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INTRODUCTION

Institutional justice issues occupy an important place in the psychological lit-
erature, particularly internationally (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Lind & Tyler,
1988; Vermunt et al., 1993; Tyler & Huo, 2002; Tomkins & Applequist, 2008;
Toérnblom & Vermunt, 2016), and more recently also in the Polish literature
(Daniel, 2007; Niesiobedzka, 2009; Skapska & Bryda, 2013; Guzik et al., 2018;
Prusinski, 2018). Various ideas and scales for measuring institutional justice have
been conceptualized by researchers investigating these issues.

Institutional justice is defined in the context of the individual’s functioning in
a social institution, with emphasis placed on the fact that it is subjective evalua-
tion accompanied by a feeling about the extent to which his or her individual
expectations regarding the external institutional entity have been satisfied and the
extent to which the consequences of this contact can be considered fair (Lind &
Tyler, 1988). The evaluation process is continual; it also involves the monitoring
of the balance between the profits obtained in the course of institutional redistri-
bution and the burdens imposed if responsibility for burdens is divided. Individ-
uals not always evaluate this reallocation as fair (Bierhoff et al., 1986). A signifi-
cant contribution to the development of a theory concerning institutional justice
was made by Colquitt, who while reporting his research findings stressed that
institutional justice explained the exceptional variance in socially significant
human behaviors, such as institutional engagement, trust in leadership, or civic
behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2001).

The term “institutional justice” was introduced into the social and legal sci-
ences in the mid-1970s by Thibaut and Walker (1975). The first studies address-
ing these issues presented institutional justice as comprising two dimensions:
procedural and distributive justice. Adams’ (1963) research on inequity, prior to
that of Thibaut and Walker, was focused mainly on the distributive justice di-
mension. The author pointed out that the evaluation of fairness concerned, above
all, the individual’s share in the distributed resources and burdens. Thus, the fo-
cus was on the fact that the evaluation is, in a way, a summary of the final state,
which means that the process was reduced to the fairness of its outcome.

In the early 1980s, a series of studies and the resulting theoretical reflection
drew attention to the fact that the manner in which a decision is arrived at is
more important than the decision itself (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Greenberg’s (1986)
research on institutional honesty and the analysis he performed also yielded
a two-component solution, revealing a procedural factor distinct from the dis-
tributive factor. It was argued that decision evaluation was not so significant or,
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at any rate, that it was not the only evaluation. Individuals also evaluate the way
in which the decision is made (Tyler, 2007; 2010).

Burdziej (2018) points out that viewing institutional justice in terms of pro-
cedural justice or process justice has been an increasingly influential approach at
present. At the same time, he notes that philosophical and legal perspectives still
dominate in Polish-language publications. The psychological perspective—
which is the most interesting one for the social sciences, including psychology—
was only marginally developed until recently. The tradition of legal sciences
identifies procedural justice with code guarantees and legal regulations. It is
pointed out that a justly made decision is an action performed in accordance with
the letter of the law. The psychological perspective emphasizes that evaluations
are made by individuals and that, consequently, the estimation has a subjective
character, orienting the individual’s feelings, thoughts, and behaviors.

PROCEDURAL JUSTICE IN THE COURTROOM

One of the main scholars exploring justice in accordance with both
approaches outlined above is Tyler (2007), who usually works as a member of
research teams (Tyler, 1984; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Huo, 2002; Murphy
et al., 2009). His studies address this issue in various institutional contexts. Tyler
investigates procedural justice from the perspective of a person taking part in
institutional processes whose outcome is a particular decision or ruling and over
which the individual does not have full control: otherwise evaluating the fairness
of the procedure or its outcome would not make sense. Among the institutions he
examined is the judiciary. It is the measurement of procedural justice exclusively
in the context of the judiciary that the present empirical study is devoted to.

According to Tyler (2007), procedural justice is considered in a special way
there and differs from justice as considered in the context of other social institu-
tions because the individual’s satisfaction is not the main goal—at any rate, not
for the court. The goal is just resolution of conflicts as well as accurate and ap-
propriate administration of the law. Tyler stresses, however, that courts also have
to treat citizens seriously, because if the goal is to resolve a conflict, then the fact
that people take the court’s decision seriously and accept it does make a differ-
ence. What is more, whether people believe that justice has been achieved is
crucial to their trust in the judicial system.

In the case of the judiciary, procedural justice refers to the fairness of the tri-
al, though not only. Individuals evaluate the fairness of the decision-making pro-
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cess, the judicial decision, or the sentence. Procedural justice is defined as the
evaluation of the optimality of the way in which the decision has been made.
Together with a group of collaborators, Tyler performed extensive empirical and
theoretical analyses of procedural justice, whose aim was also to distinguish the
aspects of evaluation that could constitute the dimensions of procedural justice.

Tyler’s (1984, 2007, 2010) classical model of procedural justice comprises
four dimensions: voice, respect, neutrality, and understanding. Procedural justice
manifests itself in the fact that the person whose case is decided in court has been
treated with attention and respect and feels that they have been given sufficient
opportunity to present their position, that the language in the courtroom is clear
and comprehensible and so is the content of the decision, and that the decision-
making body has been fair and neutral.

Sometimes trust is added as a dimension. It seems to be complex and partly
related, for instance, to the decision maker’s neutrality. The feeling that the deci-
sion-making process is fair and that the decision maker maintains impartiality, as
well as other courtroom experiences, results in a feeling that the judge is trust-
worthy. Occasionally, a dimension referred to as friendliness is also mentioned
(Burdziej, 2018; Tyler, 2007). It is understood as a feeling that the decision-
maker shows interest in the needs of the individual whose case they are to
decide.

In the above context, a study worth mentioning is the one by Cattaneo and
Goodman (2010), which equate procedural justice with a sense of empowerment
in the courtroom. The researchers point out that leaving the courtroom with an
unshaken sense that the proceedings have been fair results in a relatively stable
belief that one’s expectations are understood, that these expectations can poten-
tially be met, and that they will be reflected in the judge’s decision and words
throughout the court proceedings.

As stated above, the leading models distributing the phenomenon of proce-
dural justice have been developed by Tyler and colleagues. In these models it is
stressed that the mechanism of experiencing procedural justice anchors a more
fundamental process: building a sense of identity (Tyler et al., 1996; Blader &
Tyler, 2003). A sense of experiencing various aspects of justice is one of the main
building blocks of a person’s social identity because it enables them to infer their
significance in the social group. The experience of fair treatment is a sign of
recognition and status, and these in turn determine the individual’s identity.
Dickerson and Kemeny (2004) stress that procedural justice is the element of
social life that a person is almost automatically sensitive to, because it is the
basis of social evaluation and allows him or her to maintain the social self.
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It can also be concluded from the above that the degree of one’s identifica-
tion with a particular institution may determine the significance they attach to
being fairly treated by that institution. This association works on a feedback ba-
sis: the more frequent the individual’s experience of institutional fairness, the
stronger the need for identification with the institution (Burdziej, 2018).

The judiciary is an important public institution since—despite being treated
differently depending on the person’s role in the proceedings—at various stages
of human life it becomes a resource that serves the purpose of organizing the
individual’s functioning and supporting them in the process of coping with life
difficulties and limitations (Antonovsky, 2005; Prusinski, 2018).

Court proceedings, in which a person can manifest their expectations (which,
after all, define the scope of the individual’s personal helplessness, lack of
resources, and lack of coping skills) to an external decision-making body, is
a space where one can experience enhancement or stress. The latter appears
when the person feels that they have been given dismissive or disrespectful
treatment. The experience of procedural justice is a resource enhancing the elim-
ination of imbalance. The way one is treated and the way the decision is made
supports the regeneration of mental strength because people believe that an un-
just decision leads to unjust results.

It should also be noted that the justice research conducted in recent years
points to its links with well-being, understood in accordance with two orienta-
tions rooted in different philosophical traditions (hedonistic and eudaimonic).
Calton and Cattaneo (2014) directly show that a high level of well-being is relat-
ed to the aggregate experience of procedural justice in the dynamic process of
receiving institutional support. Diener et al. (2003) support this claim, underscor-
ing that people’s positive experiences in various domains of social life are key
factors that add value to their life, even to a considerable degree. In the present
study this was assumed—since we have no other measures that would operation-
alize procedural justice adapted to the Polish conditions (this will be discussed at
some length in the next section)—demonstrating that the score on the validated
Procedural Justice Scale (PJS) is significantly positively related to scores on the
scales measuring well-being will constitute evidence of the measurement value
of the PJS.
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PROCEDURAL JUSTICE MEASUREMENT:
THE AIM OF THE PRESENT STUDY

So far there has been little research on the experience of contact with courts
and on the evaluation of this experience using the theory of procedural justice.
Institutional justice research does not have a particularly long tradition in Polish
psychology: little empirical material is currently available (Prusinski, 2018). Just
like in other countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the few existing studies
have been carried outby sociologists and economists rather than psychologists
(Boda & Medve-Balint, 2014; Burdziej, 2018; Burdziej et al., 2018; Cohn et al.,
2000). The sociology of law in particular has quite a long record of research de-
voted to the judicial system (Podgoérecki, 1971; Kurczewski, 1982; Kurczewski
& Fuszara, 2004). Although measures of procedural justice have been available
worldwide for decades, psychologists in Poland do not have their Polish adapta-
tions at their disposal. As pointed out above, the issue seems to be important and
requires exploration also in the Polish context. The perspective of the social sci-
ences is only marginally present in the understanding of procedural justice.

It should be noted, however, that although there are numerous measures of
procedural justice, in the context of a lawsuit that an individual takes place in
justice has been measured by means of a few of them. The main objection here is
that these measures seem to be created exclusively for the needs of the current
empirical studies and only provisionally validated (Calton & Cattaneo, 2014).
Some instruments are developed to measure justice exclusively in strictly defined
trial settings and include open-ended questions (Ptacek, 1999). They concern
criminal cases, and their items describe the circumstances of the experience of
justice, for examples, by victims of violence. Some researchers admit that meas-
urement standards for procedural justice in the courtroom are lacking (Calton &
Cattaneo, 2014; Cattaneo & Goodman, 2010). In such context it is difficult, if
not impossible, to avoid making comparisons. The measures available in Poland
(Jaloszewski, 2012) are focused on organizational and infrastructural issues—on
those aspects of the satisfaction of participants in judicial proceedings that have
little to do with the definition of procedural justice as presented in this article.

As has been mentioned, Tyler’s (2007) model, which provides the basis for
the operationalization of procedural justice, has been developed for decades
(Tyler & Rasinski, 1991) and appears to be a model that yields the broadest
description of an individual’s experiences in the courtroom that may serve as the
basis for their general appraisal of procedural justice. The measure based on
Tyler (2007) can be used in judicial proceedings in diverse contexts, for example
in civil cases.
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The first Polish-language version of the PJS (Blader & Tyler, 2003; 2009),
operationalizing procedural justice mainly in accordance with Tyler’s model, was
developed by Burdziej with a collaborating team (Burdziej, 2018; Burdziej et al.,
2018). The development work took several years, and its results are highly valu-
able. Still, if the measure is to be used by a psychologist, it requires a few major
improvements. When revising the scale, the authors focused not only on the sub-
jective experience of participants in court proceedings. The first Polish-language
version of the scale goes beyond behaviors identifiable with the measured con-
struct and includes items operationalizing formal issues, especially organization-
al and infrastructural ones. However, the results of research on institutional jus-
tice show that the factors determining the evaluation of the courtroom experience
are the sense of influence on the course of the proceedings and the attitude of the
judge. The construct thus presented is a concept that requires separate operation-
alization (Hornowska, 2006).

Importantly, the results of factor analyses show that Burdziej’s (2018) the
16-item scale differs slightly from the four-component conceptualization pro-
posed by Tyler and colleagues. The internal structure of the Procedural Justice
Scale comprises five dimensions. Apart from voice, understanding, neutrality,
and respect, a clearly distinct factor is the sense of influence on court proceed-
ings and on the judge’s decision.

The measure also includes questions about other aspects of participation in
court proceedings, such as: the duration of the pending lawsuit, the participant’s
previous conviction record, and the treatment by the security guards or by the
police. Most items follow a closed format, but there are some in which the re-
spondent’s task is to give an unguided answer. The lack of uniformity manifests
itself also in the fact that the questionnaire contains both items with gaps to be
filled and items with multiple options to choose from. The authors of the PJS
operationalized some aspects of the concept of procedural justice with a small
number of items (Burdziej, 2018). It seems that, especially in the construction of
psychological scales, introducing one or two items into the measure is insuffi-
cient to cover an area of behavior that is an indicator of an attribute of interest.
Moreover, it seems that, at present, assessing reliability by means of the internal
consistency method, which has recently been severely criticized (Aranowska &
Rytel, 2013), is insufficient too, though indispensable. Further examination of
these issues will only make the measure more valuable.

The aim of the present study was to revise the Polish version of the Proce-
dural Justice Scale in accordance with the comments made above, in such a way
as to prepare a separate instrument for measuring procedural justice operational-
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ized exclusively in psychological terms, and to determine the psychometric
parameters of the revised Polish version of the PJS.

Another important aim was to check if the five-factor structure of the con-
struct would be reproduced and to what extent a psychometric assessment made
it legitimate to leave the model proposed by Burdziej and his team unchanged.
In particular, the aim was to test the reliability of the instrument and to verify its
validity based on confirmatory factor analysis, subscale intercorrelations, and
intergroup differences.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

The data used to analyze the basic parameters measured by the revised PJS
were obtained in research conducted in civil departments of Polish district courts.
The study involved plaintiffs and defendants in in civil proceedings. The meas-
urements were performed after a court sitting. In most cases (69.6%) this took
place during the trial: the judge did not resolve the case and did not announce the
decision at that particular sitting. Thus, the measurement procedure took place at
the time when the participant had just experienced a court sitting during which
his or her basic interaction with the judge enabled them to evaluate the fairness
of the trial and honesty of the judge’s work as well as experiencing the court-
room reality in the Polish judicial system. The descriptive statistics and demo-
graphic data for the study sample are presented in Table 1. The participants were
115 individuals aged between 20 and 75 (M = 43.94, SD = 15.13). The study
began in July and lasted until November 2018.

Participation in the study was voluntary. The participants were informed
about the purpose and asked to give their consent to take part in it. Then, they
completed the Procedural Justice Scale. After that, they were asked to complete
two questionnaires measuring well-being (Ryff, 1989) and satisfaction with life
(Pavot, et al., 1998). Additionally, they filled in respondent’s data surveys regard-
ing their standard sociodemographic data. The subjects received no remuneration
for their participation. The research was conducted after the presidents of district
courts had granted their permission. It was conducted by trained observers of
court sittings, who had previous experience of research in Polish courts. The
observers were not individuals with a thorough background in law or psycholo-
gy, but their earlier work made it legitimate to assume that they had sufficient
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knowledge about the organizational structure of the Polish judicial system, the
main procedural rules, and the courtroom terminology.

Table 1. Participants’ Demographic Characteristics

Variable % n

Gender

Women 54.8 63

Men 452 52
Education

Elementary 8.8 10

Basic vocational 14.8 17

Secondary 34.7 40

Higher 417 48
Place of residence

Village 27 31

Town below 20,000 6.1 7

Town from 20,000 to 100,000 19.1 22

City above 100,000 47.8 55
Role in court proceedings

Plaintiff 62.6 72

Defendant 37.4 43
Which time in court

First 40.9 47

Second to fourth 50.4 58

Fifth or subsequent 8.7 10

MEASURES

The Procedural Justice Scale (PJS). The revised version tested in the pre-
sent study consists of 22 items; seven of them are reverse-coded and the remain-
ing ones are positively keyed. The PJS is a self-report measure with a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Subscale scores are
computed as the mean of scores for all items making up a given subscale. It is
also possible to compute the overall score. All PJS items are provided in Appen-
dix 1 of the present article.

As noted above (p. 88), the study was preceded by a revision of the PJS.
Items concerning formal lawsuit issues were removed from the current version of
the scale, adapted by Burdziej (2018). The removed questions included those
about the duration of the lawsuit, the frequency of visits to the court, and about
who asked the witnesses questions. Open-ended questions were removed, for
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instance the one about which aspects of the court’s work made the best impres-
sion on the party in proceedings. The stimulus format and the response scale
were made uniform.

Due to the small number of items operationalizing the key dimensions of
procedural justice in the PJS, six additional items were introduced in order to
balance the number of items in some of the subscales. This was the case with the
Neutrality and Understanding subscales. The items added to the PJS, the final
version of which is presented in Appendix 1, were marked with an asterisk. The
authors of the PJS were consulted about this.

The Temporal Satisfaction With Life Scale (TSWLS). The instrument that
was used is the Polish version of the scale developed by Pavot, Diener, and Suh
(1998; adapted by Cieciuch & Karas, 2017). The scale measures integrated an
evaluation of the quality of life as a whole that was, is, and will continue. It is
a self-report measure, in which the subjects give their answers on a 7-point scale
from completely disagree to completely agree. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s
o) was .92 for the overall score.

The Psychological Well-Being Scale (PWBS). This instrument was devel-
oped by Ryff (1989) and adapted for Polish by Cieciuch and Kara§ (2017). It
measures integrated psychological well-being understood in eudaimonic terms.
The questionnaire is a self-report measure; participants give their answers on
a 6-point scale, from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The reliability of the
scale is very high, reaching .86 for the overall score.

RESULTS

The Reliability and Basic Distribution Parameters of PJS Scores

The reliability of each subscale and the PJS as a whole was assessed by
means of several coefficients: Cronbach’s o internal consistency coefficient,
Joreskog’s composite reliability (CR) coefficient, Aranowska’s y coefficient, and
0> intra-class correlation coefficient. Intraclass coefficients were computed
in a two-factor model (type: consistency). The results are presented in Table 2.
Descriptive statistics (mean scores, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis)
are provided in Table 3. Based on the values of skewness and kurtosis, it can be
concluded that the distribution of procedural justice is close to normal: for each
scale and for the overall PJS score these values range between —1 and 1.

In the case of information about the reliability of the measure, what is im-
portant is not only to answer the question of whether and how accurately the
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observed results reflect the corresponding actual results, but also to establish how
exactly the observed results allow researchers to generalize about a person’s be-
havior in a specific class of situations—in this case, situations involving proce-
dural justice issues. Considering the increasing popularity of the generalizability
coefficient (Aranowska, 2005; Aranowska, Rytel, 2013), o, values are shown in
Table 2; it should be noted that g, is always lower than Cronbach’s a. This will
enable broader comparisons of the reliability of PJS subscales with the corre-
sponding values for other subscales of different measures.

Table 2. Reliability Coefficients for PJS Subscales and Overall Score

Scale o CR Y 02
Voice .83 91 71 41
Neutrality (impartiality) 1 .84 .65 45
Influence 25 44 32 .14
Respect .66 .82 .59 25
Understanding 48 .60 40 .19
Opverall score .89 98 .86 28

Note. o—Cronbach’s internal consistency coefficient, CR—Jo6reskog’s composite reliability coefficient,
y—Aranowska’s reliability coefficient, g,—intra-class correlation coefficient.

The above coefficients reveal that the estimated reliability is high for the
overall score and acceptable for three of the five analyzed subscales. Measure-
ment reliability for the Voice, Neutrality, and Respect subscales ranges from
moderate to high. One ought to be very cautious when interpreting and analyzing
the remaining two dimensions of procedural justice—Influence and Understand-
ing—on the basis of PJS scores. For demonstrative purposes and with a view to
future studies devoted to specific dimensions of procedural justice, these scales
were included in further analyses.

Table 3. Basic Parameters of PJS Score Distributions

Scale M SD S K
Voice 26.65 5.18 -0.37 -0.33
Neutrality (impartiality) 11.63 2.51 -0.36 -0.52
Influence 6.07 1.74 -0.03 -0.03
Respect 21.54 4.26 -0.42 0.23
Understanding 14.26 2.85 -0.06 -0.60
Opverall score 80.15 13.54 -0.33 -0.01

Note. M—mean, SD—standard deviation, S—skewness, K—kurtosis.
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The Factor Structure of Procedural Justice

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to assess the structure
of procedural justice as conceptualized by Tyler and measured with the revised
Procedural Justice Scale. The model whose fit was tested comprised five latent
factors: voice, neutrality, influence, respect, and understanding as well as the
procedural justice metavariable. The structural model with the latent variables
and their measurement model is graphically illustrated in Figure 1. The figure
shows the relations between latent variables and the corresponding observable
variables.
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Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Note. The diagram includes a model with five latent variables: voice, neutrality, influence, respect, and under-
standing, their measurement model, and the procedural justice metavariable. The observable variables (partial
indicators) operationalizing the latent variables are indicated with abbreviations referring to PJS items.

The value of the most important model fit estimator, root mean square error
of approximation (RMSEA), is .053; the bounds of its 90% confidence interval
are [.034, .070]. Their value is below .08, which has been commonly adopted as
a criterion (Szymanska, 2016). This attests to the good fit of the model (Konar-
ski, 2016). The values of most fit indices for the PJS are either good or accepta-
ble. The obtained ratio of y* and the number of degrees of freedom
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(/df = 1.32, p<.01) does not exceed 2.5 and even meets the more restrictive
criterion, recommending the rejection of models for which this ratio exceeds 2.
Only the comparative fit index (CFI = .78) reached a value slightly below the
threshold suggested in the literature (Konarski, 2016).

The confirmatory factor analysis was meant to show if the theoretically es-
tablished dimensions indeed underlie the subscales made up of partial indicators
and to what extent the factor structure obtained for the Polish sample is compa-
rable to the structure of the original measure, which would confirm the factorial
validity of the Polish version of the PJS. The proposed model with five latent
factors proved to have a good fit.

Intercorrelations of PJS Subscales

What yielded important information about the validity of the PJS was the test
of intercorrelations between its subscales. In view of the theoretical assumption
of the model (Burdziej, 2018; Tyler, 1984, 2010) that procedural justice is a con-
struct made up of interrelated dimensions, it was expected that the subscales
measuring different aspects of procedural justice would be positively interrelat-
ed. Because they load on the overall score, their correlations with this score
should also be high. Table 4 presents Pearson’s » and Spearman’s rho coefficients
between PJS subscales and the overall score.

Table 4. Intercorrelations of PJS Subscale and Overall Scores

Voice Understanding Neutrality Respect Influence
Voice 426 .766 710 542
Understanding 337 437 346
Neutrality 722 449
Respect 426
Influence
Overall score 918 .631 .831 .860 .635

Note. All correlation coefficients are significant at the level of at least .01.

The correlations obtained in the study confirmed our expectations. The anal-
ysis of the matrix of intercorrelations between the PJS subscales shows that, as
predicted, the subscales were significantly correlated with one another, and that
the directions of these correlations were predictable. Some scales are very
strongly intercorrelated: Voice and Neutrality, Voice and Respect, and Neutrality
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and Respect. Most correlations were moderate. The analysis revealed high and
significant correlations between the subscales measuring the components of pro-
cedural justice and the overall PJS score. Their values make it legitimate to con-
clude that there is an essential correlation—in this case, positive—between pro-
cedural justice as measured by the scale and its dimensions.

The correlations confirm the validity of PJS subcales. The dimensions of
procedural justice are interrelated with one another.

Criterion Validity of the PJS

To analyze the criterion validity of the PJS, an analysis of correlations be-
tween PJS scores and validation measure scores was performed.

As noted in the theoretical section, in Poland there are no psychological in-
struments operationalizing institutional justice, so we chose instruments measur-
ing other variables, which (based on previous empirical research reports and
theoretical findings)can be expected to be significantly related to the investigated
construct (Prusinski, 2018; Rousseau et al., 2009). The importance of the proce-
dural justice factor for well-being is emphasized.

According to Czapinski (2004), the main predictors of well-being are not
material factors, which, at most, foster a particular perception of satisfaction with
life. What is more important for perceived well-being than the resources gained
(the distributive effect) is the way in which they have been gained (the procedur-
al effect). Adams’s (1965) theory of justice postulates that the perception of
inequity induces tensions. According to Thibaut and Walker (1975), long-term
perception of the lack of justice brings a sense of having no control over personal
life and its predictability. Calton and Cattaneo (2014) directly show that a high
level of well-being is a function of the aggregate experience of procedural justice
associated with receiving institutional support.

Therefore, the data used in the analyses was collected by means of the Tem-
poral Satisfaction With Life Scale (Pavot et al., 1998) and the Psychological
Well-Being Scale (Ryff, 1989). Table 5 presents the correlations of the PJS
scores with scores on the above measures.
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Table 5. Correlations of PJS Subscale and Overall Scores With Validation Instruments

TSWLS )4 PWBS P
Voice 319 .001 379 .001
Understanding .102 .03 .076 .04
Neutrality 255 .006 364 .001
Respect 263 .004 295 .001
Influence 125 .02 .144 12
Procedural justice (overall score) 295 .001 .350 .001

Note. TSWLS—Temporal Satisfaction With Life Scale (overall score) and PWBS—Psychological Well-Being
Scale (overall score).

The PJS scores were significantly correlated with the validation measures.
The direction of these relationships confirms the link between perceived justice
in the courtroom and well-being, understood in accordance with both the eudai-
monic paradigm and the hedonistic one. These results are consistent with the
expectations and confirm the criterion validity of the PJS. Low correlations (one
insignificant: Influence—PWBS = .144, p = .12) were found for two PJS sub-
scales: Understanding and Influence, which confirms the earlier findings, accord-
ing to which these dimensions require better fitted operationalizations; further
validation efforts must therefore be preceded by reconstructions of these sub-
scales. What is important, the overall PJS score correlates moderately or strongly
with scores on all two validation measures.

INTERGROUP DIFFERENCES:
PJS SUBSCALES AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Results According to Gender

Although researchers argue that the social expectation of procedural justice
is universal and that this type of justice is expected to an equal degree by people
who vary in terms of education level, age, or income (Tyler & Lind, 1988), em-
pirical data from the Polish study by Burdziej (2018) lead to different analysis
results. A significant variable is gender: men tend to judge procedural justice
more critically than women do. Table 6 presents women’s and men’s PJS scores.
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Table 6. PJS Subscale and Overall Scores for Women and Men

Women (n = 63) Men (n = 52)

M SD M SD t ¥4
Voice 26.68 5.45 26.62 4.90 0.067 472
Understanding 14.56 2.76 13.90 2.95 0.652 112
Neutrality 11.76 2.33 11.46 2.73 0.300 263
Respect 21.60 4.62 21.46 3.83 0.142 43
Influence 6.27 1.96 5.83 1.41 0.443 .08
Procedural justice 80.87 14.42 79.27 12.47 1.604 265

The reported difference test results indicate that gender does not differentiate
the overall level of procedural justice. Differences have not been observed in
scores on any of the five subscales, either. Although Polish empirical data show
that men score higher than women on the PJS, the results of the present study do
not confirm these findings. It can therefore be said that the lack of gender differ-
ences confirms Tyler’s finding that the expectation of procedural effect is univer-
sal. This result may indicate that the measured procedural justice variable is
close to the model based on Tyler’s conceptualization.

Results According to Age and Education Level

Burdziej’s (2018) research includes an analysis of correlations between pro-
cedural justice and control variables, such as age or education. The analyses
show that there is no correlation between age and procedural justice; the same
goes for the education variable. Tables 7 and 8 present differences associated
with age and education.

Table 7. PJS Subscale and Overall Scores in Samples of Young Adults and Adults

Age: 20 to 40 Age: 41to 75
(n=46) (n=69) ‘ U »
M SD M SD
Voice 2791 4.03 25.81 5.7 1245.00 .05
Understanding 14.74 2.54 13.94 3.02 1.475 143
Neutrality 12.00 2.32 11.38 2.62 1406.50 298
Respect 22.00 3.55 21.23 4.67 0.947 346
Influence 6.33 1.56 5.90 1.84 1381.00 231
Procedural 82.98 10.80 78.26 14.86 1.969 .071

Note. t stands for Student’s #-test and U for Mann—Whitney U test.
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Table 8. PJS Subscale and Overall Scores for Persons With Secondary and Higher Education

Secondary education Higher education
(n=150) (n=38) ¢ U p
M SD M SD
Voice 26.46 4.18 27.66 5.76 780.00 151
Understanding 14.20 2.58 14.76 3.18 847.50 384
Neutrality 11.58 2.36 11.74 2.53 900.50 .673
Respect 21.80 3.69 21.55 4.89 910.00 735
Influence 6.10 1.47 6.18 2.20 907.00 713
Procedural justice 80.14 10.95 81.89 16.14 0.577 .566

Note. t stands for Student’s #-test and U for Mann—Whitney U test.

Research conducted by means of the PJS revealed no significant differences
in scores between young adults and adults. Education did not differentiate per-
ceived procedural justice, either. As regards the education variable, there were no
significant differences in PJS scores (i.e., in the overall score or in the subscale
scores) between the compared groups of people with secondary and higher edu-
cation.

In summary, it can be said that age and education turned out not to be signif-
icant variables for procedural justice, no differences found. The results confirm
the validity of the predictions that the expectation of procedural justice is inde-
pendent of the education level or age of those who come to court. Age and edu-
cation do not differentiate the subjective evaluation of the degree to which indi-
vidual expectations regarding an external institutional entity have been satisfied
and the degree to which the consequences of this encounter can be considered
fair.

DISCUSSION

The main aim of the study was to present the psychometric parameters of the
revised Polish version of the questionnaire measuring five dimensions of proce-
dural justice: voice, understanding, neutrality, respect, and influence. Another
aim was to verify the structure of procedural justice because previous results
pointed to a model somewhat different from the four-factor model suggested by
Tyler (Burdziej, 2018). It was therefore tested whether and to what extent Tyler’s
four-component structure of procedural justice was reproduced and to what
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extent psychometric assessment made it legitimate to leave the model proposed
by Burdziej and his team unchanged.

The adopted validation strategy yielded the expected results, showing ac-
ceptable goodness of measurement. In the Polish population, the study yielded
a PJS factor structure close to the results obtained by Burdziej (2018). The re-
sults of confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the five-factor structure of proce-
dural justice found by the Polish research team.

The structure of procedural justice is complex and cannot be reduced to a po-
tentially simpler pattern. The reproduction of the dimensions of Tyler’s model
attests to the high correspondence between the results of CFA analyses and the
Tylerian model of procedural justice. It therefore seems that the proposed model
should be treated as more than merely an empirical descriptive model.

The above is also related to the stability of the proposed structural model.
Further empirical studies will undoubtedly cast new light on this issue. Neverthe-
less, it should be noted even now that the present empirical study of a Polish
population confirmed the stability of the factor structure of procedural justice. It
therefore seems more and more likely that further empirical studies will reveal
the core of procedural justice, which may have a universal character. Three fac-
tors: voice, respect and neutrality, seem to have this kind of character.

The interrelations between the dimensions of procedural justice revealed in
the Polish study shows that it should be expected that procedural justice is a phe-
nomenon comprising interdependent components. Consequently, in order to ac-
curately define the phenomenon of procedural justice, it is necessary to consider
its multiple aspects simultaneously. Building the subjective evaluation of the
fairness of court proceedings is the outcome of a complex network of interac-
tions taking place at several essentially interrelated levels. Perhaps it is precisely
due to this coherence of its various dimensions that procedural justice is, ulti-
mately, such an important aspect of a person’s functioning in institutional struc-
tures.

The revised PJS also turned out to have acceptable criterion validity: its
scores were strongly correlated with well-being and, less strongly, with satisfac-
tion with life. The last of these results highlights the distinct character of the
analyzed construct and, perhaps, its essential stability, as opposed to well-being
as understood in both the eudaimonic and hedonistic paradigms.

The elaborate analysis of PJS reliability, including not only the standard es-
timators of this dimension of measure goodness, showed that the reliability coef-
ficients of three out of the five subscales: Voice, Neutrality, and Respect, as well
as overall score reliability, were high or acceptable. The values of most reliability
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estimators for two subscales: Understanding and Influence, were unacceptable or
bordered on acceptable. This means that scores on these subscales should not be
taken into account in individual assessment. In this respect, work on the measure
has not been completed: the PJS requires further research, which may confirm or
falsify the internal consistency of the subscales in question.

It is worth noting that also the results of intergroup analyses confirm the as-
sumptions of the model of procedural justice. The social expectation of proce-
dural justice is universal; this justice is expected to the same degree by women
and men, across education levels and ages. The demographic variables included
in the present study turned out not to have a differentiating character.

The revised version of the PJS presented in this article clears up most of the
doubts that a psychologist might have about the version of the scale adapted by
Burdziej (2018). It should be noted that the first, highly valuable version was
prepared by sociologists and was used in studies conducted in accordance with
a methodology different than psychological. The version of the PJS validated in
the present study concerns exclusively the area of behaviors identifiable with the
measured construct and does not include items operationalizing formal issues,
least of all organizational and infrastructural ones. This means the presented
questionnaire distinctly operationalizes an important theoretical construct (Hor-
nowska, 2006). The PJS has been made uniform in terms of test item format—
both the stimulus and the scale on which the respondent indicates his or her reac-
tion. Some of the subscales have been expanded to include more behavioral indi-
cators, the assumption being that the more indicators of various kinds are taken
into account, the more accurate conclusions it is possible to reach concerning
a given psychological characteristic.

In summary, it is legitimate to say that the revised PJS can successfully be
used in research, with two reservations. The first reservation is that some of the
subscales require further validation, particularly in respect of reliability. The
other one is that further studies should make it possible to answer the question of
whether there are dimensions of procedural justice in the population for which
the measure has been adapted that have not been considered before at the theo-
retical level but constitute a significant component of the analyzed phenomenon.
It is worth stressing, as Jonkisz (1998) does, that no model—not even a very
well-fitted one—is the only model distributing a phenomenon. In the process of
constructing, revising, and adapting psychological measures, the construction
of alternative models is an important and valuable practice. Further research will
undoubtedly test whether or not the proposed structure of procedural justice is
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universal and if it explains the phenomenon adequately. The results supplement
the findings of previous studies on the theory of procedural justice.
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Appendix 1

Procedural Justice Scale
Polish adaptation by Burdziej & Pilitowski, 2014
Revised by Prusinski, 2018

Instruction

The statements below refer to your experience in the courtroom. Indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement. For each item, choose one of the following five answers:

1—strongly disagree
2—moderately disagree
3—hard to say
4—moderately agree
S5—strongly agree

Circle only one answer next to each item. Do not omit any of them.

1. Sedzia wystuchat(a) mojego stanowiska z nalezyta uwaga.

2. Miatem(am) poczucie, Ze nie rozumiem, co dzieje si¢ na sali sadowe;.

3. Sedzia byl(a) do mnie uprzedzony(a).

4. Se¢dzia traktowal(a) mnie w uprzejmy sposob.

5. Nie mialem poczucia wplywu na przebieg posiedzenia.

6. Podczas posiedzenia/rozprawy moglem(am) w satysfakcjonujacy sposob przedstawic¢ swo-
je dowody.

7. Miatem(am) poczucie, ze rozumiem w pelni jezyk, ktorym postugiwano si¢ na sali sadowe;.

8. Sedzia patrzyl(a) mi w oczy, gdy si¢ komunikowalisSmy.

9. Sedzia przedstawit(a) plan posiedzenia.

10.
sposob.*
11.
terminy.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Mam poczucie, ze postgpowanie sadowe jest prowadzone przez sedziego w rzetelny
Sedzia w zrozumialy sposdb wyjasnial(a) kwestie proceduralne i uzywane przez siebie

Sedzia otrzymatl(a) wystarczajaca ilos¢ informacji, by podja¢ wlasciwa decyzjg.
Sedzia nie wzigl(¢ta) pod uwage przedstawionych przeze mnie dowodow.
Sedzia w rownym stopniu wzigl(¢ta) pod uwage argumenty obu stron.
Sedzia upewnial(a) si¢, ze rozumiem, co dzieje si¢ na sali sagdowe;.
Sedzia zwracal(a) si¢ do mnie nie uzywajac zwrotow grzecznosciowych.
Miatem poczucie wptywu na decyzje s¢dziego.

Stworzono mi mozliwo$¢ przedstawienia wlasnego stanowiska.*

Mam poczucie, ze s¢dzia potraktowal(a) mnie z godnoscia.*

Mam poczucie, ze nie zostalem wystuchany.*

Sedzia podczas postgpowania zachowywal(a) neutralno$é.*

To co dziato si¢ na sali sadowej byto dla mnie niejasne.*



