (Hofstede et al., 

2010). Members of collectivistic societies think of themselves as ‘we’, i.e. as being part of a group, and 

evaluate others on the basis of their group memberships (Hofstede et al., 2010). Harmony is highly 

valued in collectivistic societies and resources are to be shared within the group (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Work goals are valued to the extent they offer training, physical conditions and the use of skills 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Power distance refers to the relationship of the individual with authority. Low-power distance cultures 

are characterized by a claim for equality and interdependence between more and less powerful people, 

whilst high-power distance cultures are characterized by the acceptation of hierarchies and the fact that 

the powerful have privileges (Hofstede et al., 2010). 
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Masculinity versus femininity is concerned with the implications of gender roles. In masculine cultures, 

“gender roles are clearly distinct: men are supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on material 

success, whereas women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of 

life” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 140). In feminine cultures, both men and women are supposed to share 

the characteristics which are attributed only to women in masculine cultures (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Work goals in masculine societies are valued according to earnings, recognition, advancement and 

challenges, whereas work goals in feminine societies are valued according to manager, cooperation, 

living area and employment security (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Uncertainty avoidance reflects how different cultures deal with ambiguity and unknown situations 

(Hofstede et al, 2010). In societies with weak uncertainty avoidance, stress and ambiguity are better 

tolerated than in societies with strong uncertainty avoidance, as uncertainty is accepted as a part of life 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Strong uncertainty avoidance is characterized by strict rules and suspicion 

towards what is different (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Long-term versus short-term orientation is related to how members of different cultures relate to past, 

present and future (Hofstede et al., 2010). Long-term orientation cultures are oriented towards future 

rewards, thus engaging in perseverance and thrift (Hofstede et al., 2010). Short-term orientation 

cultures, on the contrary, put great value on past and present, thus respecting traditions, the concept 

of face and collective obligations (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Indulgence versus restraint stands for how gratification of desires should be obtained. Indulgent 

cultures value the free enjoyment of live and fun, while restraint cultures value moderation of desires 

and strict norms to regulate their satisfaction (Hofstede et al., 2010). Indulgent societies are 

characterized by a higher percentage of happy people, a higher perception of life control and a higher 

importance of leisure than restrained societies (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

 

The influence of a global setting on individual cultural values 
 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions can be used to make assumptions about the expected perceptions of 

organizational justice. It is however important to keep in mind that Hofstede’s dimensions can only be 

viewed as a summation of cultural tendencies, and that there can be significant variations between 

individuals within the same national culture (Hofstede et al., 2010; Primeaux et al., 2003). These 
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variations are developed through individual experiences, which, in combination with the national 

cultural values an individual grew up in, result in individual cultural values (Cohen, 2015).  

In the light of global teams, the contact with other nationalities, provided by a global work context, can 

be considered an individual experience which influences individual norms and values and thus 

perceptions of organizational justice (Morris & Leung, 2000). Again, not only the presence of other 

cultures due to the membership in a global team, but also the degree of internationality within the team 

and the immersion into another culture while working abroad is assumed to have an influence on how 

individual cultural values develop. The team type in which they work, the internationality of the team 

and the experience of working abroad thus influence the extent to which individuals differ from the 

national cultural values of their home countries.  

 

On this basis, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 4: The extent to which the individual (a) individualism, (b) power distance, (c) masculinity, 

(d) uncertainty avoidance, (e) long-term orientation and (f) restraint score differs from 

the respective national score is influenced by the team type. 

Hypothesis 5: The extent to which the individual (a) individualism, (b) power distance, (c) masculinity, 

(d) uncertainty avoidance, (e) long-term orientation and (f) restraint score differs from 

the respective national score is influenced by the internationality of the team. 

Hypothesis 6: The extent to which the individual (a) individualism, (b) power distance, (c) masculinity, 

(d) uncertainty avoidance, (e) long-term orientation and (f) restraint score differs from 

the respective national score is influenced by working abroad. 

 

Individual Cultural Values and Justice Perceptions 
 

Before entering a detailed review of the effects the different cultural dimensions have on perceived 

organizational justice, it has to be mentioned that there still exists a lack of research in this area. Silva 

and Caetano (2016), who reviewed 74 papers published between 1978 and 2014, found that distributive 

justice was the most researched (66%), followed by procedural justice (61%), but that only little research 
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has been conducted on interactional justice (24%). Furthermore, Hofstede’s dimensions of individualism 

versus collectivism and power distance are the most interesting and the most researched ones in 

connection with organizational justice (Fischer et al., 2011; Silva & Caetano, 2016). 

 

Distributive Justice 

 

Perceptions of distributive justice are a product of how fairly employees feel rewarded regarding their 

responsibilities, experience, efforts, work well done, and stresses and strains of the job (Moorman, 

1991). This indicates that individuals tie merit and performance inputs to perceptions of distributive 

justice, instead of other factors like seniority, age or family size (Moorman, 1991; Morris & Leung, 2000). 

In the following, Moorman’s (1991) influencing factors are adopted and perceptions of distributive 

justice are regarded as depending on performance and merit. While the principles of equality and equity 

can both be linked to performance inputs, the principle of need contradicts the allocation of rewards 

according to performance inputs. Societies that are well disposed towards the allocation of resources 

by the principle of need are thus assumed to be less sensitive to distributive justice based on 

performance inputs, i.e. they are considered to perceive distributive justice in this setting as more fair 

than societies that are unlikely to implement rewards based on the principle of need.   

Differences in perceptions of distributive justice can stem from belonging to an individualistic or 

collectivistic society. Members of individualistic societies pursue their employer’s interest if it is in their 

own interest, while members of collectivistic societies do so if it is in the interest of their in-group 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Individualistic societies emphasize the individual over the group, are 

achievement oriented and therefore value performance inputs rather than seniority, age or family size 

when evaluating the rewards they receive (Lam et al., 2002; Hofstede et al., 2010; Morris & Leung, 

2000). Collectivistic societies emphasize the group over the individual and value harmony and resource 

sharing within their in-group (Hofstede et al., 2010). In accordance with this devotion to the group, 

perceptions of distributive justice in collectivistic societies depend more on harmony, respect, family 

size and seniority than on performance inputs (Greenberg, 2001; Morris & Leung, 2000). Furthermore, 

Murphy-Berman, Berman, Singh, Pachauri and Kumar (1984) argue that the principle of need “may 

predominate in a more collectivistic society because of the greater stress placed on the 
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interdependence of the members in such a society” (Murphy-Berman et al., 1984, p. 1271). In 

conclusion, rewards are more quickly perceived as unjust in individualistic than in collectivistic societies.  

The dimension of power distance can also be linked to perceptions of distributive justice. Individuals 

rely on social comparisons in their perceptions of distributive justice by comparing the rewards they 

receive with those received by other employees (Morris & Leung, 2000). In high power distance cultures, 

role differentiation, hierarchical differences and hierarchical orders are understood as natural, and 

therefore differences in rewards are not considered unjust (Greenberg, 2001; Morris & Leung, 2000; 

Primeaux et al., 2003). In low power distance cultures, hierarchy is not accepted in the same way and is 

thus not channelling social comparisons, so that differences in rewards are more easily perceived as 

unjust (Morris & Leung, 2000). In conclusion, rewards are more quickly perceived as unjust in low power 

distance societies than in high power distance societies.  

With regards to the dimension of masculinity and femininity, work outcomes and rewards are especially 

valued in masculine cultures, while group and interpersonal harmony are especially valued in feminine 

cultures (Murphy-Berman et al., 1984; Primeaux et al., 2003). As masculine cultures are concerned with 

productivity and achievement, they are more likely to rate their rewards more unjust than feminine 

cultures when performance inputs are considered (Murphy-Berman et al., 1984). Feminine cultures put 

more emphasis on group harmony and need-based distribution of rewards than masculine cultures and 

are thus expected to tie their judgment of distributive justice on other factors than performance inputs 

(Hofstede et al., 2010; Murphy-Berman et al., 1984). In conclusion, rewards are more quickly perceived 

as unjust in masculine than in feminine societies.  

Long-term orientation cultures do not desire wide economic differences, while short-term orientation 

cultures are characterized by meritocracy and efforts should provide instant results (Hofstede et al., 

2010). The principle of need is rather applied in long-term orientation societies than in short-term 

orientation societies (Primeaux et al., 2003). Since short-term orientation societies approve reward 

differentiation based on abilities (Hofstede et al., 2010), their members are likely to judge their rewards 

in relation to performance inputs, and are more sensitive to the outcome.  In conclusion, rewards are 

more quickly perceived as unjust is short-term orientation societies than in long-term orientation 

societies.  

For the remaining two dimensions from Hofstede’s framework, i.e. uncertainty avoidance and 

indulgence versus restraint, no specific examples or analyses could be found in existing literature. For 
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this reason, in the following, assumptions will be made based on the definitions and key differences 

between the respective poles of the dimensions. 

Perceptions of distributive justice in high uncertainty avoidance cultures probably depend on other 

factors than performance, for example pension or tenure, since the linking of rewards to performance 

can bear some kind of risk, especially when the principle of allocation is equity. Furthermore, need-

based allocation can be considered to be better accepted in high uncertainty avoidance societies than 

in low uncertainty avoidance cultures, since it provides security for the persons in need and minimizes 

the fear of not being allocated enough rewards if getting into a situation of need. In conclusion, it is 

assumed that rewards are more quickly perceived as unjust in low uncertainty avoidance societies than 

in high uncertainty avoidance societies.  

With regards to indulgence versus restraint, assumptions can be drawn from the key differences 

between the two types of societies, which are listed by Hofstede et al. (2010). The authors claim for 

example, that restrained societies are characterized by the feeling that the situation they find 

themselves in is not a product of their own actions and by an unequal sharing of tasks (Hofstede et al., 

2010). Therefore, it can be argued that rewards based on performance inputs are valued highly in these 

societies, since they provide control over what is happening to them. Indulgent societies value 

happiness and leisure (Hofstede et al., 2010), which is more incompatible with striving for higher 

rewards based on performance inputs, thus these societies can be considered to tie perceptions of 

distributive justice to other factors than performance. In conclusion, it is assumed that rewards are 

more quickly perceived as unjust in restrained societies than in indulgent societies.  

 

On this basis, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 7: Individual scores for (b) power distance, (d) uncertainty avoidance and (e) long-term 

orientation are positively related to perceptions of distributive justice. 

 Individual scores for (a) individualism, (c) masculinity and (f) restraint are negatively 

related to perceptions of distributive justice.  
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Procedural Justice 

 

Perceptions of procedural justice are influenced by belonging to either a collectivistic or an 

individualistic culture. Hofstede et al. (2010) state that individualistic cultures prefer processes based 

on rules and skills, while collectivistic cultures consider group memberships. Individuals from a 

collectivistic culture put emphasis on relational criteria and therefore bargaining and mediation are 

favoured (Silva & Caetano, 2016). Being allowed to have voice in decisions, i.e. to be represented in the 

decision making, is more important for members of individualistic cultures in order to signal 

identification than for members of collectivistic cultures, who signal their identification though group 

membership (Silva & Caetano, 2016, p. 270). Thus, it can be argued, that members of individualistic 

cultures expect to be personally involved in decision making, which is consistent with their preference 

for autonomy and independence, while collectivistic cultures expect to find a common decision or to 

have a nominated representative implied in decision making, which is consistent with their preference 

for harmony and social relations (Hofstede, 2001; Leung & Lind, 1986). In conclusion, procedures are 

more quickly perceived as unjust in individualistic societies than in collectivistic societies.  

Differences concerning perceptions of procedural justice can also be attributed to belonging to a high 

or low power distance culture (Brockner et al., 2001). In a high power distance culture, it is less 

important for employees to be considered and consulted in decision making than in low power distance 

cultures (Brockner et al., 2001; Hofstede et al., 2010), thus they are less sensitive to the fairness of 

procedures used in decision making. This is due to the fact that high power distance cultures accept a 

hierarchically ordered organization and therefore their expectations of being treated fairly is reduced, 

whereas low power distance cultures expect to be treated in an egalitarian way (Blader, Chang & Tyler, 

2001; Lam et al., 2002; Silva & Caetano, 2016). In low power distance cultures, however, procedural 

justice is given more consideration since individuals are in “need to evaluate justice information to 

evaluate their standing within the group” (Fischer et al., 2011, p. 300). In conclusion, procedures are 

more quickly perceived as unjust in low power distance societies than in high power societies.  

In countries where uncertainty avoidance is high, the rules and norms for procedural justice, as well as 

their implementation, become accurate and precise, meaning that procedural justice is especially 

important in these cultures (Primeaux et al., 2003). In conclusion, procedures are more quickly 

perceived as unjust in high uncertainty avoidance societies than in low uncertainty avoidance societies. 
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Regarding the remaining four dimensions from Hofstede’s framework, i.e. masculinity versus femininity, 

long-term versus short-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint, and their relation to 

procedural justice, no information could be obtained. For this reason, in the following assumptions will 

be made based on the definitions and key differences between the respective poles of the dimensions. 

Hofstede et al. (2010) describe consensus as a management practice in feminine cultures, while 

decision-making is done elsewhere in masculine cultures. It can therefore be argued, that procedural 

justice matters more in feminine cultures than in masculine cultures. In conclusion, it is assumed that 

procedures are more quickly perceived as unjust in feminine societies than in masculine societies. 

Regarding long-term versus short-term orientation, Hofstede et al. (2010) claim that short-term 

orientation societies are less satisfied with their own actions in order to improve justice, while long-

term orientation societies are more satisfied with themselves in that sense. It can therefore be argued 

that short-term orientation cultures are more sensitive about procedural justice. Furthermore, Hofstede 

et al. (2010) state that long-term orientation cultures evaluate justice depending on circumstances, 

while short-term orientation cultures follow universal rules. In conclusion, it is assumed that procedures 

are more quickly perceived as unjust in short-term orientation societies than in long-term orientation 

societies. 

Strict social norms are an important feature in restrained cultures. Hofstede et al. (2010) state that 

maintaining order is crucial for restrained cultures, and it can therefore be argued that procedural 

justice is especially important for them, since the way decisions are reached stands for how well order 

is maintained. In conclusion, it is assumed that procedures are more quickly perceived as unjust in 

restrained societies than in indulgent societies. 

 

On this basis, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 8: Individual scores for (b) power distance, (c) masculinity and (e) long-term orientation 

are positively related to perceptions of procedural justice. 

 Individual scores for (a) individualism, (d) uncertainty avoidance and (f) restraint are 

negatively related to perceptions of procedural justice. 
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Interactional Justice 

 

Interactional justice refers to the “degree of honesty and timing of the information given” (Silva & 

Caetano, 2016, p. 262) and the “degree of respect and sympathy showed” (Silva & Caetano, 2016, p. 

262) by an authority figure or supervisor.  

Individuals from collectivistic and individualistic cultures view strategies to handle incidences differently: 

while explanation and apology are considered in a positive way in collectivistic cultures, individualistic 

cultures prefer compensation strategies (Silva & Caetano, 2016). A reason for this preference might lie 

in the fact that collectivistic cultures value group harmony, conflict avoidance and seek not to lose face 

(Silva & Caetano, 2016). This is consistent with Hofstede et al.’s (2010) statement that direct appraisal 

is valued in individualistic cultures, but not in collectivistic cultures due to its negative effect on group 

harmony. Both types of societies care about interactional justice, but the criteria they apply to it may 

not be the same (Blader et al., 2002). With regards to the definition of the two types of interactional 

justice, interpersonal and informational justice, members of individualistic cultures have more 

expectations on their supervisors, and it can be therefore argued that interactional justice is more 

important in this context. In conclusion, supervisor treatment is more quickly perceived as unjust in 

individualistic societies than in collectivistic societies. 

The dimension of power distance also has an influence on perceptions of interactional justice. 

Individuals from high power distance cultures are expected to accept superior criticism more easily, 

since they accept hierarchical differences and expectations for fair treatment are lower (Blader et al., 

2001, Silva & Caetano, 2016). Morris and Leung (2000) state that a harsh behaviour of authority figures 

is less quickly perceived as unfair by their subordinates in high power distance cultures than in low 

power distance cultures. It is also expected that individuals from high power distance cultures are more 

likely to seek support from higher authorities when it comes to conflict solving than individuals from 

low power distance cultures (Morris & Leung, 2000). For this reason, it can also be argued, that low 

power distance cultures solve problems by interaction with their peers. In conclusion, supervisor 

treatment is more quickly perceived as unjust in low power distance societies than in high power 

distance societies. 

Feminine cultures value group harmony and interpersonal relationships, thus interactional justice is 

highly valued and expected to be found in group dynamics (Murphy-Berman et al., 1984; Primeaux et 
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al., 2003). Since masculine cultures value status and power, it can be argued that interactional justice is 

more related to formal steps of escalation instead of group dynamics. This is consistent with Hofstede 

et al.’s (2010) findings, that in masculine cultures the strongest wins the conflict and that feminine 

cultures negotiate and engage in compromises in order to solve conflicts. In conclusion, supervisor 

treatment is more quickly perceived as unjust in feminine societies than in masculine societies. 

Interactional justice is the dimension of organizational justice that lacks most of the research. No 

existing research and literature could be found on how the remaining dimensions of culture, i.e. 

uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint, 

influence perceptions of this dimension of organizational justice. For this reason, in the following 

assumptions will be made based on the definitions and key differences between the respective poles of 

the dimensions. 

It can be argued that interactional justice, especially informational justice, is highly valued in strong 

uncertainty avoidance cultures, since information reduces uncertainty. Additionally, Hofstede et al. 

(2010) claim that cultures in which uncertainty avoidance is high are motivated by esteem or belonging, 

which reinforces the assumption that interactional justice is of more importance than in cultures in 

which uncertainty avoidance is lower. In conclusion, it is assumed that supervisor treatment is more 

quickly perceived as unjust in high uncertainty avoidance societies than in low uncertainty avoidance 

societies. 

The definition of short-term orientation includes the issue of not losing face, which can be related to 

interactional justice. In short-term orientation cultures it is crucial to be treated with dignity and respect, 

since any other treatment would result in a loss of face and be doomed unjust (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

In conclusion, supervisor treatment is more quickly perceived as unjust in short-term orientation 

societies than in long-term orientation societies. 

With regards to indulgence versus restraint, it can be argued that indulgent cultures are more aware of 

interactional justice than restrained ones. Smiling, e-mail and Internet contact, as well as a perception 

of life control are important in these cultures, so the lack of these practices from the supervisor is 

perceived more strongly than in restrained cultures (Hofstede et al., 2010). In conclusion, it is assumed 

that supervisor treatment is more quickly perceived as unjust in indulgent societies than in restrained 

societies. 
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On this basis, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 9: Individual scores for (b) power distance, (c) masculinity, (e) long-term orientation and 

(f) restraint are positively related to interactional justice. 

 Individual scores for (a) individualism and (d) uncertainty avoidance are negatively 

related to interactional justice. 

 

In a nutshell 

 

For the dimensions of individualism versus collectivism and power distance assumptions can be made 

for all categories of justice. On the contrary, for the dimension indulgence versus restraint no 

assumptions can be drawn from existing literature. The reason for this might lie in the relatively new 

addition of this dimension to the Hofstede’s existing framework. For the remaining dimensions of 

national culture, an assumption for at least one of the categories of organizational justice could be 

drawn from existing literature. The following figure 2 sums up, which cultural dimensions are more likely 

to perceive the components of the different organizational justice dimensions as just or unjust.  

 

Figure 2. Cultural value dimensions and expected perceptions of organizational justice 
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The components of the different categories of organizational justice are more important for certain 

national cultural value dimensions than for others. The perceptions of organizational justice depend on 

the extent to which individuals feel that these components are fulfilled.  

 

The interplay of cultural values and preferences for equity or equality 
 

The different principles of distributive justice are prone to preferences: some persons prefer equality 

over equity, whereas others prefer equity over equality (Steers et al., 2013). These preferences 

regarding distributive justice are influenced by culture, as Kahn, Nelson and Lamm (1977) and Otto, 

Baumert and Bobocel (2011) deduced from their research, and vary especially when it comes to 

monetary rewards and bonuses (Steers et al., 2013). Furthermore, the motivational impact of one 

concept or the other is influenced by the cultural background of the people receiving the treatment 

(Steers et al., 2013). It can therefore be argued that the preference for team-based or individual-based 

rewards, i.e. having a fixed or a variable salary, as well as receiving individual or team bonuses, is related 

to the culture of an employee and has an influence on how individual cultural values are related to 

perceptions of organizational justice. 

 

On this basis, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 10: Salary type moderates the relationship between individual cultural value scores and 

perceptions of distributive justice in the way that having a fixed or variable salary 

influences the relationship between individual scores for (a) individualism, (b) power 

distance, (c) masculinity (d) uncertainty avoidance, (e) long-term orientation and (f) 

restraint, and perceptions of (i) distributive justice, (ii) procedural justice and (iii) 

interactional justice. 

Hypothesis 11: Having received an individual bonus recently moderates the relationship between 

individual cultural value scores and perceptions of interactional justice in the way that 

having received an individual bonus influences the relationship between individual 

scores for (a) individualism, (b) power distance, (c) masculinity (d) uncertainty 
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avoidance, (e) long-term orientation and (f) restraint, and perceptions of (i) distributive 

justice, (ii) procedural justice and (iii) interactional justice. 

Hypothesis 12: Having received a team bonus recently moderates the relationship between individual 

cultural value scores and perceptions of distributive justice in the way that having 

received a team bonus influences the relationship between individual scores for (a) 

individualism, (b) power distance, (c) masculinity (d) uncertainty avoidance, (e) long-

term orientation and (f) restraint, and perceptions of (i) distributive justice, (ii) 

procedural justice and (iii) interactional justice. 

 

The Model 
 

The relationships between team type, internationality, working abroad, individual cultural values and 

their interaction with salary type and bonus type is illustrated in figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. The theoretical model 
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Methodology 
 

The Underlying Philosophies 
 

It is important to be aware of the underlying philosophies before conducting research in order to select 

and clarify research designs and to interpret data in the right way (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Jackson, 

2012). The philosophical debates concern ontology and epistemology, which in turn trigger different 

types of methodologies, and methods and techniques (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Easterby-Smith et 

al. (2012) use the metaphor of a tree to visualize the relationship between the four terms, as shown in 

figure 4. 

 

Figure 4. Relationship between ontology, epistemology, methodology, and methods and techniques 

 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, p. xv) 

 

Using this metaphor, the authors show that behind the visible part of research – methods and 

techniques – lie invisible assumptions and decisions about methodology, epistemology and ontology. 

 

Ontology 
 

Ontology is concerned with the nature of reality and how this reality is set up (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2012; Olsen & Pedersen, 2005). The two poles are realism and nominalism, where realism stands for 
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the view that there is a single truth that can be revealed and measured while nominalism stands for the 

view that there is no truth and there are no facts, since facts are human creations (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2012). Since these views are extremes, two more standpoints have been identified: internal realism 

and relativism. Internal realism implies that there is truth, but it is hidden and cannot be accessed 

directly, even though facts are concrete (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Relativism allows for the existence 

of many truths, which are dependent on the point of view of the observer (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

The ontology underlying this thesis can be classified as internal realism since perceptions of 

organizational justice are evaluated on the basis of national and individual cultural values, which are 

taken as real phenomena with real consequences. However, cultural values cannot be seen and 

accessed directly, but are shown by the organization of the society and the behaviour of the individuals 

living in it.  

 

Epistemology 
 

 “Epistemology is about the best ways of enquiring into the nature of the world” (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2012, p. 17) and “has to do with the question of whether true/scientific/objective knowledge even 

exists” (Olsen & Pedersen, 2005, p. 135). The two poles are positivism and social constructionism 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Positivism implies that knowledge is achieved through objective measures 

of the social world, while social constructionism does not allow for such measures (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2012). As opposed to positivism, the social world is not viewed as composed of external facts, but 

as a product of how people experience the world, make sense of these experiences and communicate 

them through language (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Olsen and Pedersen (2005) even argue that the 

two poles arise from the use of language: Positivism – or realism, as Olsen and Pedersen (2005) call it – 

is based on the understanding that there is an objective truth, which can be identified behind language, 

while constructionism believes that the only means to access the world is language itself (Olsen & 

Pedersen, 2005). 

The framework provided by Hofstede, which is used in this thesis, belongs to a positivist epistemological 

view on the world, since it expects culture to exist and to be something people have and that can be 

measured objectively (Brannen, 2009). It is therefore reasonable to put this paper under a positivistic 
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light as well, since the underlying ideas are on the one hand Hofstede’s universal cultural values and on 

the other hand the possibility of objectively measuring perceptions of organizational justice.  

The different epistemological views are connected to the underlying ontologies. Realism goes hand in 

hand with strong positivism and nominalism with strong constructionism (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

According to Easterby-Smith et al. (2012) internal realism is connected to positivism and relativism to 

constructionism, but the authors point out that the links are weaker in these cases and overlaps are 

frequent.  

 

Methodology, Methods and Techniques 
 

Methodology is defined as a “combination of techniques used to inquire into a specific situation” 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, p. 18) while methods and techniques correspond to the techniques that 

are used to collect and analyse data (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

The above identified ontology and epistemology have implications on the methodology applied in this 

thesis. Easterby-Smith et al. (2012) summarize the methodological implications of different ontologies 

and epistemologies in the following table 3, and the column relevant for this thesis is marked. 

 

Table 3. Methodological implications of different epistemologies 

Ontologies Realism Internal Realism Relativism Nominalism 

        Epistemology 
 

Methodology 

Strong    

Positivism 

Positivism Constructionism Strong 

Constructionism 

Aims Discovery Exposure Convergence Invention 

Starting Points Hypothesis Propositions Questions Critique 

Designs Experiment Large surveys; 

multi-cases 

Cases and surveys Engagement and 

reflexivity 

Data types Numbers and 

facts 

Numbers and 

words 

Words and 

numbers 

Discourse and 

experiences 

Analysis / 

interpretation 

Verification / 

falsification 

Correlation and 

regression 

Triangulation and 

comparison 

Sense-making; 

understanding 

Outcomes Confirmation of 

theories 

Theory testing 

and generation 

Theory 

generation 

New insights and 

actions 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, p. 25) 



 

30 
 

The different methodologies trigger different research designs, either quantitative or qualitative, as can 

be seen in the row ‘data types’ in table 3. Easterby-Smith et al. (2012) divide research styles into 

detached positivist, detached constructionist, involved constructionist and involved positivist. Positivist 

research designs assume that true answers can be found and include: experimental designs, quasi-

experimental designs and survey research designs (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Constructionist 

research designs include action research and co-operative inquiry, archival research, ethnography and 

narrative methods (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

Since this paper is based on a positivist epistemology, a positivist research design is adequate. The 

selected design is a survey research design, engaging in an inferential survey with the aim to establish a 

relationship between a global work context, cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice.  

 

Research Design 
 

As mentioned above, a detached positivist research design has been selected and an inferential survey 

design has been chosen. In order to collect data, a web-based survey in the form of a self-completion 

questionnaire has been designed (see appendix I).  

 

Participants and Setting 
 

Non-probability sample 

 

The non-probability sampling methods of convenience and snowball sampling have been used. The 

survey has been distributed on social media, especially in the expat networks of Copenhagen and 

Barcelona, but also among groups related to universities, and others. The target group of the survey 

was the working population worldwide, with special focus on people working in international teams. 

However, for the statistical analysis it was also important to have data from employees working in non-

international groups, which is why the survey was open to anyone. However, it is not possible to 

determine the exact amount of people to which the survey reached out. The list of participants reported 

that a total of 2575 accessed the survey link.  
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Company sample – Dairy company 

 

The survey has been distributed within a large dairy company, via its Senior Director International HR, 

who distributed the survey to two different groups, the International Leadership Team and the Human 

Resource Managers all over the world, with the aim to redistribute the survey to relevant teams. This 

snowball sampling allowed to reach out to a great number of employees of the company, however, 

since each recipient freely decided whether and to whom pass on the survey, the company could not 

specify the exact amount of people to which the survey would reach out. The survey link itself has been 

opened by 15 employees of the dairy company.  

The company is headquartered in Denmark and one of the largest dairy companies in the world, 

operating in 38 countries and employing more than 18.500 employees. The core market of the company 

is Europe, and its second commercial zone consists of Russia, China and South East Asia, Middle East 

and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa and Americas. Approximately 35% of the employees are Danish, 

20% British, 17% Swedish and 10% German. Thanks to this international workforce and the presence in 

many countries, the company is a good fit to the research topic in this paper. 

 

Company Sample – Food and beverage company 

 

The survey has been distributed in the company’s shared service centre in Barcelona, Spain, via its 

Change Management and Culture Project Manager, who distributed the survey among the teams sitting 

in Barcelona as well as among other HR colleagues across Europe. In total, the survey has been 

distributed to approximately 25 relevant persons, and 12 of them have accessed the survey link.  

The company is a big food and beverage corporation with around 263.000 employees worldwide and is 

divided into six global divisions. The survey only reached out to parts of the division Europe Sub-Saharan 

Africa, which accounts for approximately 17% of the company’s net revenue. The contact person within 

the company confirmed that the teams located in Barcelona and Europe are very international and 

therefore of interest for the survey.  
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Response rates 

 

The following table 4 gives an overview about the amount of people that accessed and partially or 

entirely completed the survey. The responses from the company samples have been added to the non-

probability sample, since they are also relevant there. The margin of error for the non-probability 

sample has been calculated on the assumption of a population size of approximately 100.000 persons, 

and the same result is achieved if the world population of 7.000.000.000 persons is entered as 

population size. For these calculations, the online calculator from Survey Monkey (n.d.) has been used. 

The partially completed questionnaires have been used, if certain criteria were met. The last section of 

the survey was only to be filled in depending on a previous affirmative answer about working in an 

international team, which is why the partially completed surveys where this section was missing, but 

would also not be applicable, were included for data analyses. 

 

Table 4. Response rates and margin of error 

 Non-probability sample Dairy company sample Food and beverage 

company sample 

Population size >100.000 18.500 25 

Views 2575 15 12 

Partial completion 200 (8%) 3 (20%) 2 (17%) 

Completion 242 (9%) 7 (47%) 8 (67%) 

Usable results 241 (9%) 6 (40%) 7 (60%) 

Confidence level 90% 90% 90% 

Margin of error 5% 33% 27% 

 

Since the samples for the two companies show a too big margin of error, they are not taken into account 

individually, but only in combination with the non-probability sample.  
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Measures 
 

Different measures and scales have been applied in order to collect relevant data. In the survey, existing 

validated scales have been used in order to assess cultural values and perceptions of organizational 

justice. Furthermore, questions have been created in order to collect demographic and workplace-

related data.  

The results from the survey have been edited in order to enable data analysis. The dichotomous 

categorical variables have been attributed numerical values, i.e. 0 and 1, and the categorical variables 

with more than one category have been prepared by either using ranks, dummies or proxies. 

 

Demographic Data 

 

The demographic data collected included nationality, working country, age, gender and educational 

background.  

The following coding has been applied to demographic data: 

 

Table 5. Coding of demographic variables 

 0 1 

Gender Female Male 

Working abroad No Yes 

 

The variables nationality and working country have been made continuous by the use of the published 

scores for Hofstede’s (2015) dimensions of national culture, i.e. the individualism index (IDV), the power 

distance index (PDI), the masculinity index (MAS), the uncertainty avoidance index (UAI), the long-term 

orientation index (LTO) and the indulgence versus restraint index (IVR). Two answers were excluded 

from data analysis, since no scores are available for Cyprus and Georgia. 

Based on nationality and working country, it has been analysed whether the respondents work abroad 

or in their home country. 
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Measures of Cultural Values 

 

In order to measure the cultural values of the respondents, Hofstede and Minkov’s (2013b) Value Survey 

Module 2013 (VSM 2013) has been used. The VSM 2013 counts 24 questions and is an improved and 

extended version of the questionnaire Hofstede used in his initial research (Hofstede et al., 2010; 

Hofstede & Minkov, 2013b). The model allows to draw conclusions on the cultural values of the 

respondents by mapping them on six cultural dimensions: individualism, power distance, masculinity, 

uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint (Hofstede & Minkov, 

2013a).  

The VSM 2013 has been developed to compare national samples from at least two countries (Hofstede 

& Minkov, 2013a). Hofstede and Minkov (2013a) point out that the VSM 2013 is not developed to 

compare individuals, organizations or obtained scores with published scores. However, the use of the 

VSM 2013 is slightly different in this thesis, since there is no intention to actually map out differences in 

national values nor to assign a respondent to a specific nationality. The obtained scores on cultural 

values are meant to be evaluated on their influence on perceptions of organizational justice by 

investigating their relationship with the measures of perceived organizational justice that will be 

described in the next section. For this reason, the limitations set by Hofstede and Minkov (2013a) are 

not relevant for this thesis and the individual scores will be used for the analysis. 

The individual cultural value scores were calculated according to the formulas provided in the VSM 2013 

manual, and adjusted, so that zero presents the lowest and 100 the highest possible value. Due to the 

fact that these formulas are used for individual values, and not mean scores across cultures, reliability 

measures like Cronbach’s alpha are not applicable. However, the reliability of the VSM 2013 is assumed, 

as “it can be indirectly shown though the validity of the scores in predicting dependent variables” 

(Hofstede & Minkov, 2013a).  

 

Measures of Perceived Organizational Justice 

 

The categories of organizational justice have been measured by using Moorman’s (1991) scales for 

distributive, procedural and interactional justice. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient has been calculated in 

order to assess the reliability of the measures. This coefficient indicates the internal consistency of the 
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scores for distributive, procedural and interactional justice that result from the combination of the 

scores of the relevant questions (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012, Gliem & Gliem 2003). An alpha of 0,7 is 

commonly presumed to be acceptable and an alpha of 0,8 seen as a reasonable value to be aspired 

(Gliem & Gliem, 2003; Krüger, Parchmann & Schecker, 2014).  

The measure for perceptions of distributive justice is concerned with the extent to which employees 

perceive their rewards in relation to performance inputs (Moorman, 1991). Questions therefore aimed 

at evaluating whether respondents feel fairly rewarded regarding input, effort, experience, and so forth 

(Moorman, 1991). Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was 0,838. The perceptions of distributive justice index 

(DJ) was calculated as the mean of the scores of the related questions.  

The measure for perceptions of procedural justice is based on the principles of a fair process which have 

been defined in the theoretical framework: consistency, lack of bias, accuracy, representation of all 

concerned, correction and ethics (Cropanzano et al., 2007; Moorman, 1991). Questions therefore aimed 

at understanding how fairly the respondents feel treated regarding these principles. Cronbach’s alpha 

of the scale was 0,920. The perceptions of procedural justice index (PJ) was calculated as the mean of 

the scores of the related questions. 

The measure for perceptions of interactional justice focuses on supervisor treatment (Moorman, 1991). 

The questions included inter alia whether the respondents feel treated kindly, considerate and rightful 

by their supervisor. Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was 0,875. The perceptions of interactional justice 

index (IJ) was calculated as the mean of the scores of the related questions. 

 

Workplace-related Data 

 

The respondents were required to indicate specific data about their work, in order to evaluate whether 

their answers are relevant. Information about department, function and number of reports was 

requested. The participants were required to disclose whether they receive a fixed or a variable salary 

and whether they received an individual or a team bonus within the last 12 months, as well as whether 

they have been promoted within the last 12 months. Furthermore, additional information was 

requested in the case of being a member of an international team, including seniority, size, co-location 

and number of nationalities.  
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The team type was determined by considering whether more than one nationality is present in the team 

and whether the team is located in the same place. The team types have then been ranked according 

to the criteria named in the theoretical framework (0=Classic Team, 1=Diaspora Team, 2=Babel Team, 

3=Virtual Team).  

An internationality index has been calculated, by dividing the nationalities present in the team by the 

number of team members. The internationality index for the answers that indicated not to be part of 

an international team has been set to 0.  

The following coding has been applied to workplace-related data: 

 

Table 6. Coding of workplace-related variables 

 0 1 

Sample Non-probability Specific company 

Salary type Fixed salary Variable salary 

Recent promotion No  Yes 

Individual bonus No Yes 

Team bonus No Yes 

 

 

Results 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 

Control variables 
 

The first step before analysing data was the preparation of data in order to be comparable. This means, 

that the stated nationalities and working countries have been written in a uniform manner, for example 

Denmark instead of DK, Danish, Danmark, etc. When a double nationality was entered, the first one has 

been used.  
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Figure 5. Nationalities of survey respondents 

 In total, individuals from 41 countries answered the survey. 

Respondents from Germany (24%), Spain (20%) and Denmark 

(11%) account for 55% of all answers. The participants of the 

survey are thus very diverse in nationality, which is clearly visible 

in figure 5. It is to be noted that not all participating nationalities 

are listed in the legend, due to space issues. The full list of 

nationalities is provided in appendix II, table 18. 

 

Figure 6. Working countries of survey respondents 

The respondents from the survey are also very diverse regarding 

their working countries, since there are 24 different countries 

stated. This is visualized in figure 6. Denmark (54%), Spain (19%) 

and Germany (10%) are the most stated working countries and 

account for 83% of all answers. Just like for nationality, not all 

indicated countries are listed in the legend, due to space issues. 

The full list of working countries is provided in appendix II, table 

18. 

 

Figure 7. Age of survey respondents 

The responses are clearly showing a high response rate from 

individuals aged between 20 and 39, however, responses were 

achieved from all age ranges, as can be seen in figure 7. The 

reason for low response rates for people under 20 or over 60 

probably lies in their employment status, i.e. individuals under 20 

are unlikely to be working already, while individuals over 60 might 

already be retired.  
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Figure 8. Gender of survey respondents 

Regarding gender, 59% of the respondents were female and 41% 

of the respondents male, as visualized in figure 8. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Educational degree of survey respondents 

The data reported, and 

figure 9 shows, that 54% of 

respondents have a 

Master’s degree and 29% a 

Bachelor’s degree. Only 17 

persons reported not to 

have a university degree. 

Regarding the OECD 

averages, which is used a reference since more than 50% of the respondents are European, the survey 

results show a bias towards higher educated individuals. Only 36% of all adults have completed tertiary 

education according to the OECD report (OECD 2016). The reason for this bias might be that jobs related 

to vocational training as well as unskilled jobs are often not executed on a desk with a computer, and 

access to the survey is therefore hampered. 
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Figure 10. Functions of survey respondents 

The survey results are well 

distributed among the 

different business 

functions, as depicted in 

figure 10. 26% of the 

respondents stated not to 

be working in any of the 

given functions. The lowest 

response rate was yielded from ‘Administration’ with 4%, and the highest from ‘IT’ with 14%. The rates 

for the other functions were around 10%.  

 

Regarding salary type and the type of bonus that has been received, 54% of respondents indicated to 

receive a fixed salary, 39% indicated to receive a combination of a fixed salary with a bonus, and 7% 

indicated to receive a fully variable salary. Thus, 46% of respondents are considered to have a variable 

salary. 25% of respondents received an individual bonus within the last 12 months, 15% of respondents 

received a team bonus and 60% of respondents did not receive any kind of bonus. The exact 

distributions for salary and bonus types are depicted in appendix II, tables 19 & 20. 

 

Predictor variables 
 

The team type was determined from the answers on whether the respondent was part of an 

international team and whether all members of the team were located in the same country. 95% of 

respondents work in a diverse team, whereas only 45% of respondents work in a dispersed team (table 

7). 

The distribution of the respondents into the team types looks as shown in table 8. Only very limited data 

is available for members of Classic and Diaspora teams, which together account for 5% of the answers.  
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Table 7. Team diversity and team dispersion of survey respondents 

Diversity 
Count of 

responses 
Percentage  Dispersion 

Count of 
responses 

Percentage 

Confluent 13 5%  Co-located 132 55% 

Diverse 228 95%  Dispersed 109 45% 

Grand Total 241 100%  Grand Total 241 100% 

 

 

Table 8. Team type distribution of survey respondents 

Team type 
Count of 

responses 
Percentage 

Classic team 10 4% 

Diaspora team 3 1% 

Babel team 122 51% 

Virtual team 106 44% 

Grand Total 241 100% 
 

 

Additionally, it has been analysed whether the respondents worked in their home country or abroad, 

which is depicted in table 9. 68% of the respondents are not working in their home country and the 

reason for this might lie in the distribution of the survey inter alia in expat networks.  

 

Table 9. Survey respondents working abroad 

Working abroad 
Count of 

responses 
Percentage 

No 76 32% 

Yes 165 68% 

Grand Total 241 100% 
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Data Analyses  
 

The data analysis has been carried out in several steps.  

First, the relationship of team type, internationality and working abroad on perceptions of 

organizational justice has been analysed.  

Second, the influence of team type, internationality and working abroad on the difference between 

national and individual cultural values has been analysed. 

Third, the relationship between individual cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice has 

been analysed. 

Fourth, the moderating effect of salary type and bonus type on the relationship between individual 

cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice has been approached by adding the interaction 

terms. The interactions have been plotted with the help of the worksheets provided by Dawson (n.d.-a; 

Dawson, n.d.-b).  

Finally, auxiliary analyses have been conducted in order to consolidate the results. One the one hand, 

the interaction of a global work context with national cultural values has been examined, and on the 

other hand the above named analyses have been repeated for an overall perceptions of organizational 

justice score, calculated as a mean score from the three perceptions of justice indices. 

The control variables sample, age, gender, salary type, recent promotion, individual and team bonus 

have been retained, since the remaining ones, i.e. function, educational degree and direct reports, did 

not give significant results but weakened the power of the models. The variables nationality and working 

country are implicitly included in the variable working abroad.  

Table 10 reports correlations, means and standard deviations for the all main variables included in the 

model. The correlations that are marked in grey highlight the variables that have not been considered 

together in the same model. Even though several items are highly correlated, collinearity diagnostics 

did not show problems of multicollinearity, since all variance inflation factors were below 5. 
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Table 10. Correlations, means and standard deviations  

 

 

Sample Age Gender Salary type
Recent 

promotion

Individual 

bonus

Team 

bonus
DJ PJ IJ

Internatio-

nality

Working 

abroad
Team type

Sample (1=specific company) 1,000

Age ,261** 1,000

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,060 ,127* 1,000

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) ,148* 0,043 0,083 1,000

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,050 -0,028 ,148* ,142* 1,000

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) -0,012 -0,017 -0,006 ,400** ,153* 1,000

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) ,209** 0,061 0,096 ,220** 0,117 -,244** 1,000

DJ -0,005 -,128* ,185** ,169** 0,108 ,153* 0,070 1,000

PJ ,208** -,129* 0,115 ,154* ,199** 0,092 ,133* ,493** 1,000

IJ ,239** -,134* 0,063 0,091 ,197** 0,093 0,037 ,314** ,381** 1,000

Internationality -0,055 0,007 0,005 0,076 0,111 -0,016 -0,040 ,144* 0,003 -0,108 1,000

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) -,233** -,253** 0,028 -0,054 0,041 -0,016 -0,016 ,185** 0,052 0,105 ,171** 1,000

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,116 -0,051 0,114 0,033 ,180** 0,081 -0,039 -0,010 0,027 0,011 -0,035 0,015 1,000

Diff IDV individual national 0,066 ,131* -0,012 0,016 -0,097 -0,046 ,174** -0,042 0,042 0,000 -0,107 -,211** -0,042

Diff PDI individual national 0,083 -,208** 0,011 -0,012 ,190** -0,111 -0,093 0,068 0,110 ,197** 0,014 ,281** 0,050

Diff MAS individual national -,130* -0,117 -0,038 0,011 -0,064 0,016 -0,063 -0,026 0,032 -0,017 -0,056 ,187** ,131*

Diff UAI individual national 0,013 -,262** -0,072 -0,046 ,190** 0,047 -0,033 0,048 ,153* ,165* 0,013 ,283** 0,081

Diff LTO individual national -,127* -0,109 -0,081 0,040 0,027 0,083 0,007 0,113 0,027 0,012 -0,094 0,066 0,120

Diff IVR individual national 0,059 ,289** 0,084 -0,003 -0,094 0,004 0,044 -,157* -0,123 -0,100 -,132* -,307** -0,025

IDV individual -0,109 -0,017 0,022 -,128* -0,001 0,017 -,145* 0,014 -0,110 -0,001 0,044 0,092 0,063

PDI individual -0,113 0,019 0,042 0,098 -0,045 ,146* 0,039 -0,007 -0,020 -,211** 0,098 -0,034 -0,025

MAS individual 0,056 -,155* -0,005 0,044 0,096 0,109 0,001 0,089 0,092 0,104 0,061 0,053 -0,110

UAI individual -0,025 0,019 -0,031 0,045 0,040 -0,073 0,022 -0,070 0,003 -,173** 0,060 -0,034 -0,043

LTO individual -0,024 -0,083 0,033 -0,068 -0,035 -0,072 -0,069 -0,020 0,029 -0,003 0,067 0,065 -0,107

IVR individual 0,053 -0,037 -0,065 -0,014 0,039 -0,035 0,044 0,089 0,058 0,104 0,126 0,072 -0,039

Mean 0,054 2,680 0,415 0,461 0,290 0,253 0,149 3,016 2,992 3,580 0,472 0,685 3,344

Std. Deviation 0,226 0,857 0,494 0,499 0,455 0,436 0,357 0,802 0,868 0,817 0,527 0,466 0,708

N 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241
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Table 10. Correlations, means and standard deviations – continued  

Diff IDV 

individual 

national

Diff PDI 

individual 

national

Diff MAS 

individual 

national

Diff UAI 

individual 

national

Diff LTO 

individual 

national

Diff IVR 

individual 

national

IDV 

individual

PDI 

individual

MAS 

individual

UAI 

individual

LTO 

individual

IVR 

individual

Diff IDV individual national 1,000

Diff PDI individual national -,320** 1,000

Diff MAS individual national 0,106 0,076 1,000

Diff UAI individual national -,408** ,338** ,140* 1,000

Diff LTO individual national ,172** -,148* ,300** 0,027 1,000

Diff IVR individual national ,253** -,323** -,141* -,438** -,328** 1,000

IDV individual -,668** -0,047 -0,039 ,186** -0,028 -0,039 1,000

PDI individual -0,067 -,680** -0,032 -0,080 0,081 0,034 0,032 1,000

MAS individual -0,014 -0,054 -,632** 0,057 0,016 -,147* -0,012 ,169** 1,000

UAI individual 0,048 0,064 -0,016 -,477** -,196** ,207** -,186** 0,106 -0,079 1,000

LTO individual -0,088 ,146* 0,012 0,083 -,656** 0,046 -0,031 -0,006 0,039 ,158* 1,000

IVR individual -0,009 0,037 -0,047 ,195** 0,096 -,644** 0,103 -,164* ,133* -,375** -0,118 1,000

Mean 9,176 -4,997 -8,142 28,002 -0,455 -12,465 48,880 53,551 58,299 39,092 56,331 58,222

Std. Deviation 23,849 28,210 25,818 26,875 26,411 20,681 16,046 20,383 17,005 15,525 15,990 13,474

N 239 239 239 239 239 240 241 241 241 241 241 241

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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The influence of a global work context on perceptions of organizational justice 
 

The results for perceptions of distributive justice (table 11, model 1) were statistically significant for 

internationality and working abroad, whereas the rank of the team type did not show any statistically 

significant results. Internationality and working abroad both influence perceptions of distributive justice 

positively.  

Hypotheses 2i and 3i are therefore supported, while hypothesis 1i has to be rejected.  

 

No statistically significant results could be obtained for the influence of internationality, working abroad 

or team type on perceptions of procedural justice (table 11, model 2). 

Hypotheses 1ii, 2ii and 3ii are therefore rejected. 

 

The results for perceptions of interactional justice (table 11, model 3) show a statistically significant 

negative influence of internationality and a statistically significant positive influence of working abroad 

on perceptions of interactional justice. The results for team type are not statistically significant. 

Hypotheses 3iii is therefore supported, while hypothesis 1iii and 2iii rejected, due to the opposite 

direction and the insignificant result. 

 

The regression results further show statistically significant results for age for all three justice 

perceptions. Gender and individual bonus show statistically significant results for perceptions of 

distributive justice, while sample and recent promotion are statistically significant influences on 

perceptions of procedural and interactional justice.  

 

 

 

 



 

45 
 

Table 11. Influence global work context on perceptions of organizational justice 

 

 

The influence of a global work context on how individual cultural values differ from national 

cultural values 
 

The regression results for the influence of internationality, working abroad and team type on the 

difference between national and individual cultural scores show statistically significant results for all 

values, except for the influence of working abroad on the differential value of LTO and the influence of 

team type on the differential values of PDI and UAI (table 12).  

Thus, hypotheses 4a, 4c and 4e-f, 5a-f, 6a-d and 6f are supported. Hypotheses 4b, 4d and 5e are 

rejected. 

 

Statistically significant results were also received for the influence of sample, age and gender for all 

differential values, except for the relationships between age and the differential value of IDV and gender 

and the differential values of PDI and IVR. 

 

 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000 0,000 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,096 0,100 0,132

(Constant) 2,992*** 3,130*** 3,786***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,092 0,909*** 1,097***

Age -0,118* -0,190*** -0,165***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,291*** 0,155 0,068

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,095 0,058 0,036

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,027 0,246** 0,314***

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,290** 0,178 0,096

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,193 0,222 -0,082

Internationality 0,187* 0,003 -0,216**

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,237** 0,091 0,262**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,058 0,002 -0,014

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of global work context on perceptions of justice
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Table 12. Influence of global work context on difference between national and individual cultural values 

 

 

The influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of organizational justice 
 

No statistically significant influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of distributive justice 

(table 13, model 10) or perceptions of procedural justice (table 13, model 11) could be found. 

Hypotheses 7a-f and 8a-f are therefore rejected. 

 

Regarding the influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of interactional justice (table 13, 

model 12), results for PDI individual and MAS individual were statistically significant, showing a negative 

influence on perceptions of interactional justice.  

Hypothesis 9d is therefore supported, while hypotheses 9a-c and 9e-f are rejected. Hypothesis 9b, 

which describes the influence of PDI individual on perceptions of interactional justice is rejected due to 

the negative effect instead of the expected positive one.  

 

Just as in the analysis of the influence of internationality, working abroad and team type on perceptions 

of organizational justice, age resulted to be a statistically significant influence on all three justice 

perceptions, while gender and individual bonus show statistically significant results for perceptions of 

distributive justice, and sample and recent promotion do so for perceptions of procedural and 

interactional justice. 

Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

Dependent variable: Diff IDV Diff PDI Diff MAS Diff UAI Diff LTO Diff IVR 

Significance ANOVA 0,029 0,000 0,011 0,000 0,060 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,034 0,116 0,045 0,124 0,026 0,138

(Constant) 14,941 -9,122** -22,621* 25,643* -6,809** -16,402*

Sample (1=specific company) -0,633** 25,182* -7,443** 17,208* -10,271** -6,651**

Age 2,441 -6,149* -1,318** -6,858* -1,744** 5,666*

Gender (0=female, 1=male) -0,660** 0,569 -2,338** -3,738** -4,318** 2,893

Internationality -3,528** -1,141** -4,179** -1,042** -5,147** -3,758**

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) -8,993* 17,105* 9,683* 15,263* 2,835 -11,039*

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -1,257** 2,358 4,416* 3,425 4,153* -0,828**

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of global work context on difference between national and individual cultural values
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Table 13. Influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of organizational justice 

 

 

The influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and salary and bonus type 

on perceptions of organizational justice 
 

Salary type 

 

When the interaction of salary type with individual cultural values is regarded (table 14), only one 

statistically significant interaction could be found: the interaction of salary type with IVR individual is 

statistically significant for perceptions of distributive justice (model 13). Thus, salary type is moderating 

the relationship between IVR individual and perceptions of distributive justice.  

Hypothesis 10fi is therefore supported, while hypotheses 10ai-ei, 10aii-fii and 10aiii-fiii are rejected.  

 

 

 

Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,012 0,000 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,060 0,098 0,149

(Constant) 2,792*** 3,030*** 4,318***

Sample (1=specific company) -0,061 0,817*** 0,892***

Age -0,134** -0,195*** -0,175***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,313*** 0,177 0,083

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,155 0,088 0,058

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,048 0,264** 0,269**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,235* 0,144 0,123

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,160 0,167 -0,010

IDV individual 0,001 -0,004 0,000

PDI individual -0,001 0,000 -0,007***

MAS individual 0,002 0,001 0,003

UAI individual -0,001 0,001 -0,008**

LTO individual 0,000 0,002 0,001

IVR individual 0,005 0,004 0,000

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of justice
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Table 14. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and salary type on perceptions 
of organizational justice 

 

 

Figure 11. Interaction salary type and IVR individual on DJ 

As shown in figure 11, the interaction 

of IVR individual and salary type 

indicates that IVR individual has a 

positive influence on perceptions of 

distributive justice in the presence of 

a fixed salary. In the presence of a 

variable salary, this influence 

becomes negative.  

The influence of IVR individual is 

statistically significant for perceptions of distributive justice, but the moderator salary type does not 

Model 13 Model 14 Model 15

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,016 0,003 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,065 0,090 0,147

(Constant) 2,137*** 2,962*** 3,910***

Sample (1=specific company) -0,078 0,815*** 0,827***

Age -0,148** -0,192*** -0,176***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,299*** 0,175 0,077

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 1,530 0,497 1,268

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,082 0,256** 0,275**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,230 0,104 0,122

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,169 0,182 0,016

IDV individual 0,005 -0,009* 0,004

PDI individual -0,002 0,001 -0,008**

MAS individual 0,000 -0,002 0,000

UAI individual -0,001 0,004 -0,003

LTO individual 0,004 0,002 0,002

IVR individual 0,012** 0,009 0,003

Salary type x IDV individual -0,007 0,008 -0,008

Salary type x PDI individual 0,001 -0,002 -0,001

Salary type x MAS individual 0,006 0,006 0,007

Salary type x UAI individual 0,000 -0,007 -0,012

Salary type x LTO individual -0,009 -0,002 -0,004

Salary type x IVR individual -0,015* -0,011 -0,008

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and salary type on 

perceptions of justice
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show any statistically significant relationship with perceptions of distributive justice (table 14, model 

13). 

 

Individual bonus 

 

Statistically significant interactions between individual cultural values and individual bonus could be 

found for the perceptions of distributive (table 15, model 16) and procedural justice (table 15, model 

17). The result for the interaction term of individual bonus and LTO individual is statistically significant 

for perceptions of distributive justice, as well as the result for the interaction term of individual bonus 

and MAS individual for perceptions of procedural justice. Thus, individual bonus is moderating the 

relationship between LTO individual and perceptions of distributive justice, as well as the relationship 

between MAS individual and perceptions of procedural justice.  

Hypotheses 11ei and 11cii are therefore supported, while hypotheses 11ai-di, 11fi, 11aii-bii, 11dii-fii and 

11aiii-11fiii are rejected. 
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Table 15. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and individual bonus on 
perceptions of organizational justice 

 

 

Figure 12. Interaction individual bonus and LTO individual on DJ 

As shown in figure 12, the interaction 

of LTO individual and individual bonus 

indicates that the influence of LTO 

individual on perceptions of 

distributive justice becomes negative 

when an individual bonus has been 

received. If no bonus has been 

received, the influence of LTO 

individual on perceptions of 

distributive justice is slightly positive.  

Model 16 Model 17 Model 18

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,026 0,002 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,059 0,094 0,139

(Constant) 2,804*** 3,331*** 4,537***

Sample (1=specific company) -0,079 0,874*** 0,896***

Age -0,131** -0,201*** -0,177***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,309*** 0,176 0,077

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,139 0,057 0,046

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,039 0,256** 0,263**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,081 -0,730 -0,538

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,171 0,170 -0,009

IDV individual -0,002 -0,007 -0,002

PDI individual 0,000 0,001 -0,006**

MAS individual 0,002 -0,003 0,001

UAI individual -0,002 0,000 -0,009**

LTO individual 0,004 0,004 0,002

IVR individual 0,003 0,003 -0,002

Individual bonus x IDV individual 0,006 0,006 0,005

Individual bonus x PDI individual -0,005 -0,002 -0,005

Individual bonus x MAS individual 0,001 0,014* 0,006

Individual bonus x UAI individual 0,008 0,006 0,010

Individual bonus x LTO individual -0,013* -0,008 -0,006

Individual bonus x IVR individual 0,008 0,001 0,006

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and individual bonus 

on perceptions of justice
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Even though the interaction of individual bonus with LTO individual is statistically significant for 

perceptions of distributive justice, neither the predictor LTO individual nor the moderator individual 

bonus show statistically significant results when the direct effect is regarded (table 15, model 16). 

 

Figure 13. Interaction individual bonus and MAS individual on PJ 

As figure 13 shows, the interaction 

between individual bonus and MAS 

individual indicates that the influence 

of MAS individual becomes positive 

when an individual bonus has been 

received, while it is slightly negative 

when no bonus has been received. 

The inclusion of the moderator 

individual bonus shows statistically 

significant results for the interaction of MAS individual with individual bonus for perceptions of 

procedural justice, but neither MAS individual nor individual bonus show statistically significant direct 

effects on perceptions of procedural justice (table 15, model 17).  

 

Team bonus 

 

The consideration of the interaction of team bonus with individual cultural values results in two 

statistically significant interactions: the interaction of team bonus with IVR individual for perceptions of 

distributive justice (table 16, model 19) and the interaction of team bonus with MAS individual for 

perceptions of interactional justice (table 16, model 21). Thus, team bonus is moderating the 

relationship between IVR individual and perceptions of distributive justice, as well as the relationship 

between MAS individual and perceptions of interactional justice.  

Hypotheses 12fi and 12ciii are therefore supported, while hypotheses 12ai-12ei, 12aii-12fii, 12aiii-biii 

and 12diii-fiii are rejected.  
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Table 16. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and team bonus on perceptions 
of organizational justice 

 

 

Figure 14. Interaction team bonus and IVR individual on DJ 

As shown in figure 14, the interaction 

of team bonus with IVR individual 

indicates that the influence of IVR 

individual on perceptions of 

distributive justice becomes negative 

when a team bonus has been 

received, whereas the influence of 

IVR individual on perceptions of 

distributive justice is positive when no 

bonus has been received. 

Model 19 Model 20 Model 21

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,017 0,003 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,065 0,091 0,164

(Constant) 2,540*** 2,869*** 3,942***

Sample (1=specific company) -0,043 0,851*** 0,879***

Age -0,143** -0,188*** -0,189***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,323*** 0,198* 0,100

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,126 0,078 0,036

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,057 0,296** 0,315***

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,252* 0,144 0,134

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 1,876 1,510 3,270**

IDV individual 0,001 -0,003 0,002

PDI individual -0,002 0,000 -0,008***

MAS individual 0,003 0,002 0,004

UAI individual -0,001 0,000 -0,006

LTO individual 0,000 0,003 0,002

IVR individual 0,008* 0,003 0,002

Team bonus x IDV individual -0,003 -0,011 -0,010

Team bonus x PDI individual 0,005 0,005 0,008

Team bonus x MAS individual -0,013 -0,007 -0,021**

Team bonus x UAI individual 0,004 0,006 -0,012

Team bonus x LTO individual -0,003 -0,018 -0,014

Team bonus x IVR individual -0,019* 0,000 -0,014

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and team bonus on 

perceptions of justice
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The influence of IVR individual on perceptions of distributive justice is statistically significant, which is 

not the case for the moderator team bonus (table 16, model 19). 

 

Figure 15. Interaction team bonus and MAS individual on IJ 

As shown in figure 15, the interaction 

of team bonus with MAS individual 

indicates that the influence of MAS 

individual on perceptions of 

interactional justice becomes 

negative when a team bonus has 

been received, while it is slightly 

positive when no bonus has been 

received.  

The influence of the moderator team bonus additionally has a statistically significant direct effect on 

perceptions of interactional justice, which is not the case for MAS individual (table 16, model 21). 

 

Summary of results 
 

The following table 17 summarizes the results regarding the proposed hypotheses. 
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Table 17. Summary of hypotheses testing 

  Global 
work 
context 

(a) IDV (b) PDI (c) MAS (d) UAI (e) LTO (f) IVR 

(i) DJ H1 Reject - - - - - - 

H2 Support - - - - - - 

H3 Support - - - - - - 

H7 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

H10 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Support 

H11 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Support Reject 

H12 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Support 

(ii) PJ H1 Reject - - - - - - 

H2 Reject - - - - - - 

H3 Reject - - - - - - 

H8 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

H10 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

H11 - Reject Reject Support Reject Reject Reject 

H12 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

(iii) IJ H1 Reject - - - - - - 

H2 Reject - - - - - - 

H3 Support - - - - - - 

H9 - Reject Reject Reject Support Reject Reject 

H10 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

H11 - Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject Reject 

H12 - Reject Reject Support Reject Reject Reject 

Global 
work 
context 

H4 - Support Reject Support Reject Support Support 

H5 - Support Support Support Support Support Support 

H6 - Support Support Support Support Reject Support 

(Dependent variables: DJ/PJ/IJ, except for H4/H5H6: dependent variables differences between national 

and individual cultural values)   

 

Auxiliary analyses 
 

Several additional analyses have been conducted in order to consolidate the understanding of the 

relationship between a global work context, individual cultural values and perceptions of organizational 

justice.  
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The interaction of a global work context and national cultural values 
 

National cultural values and individual experiences, i.e. a global work context, have been considered 

components of individual cultural values, which in turn have an influence on perceptions of 

organizational justice. Alternatively, instead of analysing the effect of the resulting individual cultural 

values, it can be analysed whether the interaction of national cultural values with a global work context 

has an influence on perceptions of organizational justice. In this conceptualization the global work 

context acts as a moderator, since national cultural values can be considered the basic settings that are 

acquired from early childhood.  

To begin with, regressions have been run to test whether national cultural values on their own showed 

an influence on perceptions of organizational justice. None of the national cultural value indices showed 

a statistically significant relationship with any of the three dimensions of justice (see appendix III, table 

21). The independent variables show the same pattern as before, i.e. internationality and working 

abroad are positively related to perceptions of distributive justice, internationality is negatively related 

to perceptions of interactional justice and working abroad is positively related to perceptions of 

interactional justice. No statistically significant results were obtained for team type or perceptions of 

procedural justice.  

In the next step, the interactions of national cultural values with team type, internationality and working 

abroad have been regarded separately for each component of a global work context. 

 

Team type 

 

When the interaction between team type and national cultural values was taken into account, 

statistically significant results were obtained for the interaction terms between team type and LTO 

national and team type and IVR national for perceptions of interactional justice. There have been no 

statistically significant results for perceptions of distributive or procedural justice (see appendix III, table 

22). Thus, team type is moderating the relationship between LTO national and perceptions of 

interactional justice, as well as the relationship between IVR national and perceptions of interactional 

justice.  
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The interactions indicate that when the rank of the team type is high, the influence of LTO national and 

IVR national on perceptions of interactional justice are negative, whereas it is positive when the rank of 

the team type is low (see appendix III, figures 16 & 17). While the moderator team type is not statistically 

significant, both LTO national and IVR national show statistically significant results when the direct effect 

on perceptions of interactional justice is regarded (see appendix III, table 22). 

 

Internationality 

 

Statistically significant results for the interaction of internationality and national cultural values could 

be found for all three dimensions of justice. The interaction terms for internationality and MAS national 

for perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, and the interaction term for internationality and 

UAI national for perceptions of interactional justice are statistically significant (see appendix III, table 

23). Thus, internationality is moderating the relationship between MAS national and perceptions of 

distributive and procedural justice, as well as the relationship between UAI national and perceptions of 

interactional justice.  

The interactions indicate that the influence of MAS national on perceptions of distributive and 

procedural justice is positive when the team is highly international, whereas it is negative when there is 

little internationality (see appendix III, figures 18 & 19). Regarding UAI national, its influence on 

perceptions of interactional justice becomes negative when internationality is high, but is positive when 

internationality is low (see appendix III, figure 20). The moderator internationality shows no statistically 

significant result for any of the dimensions of justice. The direct effect of MAS national on perceptions 

of distributive and procedural justice is statistically significant, which is not the case for UAI national on 

perceptions of interactional justice (see appendix III, table 23). 

 

Working abroad 

 

When the interaction of national cultural values and working abroad is considered, statistically 

significant results could only be obtained for perceptions of interactional justice. The interaction terms 

for working abroad and MAS national, working abroad and UAI national, and working abroad and IVR 

national reported statistically significant results (see appendix III, table 24). Thus, working abroad is 
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moderating the relationship between perceptions of interactional justice and MAS national, UAI 

national and IVR national.  

The interactions indicate, that the relationships between MAS national, UAI national and IVR national, 

and perceptions of interactional justice are slightly positive, but almost constant, when working abroad 

(see appendix III, figures 21, 22 & 23). When working in the home country, the influence of MAS national 

on perceptions of interactional justice is negative, whereas the influences of UAI national and IVR 

national on perceptions of interactional justice are positive. The direct effects are statistically significant 

for the moderator working abroad, as well as for the independent variables MAS national, UAI national 

and IVR national (see appendix III, table 24). Furthermore, the independent variable LTO national 

becomes statistically significant in this context.  

 

Results for overall perceptions of organizational justice 
 

In order to evaluate the overall effect on organizational justice, a mean score has been calculated from 

the three scores for perceptions of organizational justice, resulting in an overall perceptions of 

organizational justice index (OJ). The analyses carried out for perceptions of distributive, procedural and 

interactional justice have then also been carried out for overall perceptions of organizational justice. 

Regarding the influence of a global work context, only the result for working abroad was statistically 

significant (see appendix III, table 25). The reason why internationality was not statistically significant 

may lie in the fact that the influence of internationality on perceptions of distributive justice is positive, 

while its influence on perceptions of interactional justice is negative, so that the overall influence is 

evened out when overall perceptions of organizational justice are regarded. 

There have been no statistically significant results for the relationship between individual cultural values 

and overall perceptions of organizational justice (see appendix III, table 26). When the moderators are 

introduced individually, the only statistically significant interaction resulted to be between salary type 

and IVR individual (see appendix III, table 27, 28 & 29). The moderator salary type remained statistically 

insignificant, whereas IDV individual became statistically significant in this setting. The interaction 

indicates that IVR individual positively influences overall perceptions of organizational justice when a 

fixed salary is received, but the influence becomes negative when a variable salary is received (see 

appendix III, figure 24).  
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The interaction of a global work context with national cultural values has also been calculated for overall 

perceptions of organizational justice. As for perceptions of distributive, procedural and interactional 

justice, national cultural values did not result to have any statistically significant relationship with overall 

perceptions of organizational justice (see appendix III, table 30). The only statistically significant 

interaction found was the one between internationality and MAS national (see appendix, table 31, 32 & 

33). The interaction indicates that the influence of MAS national on overall perceptions of organizational 

justice is positive when internationality is high, but negative when internationality is low (see appendix 

III, figure 25). The result for MAS national was statistically significant, while the moderator 

internationality did not show any statistically significant direct effect on overall perceptions of 

organizational justice. 

 

Discussion 
 

The preceding section included analyses regarding the influence of a global work context on perceptions 

of organizational justice and the difference between individual and national cultural values. 

Furthermore, the influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of organizational justice has 

been examined.  

 

The importance of a global work context 
 

The results show that the composition of the team is not relevant for justice perceptions, i.e. it does not 

matter whether one is part of a Classic, Diaspora, Babel or Virtual team. The degree of internationality 

within the team, however, has an influence on the perceptions of distributive and interactional justice. 

The social interaction within the team changes justice perceptions (Roberson, 2006) and the more 

international the team is, the more viewpoints come into play and the more just are rewards perceived, 

as many differing opinions are taken into account when evaluating rewards. Opposite to rewards, 

supervisor treatment is considered less fair when the team gets more international. Communication 

challenges and supervisor bias towards members of their own nationality increase when more 

nationalities are present in one and the same team (Colquitt, Noe & Jackson., 2002; Maznevski, 2012), 
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potentially decreasing perceptions of interactional justice. The fact of working abroad, however, has a 

positive influence on how individuals perceive both their rewards and the way they are treated by their 

supervisor. The reason for this might lie in diffusion of justice, since individuals acknowledge that things 

are done differently in the country they live in than in the country they are from (Greenberg, 2001). The 

way procedures are perceived is independent from a global work context. The analysis of overall 

perceptions of organizational justice in the auxiliary analyses has shown that only working abroad has a 

significant influence. The reason for this probably lies in the opposing direction of the influence of 

internationality on perceptions of distributive justice and perceptions of interactional justice. In 

conclusion, these findings imply that a global work context does have an influence on perceptions of 

organizational justice and that its effects should be taken into account when engaging in the creation of 

a climate of justice within an organization.  

 

The importance of cultural values 
 

The interplay of national cultural values and experiencing a global work context is paramount in order 

to understand how perceptions of organizational justice are influenced. On the one hand, the extent to 

which individual cultural values differ from national cultural values is highly influenced by a global work 

context, and on the other hand, the interaction of national cultural values with a global work context 

resulted essential in the evaluation of organizational justice.  

For individual cultural values, i.e. the combination of national cultural values and individual experiences, 

the only dimension of justice affected is interactional justice. Individuals characterized by high power 

distance and high uncertainty avoidance perceive supervisor treatment more unjust than individuals 

that score low in these two dimensions. The result for uncertainty avoidance is consistent with the 

assumptions that the reduction of uncertainty by receiving information, esteem and a feeling of 

belonging to the group is valued when uncertainty avoidance is high (Hofstede et al., 2010). On the 

contrary, the result for power distance is surprising, since it indicates that individuals who accept 

hierarchies as natural perceive interactional justice as more unfair and thus contradicts findings from 

previous research (see Blader et al, 2001; Morris & Leung, 2000; Silva & Caetano, 2016). The reason for 

this might lie in the fact that individuals from high power distance cultures have more emotional 

relationships between subordinates and superiors (Hofstede et al., 2010), thus the feeling of being 
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treated unfairly by the supervisor is multiplied by the emotional distress it means for an individual 

scoring high on power distance. However, the influence of individual cultural values disappears when 

overall perceptions of organizational justice are regarded, indicating that their influence is not strong 

enough to have an impact on overall justice perceptions.   

Team type, internationality and working abroad are all three important when interacting with national 

cultural values. It is interesting to note that it is mainly perceptions of interactional justice that differ in 

a global work context. Even though the interplay of internationality and the degree of masculinity of the 

national culture also has an effect on perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, the largest share 

of effects can be attributed to perceptions of interactional justice and will be elaborated on below. 

However, when all three dimensions are taken together and overall perceptions of organizational justice 

are regarded, all effects on perceptions of interactional justice disappear and the only relevant 

interaction is the one between internationality and the degree of masculinity in the national cultural 

background.  

In highly international teams, perceptions of distributive and procedural justice are higher when 

masculine values are concerned, while in homogeneous teams perceptions of distributive and 

procedural justice are higher when individuals hold feminine values. The presence of many nationalities 

and many languages in a highly international team creates the challenge of communication and of 

building consensus among team members (Maznevski, 2012). Thus, team members from feminine 

cultures, which put emphasize on consensus (Hofstede et al., 2010), are more likely to feel that 

procedures are not just in an international team. The absence of group cohesion and harmony, which 

for feminine cultures are more important than performance inputs, may lead members of these cultures 

to turn to performance inputs when rewards are evaluated (Hofstede et al., 2010) and create a more 

extreme negative effect on perceptions of distributive justice than when members of a masculine 

culture evaluate their performance inputs. The relationships between masculinity and perceptions of 

distributive and procedural justice are thus reversed when internationality is high. This finding is 

reinforced by the results of the analysis of overall perceptions of organizational justice. 

When perceptions of interactional justice are concerned, masculinity interacts with working abroad. 

The influence that the degree of masculinity of an individual’s national background has on perceptions 

of interactional justice is almost the same for individuals with feminine and individuals with masculine 

values. Thus working abroad seems to smooth out perceptions of interactional justice and the contact 

with other cultural values has a balancing effect. The same pattern can be observed for the degree of 



 

61 
 

uncertainty avoidance and restraint in interaction with working abroad. The interactions of team type 

with national cultural values, in this case long-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint, also 

show a consistent pattern: the higher the rank of the team type, the lower the perceptions of 

interactional justice, when scores for the respective national cultural values are high. When the rank of 

the team type is low, i.e. for Classic teams, the results for the influence of a national culture’s long-term 

orientation and restraint are consistent with the assumptions made earlier. The lack of dignity and 

respect, as well as of practices like smiling, results in feelings of unjust supervisor treatment when 

individuals are short-term oriented or indulgent (Hofstede et al., 2010). With a rising rank of team type, 

dispersion and diversity increase within the team, with the highest rank representing a Virtual team that 

is both, diverse and disperse (Evans et al., 2011). The diversity of the team might have an influence on 

the perceptions of interactional justice thanks to the contact with other ways of interaction and the 

acknowledgement of the fact that other cultures are different, which is consistent with Greenberg’s 

(2001) notion of diffusion of justice. Thus, short-term oriented and indulgent individuals perceive 

supervisor treatment less quickly as unfair than without the contact with other cultures, whereas the 

opposite is true for long-term oriented and restrained individuals, due to the appreciation of lifelong 

networks for long-term oriented individuals and the relative loss of control for restrained individuals 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Dispersion has a further influence on this development, since it aggravates the 

stated factors that favour a feeling of unjust supervisor treatment for members of long-term orientation 

and restrained cultures. The relationships between the long-term orientation and the degree of 

restraint of an individual’s home country culture, and perceptions of interactional justice are thus of 

opposite direction for Virtual teams than for Classic teams. The remaining component of a global work 

context, internationality, moderates the relationships between the degree of uncertainty avoidance of 

an individual’s national background and perceptions of interactional justice in a way that members of 

high uncertainty avoidance cultures perceive supervisor treatment as more unjust in highly 

international teams. This might be due to the fact that high uncertainty avoidance is characterized by 

esteem and belonging, which may be hampered by the challenges in communication and cohesion in 

global teams (Hofstede et al., 2010; Maznevski, 2012). However, the degree of uncertainty avoidance 

of a global team member’s national culture has no direct importance for perceptions of interactional 

justice.  

These findings imply on the one hand, that a global work context mainly influences perceptions of 

interactional justice and is less relevant for perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, and on 
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the other hand, that the interplay of national cultural values and a global work context is a better 

predictor for perceptions of organizational justice than individual cultural values. The reason for this 

might lie in the fact that individual cultural values include many more personal experiences than a global 

work context, which is supported by the fact that age, gender, and the belonging to a specific company 

have shown to be factors that highly influence individual cultural values. As these three factors also 

show a direct influence on perceptions of organizational justice, the influence of individual cultural 

values on perceptions of organizational justice becomes obscured. The great number of experiences 

that can be sources for variations in individual cultural values implies that, when the effect of a global 

work context wants to be evaluated, national cultural values and their interplay with the global work 

context are better predictors than individual cultural values.  

Nevertheless, individual cultural values are a useful tool to evaluate how perceptions of organizational 

justice are shaped, when salary and bonus structures are concerned. The presence of a fixed or a 

variable salary, as well as the allocation of an individual or a team bonus, together with the preferences 

for either equity or equality that are assumed to result from specific cultural values allow interpretations 

of perceptions of organizational justice.  

 

The importance of reward structures 
 

When salary type, individual bonus and team bonus are regarded as moderators, most effects can be 

found for perceptions of distributive justice. However, the only interactions that lead to a significant 

direct effect of an individual cultural value on perceptions of organizational justice are the interactions 

of an individual inclination towards indulgence or restraint with salary type and team bonus for 

perceptions of distributive justice. The auxiliary analyses reinforce this finding, since the interaction of 

indulgence versus restraint and salary type is the only one that is significant when overall perceptions 

of organizational justice are analysed. A fixed salary presents a reward structure based on the principle 

of equality, while a variable salary presents a reward structure based on the principle of equity. It has 

been argued that rewards are more quickly perceived as unfair in by members of restrained societies 

than by members of indulgent societies, when the evaluation of rewards takes place on the basis of 

performance inputs. This is consistent with the findings for a variable salary, i.e. when the principle of 

equity is applied, since the more restrained the individual, the more unjust is distributive justice 
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perceived. The fact that having received a team bonus in connection with high restraint has a negative 

influence on perceptions of distributive justice further strengthens the observation that restrained 

individuals react with perceptions of injustice towards variable reward structures. In conclusion, this 

finding implies that the application of a variable salary should be established with caution when 

members show a high degree of restraint, since it will likely contribute to a climate of injustice.  

Apart from the important interaction of salary type with an indulgent or a restrained orientation, there 

are relevant interactions of bonus type with individual cultural values, even if they do not result in 

significant direct effects of individual cultural values on perceptions of organizational justice in most of 

the cases. It has been found that having received an individual bonus leads to a negative relationship 

between long-term orientation and perceptions of distributive justice and to a positive relationship 

between masculine values and perceptions of procedural justice. Having received a team bonus leads 

to a negative relationship between the appreciation of restraint and perceptions of distributive justice, 

as well as between masculine values and perceptions of interactional justice.  

The findings from the interactions of individual or team bonus with individual cultural values are 

provoked by the inherent preferences of each cultural dimension for equity or equality. It can be argued 

that equity is especially valued by members from masculine cultures, as they value outcomes and 

rewards and are concerned with productivity and achievement (Murphy-Berman et al., 1984; Primeaux 

et al., 2003). With regards to members from feminine cultures, however, a preference for the principle 

of equality can be expected, due to their preference for group and interpersonal harmony (Murphy-

Berman et al., 1984). Hofstede et al. (2010) themselves state that equality of rewards is common in 

feminine cultures and equity found in masculine cultures. Regarding long-term versus short-term 

orientation, Primeaux et al. (2003) argue that members from long-term orientation cultures tend to 

have a preference for equality, whereas members from short-term orientation cultures prefer equity. 

This is consistent with Hofstede et al.’s (2010) statement that long-term orientation cultures do not 

desire wide economic differences, while short-term orientation cultures are characterized by 

meritocracy. In relation to indulgence versus restraint, Hofstede et al. (2010) claim that members of 

restrained societies are characterized by a “perception of helplessness: what happens to me is not my 

own doing” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 291) and an unequal sharing of tasks. It is therefore coherent to 

assume that they prefer the principle of equity, so that they are able to better control what is happening 

to them. On the other hand, members from indulgent societies prefer the principle of equality, since 

they value happiness and leisure, which is more incompatible with striving for higher rewards.  
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The preferences for equity or equality that have been identified for the cultural values are reflected in 

the findings of the analysis of how having received an individual or a team bonus moderates the 

relationship between individual cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice. Individual 

bonuses are based on the principle of equity, thus they lead to a higher perception of injustice among 

the groups that prefer equality, in this case long-term oriented and feminine individuals. Team bonuses 

are based on the principle of equality, thus they lead to a higher perception of injustice among the 

groups that prefer equity, in this case restrained and masculine individuals. It is however important to 

keep in mind that for the interactions of individual and team bonuses with masculine or feminine values 

it is not perceptions of distributive justice that are affected, but perceptions of procedural and 

interactional justice. Perceptions of procedural justice have an influence on how distributive justice is 

perceived, thus individuals with feminine values may perceive the procedure of allocating a bonus 

individually as unjust instead of the reward itself. A similar argument can be made for the interaction of 

team bonus with masculine values for perceptions of interactional justice. Perceptions of interactional 

justice have an influence on perceptions of procedural justice, and in this way also indirectly on 

perceptions of distributive justice. Members with masculine values may perceive the information that 

is provided when a team bonus is allocated as insufficient with regards to their individual input and 

therefore perceive the supervisor treatment as unjust instead of the procedure of calculating the bonus 

or the amount of the bonus itself.  

 

General implications 
 

Overall, perceptions of organizational justice are a multifaceted construct and there are many 

influencing factors. Demographic factors, national cultural values and individual experiences, including 

a global work context, have shown to matter on how justice is perceived. Furthermore, the application 

of different principles of distributive justice has proven important when interacting with individual 

cultural values. Global teams, even though not their specific composition but their internationality and 

the fact that team members are working abroad, have turned out as important influences on how team 

members with different national backgrounds perceive justice, but also as important influences on how 

individual cultural values differ from national cultural values.  
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There is no sole path to success when engaging in the creation of a climate of justice in a multinational 

organization where a variety of national backgrounds clash. The results of the research conducted in 

this paper may help to understand why individuals react the way they do, but they also indicate that 

different cultural values involve different preferences and that is therefore not possible to do justice to 

all of them at the same time. However, understanding the influence of cultural values on perceptions 

of justice can help in the creation of a climate of justice, since it can serve as an indicator on how to 

approach individuals with different values. The acknowledgement of differences and treating 

employees appropriately to their standards might allow for higher perceptions of interactional justice, 

contributing to the creation of a climate of justice. 

Previous studies connecting Hofstede’s cultural values with perceptions of organizational justice have 

mainly focused on the dimension of distributive and procedural justice, and the dimensions of 

individualism versus collectivism and power distance (Fischer et al., 2011; Silva & Caetano, 2016). The 

research that has been conducted in this paper has combined all three dimensions of justice with all six 

dimensions of national cultural values, with the result that the most interesting findings are found in 

none of the previously researched dimensions. It is intriguing that most relevant results are found for 

perceptions of interactional justice, and that almost no relevant results have been obtained for the 

cultural dimensions of individualism versus collectivism and power distance. It is however important to 

note that cultural values only yielded significant results when moderators are included.  

The reason for the greater number of effects on perceptions of interactional justice than on perceptions 

of distributive and procedural justice may lie in the relational component of interactional justice. 

Perceptions of interactional justice are the outcome of the contact between two individuals: the 

supervisor and the subordinate. However, when supervisor and subordinate have divergent cultural 

values, the criteria they use in order to judge what fair supervisor treatment is may not be the same and 

may thus alter the relationship between cultural values and perceptions of interactional justice. The 

contact with other cultures from outside the team has shown to smooth out perceptions of interactional 

justice, whereas the contact with other cultures from inside the team reverses the relationships 

between perceptions of interactional justice and cultural values.  

The reason why individualism versus collectivism and power distance have shown to be of less 

importance than masculinity versus femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term 

orientation and indulgence versus restraint might be similar to the one for the importance of 

interactional justice. While individualism versus collectivism and power distance reflect the organization 
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of society and the position the individual holds within it, the remaining four dimensions seem to be 

more concerned with values attributed to roles and concepts. Thus, individualism versus collectivism 

and power distance can be considered externally oriented, while masculinity versus femininity, 

uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint can be 

considered internally oriented. While the externally oriented dimensions can be anticipated by the 

company structure and job descriptions, the internally oriented dimensions might be more 

unpredictable. It is thus more difficult to acknowledge these differences and it might be for this reason 

that they have a greater influence on perceptions of organizational justice.   

The contribution of this paper to existing literature consists in the finding that, in a global work context, 

perceptions of interactional justice and the cultural dimensions masculinity versus femininity, 

uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term orientation and indulgence versus restraint are 

more important than the other dimensions in the respective frameworks. A global work context is 

characterized by the contact with people from other cultures, resulting in interaction with team 

members, supervisors and subordinates with different cultural values. It is thus coherent to assume that 

perceptions of interactional justice will be most affected by the immergence into a global work context, 

and the results of this paper undermine this point of view.  

 

Limitations 
 

First of all, it is important to be aware of the limitations that are inherent of the chosen philosophies. 

Easterby-Smith et al. (2012) summarize the weaknesses of the different positions that are used in this 

paper as outlined in the following. Regarding internal realism and positivism, methods are inflexible and 

artificial and do therefore not take processes or people’s understanding into account. Furthermore, 

they do not provide direct implications for actions and may not be applicable when real decision have 

to be made (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

Generally, the limitation of the survey lies in not having full access to one single company, where the 

survey could be distributed among a defined population, e.g. department, subsidiary or the like, which 

in turn would allow for a probability sampling design.  
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Furthermore, the chosen non-probability survey design comes with limitations. There are two basic 

principles which are important to judge the quality of a sampling design: precision and bias (Easterby-

Smith et al., 2012).  

 “Precision is about how credible a sample is” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012), meaning that the sample 

size needs to be big enough to be precise. In order to overcome this limitation, a large sample size is 

necessary. Due to time and access constraints, the sample size of this thesis is lower than it would have 

been needed to be in order to ensure a margin of error under 3%, which is the lowest acceptable margin 

of error for continuous data (Bartlett, Kotrlik & Higgins, 2001). However, the calculated margin of error 

of 5% is considered valid for the purpose of this paper, given the named time and access constraints.   

Bias may stem from the exclusion of groups of people, the distribution method as well as the language 

used (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Due to the chosen sampling methods and the online placement of 

the questionnaire, especially the first two constitute shortcomings for the research conducted in this 

thesis. Web-based surveys offer advantages of access, outreach, and savings of time and costs, but 

come with certain disadvantages (Wright, 2005). Since very little is known about the users of online 

platforms, setting a sampling frame and calculating the right sample size is difficult (Wright, 2005). 

Furthermore, self-selection bias is present, meaning that certain individuals are more likely to answer 

the survey than others (Wright, 2005). Furthermore, the case companies did not provide data on the 

outreach of the survey within the organizations, which makes it impossible to determine whether all 

groups of people have been contacted. The results of the survey have shown that the responses were 

distributed relatively evenly among the different business functions, thus bias is minimized in this 

regard. However, bias towards higher educated individuals has been identified for this research, 

resulting from the access restrictions for employees not working with computers. This implies a 

limitation on the generalizability of the results for all types of educational degrees.  

Furthermore, limitations arise from using survey research, as there may be biases in responses. With 

particular relevance to this paper are satisficing, social desirability bias and response style bias (Harzing, 

Brown, Köster & Zhao, 2012; Krosnick, 1999).  

Krosnick (1999) identifies satisficing as a major source of inaccurate data. Instead of optimizing their 

answers, respondents may become tired and distracted in the process of answering the survey and 

engage in different tactics to finish the questionnaire (Krosnick, 1999). Respondents might read 

questions superficially and select an answer that is considered reasonable or they might even randomly 
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select an answer (Krosnick, 1999). Several factors favour such a behaviour, among other the difficulty 

of the task (Krosnick, 1999). The survey that has been distributed for the research of this paper received 

some negative feedback, stating that some items were difficult to understand and that the amount of 

time that had to be spent on it was too high. Furthermore, many respondents abandoned the 

questionnaire before finishing it. For this reason, respondents are likely to have engaged in satisficing 

response strategies, which limits the validity of the results. 

Social desirability bias refers to the desire of the respondent to provide socially acceptable answers 

(Harzing et al., 2012; Krosnick, 1999). In this survey, there is a risk that respondents rated their values 

in a way that they consider desirable by their social environment instead of their actual values, in this 

way leading to inaccurate data about individual cultural values. Regarding perceptions of organizational 

justice, social desirability bias is less important, since the major part of the data stems from a non-

probability sample. The survey design makes it impossible to know for which company a respondent 

works, thus respondents are likely to answer truthfully, since they are not afraid of attracting negative 

attention within their company. 

Response style bias is linked to the use of Likert scales in survey research and implies a systematic 

response pattern independent from the question (Harzing 2006; Harzing et al., 2012). These patterns 

include extreme responses, i.e. a tendency to strongly agree or strongly disagree throughout the whole 

questionnaire, and middle responses, i.e. a tendency to neither agree nor disagree throughout the 

whole questionnaire (Harzing et al., 2012). The responses can also be skewed towards agreeing or 

disagreeing throughout the whole questionnaire, without necessarily using the extreme categories 

(Harzing et al., 2012; Krosnick, 1999). Due to the fact that the measures of cultural values as well as the 

measures of perceptions of justice rely on Likert scales, this bias may be present in the collected data. 

Apart from the limitations resulting from the use of a survey design itself, there are limitations that arise 

from the use of a cross-national sample. Individuals from different national backgrounds are more 

inclined to different response style biases, in accordance with the cultural differences between these 

national backgrounds (Harzing et al., 2012). Since the respondents of the survey are very diverse in 

nationality, and there is “little advice on how to minimise response bias through survey design” (Harzing 

et al., 2012, p. 357), response style bias due to cultural differences can be considered a strong limitation 

of this thesis.  
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A further limitation resulting from cross-cultural sampling is the use of language in the questionnaire 

(Harzing, 2006). The survey has been distributed in English, which might have prevented the 

participation of individuals with no or with a low level of English language skills. 

 

Conclusion 
 

The aim of this paper was to understand the influence a global work context, and especially the 

membership in a global team, has on perceptions of organizational justice. Individual cultural values 

have been taken as a basis for this relationship, since they were on the one hand expected to be 

influenced by a global work context and on the other hand expected to influence perceptions of 

organizational justice on their own.  

The research conducted has shown that a global work context clearly has an influence on perceptions 

of organizational justice, even if no support has been found for the importance of specific team types. 

In general, being a member of a global team does influence justice perceptions but in relation to the 

internationality of a global team and the fact that being a member of a global team often means working 

abroad.  

Perceptions of organizational justice thus differ in global teams, but not per se on the basis of individual 

cultural values. National cultural values reflect tendencies of national societies and may differ widely 

between individuals of the same culture (Hofstede et al., 2010; Primeaux et al., 2003), which is why 

individual cultural values have been considered to give more accurate results than national cultural 

values. However, the results of this study have shown the opposite. Interestingly, and surprisingly, the 

interplay between national cultural values and a global work context provided more insight into the 

relationship between cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice than individual cultural 

values, which indirectly include the experience of a global work context, since the latter influences the 

extent to which they differ from national cultural values. The membership in a global team thus has an 

impact on individual cultural values, but this impact is not transferred on perceptions of organizational 

justice.  

As the research has demonstrated, the presence of equitable or equal reward allocations alters the 

relationship between individual cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice. The 
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preferences for distributive justice principles inherent in cultural values give thus important insights into 

the relationship between individual cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice.  

It is clear that perceptions of organizational justice differ in global teams even though rather on the 

basis of national cultural values moderated by a global work context than on the basis of individual 

cultural values. In general, perceptions of organizational justice are more positive in a global work 

context thanks to diffusion of justice facilitated by the contact with other cultures. With regards to 

national cultural values, a global work context either has a balancing effect or reverses the relationship 

between national cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice.  

New insights into the relationship between a global work context, cultural values and perceptions of 

organizational justice are gained by the observation that, as opposed to previous studies, the cultural 

dimensions masculinity versus femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term 

orientation and indulgence versus restraint, and the dimension of interactional justice are the most 

affected ones.  

 

Future research 
 

The results of this research leave many issues open that would be interesting to investigate further in 

order to deepen the understanding of the interplay of a global work context, cultural values and 

perceptions of organizational justice.  

It would be interesting to replicate the research within single organizations, so that the background 

conditions are equal for all respondents. Knowledge of salary structures and salary levels might make 

the use of moderators redundant and thus give a better insight into the influence of individual cultural 

values on perceptions of organizational justice. The presence of different types of global teams within 

a single organization would furthermore allow for direct comparison and analysis of the differences in 

perceptions of organizational justice.  

The analysis of the interaction of a global work context, national cultural values and salary and bonus 

type extended the scope of this paper, but the combination of them might yield interesting results. As 

salary and bonus type are moderating the relationship between individual cultural values and 

perceptions of organizational justice, it is logical to assume that they also do so for the relationship 
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between national cultural values and perceptions of organizational justice. Thus, including the 

components of a global work context and salary type and bonus type as moderators is expected to have 

a significant influence on the relationship between national cultural values and perceptions of 

organizational justice.  

The results of the survey obtained could be used for further analysis in order to gain supplementary 

insights into the relationship between a global work context, cultural values and perceptions of 

organizational justice. This paper only investigated the impact of a global work context on the 

differences between individual and national cultural values, however, its impact on the difference 

between the national cultural values of the working country and the individual cultural values would 

also be interesting. Furthermore, the difference between national cultural values of the working country 

and national cultural values of the home country on perceptions of organizational justice may shed a 

light on how the impact of working abroad on cultural values influences perceptions of organizational 

justice. These analyses exceeded the time and scope of this thesis, but are considered relevant in order 

to deepen the understanding of the interplay between a global work context and cultural values and its 

influence on perceptions of organizational justice.   

The research conducted in this paper only yielded very limited responses from members of Classic or 

Diaspora teams. The inclusion of more members of these teams would augment the reliability of the 

results, since it may actually change the influence of the team type on perceptions of organizational 

justice. As internationality and working abroad have both proven to be influencing factors on 

perceptions of organizational justice, the difference between the two extremes of global teams, i.e. 

between Classic teams and Virtual teams, is assumed to be significant, even though the data underlying 

this paper could not establish such a relationship.  

Since previous research mainly focused on perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, the field 

of perceptions of interactional justice invites to be further explored. This paper indicated that a global 

work context and cultural values are especially related to this dimension of justice, but the role of 

cultural influences on perceptions of interactional justice requires further investigation. Furthermore, 

research about organizational justice perceptions should go beyond the cultural dimensions of 

individualism versus collectivism and power distance, which are the most investigated so far. The 

research conducted in this paper found that the influence of these two cultural dimensions on 

perceptions of organizational justice is limited, and that the influence of the remaining four cultural 

dimensions is paramount, but requires further research.  
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Appendixes 
 

Appendix I – Survey 
 

Thank you for participating in this survey. The first few questions would allow us to locate your 

responses together with those of people with similar background. 

 

 

What is your current function? 

(1)  Sales 

(2)  Administration 

(3)  Marketing 

(4)  Finance 

(5)  Operations 

(6)  Human Resources 

(7)  IT 

(8)  R&D 

(9)  Other 

 

 

What is your nationality? 

_____ 
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In which country do you currently work?  

_____ 

 

 

How old are you? 

(1)  Under 20 

(2)  20-29 

(3)  30-39 

(4)  40-49 

(5)  50-59 

(6)  Over 60 

 

 

Are you male or female? 

(1)  Male 

(2)  Female 

 

 

What is your highest educational degree? 

(1)  High school 

(2)  Vocational education 

(3)  Bachelor degree 

(4)  Masters degree 

(5)  PhD or higher 
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Please think of an ideal job, disregarding your present job, if you have one. In choosing an ideal job, how 

important would it be to you to ... 

 
Of utmost 

importance 

Very 

important 

Of moderate 

importance 

Of little 

importance 

Of very little 

or no 

importance 

… have sufficient time for your 

personal or home life  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have a boss (direct superior) 

you can respect  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

... get recognition for good 

performance 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have security of employment (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have pleasant people to work 

with 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… do work that is interesting (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… be consulted by your boss in 

decisions involving your work  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… live in a desirable area (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have a job respected by your 

family and friends 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have chances for promotion  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  
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In your private life, how important is each of the following to you: 

 
Of utmost 

importance 

Very 

important 

Of moderate 

importance 

Of little 

importance 

Of very little 

or no 

importance 

Keeping free time for fun (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Moderation: having few desires (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Doing a service to a friend (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Thrift (not spending more than 

needed) 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

Please indicate: 

 Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never 

How often do you feel nervous or 

tense?  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Are you a happy person? (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Do other people or 

circumstances ever prevent you 

from doing what you really want 

to do? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

83 
 

All in all, how would you describe your state of health these days? 

(1)  Very good 

(2)  Good 

(3)  Fair 

(4)  Poor 

(5)  Very poor 

 

 

How proud are you to be a citizen of your country? 

(1)  Very proud 

(2)  Fairly proud 

(3)  Somewhat proud 

(4)  Not very proud 

(5)  Not proud at all 

 

 

How often, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to contradict their boss? 

(1)  Never 

(2)  Seldom 

(3)  Sometimes 

(4)  Usually 

(5)  Always 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?  

 
Strongly 

agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

One can be a good manager 

without having a precise answer 

to every question that a 

subordinate may raise about his 

or her work 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Persistent efforts are the surest 

way to results 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

An organization structure in 

which certain subordinates have 

two bosses should be avoided at 

all cost 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

A company's or organization's 

rules should not be broken - not 

even when the employee thinks 

breaking the rule would be in the 

organization's best interest 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

The following statements refer to the rewards you receive from your job (e.g. pay, promotions, etc.). To 

what extent are you fairly rewarded… 

 
To a very 

small extent 

To a small 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a very 

large extent 

… considering the 

responsibilities? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  



 

85 
 

 
To a very 

small extent 

To a small 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a very 

large extent 

… in view of the amount of 

experience you have? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… for the amount of effort you 

put forth? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… for the work you have done 

well? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… for the stresses and strains or 

your job? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

The following statements refer to the procedures used to arrive at rewards at your job (e.g. pay, 

promotions, etc.). To what extent are there procedures in place designed to… 

 
To a very 

small extent 

To a small 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a very 

large extent 

… collect accurate information 

necessary for making decisions?  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… provide opportunities to 

appeal or challenge the decision? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… have all sides affected by the 

decision represented?  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… generate standards so that 

decisions could be made with 

consistency? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… hear the concerns of all those 

affected by the decision? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  
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To a very 

small extent 

To a small 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a very 

large extent 

… provide useful feedback 

regarding the decision and its 

implementation?  

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… allow for requests for 

clarification or additional 

information about the decision? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

The following statements refer to your supervisor. To what extent does your supervisor… 

 
To a very 

small extent 

To a small 

extent 

To some 

extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a very 

large extent 

… consider your viewpoint?  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… suppress personal biases?  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… provide you with timely 

feedback about the decision and 

its implications? 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… treat you with kindness and 

consideration? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… show concern for your rights as 

an employee? 
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

… take steps to deal with you in a 

truthful manner?  
(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 

 

We only have a few more questions that will help us interpret the results. 
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How many direct reports do you have? 

(1)  0 

(2)  1-5 

(3)  6-10 

(4)  more than 10 

 

 

Do you have a fixed salary, or are there variable components? 

(1)  Fixed salary 

(2)  Fixed salary and variable components (e.g. bonus) 

(3)  Only variable components (e.g. commission) 

 

 

Are you part of an international team? 

(1)  Yes 

(2)  No 

 

 

In which department do you currently work?  

_____ 
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Were you promoted within the last 12 months? 

(1)  Yes 

(2)  No 

 

 

Did you receive a bonus within the last 12 months? 

(1)  Yes 

(2)  No 

 

 

Was the bonus team-based or individual? 

(1)  Individual 

(2)  Team-based 

 

 

Please answer the following questions regarding the international team you are part of. 

 

 

How long have you been working in this team (in months)? 

_____ 

 

 

How many people are in your team, including yourself? 

_____ 
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Are all your team members located in the same country? 

(1)  Yes 

(2)  No 

 

 

How many nationalities are represented in your team, including yourself? 

_____ 

 

 

Please leave your email if you would like to receive a copy of the results. (optional) 

_____ 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing the survey! 
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Appendix II – Additional descriptive statistics 
 

Table 18. List of nationalities and working countries of survey respondents 

Nationality 
Count of 

responses 
 Working country 

Count of 

responses 

Germany 58  Denmark 
131 

Spain 47  Spain 
46 

Denmark 27  Germany 
25 

UK 10  UK 
6 

Romania 9  Switzerland 
4 

France 7  France 
3 

Italy 6  Nigeria 
3 

India 6  Norway 
2 

USA 5  Austria 
2 

Greece 5  Sweden 
2 

Argentina 5  Greece 
2 

Hungary 4  Ireland 
2 

Slovakia 4  USA 
2 

Poland 4  Turkey 
1 

The Netherlands 3  Indonesia 
1 

Austria 3  Poland 
1 

Finland 3  Belgium 
1 

Brazil 3  The Netherlands 
1 

Portugal 3  Bolivia 
1 

Sweden 2  UAE 
1 

Pakistan  2  Bulgaria 
1 

Australia 2  Argentina 
1 

Nigeria 2  Russia 
1 

Russia 2  Singapore 
1 

China 2  Grand Total 
241 

Indonesia 2    
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Georgia 1    
Latvia 1    
Belgium 1    
Cyprus 1    
Ukraine 1    
Czech Republic 1    
Ireland 1    
Bulgaria 1    
Switzerland 1    
Ecuador 1    
Colombia 1    
Singapore 1    
Norway 1    
Estonia 1    
Slovenia 1    
Grand Total 241    

 

 

Table 19. Survey responses for salary type 

Salary type 
Count of 

responses 
Percentage 

Fixed salary 130 54% 

Fixed salary and variable components (e.g. bonus) 95 39% 

Only variable components (e.g. commission) 16 7% 

Grand Total 241 100% 

 

 

Table 20. Survey responses for recent bonus and recent promotion 

Recent bonus 
Count of 

responses 
Percentage  Recent promotion 

Count of 
responses 

Percentage 

No 144 60%  No 171 71% 

 144 60%  Yes 70 29% 

Yes 97 40%  Grand Total 241 100% 

Individual 61 25%     
Team-based 36 15%     

Grand Total 241 100%     
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Appendix III – Tables and figures for auxiliary analyses 
 

Table 21. Influence of a global work context and national cultural values on perceptions of organizational 
justice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 25 Model 26 Model 27

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,001 0,001 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,103 0,096 0,116

(Constant) 3,104*** 2,535*** 3,886***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,192 0,871*** 1,141***

Age -0,124* -0,145** -0,184***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,289*** 0,180 0,064

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,091 0,061 0,053

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,041 0,199 0,353***

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,300** 0,182 0,078

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,186 0,236 -0,116

Internationality 0,197** 0,018 -0,213**

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,271** 0,000 0,307**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,057 -0,012 -0,014

IDV national 0,000 0,004 0,002

PDI national 0,001 0,001 -0,002

MAS national -0,005 0,002 0,000

UAI national -0,003 0,004 -0,001

LTO national 0,006 0,000 0,000

IVR national -0,003 -0,003 0,000

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of a global work context and national cultural values on perceptions of 

justice
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Table 22. Influence of the interaction of team type and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 28 Model 29 Model 30

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,006 0,011 0,001

Adjusted R Square 0,085 0,077 0,115

(Constant) 4,563 2,361 -0,632

Sample (1=specific company) 0,169 0,936*** 1,223***

Age -0,119* -0,155** -0,209***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,295*** 0,185 0,065

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,100 0,078 0,071

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,056 0,186 0,309**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,307** 0,177 0,082

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,178 0,248 -0,094

Internationality 0,204** 0,014 -0,225**

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,262** -0,014 0,284**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,503 0,041 1,377

IDV national -0,004 -0,007 -0,028

PDI national 0,011 0,004 0,003

MAS national 0,005 -0,005 0,001

UAI national -0,012 0,005 0,007

LTO national -0,010 0,014 0,046**

IVR national -0,015 0,002 0,063*

Team type x IDV national 0,001 0,004 0,008

Team type x PDI national -0,003 -0,001 -0,002

Team type x MAS national -0,003 0,002 0,000

Team type x UAI national 0,003 0,000 -0,003

Team type x LTO national 0,005 -0,004 -0,014**

Team type x IVR national 0,004 -0,001 -0,019*

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction of team type and national cultural values on perceptions 

of justice
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Figure 16. Interaction team type and LTO national on IJ 

 

 

Figure 17. Interaction team type and IVR national on IJ 
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Table 23. Influence of the interaction of working abroad and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 31 Model 32 Model 33

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,001 0,000 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,108 0,132 0,138

(Constant) 2,726** 2,693* 3,661***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,166 0,888*** 1,222***

Age -0,104 -0,139* -0,168**

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,322*** 0,229** 0,101

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,085 -0,004 -0,031

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,026 0,078 0,284**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,310** 0,200 0,106

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,164 0,258 -0,113

Internationality 0,717 -0,159 -0,093

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,226* -0,074 0,289**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,060 0,006 0,008

IDV national 0,003 0,008 -0,001

PDI national 0,001 0,005 -0,007

MAS national -0,015** -0,012* -0,008

UAI national 0,000 0,009 0,008

LTO national 0,012 0,000 -0,001

IVR national 0,001 -0,009 0,006

Internationality x IDV national -0,006 -0,013 0,006

Internationality x PDI national -0,004 -0,016 0,006

Internationality x MAS national 0,021* 0,034*** 0,015

Internationality x UAI national -0,002 -0,006 -0,015*

Internationality x LTO national -0,009 0,002 0,005

Internationality x IVR national -0,004 0,015 -0,012

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction of internationality and national cultural values on 

perceptions of justice
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Figure 18. Interaction internationality and MAS national on DJ 

 

 

Figure 19. Interaction internationality and MAS national on PJ 
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Figure 20. Interaction internationality and UAI national on IJ 
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Table 24. Influence of the interaction of working abroad and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 34 Model 35 Model 36

Dependent variable DJ PJ IJ

Significance ANOVA 0,008 0,003 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,083 0,095 0,146

(Constant) 4,896** 2,438 -0,508

Sample (1=specific company) 0,252 0,745*** 1,059***

Age -0,129* -0,138* -0,186***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,286*** 0,186 0,040

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,082 0,097 0,074

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,041 0,179 0,373***

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,307** 0,168 0,11

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,183 0,214 -0,084

Internationality 0,197** 0,018 -0,223**

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) -1,697 0,389 4,268*

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,047 -0,032 -0,006

IDV national -0,001 0,009 -0,002

PDI national -0,010 0,009 0,000

MAS national -0,003 -0,006 -0,017*

UAI national -0,004 0,007 0,018**

LTO national -0,001 -0,001 0,023*

IVR national -0,021 -0,006 0,054**

Working abroad x IDV national 0,001 -0,006 0,002

Working abroad x PDI national 0,012 -0,011 0,000

Working abroad x MAS national -0,002 0,010 0,020**

Working abroad x UAI national 0,001 -0,005 -0,017*

Working abroad x LTO national 0,008 0,002 -0,021

Working abroad x IVR national 0,020 0,004 -0,055**

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction ofworking abroad and national cultural values on 

perceptions of justice
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Figure 21. Interaction working abroad and MAS national on IJ 

 

 

Figure 22. Interaction working abroad and UAI national on IJ 
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Figure 23. Interaction working abroad and IVR national on IJ 

 

 

Table 25. Influence of global work context on perceptions of organizational justice – OJ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 40

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,153

(Constant) 3,303***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,699***

Age -0,158***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,171**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,063

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,196**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,188*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,111

Internationality -0,009

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,197**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,023

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of global work context on perceptions of justice
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Table 26. Influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of organizational justice – OJ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 41

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,148

(Constant) 3,38***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,549***

Age -0,168***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,191**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,101

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,194**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,167

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,106

IDV individual -0,001

PDI individual -0,003

MAS individual 0,002

UAI individual -0,003

LTO individual 0,001

IVR individual 0,003

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of individual cultural values on perceptions of 

justice



 

102 
 

Table 27. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and salary type on perceptions 
of organizational justice – OJ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 42

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,148

(Constant) 3,003***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,521***

Age -0,172***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,184**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 1,098

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,204**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,152

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,122

IDV individual 0,000

PDI individual -0,003

MAS individual -0,001

UAI individual 0,000

LTO individual 0,003

IVR individual 0,008*

Salary type x IDV individual -0,002

Salary type x PDI individual -0,001

Salary type x MAS individual 0,006

Salary type x UAI individual -0,006

Salary type x LTO individual -0,005

Salary type x IVR individual -0,012*

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural 

values and salary type on perceptions of justice
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Table 28. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and individual bonus on 
perceptions of organizational justice – OJ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 43

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,152

(Constant) 3,557***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,564***

Age -0,17***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,187**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,081

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,186**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) -0,396

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,11

IDV individual -0,003

PDI individual -0,002

MAS individual 0,000

UAI individual -0,004

LTO individual 0,003

IVR individual 0,001

Individual bonus x IDV individual 0,006

Individual bonus x PDI individual -0,004

Individual bonus x MAS individual 0,007

Individual bonus x UAI individual 0,008

Individual bonus x LTO individual -0,009

Individual bonus x IVR individual 0,005

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural 

values and individual bonus on perceptions of justice
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Table 29. Influence of the interaction between individual cultural values and team bonus on perceptions 
of organizational justice – OJ 

 

 

Figure 24. Interaction salary type and IVR individual on OJ 

 

Model 44

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,161

(Constant) 3,117***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,562***

Age -0,173***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,207**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,080

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,223**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,177*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 2,218**

IDV individual 0,000

PDI individual -0,003

MAS individual 0,003

UAI individual -0,002

LTO individual 0,002

IVR individual 0,005

Team bonus x IDV individual -0,008

Team bonus x PDI individual 0,006

Team bonus x MAS individual -0,014

Team bonus x UAI individual -0,001

Team bonus x LTO individual -0,012

Team bonus x IVR individual -0,011

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction between individual cultural 

values and team bonus on perceptions of justice
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Table 30. Influence of a global work context and national cultural values on perceptions of organizational 
justice – OJ 

$ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 45

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjusted R Square 0,139

(Constant) 3,175***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,735***

Age -0,151***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,178**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,069

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,198**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,187*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,102

Internationality 0,001

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,192**

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,028

IDV national 0,002

PDI national 0,000

MAS national -0,001

UAI national 0,000

LTO national 0,002

IVR national -0,002

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of a global work context and national cultural 

values on perceptions of justice
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Table 31. Influence of the interaction of team type and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice – OJ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 46

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjustice R Square 0,124

(Constant) 2,097

Sample (1=specific company) 0,776***

Age -0,161***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,182**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,083

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,183*

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,189*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,110

Internationality -0,002

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,177*

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) 0,305

IDV national -0,013

PDI national 0,006

MAS national 0,000

UAI national 0,000

LTO national 0,017

IVR national 0,017

Team type x IDV national 0,005

Team type x PDI national -0,002

Team type x MAS national 0,000

Team type x UAI national 0,000

Team type x LTO national -0,004

Team type x IVR national -0,005

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction of team type and national 

cultural values on perceptions of justice
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Table 32. Influence of interaction of internationality and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice – OJ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 47

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjustice R Square 0,172

(Constant) 3,027***

Sample (1=specific company) 0,759***

Age -0,137***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,217***

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,016

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,129

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,205*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,103

Internationality 0,155

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,147

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,015

IDV national 0,003

PDI national 0,000

MAS national -0,012**

UAI national 0,006

LTO national 0,003

IVR national -0,001

Internationality x IDV national -0,004

Internationality x PDI national -0,005

Internationality x MAS national 0,023***

Internationality x UAI national -0,008

Internationality x LTO national -0,001

Internationality x IVR national 0,000

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction of internationality and national 

cultural values on perceptions of justice
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Table 33. Influence of interaction of working abroad and national cultural values on perceptions of 
organizational justice – OJ  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model 48

Dependent variable OJ

Significance ANOVA 0,000

Adjustice R Square 0,128

(Constant) 2,275

Sample (1=specific company) 0,685***

Age -0,151***

Gender (0=female, 1=male) 0,171**

Salary type (0=fixed, 1=variable) 0,084

Recent promotion (0=no, 1=yes) 0,197**

Individual bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,195*

Team bonus (0=no, 1=yes) 0,104

Internationality -0,002

Working abroad  (0=no, 1=yes) 0,987

Team type (1=Classic, 2=Diaspora, 3=Babel, 4=Virtual) -0,028

IDV national 0,002

PDI national 0,000

MAS national -0,009

UAI national 0,007

LTO national 0,007

IVR national 0,009

Working abroad x IDV national -0,001

Working abroad x PDI national 0,000

Working abroad x MAS national 0,009

Working abroad x UAI national -0,007

Working abroad x LTO national -0,004

Working abroad x IVR national -0,010

*p≤0,1; **p≤0,05; ***p≤0,01

Influence of the interaction of working abroad and national 

cultural values on perceptions of justice
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Figure 25. Interaction internationality and MAS national on OJ 

 


