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Abstract Using Leventhal’s (Social exchange: Advances

in theory and research, Plenum Press, New York, 1980)

rules of procedural justice as well as deontic justice (Folger

in Research in social issues in management, Information

Age, Greenwich, CT, 2001), we examine how personal

value for diversity moderates the negative relationship

between perceived discrimination against minorities (i.e.,

racial minorities and females) at work and the perceived

procedural justice of minorities’ treatment by the organi-

zation. Through a field survey of 190 employees, we found

that observers high in personal value for diversity have

stronger negative reactions to the mistreatment of women

and racial minorities than observers low in personal value

for diversity. These findings support and extend the deontic

justice perspective because those who personally value

diversity had the strongest negative reactions toward the

discriminatory treatment of minorities.

Keywords Value for diversity � Discrimination �
Minorities � Deontic justice � Procedural justice

As the number of minorities in the US continues to grow

(US Census Bureau 2007, 2008), it is clear that diversity at

work is a fact of life that must be managed (Cox 1994).

However, a fair amount of evidence indicates that dis-

crimination in the workplace exists (Dipboye and Colella

2005; Goldman et al. 2006; Tomaskovic-Devey et al.

2005). In 2010, the Equal Employment Opportunity

Commission (EEOC) received 99,922 claims of discrimi-

nation. Over 35,000 of these charges were race related and

over 29,000 were sex related (EEOC 2011). Reflecting this

reality, much research attention has been paid to discrim-

ination itself (Dipboye and Colella 2005) as well as the

effectiveness of diversity management programs (e.g.,

Kalev et al. 2006) and the impact of employee perceptions

of diversity climate on individual reactions (e.g., Kossek

and Zonia 1993; McKay et al. 2007; Mor Barak et al. 1998;

Mor Barak and Levin 2002; Triana et al. 2010). What has

been relatively ignored in the literature is how one’s per-

sonal values influence one’s reactions to discrimination

against minorities at work. To fill this research gap, we

shed light on this question.

Related to discrimination against minorities, we focus

on the procedural justice of minorities as our dependent

variable of interest. Procedural justice, or the perceived

fairness of the procedures used to make decisions in

organizations (Colquitt 2001; Leventhal 1980; Leventhal

et al. 1980; Thibaut and Walker 1975), is important

because it influences a variety of employee attitudes and

outcomes, including employee satisfaction, commitment,

citizenship behavior, and job performance (Colquitt et al.

2001; Folger and Konovsky 1989; Konovsky 2000; Nie-

hoff and Moorman 1993). The majority of procedural

justice research has had a ‘‘first-person’’ focus (Kray and

Lind 2002) on individuals’ perceptions about the fairness

of the procedures at work that impact them personally.
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Less research has been conducted on how procedures at

work affect others in the organization. Given that reality in

organizations is socially constructed through information

in the work environment (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978) and

that the perceived justice of others can influence one’s own

procedural justice judgments (e.g., Colquitt 2004; Lind

et al. 1998; Van den Bos and Lind 2001), an examination

of the procedural justice of others in organizations is

relevant.

We examine how employees’ perceptions of discrimi-

nation against minorities (i.e., racial minorities and

females) in their organizations are related to their judg-

ments of the procedural justice of those minorities’ treat-

ment by the organization. We argue that perceived

discrimination against minorities should be negatively

related to the perceived procedural justice of those minor-

ities, because discrimination violates Leventhal’s rules

(1980) for procedural justice. This is also consistent with

the deontic justice perspective (Cropanzano et al. 2003;

Folger 2001; Folger et al. 2005), which focuses on the role

of what is morally correct in the justice judgment process.

In addition to investigating the negative relationship

between discrimination against minorities and the per-

ceived procedural justice of minorities’ treatment by the

organization, we examine how personal value for diversity

can amplify the negative relationship between these vari-

ables. This has not been examined before even though

personal value for diversity should matter, because when

justice is in the eye of the beholder, the values of the

beholder will likely modify justice perceptions. We define

personal value for diversity as the importance a person

places on having a diverse group of individuals in the

workplace. This is based on the study of Mor Barak et al.

(1998), who stated that personal value for diversity

involves an individual’s views toward diversity at work

that can affect attitudes and behaviors toward others in the

organization.

Our study makes several contributions. Theoretically, it

answers calls to examine discrimination and procedural

justice together (i.e., Dipboye and Colella 2005; Hicks-

Clarke and Iles 2000; Stone-Romero and Stone 2005). This

is the first study to use the deontic justice perspective,

which maintains that people use their moral values to

determine what is fair and unfair (Folger 2001), to examine

personal value for diversity as a moderator of the rela-

tionship between perceived discrimination against minori-

ties and judgments about the procedural justice of

minorities’ treatment by the organization. While research

has empirically linked self-discrimination and self-proce-

dural justice (Triana and Garcı́a 2009), no research has yet

examined ratings of others’ discrimination and others’

procedural justice in spite of their importance to research

and practice.

Practically, our study provides evidence about the way

people react when they see discrimination against minori-

ties at work. This information is useful for practitioners,

including managers, because the results of this study sug-

gest that the negative consequences of discriminatory

treatment may have effects on observers. Not only is dis-

crimination both legally and morally wrong (Demuijnck

2009; Dipboye and Colella 2005), but such actions also

send a signal to other employees about the integrity of the

organization and its leaders (Goldman et al. 2008; Salancik

and Pfeffer 1978). In addition, discrimination against

minorities is problematic because perceived procedural

justice for others and one’s own perceived procedural jus-

tice from the organization are correlated (Colquitt 2004).

Theory and Hypotheses

Justice concerns may be triggered through perceived dis-

criminatory treatment. Consistent with Allport (1954), we

define discrimination as denying some individuals equal

treatment compared to others because of their demographic

characteristics. Perceived discrimination against minorities

will most likely lead people to conclude that the organi-

zation’s treatment of minorities is procedurally unfair

(Triana and Garcı́a 2009). Procedural justice is defined as

the fairness of the procedures, or processes, that are used to

arrive at an individual’s work outcomes (Leventhal 1980;

Leventhal et al. 1980; Thibaut and Walker 1975). Leven-

thal’s seminal work (1980) established six rules for judging

procedural fairness: the consistency rule, which highlights

that procedures should be consistent across persons; the

bias suppression rule, or the avoidance of self-interest and

narrow preconceptions; the accuracy rule, which empha-

sizes the gathering of solid information and informed

opinions in processes used to allocate outcomes; the cor-

rectability rule, or availability of opportunities to modify

and reverse decisions made; the representativeness rule,

which states that an allocation process should reflect the

concerns and values of the groups affected by the process

in question; and the ethicality rule, or the compatibility of

the allocation procedures with the observer’s moral and

ethical values.

Individuals who perceive discrimination against minor-

ities at work are likely to believe that at least three rules

were violated: consistency, bias suppression, and accuracy

(Leventhal 1980). Discriminatory treatment is not consis-

tent across persons because some people are favored over

others. It is not free from bias because those who dis-

criminate usually favor their in-group members due to

similarity attraction (Byrne 1971) and social categorization

(Tajfel and Turner 1986). Discriminatory treatment repre-

sents inaccurate information because people are being
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treated differently from others on the basis of non-work-

related reasons. Thus, based on Leventhal’s rules, perceived

discrimination against minorities should be negatively

related to perceived procedural justice of minorities.

Furthermore, this main effect should be moderated by

personal value for diversity, as noted in the deontic justice

perspective. The word ‘‘deontic’’ is based on the Greek

root, ‘‘deon, referring to obligation or duty’’ (Folger 2001,

p. 4). The deontic justice perspective aims to describe why

people care about fairness and why they react negatively to

unfair treatment received by others (Cropanzano et al.

2003; Folger 2001). The deontic justice perspective

evolved from fairness theory (Folger and Cropanzano

2001), which maintains that people react negatively to

unfairness because of three things: an undesirable event or

outcome has occurred, someone’s discretionary actions

caused the outcome, and the actions violate moral princi-

ples. Deontic justice is based on the third tenet of fairness

theory (Folger and Cropanzano 2001), which states that

individuals react negatively to unfairness because this

action violates moral principles. This includes ‘‘treating

others as they should or deserve to be treated by adhering

to standards of right and wrong’’ and involves ‘‘a judgment

about the morality of the outcome, process, or interpersonal

interaction’’ (Cropanzano et al. 2003, p. 1019; Folger

2001). Furthermore, deontic justice acknowledges that

people care about justice because of the moral standard that

all individuals should have the right to fair treatment

(Cropanzano et al. 2003; Folger 2001). According to this,

people take into account what is ethically and morally

appropriate when they make decisions about fairness.

Drawing from deontic justice theory, we propose that

the relationship between perceived discrimination against

minorities and the perceived procedural justice of minori-

ties’ treatment by the organization should be amplified for

people who are high in personal value for diversity com-

pared to those who are low in personal value for diversity.

People who value diversity and value having diverse

groups of people at work are likely to react in a particularly

negative manner to the mistreatment of minorities because,

to them, it adds insult to injury. This is consistent with the

deontic justice concept of moral accountability which

emphasizes that ‘‘codes of conduct’’ should govern inter-

personal relationships (Folger 2001, p. 14). This reasoning

is also consistent with a theory of third-party reactions to

the mistreatment of others which proposes that the

observers’ individual personality traits will moderate

reactions to observed mistreatment (Skarlicki and Kulik

2005). Related research shows that school leaders with

high personal racial awareness of the problems that

minorities face are more likely to blame an inhospitable

school culture and less likely to blame minorities’ perfor-

mance for minority faculty shortages (Buttner et al. 2007).

Taken together, this suggests that individual values should

modify the way that observers react to the mistreatment of

minorities. Therefore, we offer the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 The negative relationship between per-

ceived discrimination against minorities and the perceived

procedural justice of minorities’ treatment by the organi-

zation will be stronger for those with a high personal value

for diversity than for those with a low personal value for

diversity.

Method

Participants and Procedures

Employed participants were recruited from Master of

Business Administration (MBA) classes and an upper

division undergraduate business course at a large public

university in the southern US. The study was conducted in

two phases and used two different settings (i.e., paper-and-

pencil and the Internet) to reduce the problem of common

method variance (Podsakoff et al. 2003). In exchange for

their participation, participants received extra credit. The

Phase 1 survey was handed out in class along with postage

paid envelopes addressed to the researchers. Perceived

workplace discrimination against minorities, personal

value for diversity, and demographic variables including

sex, race, employment status, and work experience were

collected during Phase 1. At this time we also collected the

participants’ e-mail addresses. Participants had 15 days to

complete the survey and mail it back to the researchers.

After 15 days, the Phase 1 participants received an email

with a web link to complete the Phase 2 survey. The Phase

2 web survey included the measure of procedural justice of

minorities’ treatment by the organization.

Of the 261 participants, 71 were removed (25 were not

employed and 46 were either absent from class the day

Phase 1 was administered or they did not answer the

variables required for both phases of this study); 190 par-

ticipants provided a full set of data and thus constituted the

sample. To check for selection bias, we ran an ANOVA

and v2 tests to test whether participants who did not answer

Phase 2 differed significantly on any variables of interest

collected in Phase 1 and whether there were any demo-

graphic differences between those who answered Phase 1

only and those who answered both phases. Results showed

no significant differences between groups based on sex or

racial minority status. About half (51%) of the respondents

were female. The majority of participants were Hispanic

(78%), 9% were White, 6% were Asian, 1% were African

American, and 6% were either ‘‘other’’ or bi-racial

minorities. All participants were currently employed: 57%

Minority Treatment 213

123



full-time and 43% part-time. Average age was 29 years.

Mean full-time work experience was 8 years, and 58% of

the participants were MBA students while 42% were

undergraduate upperclassmen. The data presented in this

study were collected as part of a larger data collection.

However, except for the demographic variables, no vari-

ables overlap between this study and the other study from

the same data set.

Phase 1 Measures

Participants were asked to think about their current

employer and answer the questions.

Perceived Discrimination Against Minorities

We adapted one item from Hegarty and Dalton (1995):

‘‘My organization actively recruits members of tradition-

ally underrepresented groups (females and minorities).’’ In

addition, we wrote two items: ‘‘Members of traditionally

underrepresented groups (females and minorities) are

welcome in my organization’’ and ‘‘My organization

strives to retain employees who are members of tradition-

ally underrepresented groups.’’ All three items were

reverse scored. Participants indicated the extent to which

they agreed with each item on a 6-point Likert-type scale

(1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). Reliability

was a = 0.77.

Personal Value for Diversity

We used the personal diversity value measure from Mor

Barak et al.’s Diversity Perceptions Scale (1998). The

items are: ‘‘Knowing more about cultural norms of diverse

groups would help me be more effective in my job,’’ ‘‘I

think that diverse viewpoints add value,’’ and ‘‘I believe

diversity is a strategic business issue.’’ Participants indi-

cated the extent to which they agreed with each item on a

6-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to

6 = strongly agree). The reliability for this scale was

a = 0.70.

Control Variables

We controlled for participants’ minority status (coded as

0 = non-minority and 1 = minority) as well as sex (coded

as 0 = male and 1 = female). As minorities and women

have lower social status and tend to experience more dis-

crimination than majority group members (Glick and Fiske

1996; Goldman et al. 2006; McKay et al. 2007; Sidanius

and Pratto 1999), they may also perceive more procedural

injustice.

Phase 2 Measures

Procedural Justice of Minorities’ Treatment

by the Organization

Colquitt’s (2001) seven-item procedural justice measure

was used. The items were modified to refer to procedural

justice of minorities in the organization. One sample item

was ‘‘Has your organization’s treatment of minority

employees been free of bias?’’ Participants indicated the

extent to which they agreed with each item on a 5-point

Likert-type scale (1 = to a small extent to 5 = to a large

extent). Reliability for this scale was a = 0.94.

Preliminary Analyses

We ran a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in LISREL

(8.80) to establish the convergent and discriminant validity

of our measures. A three-factor solution (perceived dis-

crimination against minorities, personal value for diversity,

and procedural justice of minorities’ treatment by the

organization) was a better fit (v2 = 131.34, df = 51,

CFI = 0.96, IFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.06; Kline 2005) than a

two-factor solution combining discrimination against

minorities and procedural justice of minorities onto the

same factor (v2 = 247.46, df = 53, CFI = 0.90, IFI =

0.90, SRMR = 0.10). A three-factor solution was also

better than a one-factor solution (v2 = 346.15, df = 54,

CFI = 0.85, IFI = 0.85, SRMR = 0.13).

Results

Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and inter-

correlations for all variables. We conducted a hierarchical

multiple regression analysis to test Hypothesis 1. The

variables in the interaction term were centered to test for

moderation (Aiken and West 1991). The regression anal-

ysis consisted of three steps (see Table 2). In Step 1, the

control variables, sex, and minority status, were entered.

This step was not statistically significant (R2 = 0.01). In

Step 2, we added perceived workplace discrimination

against minorities and personal value for diversity. The

results of this step were significant (R2 = 0.14;

DR2 = 0.13). In Step 3, we added the interaction between

perceived workplace discrimination against minorities and

personal value for diversity. The interaction term was

significantly related to procedural justice of minorities’

treatment by the organization and explained an additional

2% of the variance, which is common for interaction terms

(McClelland and Judd 1993; R2 = 0.16, DR2 = 0.02). The

interaction supporting Hypothesis 1 is shown in Fig. 1. The
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negative relationship between perceived discrimination

against minorities and perceived procedural justice of

minorities’ treatment by the organization is stronger for

those high in personal value for diversity.

General Discussion

Consistent with our predictions, the negative relationship

between perceived discrimination against minorities and

the reported procedural justice of minorities’ treatment by

the organization is moderated by personal value for

diversity. Those high in personal value for diversity react

more negatively and rate the situation as being more pro-

cedurally unfair when they witness the mistreatment of

women and minorities.

Implications for Theory and Practice

Theoretically, our findings support and extend the deontic

justice perspective. People seem to recognize that discrim-

ination against minorities is wrong because perceived dis-

crimination against minorities is negatively and significantly

related to the reported procedural justice of minorities. At

the same time, the fact that we found moderating effects of

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations

M SD 1 2 3 4

Sex 0.51 0.50

Minority 0.86 0.34 0.04

Discrimination

toward minorities

2.44 0.93 0.01 0.09

Personal value for

diversity

4.99 0.70 -0.04 -0.05 -0.18*

Procedural justice

of minorities

3.53 1.00 -0.06 -0.06 -0.37** 0.09

Note N = 190

Sex was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Minority was coded as

0 = non-minority, 1 = minority

* p B 0.05

** p B 0.01

Table 2 Regressing procedural

justice of minorities on

discrimination against

minorities and personal value

for diversity

Note N = 190

Sex was coded as 0 = male,

1 = female. Minority was

coded as 0 = non-minority,

1 = minority

* p B 0.05

** p B 0.01

Step Variable b (SE) b R2 DR2

1 Intercept 3.73 (0.21) 0.01

Sex -0.11 (0.15) -0.06

Minority -0.16 (0.21) -0.06

2 Intercept 3.64 (0.20) 0.14** 0.13**

Sex -0.11 (0.14) -0.05

Minority -0.07 (0.20) -0.03

Discrimination against minorities -0.39 (0.08)** -0.36**

Personal value for diversity 0.03 (0.10) 0.02

3 Intercept 3.57 (0.20) 0.16* 0.02*

Sex -0.08 (0.14) -0.04

Minority -0.04 (0.20) -0.01

Discrimination against minorities -0.37 (0.07)** -0.34**

Personal value for diversity 0.03 (0.10) 0.02

Discrimination against minorities 9

personal value for diversity

-0.23 (0.10)* -0.16*

1

2

3

4

5

Low (-1SD) High (+1SD)
P

ro
ce

du
ra

l J
us

ti
ce

 f
or

 M
in

or
it

ie
s

Discrimination Against Minorities

High Value for Diversity 
(+1SD)

Low Value for Diversity      
(-1SD)

Fig. 1 Interaction of discrimination against minorities and personal

value for diversity on procedural justice for minorities
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personal value for diversity such that those who care the

most about diversity react more intensely (Mor Barak et al.

1998), represents an extension to deontic justice. The

deontic justice perspective should be extended to account for

individual differences that lead some people to react more

strongly to the mistreatment of minorities than others.

Our findings provide support for Skarlicki and Kulik’s

(2005) theoretical model of third-party observers’ reactions

to the mistreatment of others. These authors suggest that

personality differences will moderate the extent to which

observers will perceive injustice toward others. Our results

support this theory within the context of mistreatment

toward minorities and suggest that an important personality

difference to be included in their theoretical model is the

observer’s personal value for diversity.

These results are also consistent with other diversity

research showing that when the members of diverse teams

believe that diversity is good for teams and adds value,

team identification is higher (van Dick et al. 2008; van

Knippenberg et al. 2007). This study provides further

evidence that an individual’s belief about the value of

diversity is an important personal value that affects the way

people perceive and react to their work environment.

A practical implication of this study is that by improving

perceived procedural justice toward minorities, it may be

possible to enhance the work experience for individuals

with a high personal value for diversity. As there is a

correlation between procedural justice toward others and

one’s own procedural justice judgments (Colquitt 2004),

and as one’s own perceptions of procedural justice are

related to important individual outcomes, such as employee

satisfaction, commitment, citizenship behavior, and job

performance (Colquitt et al. 2001), it is possible that

treating minorities well may improve the morale of others

in the organization.

Also, our study suggests that because employees in

organizations watch how others are being treated, it is

important to understand which personal values may mag-

nify the negative reactions that some employees have

toward the poor treatment of others. This is consistent with

research showing that when employees perceive discrimi-

nation in the organization in general (directed at themselves

or at others), they are more likely to say that the organiza-

tion has a deontic deficiency, meaning that it lacks integrity

(Goldman et al. 2008). This implies that perceiving mis-

treatment toward minorities at work may damage the

company’s reputation in the eyes of the observer employ-

ees, especially those with a high value for diversity.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

This study has several strengths. First, the sample of

working adults answers calls for discrimination research

utilizing employees drawn from real-world situations

(Dipboye 1985; Dipboye and Colella 2005; Goldman et al.

2006), not imagined scenarios. The sample of mostly

Hispanic employees also allows us to understand the per-

ceptions of lower status group members (Sidanius and

Pratto 1999). This is important because Hispanics are the

largest minority group in the US (16.3% of the population

in 2010; US Census Bureau 2011) and their representation

is projected to grow to over 24% of the population by 2050

(US Census Bureau 2007). Another strength of our study

design includes the data collection across two points in

time which helps lessen common method variance, a

problem common in discrimination research (Goldman

et al. 2006).

However, our study also has several limitations. As we

used a combined measure of discrimination against women

and racial minorities, there is uncertainty about whether the

participants were responding to sex, race, or both forms of

discrimination. Future experimental research may be con-

ducted to tease apart how participants respond to the sex and

the race of the target person being discriminated against. It

is also possible that the effect sizes in this study may be

larger than they would be in the broader US population. As

lower status group members are more likely to experience

discrimination than are majority group members (Beno-

kraitis and Feagin 1995; Feagin and Sikes 1994; McCona-

hay 1983), the predominantly Hispanic sample may be

especially attentive to the mistreatment of other minority

group members. Future research may help tease out how

minorities and non-minorities react to discrimination.

Another limitation of our study is that while our sample

represents the largest minority group in the US. (i.e., His-

panics; US Census Bureau 2011), we cannot speak to other

demographic minorities in the US. Our sample is fairly

homogenous (78% Hispanic), which means that our results

best generalize to Hispanics working in the US. Although

our sample is not representative of the broader population,

such non-representative samples can be valuable because

they may shed light on sensitive subjects related to work-

place discrimination (Goldman et al. 2006). Nonetheless,

we acknowledge that other racial groups may respond

differently to perceived discrimination against women and

racial minorities. Future research may sample other demo-

graphic groups.

Future research may also explore predictors of personal

values that trigger moral reactions to perceived discrimi-

nation. For example, is personal value for diversity driven

by demographics, personal experience, or other factors?

How are these beliefs formed, and what influence might

organizations and their leaders have in shaping employees’

beliefs? It is possible that the more an organization argues

for the ‘‘business case’’ in diversity, the more likely it is for

employees to report strong value for diversity beliefs.
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Another possibility is that one’s work group may influence

personal value for diversity. For example, if one’s work

group is diverse and works well together, one may develop

a stronger personal value for diversity. Future research may

explore these predictors of personal value for diversity.

Conclusions

Based on the deontic justice perspective, we proposed and

found that those with a high personal value for diversity

react more strongly to perceived discrimination against

women and racial minorities than those with a low personal

value for diversity. Findings suggest that this is an important

personal value that modifies the way observers make pro-

cedural justice judgments about the treatment of minorities

in the workplace. Our results provide support for the deontic

justice perspective which maintains that people look at what

they personally judge to be right and wrong in making

fairness decisions. Our results also suggest that in judging

the procedural justice of others, it is important to take into

account the observer’s personal value for diversity.
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