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ABSTRACT 

STRIVING FOR JUSTICE: 

A POLITICALLY MOTIVATED INVESTIGATION OF SUPERVISOR ADHERENCE TO 

JUSTICE RULES 

 

By 

 

Joel Koopman 

Most organizational justice research investigates supervisor adherence to justice rules as 

an employee perception to which that employee subsequently reacts. While important, this 

perception-then-reaction emphasis has left a gap in our understanding of the justice phenomenon. 

Although we know a lot about how employees react given their perceptions of supervisor 

adherence to justice rules, in contrast we know quite little about the conditions that influence 

such adherence in the first place. Given the well-recognized importance of organizational justice, 

such an omission is surprising as this may curtail both the theoretical development of the 

literature as well as the ability of scholars to provide practical advice to employees and 

organizations. To address this, I take an employee-centric focus and apply a political lens to the 

question of whether supervisors will be more likely to adhere to justice rules toward certain 

employees. Specifically, I propose that politically skilled employees are treated more fairly by 

their supervisors as a result of purposeful, motivated behaviors enacted by those employees to 

influence their received treatment. I furthermore investigate several person- and situation-level 

boundary conditions to this model and test my hypotheses using a matched sample of 341 

employees nested in 86 workgroups recruited from across a variety of occupations and 

organizations.  
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INTRODUCTION 

In the concluding chapter of the Handbook of Organizational Justice, Colquitt, 

Greenberg, and Scott (2005) took note of the burgeoning justice literature and labeled its current 

stage of development as “a promising young adult” (see also: Colquitt & Greenberg, 2003). As 

these authors expected, this young adult has continued to grow and mature as evidenced by the 

voluminous literature recently meta-analyzed by Colquitt et al. (2013). Organizational justice is 

most often represented by four dimensions constituting different forms of fairness: distributive, 

procedural, informational and interpersonal. Distributive justice represents outcome fairness and 

is generally promoted in organizations through adherence to rules regarding equity norms 

(Adams, 1965). Procedural justice is similarly concerned with outcomes, but emphasizes 

adherence to rules regarding the fairness of the decision-making procedures that lead to those 

outcomes (e.g., the extent to which those procedures were conducted in an unbiased, consistent, 

accurate, correctable, ethical and representative fashion; Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 

1975). Whereas distributive and procedural justice are primarily relevant to outcome allocations, 

informational and interpersonal justice are more relevant to communications that occur between 

a supervisor and employee. Informational justice generally reflects the extent to which these 

communications follow rules regarding necessary justifications or explanations whereas 

interpersonal justice reflects the extent to which the employee is treated in accordance with rules 

of dignity and respect during these communications (Bies & Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1993a).  

The maturation of this “promising young adult” has largely progressed along two paths, 

one more prominent than the other. The dominant path focuses on organizational justice as an 

employee perception and examines the reactions of these employees to fair or unfair treatment 

(Colquitt, 2012; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). The other 
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(far smaller) path focuses on organizational justice as the extent to which supervisors adhere to 

justice rules and examines the organizational and managerial factors that influence this 

adherence (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998, 2001; Patient & Skarlicki, 2005, 2010). Despite the 

differences between these two paths they share a similar assumption. Whether the research 

question focuses on employee reactions to fair treatment, or the organizational and managerial 

factors influencing fair treatment, both perspectives assume that the employees are merely justice 

takers who may be treated fairly (or unfairly) due to factors outside their control and 

subsequently react positively (or negatively). This “stimulus-organism-response” perspective of 

the recipients of organizational justice (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001) neglects the possibility that 

the organism (i.e., the employee) may be capable of actively influencing the source of the 

stimulus (i.e., the supervisor) to change the stimulus.  

Recently, some justice scholars have begun to more fully account for the role of the 

employee in investigations of supervisor adherence to justice rules. To date, three published 

studies have taken initial steps along these lines. Korsgaard, Roberson, and Rymph (1998) 

demonstrated in a lab study (but failed to replicate in a quasi-experimental field study) that 

assertive employees received more extensive justifications during a performance appraisal. Scott, 

Colquitt, and Zapata-Phelan (2007) found an association between employee charisma and 

perceptions of adherence to interpersonal justice rules that was mediated by supervisor 

sentiments toward the employee. More recently, Zapata, Olsen, and Martins (2013) found that 

employee trustworthiness was associated with supervisor adherence to informational and 

interpersonal justice rules stemming from supervisor perceptions of trust and felt obligation 

toward the employee.  
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Although these authors demonstrated that supervisor adherence to justice rules is 

susceptible to influence by employees, these studies generally confined their investigations to the 

effects of relatively stable, trait-like individual differences (e.g., Costa & Mccrae, 1995; R. C. 

Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996; Weber, 1947). The question 

then left unanswered is whether certain employees can actively use specific behaviors that 

influence supervisor adherence to justice rules. To date, we know very little regarding whether 

employee behaviors can influence supervisor adherence to justice rules at a general (i.e., entity; 

Bies, 2005; Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001) level, although work by Dulebohn and 

Ferris (1999) has shown that influence tactics can influence procedural justice perceptions at an 

event level (e.g., during a peformance appraisal; Bies, 2005; Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001). 

Thus, instead of adopting a perspective that views employees as justice takers reacting to the 

treatment they receive, I take a more active perspective that conceives of employees as justice 

makers capable of influencing supervisor adherence to justice rules through their behavior. This 

approach represents a departure from the typical view of the employee taken by organizational 

justice theorists and extends the small amount of work that has examined the influence of stable 

employee characteristics on supervisor justice rule adherence.  

To advance research on this alternative perspective of organizational justice, I adopt a 

self-interest view of employees (Gillespie & Greenberg, 2005). Given the interactional nature of 

typical supervisor-employee relationships and accompanying opportunities for influence (Ferris, 

Hochwarter, Douglas, Blass, Kolodinsky, & Treadway, 2002; Ferris, Treadway, Brouer, & 

Munyon, 2012) as well as the ubiquity of politics in organizations (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011), I 

apply a political lens (Mintzberg, 1985; Pfeffer, 1981) to my model and argue that politically 

skilled employees will be treated more fairly by their supervisors. I further extend this research 
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by looking to theory on motivation to understand the process by which politically skilled 

employees influence supervisor adherence to justice rules. Specifically, I investigate theory that 

describes individuals as possessing two basic motives – to get ahead and to get along, 

operationalized as striving for status and striving for communion respectively (Bakan, 1966; 

Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002). In so doing I address not only who receives fairer 

treatment, but also why as I argue that politically skilled employees are more likely to engage in 

status and communion striving (Whetten, 1989). I further address boundary conditions to my 

model by considering the enhancement effects of combining political skill with extraversion and 

agreeableness as personality traits representative of the getting ahead and getting along motives 

respectively (Barrick et al., 2002; R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). I also examine where (Whetten, 

1989) as a boundary condition by considering the extent to which the workgroup is characterized 

by high levels of organizational politics (e.g., perceptions of politics; Chang, Rosen, & Levy, 

2009; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992) as a facilitator of status and communion striving behavior by 

politically skilled employees.  

Overall, this dissertation has implications for both theory and practice. From a theoretical 

perspective, I reverse the implicit assumption in the justice literature – that employees are mere 

justice takers in the fairness process – and instead propose that employees may be justice makers 

capable of influencing justice rule adherence by their supervisors through their behaviors. I offer 

this perspective by creating a new bridge between the organizational justice and organizational 

politics literatures, and further by using a prominent perspective on motivation to support this 

linkage. In so doing, I address calls to bolster links between organizational justice and other 

prominent literatures in the organizational sciences (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Taylor, 2001). 
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This new perspective should open new avenues of organizational justice research by taking a 

more political and employee-centric standpoint than has previously been considered.  

As it pertains to practice, this research may be good news for employees experiencing 

injustice or who feel helpless in the workplace as it suggests that they are not powerless to affect 

how fairly they are treated by their supervisors. For managers and the organization, this research 

offers considerable value as it pertains to efforts to ensure fair treatment. As scholars, we can 

clearly communicate to managers and organizations that fair treatment is important, however we 

have far less to discuss regarding why (and toward whom) managers may act fairly or unfairly. 

This research may help us to better understand this process.  

In the sections that follow I will review the two major research literatures (organizational 

justice and organizational politics) that constitute the major content domains informing this 

dissertation. I also address the theoretical perspectives that tie my model together and develop 

formal hypotheses. Figure 1 below represents the theoretical model that I propose and test in this 

research. As shown in that figure, I argue that politically skilled individuals will be more likely 

to engage in both status and communion striving behavior and that these behaviors should 

influence supervisor adherence to justice rules. As I discuss in more detail below, I argue that 

status striving is primarily associated with supervisor adherence to distributive and procedural 

justice rules and that communion striving is primarily associated with supervisor adherence to 

informational and interpersonal justice rules. However, I include dashed lines between status 

striving and informational justice as well as communion striving and procedural justice because, 

as I elaborate later, there are theoretical reasons to expect these non-corresponding relationships. 

Finally, I propose several boundary conditions to this model. Drawing from the getting ahead 

and getting along motivational perspective, I examine the enhancement effects of extraversion on 
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the relationship between political skill and status striving and agreeableness on the relationship 

between political skill and communion striving. Drawing further on the political perspective of 

organizations, I propose that perceptions of politics should enhance both relationships.  

 

Figure 1 - Proposed Theoretical Model 
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LITERATURE REVIEW – ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE 

The academic literature on justice or fairness (such terms are often used interchangeably 

– a practice that will be maintained in this manuscript) is generally traced to research on the 

relative deprivation phenomenon by Stouffer, Suchman, Devinney, Star, and Williams Jr. (1949), 

however awareness of the importance of fairness is prevalent in the writings of Thomas Locke, 

Thomas Hobbes, John Stuart Mill, and as far back as Aristotle and Plato (Colquitt, Greenberg, & 

Zapata-Phelan, 2005). Beginning with Stouffer et al. (1949), the justice literature has expanded 

in both breadth (moving from one justice construct to four) and depth (a recent meta-analysis 

reportedly located 1155 potentially relevant justice articles for the time period from 1999-2010; 

Colquitt et al., 2013). In the following sections, I will briefly explore the aspects of the 

organizational justice literature that are relevant for this manuscript. For a more detailed 

treatment, please see one of the many reviews on this topic (e.g., Colquitt, 2008, 2012; Colquitt, 

Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005; Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001).  

The Structure of Justice 

The first justice dimension identified was distributive justice (Homans, 1961). 

Distributive justice stems from the basic notion that not all workers receive the same outcomes in 

an organization (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). Rather, valued outcomes (e.g., 

pay, fringe benefits, job status; Adams, 1965) must be allocated based on some distribution 

norm. The initial allocation norm that was studied, and still the most frequently examined 

(although upwards of 17 different allocation norms have been identified; Colquitt, Greenberg, & 

Zapata-Phelan, 2005) is a norm of equity. Homans (1961) identified the equity norm in his 

argument that outcomes should be distributed to employees on a proportional basis with their 
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costs, or inputs (e.g., education, training or skills; Adams, 1965). Distributive justice then 

represents the fairness of the outcome allocations afforded to an employee.  

The organizational justice family expanded a decade later with the advent of the 

procedural justice construct by Thibaut and Walker (1975). To this point, justice research was 

concerned with the prediction of outcomes associated with the (un)fairness of allocations; these 

authors instead proposed that the procedures leading to outcomes were also important. Thibaut 

and Walker (1975) found that the extent to which individuals are able to exert control over the 

process was predictive of satisfaction with the outcome regardless of whether the outcome was 

favorable or not. The implication of these findings was that participants believed that fair 

procedures guarantee favorable outcomes in the long-run even if the outcomes weren’t favorable 

immediately (Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001). Therefore, as long as procedures are fair, 

individuals tend to be satisfied.   

Leventhal (1980) bolstered these findings by arguing that they applied to organizational 

research on outcome allocations, positioning procedural justice as a second justice construct and 

thus beginning a substantial amount of research devoted to empirically confirming this dual 

conceptualization of justice. Ultimately procedural justice was confirmed as distinctive from 

distributive justice through factor analytic tests (e.g., Greenberg, 1986), the demonstration of 

independent effects on outcomes (e.g., Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Sweeney & Mcfarlin, 1993), 

analysis of interactions whereby procedural justice mitigates the effects of outcome fairness 

(e.g., Brockner & Wisenfeld, 1996) and even through a neuroimaging analysis (Dulebohn, 

Conlon, Sarinopoulos, Davison, & Mcnamara, 2009).  

The organizational justice universe continued to expand as Bies and Moag (1986) 

suggested another justice dimension – interactional justice. The interactional justice construct 
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originated from the recognition that the quality of interpersonal treatment during interactions 

with an authority was rooted in issues of fairness, but that such treatment was not adequately 

assessed by either distributive or procedural justice (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 

2005). Bies and Moag (1986) therefore argued that a cohesive set of rules existed governing how 

people should be treated during interactions, and that this set of rules existed independently of 

both currently identified justice dimensions. Despite this assertion of independence the 

interactional justice construct faltered early as it was often described, and operationalized, as a 

component of procedural justice (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). While scholars 

tended to agree on the existence of a set of rules governing interactions, it was less clear that they 

existed independently of procedural justice.  

Greenberg (1993a) helped to clarify the conceptual status of the interactional justice 

construct, and in so doing split the construct into informational and interpersonal dimensions of 

organizational justice. He argued that interactional justice clearly represented a social aspect of 

justice that existed outside the fairness of outcomes or the procedures that led to those outcomes. 

Greenberg (1993a) argued that interactional justice – or more specifically informational and 

interpersonal justice – originated from completely different sets of rules and he demonstrated 

that these dimensions of justice had both had unique effects on employee theft. Masterson, 

Byrne, and Mao (2005) further promoted the distinctions between informational and 

interpersonal justice in a conceptual chapter that proposed interpersonal justice to be more at the 

discretion of managers and influenced by characteristics such as personality and empathy 

whereas informational justice was more subject to characteristics of the organization and 

situation (see also: Scott, Colquitt, & Paddock, 2009). 
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In an important contribution to the empirical distinctions of informational and 

interpersonal justice, Colquitt (2001) developed new measures drawing on the original justice 

rules theorized by Bies and Moag (1986) and provided factor analyses that supported a four-

factor conceptualization of organizational justice as well as data demonstrating that each 

dimension has unique effects on a variety of relevant outcomes. Empirically, the interpersonal 

and informational dimensions tend to be strongly correlated (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 

2001) and are sometimes evaluated as a single interactional justice construct (e.g., George & 

Zhou, 2007; Krings & Facchin, 2009), however studies adopting this theorizing may be 

somewhat limited as it can be unclear which component of interactional justice is driving the 

effects, thus the recent trend has been to evaluate these dimensions separately as their 

distinctiveness from each other becomes better understood (e.g., Holtz & Harold, 2013; Scott et 

al., 2009; Takeuchi, Chen, & Cheung, 2012). More importantly, their separation from procedural 

and distributive justice is now beyond doubt. 

Justice Rules 

Each of the four dimensions of justice represents the extent or degree to which specific 

fairness rules are followed by some entity either during a contextualized event (e.g., layoffs, 

performance appraisal) or as a general set of behaviors or intentions that cross through situations 

and events (Colquitt, 2012; Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001). Each organizational justice 

dimension then represents a specific set of these fairness rules; distributive justice for outcome 

allocations, procedural justice for the process by which allocations are determined, informational 

justice for the honesty of communications and the provision of justifications or explanations and 

interpersonal justice for the manner in which interactions are conducted.  
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An entity’s adherence to these rules requires following a predetermined set of criteria 

specific to each dimension. The criteria for distributive justice requires adhering to an 

appropriate allocation norm – typically equity, although alternatives (e.g., equality and need) 

have been studied (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). The procedural justice criteria 

require provision of process and outcome control to individuals (Thibaut & Walker, 1975) and 

further decisions must be made in a manner that suppresses bias and is consistent, accurate, 

correctable, representative and ethical (Leventhal, 1980). Informational justice criteria require 

that information be communicated in a truthful manner and that decisions should be justified. 

Interpersonal justice criteria require that information must be communicated with respect and 

propriety (Bies & Moag, 1986).  

The majority of organizational justice research assesses fairness indirectly by measuring 

justice rule adherence (either a supervisor report of adherence to justice rules or an employee’s 

perception of adherence to those rules) instead of directly assessing whether something was 

actually “fair.” Assessments of the rules promoting justice represent a more granular analysis of 

behaviors or perceptions leading to overall judgments (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Scott, 2005). In 

keeping with the dominant justice paradigm, I will focus on supervisor adherence to specific 

justice rules constituting the four previously described dimensions, rather than global 

assessments of justice itself, with the understanding these global assessments derive from 

adherence to these rules (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Colquitt, 2012).  

Why Justice Is Important 

Consequences for employees. Employees care about justice because fair treatment 

satisfies needs (Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001). Colquitt (2008) notes that people desire 

control, even if only over certain processes and not over the actual outcomes they receive. Fair 
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treatment is instrumental in allowing employees to experience that control and to feel as if they 

are able to maximize the long-term favorability of the outcomes they receive (Tyler, 1987). 

Furthermore, fair treatment influences how individuals perceive their social-standing within a 

group, promotes self-worth and positively affects a person’s identity as it conveys information 

about their relationships with others (Tyler & Lind, 1992). 

In workplace hierarchical relationships, supervisors tend to hold substantial power over 

their employees (Emerson, 1962). These power-dependency relationships often result in the 

employee being forced to cede their autonomy to the authority figure, creating opportunities for 

exploitation. Such experience is quite uncomfortable for the employee, however when these 

authority figures act in a fair manner toward the employee it can set them at ease. Essentially, 

fair treatment may be used by employees as a heuristic to assess whether or not they are likely to 

be exploited in this relationship (Lind, 2001). Beyond even just judging the likelihood of 

exploitation by an authority, justice judgments can be used more broadly to reduce anxiety over 

environmental uncertainty (Colquitt, 2008; Lind & Van Den Bos, 2002). 

For as much as justice feels good and engenders positive behaviors, the experience of 

injustice is extremely negative (Bies & Tripp, 2001). Colquitt, Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan 

(2005) note that injustice results in feelings that a person is not in control, or perceptions that 

some authority has been rude or misleading. Bies and Tripp (2001, p. 202) go further, describing 

the feeling of injustice as “hot and passionate” and as a painful feeling stemming from a 

“violated psyche and sense of self.” According to Barclay and Skarlicki (2009, p. 511), 

“individuals who have experienced unfairness in the workplace often report significant, painful, 

and enduring consequences” and may be “consumed by the thought of revenge” (Bies & Tripp, 

2001, p. 202).  
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The experience of injustice is a demanding and time-consuming experience, and because 

of its relevance to organizations, it has received much scholarly attention. Individuals experience 

the injustice cognitively as they make sense of the situation (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001; Olson-

Buchanan & Boswell, 2008), emotionally as rage, anger, shame or guilt (Barclay & Skarlicki, 

2009) and behaviorally as they seek revenge against the organization (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), 

seek revenge against customers (Skarlicki, Van Jaarsveld, & Walker, 2008), regulate their 

emotions (Rupp, Mccance, Spencer, & Sonntag, 2008) or act out in other ways (e.g., sexual 

harassment; Krings & Facchin, 2009). Alternatively, the behavioral outcome may be to forgive 

and reconcile (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006), however these behaviors as coping strategies are 

still taxing and time consuming. Injustice is ultimately a depleting experience that at best may 

distract employees and at worst might promote destructive retaliatory actions (e.g., theft; 

Greenberg, 1993b). Although it may not always result in employees engaging in actual revenge 

behaviors, clearly the optimal situation would be for the injustice to not occur in the first place. 

Consequences for organizations. Not only is fair treatment in the workplace important 

for employees, but this is a topic of substantial relevance for organizations and managers as well. 

For organizations, the fair treatment of employees supports organizational legitimacy, 

discourages disruptive behaviors, and promotes acceptance of organizational change (Colquitt, 

Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). For managers, fair treatment can help to blunt negative 

employee reactions to bad news (Patient & Skarlicki, 2005) and acting fairly may also have 

implications for subsequent emotional reactions and subsequent justice rule adherence 

(Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001; Scott et al., 2009).  

A large body of evidence exists demonstrating the fair treatment of employees is 

associated with a number of exceedingly important organizational outcomes. Early meta-
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analyses on the justice literature by Colquitt et al. (2001) and Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) 

validated the importance of justice to management research as they found significant 

relationships between the various justice dimensions and employee attitudes (e.g., job 

satisfaction, commitment, trust, LMX and turnover intention) and behaviors (e.g., OCB, 

withdrawal, CWB and task performance). A recent meta-analysis (Colquitt et al., 2013) updated 

these values and further demonstrated significant associations with OCB (positive) and CWB 

(negative) directed at the supervisor as well as perceived organizational support. Another recent 

meta-analysis by Robbins, Ford, and Tetrick (2012) took an injustice perspective and found that 

unfair treatment was associated with a host of negative health and well-being outcomes. 

Specifically, these authors found significant relationships between injustice and burnout, stress, 

state negativity and employee absence. 

Overall, the literature on organizational justice has clearly demonstrated that when 

employees are treated fairly they respond in ways that are exceedingly valuable to organizations. 

Beyond the direct relationship between justice and performance, justice may be indirectly related 

to performance as well given that a number of the relevant outcomes of fair treatment have 

themselves been meta-analytically linked to job and organization performance (e.g., Colquitt, 

Scott, & Lepine, 2007; Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012; Gerstner & Day, 

1997; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 

2002; Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). Indeed, Colquitt et al. (2013) recently 

demonstrated this meta-analytically, showing that justice is indirectly related to performance 

through both social exchange quality as well as affective state.  
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Justice as the Dependent Variable 

The overwhelmingly majority of research on organizational justice investigates questions 

regarding employee reactions to justice rule adherence or justice rule violations by some 

authority. Greenberg (1987, p. 10) described this type of research on justice as falling into a 

“reactive” category, whereby the primary research focus was on “people’s attempts either to 

escape from, or to avoid perceived unfair states. Such theories examine reactions to injustices.” 

When taking a reactive approach to organizational justice, researchers are investigating how 

employees respond to fair and unfair conditions (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001); this research 

necessarily models justice as an independent (i.e., exogenous) variable and typically considers 

justice as a perception to which employees react in some way.  

A reactive approach to studying organizational justice is clearly beneficial as this 

perspective allows fair treatment to be used as a predictor of a host of organizationally relevant 

outcomes (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2001). Indeed, Colquitt (2012, p. 32) suggests that without this 

lens, “it is difficult to conceive of how the literature could have grown as fast as it did.” 

However, the justice literature’s predominant focus on employee reactions has come at a cost. 

We know a great deal about both the outcomes predicted by justice (e.g., Cohen-Charash & 

Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001) as well as the mechanisms for those effects (e.g., Colquitt et 

al., 2013). What we do not know, at least not very well, is why authorities adhere to justice rules 

in the first place (Colquitt, 2012) – however, for a recent exception see Scott, Garza, Conlon, and 

Kim (in press).  

In addition to describing the reactive dimension of organizational justice research, 

Greenberg (1987, p. 10) also described a proactive dimension. In contrast to research 

investigating employee reactions to fair and unfair treatment, proactive justice research focuses 
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on “behaviors designed to promote justice. [Such theories] examine behaviors attempting to 

create just states.” Thus when researchers consider justice from a proactive perspective, they are 

investigating how and why authorities are motivated to be fair (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001); 

such research models justice as a dependent (i.e., endogenous) variable and investigates the 

antecedents of fair treatment.  

Although research adopting a proactive (i.e., dependent or endogenous) perspective of 

organizational justice is dwarfed by the voluminous reactive-focused justice research, there have 

been several recent attempts to direct such research efforts to better understand the reasons for 

justice rule adherence or violation. Several authors have discussed conceptually what a 

dependent variable perspective of organizational justice would look like; typically such essays 

focus on a particular event (e.g., the delivery of bad news) and conclude with entreaties for 

empirical research on this phenomenon (e.g., Folger & Skarlicki, 2001; Masterson et al., 2005; 

Patient & Skarlicki, 2005). Perhaps the strongest of these calls comes from Colquitt (2012) in his 

explicit urging of justice researchers to take an endogenous approach to justice research.  

Just as the reactive approach to organizational justice generally viewed employees as 

passive justice takers, so too did the initial research efforts of those authors taking a proactive 

approach. Schminke, Ambrose, and Cropanzano (2000) investigated several dimensions of 

organizational structure (centralization, formalization and size) that might influence the extent to 

which employees perceive how well the organization adheres to rules of procedural and 

interactional justice. Gilliland and Schepers (2003) and Masterson et al. (2005) expanded this 

theorizing by considering not only organizational factors as determinants of justice rule 

adherence but also characteristics of the manager as well. Following this focus on the manager, 

Folger and Skarlicki (1998) found that managers experienced more discomfort and engaged in 
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behaviors akin to violations of interactional justice during layoffs when mismanagement was the 

cause of the layoffs. In a subsequent essay, Folger and Skarlicki (2001) further theorized about 

managerial behaviors (e.g., distancing and stonewalling) that violate interactional justice rules 

during layoffs. Patient and Skarlicki (2005) later proposed a more general model of manager 

adherence to interactional justice rules based on manager empathy, moral development and self-

esteem which they subsequently partially tested (Patient & Skarlicki, 2010). Finally, D. Mayer, 

Nishii, Schneider, and Goldstein (2007) and Heslin and Vandewalle (2011) both investigated 

how manager personality influenced their adherence to justice rules as perceived by employees; 

these investigations have shown that traits such as agreeableness, conscientiousness and 

neuroticism, as well as a manager’s implicit person theory (a belief that people can change) were 

associated with adherence to justice rules.  

Further capturing the assumption of employee passivity, Greenberg and Wiethoff (2001) 

provided a model incorporating both “reaction” and “proaction” processes to explain how 

supervisors become aware of injustice concerns among employees and how they might use this 

information to behave more fairly in the future. This model, however, incorporated employees 

only as a diagnostic mechanism for managers understanding the effects of their actions – the 

employee wasn’t viewed as a primary driver of managerial behavior. Recently, Li, Masterson, 

and Sprinkle (2012) invoked image theory as an explanation for why supervisors act in fair or 

unfair ways, however these authors focused more on the interface between supervisor actions 

and employee perceptions instead of examining why supervisor’s acted fairly or unfairly in the 

first place.  

Finally, in even the most comprehensive model of manager fair and unfair behavior to 

date (Scott et al., 2009), the role of the employee is largely relegated to the background. Scott et 
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al. (2009) proposed, and recently largely confirmed (Scott et al., in press), that supervisor 

adherence to justice rules is driven at least in part by the supervisor’s cognitive and affective 

motives (e.g., effecting compliance or affective state). The role of employees in this model is 

generally to serve a diagnostic function similar to Greenberg and Wiethoff (2001) in that 

supervisors use employee reactions to make sense of their own behavior. Thus, while the 

aforementioned models all invoke the employee to some extent, their focus is largely on 

supervisor-related factors as the impetus for adherence to justice rules.  

There are, however, three studies that have endeavored to shift the focus of investigations 

for supervisor justice rule adherence toward the employee. These studies represent the initial 

steps toward an employee-centric perspective; however their focus was generally on stable, trait-

like individual differences and not on discrete sets of behavior. Therefore, despite the focus on 

employees, these studies still have a semblance of the justice taker perspective, such that 

supervisor justice rule adherence can be influenced, but only by those lucky enough to be 

endowed with certain traits. Korsgaard et al. (1998) investigated whether assertive employees 

would receive more extensive justifications from their supervisor during a performance appraisal 

exercise. Assertiveness in this study represented confederates maintaining eye contact or 

forcefully stating their own opinions – actions consistent with assertiveness as a facet of the 

broader extraversion construct (Costa & Mccrae, 1995). Furthermore, while these authors found 

a link between assertiveness and justifications in their lab study involving university 

undergraduate students, they failed to replicate this finding in a field quasi-experiment.  

Scott et al. (2007) investigated a different individual difference, employee charisma 

(Weber, 1947), in their field study of employees at a national insurance company. These authors 

found that employees who were more charismatic positively influenced their supervisor’s 
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affective evaluations and further reported increased adherence to interpersonal justice rules by 

their supervisor. Finally, Zapata et al. (2013) investigated a different individual difference, 

employee trustworthiness (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995) and found that supervisors trusted these 

employees more and felt an obligation to them, resulting in increased adherence to informational 

and interpersonal justice rules toward them.  

Only one published study has provided evidence that actual employee behaviors may 

influence supervisor adherence to justice rules. Dulebohn and Ferris (1999) found that employee 

voice during a performance appraisal (operationalized as supervisor reports of ingratiation) 

influenced employee perceptions of procedural justice. This paper provides suggestive evidence 

for the possibility of employee behaviors to influence supervisor justice rule adherence; 

however, unlike the papers by Scott, Zapata,  and their colleagues, the Dulebohn and Ferris 

(1999) article only examines influence over justice rule adherence in a specific context (e.g., a 

performance appraisal) as opposed to altering how a supervisor acts at a general (e.g., entity; 

Bies, 2005; Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001) level.  

In this dissertation I take a proactive perspective on organizational justice and 

conceptualize employees not as justice takers, but as justice makers. I model supervisor 

adherence to the rules governing the four dimensions of justice as dependent variables and take 

an employee-centric look at the behaviors that influence adherence to these rules. By taking this 

approach, I address a call by Colquitt (2012) to more fully address employee variables that 

influence adherence to justice rules. In the section that follows, I draw on a prominent motivation 

perspective to explain how employees can influence justice rule adherence by their supervisor.  
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DEVELOPMENT AND INTEGRATION OF THEORY 

One important contribution to the organizational justice literature was the insight that 

justice is a motivating phenomenon in that fair treatment can satisfy basic psychological needs 

(e.g., Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001). However, consideration of justice from this orientation 

preserves the justice taker view of employees. By instead considering employees as justice 

makers, supervisor adherence to justice rules becomes an outcome toward which employees 

strive instead of a condition to which employees react. This begs the question: what can 

employees do to influence or sway supervisor adherence to justice rules?  

Getting Ahead and Getting Along 

This question can be answered by looking to theory on motives. Many motivation 

theorists broadly conceptualize individual behavior as seeking either to get ahead or to get along 

(Bakan, 1966; Barrick et al., 2002; Wiggins, 1991). Bakan (1966) described the getting ahead 

motive as one of self-assertion and self-expansion through which an individual strives to master 

and control the environment as well as achieve sufficient power to protect that control. In 

contrast, he described the getting along motive as striving to maintain contact, openness and 

union with others through which an individual exerts their desire to create relationships with 

others. Bakan (1966) argued that at the broadest level of abstraction all individual motives fall 

into these two categories and that efforts to achieve these motives were responsible for guiding 

individual behavior (see also: Horowitz, Wilson, Turan, Zolotsev, Constantino, & Henderson, 

2006; Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). Wiggins (1991) further noted that this dual perspective is 

broadly reflected in a variety of early philosophical (e.g., Confucius) and psychological 

(e.g.,Freud and Erikson) and argued that consideration of these motives are essential for 

understanding interpersonal behaviors.  
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Recently, this perspective on the duality of motives has been integrated into management 

research (e.g., R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). In the workplace, the 

getting ahead motive manifests as attempts to obtain and exert power, influence and control 

whereas the getting along motive manifests as attempts to feel accepted, liked and supported 

(Barrick, Mount, & Li, 2013; R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). Barrick et al. (2002) took the 

important step of defining and operationalizing constructs based on these motives. These authors 

defined the constructs specifically as a set of striving behaviors representing efforts to get ahead 

or get along.  

Strivings represent a less abstract conceptualization of getting ahead and getting along 

and are a common method for conceptualizing motivation constructs (Horowitz et al., 2006). To 

represent the motive to get ahead, Barrick et al. (2002, p. 44) defined status striving as “actions 

directed toward obtaining power and dominance within a status hierarchy.” Similarly, to 

represent the motive to get along, these authors defined communion striving as “actions directed 

toward obtaining acceptance in personal relationships and getting along with others.” According 

to Barrick and colleagues (Barrick et al., 2013; Barrick et al., 2002) these constructs represent 

the manifestation of an individual’s agenda to achieve power, influence and control (getting 

ahead) or to create and maintain meaningful cooperative relationships with others (getting 

along). 

Barrick et al. (2002) described the motives of getting ahead and getting along as broad, 

basic goals driving purposeful employee behaviors in pursuit of personal agendas that represent 

achievement of those goals (see also: Barrick et al., 2013). The purposeful nature of these 

behaviors is an important point similarly echoed by Horowitz et al. (2006). Employees engage in 

attempts to get ahead and get along through purposeful, goal-directed social interactions in the 
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workplace (J. Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998; R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998; 

Horowitz et al., 2006). 

Although all people have been theorized as possessing these two basic motives it is not 

the case that everyone will strive for them with the same intensity and persistence, in the same 

manner, or even strive for them at all (R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998). This begs the question: which 

employees are more likely to engage in such striving behavior? R. Hogan and Shelton (1998) 

asserted that individuals must possess the necessary social skills to translate their motivation to 

get ahead and get along into behavioral actions. I draw on recent theorizing vis-à-vis social skills 

and social effectiveness (e.g., Blickle, Frohlich, et al., 2011; Ferris, Perrewe, & Douglas, 2002) 

and conceptualize political skill (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005) as one potential driving force 

behind employee efforts to get ahead and get along (i.e., to strive for status and to strive for 

communion), ultimately influencing the fairness of the treatment they receive.  

Political skill represents an important individual difference that is likely to differentiate 

employees who are more or less likely to engage in striving behaviors. Such individuals are more 

likely to recognize that much decision making in organizations may be inherently politicized 

(Mintzberg, 1985) and thus will leverage their unique skill set to sway the extent to which their 

supervisor adheres to justice rules. In the section that follows, I will discuss the political 

perspective on organizations in general and discuss the political skill construct in detail.    
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LITERATURE REVIEW – POLITICAL SKILL 

The existence of politics in organizations is well-known to both scholars (Ferris & 

Hochwarter, 2011) and practitioners (Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick, & Mayes, 1980). 

Moreover, organizational politics is a topic of frequent discussion in popular culture as well, as 

indicated through both news columns (“Don’t Dismiss Office Politics – Teach It”, 2011; “Trying 

to Stop Office Politics in its Tracks”, 2013) and even entire websites 

(http://www.officepolitics.com). In a survey conducted by Madison et al. (1980), practicing 

managers indicated that politics were commonplace experiences in the workplace. Ferris, Russ, 

and Fandt (1989, p. 143) discussed organizational politics as “simply a fact of life…behavior in 

and of organizations is often political in nature” while Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005) argued that 

the existence and importance of politics in organizations has been acknowledged for years. 

Mintzberg (1985) even went so far as to label the workplace as a “political arena” whereby 

politics may capture the organization, either in whole or in part.  

The Oxford dictionary defines politics as “activities aimed at improving someone’s status 

or increasing power within an organization” whereby the Macmillan dictionary defines it as “the 

use by someone of particular ideas to try to get what they want.” In management research, 

organizational politics is generally a broad and encompassing term used to capture employee 

enactment of some set of opportunistic behaviors or perceptions that the work climate is 

characterized by such behaviors (Ferris et al., 1989). Indeed, one of the most distinguishing 

features of this literature is that the application of a political lens assumes that “individuals are 

self-interested and that their behaviors and actions are driven solely by the need to satisfy their 

own desires and objectives” (Treadway, 2012, p. 538). 
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Political Skill 

Adopting this perspective of self-interest, I focus on political skill as a key antecedent of 

status and communion striving behaviors. Political skill is defined as “effectively understanding 

others at work, and using such knowledge to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s 

personal and/or organizational objectives” (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005, p. 127). The political 

skill construct has only recently been operationalized by Ferris and colleagues, however 

recognition that some individuals may possess certain characteristics that allow them to be 

successful in political environments, and that such a characteristic could be called political skill, 

was suggested by both Pfeffer (1981) and Mintzberg (1983). According to Ferris, Treadway, et 

al. (2005, pp. 127-128), politically skilled individuals “combine social astuteness with the 

capacity to adjust their behavior to different and changing situational demands in a manner that 

appears to be sincere, inspires support and trust, and effectively influences and controls the 

responses of others.” According to these authors, politically skilled individuals are able to adapt 

their behavior in different social situations, and do so in a manner that hides any self-serving 

intent from the attributions of others. The following description from Ferris, Treadway, et al. 

(2005, p. 128) paints a picture of how political skill manifests in the workplace. 

Politically skilled individuals convey a sense of personal security and 

calm self-confidence that attracts others and gives them a feeling of 

comfort. This self-confidence never goes too far so as to be perceived as 

arrogance but is always properly measured to be a positive attribute. 

Therefore, although self-confident, those high in political skill are not self-

absorbed (although they are self-aware) because their focus is outward 

toward others, not inward and self-centered. 
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To cover the content domain for political skill, Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005) proposed 

that this construct consisted of four dimensions: social astuteness, interpersonal influence, 

networking ability and apparent sincerity. As experts in the politics literature, Ferris, Treadway, 

et al. (2005) examined this literature to determine the various skills needed to satisfy the given 

construct definition. In arriving at these four dimensions, the authors argue that they have 

broadly sampled the relevant content domain to describe a construct that is in some ways 

dispositional, but also “can be developed or shaped through a combination of formal and 

informal developmental experiences” (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005, p. 128).  

According to Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005), socially astute individuals are attuned to 

diverse social situations. These individuals easily interpret both their own behavior, and that of 

others, and as such display cleverness during social interactions. Politically skilled individuals 

also have a “subtle and convincing personal style” that they use to exert influence on others. 

These individuals modify their behaviors according to the situation with the goal of eliciting 

particular responses from others. Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005) propose that politically skilled 

individuals also possess networking ability, or an adeptness at developing alliances and 

coalitions of important others. Such networks allow politically skilled individuals to marshal 

support when necessary to take advantage of opportunities. Finally, Ferris, Treadway, et al. 

(2005) propose that all the while, politically skilled individuals appear sincere, authentic and 

genuine during social interactions. The combination of these dimensions allows politically 

skilled employees to marshal the support of others with whom they have developed strong 

relationships and astutely read others and the environment while regulating their own cognitions, 

emotions and behaviors in the enactment of goal-directed behaviors (Ferris, Treadway, Perrewe, 

Brouer, Douglas, & Lux, 2007).  
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Political Skill and Social Effectiveness 

Political skill is not the first construct to call attention to the importance of social 

effectiveness in the workplace (for a review, see: Ferris, Perrewe, et al., 2002). Social 

effectiveness generally reflects an ability to “effectively read, understand, and control social 

interactions” (Ferris, Perrewe, et al., 2002, p. 49). The construct of political skill resides in the 

broad content domain of social effectiveness along with a number of other constructs. Although 

political skill has both conceptual and empirical overlap with several other social effectiveness 

constructs, it is distinct from these constructs and is the most closely aligned with the political 

perspective adopted in this manuscript. Below I will briefly describe the conceptual and 

empirical differences between political skill and four commonly discussed social effectiveness 

constructs; importantly political skill has been shown to have significant, but generally 

moderately sized, relationships with these constructs (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005; Liu, Ferris, 

Zinko, Perrewe, Weitz, & Xu, 2007; Zellars, Perrewe, Rossi, Tepper, & Ferris, 2008).  

Emotional intelligence. Political skill was conceptually differentiated from emotional 

intelligence by Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005). J. D. Mayer, Roberts, and Barsade (2008, p. 511) 

define emotional intelligence as the “ability to carry out accurate reasoning about emotions and 

the ability to use emotions and emotional knowledge to enhance thought.” Emotional 

intelligence should therefore be related to, but narrower than, political skill as that construct is 

generally focused only on the emotional aspects of effectiveness, influence and control (Ferris, 

Treadway, et al., 2005). 

Proactive personality. Ferris et al. (2007) proposed that proactive personality is a likely 

antecedent of political skill. Proactive personality reflects a dispositional tendency toward taking 

action and attempting to influence the environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Crant (1995) 
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further described proactive personality as a tendency toward taking action, showing initiative and 

persevering. Ferris et al. (2007) noted that proactive personality likely impels the influence and 

networking abilities of politically skilled individuals.  

Self-efficacy. Ferris et al. (2007) propose that in order to have and exercise political skill, 

individuals must perceive control over themselves and their environment. These authors suggest 

that self-efficacy, representing a personal judgment of an individual’s ability to execute action to 

deal with prospective situations (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), reflects this belief. Individuals 

high in self-efficacy feel a sense of mastery and control over their environment and believe they 

possess the capability to organize and execute courses of action to attain desired outcomes 

(Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris, and Hochwarter (2008) provide evidence 

of the independence of these constructs; these authors demonstrated that they are only 

moderately correlated and have differential predictive validity with task and contextual 

performance.  

Self-monitoring. Political skill is further differentiated from self-monitoring by Ferris, 

Treadway, et al. (2005). Self-monitoring reflects a tendency for an individual to monitor, 

observe, regulate and control their own self-presentation and as such it represents goal-oriented 

behavior enacted for the sake of achieving a desirable public appearance (Gangestad & Snyder, 

2000). Thus, self-monitoring individuals are sensitive to social and interpersonal cues and are 

skilled at choosing appropriate behaviors in specific situations (Ferris et al., 2007; Gangestad & 

Snyder, 2000). Ferris et al. (2007) suggest that self-monitoring may be an antecedent of political 

skill as both constructs reflect social astuteness and an orientation toward monitoring and 

regulating one’s behavior.  
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Despite the similarities however, political skill is differentiated from, and represents a 

unique contribution over, self-monitoring. Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005) showed that, while 

self-monitoring was significantly associated with political skill, this relationship was only 

moderate (bivariate correlation of .39/.33 in study 1/study 2). Furthermore, in both studies self-

monitoring was significantly related only to three of the four dimensions of political skill (this 

relationship was not significant with the apparent sincerity dimension). Further evidence of this 

independence is provided by Semadar, Robins, and Ferris (2006) as these authors found a 

bivariate correlation of .27 between political skill and self-monitoring. Furthermore, they found 

that political skill predicted significant incremental variance in managerial performance over 

self-monitoring.  

Empirical Review of Political Skill 

Despite the relative infancy of the political skill construct, a number of research teams 

have conducted empirical research to both test some of the initial theorizing by Ferris and 

colleagues (e.g., Ferris, Perrewe, Anthony, & Gilmore, 2000; Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005) as 

well as to break new theoretical ground. I have organized much of the empirical research 

conducted to date on political skill into two coherent streams of research that I will discuss 

below. The first stream focuses on what political skill helps employees do (e.g., main effects of 

political skill). The second stream focuses on what political skill helps employees do better (e.g., 

enhancement effects of political skill). Both streams of research are important for understanding 

the workplace advantages conferred on politically skilled employees.  

Political skill main effects. One of the fundamental propositions regarding political skill 

is that possession of this skillset will contribute to one’s performance at work (or at least, 

perceptions of this performance). Several research teams have supported this proposition. 
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Blickle, Kramer, et al. (2011) found that political skill was a significant predictor of a broad 

operationalization of job performance beyond GMA and the big five personality traits. Using a 

more focused measure of task performance, Kapoutsis, Papalexandris, Nikolopoulos, 

Hochwarter, and Ferris (2011) demonstrated a positive relationship with political skill in two 

studies. Liu et al. (2007) add to this robust finding as they found similar relationships across 

three studies using several different operationalizations of performance.  

Several research teams have conducted simultaneous investigations of political skill’s 

relationship with both task and contextual performance. Jawahar et al. (2008) found significant 

relationships between political skill and task performance in two studies, and further 

demonstrated a significant relationship with contextual performance (study 1) and OCB-O and 

OCB-I in study 2. Andrews, Kacmar, and Harris (2009) further support the relationship between 

political skill and contextual performance; these authors used a multilevel design in which 

supervisors rated multiple subordinates on task-focused citizenship behaviors and demonstrated a 

significant relationship between these constructs. Finally, in a recent meta-analysis, Bing, 

Davison, Minor, Novicevic, and Frink (2011) reported an unreliability-corrected relationship 

between political skill and job performance of .19 and political skill and contextual performance 

relationship of .26.  

Looking beyond the short term, Blickle and colleagues have found that political skill is 

also related to an individual’s longer-term career outcomes. Blickle, Schneider, Liu, and Ferris 

(2011) found that political skill was significantly related to assessments of attained hierarchical 

position, income and career satisfaction measured one year later. Blickle, Oerder, and Summers 

(2010) further report a significant relationship between political skill and career success among 

works councilors in Germany.  
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One mechanism that has been proposed to explain the relationship between political skill 

and career outcomes is that political skill aids employees in developing a favorable reputation. 

The aforementioned article by Blickle, Schneider, et al. (2011) investigated reputation as a 

mediator of the career success measures and found that self-reported reputation mediated the 

effects of political skill on hierarchical position, income and career satisfaction. This finding was 

augmented by Zinko, Ferris, Humphrey, Meyer, and Aime (2012). Instead of using a self-report 

of reputation, these authors located another employee who did not commonly interact with the 

focal employee to complete the reputation measure. As hypothesized, political skill was 

positively associated with reputation, and reputation was further significantly related to career 

success, power and autonomy. Moreover, the political skill relationship was significant beyond 

the contributions of both tenure and expertise.  

Finally, several research teams have investigated how political skill impacts other 

assessments of the individual beyond reputation. Cullen, Fan, and Liu (in press) found that 

politically skilled employees were seen as more popular based on coworker reports and Gentry, 

Gilmore, Shuffler, and Leslie (2012) found that political skill was significantly related to 

assessments of promotability completed by bosses, direct reports, and peers.  

Political skill enhancement effects. A second stream of research has investigated the 

benefits of political skill and how such employees can wield this skill to augment or enhance 

their workplace outcomes. Drawing on socioanalytic theory (J. Hogan & Holland, 2003; R. 

Hogan & Shelton, 1998), several research teams have examined political skill’s enhancement 

effects on the relationship between personality and performance. Blickle et al. (2008) found that 

agreeableness was related to a broad measure of job performance, but only for politically skilled 
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employees. In a sample of German car salespersons, Blickle, Wendel, and Ferris (2010) found 

that extraversion was related to sales performance only for politically skilled employees.  

Similarly drawing on socioanalytic theory, Blickle, Frohlich, et al. (2011) investigated 

the enhancement effects of political skill on the relationship between employee work values and 

performance. Specifically, these authors measured values that conform to general individual 

motives to get ahead and get along in the workplace (e.g., R. Hogan & Shelton, 1998) and found 

that political skill enhanced the effects of both of these motives on a broad measure of job 

performance. Finally, Meurs, Perrewe, and Ferris (2011) investigated a narrower facet of 

personality – sincerity – and found that it significantly interacted with political skill in a 

prediction of task performance.  

Political skill is also effective at facilitating the use of upward influence tactics. Harris, 

Kacmar, Zivnuska, and Shaw (2007) tested the moderating effects of political skill on the 

relationship between several different types of influence tactics (self-promotion, ingratiation, 

intimidation, supplication and exemplification) and supervisor-rated performance. As 

hypothesized, the use of each influence tactic was significantly related to performance appraisals 

for politically skilled individuals. In a similar study, Treadway, Ferris, Duke, Adams, and 

Thatcher (2007) found that political skill diminished the effect to which subordinate ratings of 

ingratiation were related to supervisor ratings of ingratiation. Put another way, employees high in 

political skill reported being able to engage in ingratiation toward their supervisors without their 

supervisor noticing. Another study by Shaughnessy, Treadway, Breland, Williams, and Brouer 

(2011) found that women who engaged in ingratiation toward their supervisor were liked more 

when they were politically skilled. Kolodinsky, Treadway, and Ferris (2007) found that 

politically skilled employees who used the upward influence tactic rationality were rated as more 
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liked and more similar by their supervisors. Finally, Brouer, Duke, Treadway, and Ferris (2009) 

found that politically skilled employees in demographically dissimilar dyadic relationships with 

their supervisor reported having stronger LMX relationships than their low politically skilled 

counterparts.  

Beyond fostering positive supervisory assessments, two research teams have found that 

political skill aids in the accumulation of power in the workplace. Liu, Liu, and Wu (2010) 

investigated the interaction of political skill with a broad measure of political behavior enactment 

as a predictor of self-reported personal power (e.g., perceptions of control over several aspects of 

their job). As predicted, politically skilled individuals engaging in political behaviors reported 

higher perceived personal power in the workplace. Treadway, Breland, Williams, Cho, Yang, 

and Ferris (in press) further investigated the role of political skill in the accumulation of power in 

the workplace. In two network studies, these authors demonstrated that politically skilled 

individuals are able to translate their high job performance into powerful positions within their 

workplace influence networks.  
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HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

Politically skilled individuals have an advantage in the workplace that stems from a blend 

of astuteness and sincerity during interpersonal interactions as well as their capability to harness 

these skills to build networks and influence others (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005). The central 

thesis of this manuscript is that one manifestation of the advantages cultivated by politically 

skilled individuals is that they will tend to be treated more fairly by their supervisors compared 

to their less politically skilled counterparts, and these advantages in fair treatment will be the 

result of greater status and communion striving. Unlike more manager-centric models of justice 

as a dependent variable (Folger & Skarlicki, 2001; Scott et al., 2009) I instead take an employee-

centric focus by conceptualizing politically skilled employees as justice makers in that these 

employees engage in behaviors directed at the source of justice rule adherence – the supervisor – 

that may sway the supervisor’s actions toward increased adherence to justice rules (distributive, 

procedural, informational and interpersonal) concerning that employee. 

Political Skill and Striving 

Striving as conceptualized in this manuscript represents a set of behaviors motivated by a 

desire to get ahead or to get along. I focus specifically on striving that is supervisor focused 

because supervisors represent an important conduit for the attainment of important social and 

economic outcomes (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001). The goal of these behaviors is to foster a 

stronger relationship with the supervisor (through communion striving) as well as to be 

differentiated from, and elevated above, other coworkers through status striving. Such actions are 

linked to political skill by Ferris et al. (2007, p. 301); these authors noted that political skill may 

be helpful for employees to guide and channel behaviors related to their “goals, objectives, 

motivations, and strivings.”  
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I focus on two specific forms of striving behavior in this manuscript; status striving and 

communion striving. Barrick et al. (2002) describe status striving as undertaking actions to 

obtain power and dominance and operationalize this construct by examining an individual’s 

efforts to elevate their contributions and stature beyond their coworkers. Communion striving is 

described as efforts to develop and maintain a relationship and is operationalized as individual 

efforts to be liked by the supervisor and look like a team player. There are a number of reasons 

why politically skilled individuals may be more likely to engage in higher levels of both 

behaviors compared to their less skilled counterparts.  

As it pertains to both forms of striving, politically skilled individuals are more likely to 

feel efficacious regarding their ability to successfully engage in these behaviors. Regarding 

status striving specifically, politically skilled individuals are likely to engage in these behaviors 

as their enactment should lead to increases in performance (or at least perceptions of 

performance), reputation, as well as status and power. As for communion striving, politically 

skilled individuals may be more likely to engage in these behaviors to influence how much they 

are liked by their supervisor, as well as increase the frequency and quality of interpersonal 

interactions with their supervisor. 

Efficacy to perform. Individuals low in political skill may not even attempt these 

striving behaviors. These individuals may lack the necessary efficacy to believe they could be 

successful at these behaviors, may be unable to build the necessary alliances and resource bases 

required to seek an elevated position in the workplace hierarchy and may lack the astute and easy 

going nature necessary to foster a communal relationship with the supervisor (Ferris, Treadway, 

et al., 2005). Instead, it is more likely that politically skilled individuals will be opportunistic and 

astutely recognize that these behaviors may sway the extent to which their supervisor provides 
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some desirable outcome. Furthermore, such individuals are skilled at reading the environment 

and may feel more efficacious about properly enacting these behaviors.  

Additionally, politically skilled employees should be confident in their ability to 

successfully strive for status and communion given their skills at interpersonal influence and 

their ability to do so in a manner that appears sincere (Kolodinsky et al., 2007). These feelings of 

efficacy are essential because both striving for status and communion require that the employee 

engage in actions that propel them above their coworkers and foster a close relationship with the 

supervisor. Such actions may entail personal risk to the employee; a politically unskilled 

individual may not possess the astuteness necessary to manage their workplace relationships 

while enacting these behaviors. However, the efficacy felt by politically skilled individuals 

should provide employees with a sense of reduced risk for these behaviors and as such these 

employees may feel fewer inhibitions regarding these behaviors (Ferris, Fedor, & King, 1994). 

Specifically, status and communion striving behaviors may foster negative attributions; 

for example such individuals may be seen ambitious and threatening (Pfeffer, 2010). However, 

politically skilled individuals may feel confident that they can engage in these behaviors and 

avoid potential sanctions. Drawing from the literature on career success, a contest-mobility 

perspective would suggest that competition is necessary for getting ahead and adding value (Ng, 

Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). Thus, as long as such actions are undertaken properly – 

something for which politically skilled individuals are qualified given their skills at astute, 

sincere influence (e.g., Harris et al., 2007) – such behaviors may not be viewed poorly by the 

supervisor. Furthermore, politically skilled individuals are unlikely to be concerned that such 

behaviors would be viewed as ingratiation specifically, or as any sort of influence attempt in 

general. Political skill allows individuals to mask any semblance of these behaviors through 
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appearing sincere and tailoring their behavior to the situation (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005; 

Harris et al., 2007; Treadway et al., 2007). 

Striving for status. In addition to the efficacy that politically skilled individuals may feel 

for status and communion striving, reflected in their belief that they can manage important 

workplace relationships, these individuals may have other reasons for enacting these behaviors. 

Focusing specifically on status striving, these actions represent a set of behaviors conducted with 

a goal to obtain prestige, as well as dominate and excel relative to others (Barrick et al., 2013). 

Politically skilled individuals may be likely to engage in this behavior as it should help achieve 

certain goals. As I discuss more below, status striving should ultimately influence supervisor 

adherence to distributive and procedural justice.  

However, status striving is likely to be beneficial for politically skilled employees for 

other reasons as well. Engaging in these behaviors involves taking actions toward being 

appraised as superior to coworkers and rising to the top of the social hierarchy (Magee & 

Galinsky, 2008). Politically skilled employees may be likely to do this as these actions should 

facilitate several other goals as well – being a high performer (or at least appearing that way) as 

well as developing a favorable reputation and increasing their status and power in the workplace 

(Ferris & Judge, 1991; Ferris et al., 2007). 

Politically skilled individuals are likely to recognize that performance is often appraised 

subjectively and that assessments of performance are subject to influence (Wayne & Liden, 

1995). Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005) argued that politically skilled individuals may excel at 

influencing performance ratings as their astuteness and apparent sincerity allows them to present 

their work in a favorable way. The actions involved in status striving may be one way to drive 

performance assessments as they represent a consistent set of behaviors that demonstrate a focus 
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on performance; indeed both Barrick et al. (2002) and Halbesleben and Bowler (2007) found 

significant relationships between status striving and subjective ratings of performance.  

Status striving behaviors are, however, useful for more than performance. Quite often for 

managers, decisions must be made on the basis of behaviors instead of actual results (Ferris et 

al., 1994; Pfeffer, 1981). Social information such as behavior is often utilized to make sense of 

an individual’s actions, and to the extent that these behaviors are enacted consistently and in 

successive behavioral episodes an employee can develop a favorable reputation for exerting 

effort and striving to perform (Ferris, Blass, Douglas, Kolodinsky, & Treadway, 2003); indeed 

previous research has shown that politically skilled employees do tend to have favorable 

reputations (e.g., Blickle, Schneider, et al., 2011; Zinko et al., 2012). Reputations are generally 

formed through persistent and purposeful behaviors and are valuable because they generally 

result in increased rewards (D. E. Johnson, Erez, Kiker, & Motowidlo, 2002). Politically skilled 

individuals typically behave in ways that signal effectiveness and, by doing so consistently, may 

be viewed as more legitimate and competent (Liu et al., 2007). Status striving may be one way of 

providing such a signal; Zinko, Ferris, Blass, and Laird (2007) noted that reputations are 

developed by self-regulating behavior towards a desired goal. Additionally, politically skilled 

individuals are generally attuned to the environment and aware of their relative position vis-à-vis 

their coworkers (Zinko et al., 2007). Politically skilled individuals may then view status striving 

as a means of advancing their relative position and crafting a reputation that one is a valuable 

organizational asset (Ferris et al., 2003). 

Finally, the activities involved in status striving should foster the achievement of power 

and status among their coworkers. To the extent that the individual is able to convert their efforts 

at status striving into actual achieved status, such behaviors should foster and reinforce this 
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person’s power either explicitly as through the provision of additional resources or control 

(Magee & Galinsky, 2008) or implicitly as by an influential position in workplace networks 

(Brass & Burkhardt, 1993). Politically skilled individuals excel at networking and positioning in 

important workplace networks and status striving may represent one mechanism providing 

employees with the necessary cachet to attain desirable positions in these structures.  

Overall, on the basis of this theorizing, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1: Employee political skill is positively associated with 

status striving behavior. 

Striving for communion. According to Barrick et al. (2013) striving for communion 

represents a set of behaviors conducted with a goal to obtain acceptance and develop meaningful, 

cooperative relationships with others (for the purposes of this manuscript, develop a relationship 

with one’s supervisor). The development and maintenance of relationships is a key component of 

all human interaction (Bakan, 1966) and is important to the maintenance of well-being (Myers, 

1999). Engagement in communion striving behaviors thus represents attempts by an employee to 

develop and maintain a friendly and social relationship with the supervisor characterized by 

support (Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007), meaningful contact, and cooperation (Barrick et al., 

2013).  

Although a lay perception of politically skilled individuals may be somewhat negative 

(e.g., status-seeking individuals as in hypothesis 1), such a perception may be misguided. Even if 

such individuals may be somewhat conniving, this is in stark opposition to the image they tend to 

convey (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005). Thus, although they may be enacting behaviors to strive 

for status this does not preclude their ability to simultaneously enact behaviors to strive for 

communion.  
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As with status striving, politically skilled individuals can be expected to engage in 

communion striving not only because they excel at these types of behaviors, but also because 

such actions satisfy motives to develop relationships and get along. I will discuss further below 

how these behaviors may ultimately influence supervisor adherence to informational and 

interpersonal justice rules, however communion striving has other benefits as well. Communion 

striving involves actions oriented toward making oneself more attractive to the supervisor and to 

be seen as an easy person to get along with. Politically skilled employees may use these 

behaviors to help achieve other goals; these individuals recognize that connections and 

friendships with important and influential people are necessary for navigating the political 

landscape and therefore politically skilled employees want to be liked by, as well as engage in 

interpersonal interactions with, their supervisor (Ferris & Judge, 1991; Ferris, Treadway, et al., 

2005; Shi, Johnson, Liu, & Wang, 2013). 

Politically skilled individuals are generally seen as likeable by others; they are at ease in 

developing and maintaining relationships and connections with others such as their supervisor 

because these employees project a sense of calm self-confidence that is attractive to others 

(Ferris et al., 2007). Indeed, research has both suggested (Ferris & Judge, 1991) and 

demonstrated (Kolodinsky et al., 2007) that politically skilled individuals are apt to be liked by 

their supervisors. These individuals’ general nature facilitates this goal of being liked; politically 

skilled individuals seek to build important networks and coalitions by developing friendships 

with powerful others (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005). Communion striving behaviors may then 

be seen as one way of fostering liking as engagement in these behaviors involves efforts toward 

obtaining acceptance and developing these relationships – efforts likely to be reciprocated as a 
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means of maintaining balance in the relationship (Heider, 1958; Wayne, Liden, Graf, & Ferris, 

1997).  

In a similar vein as their desire to be liked, politically skilled individuals may strive for 

communion as a way of improving the interactions they have with their supervisor. Politically 

skilled employees are motivated to build connections and given that political skill is activated 

and used during interpersonal interactions, such instances are necessary for these individuals to 

exercise their skills (Ferris et al., 2007). Politically skilled individuals are likely to desire 

frequent interactions as it is here that valuable resources can be obtained from the supervisor (Shi 

et al., 2013). Beyond interaction frequency, communion striving efforts may enhance the quality 

of those interactions as well. Because politically skilled individuals appear sincere and are seen 

as trustworthy (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005), supervisors should see such interactions as 

pleasant and be more likely to act positively during these interactions. Such positive interactions 

are important: Dimotakis, Scott, and Koopman (2011) showed that daily positive interactions 

were associated with both more daily positive affect as well as increased well-being at work.  

Overall, on the basis of this theorizing, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2: Employee political skill is positively associated with 

communion striving behavior. 

Getting Ahead, Getting Along, and Supervisor Justice Rule Adherence 

In an earlier section I indicated that the behaviors driven by the getting ahead or getting 

along motive should subsequently sway supervisor adherence to justice rules. In this section I 

will develop that position further as I propose differential hypotheses regarding how status and 

communion striving influence supervisor adherence to different sets of justice rules. Cropanzano 

and Ambrose (2001) viewed justice as helping to satisfy either economic or socioemotional 
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concerns; Cropanzano, Byrne, et al. (2001) argued similarly but instead described justice as 

satisfying instrumental, relational or moral concerns. In keeping with the analogue to 

Cropanzano and Ambrose’s (2001) economic and socioemotional classification, and further 

following guidance from Zhu, Martens, and Aquino (2012) that views the moral aspect of justice 

as subsuming the other two instead of existing alongside of them, I focus only on the 

instrumental and relational aspects of justice in my model. To this end, an instrumental view 

focuses on justice as reflecting control needs and a desire to ensure the predictability of rewards 

and punishments through the management of interactions involving desired outcomes whereas a 

relational view focuses on justice as reflecting self-worth issues and conveying information 

about relationships with an authority as well as a desire to develop and maintain these 

relationships (Cropanzano, Byrne, et al., 2001; Williams & Sommer, 1997).  

The distributive and procedural justice dimensions focus primarily on the allocation of 

material possessions and other rewards as well as the procedures surrounding these allocations. 

In contrast, the informational and interpersonal dimensions focus primarily on respectful and 

socially-sensitive treatment by a supervisor during interactions with employees. Drawing on 

these distinctions, I propose that supervisor adherence to distributive and procedural justice rules 

will be for primarily economic or instrumental reasons. In contrast, supervisor adherence to 

informational and interpersonal justice rules will be for primarily socioemotional or relational 

reasons (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 - Proposed Classification of Justice Dimensions 

 

Following this classification scheme, I further argue that supervisors are likely to 

categorize employee behaviors as generally reflecting either instrumental concerns or reflecting 

relational concerns (e.g., Allen & Rush, 1998; Eastman, 1994) and to use these categorizations as 

the basis for making subsequent decisions (Lord & Maher, 1991). A fundamental tenet of social 

interaction is that people use information from their social environment to make sense of 

situations and establish attributions for behavior (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978; Weick, 1979). 

Research has shown that the categorizations created through the processing of social information 

are useful for supervisors in situations where processing capabilities are limited (Maher, 1995) or 

in familiar relationships (Smith, 1994), thus supervisors may interpret employee getting ahead 

and getting along behaviors as a form of signaling that identifies an individual’s motives. 

Just as supervisors are likely to classify employee behaviors as motivated by instrumental 

or relational concerns, I similarly argue that supervisor responses to these behaviors will 

correspond, indeed such social judgments generally display a path dependency, such that prior 

categorizations may influence subsequent actions (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). That is, supervisors 

will respond in an instrumental fashion to behaviors that are categorized as instrumental, and 
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likewise with relationally categorized behaviors. In making this argument, I adapt the logic of 

Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1977) compatibility principle. These authors proposed this principle as a 

way of achieving better predictive validity between attitudes and behaviors, suggesting that “it is 

usually considered to be logical or consistent for a person who holds a favorable attitude toward 

some object to perform favorable behaviors” (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977, p. 889). Underlying this 

assertion is that similarity between constructs should be helpful for prediction. This principle has 

been adapted to address similarity between perceptions and attitudes (Rosen, Chang, Johnson, & 

Levy, 2009) as well as justification for a stronger relationship between work-related regulatory 

focus and work outcomes compared to a more general measure of regulatory focus (Lanaj, 

Chang, & Johnson, 2012). Thus, I draw on this principle and assert that supervisors will respond 

to instrumentally motivated behaviors with adherence to justice rules that reflect instrumental 

concerns. Similarly, I assert that supervisors will respond to relationally motivated behaviors 

with adherence to justice rules that reflect relational concerns.  

Getting ahead. Status striving behaviors are conducive to beneficial treatment in the 

workplace for a number of reasons. Such efforts reflect an effort to climb to the top of the 

workplace hierarchy and should result in higher performance for employees engaged in these 

behaviors (e.g., Barrick et al., 2002). Given this, more favorable treatment in the form of 

adherence to justice rules toward these individuals could be seen by the supervisor as necessary 

actions toward high performing employees. High performing employees tend to be motivated by 

financial incentives and often expect to receive outcomes that are consistent with their level of 

performance (Rynes, Gerhart, & Parks, 2005) and failure to adhere to justice rules reflecting this 

level of performance may result in withdrawal or turnover (Colquitt et al., 2001; Leventhal, 

1979; Shaw & Gupta, 2007). Similarly, such employees may perceive that their level of 
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performance entitles them in the workplace – for example, high performing employees expect 

more opportunity to exert voice (Detert & Burris, 2007). 

However, there are reasons to believe that status striving behaviors may promote 

adherence to instrumental sets of justice rules (i.e., distributive and procedural justice) outside of 

the effects of performance. Behavior serves as a signaling function designed to convey 

information to the intended observer (Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011; Spence, 1973). 

Status striving behaviors may then create expectations regarding such behaviors in the future 

(Lange, Lee, & Dai, 2011; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). These expectations are akin to the 

development of a reputation that may suggest that the employee is highly motivated or likely to 

continue performing their job competently (Zinko et al., 2012). Thus, in addition to capturing an 

individual’s capabilities, or what a person can do, reputation may also serve as a character signal 

representing potential future actions (e.g., Mishina, Block, & Mannor, 2012).  

The development of a reputation involves enacting behaviors to set oneself apart (Zinko 

et al., 2007); to the extent that status striving is successful the individual will have achieved a 

clear distinction between themselves and their coworkers. Reputations then are important as they 

generally confer economic value in the present based partly on their use as a proxy for predicting 

future behavior (Blickle, Schneider, et al., 2011; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Applied to the 

issue of increased instrumentally fair treatment, not only are those high performers likely to be 

treated more fairly in the short term, but the development of a favorable reputation may have the 

added benefit of reducing uncertainty or ambiguity for the supervisor regarding expected 

behavior in the long-term (Zinko et al., 2007). Such reduction is valuable and therefore 

supervisors may be more likely to reward such instrumental behaviors in kind. 
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Status striving behavior may further foster more favorable treatment for reasons beyond 

both current levels of performance as well as the future uncertainty reducing effects of a 

favorable reputation. It is also possible that supervisors may treat status striving employees more 

fairly because of the status and power this individual may have among his or her coworkers. As 

was previously discussed, these actions should confer status, as well as a measure of power, 

among their coworkers in the workgroup. Given this position, supervisors may be hesitant to 

treat such employees unfairly – recent research has shown that not only can justice attitudes be 

transmitted among coworkers, but that certain employees may be more influential in transmitting 

these attitudes (Degoey, 2000; Roberson & Colquitt, 2005). Supervisors may feel – and rightly 

so (e.g., Christian, Christian, Garza, & Ellis, 2012) – that unfair treatment perpetrated toward a 

more influential employee may be detrimental to the justice attitudes within the overall 

workgroup.  

Overall, the combination of increased short-term performance, expectations of effort and 

performance in the long term in the form of reputation, and possible deference toward a high 

status employee suggests that status striving should then be categorized in an instrumental 

fashion and similarly responded to by the supervisor through adherence to instrumental justice 

rules. As it pertains specifically to distributive justice, status striving employees are likely to 

have value to the organization. Higher performance represents short term benefits and a 

favorable reputation alleviates longer term ambiguities that a supervisor may have about where 

to invest resources. Supervisors may then endeavor to ensure reward fairness regarding such 

employees to influence job satisfaction (Janssen, 2001). For example, Mitchell and Mickel 

(1999) argued that for those who care about money (as status striving individuals do, or at least 
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how they are likely to be categorized by their supervisor), having money is positively related to 

overall satisfaction.  

As it pertains specifically to procedural justice, supervisors may be more likely to provide 

voice to status striving employees. Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson (2003) suggest that high 

power employees may be more likely to take an approach orientation and may expect more 

opportunity to speak up. Magee and Galinsky (2008) echo this point as they review research 

suggesting that high status and power individuals are more likely to demand more speaking time 

and are more likely to speak out of turn. Further, status striving – at least to the extent it is 

successful – should provide employees with a general sense of safety and security in the 

workplace given their reputation and network position; such feelings of safety were found by 

Liang, Farh, and Farh (2012) to be positively related to engagement in voice. Beyond adherence 

to voice rules, status striving may influence other procedural justice rules as well. Cortina (2008) 

discusses how categorizations and stereotypes of individuals may influence bias expression or 

suppression; advancing her position it seems likely that a favorable categorization may reduce 

biased or discriminatory behaviors by a supervisor, for example while following procedures for 

an important decision. Carton and Rosette (2011) similarly describe how favorable information-

processing based on attributions for behavior can result in suppressed biases toward individuals. 

Supervisors may similarly have a desire to maintain consistency toward a status striving 

individual (Fiske & Taylor, 1991); to the extent that this employee’s behaviors are categorized as 

instrumentally focused, the supervisor may desire to maintain balance (Heider, 1958) and is then 

likely to similarly respond in an instrumental fashion.  

Overall, I argue that status striving behaviors should promote performance, reputation 

development and attainment of status and power for the employee. Status striving behaviors are 
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likely to be categorized as instrumentally motivated and favorably responded to in an 

instrumental fashion (i.e., as in adherence to the more instrumental sets of justice rules).  

On the basis of this I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3a: Employee status striving is positively associated 

with supervisor adherence to distributive justice rules. 

Hypothesis 3b: Employee status striving is positively associated 

with supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules.  

Getting along. Communion striving behaviors should also contribute to beneficial 

treatment by one’s supervisor. Communion striving represents employee endeavors to develop 

and maintain a social relationship with their supervisor that conveys a sense of acceptance and 

closeness (Barrick et al., 2013). Similarly with status striving, engagement in communion 

striving behaviors could potentially relate to assessments of performance that might subsequently 

drive adherence to justice rules. As described above, communion striving behaviors, to the extent 

that they are successful, should foster liking between the employee and supervisor and indeed, a 

long history of research has linked supervisor liking to performance assessments (Wayne & 

Ferris, 1990; Wayne & Liden, 1995). Given this, increased supervisor adherence to justice rules 

may seem natural for a perceived high performance employee. 

However, as with status striving, there are reasons beyond simply the relationship 

between liking and performance to expect that communion striving employees may receive more 

fair treatment from the supervisor – specifically adherence to informational and interpersonal 

justice rules. Unlike the paucity of research predicting supervisor adherence to distributive and 

procedural justice, some recent research has examined the antecedents of adherence to 

informational and interpersonal justice rules. Scott et al. (2007) showed that manager affect in 
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the form of sentiments toward the employee was related to adherence to interpersonal justice 

rules and Zapata et al. (2013) showed that manager cognitions in the form of trust and feelings of 

obligation to the employee were related to adherence to both informational and interpersonal 

justice rules. Drawing from this research, it follows that the extent to which an employee can 

induce favorable affective or cognitive perceptions from the supervisor should go a long way to 

influencing adherence to informational and interpersonal justice rules. 

As has been discussed, in their efforts to be liked, politically skilled employees may 

engage in communion striving behaviors. These behaviors are geared toward fostering liking, 

trying to develop a friendship, and generally achieving meaningful contact with a specific target 

(Barrick et al., 2013). To the extent that these behaviors are effective, the supervisor may indeed 

like that employee more. Liking generally reflects a positive affective feeling toward another 

(e.g., Wayne & Liden, 1995) and such interpersonal feelings may make the employee more 

attractive to interact with more frequently and more positively. The affect or liking that 

communion striving should induce dovetails with Scott et al.’s (2007) finding that the more 

positive sentiments a manager held toward a subordinate was positively associated with 

adherence to interpersonal justice rules. Furthermore, although Scott et al. (2007) did not find a 

relationship between managerial sentiments and employee perceptions of informational justice, 

there are reasons to expect that positive affective sentiments such as liking may be associated 

with giving information. Collins and Miller (1994) conducted a meta-analysis on the relationship 

between liking and information disclosure and provide strong support for this notion as not only 

do people tend to disclose more information to those they like, but this pattern appears to be 

mutually reinforcing as disclosure also further perpetuated liking.  
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Moreover, recent research has shown that politically skilled employees are likely to have 

more frequent interactions with their supervisor (Shi et al., 2013) and, given the social and 

friendly nature of communion striving behaviors, these actions may be one way of fostering 

these interactions. More frequent interactions can be expected to influence supervisor adherence 

to justice rules for several reasons. First, these repeated interactions may be likely to drive 

assessments of liking (i.e., mere exposure; Zajonc, 1968). Second, given the encounter based 

nature of informational and interpersonal justice (Bies, 2005), more frequent interactions may 

result in adherence to these rules given more opportunity to do so. Finally, (Shi et al., 2013) 

linked the increased frequency of interactions with politically skilled employees to supervisor 

dependence on that employee, a finding that dovetails with Zapata et al.’s (2013) finding that 

when supervisors felt more obligation to an employee they were more likely to adhere to 

informational and interpersonal justice rules.  

Not only did Zapata et al. (2013) find a relationship between felt obligation and justice 

rule adherence, but they found a similar relationship when supervisors trusted the employee more 

as well; trust that may be promoted by communion striving efforts from the employee. Trust is 

an outcome of the perceived trustworthiness of an individual (R. C. Mayer et al., 1995) and there 

are reasons to think that communion striving could influence aspects of trustworthiness. 

Benevolence, for example, generally reflects a specific attachment between trustee and trustor 

whereas integrity is a perception that the trustee generally follows an acceptable set of principles 

(R. C. Mayer et al., 1995). Supervisors can be expected to hold these perceptions toward 

employees engaging in communion striving as those actions signal a desire to be accepted into a 

strong relationship. 
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Overall, an employee’s sincerely perceived efforts to develop a relationship with their 

supervisor should further contribute to the supervisor’s self-esteem and general level of affinity 

or empathy for that employee – Patient and Skarlicki (2005) suggest that both should have an 

effect on adherence to informational and interpersonal justice rules (see also: Masterson et al., 

2005; Patient & Skarlicki, 2010). Furthermore, whereas adherence to distributive or procedural 

justice rules generally require some contextual event whereby a decision is being made, 

adherence to informational or interpersonal justice rules are more likely to be enacted during 

everyday encounters (Bies, 2005). Therefore, as a supervisor likes and trusts an employee more, 

and interacts with an employee more, the supervisor may have both more motivation and 

opportunity to adhere in these rules (Scott et al., 2009).  

Overall, I argue that communion striving behaviors should promote liking and trust as 

well as interaction frequency and quality between a supervisor and employee. Communion 

striving behaviors are likely to be categorized as relationally motivated and favorably responded 

to in a relational fashion (i.e., as in adherence to more relational sets of justice rules).  

On the basis of this, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4a: Employee communion striving is positively 

associated with supervisor adherence to informational justice 

rules. 

Hypothesis 4b: Employee communion striving is positively 

associated with supervisor adherence to interpersonal justice 

rules.  

Non-corresponding relationships. Although I argued above, and depicted in Figure 2, 

that distributive and procedural justice were instrumentally focused and that informational and 
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interpersonal justice were relationally focused, the issue is likely more complicated than that. As 

I will describe below, procedural justice may have some relational aspects that link adherence 

with communion striving and similarly informational justice may have some instrumental 

aspects that link adherence with status striving. As such, I offer Figure 3 that depicts the justice 

dimensions situated along a continuum where distributive justice is primarily instrumental and 

interpersonal justice is primarily relational. However, procedural and informational both sit 

closer to the middle, indicating that while procedural is mostly instrumental, and informational 

mostly relational, both dimensions may cross that dividing line somewhat. Of note is that this 

classification corresponds to that proposed by Scott et al. (2009), but is based on different 

theorizing.  

Figure 3 - Continuum-Based Classification of Justice Dimensions 

 

Communion striving – a primarily relationally focused motive – should be most closely 

related with supervisor adherence to the rules governing the more socially oriented informational 

and interpersonal justice dimensions. However, there are reasons to believe that this behavior 

could influence supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules as well. Although procedural 

and distributive justice are both largely economically oriented (Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2001), 

distributive justice may be separable as adherence to equity rules generally requires the 

allocation of something tangible. Procedural justice, though similarly concerned with such 
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allocations, generally requires only an investment of time and effort to ensure adherence to the 

various rules. Communion striving behavior may then influence adherence to these justice rules 

in a similar fashion as adherence to informational and interpersonal justice rules. That is, just as 

informational and interpersonal rules may be influenced because the supervisor likes an 

employee, similarly such favorable perceptions may cause the supervisor to be more willing to 

take the time to ensure adherence to procedural justice rules. Further, given more frequent and 

positive interactions, an employee may simply have more opportunity to exercise voice 

regarding procedures and the manager may be more likely to ensure consistency or suppress bias 

as a means of maintaining the communal relationship. Overall, such behaviors ensure then that 

the favored employee, in addition to being treated more interactionally fairly, may also be 

favored through increased adherence to procedural justice rules.  

On the basis of this, I further hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 5: Employee communion striving is positively 

associated with supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules. 

Similarly, there are reasons to believe that status striving – a primarily instrumentally 

focused motive – may also be related to supervisor adherence to informational justice rules. 

Drawing from research on interpersonal communication (Penley & Hawkins, 1985), interactions 

between people can generally be broken down into two levels: the actual content (i.e., what is 

being said) and the delivery of the content (i.e., how it is said). Masterson et al. (2005) utilize 

this distinction to classify informational justice as reflecting the content and interpersonal justice 

as reflecting the delivery. Thus while an affiliative relationship fostered through communion 

striving may influence adherence to both sets of justice rules, there may be other, less affiliative, 

influences for informational justice rule adherence as well. 
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Resource theorists have noted that information, beyond its intrinsic benefits such as 

social support, may also have extrinsic benefits that are economically valuable (Blau, 1964; Foa 

& Foa, 1974). Bies (2005) discusses how informational justice may extend beyond justifications 

and explanations for events that have already occurred to also encompass information about 

impending layoffs or other organizational events. In that sense, information has a diagnostic 

function as it reduces environmental uncertainty (Sullivan, 1988) and may help to acquire 

necessary job-related knowledge and skills (Morrison, 1993). Furthermore, information is a key 

source of power (Pfeffer, 2010), which status striving individuals crave. Importantly, supervisors 

represent a key source of information regarding both an employee’s job and the organization as a 

whole (e.g., Nifadkar, Tsui, & Ashforth, 2012). Given the instrumental benefits that information 

may provide, it is possible that a supervisor may classify adherence to these rules in both a 

relational and instrumental fashion and include adherence to informational justice rules as a 

response to employee status striving.  

On the basis of this, I further hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 6: Employee status striving is positively associated 

with supervisor adherence to informational justice rules. 

Overall, the theory developed above provides conceptual grounding for my earlier 

assertion that politically skilled individuals will tend to be treated more fairly by their 

supervisors. Specifically, politically skilled individuals are benefitted in the workplace because, 

in general, their supervisors will more likely adhere to distributive, procedural, informational and 

interpersonal justice rules. This adherence occurs because politically skilled individuals will be 

more likely to, and more successful at, engaging in status and communion striving behaviors that 
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favorably influence their supervisor’s behavior. Taking the above hypotheses together, this 

implies a series of mediated relationships which I state formally below. 

Hypothesis 7a: The relationship between employee political skill 

and supervisor adherence to distributive justice rules is mediated 

by employee status striving behavior. 

Hypothesis 7b: The relationship between employee political skill 

and supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules is mediated 

by both employee status and communion striving behavior. 

Hypothesis 7c: The relationship between employee political skill 

and supervisor adherence to informational justice rules is 

mediated by both employee status and communion striving 

behavior. 

Hypothesis 7d: The relationship between employee political skill 

and supervisor adherence to interpersonal justice rules is mediated 

by employee communion striving behavior. 

Person-Level Enhancements 

To enhance the motivational perspective that I have put forth, I propose two individual 

differences that, when combined with political skill, may augment the extent to which employees 

engage in status or communion striving behavior. To maintain a close correspondence with the 

getting ahead and getting along perspective I argue that political skilled employees, when 

simultaneously high on extraversion or agreeableness, will be even more likely to engage in 

status or communion striving behaviors respectively. A focus on personality as an enhancer of 

these relationships is an ideal and logical boundary because personality and motivation – and 
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specifically the motivation to get ahead or get along – are intimately related (R. Hogan & 

Shelton, 1998).  

Personality theorists have specifically identified extraversion and agreeableness as 

fundamentally related, respectively, to the getting ahead and getting along motives (Wiggins & 

Trapnell, 1996). Wiggins (1991, p. 109) argues that extraversion and agreeableness are the traits 

most related to the getting ahead and getting along motives whereas the remaining Big Five 

factors “tap something different” than these motives, or may function as facilitators or interferers 

with those motives (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). In previous research Barrick et al. (2002) 

positioned extraversion as an antecedent of status striving and agreeableness as an antecedent of 

communion striving because of the relationship between these personality factors and the getting 

ahead and getting along motives. Indeed, in the present manuscript I expect similar relationships. 

However, the focus of this model is on the actions undertaken by politically skilled individuals to 

sway supervisor adherence to justice rules. These personality traits, given their intimate 

relationship with the motives at hand, should enhance the previously discussed relationships 

between political skill and striving.  

Pertaining specifically to the getting ahead motive, Wiggins (1991) explicitly linked 

extraversion with an orientation toward dominance and status and Barrick et al. (2002) noted that 

extraverts are typically bold, assertive and desire to excel and obtain rewards (see also: Judge, 

Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). In contrast, Wiggins (1991) regarded agreeableness as aligned 

with an orientation toward social and emotional connections with others, a point furthered by 

Barrick et al. (2002) and Judge et al. (2002) in their characterization of agreeable individuals as 

striving for affiliation and cooperation with others.  
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Given the relationship of these personality constructs with the motivational orientations 

toward getting ahead and getting along, individuals who possess such personality traits should be 

more likely to enact behaviors consistent with such motivational orientations. Specifically, more 

extraverted individuals should be expected to engage in status striving behaviors and, similarly, 

more agreeable individuals should be expected to engage in communion striving behaviors. To 

this end, such relationships have been previously shown by Barrick and colleagues and I 

similarly expect to reproduce these relationships. 

Hypothesis 8a: Employee extraversion is positively associated with 

status striving behavior.  

Hypothesis 8b: Employee agreeableness is positively associated 

with communion striving behavior.  

Furthermore, those certain individuals who are both politically skilled and highly 

extraverted should experience an even larger motivational orientation toward the accumulation 

of status and dominance. Extraversion provides these individuals with an increased penchant 

toward seeking rewards and social domination (Barrick et al., 2013) and as a result the 

propensity for politically skilled individuals to engage in status striving should be enhanced. 

Similarly, when politically skilled individuals are also highly agreeable, this should also augment 

their general desire to foster relationships and create connections. Agreeableness provides these 

individuals with increased motivation to strive for communal relationships based on acceptance 

and kindness (Barrick et al., 2013). Ultimately, the intersection of political skill with increased 

levels of extraversion or agreeableness should, respectively, enhance the likelihood of engaging 

in status or communion striving behaviors. The combination of political skill with these 
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personality traits results in an individual with the necessary skills for enacting those behaviors 

combined with an augmented motivational drive to either get ahead or get along.  

On the basis of this, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 9a: Extraversion moderates the relationship between 

political skill and status striving, such that the relationship is 

stronger (i.e., more positive) for more extraverted employees.  

Hypothesis 9b: Agreeableness moderates the relationship between 

political skill and communion striving, such that the relationship is 

stronger (i.e., more positive) for more agreeable employees.  

Situation-Level Enhancements 

Finally, I propose one additional boundary condition to my model reflecting the 

importance of investigating the organizational context in which this model is situated (Johns, 

2006). Drawing on the notion that human behavior is a function of both the person and the 

environment (Lewin, 1936) and further incorporating a political lens to this model, I propose that 

politically skilled individuals will be more likely to engage in both status and communion 

striving behaviors in environments perceived as highly politicized – that is, environments 

characterized by behaviors that are self-serving, illegitimate, and often harmful to the 

organization or its members (Kacmar & Baron, 1999).  

Given the generally negative connotation of politics, such an environment characterized 

by self-serving, illegitimate and harmful behavior may sound on its face to be a disabling and 

demoralizing state of affairs. Indeed, such a characterization certainly has some truth to it; 

perceptions of politics have been found to be demoralizing, to foster perceptions of 

psychological contract breach, and are generally detrimental for performance (Chang et al., 
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2009; Rosen et al., 2009; Rosen, Levy, & Hall, 2006). However, it is equally important to note 

that Chang et al. (2009) found significant variance in the relationships between perceptions of 

politics and a variety of outcomes (e.g., strain, job satisfaction, etc.). Such variation may 

potentially be explained by Kacmar and Carlson (1997) as these authors noted that some 

employees – those who can use politics to their advantage – may find value in such an 

environment. Indeed, politically skilled individuals have been shown to be resilient in the face of 

stressors in general (Perrewe, Zellars, Ferris, Rossi, Kacmar, & Ralston, 2004) and perceptions 

of politics in specific (Brouer, Harris, & Kacmar, 2011).  

Perceptions of politics may be further relevant specifically as it pertains to issues of 

organizational justice; both Andrews and Kacmar (2001) and Aryee, Chen, and Budhwar (2004) 

found significant, negative relationships between employee perceptions of politics and 

supervisor adherence to justice rules. Extrapolating from this, in politicized environments 

employees may rightly be concerned about whether or not they will be treated fairly. Instead of 

viewing such a situation as a threat, I argue instead that politically skilled individuals may view 

this as an opportunity and feel emboldened to engage in behaviors that increase supervisor 

adherence to justice rules. This situation clearly illustrates the paradox of organizational politics 

– that an environment typically associated with reduced fairness can be manipulated to increase 

fairness. However, as Mintzberg (1985) noted when commenting on this paradox, 

“[O]rganizational politics may irritate us, but it also serves us.” In contrast, in a non-politicized 

environment, a politically skilled individual may recognize that status and communion striving 

behaviors may appear somewhat out of place. In this case, their perceived efficacy for engaging 

in these behaviors may be reduced because they may recognize that their enactment would seem 

out of place and create difficulties in their relationships with their coworkers and supervisor. 
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Though the relationship between political skill and both status and communion striving is 

unlikely to become negative in such an environment, enactment of these behaviors is likely to be 

substantially diminished.  

On the basis of this, I hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 10a: Perceptions of politics moderates the relationship 

between political skill and status striving, such that the 

relationship is stronger (i.e., more positive) for more politicized 

environments.  

Hypothesis 10b: Perceptions of politics moderates the relationship 

between political skill and communion striving, such that the 

relationship is stronger (i.e., more positive) for more politicized 

environments.  
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METHOD 

Sample and Procedure 

The data for this study was collected through a snowball sampling procedure whereby 

focal employees were contacted and recruited to participate in a study by completing an online 

survey. In this survey, employees were also asked to provide contact information for their direct 

supervisor as well as between two and four additional coworkers in their workgroup who also 

share the same supervisor. The supervisor and coworkers were contacted and recruited to 

participate in the study by completing an online survey. All participants were informed that their 

responses would remain completely confidential and were offered a token honorarium of $10 for 

their participation and were further informed that they would be eligible for a drawing for an 

additional $100 prize.  

I identified focal employees in two ways. For one, students enrolled in introductory 

management courses at a large mid-western university were offered extra credit in their course 

for providing the contact information for a person they knew that works full time. This person 

then represented the focal employee that was contacted and recruited to the study. The other 

process for identifying a focal employee relied on a panel of individuals who have previously 

participated in a similar research study. These individuals were contacted and recruited to 

participate in this study in the fashion described above.  

One hundred forty-seven focal employees completed the signup survey and provided 

contact information for their immediate supervisor as well as between 2 to 4 coworkers (457 

total) who report to that same supervisor. I obtained complete surveys from 122 of the 147 

supervisors (83%) and I obtained complete surveys from 349 of the 457 coworkers (76%). After 

matching these responses, I removed work units in which supervisors did not complete their 
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survey or in which the total number of subordinates (employees plus coworkers) was less than 3 

(i.e., those instances where 1 or fewer coworkers completed their survey). This resulted in a final 

sample of 341 employees nested under 86 supervisors.  

The nature of the snowball technique for identifying study respondents results in a widely 

targeted and diverse set of occupations and organizations in the sample. The average age of the 

focal employees and coworkers in the workgroup was 41 years (SD=12.9) and 60% were female. 

The average age of the supervisors was 47 years and 38% were female. Participants were 

employed in a variety of industries (e.g., education, automotive, financial services, 

pharmaceuticals and aerospace) and held a diverse array of job titles (e.g., air traffic specialist, 

roofing logistics analyst, farm worker and senior product engineer).  

The surveys completed by the focal employee and recruited coworkers contained the 

measures of political skill, communion and status striving, as well as the moderator scales of 

extraversion, agreeableness and perceptions of politics. In addition, as discussed further in 

supplemental analysis section below, the employee and coworkers completed a measure of their 

own tendency toward self-monitoring as well a measure of task proficiency for each of the other 

participating employees (e.g., the focal employee completed this task proficiency measure for 

each coworker recruited and each coworker completed this measure for the focal employee and 

the other participating coworkers). The supervisor survey contained the dependent variable 

measures of distributive, procedural, informational and interpersonal justice rule adherence. This 

measure was completed by the supervisor for each participating employee. I measured 

organizational justice from the supervisor’s perspective because my proposed model reflects a 

process by which employee behaviors can elicit certain behaviors from the supervisor. Although 

supervisor reports of adherence and employee perceptions have been shown to be related (e.g., 
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Zapata et al., 2013), these relationships were generally moderately sized. Such imperfect 

correspondence between supervisor reports and employee perceptions is not unreasonable; for 

example, meta-analysis has shown that employee perceptions of justice can be colored by trait 

negative affect (Barsky & Kaplan, 2007). However, because of this imperfect correspondence I 

feel that supervisors are the more appropriate source of justice rule adherence in this study. 

Furthermore, similarly discussed further in the supplemental analysis section below, the 

supervisor also completed a measure of task proficiency for each participating employee.  

Measures 

Political skill. Political skill was assessed using the 18-item Political Skill Inventory 

from Ferris, Treadway, et al. (2005). A 5-point Likert scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Prior research suggests that this scale consistently demonstrates 

acceptable internal consistency (Andrews et al., 2009; Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005; Treadway 

et al., 2007). Sample items include “I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with 

others” and “I am good at getting people to like me.” The coefficient alpha for this scale was .89. 

Because this scale consists of four inter-related dimensions, I evaluated the factor structure 

through a confirmatory factor analysis. First, I created the four lower-level factors as reflected by 

their items and I then specified that these four factors all loaded on a single second-order 

political skill factor. This model has acceptable fit to the data (χ
2
 = 266, df = 131, CFI = .91, 

RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06). I then evaluated this model against the less constrained model in 

which the four factors freely covary with each other. Chi-square difference test suggests that the 

more constrained model does not introduce significant misfit (Δχ
2
 = 3, df = 2, p > .05). 

Moreover, there was no change in the other fit indices (CFI = .90, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06). 
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Therefore, following the political skill literature I tested my hypotheses using the overall 

construct.  

Status striving. Status striving was assessed using the 11 items developed by Barrick et 

al. (2002). A 5-point Likert scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). These items were originally written specifically to assess salespersons; to better reflect 

the wide variety of occupations that I surveyed I modified the items slightly (see also: 

Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). Prior research suggests that this scale demonstrates acceptable 

internal consistency (e.g., Barrick et al., 2002; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). Sample items 

include “I set personal goals for performing better than anyone else” and “I frequently think 

about ways to get ahead and obtain better pay or working conditions.” The coefficient alpha for 

this scale was .92.  

Communion striving. Communion striving was assessed using the 9 items developed by 

Barrick et al. (2002). A 5-point Likert scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). Unlike status striving, these items did not reference a specific occupation (e.g., 

salesperson) however they were written to reflect communion striving indiscriminately toward a 

supervisor or coworkers. To reflect the theory I developed in this manuscript, I modified the 

items slightly to reflect communion striving toward a supervisor only. Prior research suggests 

that this scale demonstrates acceptable internal consistency (e.g., Barrick et al., 2002; 

Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). Sample items include “I never give up trying to be liked by my 

supervisor” and “I focus my attention on getting along with my supervisor at work.” The 

coefficient alpha for this scale was .84.  

Organizational justice. The organizational justice dimensions were assessed using a 

modified version of the scales created by Colquitt (2001). These scales have been well validated 
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since their inception and consistently demonstrate acceptable internal consistency. Sample items 

include “do this employee’s outcomes reflect the effort he/she has into his/her work” 

(distributive justice), “has he/she been able to express his/her views and feelings during those 

procedures” (procedural justice), “have details been communicated to him/her in a timely 

manner” (informational justice), and “has he/she been treated in a polite manner” (interpersonal 

justice). 

The items were originally written to reflect employee perceptions of the extent to which 

their supervisor adheres to various justice rules. I modified these items slightly to reflect the 

extent to which a supervisor believes that he/she generally adheres to these justice rules 

specifically toward each participating employee (see also: Zapata et al., 2013). A 5-point Likert 

scale was used ranging from 1 (rarely or occasionally) to 5 (always). Because supervisor 

discretion to adhere to justice rules varies (Scott et al., in press) a sixth choice of ‘not applicable’ 

was added to capture those instances where a supervisor did not have discretion to adhere to 

justice rules toward a specific employee. If ‘not applicable’ was selected then those observations 

were recoded as missing and the entire case was not included in the analysis (the overall numbers 

reported earlier already reflect these exclusions).  

Three supervisors responded ‘not applicable’ for adherence to distributive justice rules 

toward all participating employees. Of these, one supervisor also reported ‘not applicable’ for 

adherence to procedural justice items for all participating employees. Five additional supervisors 

reported ‘not applicable’ to adherence to distributive justice rules for at least one participating 

employee. In all five instances, the supervisor similarly reported ‘not applicable’ for adherence 

to procedural justice rules towards those same employees  and of these, four reported ‘not 

applicable’ to adherence to all four justice dimensions (this may capture instances where a 
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supervisor does not have direct supervisory authority over a particular employee). Three 

additional supervisors that seemingly have discretion over distributive justice rules reported ‘not 

applicable’ for adherence to procedural justice rules for at least one employee. Two supervisors 

that reported ‘not applicable’ only to adherence to procedural justice also reported ‘not 

applicable’ for the informational justice items for at least one employee (in addition, two other 

supervisors also reported ‘not applicable’ to only the informational justice items for at least one 

employee). The only supervisors who reported ‘not applicable’ to interpersonal justice items for 

a particular employee were those who reported ‘not applicable’ for all justice items.  

The coefficient alpha for these scales, in order, was .92, .80, .67 and .82. While the 

coefficients alpha for distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice rule adherence exceeded 

the commonly accepted threshold of .70, the coefficient alpha for informational justice rule 

adherence did not. Further inspection of this scale revealed that the item “are you candid when 

communicating with this employee” had a low correlation with the other four items and so I 

dropped it for subsequent analyses resulting in a four-item informational justice scale with 

coefficient alpha equal to .71.  

Extraversion. Extraversion was assessed using the scale developed by Saucier (1994). A 

5-point Likert scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Participants responded to this scale by indicating their agreement as to how well they feel each of 

8 adjectives describes themselves. This scale has been well validated and consistently 

demonstrates acceptable internal consistency. Sample adjectives include “bold” and “bashful.” 

The coefficient alpha for this scale was .87. 

Agreeableness. Agreeableness was assessed similarly as extraversion. Sample adjectives 

include “cooperative” and “rude.” The coefficient alpha for this scale was .86. 
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Perceptions of politics. To assess the political context of the workgroup, I used the 15-

item perceptions of politics scale developed by Kacmar and Carlson (1997). A 5-point Likert 

scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Prior research suggests 

that this scale demonstrates acceptable internal consistency (e.g., Rosen et al., 2009; Rosen et al., 

2006). Sample items include “people in this workgroup attempt to build themselves up by tearing 

others down” and “it is best not to rock the boat in this workgroup.” The coefficient alpha for 

this scale was .89. 

Analyses 

The study design includes an employee and multiple coworkers all working within the 

same workgroup and reporting to the same supervisor. As such, these workgroups can be 

conceptualized as nested within the supervisor. This creates a multilevel study design (i.e., 

employee predictors and outcomes are modeled at level 1 of the analysis and level 2 represents 

each unique work unit) that must be analyzed in a fashion so as to account for the non-

independence of the participants within each cluster. I therefore utilized hierarchical linear 

modeling (HLM; Bryk & Raudenbush, 2002) for the analyses. Random effects were estimated in 

all regressions for primary study variables (i.e., political skill, status striving and communion 

striving). However, in analyses where control variables were included, these controls were 

modeled as fixed effects because otherwise the models failed to converge. All main effect and 

mediation hypotheses were modeled at level 1 of the analysis; although employees were nested 

within a supervisor, that supervisor provided a unique assessment of adherence to justice rules 

for each employee, thus constituting a level 1 dependent variable. For all main effect analyses I 

followed the commonly recommended procedure to group-mean center the level 1 variables 

(Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). 
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Mediation. To test the mediation hypotheses, I followed a procedure recommended by 

Preacher, Zyphur, and Zhang (2010) and recently utilized by Wang, Liu, Liao, Gong, 

Kammeyer-Mueller, and Shi (2013) and Lanaj, Johnson, and Barnes (in press). The magnitude of 

the indirect effect was calculated according to Equation 5 in Bauer, Preacher, and Gil (2006, p. 

147) and repeated 20,000 times using a Monte Carlo simulation procedure to model the indirect 

effect sampling distribution. The magnitude of the indirect effect was calculated as the average 

value of the 20,000 replications and the endpoints for the confidence interval were selected by 

sorting the distribution and selecting the values corresponding to the 500
th

 and 19,500
th

 

observation (e.g., 2.5% of the distribution lies below the 500
th

 observation and 2.5% of the 

distribution lies above the 19,500
th

 observation). Each indirect effect linking political skill to 

justice rule adherence through status and communion striving was tested in this manner. Each of 

the four dimensions of justice rule adherence was linked to political skill through two indirect 

effects (political skill through status striving and political skill through communion striving).  

I tested the significance of all eight possible indirect effects in my model as well as 

whether the total effect between political skill and each dimension of justice was jointly 

mediated by both status and communion striving using the difference-of-coefficients approach. 

This approach involves an evaluation of whether the total effect of political skill on justice rule 

adherence is significantly different than the direct effect (i.e., the main effect of political skill on 

justice rule adherence controlling for the effects of status and communion striving). To test this, I 

computed the difference between the total and direct effect of political skill on each dimension of 

justice and tested the significance of this effect using the standard error provided by Preacher and 

Hayes (2008). 
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Moderation. Hypotheses 8a, 8b, 9a and 9b involved main and moderated effects that 

occur at level 1 in the analysis. To test these hypotheses, I first manually group-mean centered 

political skill, extraversion and agreeableness before creating the level 1 interaction term. 

Centering variables represents common practice in organizational research (Cohen, Cohen, West, 

& Aiken, 2003) and group-mean centering is the recommended centering decision given that all 

variables are modeled at level 1 (Hofmann et al., 2000).  

Hypotheses 10a and 10b regarding the effects of political context were tested in two 

ways. First, I tested the effects of individual perceptions of that context by following the same 

procedure described above to investigate the interaction of political skill and individual 

perceptions of politics at level 1. However, to lessen potential concerns over common method 

variance with that interaction, I also investigated the effects of the political context as a level 2 

aggregate measure of individual perceptions of politics. To create the level 2 measure of political 

climate, I create a group-level measure by aggregating individual responses of perceptions of 

politics (i.e., direct consensus aggregation; Chan, 1998). Support for aggregation was assessed 

by computing ICC(1), ICC(2), and rwg(J) values (James, 1982; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). 

The average rwg(J) was equal to .93, the ICC(1) value was .27 and the ICC(2) value was .59. 

Although the rwg(J) and ICC(1) numbers provide support for aggregation (Bliese, 2000; James, 

1982), the ICC(2) value could be considered low. However, ICC(2) has been argued to be less 

relevant than the other indices as support for aggregation because it is heavily dependent on 

sample size (James, 1982). Therefore, given the support provided by the ICC(1) and rwg(J), I 

proceeded to use this aggregated measure as a cross-level moderator.  
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RESULTS 

Before testing my hypotheses, I first examined the proportion of variance in supervisor 

reports of justice rule adherence that was within-group. Using HLM, I partitioned the total 

variance in supervisor reports of justice rule adherence into between-group variance (i.e., 

variance that exists because different supervisors generally adhere to justice rules differently) 

and within-group variance (i.e., variance that exists because supervisors adhere to justice rules 

differently between employees). The theory developed in this manuscript is predicated on the 

notion that supervisors do indeed adhere to these rules differently toward different employees. 

As shown in Table 1, a considerable amount of the total variance in reports of justice rule 

adherence was within-group. The within-group variance for distributive justice rule adherence 

was 17%, for informational justice rule adherence was 21% and for interpersonal justice rule 

adherence was 16%. Only procedural justice deviated from this pattern with only 7% of the 

variance occurring within-group.  

Table 1 - Percentage of Within-group Variance for Justice Rule Adherence 

Construct 
Within-group 

Variance (e
2
) 

Between-group 

Variance (r
2
) 

% of Within-

group Variance 

Distributive Justice .20 1.00 17% 

Procedural Justice .04 .52 7% 

Informational Justice .12 .48 21% 

Interpersonal Justice .05 .27 16% 

Notes. The percentage of variance within-persons was calculated as e
2
/(e

2
 + r

2
). 

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations among the group-mean 

centered focal variables in this dissertation. Somewhat unexpected was the relatively small 

bivariate relationships between supervisor reports of justice rule adherence. This is an intriguing 

result that lends further importance to consideration of the supervisor report of adherence instead 

of relying on employee perceptions as has long been tradition in the justice literature. I will 

return to this issue in the discussion when I describe opportunities for future research.  
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Table 2 - Descriptive Statistics of and Correlations among Focal Variables 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Employee 

Reports 

               

1. Political Skill 3.95 .41              

2. Status Striving 3.15 .73 .27*             

3. Communion 

Striving 

3.05 .60 .17* .44*            

Employee 

Moderators 

               

4. Extraversion 3.72 .64 .46* .20* -.03           

5. Agreeableness 4.24 .49 .39* -.01 .10 .14*          

6. Perceptions of 

Politics 

2.49 .56 -.14* .11* .06 -.10 -.22*         

Supervisor 

Reports 

               

7. Distributive 

Justice 

3.38 .44 .14* .04 .11 .01 .05 -.08        

8. Procedural Justice 4.02 .19 .07 -.02 .08 -.04 -.03 -.04 .27*       

9. Informational 

Justice 

3.80 .34 -.10 -.11 -.02 .04 -.11* .00 .08 .16*      

10. Interpersonal 

Justice 

4.63 .22 -.02 -.09 .07 -.21* .13* -.07 .10 -.03 .01     

Supplemental 

Analyses 

               

11. Self-Monitoring 2.22 .67 .16* .20* .12* .16* -.23* .13* .02 -.14* -.04 -.08    

12. Task Proficiency 4.18 .50 .08 .00 -.07 -.13* -.11 -.10 .33* .25* -.11* .08 -.09   

13. Leventhal (PJ) 4.19 .18 .08 -.01 .11* .00 -.02 -.09 .23* .91* .15* .02 -.13* .20*  

14. Political Behavior 2.65 .67 .35* .36* .31* .26* -.12* .03 .03 -.07 -.04 -.06 .34* -.02 -.05 

Notes. All variables were group-mean centered thus correlations reflect relationships at the within-group level (i.e., Level 1). N = 341. 

Leventhal criteria represents the alternative measure of procedural justice focusing exclusively on Leventhal’s (1980) rules. For the 

supplemental analyses, political behavior was aggregated to the group level.  

* p < .05 



71 

 

Tests of Hypotheses 

Main effect hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 predicted that employee political skill is positively 

associated with engagement in status striving behaviors and hypothesis 2 predicted that 

employee political skill is positively associated with engagement in communion striving 

behaviors. The results of the HLM analyses testing these hypotheses are presented in Table 3. In 

support of both hypotheses, political skill was positively associated with both forms of striving 

behavior (γ10 = .46, p < .05 for status striving and γ10 = .26, p < .05 for communion striving).  

Table 3 - HLM Analyses Predicting Status and Communion Striving 

 Outcome: 

Status Striving 

 Outcome: 

Communion Striving 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.15* .05 69.57  3.05* .04 83.77 

Political Skill (γ10) .46* .09 4.77  .26* .08 3.31 

Notes. Variance explained, calculated as the percentage reduction in variance for the 

outcome after entering all predictors, was 8% for status striving and 6% for communion 

striving 

* p <  .05 

 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b focused on what I argued were the more “instrumental” forms of 

justice; distributive and procedural justice. I expected that status striving behaviors are positively 

associated with supervisor adherence to these forms of justice. The results of the HLM analyses 

testing these hypotheses are presented in Table 4. Neither hypothesis was supported (γ20 = -.07, p 

> .05 for distributive justice rule adherence and γ20 = -.03, p > .05 for procedural justice rule 

adherence).  
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Table 4 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Instrumental" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence 

 Outcome: 

Distributive Justice 

Outcome: 

Procedural Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.38* .11 30.72 4.02* .08 51.51 

Political Skill (γ10) .18* .08 2.04 .06 .04 1.49 

Status Striving (γ20) -.07 .04 -1.62 -.03 .02 -1.61 

Communion Striving (γ30) .11
†
 .06 1.93 .03 .02 1.32 

Notes. Variance explained, calculated as the percentage reduction in variance for the outcome 

after entering all predictors, was 21% for distributive justice and 49% for procedural justice 

† p < .10 

* p <  .05 

 

Hypotheses 4a and 4b focused on what I argued were the more “relational” forms of 

justice; informational and interpersonal justice. I expected that communion striving behaviors are 

positively associated with supervisor adherence to these forms of justice. The results of HLM 

analyses testing these hypotheses are presented in Table 5. Hypothesis 4a was not supported (γ30 

= .02, p > .05 for informational justice), however hypothesis 4b was supported (γ30 = .06, p < .05 

for interpersonal justice).  

Table 5 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Relational" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence 

 Outcome: 

Informational Justice 

Outcome: 

Interpersonal Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.80 .08 49.50 4.63* .06 80.56 

Political Skill (γ10) -.07 .04 -1.46 -.01 .03 -.17 

Status Striving (γ20) -.05* .03 -2.02 -.05* .02 -2.44 

Communion Striving (γ30) .02 .03 .67 .06* .02 2.82 

Notes. Variance explained, calculated as the percentage reduction in variance for the outcome 

after entering all predictors, was 8% for informational justice and 10% for interpersonal 

justice 

* p <  .05 

 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 focused on what I considered to be “non-corresponding 

relationships” involving the procedural and informational justice dimensions. First, although I 

argued that procedural justice was primarily instrumental, there were also reasons to believe that 



73 

 

adherence to these rules could have relational aspects as well. Similarly, although I argued that 

informational justice was primarily relational, there were reasons to believe that adherence to 

these rules could have instrumental aspects. Therefore, hypothesis 5 predicted that communion 

striving behaviors are positively associated with adherence to procedural justice rules and 

hypothesis 6 predicted that status striving behaviors are positively associated with adherence to 

informational justice rules (see Table 4 and Table 5 respectively). Hypothesis 5 was not 

supported (γ30 = .03, p > .05 for procedural justice). Hypothesis 6 was also not supported; 

although this relationship was significant, it was in the opposite direction as expected (γ20 = -.05, 

p < .05 for informational justice).  

Unexpected main effect relationships. Finally, there were two main effect relationships 

that I did not expect, and therefore did not hypothesize, but tested nonetheless. First, I did not 

expect a relationship between adherence to distributive justice rules and communion striving 

behavior. However, this relationship was marginally significant and positive (γ30 = .11, p < .10 

for distributive justice; see Table 4). Second, I also did not expect a relationship between 

adherence to interpersonal justice rules and status striving. However, this relationship was 

significant and negative (γ20 = -.05, p < .05 for interpersonal justice; see Table 5).  

Mediation hypotheses. The mediation hypotheses were each tested in two different 

ways. First, because I modeled two different mediator variables, I first tested for whether the 

direct effect of political skill on each justice dimension differed from the total effect (i.e., 

difference-of-coefficients; Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Although I only hypothesized simultaneous 

effects of both mediators for procedural and informational justice (i.e., hypotheses 7b and 7c), 

because of the unexpected findings described above, I tested all four dimensions of justice in this 

manner. This test was not significant for any dimension. 



74 

 

Although the difference-of-coefficients test above was not significant, Preacher and 

Hayes (2008) note that it is still important to test the various indirect effects. I calculated the 

magnitude of the indirect effect following Bauer et al. (2006) and created a confidence interval 

for this effect as described in the ‘Analysis’ section above. Confidence intervals for each indirect 

effect are reported in Table 6. Hypothesis 7a predicted that status striving mediates the effect of 

political skill on adherence to distributive justice rules. This hypothesis was not supported as the 

confidence interval did not exclude zero (effect size = .002, confidence interval [-.033, .044]). 

Although not hypothesized, I also tested the indirect effect between political skill and adherence 

to distributive justice rules through communion striving, however this indirect effect was not 

significant either as the confidence interval did not exclude zero (effect size = .029, confidence 

interval [-.002, .071]).  

Hypothesis 7b predicted that both status and communion striving mediate the effect of 

political skill on adherence to procedural justice rules. This hypothesis was not supported for 

either status striving (effect size = -.014, confidence interval [-.035, .004]) or communion 

striving (effect size = .008, confidence interval [-.002, .021]) as neither confidence interval 

excluded zero. Hypothesis 7c predicted that both status and communion striving mediate the 

effect of political skill on adherence to informational justice rules. This hypothesis was not 

supported. Pertaining to status striving, although the confidence interval did exclude zero, the 

effect size was in the opposite direction (effect size = -.023, confidence interval [-.045, -.005]). 

Pertaining to communion striving, the confidence interval did not exclude zero (effect size = 

.003, confidence interval [-.012, .021]). 

Finally, hypothesis 7d predicted that communion striving mediates the effect of political 

skill on adherence to interpersonal justice rules. This hypothesis was supported as the confidence 



75 

 

interval did exclude zero (effect size = .016, confidence interval [.006, .032]). Although not 

hypothesized, I also tested the indirect effect between political skill and adherence to 

interpersonal justice rules through status striving. This relationship was also significant as the 

confidence interval did exclude zero (effect size = -.022, confidence interval [-.045, -.003]).  

Table 6 - Effect Size and Confidence Intervals for Mediation Hypotheses 

 Status Striving Communion Striving 

Outcome 
Indirect 

Effect 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Indirect 

Effect 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Distributive Justice .002 -.033 .044 .029 -.002 .071 

Procedural Justice -.014 -.035 .004 .008 -.002 .021 

Informational Justice -.023 -.045 -.005 .003 -.012 .021 

Interpersonal Justice -.022 -.045 -.003 .016 .006 .032 

Notes. Bolded values represent significant effects (i.e., the confidence interval excludes zero).  

 

Moderation hypotheses. I expected to find enhancements of the relationships between 

political skill and both status striving and communion striving based on both person-level and 

situation-level constructs. At the person-level, first I hypothesized a positive relationship 

between extraversion and status striving behavior (hypothesis 8a) and moreover that individuals 

high in both political skill and extraversion would be even more likely to engage in status 

striving behavior (hypothesis 8b). The results of the HLM analyses testing these hypotheses are 

presented in Table 7. In the first step, political skill and extraversion were simultaneously entered 

as predictors of status striving. Interestingly, in spite of the significant bivariate correlation 

between extraversion and status striving, this relationship was no longer significant when taking 

political skill into account (γ20 = .11, p > .05), thus hypothesis 8a was not supported. However, 

the interaction between these constructs was significant (γ30 = .29, p = .05), supporting 

hypothesis 8b. Figure 4 displays the pattern of this interaction.  
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Figure 4 - Interaction Plot of Political Skill x Extraversion Predicting Status Striving 
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Table 7 - HLM Analyses for the Interaction of Political Skill and Extraversion Predicting 

Status Striving 

 Status Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.15* .05 60.55  3.13* .05 62.85 

Political Skill (γ10) .37* .11 3.28  .40* .11 3.64 

Extraversion (γ20) .11 .07 1.52  .12 .08 1.62 

Interaction (γ30)     .29* .15 1.96 

Notes. Variance explained, calculated as the percentage reduction in variance for the 

outcome after entering the interaction term, was 2%.  

* p <  .05 

 

I also hypothesized a positive relationship between agreeableness and communion 

striving behavior (hypothesis 9a) and also that individuals high in both political skill and 

agreeableness would be even more likely to engage in communion striving (hypothesis 8b). The 

results of the HLM analyses testing these hypotheses are presented in Table 8. In the first step, 

political skill and agreeableness were simultaneously entered as predictors of communion 

striving, and their interaction was entered in the second step. Neither hypothesis 9a (γ20 = .08, p 

> .05) nor hypothesis 8b (γ30 = .13, p > .05) was supported.  

Table 8 - HLM Analyses for the Interaction of Political Skill and Agreeableness Predicting 

Communion Striving 

 Communion Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.05* .04 83.37  3.05* .04 82.72 

Political Skill (γ10) .24* .09 2.77  .26* .09 2.97 

Agreeableness (γ20) .08 .10 .81  .08 .10 .78 

Interaction (γ30)     .13 .19 .67 

* p <  .05 

 

At the situation-level, I expected that the political context would enhance the effects of 

political skill on both status striving and communion striving. As discussed in the ‘Analysis’ 

section, I tested hypotheses 10a and 10b in two different ways. First, I tested these hypotheses by 

examining whether individual perceptions of politics enhance the relationship between political 
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skill and status and communion striving. This is a level 1 interaction. The results of the HLM 

analyses testing these hypotheses are presented in the top half of Table 9 and Table 10. Neither 

hypothesis 10a (γ30 = .21, p > .05 for status striving) nor hypothesis 10b (γ30 = -.06, p > .05 for 

communion striving) was supported. Next, I aggregated each employee’s report of perceptions of 

politics to create a group-level measure of political climate as discussed in the ‘Analysis’ section. 

I then retested hypothesis 10a and 10b as cross-level interactions. The results of the HLM 

analyses testing these hypotheses are presented in the bottom half of Table 9 and Table 10. 

Again, however, neither hypothesis 10a (γ11 = .08, p > .05 for status striving) nor hypothesis 10b 

(γ11 = -.10, p > .05 for communion striving) was supported. 

Table 9 - HLM Analyses for the Interaction of Political Skill and Perceptions of Politics 

Predicting Status Striving 

 Status Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Level 1 Politics        

Intercept (γ00) 3.15* .05 69.09  3.16* .05 68.91 

Political Skill (γ10) .52* .10 5.36  .50* .10 5.22 

POP (γ20) .19* .09 2.08  .20* .10 2.15 

Interaction (γ30)     .21 .19 1.08 
        

Level 2 Politics        

Intercept (γ00) 3.15* .05 69.62  3.15* .05 69.60 

POP (γ01) .16 .11 1.47  .17 .11 1.47 

Political Skill (γ10) .46* .10 4.77  .45* .10 4.76 

Interaction (γ11)     .08 .22 .38 

Notes. Perceptions of politics (POP) at level 1 reflects group-mean centered main effect and 

interaction of individual report of POP and political skill. At level 2, POP reflects grand-mean 

centered aggregate of level 1 reports and cross-level interaction predicting the slope of the 

relationship between political skill and status striving.  

* p <  .05 
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Table 10 - HLM Analyses for the Interaction of Political Skill and Perceptions of Politics 

Predicting Communion Striving 

 Status Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Level 1 Politics        

Intercept (γ00) 3.05* .04 83.65  3.05* .04 81.62 

Political Skill (γ10) .28* .08 3.56  .32* .08 3.83 

POP (γ20) .07 .08 .96  .09 .08 1.19 

Interaction (γ30)     -.06 .23 -.25 
        

Level 2 Politics        

Intercept (γ00) 3.05* .04 83.51  3.05* .04 83.50 

POP (γ01) .05 .09 .62  .05 .09 .55 

Political Skill (γ10) .26 .08 3.31  .27* .08 3.37 

Interaction (γ11)     -.10 .15 -.64 

Notes. Perceptions of politics (POP) at level 1 reflects group-mean centered main effect and 

interaction of individual report of POP and political skill. At level 2, POP reflects grand-mean 

centered aggregate of level 1 reports and cross-level interaction predicting the slope of the 

relationship between political skill and communion striving.  

* p <  .05 

 

Supplemental Analyses 

I conducted supplemental analyses to investigate the role of several constructs that could 

potentially contaminate or confound the relationships I hypothesized above, as well as to further 

probe several unsupported hypotheses.  

Self-monitoring. Although self-monitoring has been distinguished both conceptually 

(Ferris et al., 2007) and empirically (Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005; Semadar et al., 2006) from 

political skill, there are reasons to believe that it may potentially confound the hypothesized 

relationships with political skill. For example, in their discussion section, (Scott et al., 2007) 

theorized that high self-monitors may be more likely to receive favorable interpersonal treatment 

from their supervisor. Therefore, to provide a more stringent test of my hypotheses regarding 

political skill, I conducted an analysis whereby I controlled for an employee’s level of self-

monitoring in the regressions involving political skill. Employees reported their level of self-
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monitoring using a shortened version of the measure developed by Snyder and Gangestad 

(1986). This shortened measure consists of the eight positively worded items and has been 

previously used and shown to be comparable to the full-length measure (Scott, Barnes, & 

Wagner, 2012) – example items include “I am not always the person I appear to be” and “I guess 

I put on a show to impress or entertain others.” The coefficient alpha for this scale was .85. 

Controlling for self-monitoring, I retested all of the main effect relationships in my 

model. The results of HLM analyses retesting these hypotheses are presented in Table 11, Table 

12 and Table 13. The inclusion of self-monitoring did not change the results in any substantive 

way (the relationship between status striving and informational justice was slightly weakened to 

being only marginally significant, p < .06). 

Table 11 - HLM Analyses Predicting Status and Communion Striving with Self-Monitoring 

 Outcome: 

Status Striving 

 Outcome: 

Communion Striving 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.15* .05 66.35  3.06* .04 83.98 

Political Skill (γ10) .38* .10 3.90  .24* .09 2.70 

Self-Monitoring (γ20) .17* .07 2.33  .08 .07 1.22 

* p <  .05 

 

Table 12 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Instrumental" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence with Self-Monitoring 

 Outcome: 

Distributive Justice 

Outcome: 

Procedural Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.38* .11 30.73 4.02* .08 51.46 

Political Skill (γ10) .18* .09 2.01 .06 .04 1.41 

Status Striving (γ20) -.07 .05 -1.55 -.02 .02 -1.33 

Communion Striving (γ30) .11 .06 1.88 .03 .02 1.39 

Self-Monitoring (γ40) .01 .04 .18 -.03 .02 -1.58 

* p <  .05 
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Table 13 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Relational" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence with Self-Monitoring 

 Outcome: 

Informational Justice 

Outcome: 

Interpersonal Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.80* .08 49.42 4.63* .06 80.46 

Political Skill (γ10) -.06 .04 -1.49 -.01 .03 -.14 

Status Striving (γ20) -.06
†
 .03 -1.94 -.04* .02 -2.31 

Communion Striving (γ30) .03 .03 .81 .06* .02 2.87 

Self-Monitoring (γ40) -.01 .03 -.13 -.02 .02 -.82 

† p < .10 

* p <  .05 

 

Task proficiency. In another analysis, I examined whether supervisor adherence to 

justice rules might be due in part to an individual’s level of task skill or proficiency as opposed 

to through the mechanisms I hypothesized above. Indeed, status striving in particular has been 

previously linked to performance (Barrick et al., 2002; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007) and it is 

reasonable to expect that supervisors may show preference to those employees that make more 

performance related contributions to the workgroup (c.f., Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Therefore, I 

re-analyzed the hypotheses predicting justice rule adherence by controlling for each employee’s 

task proficiency using a three-item measure developed by Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) – 

example items include “how often does this employee carry out the core parts of his/her job 

well” and “how often does this employee ensure that his/her tasks are completed properly.” Each 

employee was rated by all participating coworkers as well as by their supervisor and I aggregated 

these scores to create an index of each employee’s task proficiency. The coefficient alpha for the 

aggregated scale was .96. Support for aggregation was assessed by computing  ICC(1), ICC(2), 

and rwg(J) values (James, 1982; James et al., 1993). The average rwg(J) was equal to .79, the ICC(1) 

value was .31 and the ICC(2) value was .64. Given the support provided by the ICC(1) and rwg(J), 

I proceeded to aggregate these reports for use as a control in the analyses predicting justice rule 

adherence. 
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Controlling for this index of task proficiency, I then retested the main effect relationships 

in my model that involved adherence to justice rules. The results of HLM analyses retesting 

these hypotheses are presented in Table 14 and Table 15. As opposed to presenting an alternative 

explanation to my hypotheses, controlling for task proficiency served to increase the strength of 

several hypothesized relationships. Specifically, the relationship between status striving and both 

distributive and procedural justice, both of which were previously not significant, increased 

slightly (i.e., became more negative) and are now marginally significant (γ20 = -.08, p < .10 for 

distributive justice and γ20 = -.03, p < .10 for procedural justice). In addition, the un-

hypothesized relationship between communion striving and distributive justice is now significant 

(γ30 = .14, p < .05). 

Table 14 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Instrumental" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence with Task Proficiency 

 Outcome: 

Distributive Justice 

Outcome: 

Procedural Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.38* .11 30.72 4.02* .08 51.50 

Political Skill (γ10) .13* .07 2.00 .05 .04 1.33 

Status Striving (γ20) -.08
† 

-1.70 .04 -.03
†
 .02 -1.67 

Communion Striving (γ30) .14* .06 2.51 .03 .02 1.62 

Task Proficiency (γ40) .30* .08 3.90 .08 .02 3.85 

† p < .10 

* p <  .05 

 

Table 15 - HLM Analyses Predicting the "Relational" Dimensions of Justice Rule 

Adherence with Task Proficiency 

 Outcome: 

Informational Justice 

Outcome: 

Interpersonal Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.80 .08 49.49 4.63* .06 80.56 

Political Skill (γ10) -.06 .05 -1.24 -.01 .03 -.32 

Status Striving (γ20) -.06* .03 -1.98 -.05* .02 -2.45 

Communion Striving (γ30) .02 .04 .48 .06* .02 2.86 

Task Proficiency (γ40) -.08 .05 -1.39 .04 .03 1.51 

† p < .10 

* p <  .05 
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Procedural Justice. Following recommendations from Colquitt (2012), I performed a 

follow-up analysis with supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules. Procedural justice is 

reflective of a number of different rules (Colquitt, 2001; Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 

1975) over which generally supervisors have relatively low discretion (Scott et al., 2009). 

Because of this, in his recommendations for future research, Colquitt (2012) suggested trying to 

predict a narrower subset of these rules. One potential subset of the procedural justice measure 

involves only the rules recommended by Leventhal (1980). When Colquitt (2001) created the 

commonly used measure of procedural justice, he combined Thibaut & Walker’s (1975) criteria 

for providing process and outcome control with Leventhal’s (1980) criteria for ensuring 

accuracy, bias suppression, consistency, correctability, ethicality and representativeness when 

following procedures. Conceptually, there is justification for separating these items. The Thibaut 

and Walker (1975) criteria require the supervisor to cede some of their own authority or control 

to the subordinate in question by providing this person with process or outcome control. 

Adhering to these two rules may represent a level of delegation or empowerment that many 

supervisors do not possess sufficient discretion to enact.  

In contrast, the Leventhal (1980) rules may be easier for employees to influence as 

supervisors should have more discretion. Unlike ceding control over process or outcome to the 

employee, the Leventhal criteria reflect more idiosyncratic rules that supervisors can choose to 

follow or not. However, the data provide mixed support for this split. The bivariate correlation 

between the full procedural justice measure and the measure corresponding to Leventhal’s 

(1980) criteria is .91 (see Table 2). However, a chi-square difference test lends support to 

considering these Leventhal items separately. Specifically, I compared the chi-square values of a 

single procedural justice construct composed of all seven items compared to two different 
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procedural justice constructs, one representing the Thibaut and Walker (1975) derived items and 

the other representing the Leventhal (1980) derived items. This test supports separating the 

Leventhal (1980) criteria into their own procedural justice construct (Δχ
2
 = 412, df = 1, p < .05). 

As this analysis was exploratory, I proceeded to retest my hypotheses involving procedural 

justice using this alternate measure. This five-item scale had a coefficient alpha of .75. Within-

group variance was 6% for this alternative measure, compared with 7% for the original measure 

of procedural justice.  

The results of HLM analyses retesting these hypotheses are presented in Table 16. 

Specifically, hypothesis 3b that predicted a significant relationship between status striving and 

procedural justice is still not supported, although the relationship is significant (γ20 = -.03, p < 

.05) but in the opposite direction as expected. The relationship between communion striving and 

procedural justice predicted in hypothesis 5 is now also significant (γ30 = .04, p < .05) in support 

of this hypothesis. I also retested the mediation hypotheses with this new measure. Hypothesis 7b 

is now fully supported as the confidence intervals for the relationships between political skill and 

procedural justice exclude zero for both status striving (effect size = -.017, confidence interval [-

.028, -.007]) and communion striving (effect size = .010, confidence interval [.003, .020]). 

Table 16 - HLM Analyses Predicting the Alternative 

Measure of Procedural Justice 

 Outcome: 

Procedural Justice 

Predictor γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 4.19* .08 53.87 

Political Skill (γ10) .04 .04 .99 

Status Striving (γ20) -.03* .01 -2.14 

Communion Striving (γ30) .04* .02 2.22 

* p <  .05 

 

Political context. Within the politics literature, the prevailing method for assessing the 

political context has been to utilize an employee self-report of perceptions of politics (Chang et 
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al., 2009), as was done in this dissertation as well. This approach has much to recommend it; 

politics scholars argue that individual perceptions of reality are largely responsible for their 

subsequent behaviors (see also: Lewin, 1936) and as such, the political context largely exists in 

the eye of the beholder (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011). However, relying on individual perceptions 

to assess the political context may also have limitations; indeed in their seminal work on the 

topic Ferris et al. (1989) acknowledged that the correspondence between actual ongoing politics 

in the workplace and individual perceptions of those politics may be weak.  

An alternative approach recently advocated by Ganster, Rosen, Mayes, and Sime (2014) 

is to focus on the political context as representing the level of political behavior ongoing in the 

workplace (as opposed to perceptions of those behaviors in the workplace). Conceptualized in 

this way, political context is best considered a group-level construct that arises from the political 

behaviors of members of that workgroup. Accordingly, I obtained a self-report of engagement in 

political behaviors from each participating employee using the six-item measure from Treadway, 

Hochwarter, Kacmar, and Ferris (2005) – example items include “active politicking is an 

important part of my job” and “I work behind the scenes to see that my work group is taken care 

of.” At the individual level, the coefficient alpha for this scale was .84. I then proceeded to 

aggregate these reports across employees within each workgroup to create a measure of political 

context. This aggregation represents a direct consensus approach (Chan, 1998). Support for 

aggregation was confirmed in a similar manner as described previously. The average rwg(J) was 

equal to .84, the ICC(1) value was .18 and the ICC(2) value was .47. The coefficient alpha for 

the aggregated scale was .89. Using this new measure, I retested my interaction hypotheses 

involving workgroup politics using this measure of political climate. The results of HLM 

analyses retesting these hypotheses are presented in Table 17 and Table 18. Using this new 
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measure as a cross-level moderator, hypothesis 10a is now supported (γ11 = .37, p < .05 for status 

striving) but hypothesis 10b is still not supported (γ11 = .17, p > .05 for communion striving). 

Figure 5 displays the pattern of this interaction. The addition of political context explained 67% 

of the variance in the slopes of the political skill-status striving relationship.  

Table 17 - HLM Analyses for the Cross-Level Interaction of Political Climate Predicting 

the Relationship between Political Skill and Status Striving 

 Status Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.14* .04 75.73  3.15* .04 75.73 

Political Context (γ01) .35* .09 4.04  .36* .09 4.12 

Political Skill (γ10) .47* .10 4.87  .44* .10 4.47 

Interaction (γ11)     .37* .19 2.00 

Notes. Political context reflects the grand-mean centered aggregate of level 1 reports of political 

behavior predicting the slope of the relationship between political skill and status striving. The 

addition of political context explained 67% of the variance in the slopes of the political skill-

status striving relationship. 

* p <  .05 

 

Table 18 - HLM Analyses for the Cross-Level Interaction of Political Climate Predicting 

the Relationship between Political Skill and Communion Striving 

 Communion Striving 

 Model 1  Model 2 

Predictor γ s.e. t  γ s.e. t 

Intercept (γ00) 3.05* .03 91.30  3.05* .03 91.28 

Political Context (γ01) .27* .06 4.31  .28* .06 4.29 

Political Skill (γ10) .26* .08 3.34  .25* .08 3.14 

Interaction (γ11)     .17 .19 .91 

Notes. Political context reflects the grand-mean centered aggregate of level 1 reports of political 

behavior predicting the slope of the relationship between political skill and communion striving.  

* p <  .05 
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Figure 5 - Interaction Plot of Political Skill x Political Context Predicting Status Striving 
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DISCUSSION 

Motivation for the Dissertation 

In spite of the maturity of the organizational justice literature, ongoing research continues 

to push and develop our understanding of the fairness phenomenon. Although it is well-known 

that justice is important to employees (Colquitt et al., 2013), scholars have only recently begun to 

ask why supervisors act fairly in the first place (c.f., Colquitt, 2012; Li et al., 2012). Though 

relatively nascent, research investigating this “proactive” approach to justice (Greenberg, 1987) 

has already demonstrated that supervisors adhere to justice rules for different reasons (Scott et 

al., in press) and that one of these reasons may actually be characteristics of the target of  that 

justice rule adherence (i.e., the employee; Korsgaard et al., 1998; Scott et al., 2007; Zapata et al., 

2013).  

Despite the insights that this research has demonstrated to date, there remains much still 

unanswered. First, these investigations still largely conceptualize employees as “justice takers” 

by focusing on relatively static predictors of adherence to justice rules (i.e., assertiveness, 

charisma, and trustworthiness). Second, the link between supervisor adherence to justice rules 

and the employee remains tenuous. Neither Scott et al. (2007) nor Korsgaard et al. (1998) 

measured adherence from the supervisor’s perspective. Zapata et al. (2013) did measure 

adherence from the supervisor, however these authors also relied on supervisor reports of 

employee trustworthiness collected at the same time as antecedents in their model. Similarly, 

Scott et al. (in press) conducted a sophisticated, within-individual investigation of adherence to 

justice rules by supervisors, however these authors omitted the target of that adherence from 

their model entirely. Finally, even those studies that did incorporate the target into their model 

(i.e, Korsgaard et al., 1998; Scott et al., 2007; Zapata et al., 2013) relied on between-subjects 
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research designs that answer a piece of an important over-arching research question, but not the 

entire question. That is, the question these studies have answered is whether employees with 

certain characteristics are treated more fairly than employees who lack those characteristics. 

However, these studies are unable to address whether such differentials in fair treatment exist 

between employees who report to the same supervisor. Put another way, what we know is that 

different supervisors adhere to justice rules for different reasons. What we do not know is 

whether the same supervisor will adhere to justice rules differently for employees in the same 

workgroup. Such within-workgroup differentiation in adherence to justice rules by the supervisor 

remains an open question in the justice literature. 

Implications of the Results 

With the above in mind, this dissertation sought to address these important and 

unanswered questions. First, I set out to reverse the common view of employees as “justice 

takers” by instead viewing them as “justice makers,” capable of influencing justice rule 

adherence through their workplace behaviors. Viewing employees as justice makers seeks to 

shift the predominant consensus within the justice literature by allowing for employees to behave 

in ways that alter the extent to which their supervisor adheres to justice rules toward them. By 

measuring behavior from the employee and justice rule adherence from the supervisor, I sought 

to strengthen the somewhat tenuous link that currently exists between the employee and 

supervisor adherence to justice rules. Finally, I couched all of this within a research design that 

investigates the extent to which supervisors differentiate with regards to adherence to justice 

rules between different employees within the same work-group. Such a within-workgroup 

perspective eliminates between-supervisor differences in adherence to justice rules and focuses 
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explicitly on whether employees within a workgroup, engaging in differing levels of behavior, 

are subsequently treated with differing levels of fairness.  

To derive this model of employees as justice makers, I applied a political lens to the 

question of whether employee behaviors might influence justice rule adherence, and if so, which 

employees might be more likely to engage in those behaviors. I hypothesized that behaviors 

representing basic human motives to get ahead and to get along in the workplace (i.e., status 

striving and communion striving) would serve a signaling function to indicate when employees 

were instrumentally driven or relationally driven, and that supervisors would respond in kind 

with adherence to justice rules. Drawing on the political skill literature, I further argued that 

politically skilled employees would be likely to recognize the correspondence between status 

striving, communion striving, and receipt of fair treatment and thus would be more likely to 

engage in those behaviors.  

Main effects involving political skill. As I expected, politically skilled employees were 

indeed more likely to engage in both status and communion striving behaviors in the workplace. 

Politically skilled individuals are motivated to obtain rewards and achieve status and power in 

the workplace (Ferris et al., 2007) and status striving behaviors should be useful in achieving 

those ends. Similarly, politically skilled individuals recognize that connections and friendships 

with important individuals can have beneficial long-run implications (Blickle, Schneider, et al., 

2011) and so communion striving behavior with the supervisor should be supportive of those 

goals. These findings are relevant to the burgeoning literature on motivated striving behaviors 

(c.f., Barrick et al., 2013). Whereas such behaviors are often conceptualized as nearly axiomatic 

translations of personality to performance (i.e., Barrick et al., 2002), more recent research has 

argued that such behaviors may be more calculated (Chiaburu, Stoverink, Li, & Zhang, in press; 



91 

 

Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007) and the finding that politically skilled employees are more likely 

to engage in these behaviors lends further weight to this proposition.  

Person-level moderators. I further hypothesized several boundary conditions to this 

model that I expected to enhance the proposed main effects. First, I hypothesized that certain 

personality traits (i.e., extraversion and agreeableness) should augment the relationship between 

political skill and both status and communion striving. Both Wiggins (1991) and Barrick et al. 

(2002) argue that extraversion is primarily related to efforts to get ahead while agreeableness is 

related to efforts to get along. Accordingly, I hypothesized that individuals high in political skill 

as well as either extraversion or agreeableness would be even more likely to engage in status and 

communion striving respectively. These hypotheses, however, had mixed support. Extraversion 

was significantly correlated with status striving, however this main effect was not significant 

when accounting for political skill. However, personality is generally considered a more distal 

predictor of work behavior compared to more proximal work-specific constructs (Barrick & 

Mount, 2005; Lanaj et al., 2012) and so political skill can be expected to be more proximally 

related to status striving behavior at work than extraversion (Ferris et al., 2007). Furthermore, as 

expected extraversion did significantly enhance the relationship between political skill and status 

striving.  

Unfortunately, none of the hypotheses involving agreeableness were significant. 

Although agreeableness was marginally related to communion striving at the 90% confidence 

level, it was not significantly related to communion striving when accounting for political skill. 

Similarly as with extraversion, agreeableness was also proposed to be associated with political 

skill (Ferris et al., 2007) and political skill is more proximal to the communion striving behaviors 

at work. However, agreeableness did not enhance this relationship as expected. It is possible that 
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the operationalization of communion striving could be potentially at fault for this result. As 

previously examined (Barrick et al., 2002; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007), communion striving 

has focused on efforts to develop a relationship with other members of the workgroup broadly 

(i.e., coworkers and the supervisor). However, I operationalized it with only the supervisor as a 

focus. It is possible that such efforts to develop this upward relationship may be somewhat more 

calculated and politically motivated than simply trying to develop workplace relationships. It is 

important to note that this operationalization was intentional; however the consequence may 

have been that the construct was less representative of agreeableness and more representative of 

the actions of a politically skilled individual.  

Situation-level moderators. Further drawing on the notion that behavior is often a 

function of the situation (Lewin, 1936), I also proposed that the political context of the 

workplace would influence the relationships between political skill and both status and 

communion striving. Unfortunately, in spite of testing two different operationalizations for the 

political context with the commonly utilized perceptions of politics measure (Kacmar & Carlson, 

1997), these hypotheses were not supported. However, in a supplemental analysis, I drew on 

more recent research (Ganster et al., 2014) and operationalized the political context in a different 

manner and did support one of these hypotheses. Specifically, I created a group-level measure of 

political context by aggregating reports of engagement in political behavior by members of the 

workgroup. This more direct assessment of the political context appears to have merit. In support 

of my hypothesis that politically skilled individuals might be even more likely to engage in status 

striving in more political contexts, this cross-level interaction was significant. Although I failed 

to support the similar hypothesis for communion striving behavior, the main effect of political 

context on communion striving was significant, suggesting that these behaviors are, in general, 



93 

 

more prevalent in a political environments. Overall, it appears that workplace politics create 

uncertainty (Rosen, Harris, & Kacmar, 2011), however politically skilled employees may display 

resilience in such an environment (Perrewe et al., 2004) and use them to their advantage to climb 

the status hierarchy (Shi et al., 2013; Walker, Bauer, Cole, Bernerth, Feild, & Short, 2013). The 

politics literature may benefit going forward from using this more direct assessment of the level 

of political behavior in the workplace (Ganster et al., 2014) rather than relying on individual 

perceptions of that behavior.  

Main effects involving justice. As it pertains to the hypotheses involving adherence to 

justice rules, in spite of interesting and compelling results, I failed to support some of the theory 

that I developed in the manuscript. I argued that supervisor adherence to justice rules could be 

classified as primarily instrumental and relational, and that adherence would correspond with the 

concerns of employees as demonstrated by their engagement in status striving (instrumental) and 

communion striving (relational) behavior. Accordingly, I expected positive relationships 

between these behaviors and adherence to the justice rules that I classified as being instrumental 

or relational, such that instrumental behavior would lead positively to supervisor adherence to 

instrumental forms justice and relational behavior would lead positively to supervisor adherence 

to relational forms of justice.  

Following this scheme, then distributive justice adherence should not have been 

associated with communion striving, and similarly interpersonal justice adherence should not 

have been associated with status striving. However, not only were some relationships present 

that I expected to be absent, but also status striving was not positively related to justice rule 

adherence at all. Instead, in those instances where there was a significant relationship between 

status striving and justice rule adherence the sign was unexpectedly negative. Moreover, the 
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correlations between supervisor reports of adherence to different dimensions were not large (and 

in many cases, not significant at all). This suggests that supervisors differentiate between 

adhering to various rules, even though the direction of that adherence is generally consistent. 

This line of reasoning is similar with that of Scott et al. (in press); these authors distinguished 

different motives that drive adherence to justice rules.  

Moreover, my results show that supervisors do differentiate between employees with 

respect to adherence to justice rules. This was an implicit assumption in my model, and it is 

borne out by demonstrating important within-group variance in adherence to justice rules by the 

supervisor. Demonstrating that supervisors adhere to justice rules differentially for different 

employees represents an important contribution. For example, while employees can be expected 

to receive different levels of outcomes (i.e., under a rule of equity; Meindl, 1989), adherence to 

equity rules themselves should be invariant across employees (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). 

Similarly, adherence to procedures should also be invariant – indeed, “consistency” is itself a 

rule of procedural justice (Leventhal, 1980). Finally, neither information nor respectful 

interpersonal treatment is a fixed-pie resource and so there would seem to be no reason for 

supervisors to ration their adherence.  

Regardless, my results show that indeed adherence is differentiated across all four 

dimensions. As expected, communion striving promoted adherence to at least some justice rules 

(marginally with distributive justice, significantly with interpersonal justice and with the 

alternative measure of procedural justice). This pattern of results suggests that the 

instrumental/relational classification for the justice dimensions is untenable. Moreover, given 

that communion striving was at least marginally significant when predicting distributive justice 

suggests that liking may play a role in adherence to all four dimensions (as opposed to only 
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procedural, informational, and interpersonal as I argued). Importantly, however, this pattern of 

results does support my assertion that employees can indeed be “justice makers” in the 

workplace. Thus, while previous research has shown that certain beneficial characteristics do 

lead to more fair treatment across supervisors, these results suggest that even within a 

workgroup, those employees engaging in more supervisor-directed communion striving will be 

advantaged in terms of fair treatment compared to other employees. 

As it pertains to status striving, these results were unexpected, but interesting. First, they 

are somewhat counter-intuitive because status striving is generally argued to be positive. Barrick 

et al. (2002) showed that status striving is positively related to sales performance and Magee and 

Galinsky (2008) extoll the benefits of status for individuals. However, more recent research may 

shed some light on this finding. Bendersky and Shah (2013) discuss how extraversion (a 

personality trait associated with dominance and striving for status) can, in the long run, be 

detrimental as such individuals may ignore others’ input and harm performance on 

interdependent tasks (see also: Grant, Gino, & Hofmann, 2011). Of note is that extraversion had 

a significant and negative correlation with supervisor adherence to interpersonal justice rules (see 

Table 2). 

It is possible that this result could be a function of the sample employed in this 

dissertation, and if so this suggests a potential unmeasured boundary condition. Although the 

snowball sample has the advantage of being highly generalizable, upon further reflection this 

method of collecting data (i.e., requiring employees with several coworkers as well as a 

supervisor to complete a survey) could have resulted in workgroups with at least a moderate 

level of interdependence as well as a moderate to high degree of authority differentiation due to 

the requirement that a supervisor with discretion over these forms of justice provide a self-report 
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of adherence. As a result, status striving in such workgroups could potentially be detrimental for 

norms of cooperation (Beersma, Hollenbeck, Conlon, Humphrey, Moon, & Ilgen, 2009) and lead 

to competition within the group as status striving employees adopt a “bottom-line mentality” 

(Greenbaum, Mawritz, & Eissa, 2012) that may harm overall performance (M. D. Johnson, 

Hollenbeck, Humphrey, Ilgen, Jundt, & Meyer, 2006; Tost, Gino, & Larrick, 2013).  

Thus, while politically skilled employees are indeed more likely to strive for status given 

the potential for rewards that may accrue (Ferris & Hochwarter, 2011; Pfeffer, 2010), supervisors 

appeared to use adherence to justice (or lack of adherence) as a way of sanctioning these 

behaviors (Trevino, 1992). Perhaps then in more performance-driven contexts with less 

interdependence, status striving may potentially be seen as a positive instead of as a negative by 

supervisors. This potential boundary condition to the results is intriguing and future research 

should investigate it further. Moreover, these results potentially identify a “dark-side” to political 

skill in that the status striving behaviors of these employees, enhanced in political contexts, have 

potential negative outcomes in terms of fair treatment. Ferris et al. (2012) called for more 

research on the linkages between political skill and outcomes; by investigating status and 

communion striving as two such linkages this dissertation has the potential to shift the current 

consensus about the universal favorability of political skill. While political skill generally had no 

bivariate relationship with supervisor adherence to justice rules, this is because status striving 

and communion striving represent approximately equal (but opposite sign) indirect pathways. 

That politically skilled employees might engage in behavior that has negative outcomes has yet 

to be considered within this literature.  
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Future Research 

One important area for future research is to further explicate the mechanism between 

employee behaviors and supervisor adherence to justice rules. Status striving and communion 

striving each displayed a consistent pattern of effects across the dimensions of justice; this 

finding is intriguing because recent research by Scott et al. (in press) suggests that adherence to 

justice rules have different motivational antecedents (i.e., cognitive motives for distributive and 

procedural vs. affective motives for informational and interpersonal). It remains an open question 

as to whether status striving and communion striving activate those motives in similar ways – 

thus leading to the consistent pattern of effects across justice dimensions – or whether there 

exists some common antecedent of all four justice dimensions that is influenced by these 

behaviors.  

Another important area for future research pertains to the intentionality or foresight that 

employees possess regarding their ability to act in ways that influence adherence to justice rules. 

One key assumption of this model is that employees can be “justice makers” in that they are not 

treated fairly (or not) based solely on the whims of their supervisor, but rather that their 

workplace behaviors can influence adherence as well. However, this dissertation cannot answer 

the question of whether employees engage in communion striving because they realize that this 

will lead to fairer treatment. An argument against such awareness could potentially be that 

politically skilled employees are more likely to engage in status striving which was negatively 

related to justice rule adherence. Perhaps the politically skilled employees have not “connected 

the dots” that their status striving behaviors are potentially harmful. However, an equally 

plausible argument is that politically skilled employees know exactly what the consequences of 

status striving are, however they also recognize the other potential benefits of this behavior 
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(performance, enhanced status, etc.), and as a result they are also more likely to engage in 

communion striving as a way of “balancing the scales.” Indeed, such an assertion is potentially 

supported by the data as status striving and communion striving were correlated at .44. Overall, 

future research should seek to further understand whether employees truly recognize that they 

are “justice makers.”  

Finally, the very nature of adherence to justice rules by the supervisor warrants further 

investigation. The justice literature largely developed based on individual perceptions of whether 

events were fair or not. Justice rules, then, represent prescriptions for what should happen in 

order for an event to be deemed fair. This focus on events has, over time, gradually shifted into 

an assessment of whether some entity (i.e., an organization or supervisor) is fair in general. 

Cropanzano, Byrne, et al. (2001) discuss this issue at length, noting that such entity perceptions 

are generally summations of an entity’s behavior across a number of different events. However, 

at the entity level, it is possible that judgments are based upon more than simply the original 

justice rules. Indeed, powerful evidence to this effect was provided by Hollensbe, Khazanchi, 

and Masterson (2008). These authors noted that, in addition to the justice rules, individuals also 

used information about attributes of the entity, affective state, and social information to form 

these perceptions. Adherence to justice rules by the supervisor then represents the other side of 

the coin. Although adherence in this dissertation was measured according to the justice rules as 

was similarly done in Zapata et al. (2013) and Scott et al. (in press), it remains an open question 

as to whether the rules adequately capture how fairly a supervisor acts toward his/her 

subordinates. Instead, a qualitative study similar to Hollensbe et al. (2008) is needed to provide 

an in-depth examination of the rules that supervisors follow when acting fairly.  
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Implications for Employees and Managers 

This dissertation has implications for employees, supervisors, and workgroups in general. 

First, while it is well known that fairness is a primary concern for employees in the workplace 

(c.f., Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001), what is less well understood is the extent 

to which employees can play a role in how fairly they are treated. This dissertation suggests that 

employees indeed have an important role in shaping their fair treatment, but that this may be a 

double-edged sword. While it appears possible to increase fair treatment through communion 

striving, it may be equally possible to decrease fair treatment through status striving. Justice is 

important to employees because it permits them to predict their environment and reduce 

uncertainty, however employees should be careful to not try and control it too much lest their 

actions lead to them being treated less fairly as a result. 

Pertaining to supervisors, organizational justice research frequently concludes with 

exhortations for supervisors to ensure that they act fairly with subordinates. Bobocel (2013, p. 

729) suggests that fairness should be “who they are” when it comes to organizational authorities. 

Ambrose, Schminke, and Mayer (2013, p. 686) note that supervisors should be cognizant that 

they treat group members with “dignity and provide them with relevant information in a truthful 

manner.” This supervisor focus has been further pronounced in recent “actor-focused” work 

(Scott et al., 2009; Scott et al., in press) and Greenberg (2006) described the benefits of training 

supervisors to act fairly. Although this dissertation supports these assertions, it also adds nuance 

to them by emphasizing the influential role of the “target” of that justice rule adherence. Thus, 

recommendations for how to influence or train supervisors to act fairly should take into account 

that justice rule adherence may be in part a reaction to the actions of that supervisor’s direct 

reports.  
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 Finally, this dissertation has implications for workgroups and politically skilled 

employees. Political skill is largely seen as beneficial for employees (Pfeffer, 2010) and Ferris, 

Davidson, and Perrewe (2005) recommend training for this skill as a way of enhancing one’s 

own outcomes at work. However, the results of this dissertation indirectly suggest that politically 

skilled employees may experience some negative outcomes, and that the group may suffer as 

well. Political skill, through status striving, was negatively associated with supervisor adherence 

to justice rules and in a posteriori theorizing, I proposed this could be because such behaviors 

were detrimental to overall group performance and cohesion. While there are a number of 

positive outcomes associated with political skill (c.f., Ferris et al., 2012), the blanket advocacy 

for the benefits of political skill may be premature, although such conclusions are tentative at this 

point.  

Limitations 

There are a number of potential limitations associated with this dissertation that I wish to 

acknowledge. First, one potential limitation could be that the relationships between the mediating 

variables (status striving and communion striving) and supervisor reports of adherence to justice 

rules were generally small. While I recognize this as a potential limitation, there are a number of 

reasons that this may not be a huge concern. First, such small effect sizes are to be expected as 

the overall within-group variance in justice rule adherence itself was small (potentially another 

effect of the presumed level of interdependence within these groups that I discussed above). 

While this too could be seen as a limitation, it can also be seen as a strength. Because this 

variance stems from supervisor reports of justice rule adherence across several subordinates, this 

variance is clearly relevant to the supervisor because the supervisor self-reported these 

differences in how various employees are treated. Thus, while effect sizes may be small, they 
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seem to reflect meaningful variance in supervisor reports of adherence to justice rules. Moreover, 

it could further be argued that the effects might be stronger using employee reports of justice 

perceptions as these are likely to exhibit more variance. There are important caveats to this, 

however. Research has argued (Li et al., 2012) and shown (Zapata et al., 2013) that there is likely 

only moderate correspondence between supervisor reports of justice rule adherence and 

employee perceptions of that adherence. Overall, while this dissertation has shown that employee 

behaviors may be associated with supervisor actions in terms of adherence to justice rules, there 

remain important gaps in our understanding of the extent to which employees perceive changes 

in justice as a result of those behaviors.  

Another potential limitation involves the somewhat high within-group means of justice 

rule adherence. Such high means could be a potential result of response bias from the supervisor 

and this indeed is a limitation. However, in spite of the resulting range restriction from those 

high means (combined with the relatively small within-group variance discussed above), it is 

important to note that I still found a number of significant relationships predicting adherence to 

justice rules. Therefore, while potentially a limitation, this also suggests that these results could 

be considered conservative. Moreover, because employees could choose whether or not to 

participate, it is possible that employees with poor relationships with the supervisor did not 

participate and thus would not have been rated by the supervisor in this study. However, it is 

noteworthy that the means for justice rule adherence in this study are generally lower than those 

reported by Scott et al. (in press), suggesting that when supervisors consider their adherence to 

specific employees (as opposed to adherence in general) that their ratings are less inflated.  

Finally, because the initially contacted employee identified the coworkers that would 

participate in this study, it is possible that biases involved in the selection of these employees 
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influenced the results. Employees may be likely to choose those with similar workplace 

experiences, thus leading to less variance in how fairly each participating employee is treated. It 

is also possible that employees who are not treated fairly by the supervisor would choose to not 

participate. Again, however, both processes suggest that the results are overly conservative as 

both potential situations would likely restrict the within-group variance in justice rule adherence 

from the supervisor.  
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APPENDIX 

Table 19 - Employee/Coworker Reported Items 

Political skill 

Please indicate your agreement with the following 

statements using the scale provided 

1. I understand people very well 

2. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and 

hidden agendas of others 

3. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present 

myself to others 

4. I always seem to instinctively know the right things 

to say or do to influence others 

5. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions 

6. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking 

with others 

7. I am good at building relationships with influential 

people at work 

8. I have developed a large network of colleagues and 

associates at work whom I can call on for support 

when I really need to get things done 

9. At work, I know a lot of important people and am 

well connected 

10. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections 

with others 

11. I am good at using my connections and network to 

make things happen at work 

12. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and 

at ease around me 

13. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with 

others 

14. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most 

people 

15. I am good at getting people to like me 

16. When communicating with others, I try to be 

genuine in what I say and do 

17. It is important that people believe I am sincere in 

what I say and do 

18. I try to show a genuine interest in other people 

 

Ferris et al., (2005) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 

 

4 dimensions 
Social Astuteness (items 1-5) 

Networking Ability (items 6-11) 

Interpersonal Influence (items 12-15) 

Apparent Sincerity (items 16-18) 

 

 

 



105 

 

Table 19 (cont’d) 

Status Striving 

Please indicate your agreement with the following 

statements about your actions at work  

1. I frequently think about ways to get ahead and obtain 

better pay or working conditions 

2. I focus my attention on being the best employee in 

my workgroup 

3. I set personal goals for performing better than 

anyone else 

4. I spend a lot of time contemplating ways to perform 

better than my coworkers 

5. I often compare my work accomplishments against 

my coworkers’ accomplishments 

6. I never give up trying to perform at a level higher 

than others 

7. I always try to be the highest performer 

8. I get excited about the prospect of being the most 

successful employee 

9. I feel a thrill when I think about getting a higher 

status position at work 

10. I am challenged by a desire to perform my job better 

than my coworkers 

11. I get worked up thinking about ways to become the 

highest performing employee 

Barrick et al., (2002) 
1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 

 

 

Communion Striving 

Please indicate your agreement with the following 

statements about your actions at work  

1. I focus my attention on getting along with my 

supervisor at work 

2. I spend a lot of time contemplating whether my 

supervisor likes me 

3. I never give up trying to be liked by my supervisor 

4. I expend a lot of effort developing a reputation as 

someone who is easy to get along with 

5. I get excited about the prospect of having a 

supervisor who is a good friend 

6. I enjoy thinking about cooperating with my 

supervisor 

7. I care a lot about having a supervisor who is like me 

8. I get worked up thinking about ways to make sure 

my supervisor likes me  

9. I am challenged by a desire to be a team player 

Barrick et al., (2002) 
1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 
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Table 19 (cont’d) 

Perceptions of politics 

Please indicate your agreement with the following 

statements using the scale provided 

1. People in this workgroup attempt to build 

themselves up by tearing others down 

2. There has always been an influential group in this 

workgroup that no one ever crosses 

3. Employees are encouraged to speak out frankly even 

when they are critical of well-established ideas (R) 

4. There is no place for yes-men around here; good 

ideas are desired even if it means disagreeing with 

superiors (R) 

5. Agreeing with powerful others is the best alternative 

in this workgroup 

6. It is best not to rock the boat in this workgroup 

7. Sometimes it is easier to remain quiet than to fight 

the system in this workgroup 

8. Telling others what they want to hear is sometimes 

better than telling the truth in this workgroup 

9. It is safer to think what you are told than to make up 

your own mind in this workgroup 

10. Since I have worked in this workgroup, I have never 

seen the pay and promotion policies applied 

politically (R) 

11. I can’t remember when a person received a pay 

increase or promotion that was inconsistent with the 

published policies (R) 

12. None of the raises I have received are consistent 

with the policies on how raises should be determined 

13. The stated pay and promotion policies have nothing 

to do with how pay raises and promotions are 

determined 

14. When it comes to pay raise and promotion decisions, 

policies are irrelevant 

15. Promotions around here are not valued much 

because how they are determined is so political 

Kacmar & Carlson (1997) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 
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Table 19 (cont’d) 

Extraversion 

Please indicate your agreement to how well this list of 

common traits describes yourself at the present time, not 

as you wish to be in the future 

1. Energetic 

2. Talkative 

3. Bold 

4. Extraverted 

5. Bashful 

6. Quiet 

7. Shy 

8. Withdrawn 

Saucier (1994) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 

 

Agreeableness 

Please indicate your agreement to how well this list of 

common traits describes yourself at the present time, not 

as you wish to be in the future 

1. Cooperative 

2. Warm 

3. Kind 

4. Sympathetic 

5. Harsh 

6. Rude 

7. Unsympathetic 

8. Cold 

Saucier (1994) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 

 

Individual Task Proficiency – Supplemental Analysis 

Please rate how often these statements apply for 

yourself.  

1. Carry out the core parts of the job well 

2. Complete core tasks well using the standard 

procedures 

3. Ensure that tasks are completed properly 

Griffin et al. (2007) 

SELF RATING 

1 = rarely or occasionally 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = very often 

5 = always 

Individual Task Proficiency – Supplemental Analysis 

Please indicate the extent to which the following 

statements regarding [EMPLOYEE NAME] are accurate 

1. Carry out the core parts of the job well 

2. Complete core tasks well using the standard 

procedures 

3. Ensure that tasks are completed properly 

Griffin et al. (2007) 

COWORKER RATING 

1 = rarely or occasionally 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = very often 

5 = always 
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Table 19 (cont’d) 

Self-Monitoring – Supplemental Analysis 

1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics 

about which I have almost no information 

2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others 

3. I would probably make a good actor 

4. In different situations and with different people, I 

often act like very different persons 

5. I'm not always the person I appear to be 

6. I have considered being an entertainer 

7. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really 

dislike them 

8. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a 

straight face (if for a right end) 

Scott et al. (2012) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 

 

Political Behavior – Supplemental Analysis 

1. I spend time at work politicking 

2. I use my interpersonal skills to influence people at 

work 

3. I let others at work know of my accomplishments 

4. I work behind the scenes to see that my work group 

is taken care of 

5. Active politicking is an important part of my job 

6. I use politicking at work as a way to ensure that 

things get done 

Treadway et al. (2005) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = neither agree nor disagree 

4 = agree 

5 = strongly agree 
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Table 20 - Supervisor Reported Items 

Organizational Justice 

Please indicate the extent to which the following statements are 

accurate using the scale provided 

 

Distributive Justice: 

Please take a moment to reflect on the rewards, pay, 

promotions, fringe benefits, public recognition, or other 

benefits or outcomes that you allocate to [EMPLOYEE 

NAME].  

 

How often … 

1. … do those outcomes reflect the effort this employee 

has put into his/her work 

2. … are those outcomes appropriate for the work this 

employee has completed 

3. … do those outcomes reflect what this employee has 

contributed to the organization 

4. … are those outcomes justified, given this employee’s 

performance 

 

Procedural Justice: 

Now, please take a moment to reflect on the procedures that 

you use to determine the previously discussed allocations (e.g., 

rewards, pay, promotions, fringe benefits, public recognition, 

or other benefits or outcomes) to [EMPLOYEE NAME].  

 

How often … 

1. … do you allow this employee to express his/her views 

and feelings during those procedures 

2. … do you allow this employee to have influence over 

the outcome arrived at by those procedures 

3. … do you allow this employee to appeal the outcome 

arrived at by those procedures 

4. … have those procedures been applied consistently 

regarding this employee 

5. … have those procedures been free of bias regarding 

this employee 

6. … have those procedures been based on accurate 

information regarding this employee 

7. … have those procedures upheld ethical and moral 

standards regarding this employee 

Colquitt (2001) 

0 = not applicable 

1 = rarely or occasionally 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = very often 

5 = always  
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Table 20 (cont’d) 

Organizational Justice 

Please indicate the extent to which the following statements are 

accurate using the scale provided 

 

Informational Justice: 

Now, please take a moment to reflect on the explanations and 

general communications regarding decisions or other 

organizational issues you provide to [EMPLOYEE NAME]. 

 

How often … 

1. … are you candid when communicating with this 

employee 

2. … do you explain procedures thoroughly to this 

employee 

3. … do you provide reasonable explanations regarding 

those procedures to this employee 

4. … do you communicate details in a timely manner to 

this employee 

5. … do you tailor your communications to this 

employee’s specific needs 

 

Interpersonal Justice: 

Finally, please take a moment to reflect on how you interact, in 

general, with [EMPLOYEE NAME] 

 

How often … 

1. … do you treat this employee in a polite manner 

2. … do you treat this employee with dignity 

3. … do you treat this employee with respect 

4. … do you refrain from improper remarks or comments 

toward this employee 

Colquitt (2001) 

0 = not applicable 

1 = rarely or occasionally 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = very often 

5 = always  

Individual Task Proficiency – Supplemental Analysis 

Please indicate the extent to which the following statements 

regarding [EMPLOYEE NAME] are accurate 

1. Carry out the core parts of the job well 

2. Complete core tasks well using the standard procedures 

3. Ensure that tasks are completed properly 

Griffin et al. (2007) 

SUBORDINATE RATING 

1 = rarely or occasionally 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = very often 

5 = always 
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Table 21 - Main Effect Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Employee political skill is positively associated with status striving 

behavior. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Employee political skill is positively associated with communion 

striving behavior. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3a: Employee status striving is positively associated with supervisor 

adherence to distributive justice rules. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3b: Employee status striving is positively associated with supervisor 

adherence to procedural justice rules.  

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4a: Employee communion striving is positively associated with 

supervisor adherence to informational justice rules. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4b: Employee communion striving is positively associated with 

supervisor adherence to interpersonal justice rules.  

Supported 

Hypothesis 5: Employee communion striving is positively associated with 

supervisor adherence to procedural justice rules 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 6: Employee status striving is positively associated with supervisor 

adherence to informational justice rules. 

Not 

Supported 
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Table 22 - Mediation and Moderation Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 7a: The relationship between employee political skill and supervisor 

adherence to distributive justice rules is mediated by employee status striving 

behavior. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 7b: The relationship between employee political skill and supervisor 

adherence to procedural justice rules is mediated by both employee status and 

communion striving behavior. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 7c: The relationship between employee political skill and supervisor 

adherence to informational justice rules is mediated by both employee status and 

communion striving behavior. 

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 7d: The relationship between employee political skill and supervisor 

adherence to interpersonal justice rules is mediated by employee communion 

striving behavior. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 8a: Employee extraversion is positively associated with status striving 

behavior.  

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 8b: Employee agreeableness is positively associated with communion 

striving behavior.  

Supported 

Hypothesis 9a: Extraversion moderates the positive relationship between political 

skill and status striving, such that the relationship is stronger for more extraverted 

employees.  

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 9b: Agreeableness moderates the positive relationship between 

political skill and communion striving, such that the relationship is stronger for 

more agreeable employees.  

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 10a: Perceptions of politics moderates the positive relationship 

between political skill and status striving, such that the relationship is stronger for 

more politicized environments.  

Not 

Supported 

Hypothesis 10b: Perceptions of politics moderates the positive relationship 

between political skill and communion striving, such that the relationship is 

stronger for more politicized environments. 

Not 

Supported 
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