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Abstract
Diversity management has been implement-

ed vigorously in organizations with workforce di-
versity practices. One of the possible outcomes 
of diversity management is increased fairness 
in the organization. However, women perceive 
organizations as still being unfair, even though 
diverse managerial practices have been adopted 
to address equity related problems. 

In this article, we examine how female em-
ployees in federal agencies view diversity man-
agement and whether they believe that diversity 
management can lead to organizational justice. 
By using the 2013 Federal Employee Viewpoint 
Survey (FEVS) data, we found that diversity 
management leads to a higher level of organi-
zational justice for female employees. However, 
white female employees have a higher agree-
ment on the effi cacy of diversity management 
in producing procedural and interactional justice 
than do non-white female employees. Also, fe-
male employees in the regulatory or redistribu-
tive agency category perceive less that diversity 
management leads to organizational justice than 
those in other agencies. We therefore conclude 
that diversity management is an effective tool 
to achieve organizational justice for particular 
groups. 

Keywords: diversity management, orga-
nizational justice, agency category, female em-
ployees.
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1. Introduction

It has long been recognized that justice is an important concern of organizations. 
Previous research on organizational management has demonstrated that employee 
perception of organizational justice is positively related to their work att itudes and 
outcomes such as job satisfaction, job performance, and organizational commitment 
(Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt  et al., 2001; Greenberg, 1990). In addi-
tion, organization justice is considered as the grounds on which the trust between 
employees and their supervisors or organizations is built (Colquitt  et al., 2006; Lind 
and Van den Bos, 2002). On the other hand, if an organization is not perceived to be 
fair, employees may retaliate against the organization (Foley, Hang-Yue and Wong, 
2005; Skarlicki and Folger, 1997) or create confl ict in the workplace (Gutek, Cohen 
and Tsui, 1996). Thus, organizational justice has become a signifi cant context for un-
derstanding employee att itudes or behaviors in the workplace (Ambrose, Hess and 
Ganesan, 2007; Cropanzano and Rupp, 2003). 

Even though the importance of organizational justice remains fundamental for or-
ganizations, female employees have suff ered from unfair treatment when att empting 
to gain higher positions of authority in organizations (Bowling et al., 2006; Newman, 
1996; Riccucci, 2009) and by experiencing diff erences in salary and wages compared 
with males (Alkadry and Tower, 2006; Blau and Kahn, 2000). Such unfair treatment 
of female employees is metaphorically referred to as the glass ceiling (Morrison and 
Von Glinow, 1990) or glass wall (Cornwell and Kellough, 1994; Kelly and Newman, 
2001). Glass ceilings or glass walls have not disappeared completely, despite the fact 
that female employment in public organizations has increased so much that approxi-
mately 45% of the federal workforce was made up of female employees in 2013 (U.S. 
Offi  ce of Personnel Management1, 2013). As one of the ways to improve organiza-
tional culture related to equal treatment or fairness, organizations in the public sector 
have implemented various managerial practices or initiatives such as diversity man-
agement. Organizations adopt diversity management in order to show their compli-
ance with social norms and then achieve legitimacy for the adoption. However, the 
implementation would not be successful if diversity management was not in accord 
with other organizational actions, or if it is not fair for all employees regardless of 
race or gender (Yang and Konrad, 2011).

The purpose of this article is to examine how female employees in federal agen-
cies perceive diversity management, and whether they believe that diversity man-
agement can lead to organizational justice, by drawing on a large sample of federal 
employees. As organizational justice has multifaceted characteristics in organizations 
(Cohen-Carash and Spector, 2001; Greenberg, 1990), we defi ne organizational justice 
and explore how female employees perceive it, based on their individual character-
istics as well as their agency categories. For this analysis, in the following section 

1 OPM from here on.
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we review the literature on gender discrimination, organizational justice and diver-
sity management. In the next section, our hypotheses are introduced based on de-
mographic characteristics, focusing more closely on supervisory status and agency 
categories of female employees in public organizations. Next, the variables and mea-
sures used in our analysis will be identifi ed, and we will introduce the ordinary least 
square (OLS) methodology for the key questions. Finally, we will analyze the results 
and draw some conclusions and discuss policy implications based on those fi ndings. 

2. Literature review

2.1. Gender discrimination in organizations

Organizations have applied norms and beliefs that are more accommodating to 
men than to women (Van Vianen and Fischer, 2002), thus women still perceive im-
plicit or explicit discrimination in public organizations, even though diff erent man-
agerial practices or related legal initiatives have been implemented in organizations. 
When individuals perceive gender discrimination, employees believe their gender is 
disadvantaged at work compared to the opposite sex (Gutek, Cohen and Tsui, 1996). 
Female employees have experienced such occupational segregation as staying in 
lower-level or unimportant positions with lower wages in relation to males (Alkadry 
and Tower, 2006; French, 2005). Moreover, women have faced various forms of dis-
crimination, including horizontal (glass wall) and vertical (glass ceiling) dimensions 
in organizations. Generally, the glass wall refers to an occupational segregation that 
restricts female employees from accessing certain types of agencies (Kerr, Miller and 
Reid, 2002). Thus, female employees can be easily excluded from important missions 
and roles in the organization (Guy, 1994; Kellough, 1990; Naff , 1994). In addition to 
the glass wall, the glass ceiling is another impediment, preventing female employees 
from being promoted above a certain level or position (Bowling et al., 2006; Morrison 
and Von Glinow, 1990). The glass ceiling acts as an obvious barrier to prevent women 
and ethnic minorities from moving up in the higher management hierarchy (Morri-
son and Von Glinow, 1990). 

Multiple factors can be att ributed to gender discrimination (Kelly, 1991; Naff , 1994; 
Sneed, 2007). In general, they are explained by way of three approaches: the human 
capital model, the socio-psychological model, and the systemic model (Naff , 1994). 
The human capital approach examines discrimination based on individual diff erences 
such as education, work experience, and other job-related capacities, as well as bio-
logical diff erences according to an individual’s gender or reproductive roles (Becker, 
1985; Hakim, 1996; Sneed, 2007). The second approach is the socio-psychological mod-
el, which explains discrimination according to psychological factors such as gender 
roles, stereotypes based upon gender diff erences, or a masculine culture within an or-
ganization (Choi and Park, 2014; Connell, 2006; Guy, 1993). According to this theo-
ry, discrimination stems from stereotyped roles that are based on fi xed psychological 
perceptions of gender diff erences. The last approach, the systemic model, is defi ned as 
systematic barriers that discriminate against certain groups; this theory explains why 



44

female employees cannot be given equal opportunities to males based upon structural 
or organizational problems of gender discrimination. Among the three approaches, 
much of the discrimination can be explained through the socio-psychological model 
and the systemic model (Kelly, 1991; Naff , 2001; Newman, 1996), while no single the-
ory of the three can provide a full understanding of sex-based discrimination (Kelly, 
1991; Reskin and Hartmann, 1986). Multiple factors of discrimination against women 
have generated issues related to organizational justice in public organizations. 

2.2. Perceived organizational justice

Organizational justice is generally regarded as one of the key factors for under-
standing employee att itudes or behaviors in the workplace (Ambrose, Hess and Ga-
nesan, 2007; Cropanzano and Rupp, 2003). It is defi ned as ‘the individual’s and the 
group’s perception of the fairness of treatment received from an organization and 
their behavioral reaction to such perceptions’ (Aryee, Budhwar and Chen, 2002, p. 
269). In terms of social exchange and equity theories, people are continually seek-
ing a balance between what they invest in and what they expect to receive for their 
eff orts (Adams, 1965; Noblet and Rodwell, 2009). If the perceived balance satisfi es 
employees’ expectations, then organizational justice leads to positive work-related 
att itudes of employees, resulting in organizational trust in management, stronger job 
performance, and greater job satisfaction (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt  
et al., 2001; Linnehan and Konrad, 1999). Thus, organizational justice is a key factor in 
managing employee job performance or job satisfaction in organizations (Cropanza-
no and Rupp, 2003; DiTomaso, Post and Parks-Yancy, 2007).

Much of the literature generally describes the three dimensions of organization-
al justice, which are distributive, procedural, and interactional (Cohen-Charash and 
Spector, 2001). Distributive justice is introduced fi rst, and focuses on the fairness of 
outcome distribution (Adams, 1963 and 1965; Homans, 1961). It is directly related to 
outcomes (e.g., pay, performance, evaluation, and promotion) at the individual lev-
el (Colquitt  et al., 2006). Later, scholars began to concentrate on procedural justice, 
explaining how outcomes are decided (Lind and Tyler, 1988). Procedural justice is 
closely tied to the organizational level compared to distributive justice, in that proce-
dural justice covers the whole process of how outcomes are produced and allocated; 
procedural justice is most correlated with the perception of fairness (Lind and Tyler, 
1988). Finally, interactional justice focuses on fairness in interpersonal relationships 
within organizations and consists of two dimensions: interpersonal and information-
al justice (Cropanzano and Randall, 1993). 

Regarding the perception of justice, there is variation among the perceived orga-
nizational justice among employees (Greenberg, 1996) as female and male employees 
have diff erent perceptions about organizational justice (Naff  1994; Soni, 2000); female 
employees regard their working environments and treatment less positively than 
males. Females think that the organizational climate is less favorable to them than to 
white males (Soni, 2000), and they perceive both distributive and procedural justice 
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less than males, while they recognize interactional justice more than males. Moreover, 
African-American female employees place more value on interactional justice than on 
the other two organizational justice dimensions (Simpson and Kaminski, 2007). Lee, 
Pillutla, and Law (2000) also argued that women and men value diff erent dimensions 
of organizational justice: for example, men value distributive justice more than wom-
en. In addition, gender discrimination can be explained by occupational segregation 
based on gender (Kelly and Newman, 2001; Reskin and Roos, 1990). Thus, female 
employees perceive organizational justice less in a certain agency category than in 
other agency categories because they feel themselves less likely to be promoted in 
those organizations. 

2.3. Organizational justice as a normative outcome from diversity management 

Managing diversity is defi ned as ‘planning and implementing organizational sys-
tems and practices to manage people so that the potential advantages of diversity 
are maximized while its potential disadvantages are minimized’ (Cox, 1993, p. 11). 
Diversity management and its related initiatives have the purpose of ‘fully and equi-
tably utilizing, integrating, and rewarding workers’ (Soni, 2000, p. 395) for diff erent 
backgrounds in terms of race and gender, etc. Pitt s (2006) suggested the defi nition 
of diversity management as a comprehensive approach that merges the affi  rmative 
action and diversity management programs. One of the normative outcomes of diver-
sity management is improved organizational justice. 

There are several perspectives that explain the adoption of diversity management 
initiatives. Demographic changes altered the labor market in the private sector, and 
these organizations were forced to prepare to welcome people from various social 
or ethnic backgrounds as well as women in the workplace (Kelly and Dobbin, 1998; 
Lynch, 1997). Public organizations faced similar demographic changes and were also 
required to focus more carefully on diversity management (Dolan and Rosenbloom, 
2003; Naff , 2001; Pitt s, 2009; Selden, 1997). As a result, public organizations have in-
troduced diversity management in pursuit of organizational performance and sat-
isfaction since the 1990s (Adler, 2002; Pitt s, 2005 and 2009; Pitt s and Jarry, 2007). In 
addition, institutional theory focuses on the normative contexts within organizations 
(Yang and Konrad, 2011). Organizations adopt diversity management in order to 
show their compliance with social norms, and then gain legitimacy through the adop-
tion (Yang and Konrad, 2011). Diversity management practices are implemented for 
leading positive outcomes, but there are inconsistencies in the acceptance of diversity 
management, as well as of its outcomes (Soni, 2000; Pitt s, 2009). 

Regarding variances in acceptance of the diversity according to race and gender, 
white males are less favorable to diversity management than females and other ethnic 
minorities, therefore, women and ethnic minorities are more likely to adopt diversi-
ty management (Soni, 2000). However, diversity management was also evaluated as 
a ‘double-edged sword’ bringing about negative aspects in public organizations as 
well (Skerry, 2002; Whitaker, 1996). For example, organizations with diversity man-
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agement easily lose the att ention of employees from various diverse backgrounds, 
and they have diffi  culties in controlling and treating themselves with equity (Cau-
dron and Hayes, 1997; Morrison, 1992; Pitt s, 2009). Thus, ethnic minorities agreed 
less often than whites with the idea that supervisors managed the value of diversity 
and considered diff erence eff ectively. Negative perceptions of diversity management 
could infl uence intergroup relations. However, all the groups, regardless of race or 
gender, said it was necessary to consider a ‘moral inclusion’ for reducing discrimina-
tion against minorities. 

Also, regarding diversity management initiatives, there are disagreements about 
the concept of diversity management, even though organizations have tried to meet 
the goals of diversity management. Specifi cally, white males believed that diversi-
ty initiatives are targeted to give an advantage to females and ethnic minorities. On 
the other hand, ethnic minorities believed that white females get more advantages 
from diversity initiatives. Diff erent groups (by race and gender) respond diff erently 
about the acceptance of diversity and its perception of discrimination in the organi-
zation (Soni, 2000). Kaiser et al. (2013) argue that diversity structures ‘have potential 
to create an illusion of fairness, whereby high-status group members’ perceptions of 
how fairly members of underrepresented groups are treated may be infl uenced by 
the presence, not the effi  cacy, of a diversity structure’ (p. 504). In conclusion, the or-
ganizational justice resulting from diversity management is perceived diff erently de-
pending on the race, gender, and status of each group.

3. Research framework

3.1. Diversity management and organizational justice

Diversity management pursues organizational justice in public organizations, 
from recruitment to promotion or evaluation within organizations (Gleeson and Hus-
bands, 2001; Grabosky and Rosenbloom, 1975; Pitt s, 2006; Riccucci, 1986). According 
to much of the previous literature, diversity management still contributes to the trans-
parency of organizations in the public sector (Ball, 2001). Even though present-day 
diversity management concentrates more on performance in public organizations, it 
plays an important role in organizational justice (Kim and Park, 2015), involving em-
ployee recruitment, evaluation, or promotion strategies (Kaiser et al., 2013; Kelly and 
Dobbin, 1998). However, while there have been previous studies on the relationship 
between diversity management and organizational justice (Kim and Park, 2015), lit-
tle of the previous empirical research has examined whether female employees also 
perceive that diversity management can bring about organizational justice. However, 
female employees are thought to get more benefi ts from diversity management than 
males in the organization (Soni, 2000). Thus, we expect that female employees believe 
that diversity management is positively related to organizational justice, as such we 
formulate the following hypothesis:

• H1a: Female employees perceive that diversity management leads to organizational jus-
tice. 
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Moreover, considering demographic and social factors, non-white females are nec-
essary in order to examine whether those groups perceive that diversity management 
is positively related to organizational justice more than white female employees. The 
impact of diversity management is more infl uential on non-white female employees 
than white ones, and this is an additional concern for managers regarding social eq-
uity and benefi ts from workforce diversity (Pitt s, 2009). In addition to ethnic charac-
teristics, we focus on other characteristics such as age, job status, work experiences, 
and payment categories. For example, gender disadvantages based on age are greater 
for younger and older female employees and smaller for those in the middle (Bihagen 
and Ohls, 2006). Working position is related to the perceived diversity management 
and organizational justice as the presence of organizational diversity structures leads 
to a perception among higher status group members that underrepresented groups 
are treated more fairly in the organization (procedural justice) (Kaiser et al., 2013). 
For example, Sabharwal (2015) shows that female employees have experienced such 
a challenge in senior executive positions of federal agencies. Thus, the following hy-
potheses will be tested:

• H1b: Non-white female employees perceive more strongly than white female employees 
that diversity management leads to organizational justice;

• H1c: Female supervisors perceive more strongly than non-supervisor females that diver-
sity management leads to organizational justice; and

• H1d: Older female employees perceive more strongly than younger female employees that 
diversity management leads to organizational justice.

3.2. Diversity management based on agency category and organizational justice

While federal agencies have implemented diversity management programs, they 
have done so in diff erent ways; some agencies have developed several ‘programmatic 
elements recommended by literature’ on diversity in the workplace, and others have 
implemented very limited programs that simply ‘repackaged their traditional equal 
employment opportunity’ (Kellough and Naff , 2004). Thus, the degree of diversity 
management in the workplace diff erentiates its outcomes. More specifi cally, in order 
to examine the perception of women’s diversity management based on agency char-
acteristics, we posit the theoretical works conducted by Lowi (1985) and Newman 
(1994). They investigated the relationship between agency mission and occupational 
segregation in public organizations, and they divided agency missions into three cat-
egories: distributive, regulatory, and redistributive agencies, establishing constituent 
agencies as a base group (Kerr, Miller and Reid, 2002; Lowi, 1985; Newman, 1994). 
Moreover, Sabharwal (2015) shows that women face challenges in senior executive 
service in the distributive and the constituent policy agencies category, compared 
to the redistributive and regulatory agency category. According to the three agen-
cy missions, female employees may perceive diff erent degrees of discrimination in 
public organizations. In this study, we examine whether diversity management can 
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infl uence the perception of organizational justice on the part of female employees, 
depending on the agency’s characteristics.

According to the agency categories, the degree of organizational justice that fe-
male employees can perceive will be diff erent. First of all, distributive agencies are 
resistant to organizational change, therefore female employees may have some dif-
fi culty in entering into these agencies. They are heavily dependent on ‘professional 
and occupational norms, promotion of specialists rather than generalists, limited due 
process requirements, relatively wide fi elds of discretion, and limited sensitivity to 
discriminatory practices’ (Kerr, Miller and Reid, 2002, p. 414).

Regulatory agencies, which are most strongly represented by the police, can build 
natural occupational barriers to women due to their original work characteristics. 
Thus, female employees in those fi elds fi nd it diffi  cult to enter the fi eld and even 
harder to be promoted (Lowi, 1972; Mladenka, 1991). 

Redistributive agencies do the work of shifting wealth and authority between and 
within groups (Lowi, 1964). They support affi  rmative actions and are in favor of un-
derrepresented groups such as women and ethnic minority groups (Newman, 1994). 
In conclusion, female employees may perceive that diversity management aff ects or-
ganizational justice diff erently based on the agency categories. From the categories 
that we have established, the following hypotheses are formulated:

• H2a: Female employees in distributive agencies perceive less strongly than those in con-
stituency agencies that diversity management leads to organizational justice;

• H2b: Female employees in regulatory agencies perceive less strongly than those in con-
stituency agencies that diversity management leads to organizational justice; and

• H2c: Female employees in redistributive agencies perceive more strongly than those in 
constituency agencies that diversity management leads to organizational justice. 

4. Data and methodology

4.1. Data and measurement

In order to empirically investigate whether female employees perceive that diver-
sity management is positively related to organizational justice, we measure it by us-
ing the 2013 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEVS). Administered by the U.S. 
OPM since 2002, FEVS data was used for full-time, permanent working employees in 
the federal agencies listed in the President’s Management Council. 

The sample from FEVS was stratifi ed and representative of the various demo-
graphic characteristics of federal employees in the federal workplace. Approximate-
ly 376,000 federal employees in 57 executive branch agencies are the representative 
sample for FEVS, and the response rate is 48.2% (U.S. OPM, 2013). Among them, we 
restrict our range of sample only to female federal employees, and the total sample 
size is equal to 165,428. 
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4.2. Dependent variables

This study is interested in female employees’ perception of the relationship be-
tween diversity management and organizational justice. Accordingly, the dependent 
variable is organizational justice. Diversity management can infl uence the type of or-
ganizational justice diff erently, thus our study uses three types of justice: distributive, 
procedural, and interactional. First of all, we use distributive justice as a dependent 
variable to tap into whether female employees perceive that promotions, rewards, 
and pay raises are fair by seeking answers to three questions. Responses on a Likert-
type scale range from 1, representing ‘Strongly disagree,’ to 5, representing ‘Strongly 
agree’. 

The second dependent variable is procedural justice, indicating the perception of 
female employees of organizational justice. Three survey items are included as factor 
score values of procedural justice. Respondents also rate these questions on a Likert-
type scale. 

The third variable is interactional justice; the extent to which female employees 
perceive interactional justice in the organization is refl ected by responses to the three 
survey questions. 

4.3. Independent Variable

One of the most important independent variables in this research is diversity man-
agement. Much of the previous literature has found various measures for diversity 
management, but the majority of the literature has been confi ned to employee per-
ceptions as an indicator of diversity management (Choi, 2009; Choi and Rainey, 2010 
and 2014; Pitt s, 2009). The diversity management variable uses a factor score pro-
duced from the principal components of factor analysis and varimax rotation. The 
factor analysis results as well as related survey questions are listed in Table 1.

Second, we examine the perceptions of women regarding the relationship between 
diversity management and organizational justice based on the agency categories. Ac-
cording to Lowi (1985) and Newman (1994), agencies can be segregated based on 
whether the agency missions are generally distributive, regulatory, or redistributive. 
Regulatory agencies literally do the job in order to control individuals in and around 
the organization (Lowi, 1972) and, fi nally, redistributive agencies perform manage-
ment of welfare programs, employment securities, or programs for the disabled 
(Kerr, Miller and Reid, 2002). Due to the job characteristics, distributive and regulato-
ry agencies in public organizations generally exclude underrepresented groups such 
as female employees or racial minority groups, while redistributive agencies, on the 
other hand, are likely to support those underrepresented groups, similar to its agency 
characteristics. Table 2 describes these general characteristics and the number of each 
agency category of federal organizations included in the sample.

Finally, we also include individual characteristics of female federal employees in 
order to see the variation dependent on such characteristics. These allow us to in-
clude supervisory, non-white, age, payment category, and work experience status in



50

Table 1: Factor analysis results

Variables Factor
Loading

(1) My supervisor/ team leader is committed to a workforce representative of all segments of society. 0.746
(2) Policies and programs promote diversity in the work place (for example, recruiting minorities

and women, training in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring) 0.687

(3) Managers/ supervisors/ team leaders work well with employees of different backgrounds. 0.826
Diversity Management Initial Eigenvalue 2.132
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.796

(1) Promotions in my work unit are based on merit. 0.822
(2) Awards in my work unit depend on how well employees perform their jobs. 0.826
(3) Pay raises depend on how well employees perform their jobs. 0.721
Distributive Justice Initial Eigenvalue 2.246
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.832

(1) I can disclose a suspected violation of any law, rule, or regulation without fear of reprisal. 0.698
(2) Arbitrary action, personal favoritism, and coercion for partisan political purposes are not tolerated. 0.846
(3) Prohibited personnel practices (for example, illegally discriminating for or against any employee/ 

applicant, obstructing a person’s right to compete for employment, knowingly violating veterans’ 
preference requirements) are not tolerated.

0.862

Procedural Justice Initial Eigenvalue 2.283
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.841

(1) Managers communicate the goals and priorities of the organization. 0.844
(2) Managers promote communication among different work units

(for example, about projects, goals, and needed resources). 0.868

(3) How satisfi ed are you with the information you receive from management
on what’s going on in your organization? 0.756

Interactional Justice Initial Eigenvalue 2.353
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.862

Source: Authors’ computation based on FEVS data

Table 2: Description of Distributive, Regulatory, and Redistributive Agency

Agency N Example
Distributive Agencies 14 Department of Air Force, Army, or Navy

Department of Agriculture
Department of Transportation

Regulatory Agencies 19 Department of Commerce
Department of Justice
Department of Labor

Redistributive Agencies 9 Department of Education
Department of Health and Human Service
Department of Housing and Urban Development

Constituent Agencies 15 Residual group of agencies
Total 57

Source: Authors’ computation based on FEVS data
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our analysis. The dichotomous variables are recoded as 1 if a federal respondent is 
a supervisor or a non-white. Furthermore, other demographic variables such as age, 
payment category, and work experience consist of a series of dichotomous variables. 
The descriptive statistics of all variables are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics

Variables Mean SD Min Max Unit
Supervisor 0.16 0.37 0 1 Supervisor or manger=1
Non-white 0.38 0.49 0 1 Non-white=1
Ages 40-49 0.27 0.45 0 1 Ages 40 to 49=1
Ages 50-59 0.36 0.48 0 1 Ages 50 to 59=1
Age 60 or older 0.12 0.32 0 1 Age 60 or older=1
GS 7-12 0.47 0.50 0 1 Pay category/grade from GS 7 to 12=1
GS 13-15 0.34 0.47 0 1 Pay category/grade from GS 13 to 15=1
6-14 years 0.29 0.45 0 1 Work experience for 6 to 14 years=1 
Over 15 years 0.48 0.50 0 1 Work experience for more than 15 years=1
Distributive 0.35 0.48 0 1 Distributive agency=1
Regulatory 0.27 0.44 0 1 Regulatory agency=1
Redistributive 0.19 0.39 0 1 Redistributive agency=1
Diversity 0.00 0.90 -2.56 1.34 Factor score
Distributive 0.00 0.92 -1.57 1.91 Factor score
Procedural 0.00 0.93 -2.23 1.30 Factor score
Interactional 0.00 0.93 -2.22 1.45 Factor score

Note: n = 165,428

Source: Authors’ computation based on FEVS data

4.4. Model specifi cation

An important goal of this study is to test female perception of diversity manage-
ment on organizational justice. By using a series of ordinary least squares (OLS) re-
gression models, we developed three models based on the type of organizational 
justice: distributive, procedural and interactional justice. The fi rst model examines 
whether female employees in the federal agencies perceive that diversity manage-
ment aff ects distributive justice in the organization. In the second model, procedural 
justice is used instead of distributive justice to test the relationship between diversity 
management and procedural justice. Finally, the third model includes interaction-
al justice as a dependent variable in the model. We set the diversity management 
variable as an independent variable and include control variables such as supervi-
sor, non-white, age, payment category, work experience, and agency categories in 
the model. In this model, the three dependent variables (distributive, procedural, and 
interactional justice) are estimated as shown in equation (1):

1 1 ,
1

   
n

i i i k k i i
k

Organizational Justice Diversity Management Control Variable   


         (1)
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5. Results

Table 4 provides the regression results for three organizational justice variables 
(distributive, procedural, and interactional) as a dependent variable. 

Table 4: Regression model results

Variables
Distributive Procedural Interactional

Coeffi cient Std. Err. Coeffi cient Std. Err. Coeffi cient Std. Err.
Supervisor 0.141 * 0.005 0.143 *** 0.005 0.052 *** 0.005
Non-white 0.158 *** 0.004 -0.015 *** 0.004 0.170 *** 0.003
Ages 40-49 -0.027 *** 0.006 -0.023 *** 0.005 0.018 *** 0.005
Ages 50-59 -0.042 *** 0.006 -0.025 *** 0.005 0.032 *** 0.005
Age 60 or older 0.001 0.007 0.004 0.007 0.058 *** 0.006
GS 7-12 -0.012 ** 0.005 -0.004 0.005 -0.014 *** 0.005
GS 13-15 0.067 *** 0.006 0.024 *** 0.005 -0.075 *** 0.005
6-14 years -0.046 *** 0.006 -0.043 *** 0.005 -0.021 *** 0.005
Over 15 years 0.020 *** 0.006 -0.024 *** 0.005 0.026 *** 0.005
Distributive -0.064 *** 0.006 0.001 0.005 -0.039 *** 0.005
Regulatory -0.011 * 0.006 0.031 *** 0.05 0.041 *** 0.005
Redistributive -0.046 *** 0.006 -0.006 0.006 -0.002 0.006
Diversity (Div) 0.663 *** 0.006 0.763 *** 0.006 0.787 *** 0.006
Div×Supervisor -0.001 0.006 0.008 0.005 0.018 *** 0.005
Div×Non-white 0.019 *** 0.004 -0.016 *** 0.004 -0.024 *** 0.004
Div×Ages 40-49 0.012 ** 0.006 0.007 0.005 0.014 *** 0.005
Div×Ages 50-59 0.004 0.006 0.011 ** 0.005 0.017 *** 0.005
Div×Age 60 or older 0.029 *** 0.008 0.022 *** 0.007 0.038 *** 0.007
Div×Distributive -0.016 *** 0.006 0.009 0.005 -0.005 0.005
Div×Regulatory -0.024 *** 0.006 -0.013 ** 0.006 -0.024 *** 0.006
Div×Redistributive -0.018 *** 0.007 -0.009 0.006 -0.018 *** 0.006

R2 0.672 0.751 0.754

Note: ***, **, and * indicate signifi cance at the level of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

Source: Authors’ computation based on FEVS data

First of all, if distributive justice as a dependent variable is included in the model, 
diversity management is positively related to the perception of distributive justice 
by female employees. Also, non-white female employees perceive more readily that 
diversity management leads to distributive justice than white females. Female em-
ployees aged 40-49 and older than 60 perceive more that diversity management leads 
to distributive justice than females under the age of 40. Regarding the agency cate-
gory variables, female employees in the distributive, regulatory, and redistributive 
agencies perceive less than those in the constituency agency category that diversity 
management leads to distributive justice.

For control variables, supervisor and non-white female employees perceive more 
distributive justice than non-supervisory and white employees. However, age, pay-
ment category, and work experience show diff erent results within the group of vari-
ables. For example, female employees aged from 40 to 49 and from 50 to 59 perceive 



53

less distributive justice compared to those aged 40 or younger. Female employees 
with payment categories from 7 to 12 perceive less distributive justice than those with 
lower payment categories, but those that fall within the payment categories of 13 to 
15 and work experience over 15 years perceive more distributive justice than the base 
groups, and they are statistically signifi cant at the 1% level. Finally, female employees 
in the distributive, redistributive, and regulatory agencies perceive less distributive 
justice than those in constituent agencies. 

Secondly, the model that sets procedural justice as a dependent variable proves 
that diversity management has a positive relationship with procedural justice. How-
ever, non-white female employees perceive less than white females that diversity 
management leads to procedural justice. Female employees aged from 50 to 59 and 
60 or older perceive more than females aged 40 or younger that diversity manage-
ment leads to procedural justice. Regarding the agency category, female employees in 
regulatory agencies perceive less than those in the constituency agency category that 
diversity management leads to procedural justice.

Finally, the third model includes interactional justice as a dependent variable. Di-
versity management is positively related to interactional justice. Also, non-white fe-
male employees perceive less that diversity management leads to interactional justice 
than white females. Female supervisors perceive more that diversity management 
leads to interactional justice than non-supervisory females. Furthermore, female em-
ployees aged 40 or older perceive more that diversity management leads to inter-
actional justice than females aged younger than 40 years old. Regarding the agency 
category, female employees in the regulatory and the redistributive agency category 
perceive less that diversity management leads to interactional justice than those in the 
constituency agency category.

For control variables, supervisor employees, non-white female employees, and 
those aged 40 or older perceive more interactional justice than non-supervisory, 
white, younger female employees, and they are statistically signifi cant at the level 
of 1%. However, female employees with a payment grade from 7 to 12 and payment 
categories from 13 to 15 perceive interactional justice less than those with payment 
grades below 7. In addition, female employees with work experience from 6 to 14 
years perceive less interactional justice, but those with work experience over 15 years 
perceive more interactional justice than those with work experience of less than 6 
years. Moreover, female employees in the distributive agency category perceive less 
interactional justice than those in the constituency agency category, but female em-
ployees in the regulative agency category perceive more interactional justice than 
those in the constituency agency category.

6. Conclusion and discussions

Our results found that diversity management results in a positive perception of or-
ganizational justice by female employees. According to the previous literature, orga-
nizational justice is regarded as a normative outcome of diversity management. Pitt s 
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(2006) argues that diversity management is defi ned as a comprehensive approach 
that merges the affi  rmative action/equal employment opportunity and diversity man-
agement programs that seek to prevent underrepresented groups such as women or 
racial minorities from experiencing any form of discrimination. The results of this 
research demonstrate that the general eff ect of diversity management is positively 
related to the perception of three types of organizational justice by female employees. 

However, considering individual characteristics and agency characteristics, the 
eff ects of diversity management diff er. Non-white female employees perceive that di-
versity management results in higher distributive justice, even though they put more 
value on interactional justice. The origin of diversity management is more related to 
organizational outcomes (e.g., performance and promotion) (Cox, 2001). However, 
non-white female employees in federal agencies perceive that less diversity manage-
ment results in procedural and interactional justice. That is, non-white female em-
ployees still think that diversity management is not eff ective for organizational jus-
tice in the process of decision-making or being treated with dignity and respect. In 
terms of supervisory status, our study is consistent with the fi ndings of Kaiser et al. 
(2013): organizational diversity management leads to higher-status group members 
perceiving that underrepresented groups are treated more fairly in the organization 
(procedural justice), but our study shows the eff ects of diversity management on in-
teractional justice. In terms of age, gender disadvantages owing to age are greater 
for younger and older women and less for middle-aged women (Bihagen and Ohls, 
2006). This indicates that younger female employees do not think that diversity man-
agement leads to organizational justice as gender disadvantages owing to age are still 
larger for younger employees, even though diversity management has been imple-
mented. 

More specifi cally, much of the previous literature has argued that female employ-
ees can be discriminated against based on the characteristics of agency categories. 
For example, female employees in the regulatory agency category are discriminated 
against more than those in any other agency category, while those in the redistributive 
agency category are discriminated against less (Mladenka, 1991). Our results demon-
strate that female employees in the constituency agency category regard diversity 
management as a tool for improving distributive justice. However, female employ-
ees in the regulatory agency category perceive less that diversity management results 
in procedural and interactional justice, which means that those in those categories 
regard themselves as being discriminated against, and that implementing diversity 
management is ineff ective for generating organizational justice. Female employees 
in the redistributive agency category perceive less that diversity management results 
in interactional justice. Thus, diversity management is not eff ective for improving or-
ganizational justice in the regulatory and the redistributive agency categories for fe-
male employees. It also implies that several agencies have implemented very limited 
diversity programs or have done so passively; they have simply ‘repackaged their 
traditional equal employment opportunity’ (Kellough and Naff , 2004). 
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However, this study has some limitations. First of all, we had to depend on sur-
vey data and, as a result, it is diffi  cult to see the changes of the impacts over time, 
especially in terms of how female employees perceive the implementation of diver-
sity management over time. Thus, it is necessary to collect a data set over a greater 
timespan in order to guarantee more specifi c causal relationships. Second, we need to 
secure fi rm ground regarding the content validity of index variables in this study be-
cause we depend on survey data, and that is not enough to measure the components 
of diversity management or organizational justice. A data set that supports our study 
more directly and appropriately is necessary to improve the quality of our research. 
For future research with a more specifi c and richer set of variables, we must exam-
ine how and why other employee groups perceive diff erently the impact of diversity 
management and organizational justice.
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