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ABSTRACT 

PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE, JOB SATISFACTION, AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT IN INTERCOLLEGIATE 
ATHLETICS: A STUDY OF NCAA MEN'S SPORT COACHES 

Dustin F. Thorn 

December 11, 2009 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship among 

organizational justice components, overall job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment within the intercollegiate athletics setting. Perceptions of three 

organizational justice components (procedural, distributive, and interactional), overall job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment were gathered from head and assistant 

coaches of NCAA Division I and III baseball, men's basketball, and wrestling programs. 

Findings indicated the following: (a) significant interactional effects were found 

between sport type and NCAA Division, (b) a significant interactional effect was found 

between sport type and job title, (c) no significant differences were present on 

perceptions of overall job satisfaction or organizational commitment, (d) different 

organizational justice components contributed uniquely to predicting both overall job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment among all sport types, and (e) while sport 

type did not significantly moderate the relationship between distributive justice and 

overall job satisfaction, marginal means plots did indicate interactions to be present. 

The discussion of the findings centers on three points. First, perceptions of 

organizational justice components among male sport coaches predict overall job 
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satisfaction and organizational commitment differently. While the focus of intercollegiate 

athletics typically hovers around the topic of resource distribution, the present study 

found perceptions of overall job satisfaction and organization commitment of non­

revenue-generating coaches is predicated by procedural and interactional justice. Second, 

interactional justice was supported as an independent component of organizational justice 

in the sport setting. Athletic decision makers have the ability to change perceptions of 

fairness with little organizational change. However, challenges do exists as some athletic 

decision makers do not have the ability to change their interactional approach. Finally, 

sport type did interact in the relationship between organizational justice and both overall 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. This finding challenges athletic decision 

makers to seek the use of decision making models that affect all sport types in a positive 

manner. 

Suggestions for practical application by athletic department decision makers, 

including: (a) focus on interactions with coaches, (b) develop a scoring or tracking 

system of organizational justice components, and (c) segment sports based on revenue 

generation. Finally, the present study provides three suggestions for future research: (a) 

expand the literature of interactional justice, (b) further define of sport type based on 

revenue generation, and (c) examine these variables outside of intercollegiate athletics. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The landscape of intercollegiate sport has changed over the past 20 years. 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) member institutions, at all Divisions (I, 

II, and III), have drastically increased their athletic operating expenses. The NCAA 

reported that for the 2006 fiscal year the largest total athletic expenses for a Division I 

Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) institution was $101,805,000, while the median total 

expenditure of an FBS institution was $38,602,000 (NCAA, 2008c). These figures differ 

dramatically from the 1989 NCAA report which indicated the average Division I-A 

institution carried athletic operating expenses of only $9,700,000 (NCAA, 2005a). These 

figures alone may indicate the intercollegiate athletics sector is performing well 

financially. However, the 2006 NCAA report also revealed only 19 of the 119 FBS 

athletic programs reported positive net revenue (NCAA, 2008c). Of programs reporting a 

net loss, the average deficit was $8,923,000. Finally, the NCAA reported that the gap 

between financially successful programs and financially burdened programs continues to 

increase and has doubled since 2004 (NCAA, 2008c). The same trend holds true for 

lower NCAA Divisions. The NCAA reported that for Division III institutions with 

football programs, the average athletics operating expense for the 2003 fiscal year was 

$1,570,000, a 185% increase from 1989's average athletics expenditures of $550,000 

(NCAA, 2005b). 



The growth in athletic expenditures emphasizes the institutions' need to generate 

additional revenue, which can be challenging. According to Equity in Athletics 

Disclosure Act (EADA) database only three sports generated a profit for Division I FBS 

institutions in the 2006-07 academic year - football, men's basketball, and men's ice 

hockey (EADA, 2007). The combination of the EADA data and the NCAA financial 

reports indicate only a small number of revenue generating sport programs generate 

sufficient revenue needed to support the escalating expenses of intercollegiate athletics. 

This scenario creates a burden for athletic department decision makers who appear to be 

seeking more revenue streams through athletics, yet only a few sport programs seem able 

to achieve this revenue generating objective. Results of these burdening decisions have 

lead to changes in institutional support for particular sport programs 

Another example of the changing landscape for intercollegiate athletics is the 

change in number of men's sports offered among NCAA member institutions. For the 

academic years 1988-89 to 2006-07, across all three NCAA Divisions (I, II, and III), 101 

fewer institutions offer wrestling among their vast sport programs. However, during the 

same period, NCAA member institutions have increased the number of men's basketball 

programs by 37 (NCAA, 2008a). 

Over time, these changes in organizational structure can affect behaviors within 

an organization as well as, across an industry sector. As the select few revenue generating 

sports continue to receive more resources than non-revenue-generating-sports, coaches 

affected by these changes may have different perceptions of fairness in the workplace. 

Perceptions of fairness have been linked to job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Hence, there is a need to examine the 
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fairness perceptions of revenue and non-revenue-generating sport coaches and the effects 

those perceptions have on job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The present 

study aims to measure perceptions of fairness and the interactions these perceptions may 

have with job satisfaction and organizational commitment among revenue and non­

revenue-generating sport coaches. Assessing coaches' perceptions of fairness may 

provide decision makers within athletic departments with useful information for creating 

an environment conducive for all sport coaches to be both satisfied and committed and 

increase organizational success both on and off the playing field. The following chapter 

will provide justification for the present study by: (a) outlining the existing literature on 

organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment; (b) establishing a 

purpose; (c) identifying the significance of the study; (d) establishing research questions; 

and (c) defining the terms used in the study. 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice is defined as the study of the role of fairness as a 

consideration in the workplace (Greenberg, 1990). The literature on organizational justice 

has provided scholars with three distinct research streams. Distributive justice examines 

an individual's perception of fairness of actual outcomes of the resource distribution 

process. Procedural justice examines an individual's perception of fairness in relation to 

the policies and procedures used by an organization to make decisions. Finally, 

interactional justice examines an individual's perceptions of fairness in relation to the 

interpersonal interactions within the organization during the resource distribution process. 

The distributive justice literature is grounded in the work of Adams (1963, 1965) 

and Deutsch (1975). Adams proposed a theory of social inequity, where an individual 
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perceives job inputs and/or outcomes in an obverse relation to how he/she perceives the 

inputs and/or outcomes of other employees within an organization. Specifically, 

individuals will compare their input to outcome ratios with those of others within the 

organization. Individuals who perceive this ratio to be unequal will alter their behaviors 

in an attempt to stabilize the perceived imbalance of distribution. Deutsch believed 

Adams' use of equity as a single determinant of justice was a limited perspective. 

Therefore, Deutsch introduced two additional methods of resource allocation, equality 

and need. Equality based distributive justice refers to decision makers choosing to 

distribute resources equally throughout an organization regardless of contribution. Need 

based distributive justice refers to decision makers choosing to distribute resources based 

on a determination of need. 

The procedural justice literature is grounded in the work of Thibault and Walker 

(1975). Thibault and Walker defined procedural justice as an individual's perception of 

fairness based upon organizational policies and procedures. Thibault and Walker 

investigated individual reactions to simulated dispute resolution procedures using two 

types of control, process control and decision control. Process control dealt with the 

disputant's lack of control over the collection and presentation of evidence bearing on 

his/her case. Decision control dealt with legal procedures which offer high degrees of 

input in the decision making process. Thibault and Walker concluded that the amount of 

"voice" the disputant had in the decision-making process impacted an individual's 

perception of fairness. 

The interactional justice literature is grounded in the work of Bies and Moag 

(1986). Interactional justice is defined as an individual's perception of fairness based 
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upon the interpersonal communications with the organization (Greenberg & Colquitt, 

2005). Through his own interpersonal interactions, Bies noticed the assessment of 

interpersonal treatment was process focused while the actual interaction was not. Bies 

and Moag explained that interactional treatment is conceptually different than the 

structuring of procedures, and can therefore be separated as a unique dimension of 

organizational justice. 

Most research on organizational justice has focused on distributive and procedural 

justice and their relation to organizational behavior. The use of interactional justice in 

studies has been limited due to the discussion of whether it is a unique construct of 

organizational justice or simply a sub-construct of procedural justice (Cropanzano & 

Greenberg, 1997; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1997). However, several researchers have 

provided evidence and support for the use of interactional justice as a distinct and unique 

construct (Bies & Moag, 1986; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, 

Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Moorman, 1991). Cohen-Charash and Spector provided 

support for the distinctions among the three organizational justice components in a meta­

analysis of justice in organizations. The meta-analysis concluded that while the three 

components of organizational justice are strongly related, there is sufficient evidence to 

consider them distinct constructs as each construct had different relationships between 

each other and their correlates. In another meta-analysis of organizational justice, 

Colquitt et al. (2001) indicated procedural justice predicted both job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. This finding was contradicted by Cohen-Charash and 

Spector (2001) who found that only organizational commitment was significantly related 

to procedural justice and trust. 
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These studies provide a foundation for understanding organizational justice. 

However, most literature on organizational justice has focused on industries outside of 

the sport setting leaving many questions regarding the affect fairness perceptions have on 

sport organizations. The following section will summarize the literature on organizational 

justice within the intercollegiate athletic context. 

Prior Research on Organizational Justice in Intercollegiate Athletics 

The literature on organizational justice within intercollegiate athletics has 

examined athletic directors and administrators (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a; Mahony, 

Hums & Riemer, 2002, 2005; Patrick, Mahony, & Petrosko, 2008), athletic board chairs 

(Mahony et aI., 2002, 2005), students (Mahony, Reimer, Breeding, & Hums, 2006), 

student-athletes (Jordan, Gillentine, & Hunt, 2004; Mahony et aI., 2006), and coaches 

(Hums & Chelladurai, 1994b; Jordan et aI. 2004; Whisenant & Jordan, 2006). These 

studies mainly focused on three independent variables: (a) athletic job position, (b) 

NCAA Division, and (c) gender. 

Studies examining differences in perceived fairness based on athletic job position 

have revealed two interesting findings. First, studies found little difference among 

positions within an athletic department with regards to the perception of fairness in 

intercollegiate athletics (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994b; Mahony et aI., 2002, 2005). 

Second, studies indicated consistency among athletic positions when asked which 

distributive justice practice was most fair. Most studies indicated distribution practices 

based on equality and need were perceived as the most fair (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a; 

Mahony & Pastore, 1998; Mahony et aI. 2002). 
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Examining NCAA Division level has lead to inconsistent results (Hums & 

Chelladurai, 1994b; Mahony et aI., 2002). Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) found no 

significant difference in perceptions of distributive justice among Division levels with 

respondents from all three Divisions viewing equality of treatment, need, and equality of 

results as the most just sub-principles of distributive justice. Mahony et ai. (2002) 

concluded that decision makers at Division I institutions were more likely to select 

distribution based on contribution, while those at Division III institutions were more 

likely to select distribution based on equality. Mahony et ai. (2005) also examined 

divisional differences with respect to perceptions of need. Division I administrators 

responded by indicating lack of revenue, competitive success, and Title IX issues were 

the primary determinants of need. In contrast, Division III administrators responded by 

indicating high costs of sport, travel, and equipment were the primary determinants of 

need. These results support using NCAA Division as an independent variable in 

organizational justice studies in the college sport setting. 

The literature on organizational justice in the sport setting has generated several 

studies indicating significant differences based on gender. Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) 

found that gender was the only independent variable to have significant differences. 

Males rated contribution significantly higher, while females rated equality of treatment 

significantly higher in each of six distribution scenarios. Mahony et ai. (2006) found that 

while male and female athletes and students rated equality of treatment and need as the 

fairest allocation methods, women were stronger supporters of distribution based on 

equality, while men supported distribution based on need and contribution to the 
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program. These findings clearly indicated gender differences in organizational justice 

perceptions exist and warrant further studying. 

These studies provide a good first step in understanding organizational justice in a 

sport context. However, many questions still remain regarding the affect fairness 

perceptions have on organizational variables like job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. Further examination of the relationship among these variables is necessary. 

The following sections will summarize the theoretical background and application of 

both job satisfaction and organizational commitment to the sport setting. 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is one of the most frequently studied topics in management and 

industrial psychology (Chelladurai, 1999). However, a universal definition of job 

satisfaction has yet to be established. Chelladurai (1999) defined job satisfaction as an 

individual's evaluation of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral elements in his/her job 

responsibilities. The literature on job satisfaction can be divided in four parts: (a) 

theoretical background, (b) theories of job satisfaction, (c) facets of job satisfaction, and 

(d) consequences of job satisfaction. These four parts provide an understanding of the 

complicated construct of job satisfaction. 

The theoretical background on job satisfaction comes from the works of Taylor 

(1911), Mayo (1933, 1945), and Maslow (1943). Talyor (1911) introduced scientific 

management theory, stating the success of an organization was dependent upon the 

success of the employees. Under this theory an organization must identify the needs of 

the employees and tie the meeting of those needs to organizational outcomes. As a result 

both the organization and employee prospered. Mayo (1945) later identified a missing 
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component to scientific management theory (e g. social sciences such as psychology, 

sociology, political science, etc.). Mayo understood that interpersonal relationships 

within an organization existed, yet were often forgotten as a precursor to production, 

absenteeism, and morale. Therefore, Mayo suggested managers apply an element of 

social science to the work environment in an attempt to develop both organizational and 

social skills, as they both applied to an individual's acceptance of work. Finally, Maslow 

(1943) introduced the hierarchy of needs. This hierarchy explained an individual's 

development of needs as he or she ventured through life. Maslow later stated that the 

hierarchy was a fluid model, meaning that individuals' needs change as conditions in 

their lives change. The ultimate goal for each individual is to reach a state of self­

actualization, where all other needs are met and one has reached his/her fullest potential. 

The complexity of the construct of job satisfaction has made research on the topic 

difficult. Two streams of thought have emerged in the literature - job satisfaction as a 

derivative of facet influence and job satisfaction as an influence on organizational 

outcomes. Studies focused on the facet influence of job satisfaction have identified 

numerous facets related to satisfaction with a particular job. The research on facet based 

job satisfaction resulted in the development of several theories and instruments used to 

measure job satisfaction. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) proposed a two­

factor theory where satisfaction is determined by either "motivating" (intrinsic elements 

controlled by the individual) or "hygiene" (extrinsic elements controlled by the 

organization) factors. Dawis, England, and Lofquist (1964) expanded the two-factor 

theory by establishing the Minnesota Model of Job Satisfaction measuring satisfaction on 

20 work-related employee needs. Locke (1976) developed the Value-Based Theory of 
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Satisfaction claiming individuals derive their satisfaction from matching their values with 

the outcomes of the job. Lawler's Facet -Satisfaction Model (1973) theorized that 

individuals perceive satisfaction based on an assessment of work-related facets of the job. 

Individuals can be satisfied with facets of their job but not their overall job. Finally, 

Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) developed the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), which was 

later revised by Balzer, Smith, Kravitz, Lovell, Paul, Reilly, and Reilly (1990), to 

measure five facets of job satisfaction (assigned work, pay, promotion, supervision, and 

co-workers). Chelladurai (1999) stated that the JDI is "perhaps the most popular scale for 

measuring job satisfaction" (p. 242). Each of these instruments has been used to 

determine how individuals develop their perception of job satisfaction. Another line of 

research has focused on how an individual's perceptions of job satisfaction relates to 

organizational outcomes. 

Cranny, Smith, and Stone (1992) performed a meta-analysis on the literature of 

job satisfaction and identified three classes of satisfaction consequences to an 

organization: (a) non-work behaviors, (b) work performance, and (c) mental and physical 

health of workers. Cranny et ai. found studies on non-work behaviors have focused on the 

effect of dissatisfaction rather than satisfaction, based on the rationale that individuals 

who are satisfied are likely not to have negative non-work behaviors. Cranny et aI., also 

found research on satisfaction and performance has shown weak correlations. Finally, 

Cranny et ai. found stress caused by levels of satisfaction affects an individual's mental 

and physical health. Mental health consequences include poor decision making, 

withdrawal behaviors, and depression. Physical health consequences included premature 

aging, high blood pressure, and cardiovascular disease. 
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Prior Research on Job Satisfaction in Intercollegiate Athletics 

Studies examining job satisfaction within intercollegiate athletics have examined 

the satisfaction of both administrators and coaches. Studies on the job satisfaction of 

athletic administrators have focused on differences between genders. Robinson, Terick, 

and Carpenter (2001) analyzed job satisfaction among NCAA Division III athletic 

directors, finding male athletic directors were more satisfied with the facets of pay and 

work content, while female athletic directors were more satisfied with co-workers and 

supervision. Both male and female athletic directors indicated dissatisfaction with 

promotion, which is understandable given that the highest job role within an athletic 

department is an athletic director. 

Most literature on job satisfaction in the intercollegiate athletics setting focused 

on the satisfaction of the coach. Evans (1983) concluded that sport type affected job 

satisfaction among coaches. Specifically, revenue-generating sport coaches rated 

satisfaction with administration/organization and recognition higher than non-revenue 

generating sport coaches. Non-revenue generating sport coaches rated work demands 

higher than revenue generating sport coaches. Both sport types were satisfied with job 

security, personal initiative, racial balance, and overall satisfaction, while both sport 

types reported dissatisfaction with pay. 

Studies on job satisfaction of coaches in the intercollegiate setting have also 

focused on gender differences. Snyder (1990) conducted a study investigating the effects 

of leader behavior and organizational climate on intercollegiate coaches' job satisfaction. 

Snyder concluded there were gender differences on the satisfaction of supervision among 

both full and part-time coaches. Pastore (1994) also examined differences in job 
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satisfaction of coaches based on the gender. Pastore found female coaches were more 

satisfied with pay, promotion, and overall job satisfaction than their male counterparts. 

Studies have also examined differences among NCAA Division level on the job 

satisfaction of coaches. Pastore (1993) found Division III coaches were more satisfied 

than Division I and II coaches. Similarly, Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) found 

significant differences between NCAA Divisions with Division III coaches indicating 

significantly higher satisfaction with the amount of work than Division I coaches. 

Researchers have used several instruments for measuring job satisfaction in the 

sport setting. Hendon (1983) contributed by developing the Coaches Job Satisfaction 

Inventory (CJSI) measuring nine factors of job satisfaction. Pastore (1993) used the Job 

Descriptive Index (JDI) and the Job In General (JIG) to find sport type may affect the 

supervision facet of job satisfaction among NCAA coaches of women's teams. Finally, 

Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) developed the Coaches Satisfaction Questionnaire. 

Organizational Commitment 

Similar to job satisfaction, research on organizational commitment has lead to 

inconsistencies in developing a universal definition. While there is no formal definition 

of organizational commitment in the academic literature, Porter, Steers, Mowday, and 

Boulian's (1974) definition is commonly used. Porter et al. defined organizational 

commitment as " ... the strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in 

a particular organization" (p. 604). This definition is further characterized by three factors 

of the individual: (a) the individual strongly believes in and accepts the organization's 

goals and values, (b) the individual is willing to exert considerable effort on behalf of the 

organization, and (c) the individual has a strong desire to maintain organizational 
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membership (Porter et al.) The literature on organizational commitment has divided the 

construct of commitment into six dimensions: (a) components, (b) foci, (c) consequences, 

and (d) correlates. Each of these dimensions plays a role in the organizational behavior of 

the employee. 

The theoretical background for the construct of organizational commitment has 

revealed three distinct components and bases of commitment: (a) continuance - the need 

to be committed, (b) affective - wanting to be committed, and (c) normative - a feeling 

of having ought to be committed. The theory on continuance commitment is based on 

studies by Becker (1960) and later defined by Meyer and Allen (1991) as " ... an 

awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization. Employees whose 

primary link to the organization is based on continuance commitment remain because 

they need to do so" (p. 67). Affective commitment was derived from studies by Buchanan 

(1974). Buchanan theorized individuals have commitment-relevant experiences in their 

tenure with an organization, which influence their emotional attachment to the 

organization. Meyer and Allen (1991) defined affective commitment as " ... the 

employee's emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the 

organization. Employees with a strong affective commitment continue employment with 

the organization because they want to do so" (p. 67). Normative commitment was 

developed from Wiener's (1982) suggestion that internalized normative pressures, a 

person's attitude toward performing a particular act, must be accounted for in examining 

an individual's commitment. Meyer and Allen (1991) defined normative commitment as 

" ... a feeling of obligation to continue employment. Employees with a high level of 

normative commitment feel that they ought to remain with the organization" (p. 67). 
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Meyer and Allen (1991) combined these three theories together and developed the three­

component model for organizational commitment. Later, Meyer and Allen (1997) 

suggested these components are not mutually exclusive and must therefore be analyzed as 

a collection of commitments which ultimately define an individual's overall commitment. 

Components of organizational commitment examine why individuals are 

committed to an organization. Many of these studies have included antecedents or foci of 

commitment in an effort to further understand how individuals develop their perception 

of commitment. Antecedents of commitment can be broken into five categories: (a) 

personal characteristics, (b) job characteristics, (c) organizational characteristics, (d) 

group/leader relations, and (e) role states (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Mathieu and Zajac 

stated job characteristics (e.g. skill, autonomy, scope) offer the most promise as 

antecedents of organizational commitment. While studies on components and antecedents 

of commitment offer insight to how an individual formulates hislher perception of 

organizational commitment, they do not offer an understanding to the consequences of 

commitment. 

Consequences of organizational commitment are important to understand as they 

focus on the critical outcomes of commitment. The literature on organizational 

commitment has defined two types of organizational commitment consequences, 

performance and withdrawal behaviors. Performance has produced weak correlations 

with organizational commitment (Chelladurai, 1999), while relationships with withdrawal 

behaviors have shown much stronger correlations. Withdrawal behaviors include poor 

attendance, lateness, and turnover. Results indicate that involuntary absence and 

commitment have a significant negative relationship (Gellatly; 1995; Hackett, Bycio, & 
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Hausdorff, 1994; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Somers; 1995). Turnover has shown the 

strongest relationship with organizational commitment. Employees showing higher 

intentions to leave the organization are less committed (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). 

Findings of these studies have provided some insight on how commitment affects 

organizational outcomes. Still, both component and consequence focused research has 

shown the construct of commitment to be very complex largely due to the number of 

variables affecting commitment perceptions. A number of these variables have been 

identified as being correlates of commitment. 

The construct of organizational commitment is very complex due to a number of 

correlates. Six specific correlates of organizational commitment have been identified: (a) 

motivation, (b) job involvement, (c) stress, (d) occupational commitment, (e) union 

commitment, and (f) job satisfaction (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Of these correlates with 

organizational commitment, job satisfaction has received the most attention in the 

literature. Studies have shown both facets of job satisfaction and overall job satisfaction 

to be highly correlated with organizational commitment. However, results of these 

studies need to be taken with some caution as both job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment have been found to be dependent on characteristic of both the job and 

organization. Therefore, study findings can only be applied to specific jobs or industry 

segments. Mathieu and Zajac stressed the need for further understanding the relationship 

between job satisfaction and organizational commitment through analysis of different 

influencing variables (e.g. organizational justice perceptions) and application to different 

industry segments (e.g. intercollegiate athletics). 

Prior Research on Organizational Commitment in Intercollegiate Athletics 
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While the literature on the relationship among organizational justice, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment is limited outside of the sport context, there 

are even fewer studies within the sport context. Jordan (2001) examined the relationship 

between organizational justice and job satisfaction among NCAA Division I and III head 

basketball coaches. Findings indicated male coaches rated all measures of organizational 

justice, overall satisfaction, and five facets of job satisfaction higher than female coaches. 

Divisional differences indicated Division III coaches rated procedural and interactional 

justice higher, while Division I coaches rated distributive justice higher. Division I 

coaches also scored higher on overall job satisfaction and all facets of satisfaction, with 

the exception of supervision. 

The literature on organizational commitment in intercollegiate athletics has 

focused on the coach. Raedeke, Granzyk, and Warren (2000) found that coaches were 

significantly different in regard to burnout and commitment when comparing across three 

distinct clusters: (a) coaches who are committed to attraction-based factors will have low 

levels of burnout and high levels of commitment, (b) coaches committed to entrapment­

based factors will have high rates of burnout and low rates of commitment, and (c) 

coaches who are not committed to either determinant will have low rating for both 

burnout and commitment. Similarly, Raedeke, Warren, and Granzyk (2002) found 

significant differences in current versus former coaches. Current coaches reported higher 

commitment, less attractive alternative options, higher investments, and higher social 

constraints than former coaches. 

Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) found differences in organizational 

commitment existed among American intercollegiate coaches and Japanese coaches. 

16 



Coaches in the United States indicated more commitment to their occupation, while 

Japanese coaches were more committed to their organization. 

Cunningham and Sagas (2004) studied the influence of age, ethnicity, and 

organizational tenure on occupational and organizational commitment among NCAA 

Division IA football coaches. They found ethnic diversity and tenure, along with positive 

attitudes, contributed significantly towards both occupational and organizational 

commitment and negatively to turnover intentions. Turner and Chelladurai (2005) 

examined the multidimensional model of commitment among coaches. Their findings 

were similar to Cunningham and Sagas, and indicated that both occupational and 

organizational commitment were significant and negatively correlated with intention to 

leave. 

An understanding of how perceptions of fairness affect an individual's 

perceptions of job satisfaction and organizational commitment provides several benefits 

for the organization. First, decision makers who understand how perceptions of fairness 

affect organizational behaviors have the ability to alter working conditions in an attempt 

to reduce negative organizational outcomes, such as tardiness, absenteeism, and turnover. 

This implication has the potential to be very cost effective for the organization as it will 

reduce costs related to job searches, training, and lost production. Secondly, studies have 

shown that perceptions of fairness often provide a foundation from which future 

experiences will be compared (Tremblay, Sire, & Balkin, 2000; Van Den Bos, Vermunt, 

& Wilke, 1997). Individuals who have positive organizational experience will be less 

influenced by negative organizational outcomes. As a result these individuals have higher 

perceptions of satisfaction and commitment compared to individuals who have negative 
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organizational experiences. For these reasons it is important to examine how fairness 

perceptions relate to organizational behaviors like job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. 

The Relationship Among Organizational Justice, Job Satisfaction, and 

Organizational Commitment 

The literature on organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment has primarily examined each of these constructs separately. Few studies 

have examined the relationship among these constructs. Part of this literature has focused 

on the distinction of satisfaction and commitment as independent constructs. The 

correlations between satisfaction and commitment have lead to inconsistencies in the use 

of these constructs as independent variables (Glisson & Durick, 1988; Mowday, Porter, 

& Steers, 1982). Martin and Bennett (1996) used a four model approach to support 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction as independent constructs. 

Researchers have also examined the relationship between fairness perceptions and 

specific organizational outcomes, such as job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. Results of these studies have been inconsistent in determining how fairness 

perceptions affect satisfaction and commitment. Many studies have found procedural 

justice to be a stronger predictor of job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

(Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Dailey & Kirk, 1992; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; 

Martin & Bennett, 1996; Moorman, 1991). However, others have found distributive 

justice to be the stronger predictor of job satisfaction (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; 

Schappe, 1998). Finally, Tang and Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996) suggested both distributive 

and procedural justice, are important determinants of job satisfaction. In summary, 
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despite a number of studies examining the relationship between fairness perceptions and 

organizational outcomes, a great deal of disagreement and inconsistency is still present 

which limits a complete understanding of the relationship. Our understanding of the 

relationship between organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment together is even more limited. 

Only a few studies have examined organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment together. However, findings in the studies examining these 

relationships have been inconsistent. In a study conducted shortly after an organizational 

restructuring, Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) found that distributive justice predicted job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment more strongly than procedural justice. These 

findings conflicted with prior studies indicating procedural justice played a stronger role 

in developing a sense of organizational commitment (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; 

McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Martin and Bennett (1996) found that an individual's 

organizational commitment is determined by perceptions of procedural fairness, and both 

distributive and procedural justice was antecedents to facet-specific job satisfaction. 

These studies provide a good first step in understanding the relationship of organizational 

justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment outside a sport context. 

While the literature on the relationship among organizational justice, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment is limited outside of the sport context, there 

are even fewer studies within the sport context. The majority of the studies examining 

these constructs have focused on the perceptions of the coach. Turner (2001) examined 

commitment and satisfaction among NCAA Division I and III coaches. Findings 

indicated no significant differences between gender, NCAA division, and marital/lifestyle 
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status. However, all four bases of commitment significantly correlated with intention to 

leave. Commitment foci also had a greater influence on performance than satisfaction. 

Turner and Jordan (2006) found that satisfaction influenced intention to leave 

more than commitment among coaches. Turner and Pack's (2008) findings indicated 

turnover intentions and job satisfaction differed among commitment profile groups. 

Coaches who fell within in the non-committed or continuance commitment groups 

showed significantly higher ratings of turnover intentions. 

Jordan (2001) examined the relationship between organizational justice and job 

satisfaction among NCAA Division I and III head basketball coaches. Findings showed 

that male coaches rated all measures of organizational justice, overall satisfaction, and 

five facets of job satisfaction higher than female coaches. Divisional differences indicated 

that Division III coaches rated procedural and interactional justice higher, while Division 

I coaches rated distributive justice higher. Division I coaches also scored higher on 

overall job satisfaction and all facets of satisfaction, with the exception of supervision. 

These studies provide a good first step in understanding the complex relationship 

among organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment in the 

sport setting. Yet, many questions remain regarding the how fairness perceptions affect 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment in intercollegiate athletics. Specifically, 

the variable of sport type based on revenue generation has received almost no attention in 

the literature. Further investigation of this relationship in the intercollegiate athletics 

setting can provide useful information to athletic decision makers. 

Statement of the Problem 
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The structure of intercollegiate athletic departments offers unique challenges to 

colleges and universities. While the average Division I institution sponsored 19 men's 

sports in the academic year 2006-07 (NCAA, 2006), only three of these sports actually 

produced a profit (football, men's basketball and men's ice hockey) (EADA, 2008). 

These statistics indicate a setting where the revenue potential of only a few sports is 

financing the majority of the organization. This dynamic within athletic departments, 

combined with the increased expenses and shifts in sponsored sports, has likely produced 

different perceptions of organizational justice among revenue and non-revenue­

generating sport coaches. These differing perceptions can lead to a number of different 

forms of organizational distress such as high turnover, toxic organizational environment, 

and lower levels of success. Each of these negative effects on an athletic department can 

indirectly impact the organization's budget through paying contractual obligations to 

prior coaches, legal fees through potential organizational misconduct, fewer donations 

and decreased ticket sales due to poor performance. Therefore, the need to understand 

differences in coaches' perceptions of fairness among revenue and non-revenue 

generating sports and the impact of these perceptions is paramount to an athletic 

administrator's ability to effectively support the needs of all department employees. 

Purposes of the Present Study 

The purposes of the study were fourfold: (a) to determine if differences in 

coaches' perceptions of organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate 

male sport coaches (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-dec1ine), (b) to determine differences in coaches' levels of overall job 

satisfaction, (c) to determine differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational 
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commitment, and (d) to examine the relationship between organizational justice, and both 

job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. 

Significance of the Study 

The present study provided several significant contributions to the literature on 

organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. First, the present 

study was the first comparison of perceptions of organizational justice of revenue 

generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating-decline 

intercollegiate sport coaches. Prior studies on organizational justice in intercollegiate 

athletics focused on athletic position, gender, and division. The present study segmented 

the participants into three categories based on revenue generation: (a) revenue generating 

intercollegiate sport, (b) non-revenue-generating-stable sport, and (c) non-revenue­

generating-unstable sport. The present study used men's basketball as the revenue 

generating intercollegiate sport, baseball as the non-revenue-generating-stable sport, and 

wrestling as the non-revenue-generating-decline sport. The decision to segment non­

revenue-generating sport in two separate categories (stable and decline) was based on the 

net changes in sport sponsorship over the past twenty years. Baseball sponsorship across 

all NCAA Divisions increased by 54 programs from 1988 to 2007 (NCAA, 2008a). 

Wrestling sponsorship across all NCAA Divisions declined by 101 programs from 1988 

to 2007 (NCAA, 2008a). These net changes in sport sponsorship could affect perceptions 

of organizational justice based on the practice to either increase or decrease the 

opportunities for coaches within the intercollegiate sector of the sport industry. 

Second, findings of the present student could lead to a discussion on how to 

improve working conditions within intercollegiate athletic departments. These improved 
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working conditions could lead to lower turnover of coaches and longer tenure, improved 

productivity (both athletic and academic), and enhanced organizational relationships such 

as collaboration and support. Improving working conditions could lead to potential 

economic benefits as well. Lower turnover of coaches is economically beneficial due to 

fewer resources being spent on job searches, added benefits, and contractual obligations 

to prior employees. Improved athletic and academic productivity can lead to added 

indirect revenues in the form of added sponsorships or alumni donations. Finally, 

enhancing organizational relationships may decrease the amount of money spent on 

litigation of employee disputes. 

A third significance of the present study is that it was the first to examine the 

relationship among organizational justice, job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment in the intercollegiate athletics setting. Prior studies have examined these 

constructs in different combinations, concluding relationships do exist among them. 

However, no study has attempted to analyze all three constructs together in a sport 

setting. 

The final significance of the present study was the inclusion of perceptions of 

assistant coaches. Prior studies on the perceptions of intercollegiate coaches has focused 

only on the perceptions of head coaches (Chelladurai & Ogasawara, 2003; Hums & 

Chelladurai, 1994b; Jordan et al. 2004; Raedeke, Granzyk, & Warren, 2000; Whisenant 

& Jordan, 2006). The present study examined differences of both head and assistant 

coaches as assistant coaches may have different perceptions that affect both their overall 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment differently. 

Research Questions 
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The present study had four primary research questions: (a) Do revenue 

generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating-decline sport 

coaches have different perceptions of fairness?, (b) Do revenue generating, non-revenue­

generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating-decline sport coaches have different levels 

of job satisfaction?, (c) Do revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-unstable sport coaches have different levels of organizational 

commitment?, and (d) Does type of sport moderate the relationship between 

organizational justice, and both job satisfaction and organizational commitment? These 

primary research questions were subdivided into the research questions below: 

R I a: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ among coaches of different sport types 

(revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating­

unstable sport coaches)? 

RIb: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 

RIc: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by coaching position (head coaches and 

assistant coaches)? 

R2a: Does the overall job satisfaction differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-unstable sport coaches)? 
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R2b: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 

R2c: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by coaching position (head coaches 

and assistant coaches)? 

R3a: Does the organizational commitment differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-unstable sport coaches)? 

R3b: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by NCAA Division 

(Division I and Division III)? 

R3c: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by coaching position 

(head coach and assistant coach)? 

R4a: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall job satisfaction for coaches 

of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-unstable)? 

R4b: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall organizational commitment 

for coaches of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating­

stable, and non-revenue-generating-unstable)? 

R4c: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and job satisfaction? 

R4d: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and organizational commitment? 
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Delimitations 

The present study was designed to gather data from revenue and non-revenue 

generating sport coaches. The decision to separate the non-revenue generating sport 

category into non-revenue-generating-stable and non-revenue-generating-unstable was 

made due to the drastic differences in sport sponsorship among non-revenue generating 

sports. Over the past 20 years the change in sponsorship of men's sports has varied 

greatly. Wrestling, which in the present study was used as a non-revenue-generating­

unstable sport, has seen a decrease in the number of teams sponsored by 101 across all 

NCAA Divisions. Baseball, which in the present study was used as a non-revenue­

generating-stable sport, has had an increase of teams sponsored by 54 across all NCAA 

Divisions. 

A second delimitation of the present study was the decision to use institutions that 

sponsored men's basketball, baseball and wrestling. Institutions sponsoring only one or 

two of these sports were not included in the sample. Because organizational justice 

perceptions are based on organizational behaviors, institutions that were most similar in 

their sport sponsorship were used. Gathering data from an institution that sponsored only 

one or two of the sports may skew the data. 

Limitations 

A limitation to the present study was the response rate of coaches. Prior research 

using intercollegiate coaches as the sample has experienced lower response rates than 

what was traditionally acceptable. The present study aimed at achieving a response rate 

similar to prior studies which used similar samples. To account for non-response bias, the 
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researcher used known characteristics of the population to measure for potential response 

bias (Gratton & Jones, 2004). 

A second limitation was the ability to generalize the findings. The present study 

collected data from coaches of only three of the 19 total NCAA sponsored sports, men's 

basketball, baseball, and wrestling. Other sport coaches may have experienced different 

organizational behaviors that have lead to different perceptions of organizational justice. 

A final limitation to the present study was the use of only male sports. The 

decision to use only male sports was based on the focus of the study to compare revenue 

generating sports to non-revenue generating sports. According to the EADA male sports 

were the only revenue generating sports across all NCAA Divisions. Therefore, the use of 

only male sports for both non-revenue-generating-stable and non-revenue-generating­

unstable, was done to remove gender as a factor and focus on the impact of revenue 

generation. 

Definition of Terms 

Revenue Generating Sport - A revenue generating sport was defined as any sport in 

which enough revenue was generated to cover the operational expenditures of the 

particular sport. Using the data from the EADA, only three intercollegiate sports 

generated enough revenue to cover the operational expenditures, men's basketball, 

football, and men's ice hockey. 

Non-Revenue Generating Sport - A non-revenue generating sport was defined as any 

sport in which insufficient revenue was generated to cover the operational expenditures 

of the particular sport. 
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Non-Revenue-Generating-Stable Sport - A non-revenue-generating-stable sport 

was define as a sport that had a positive or no net change in sponsorship over the 

past 20 years. For the present study baseball was used as the non-revenue­

generating-stable sport, as it had experienced a positive net change in sport 

sponsorship of 37. 

Non-Revenue Generating-Unstable Sport - A non-revenue-generating-dec1ine 

sport was defined as a sport that had a negative net change in sponsorship over the 

past 20 years. For the present study wrestling was used as the non-revenue­

generating-stable sport, as it had experienced a negative net change in sport 

sponsorship of 101. 

Organizational Justice - An individual's perception of fairness within an organization 

based on the outcomes, procedures and interactions between the organization and its 

employees (Greenberg, 1990). 

Distributive Justice - An individual's perception of fairness of resource 

allocations (Greenberg, 1990). 

Procedural Justice - An individual's perception of fairness based upon an 

organization's policies and the processes by which these policies are put into 

action (Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005). 

Interactional Justice - An individual's perception of fairness based upon the 

interpersonal communications with the organization (Greenberg & Colquitt, 

2005) 

Retributive Justice - An individual's perception of negative outcome allocations. 
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Job Satisfaction - An individual's evaluation of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral 

elements of hislher job responsibilities (Chelladurai, 1999). 

Organizational Commitment - " ... the strength of an individual's identification with and 

involvement in a particular organization" (Porter et aI., 1974, p.604). 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The purposes of the study were fourfold: (a) to determine if differences in 

coaches' perceptions of organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate 

male sport coaches (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-decline), (b) to determine differences in coaches' levels of overall job 

satisfaction, (c) to determine differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational 

commitment, and (d) to examine the relationship between organizational justice, and both 

job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. The justification for this study emerged 

from the existing literature on organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment in the sport setting. The structure of intercollegiate athletic departments 

offers unique challenges to colleges and universities. While the average Division I 

institution sponsored 17 team's, eight for men and nine for women, in the academic year 

2006-07 (NCAA, 2008a), only three of these sports produced a revenue greater than their 

operating expenses (football, men's basketball and men's ice hockey) (EADA, 2008). 

These statistics clearly indicate a setting where the revenue potential of only a few sports 

is financing the majority of the organization. This dynamic within athletic departments, 

combined with the increased expenses and shift in sponsored sports, may affect 

perceptions of organizational justice among revenue and non-revenue generating sport 

coaches. These differing perceptions can lead to organizational distress in a number of 

different forms such as high turnover, toxic organizational environment, and lower levels 
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of success. Each of these forms of distress can negatively affect an athletic department's 

budget. Therefore, the need to understand differences in coaches' perceptions of fairness 

among revenue and non-revenue generating sports and the impact of these perceptions is 

paramount to an athletic department's ability to effectively support the needs of all 

components. 

The following chapter provides a thorough review of the literature in the 

following areas: (a) organizational justice, (b) organizational justice in sport, (c) job 

satisfaction, (d) job satisfaction in sport, (e) organizational commitment, (f) 

organizational commitment in sport, (g) organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment, and (h) justification for the present study. 

Organizational Justice 

Greenberg (1990) defined organizational justice as an individual's perceptions of 

fairness within an organization. The theory of organizational justice attempts to explain 

the role fairness has on the functioning of an organization. In fact, individual perceptions 

of justice within an organization were found by Greenberg (1987, 1990) to be of major 

importance to an organization's effectiveness. Greenberg also argued these perceptions of 

fairness have an impact on the personal satisfaction of the individuals an organization 

employs. 

Greenberg and Colquitt (2005) chronicled the progression and development of the 

organizational justice literature to encompass more influential components of an 

organization. Greenberg and Colquitt identified three streams of literature within 

organizational justice. The first, focusing on the perceived fairness of organizational 

outcomes, was named distributive justice. Adams (1965) equity theory, a beginning to 
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distributive justice literature, looked at organizational fairness in terms of outcome 

satisfaction. From this literature a second theory on organizational justice arose focusing 

on the perceived fairness of an organization's policies and procedures. Thibaut and 

Walker (1975) introduced procedural justice as an assessment of system satisfaction, 

noting that procedural decisions also impact perceived fairness within an organization. 

The third stream of literature to develop from the organizational justice literature is the 

interactional justice theory. Bies and Moag (1986) introduced interactional theory as an 

individual's perceived fairness based on interpersonal communications with the 

organization. While interactional justice is the newest and least studied justice dimension, 

it is argued in the literature as being an integral part of an individual's perception of 

fairness within the organizational setting (Bies & Moag, 1986). 

The importance of fairness in an organization and its application to output 

production and employee satisfaction are addressed by Greenberg (1987, 1990). 

Greenberg (1987) presented research categorizing various conceptualizations of justice 

around a taxonomic scheme. The purpose of Greenberg's taxonomy was to organize prior 

concepts of organizational justice as well as highlight their interrelationships and 

importance to the organizational justice literature. The two dimensions of the taxonomy 

produce a 2x2 model illustrating a reactive-proactive and process-content approach to 

organizational justice. The reactive-proactive dimension describes the individuals' 

attempt to attain justice or status (proactive), while others attempt to avoid unfair 

injustices (reactive). The process-content dimension separates organizations by their 

approach to assessing outcomes. Process approaches focus on the fairness of procedures 

used in the decision-making process. Content approaches focus on the distribution of 
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outcomes. Greenberg then applied the existing organizational justice theories to these 

dimensions resulting four component theories: (a) reactive content, (b) proactive content, 

(c) reactive process, and (d) proactive process. 

The reactive content theories combine an individual's focus on avoidance of 

unfair perceptions, while being concerned with fairness of distribution outcomes. Adams 

(1965) equity theory is used as an example. Equity theory states that an individual will 

respond to unfair relationships by displaying certain negative emotions (content 

approach), which will be motivations to escape from the experienced inequity (reactive 

approach). Proactive content approaches focus on how workers attempt to create fair 

outcome distribution. Leventhal's (1976, 1980) justice judgment model proposed that 

individuals attempt to make fair allocation decisions by applying several possible 

allocation rules to the situations they confront. This model outlines how an individual 

attempting to create a desired outcome to benefit the organization as a whole could be 

applied. 

Greenberg (1987) described reactive process theories as being embedded within a 

different intellectual tradition, the law. A specific stream of literature focuses on legal 

procedures (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The findings in this literature produced the theory 

of procedural justice. Procedural justice theory states an individual's perception of 

fairness is dictated by the policies and procedures placed on the individual. In relation to 

Greenberg's (1987) taxonomy, procedural justice incorporates a focus on the individual's 

desire to escape unfair situations due to the individual's lack of control over the 

organizational procedures. Procedural justice also includes an organizations attempt to 

derive at various outcomes through control over the organization procedures. 
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Greenberg (1978) described proactive process theories as the least well known 

due to their lack of application to the organizational decision-making models. As an 

extension to the justice judgment model, Leventhal (1976) introduced the allocation 

preference theory. Allocation preference theory involves the perception of fairness based 

on decisions made about resource allocation. Allocation procedures have been separated 

from dispute-resolution procedures due to the proactive nature of the approach. 

Individuals seek a determination of justice based upon the allocation procedures while 

dispute-resolution procedures attempt to avoid perceived unfair situations. 

Organizational justice can also influence organizational identification. Cremer 

(2005) examined how the interaction between procedural and distributive justice 

influences organizational cooperation with high identifying employees. A questionnaire 

developed from previous literature was used to measure distributive justice, procedural 

justice, organizational identification, and employee cooperation. A hierarchical 

regression analysis was used to predict cooperation on the main effects. The results 

indicate high levels of organizational identification were a significant predictor of the 

interaction between procedural and distributive justice. These findings supported the 

cognitive nature of organizational justice theory. 

Greenberg (1990) recognized future research was needed in the area of 

organizational justice. As research on both distributive and procedural justice grew, 

distinctions between the two areas began to come forth. However, serious limitations in 

the distinctions are still present. The scope of much literature established an argument of 

bias in the results by focusing solely on negative events relating to perceived justice (Bies 

& Moag 1986; Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Cropanzano & Folger, 1989; Tyler, 1984). 
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Greenberg (1990) suggested future studies on neutral and positive events are needed to 

fully understand the components of organizational justice. Greenberg (1990) also noted 

the setting of many studies have dealt with perceptions of fairness among individuals 

with organizational issues not immediately confronting them (Bies, Shapiro, & 

Cummings, 1988; Greenberg, 1986; Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987). To fully understand the 

implications of organizational justice, more studies should incorporate results impacting 

the direct practice of organizations (Greenberg 1990). Finally, Greenberg (1990) found 

that many studies failed to provide multiple variables with a lack of strong construct 

validity. Greenberg (1990) stated researchers should instead measure organizational 

justice through comparisons and distinctions between perceptions of fairness and 

satisfaction. 

The following sections will provide a detailed outline of the theoretical 

background and the three dimensions (distributive, procedural, and interactive justice) 

collectively comprising the theory of organizational justice. A summary of these studies 

will be provided as a link to understanding the role organizational justice has on the 

athletic industry. 

Theoretical Background 

Organizational justice theory is grounded in the research of Adams (1963; 1965) 

and Deutsch (1975). Adams (1963) proposed a theory of social inequity. Adams defined 

inequity in reference to the terms, "Person" and "Other". The term "Person" represents an 

individual who perceives either equity or inequity. "Other" refers to an individual or 

group used by "Person" to make social comparisons based on inputs and outcomes. 

Adams explained that inequity is defined when "Person" perceives job inputs and/or 
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outcomes in an obverse relation to what he/she perceives are the inputs and/or outcomes 

of "Other". To provide support for the theory of social inequity, Adams compared six 

studies. The results of these studies allowed Adams to collectively conclude support for a 

general theory of inequity, stating that individuals will perceive unfairness when inputs 

do not match outcomes when compared to others. 

Adams (1965) further developed his theory of inequity by clearly outlining 

antecedents to inequity. First, Adams described possible inputs which attributed to 

potential perceptions of inequity. Characteristics such as age, education, experience and 

skill are all elements possibly contributed by an employee in the exchange process. 

Adams commented that while each of these principle inputs has an individual impact on 

the exchange, there are relationships between some variables. One example is the 

relationship between age and seniority. Seniority typically is given to those who have 

been with an organization the longest. Hence, the older a person is, the more likely he/she 

would have seniority over younger employees. Second, Adams defined outcomes in the 

exchange process. In the work setting, outcomes included pay, rewards intrinsic to the 

job, supervision, seniority, fringe benefits and job status. These outcomes have the 

potential to either positively or negatively affect the exchange process. Adams also 

explained that each outcome can have a different perception. All outcomes will be 

perceived as either negative or positive. In most cases a combination of perceptions will 

be gathered by the individual to conclude a final judgment on perception. Adams 

continued his explanation of antecedents to inequity by introducing emotional facets to 

the exchange process. Facets including affection, friendship and reliability all playa role 
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in the final perception of inequity. Concluding this article, Adams stated antecedents of 

organizational justice were impactors on individual satisfaction. 

While Adams (1963, 1965) established a definition of equity and provided an 

explanation of its existence within organizations, Deutsch (1975) introduced two 

additional methods of resource allocation. Deutsch said using the theory of equity as the 

only determinant of justice was a limiting perspective. Equity only addressed justice as it 

pertained to input-output ratios by an individual. Societal perspectives are not limited 

solely to economic relationships. Non-economic social relations also exist and have an 

impact on how people perceive justice. 

Deutsch (1975) introduced the idea of resources being allocated in an equal 

manner. The theory of equality states an individual will perceive the fairness of resource 

allocation based upon how equally the resources are distributed. Organizations 

emphasizing relationships and their intrinsic enjoyment, should appeal to a mutual 

standard of resource allocation. Allocating resources on an equity basis is detrimental and 

disruptive to social relations because it undermines the bases for mutual respect. 

Development of an equality based system of resource allocation enhances the 

relationships and enjoyment between individuals within an organization thereby 

benefiting the organization by fostering high self-esteem and collaboration among 

employees. 

Deutsch (1975) also noted organizations fostering personal development and 

welfare (i.e. hospitals, schools, churches) will not benefit from an equity based model. 

Rather, an organization focused on personal growth should incorporate resource 

allocation based on the needs of the organization and its individual members. Deutsch 
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(1975) argued that providing for individuals in need, outweighed the loss taken by those 

who must assist them. Organizations, which emphasize personal development and 

welfare, benefit the most from allocating resources on the principle of need. Allocation 

by any other means would disrupt the purpose and mission of the organization and would 

result in perceptions of unfairness. 

The research of Adams (1963, 1965) and Deutsch (1975) combine to establish the 

theory of distributive justice, the perceived fairness of an organization based upon the 

allocation of resources. This theory has been expanded in the literature to include several 

components which influence an individual's perception of organizational fairness. These 

other components address the perception of the policies and procedures and interactive 

relationships within an organization. These components have been combined in the 

literature to establish the theory of organizational justice. 

Distributive Justice 

Distributive justice, as defined by Greenberg (1990), is an individual's judgment 

or perceived fairness of resource allocation, based upon the produced outcomes of the 

individual compared to the expected inputs. The foundation of this theory is based in 

Adams' (1963, 1965) theory of inequity. Adams postulated that individuals arrive at a 

sense of organizational equity or inequity through the comparison of ratio inputs 

(contributions) and outputs (rewards) to other workers within an organization. In cases of 

organizations creating a perception of equity within the workplace, workers will be 

satisfied and content. Equity theory suggests individuals who perceive their ratio of 

inputs to be lower than the outputs received will feel guilty. In contrast, workers who 

perceive their ratios of inputs to be higher than the outputs received will feel angry. In 
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either case, Adams commented that individuals will change their perception of inequity 

to achieve a status of equity. An individual's changing perceptions has potential to hurt 

organizational production. An example would be if an individual perceives organizational 

inequity, then he/she may decrease hislher work to adjust hislher perceived fairness based 

on outputs. 

Using two hypotheses Garland (1973) experimentally tested Adams (1965) equity 

theory. Garland (1973) hypothesized that underpaid workers will produce more work of 

lower quality than equitably paid workers and the overpaid workers will produce less 

work of higher quality than equitably paid workers. Subjects in the study were 36 males 

and females. Each subject was hired as a proofreader and randomly assigned a payment 

of either 15,30, or 60 cents per page. Each subject then met one other subject and was 

informed that the other subject was receiving 30 cents per page. This introduction 

stimulated a perception of underpayment, equity payment, or overpayment. The 

dependent variables were the number of pages read and number of errors detected. 

Results supported both hypothesis, that both male and female subjects produced more 

work of lower quality when underpaid and less work of higher quality when overpaid. 

Greenberg (1978) gave further support for empirical evidence in equity theory by 

using subjects in psychology classes to test a modified "win-stay" rule. The "win-stay" 

rule suggests allocators will continue to give high rewards to improving performances 

even in the case of individuals already receiving high rewards. Contrastingly, low 

rewards will not be given to low performers due to the potential to discourage 

improvement. Subjects were instructed to set pay rates for three salespeople based on a 

description of past performances and existing received rewards. A 4-factor designed 
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ANOV A indicated subjects gave high pay to improving performers who were previously 

paid low and low pay to declining performers who were previously paid high. These 

results provided evidence that decision-makers use past reward as criteria for maintaining 

equity and enhancing performance. 

Supporting Greenberg and Leventhal (1976), Cowherd and Levine (1992) 

examined pay influences on productivity in the business setting. Using 102 corporate 

businesses, Cowherd and Levine, collected data on finances, environment, strategic 

position, organization, and reward system. Multiple regression analysis revealed both 

hourly pay equity and lower-level exempt pay equity had a significant positive impact on 

product quality. This finding supported prior research suggesting increasing pay as a 

motivational tactic for increased product quality (Greenberg and Leventhal, 1976). 

Aquino (1995) continued to show support for Adams (1965) equity theory. 

Aquino (1995) hypothesized pay inequity would be negatively related to citizenship, 

while perceptions of procedural and interpersonal justice would be positively related. 

Employees of five selected organizations and students from the MBA program of a 

Midwestern business school comprised the sample. Independent variables pay inequity 

and perceptions of procedural justice were measured using a 5-point agreement scale 

(strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 5) to rate items. The dependent variable, 

citizenship, used a 5-point scale (never = 1, always = 5) to rate 16 citizenship acts. Factor 

analysis with varimax rotation produced a three factor loading using 12 of the original 17 

items measuring procedural justice. These factors accounted for 59% of the variance. 

Factor one included four items representing distributive justice elements. Factor two 

represented four items on interactive justice. Finally, factor three included three items on 
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procedural justice. A correlation matrix produced a highly significant correlation between 

organizational citizenship and compliance. These results indicated dissatisfaction with 

pay was negatively related to organizational citizenship behavior. 

Other studies have indicated multiple factors influencing distributions. Ferber 

(1974) sampled instructors and administrators at the University of Illinois (N = 278). The 

sample was chosen to determine if gender influenced the reward structure. Each subject 

was rated on three areas: (a) productivity (number of papers read, honors, degree 

attained), (b) financial need (marital status, children, and spousal employment) and (c) 

longevity (years of professional experience, years in current position, and years at current 

rank). 

Ferber (1974) used a step-wise multiple correlation to analyze the data. Results of 

the step-wise multiple correlation indicated among males, all three factors (productivity, 

financial need, and longevity) influenced salary differences within rank. Among women, 

longevity did not influence salary differences, while productivity and need did. Ferber 

identified the three major conclusions: (a) scholarly productivity may be a factor in 

promotion, but did not have an influence on salary differences within a particular rank~ 

(b) longevity was a significant contributor to men's salaries but not women's~ and (c) 

financial need was a minor factor in explaining salary differences. 

Gregorio, Lewis, and Wanner (1982) presented another study aimed at 

distributive justice and salary within academia. Using data gathered in 1972-1973 by the 

American Council on Education (ACE), the researchers mailed 108,722 questionnaires to 

301 institutions of higher learning. The 49% response rate of the sample yielded 53,034 

usable questionnaires. The questionnaire categorized 25 measures of predictors of salary 
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attainment into four (background, merit, need, and attainment). The researchers used 

structural equation analysis to conclude that experience influenced salary the greatest. 

Earning a Ph.D. and rank within a department were also significant influencers. These 

findings suggested movement within a single organization may provide the best 

opportunity for better pay. Moving from organization to organization may hinder an 

individual's salary. These implications suggest why organizational justice is important to 

the individual and why an employee will want to search for fairness given the situation of 

the organization. If increased salaries are derived from movement within an organization, 

it makes sense that individuals will want to search for potential fairness. Organizations 

can also benefit from these findings by creating justice within their organization as a 

means of keeping employees with their organization. 

To expand on Adams' equity theory, Lerner (1975) and Deutsch (1975) 

introduced a second principle to distributive justice, equality. Equality theory relates 

allocation of resources to an individual's membership to the group. Each individual 

receives the same amount of resource allocation regardless of an individual's contribution 

to the organization. Lerner (1975) illustrated that perceived justice plays a role in human 

action. As an individual perceives some facet of fairness, the individual will then alter 

hislher behavior to adjust to such situations. In relation to equity theory, Lerner (1975) 

explained how basing resource allocation on organizational contribution put some 

individuals in a state of power over other individuals. This sense of empowerment then 

manifests in behavior which is conducive to establishment of more power leaving some 

individuals continuously struggling to obtain a status of power. Equality theory 

eliminates the power struggle between individuals within a group. By allocating 
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resources based on equality, power status in never achieved and there is no perceived 

hierarchy within the group. 

Chen, Meindl, and Hui (1998) also examined the concept of equality based 

resource allocation. The researchers performed a cross-cultural study to examine effects 

on allocation decisions made by U.S. citizens and Hong Kong Chinese. Chen et al. 

hypothesized that allocation will be more differential when the goal is productivity, but 

more "egalitarian" when the goal is solidarity. Subjects for the study were 115 U.S. 

university undergraduates studying organizational behavior and 126 Hong Kong 

undergraduates studying psychology. Each subject read a short case study and made 

recommendations to allocate resources based on the scenario. Results of a hierarchical 

regression analysis indicated both groups were responsive to the situational factors 

influencing resource allocations. These results supported the hypothesis and further 

justified equality theory as a differentiating principle within distributive justice. 

A third principle of distributive justice was identified and defined by Homans 

(1982). Homans (1982) defined need theory as allocation of resources dependent upon 

the identification of individuals in greatest need. Homans (1982) noted that identification 

of need is not isolated to present conditions only. Individuals who, in the past, did not 

receive and equal distribution of resources were inclined to be identified as needing 

resources. Examples of need theory in the intercollegiate athletic setting would be seen if 

non-revenue sports received a higher rate of resource allocation based upon previous 

allocations going to revenue sports. 

Procedural Justice 
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Thibault and Walker (1975) introduced a new component to organizational justice 

theory, procedural justice. Thibault and Walker defined procedural justice as an 

individual's perception of fairness based upon organizational policies and procedures. 

Thibault and Walker investigated individual reactions to simulated dispute-resolution 

procedures in a legal setting. The procedures used differed with respect to two types of 

control. The first type of control dealt with the disputant lack of control over the 

collection and presentation of evidence bearing on his/her case. The second, dealt with 

legal procedures which offer high degrees of input in the decision-making process. 

Thibault and Walker concluded that the amount of "voice" the disputant had in the 

decision-making process impacted an individual's perception of fairness. The more 

influence the individuals felt they had on the established procedures the more likely they 

were to perceive them as fair. 

The idea that individuals influence an organization's policy and procedures lead 

to Leventhal's (1980) rules on how to implement fair procedures within an organization 

to enhance employee perceptions of procedural justice. Leventhal suggested procedural 

fairness could be influenced or enhanced by: (a) accuracy of information, (b) consistency 

in applying procedures, (c) representation of group ideals over individual ones, (d) 

avoiding bias in decision-making process, (e) ethicality of procedures, and (f) a decision­

maker's ability to correct mistakes. 

Landy, Barnes, and Murphy (1978) expanded the scope of procedural justice by 

applying the theory to a broader sample. Landy et al. (1978) examined the perceptions of 

fairness performance evaluations through a sample of 711 employees at a large 

manufacturing organization. Distribution of the questionnaire was by mail. The 
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researchers achieved a 74% response rate. The questionnaire contained 12 items 

addressing frequency, quality, and consequences of performance evaluation. Responses 

to the each item differed with a combination of yes/no, four-point, five-point and six­

point Likert-type scales. The independent variables in the analysis were demographic 

information. The dependent variable rated the fairness and accuracy of evaluations. 

A regression analysis performed on the data indicated opportunity to express 

feelings had the largest influence on perceived fairness and accuracy in performance 

evaluations. Four other independent variables (program, frequency of evaluation, 

supervisor's knowledge, and plans related to performance) had a significant impact on 

the dependent variable. Landy et al. (1978) concluded that a workers ability to express 

feelings during performance evaluations correlated highly with perceived fairness of the 

evaluation. These findings were supported by Greenberg (1990) as worker voice was 

defined as an important process variable. 

Similar to Landy et al. (1978), Dipboye and de Pontbraind (1981) examined 

employee reactions to the organization's evaluation system. The researchers used exempt 

employees (n = 474) in a research and development organization to test employee 

reactions to performance appraisals and appraisal systems within the organization. The 

questionnaire contained 12 Likert-type scale items and one dichotomous item. Multiple 

regression analysis indicated employees favored the performance appraisals and system 

when: (a) they had an opportunity to state their own side of the issues, (b) factors relating 

to job evaluation were job relevant, and (c) objectives and plans were discussed. Dipboye 

and de Pontbraind supported the findings by Landy et al. suggesting procedural justice 

perceptions are positively influenced by the voice of the employee. 
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Tyler and Caine (1981) provided a distinct breakthrough in the procedural 

literature by using procedural justice dimensions to explain variance in leadership 

satisfaction. Tyler and Caine were the first to show procedural justice could explain 

unique variance in organizational outcomes. The researchers found unique variance for 

procedural justice by controlling for distributive justice. Tyler and Caine hypothesized 

that procedures used by leaders to allocate outcomes have an impact on leadership 

evaluations that is independent of outcome levels or outcome fairness. Results of the 

study indicated procedural justice had a unique effect on students' evaluations of teachers 

and individuals' satisfaction with political officials. 

Alexander and Ruderman (1987) continued the research on procedural justice as a 

unique factor impacting organizational outcomes. Alexander and Ruderman used a factor 

analysis to show which procedural and distributive justice factors uniquely influenced 

organizational outcomes of 2,800 federal government employees. Results indicated 

procedural justice factors had unique effects on direct organizational outcomes including 

job satisfaction, turnover intentions, trust, stress, and satisfaction with leadership. 

Folger and Konovsky (1989) conducted a study similar to Alexander and 

Ruderman (1987) examining decisions made on pay increases within an organization. 

Participants of the study were 217 employees of a privately owned manufacturing plant. 

Respondents completed a 26-item questionnaire measuring perceptions of both 

distributive and procedural justice. A regression analysis procedure was used to 

determine if distributive or procedural justice principles would be significant predictors 

of decision outcomes. Results indicated distributive justice was a significant predictor for 
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only satisfaction with a raise, while procedural justice was a significant predictor for 

organizational commitment and leadership trust. 

McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) continued the research on procedural justice as a 

predictor of satisfaction with personal and organizational outcomes. The researchers 

surveyed 1,100 employees of a Midwestern bank. Each respondent answered a 20-item 

questionnaire derived from existing instruments used to measure distributive justice, 

procedural justice, organizational outcomes, and personal outcomes. Results of the 

regression analyses indicated distributive justice was a more important predictor of pay 

and job satisfaction, while procedural justice was a more important predictor of 

organizational commitment and subordinate evaluation of supervisor. McFarlin and 

Sweeney (1992) concluded that distributive and procedural justices are clearly distinct 

aspects of organizational justice. However, they suggested future research should focus 

on explaining why these organizational justice dimensions differentially affect personal 

and organizational outcomes. 

Procedural and distributive justices were again studied as predictors of 

organizational satisfaction and commitment by Tang and Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996). Two 

hundred randomly selected employees of a Veterans Administration Medical Center 

completed a questionnaire measuring distributive justice, procedural justice, job 

satisfaction, self-reported appraisal feedback, satisfaction with performance appraisal, 

commitment, and involvement. Similar to Folger and Konovsky (1989) and McFarlin and 

Sweeney (1992), Tang et al. found distributive justice to be significantly related with pay. 

Tang et al. also indicated distributive justice was significantly related to promotion, 

performance appraisal and commitment. The findings on procedural justice indicated 
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significant relationships with satisfaction of supervision, performance appraisal, 

commitment and job involvement. 

Interactional Justice 

A third justice principle within the organizational justice literature, interactional 

justice, was introduced by Bies and Moag (1986). Interactional justice is defined as the 

perceived fairness of individuals with organizational interpersonal communications 

(Greenberg, 2005). Bies developed the theory of interactional justice through his own 

personal interactions with individuals. He noticed that individual's assessment of 

interpersonal treatment was process focused, while the actual interaction was not a formal 

procedure. Bies and Moag (1986) explained that interactional treatment is conceptually 

different than the structuring of procedures, and can therefore be separated as unique 

dimension of organizational justice. 

Bies and Moag (1986) explained that an individual's perception of interactional 

justice is dependent upon four rules: (a) truthfulness - managers should communicate 

their decision-making-procedures in a truthful manner avoiding deception, (b) 

justification - managers should provide justification for any decision-making-procedures, 

(c) respect - mangers should show respect to all employees, maintaining consistency, and 

(d) propriety - managers should avoid making inappropriate comments or questions. 

These rules were derived from job candidates responding to how they believed 

organizational recruiters should treat job applicants. Truthfulness was rated the most 

often by the job applicant, while the remaining three were mentioned less often. Bies and 

Moag (1986) noted in their conclusion that these interactional justice rules are distinctly 

different from the procedural justice rules outlined by Leventhal (1980). 
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Moorman (1991) developed an instrument to measure interactional justice as a 

separate dimension from either distributive or procedural justice. Moorman (1991) 

accomplished this by examining organizational citizenship behavior. Results of this study 

indicated citizenship behavior could be explained by four different interactional justice 

dimensions: (a) altruism, (b) courtesy, (c) sportsmanship, and (d) conscientiousness. 

Unfortunately, the instrument was unsuccessful in validating the results of Moorman 

(1991) in later studies applied to different organizational settings (Niehoff & Mooramn, 

1993). 

The literature on interactional justice has not grown at the rate of either 

distributive or procedural justice literature mainly because scholars are currently debating 

interactional justice's place in the organizational literature. One argument states that 

procedural justice is comprised of two sub-principles, structural fairness and 

interpersonal fairness (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1997). 

The reasoning behind this theory is based on the nature of how procedures are conducted 

in the organizational setting. A procedure must be carried out by both the organization 

and an individual. Therefore, an individual's perception of procedural fairness can be 

dictated by both the structure of the procedure and how the procedure was handled 

interpersonally. The second argument claims that interactional justice is distinct and 

unique from either distributive or procedural justice (Bies & Moag, 1986; Moorman, 

1991). 

Summary of Organizational Justice 

The literature on organizational justice has provided researchers with three 

distinct streams of research. Distributive justice examines an individual's perception of 
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the fairness in relation to inputs and outputs. Procedural justice examines an individual's 

perception of fairness in relation to the policies and procedures used by an organization to 

make decisions. Finally, interactional justice examines an individual's perceptions of 

fairness in relation to the interpersonal interactions with the organization. 

Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) provided support for the distinction between 

the three organizational justice components in a meta-analysis of justice in organizations. 

The meta-analysis concluded that while the three components of organizational justice 

are strongly related, there is sufficient evidence to consider them distinct constructs. 

While correlations among the three types of justice were found, there were different 

relationships between the three justice types and their correlates. These findings support 

the need for separate operationalizations of justice (Colquitt, 1999). 

The meta-analysis conducted by Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) also provided 

insight into understanding the outcomes of organizational justice. Procedural justice was 

found to be the best predictor of work performance and counterproductive work behavior. 

All justice types were good predictors of satisfaction and trust. Using commitment as an 

outcome, researchers found all justice types predict affective commitment, but stated 

procedural justice was the best predictor. Procedural and distributive justices were also 

found to negatively predict continuance commitment. Finally, perceived injustice causes 

negative emotional reactions in the forms of negative mood and anger. 

Researchers have also identified a possible fourth stream of organizational justice. 

Retributive justice represents the fairness perceived by an individual to negative 

outcomes (Tornblom & Jonsson, 1987). While it is important to recognize retributive 

justice as a possible fourth construct to organizational justice theory, it was not used in 
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the present study. The present study examined distributive, procedural and interactional 

justice perceptions in the sport setting and how these perceptions impact organizational 

behavior with sport organizations. Most research on organizational justice has focused on 

distributive and procedural justice and their relation to organizational behavior. However, 

interactional justice has been supported as being a distinct and unique construct within 

organizational justice theory (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001). An examination of the 

literature on organizational justice in the sport setting will provide further support for the 

use of the three constructs to organizational justice. 

Since little research has been conducted on interaction justice in the sport setting, 

this study will provide enlightenment to the use of interaction justice in the sport 

literature. Finally, it is also important to note the nature of sport is very interactive. 

cooperation and competition co-exist in the sport industry. Sport organizations cannot 

exist in isolation. The nature of the sport industry requires that individuals, teams, and 

organizations operate both against and with each other to establish meaningful 

competition (Mullen, Hardy & Sutton, 2007). Therefore, interactional justice will be 

included as a third dimension to this study. 

Organizational Justice in Sport 

Research on organizational justice in the sport setting has primarily focused on 

the role of distributive justice in intercollegiate athletics. Few studies have examined 

organizational justice in sport outside of the intercollegiate setting. As the purpose of this 

study is to focus on the intercollegiate sector of sport a review of the literature on 

organizational justice in sport will examine: (a) organizational justice in sport outside of 

51 



intercollegiate athletics, (b) organizational justice in intercollegiate athletics, and (c) a 

summary of organizational justice in sport. 

Organizational Justice Outside of Intercollegiate Athletics 

Tornblom and Jonsson (1985; 1987) addressed various distribution methods used 

in the athletic setting. Tornblom and Jonsson (1985) examined the perceived justness 

using two principles (contribution and equality), which were divided into six distributive 

justice sub-components: (a) contribution of effort, (b) contribution of ability, (c) 

contribution of productivity, (d) equality of treatment, (e) equality of opportunity, and (f) 

equality of results. The contribution principle deals with how well a person's outcomes 

match hislher inputs. The principle of equality relates to distribution simply by equal 

parts based on some form of measurement (treatment, opportunity, and results). The 

researchers hypothesized that differences among sub-principles existed between methods 

of contribution and equality. 

Tornblom and Jonsson (1985) used female Swedish nursing students (N = 175) as 

subjects in their study. The subjects responded to a scenario based instrument illustrating 

distribution methods by a third party to team sport and non-team sport athletes. The third 

party in each scenario was depicted as using both retributive and distributive methods of 

allocation. The subjects were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions: (a) 

distribution/team/individual, (b) distribution/team/group, (c) distribution/non­

team/individual, (d) distribution/non-team/group, (e) retribution/team/individual, (f) 

retribution/team/group, (g) retributive/non-team/individual and (h) retributive/non­

team/group. Using the eight conditions, Tornblom and Jonsson designed a 2(team vs. 

non-team) x 2 (distribution vs. retribution) x 2 (individual vs. group) x 6 (sub rules of 
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equality and contribution) ANOV A. Subjects rated justness on a five-point Likert-type 

scale (very unjust = 1, very just = 5). 

Results of the ANOV A showed significant main effects for allocation principle 

and sub-rule within allocation principle, accounting for 7.61 % and 25.5% of the variance 

respectively. Equality of treatment was perceived as just in all eight conditions, while 

equality of opportunity was perceived as unjust in all conditions. Tomblom and Jonsson 

concluded equal allocation was considered more just than allocation according to 

contributions and that allocation according to contributions were seen as less unjust in 

distribution than retribution. 

Expanding on previous work, Tomblom and Jonsson (1987) conducted a second 

study in the sport setting on distribution and contributions methods. A similar sample of 

Swedish nursing students (N = 175) responded to the questionnaire. The questionnaire 

contained scenarios describing a third party allocating positive or negative outcomes to 

one or several recipients to a team or non-team. Tomblom and Jonsson designed a 2 

(distribution vs. retribution) x 2 (team vs. non-team) x 2 (individual vs. group) x 2 

equality of treatment vs. contribution of productivity) to examine one equality sub rule 

(equality of treatment) with a contribution sub-rule (contribution of productivity). 

Subjects responded to the same five-point Likert-type scale as in the previous study. 

Results of the study supported the hypothesis that contributions would be 

considered just in distribution scenarios involving positive commission. Results also 

supported the hypothesis that equality would be perceived as just in retribution scenarios 

involving negative commission. 
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Stevenson (1989) examined athlete perceptions of national sport team selections. 

The study was designed to investigate whether athletes perceived the selections to the 

national team to be fair and whether their perceptions of selection were related to 

perceptions of procedure. The author identified three procedures for athlete selection 

currently being used by NGBs: (a) the "board of directors" procedure, selected athletes 

using operations form within the organizational structure of the sport governing body, (b) 

the "national coach" procedure, gave the national coach complete autonomy over both 

the criteria and selection of athletes, and (c) the "mixed" procedure, used a combination 

of both the "board of directors" and "national coach" approaches. In the Stevenson 

(1989) study three teams used the "mixed" procedure, two teams used the "national 

coach" procedure, and one used the "board of selectors" procedure. 

Stevenson (1989) sought to associate perceptions of fairness with the three 

methods of athlete selection. Based on in-depth interviews the researcher suggested 

athletes differentiated the selection processes using perceptions of four items: (a) image 

of the selectors, (b) criteria used in selection process, (c) bias, and (d) fairness of the 

selection outcomes. Results indicated that athletes' perceptions of fairness for the 

selection of athletes was related to their perceptions of fairness of the selection procedure. 

Perceptions of the "board of director" procedure for both selection and process were 

believed to be unfair. Athletes found the "national coach" procedure for selection and 

process to be fair. Finally, athletes believed the "mixed" procedure to be somewhat fair 

for both selection and process. Stevenson (1989) concluded that these results may relate 

to an athlete's dissatisfaction and lack of confidence in the sport system. These 

implications could lead to a lack of success by the national teams. Stevenson concluded 
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that national governing bodies need to look into the selection process and understand the 

affects of athlete perceptions. 

Another study examining organizational justice in the sport setting outside of 

intercollegiate athletics was done by Dittmore (2006). The purpose of the Dittmore 

(2006) study was to measure the perceived fairness of financial resource allocation 

among u.s. National Governing Body (NGB) administrators. Seven distributive justice 

principles were used to measure the perceived fairness: (a) Equality of Treatment 

(everyone received is the same allocation), (b) Equality of Results (everyone receives the 

same allocation over a period of time), (c) Equity Based on Medals Won (allocation of 

resources is based on number of medals won by each NGB), (d) Equity Based on 

Membership Size (allocation of resources is based on number of members within the 

NGB), (e) Need Due to Lack of Resources (allocation of resources based on NGB history 

of under-funding), (f) Need Due to High Operating Costs (allocation of resources based 

on operating cost associated with each NGB), and (g) Need to be Competitively 

Successful (allocation of resources based on the NGB's needs to be competitively 

successful). The researcher also wanted to know which distributive justice principle the 

administrators believed to be most fair. 

Dittmore (2006) used both presidents and executive directors for each of the 39 

NGBs as participants in the study (N = 72). A scenario based survey was designed based 

on prior studies on distributive justice (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a' 1994b; Mahony, 

Hums, & Riemer, 2002; Mahony, Riemer, Breeding & Hums, 2006; Patrick, Mahony, & 

Petrosko, 2008). The survey consisted of three distribution scenarios where each 

participant was asked to rate the perceived fairness of the seven distribution principles on 
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a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = "very unfair", 7 = "very fair"). The author also asked 

each participant to identify which distribution principle was most fair and most likely to 

be used. 

Dittmore (2006) identified five main findings in the study. First, NGB 

administrators rated "need to be competitively successful" as a more fair distributive 

justice practice than intercollegiate athletic administrators. This finding was related to the 

fact that the Olympic Games occur only once every four years, while intercollegiate 

sports have a season every year. Therefore, the need to be competitively successful is 

more for NGBs. A second finding revealed smaller NGBs preferred the "need to be 

competitively successful" distribution over all other distribution methods. This finding 

implies a difference in the definition of "need" between large and small NGBs. 

Administrators of smaller NGBs may perceive their organizations as having a greater 

need based on size and ability to gain resources. Therefore, their definition of need is not 

based solely on competitive success. A third finding identified no major differences 

between medal-winning and non-medal-winning NGBs. This finding is inconsistent with 

the assumption that unsuccessful NGBs are envious of successful NGBs. The fourth 

finding revealed no differences between paid and volunteer administrators. This finding 

was not surprising to the researcher. NGB presidents are often volunteers who work away 

from the day-to-day operations and base many of their decisions on advice from the 

executive staff of the NGB. Therefore, their perceptions are likely to be closely related to 

those of the paid staff. The final significant finding of the study was the implication of a 

contradiction of the Ted Stevens Olympic and Amateur Sports Act. NGB administrators 

believed the USOC was likely to reward Olympic success rather than equality. The 
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relevance of Dittmore (2006) to the organizational justice literature was the examination 

of a new participant base (NGB administrators) and the findings of differences among 

them and intercollegiate administrators. 

Whisenant and Jordan (2006) conducted a study for the purpose of determining if 

dimensions of organizational justice impacted team performance in sports. The 

researchers used high school student athletes who participated in a team sport as their 

sample (n=323). Team performance was measured using win-loss records. Teams with 

more wins than loses were coded as winning teams, while teams with more loses than 

wins were coded as losing teams. A modified version of the Justice Measure developed 

by Colquitt (2001) was used. Items were modified to generate a response based on the 

participants' perceptions of their coach. Items were measured on a 7-point scale (1 = 

disagree, 7 = agree). An average score for each dimension was used as the respondent 

overall perception of fairness. Mean scores that were less than 4 indicated negative 

perceptions of justice, while scores 4 and above indicated positive perceptions. 

Independent Samples T -Tests were used to analyze the data. Results indicated that team 

performance was significantly influenced by only procedural justice (p = .033). Fairness 

perceptions of individuals on winning teams were higher for both distributive and 

interactional justice but, were not significant. Further analysis showed that respondents 

differed significantly by both gender and sport. On the basis of gender, girls (M = 5.78) 

differed significantly from boys (M = 5.47) in their perceptions of interactional justice, 

rating their perceptions higher than boys. On the basis of sport, football differed 

significantly from soccer in perceptions of interactional justice. Individual who played 
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football (M = 5.41) rated interactional justice significantly lower than individuals who 

played soccer (M = 6.09). 

Organizational Justice in Intercollegiate Athletics 

The segment of the sport industry receiving the most attention regarding 

organizational justice has been intercollegiate athletics. Researcher have conducted 

studies examining athletic directors and administrators (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a; 

Mahony, Hums & Riemer, 2002; Mahony, Hums, & Riemer, 2005; Patrick, Mahony, & 

Petrosko, 2008), athletic board chairs (Mahony et aI., 2002; Mahony et aI., 2005), 

students (Mahony, Reimer, Breeding, & Hums, 2006), student-athletes (Jordan, 

Gillentine, & Hunt, 2004; Mahony et aI., 2006), and coaches (Hums & Chelladurai, 

1994b). 

Hums and Chelladurai (1994a) contributed to the literature on distributive justice 

in the sport setting by using the model established by Tornblom and Jonsson (1985; 

1987). Hums and Chelladurai (1994a) developed an instrument to assess the views of 

both male and female NCAA coaches and administrators on the principles of distributive 

justice. The examination of this development began with the construction of a conceptual 

framework guided by an existing model by Tornblom and Jonsson (1985, 1987). The 

conceptual model began with the construction of three base principles for distributive 

justice: (a) equality - resources distributed equally among all parts of the organization, 

(b) contribution - resources distributed in proportion to the contributions made by 

particular members or groups in the organization, and (c) need - resources allocated to 

members or groups who are perceived to have the greatest need. From these three base 

principles, Hums and Chelladurai (1994a) identified eight sub-principle factors 
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influencing distributive justice in the sport setting: (a) equality of treatment, (b) equality 

of results, (c) equality of opportunity, (d) contribution in terms of effort, (e) contribution 

in terms of ability, (f) contribution in terms of productivity, (g) contribution in terms of 

spectator appeal, and (h) need. The researchers defined the critical resources for 

distributive justice in intercollegiate athletics as money, facilities, and support services. 

Hums and Chelladurai (1994a) developed their scale in three stages: (a) 

development of scenarios, (b) a pilot study, and (c) a confirmatory study. In the 

development of the scenarios the two forms of allocation (distributive and retribution) 

were combined with three types of resources (money, facilities, and support services) to 

create six cells. Researchers created eight scenarios for each cell, generating a total of 48 

distributive scenarios. Respondents rated each of the eight sub-principles of distributive 

justice on 7-point Likert-type scale with values ranging from very unjust (1) to very just 

(7) for each scenario. In addition to the rating items, respondents also identified one 

specific sub-principle they perceived as most fair for each scenario. A panel of experts 

(athletic administrators (n = 6), coaches (n = 6), and professors (n = 4)) evaluated the 

scenarios and selected 24 of the 48 scenarios for the pilot study. 

The participants in the pilot study consisted of a stratified sample of 20 

administrators and coaches (10 men and 10 women) from each of the three NCAA 

divisions (N = 120). The pilot study obtained a response rate of 37% containing 44 usable 

instruments. Inter-correlations of the eight distributive principles returned significant 

results for all but one of the sub-principles (equality of opportunity). Researchers decided 

to use the two highest correlated sub-principles in the final instrument. While respondents 

successfully rated the principles they did not respond to the second question asking them 
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to choose the most favorable principle. Therefore, instructions to the instrument were 

rewritten. 

The confirmatory study contained a demographic section along with the 12 

scenarios. A stratified sample method selected 100 administrators and coaches from each 

of the three NCAA divisions to represent the participants in the confirmatory study (N = 

600). A total of 328 usable instruments achieved a response rate of 55%. The developed 

scale achieved internal validity as results indicated significant correlations for all eight of 

the distributive principles with a mean of .66. Test-retest reliability also achieved 

significant correlations for all distributive principles with a mean of .64. 

The researchers noted the unconventional method used to achieve internal 

consistency, but felt encouraged by the reliability results. They also finalized three 

versions of the instrument which used 24, 12, or 6 scenarios. The researchers suggested 

using at least 12 scenarios for achieving internal consistency. 

Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) continued examining principles of distributive 

justice through a survey of male and female coaches and administrators at all three 

divisions of the NCAA (1994b). The conceptual framework of this study included an 

examination of group differences based on gender, divisional membership, and position 

on the eight sub-principles of distributive justice as applied to both distribution and 

retribution of money, facilities, and support services. The purpose of their study 

contained two objectives: (a) to identify and list the possible principles of distribution 

applicable to intercollegiate athletics and, (b) assess the perceptions of selected 

constituents of intercollegiate athletics on the justness of the identified principles. 
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A stratified random sample of 100 athletic administrators and head coaches from 

each NCAA Division (I, II, and III), collected from the 1991-1992 Blue Book directory 

of intercollegiate athletics, generated the sample for this study (N = 600). Respondents 

returned 328 usable instruments, achieving a response rate of 55%. Using the 12 

scenarios version of the scale Hums and Chelladurai (1994a) developed, each respondent 

rated the justness of the eight allocation sub-principles on a 7-point scale. Following 

scenario rating of each sub-principle, each respondent selected the one sub-principle 

he/she perceived as most fair and would implement in his/her organization. The data 

analysis used in the study consisted of both parametric and nonparametric analyses. The 

parametric analyses included six multivariate (MANOV A) procedures using the eight 

sub-principles of distribution as the dependent variables, and gender, divisional 

membership and support services as independent variables. Researchers used repeated 

measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Tukey post hoc analysis for significant 

results found in the multivariate analysis. The non parametric analyses included a 

goodness-of-fit, chi square procedure measuring the deviation from the expected equal 

distribution among the eight sub-principles. 

Results of the six MAN OVA procedures indicated only gender differences in the 

eight ratings of the sub-principles. Results of the repeated measures ANOV A indicated 

significant effects of gender on the sub-principles and their interactions for all six 

distributive scenarios. Males rated contribution principles significantly higher, while 

females preferred equality. The chi-square analysis indicated equality of treatment to be 

the most preferred principle by females, while males chose need more often. Association 

based on position indicated for distribution of money, administrators chose need 
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allocation most often, while coaches chose both need and equality of treatment. 

Retribution of money generated different results with administrators choosing need and 

coaches choosing equality of treatment most often. No association between the eight sub­

principles and division membership was found. 

In summary, it is important to note that while the contribution principles were all 

rated unjust, this finding is consistent with prior studies supporting the equality­

contribution hypothesis. The researchers noted interesting results when comparing 

coaches to administrators. The two groups showed no significant differences. Researchers 

attributed this finding to the notion that many administrators were once coaches 

themselves and still view distributive justice from coaches' perspective rather than 

looking at "the big picture" of the entire athletic department. The major finding of this 

study was administrators and coaches at all three NCAA divisions viewed equality of 

treatment, need, and equality of results as the most just sub-principles for distributive 

justice. 

Extending the literature produced by Hums and Chelladurai (1994a, 1994b), 

Mahony and Pastore (1998) examined the NCAA Revenue and Expense Reports form 

1973-1993 to determine if evidence existed to suggest equality and need were the main 

principles affecting distributions. Three purposes guided their study: (a) determine if 

resources were being distributed in accordance with the three principles identified in prior 

research by Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) within all levels of the NCAA, of if other 

principles had come to the forefront, (b) determine how legal actions during the 1973-

1993 span affected the trends in resource distribution, and (c) present an objective 

examination of the data presented in the NCAA Revenue and Expense Reports to more 
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fully understand the trends related to women's sports, men's revenue sports, and men's 

non-revenue sports. The data used in the analysis came from the annual NCAA Revenue 

and Expense Reports from 1973 to 1993. The data examined trends and ratios in four 

categories: (a) revenue, (b) sports offered, (c) participation opportunities, and (d) 

expenses. 

The results showed an increase in percentage of revenue produced by women's 

sports. However, these revenues were still less than male sports at all levels. These 

increases did suggest there is still potential to increase revenues through promotion of 

women's sports. The data supported the argument that male revenue sports produced a 

profit for the athletic department. At the Division I-A level, athletic programs are 

profitable through sponsoring male revenue sports (Football and Basketball), while other 

divisions show a continual loss. 

Data on the number of sports offered indicated an 86.07% increase in women's 

sports offered, while men's sports have experienced a 10.43% decline since 1973. This 

finding supported the notion that legislation, like Title IX, has impacted intercollegiate 

athletics. While the overall data showed an increase in women's sports offered, a closer 

evaluation of the trends indicated reactions by athletic directors coincided with legal 

judgments at the time. This inference raised the question of whether decisions made by 

athletic administrators were based on the desire for equality or reactions to a mandated 

legal judgment. The number of men's sports eliminated by athletic administrators in a 

response to Title IX legislation supports the theory they were reacting to mandated legal 

judgment. 
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Overall participation data showed an increase for both men (11.28%) and women 

(112.04%). While the increase in women's participation is much larger than the male 

increase, further evaluation of the data indicated an inconsistency with distribution based 

on equality for three reasons. First, trends similar to those noted in the number of sports 

offered triggered by legal legislation indicated reaction to legal mandates rather than 

changes in business practice. Second, some schools had more female athletes than male. 

Division III institutions, who did not offer football, had an average female participation 

opportunity to be 51.27%. The rationale behind this organizational decision not to offer 

football makes sense given the fact these schools do not earn much revenue from their 

sport programs. Eliminating or not offering a revenue producing sport at the Division III 

level does not affect the overall financial situation of the athletic department as it would 

at the Division I level. Therefore, it is not surprising that some Division III athletic 

departments were able to reach equality of opportunities given their limited revenue 

potential. Finally, the number of opportunities within a football program skewed the data. 

This skewing did not indicate a move toward equality since programs which do not offer 

football are not meeting the proportionality rule under Title IX. The data also showed 

schools offering football are not adding enough women's sports to compensate for the 

disproportionate participation numbers. 

Mahony and Pastore (1998) provided several explanations as to why women's 

expenditures increased over the 20 year span, while men's expenditures increased more. 

First, these results indicated poor cost containment on the part of the athletic department. 

Expenses for these programs have risen at a faster rate than the rise in the consumer price 

index. Secondly, football's high cost of production is unmatched by any other sport for 
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either women or men. Therefore, these programs are proving the difficulty of trying to 

provide equal distributions while supporting a football program. Third, men's non­

revenue sports seem to be taking the biggest hit on expenditures. Money from men's 

revenue sports are being distributed to women's sports. Fourth, cuts made by 

administrators to men's non-revenue sports does not seem to be consistent with findings 

that administrators believe need based distribution are the most fair. Finally, trends in 

expenditures can again be linked to legal legislation. 

Mahony, Hums, and Riemer (2002) examined the findings of two previous studies 

looking at the perceived fairness of distributive justice in intercollegiate athletics. Hums 

and Chelladurai (1994b) found NCAA coaches and administrators perceived equity and 

need to be the more just distributive justice practices, while Mahony and Pastore (1998) 

noted at the NCAA Division I level actual practices of administrators were based on 

contribution rather than either need or equality. The purpose of their study was to better 

understand the perceptions of fairness and the distribution of resources in intercollegiate 

athletics by reexamining the sub-principles outlined by Hums and Chelladurai (1994b), 

while making changes to both the sample and instrument. The study included four 

research questions: "(a) what distribution principles do athletic directors and athletic 

board chairs consider most fair?; (b) how do athletic directors and athletic board chairs 

believe their institution would actually distribute or take away resources?; (c) are the 

differences between athletic board chairs and athletic directors within the same division 

regarding their perceptions of fairness and the actual distribution or retribution decision 

they believe would be made at their institution?; and (d) are there differences between 

administrators at Division I and Division III institutions regarding their perceptions of 
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fairness and the actual distribution or retribution decisions they believe would be made at 

their institution?" (p. 335). 

The participants in this study were athletic directors and athletic board chairs at 

all NCAA Division I and Division III levels who sponsor a men's football program (N = 

660). For this study, researchers used a modified version of the instrument developed by 

Hums and Chelladurai (1994b). The modifications of the instrument were justified based 

on suggestions from prior research on distributive justice in the sport setting. First, the 

sub-principle of equity based on revenue production was adopted based on suggestions 

made by Hums and Chelladurai (1994b). Second, the addition of equity percentages 

(winning percentage) as a sub-principle was based on the common use of incremental 

budgeting, where all budgets are increased or decreased by an equal percentage. Third, 

the sub-principle of need was expanded to three sub-principles: (a) need to survive 

(women's team), (b) need to survive (men's team), and (c) need to be successful. These 

adoptions were justified by the difficulty respondents were having in interpreting need. 

Fourth, facility use and support services were dropped as distribution and retribution 

scenarios. Evidence of actual financial resource distribution is more apparent and easier 

to interpret than facility use and support services. Fifth, the sample for the study was 

athletic directors and board chair members. Coaches and lower level administrators were 

not included due to their lack of power in the actual distribution of resources. Athletic 

directors and board chairs determine and/or approve resource allocation. Finally, 

respondents were asked to choose the distribution methods they felt their schools would 

use. The rationale behind this change is that administrators may have different thoughts 

on what they believe is fair and how they actually distribute resources. 

66 



----------------------

The researchers divided the modified instrument into two sections. The first 

section illustrated scenarios describing different distribution principles asking the 

participants to rate the scenarios on the 12 different sub-principle statements (revenue 

production, effort, spectator appeal, winning percentage, team and coach ability, financial 

need to succeed, financial need to survive by a women's team, financial need to survive 

by a men's non-revenue team, equality of treatment, equality of results, equality of 

opportunity, and equity) using a five-point Likert-type scale on both fairness and 

likelihood their institutions would use the principle when making distribution decisions. 

The scale ranged from 1 (Very Unfair) to 5 (Very Fair) for the fairness scale and 1 (Very 

Unlikely) to 5 (Very Likely) for the implementation scale. The second section was 

similar to the first, but changed distribution scenarios to retribution scenarios. Each 

respondent was asked to rate the same 12 sub-principles for both perception of fairness 

and likelihood of implementation for each scenario. 

The analytical procedures consisted of descriptive statistics using six MANOV A 

procedures. Mahony et al. (2002) used NCAA level (I-A or III) and position (athletic 

director or athletic board chair) as nominally scaled independent variables. The 

dependent variables used in the MANOV As were the interval ratings of the distributive 

sub-principles equity, equality, and need as they related to the perception of fairness and 

likelihood of using principle within their institution. The first two MANOV A procedures 

used one retribution scenario and one distribution scenario on the five dependent 

variables of the equity sub-principles (revenue production, effort, spectator appeal, 

winning percentage, and team and coach ability). The third and fourth MAN OVA 

procedures used one retribution and one distribution scenario on the four dependent 
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variables of the equality sub-principles (equality of treatment, equality of results, equality 

of opportunity, and equal percentages). The final fifth and sixth MANOVA procedures 

used one retribution and one distribution scenario on the three dependent variables of the 

need sub-principles (need for survival for women's team, need for survival for non­

revenue men's team, and need to be successful). Hotelling T2 and Tukey tests were used 

as post hoc analyses for any significant MANOV A results in determining group 

differences. 

Results of the MANOV A analysis indicated group differences related to equity 

and equality for both the evaluation of fairness and likelihood the principle would be used 

at their institution. The dependent variables of the need sub-principles were not analyzed 

further because no significant difference existed. Need was rated highest for all groups. 

Multivariate pairwise group analysis revealed no significant differences between athletic 

directors and board chairs in their respective Division. However, differences did exist 

between Division I athletic directors and Division III athletic directors with respect to 

equity and equality in likelihood of use. Post hoc procedures indicated Division I athletic 

directors favored equity principles more than Division III athletic directors, while 

Division III athletic director rated equality more favorably than Division I athletic 

directors. 

Continuing the research on perceptions of distributive justice in the sport industry, 

Mahony, Hums, and Riemer (2005) conducted a study focusing on defining need from 

the perspective of both athletic directors and board chairs within intercollegiate athletic 

departments at the Division I and III levels. Prior research indicated inconsistencies 

between actual distributions (Litan, Orszag, & Orszag., 2003; Mahony & Pastore, 1998) 
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and both the fairness perceptions of the stakeholders (Hmns & Chelladurai, 1994b; 

Mahony, et aI., 2002) and the principles the decision makers say they use (Mahony et aI., 

2002). These inconsistencies indicate decision makers within intercollegiate athletics may 

use a different basis for determining need. These inconsistencies in the literature gave 

reason to seek a deeper understanding as to how decision makers determine need in the 

intercollegiate athletics setting. 

Mahony et ai. (2005) posed four research questions: (a) which sport teams do the 

decision makers believe have the most needs?; (b) what factors do the decision makers 

believe make one team's needs greater than another's?; (c) are there differences in 

perceptions of need by position?; and (d) are there differences in perceptions of needs by 

division? The participants in the study consisted of athletic directors and athletic board 

chairs at both Division I-A and Division III schools offering football (N = 261). The 

participants completed a questionnaire consisting of demographic information along with 

two study questions concerned with perceptions of teams having the greatest financial 

needs. 

The first instrument question asked the respondent to indicate "Which of your 

athletic teams currently has the greatest financial needs?" Respondents listed their 

responses by men's teams, women's teams, and overall. These responses were analyzed 

using simple descriptive statistics. The second instrument question then asked, "Why do 

the teams named in Question #1 have the greatest need?" Each researcher examined the 

second set of responses independently and coded them. They were later compared for 

similarities and differences and intercoder reliability was 92.85%. A goodness-of-fit, chi 
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square analysis tested the significance of the relationship between need and group 

membership. Separate analyses compared division level and position held. 

Study findings indicated that athletic directors at both the Division I and III levels, 

along with athletic chair members at the Division III level, identified football as having 

the most financial need. Athletic board chairs at the Division I level indicated men's track 

and field had the most financial need. In response to why these programs have high 

financial needs, three general categories were derived from the participants' responses: 

(a) lack of available resources, (b) high costs associated with particular team, and (c) 

level of resources needed to be competitively successful. The chi square analysis 

indicated no significant differences in identification of reasons for need based on 

position. However, significance was found in relation to division membership. Division 

III administrators were more likely to identify high costs as a reason for financial need, 

while Division I were more likely to identify related to competitive success. 

In a study similar to Mahony et al. (2002), Mahony, Riemer, Breeding, and Hums 

(2006) sampled Division I undergraduate non-athletes and athletes to explore their 

perceptions of distributive justice. Utilizing a scenario based survey similar to Hums and 

Chelladurai (1994b), Mahony et al. (2006) created retributive and distributive scenarios 

for both the intercollegiate athletic context and private sector sporting goods context. 

Using the findings of Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) and Mahony and Pastore (1998), 

Mahony et al. (2006) sought to determine if perceptions among college athletes and non­

athletes were different in regard to distributive justice. 

The reason for this study was based on the findings of Hums and Chelladurai 

(1994b) and Mahony and Pastore (1998). While Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) found 
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that athletic administrators and coaches in all three NCAA Division perceived equality of 

treatment, need and equality of results as the most fair practices of distribution, Mahony 

and Pastore (1998) found that in actual practice Division I intercollegiate administrators 

were still distributing resources on an equity basis. Mahony et al. (2006) claimed the 

findings of Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) may have been affected by the structure of the 

survey. First, Mahony et al. (2006) suggested revenue production may be an additional 

distributive sub-principle. Secondly, respondents in Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) may 

have answered in a politically correct manner. While responses were anonymous, true 

feelings of how resources should be distributed may not have been reflected due to 

respondents replying in favorable way rather than with their true feelings. 

Mahony et al. (2006) surveyed 150 students at an NCAA Division I university 

enrolled into sport management classes to examine fairness perceptions. The sample was 

broken in five segments: (a) 30 male non-athletes, (b) 30 male revenue sport athletes, (c) 

30 male non-revenue sport athletes, (d) 30 female non-athletes, and (e) 30 female 

athletes. Mahony et al. (2006) suggested surveying students, rather than administrators, in 

an attempt to generate a more genuine response. First, students and student-athletes 

enrolled in sport management classes are potential aspiring sport administrators and 

coaches. Therefore, the perception of these students is important to understand, as they 

will soon be the decision makers within the sport industry. Secondly, students and 

student-athletes are directly affected by the decisions made in regard to distributive 

practices within an athletic department. 

Using an instrument similar to Hums and Chelladurai (1994b), Mahony et al. 

(2006) created a scenario-based survey instrument. Researchers included six scenarios 
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describing both retributive and distributive situations for money, facility usage and 

support services. Based on a critique of Hums and Chelladurai (1994b), Mahony et al. 

(2006) added revenue production as a ninth sub-principle to the initial eight (contribution 

of effort, contribution of ability, contribution of productivity, contribution of spectator 

appeal, equality of treatment, equality of result, equality of opportunity, and need). Each 

respondent rated each of the nine sub-principles on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1 (very unfair) to 5 (very fair) for each of the six scenarios. After rating each sub­

principle, respondents reported the sub-principle they perceived as being most fair and 

would implement in their organization in the given scenario. 

Researchers used MANOVA procedures to depict significant multivariate 

relationships between the nine distributive justice sub-principles and independent 

variables (male non-athletes, male revenue sport athletes, male non-revenue sport 

athletes, female non-athletes, and female athletes). Results of the MANOVA procedure 

indicated significant differences in: (a) equality variables in the money scenario and (b) 

equity variables in the facility variables. Post hoc pairwise group analysis indicated 

significant differences between female athletes and male revenue sport athletes for the 

equality variables in the money scenario. Female athletes indicated a significantly higher 

rating for equality than male revenue sport athletes. For the equity variables in the facility 

scenario, male non-athletes rated equity or contribution based principles higher than both 

female non-athletes and male non-revenue athletes. Researchers also reported which 

dependent variables contributed to the significant results stating equity variables for 

distribution and retribution were only significant for revenue production and equality 

variables from distribution and retribution were only significant for equality of treatment. 
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The non-parametric results indicated equality of treatment was the fairest option 

of the nine sub-principles in all scenarios, except in the retribution support services 

scenario. Need based distribution was considered the second most fair in these scenarios. 

For the retribution support services scenario, need was selected as most fair, followed by 

equality of treatment. Further results show female athletes and female non-athletes 

perceive retribution of facilities and equality fairer than male non-athletes and male 

revenue sport athletes. 

Using a new sample of 150 students in sport management classes, Mahony et al. 

(2006) had respondents rate their perceptions of fairness for distributive justice in the 

private sport business sector as a second part to the same study. The purpose of this 

instrument was to determine if sport setting played a role in the perception of distributive 

justice fairness. Participants completed the survey using six scenarios illustrating 

situations in the private sport business setting. Respondents answered the survey in the 

same manner as the participants in the first part of the study. Results of the MANOVA 

procedures indicated no significant results. Non-parametric analyses also indicated no 

significant differences between groups. Similar to the first study, equality of treatment 

and need were rated as most fair. No statistical procedure was used to compare the first 

study results with those in the second study, however a comparison of means showed 

respondents were more likely to select equity based principles (productivity, effort, and 

ability) in the private sport business setting than in the college athletics setting. These 

finding indicated the sport setting may playa role in perceived fairness in terms of 

distributive justice practices. 
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Patrick, Mahony, and Petrosko (2008) examined the perceived fairness of 

distributive practices among athletic directors and Senior Women's Administrators 

(SWA). The researchers were interested in the effect gender and NCAA division had on 

an individuals' perception of fairness in regards to equality of treatment, contribution 

based on revenue production, need due to lack of resources, need due to high operating 

expense, and need to be competitively successful. Using a scenario based survey, 

generated from the work and suggestions of Hums and Chelladurai (1994a; 1994b), 

Mahony et al. (2002), and Mahony et al. (2006), Patrick et al. (2008) sought to answer 

three research questions: (a) did the respondents indicate significant differences in their 

perception of the fairness of the five distribution principles, (b) were there differences 

based on gender in preferences for distribution options, and (c) were there differences 

based on NCAA division in preferences for distribution. 

The researchers used ANOVAs to operationalize both the independent (gender 

and NCAA division) and dependent variables (the five distribution principles). Results 

indicated significant differences in the perceived fairness of distribution principles based 

on both gender and NCAA division. Statistical significance in perceived fairness was also 

found to exist between all five distribution principles. Equality and need due to lack of 

resources were rated higher across gender and NCAA division. Revenue production was 

rated lower across gender and NCAA division. 

The authors focused on two major findings within the results. First, athletic 

administrators perceived those having less resources, to have the greatest need, and 

therefore resources should be allocated accordingly to be most fair. Second, athletic 

administrators seemed more likely to enhance the budgets of programs with high 
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operating costs when revenue generation was strong and more likely to decrease those 

budgets during weaker revenue generation periods. 

Summary Organizational Justice in Sport 

The literature on organizational justice in sport has mostly focused on distributive 

justice in intercollegiate athletics. However, some studies that have focused on industry 

segments outside of intercollegiate athletics. Tornblom and Jonsson (1985; 1987) 

examined equity and equality principles, finding Swedish nursing students perceived 

equal allocation of resources to be more just than resources allocated based on 

contributions. Stevenson (1989) examined athletes' perceived fairness on the selection of 

national sport teams. Results indicated a "national coach" process for athlete selection 

was perceived as most fair, while the "board of director" approaches were perceived as 

least fair. Dittmore (2006) found NGB administrators preferred the "need to be 

competitively successful" over other distribution methods. Whisenant and Jordan (2006) 

found that only interactional justice differed significant when measuring perceptions of 

justice in the team sport setting. 

The literature on organizational justice within intercollegiate athletics has 

examined athletic directors and administrators (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a; Mahony, 

Hums & Riemer, 2002, 2005; Patrick, Mahony, & Petrosko, 2008), athletic board chairs 

(Mahony et aI., 2002, 2005), students (Mahony, Reimer, Breeding, & Hums, 2006), 

student-athletes (Jordan, Gillentine, & Hunt, 2004; Mahony et aI., 2006), and coaches 

(Hums & Chelladurai, 1994b; Jordan et ai. 2004; Whisenant & Jordan, 2006). These 

studies have mainly focused on three independent variables: (a) athletic job position, (b) 

NCAA division, and (c) gender. 
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Studies examining differences in perceived fairness based on athletic job position 

have revealed two interesting findings. First, studies have found little difference among 

positions within an athletic department with regards to the perception of fairness in 

intercollegiate athletics (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994b; Mahony et aI., 2002, 2005). 

Second, studies have indicated there is consistency among athletic position when asked 

which distributive justice practice is most fair. Most studies have indicated distributive 

practices based on equality and need to be perceived as the most fair (Hums & 

Chelladurai, 1994a; Mahony & Pastore, 1998; Mahony et aI. 2002). 

Examining NCAA Division level has lead to inconsistent results (Hums & 

Chelladurai, 1994b; Mahony et aI., 2002). Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) found no 

significant difference in perceptions of distributive justice among division levels with 

respondents from all three divisions viewing equality of treatment, need, and equality of 

results as the most just sub-principles of distributive justice. Mahony et aI. (2002) 

concluded that decision makers at Division I institutions were more likely to select 

distribution based on contribution, while those at Division III institutions were more 

likely to select distribution based on equality. Mahony et aI. (2005) also examined 

divisional differences with respect to perceptions of need. Division I administrators 

responded by indicating lack of revenue, competitive success, and Title IX issues were 

the primary determinants of need. In contrast, Division III administrators responded by 

indicating high costs of sport, travel, and equipment were the primary determinants of 

need. These results support using NCAA division as an independent variable in 

organizational justice studies in the college sport setting. 
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The literature on organizational justice in the sport setting has generated several 

studies indicating significant differences based on gender. Hums and Chelladurai (1994b) 

found that gender was the only independent variable to have significant differences. 

Males rated contribution significantly higher, while females rated equality of treatment 

significantly higher in each of six distribution scenarios. Mahony et al. (2006) found that 

while, male and female athletes and students rated equality of treatment and need as the 

fairest allocation methods, women were stronger supporters of distribution based on 

equality, while men supported distribution based on need and contribution to the 

program. These findings clearly indicate gender differences in organizational justice 

perceptions exist. 

Job Satisfaction 

While job satisfaction is one of the most often examined areas in management and 

industrial psychology (Chelladurai, 1999) a standard definition has not been established. 

An initial definition of job satisfaction given by Locke (1976) stated that job satisfaction 

was "a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job or 

job experiences" (p. 1300). Balzer, Smith, Kravitz, Lovell, Paul, Reilly, and Reilly (1990) 

defined job satisfaction as the feelings an employee develops about his/her job, based on 

past experiences, current conditions, and available employment alternatives. Chelladurai 

(1999) expanded on Balzer et al. (1990) by suggesting that job satisfaction is based on an 

individual's evaluation of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral elements to his/her job 

responsibilities. Cognitive elements refer to an employee's understanding and evaluation 

of an organization. The evaluation is based on the information and knowledge the 

employee has generated or gathered on the organization. Emotional elements are feelings 
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an employee has about hislher organization or job, both positive and negative. Finally, 

behavioral elements deal with actions an employee takes within hislher organization. 

Understanding the effects of these elements by which an individual arrives at a 

perceived satisfaction level is very important to an organization. While prior research is 

inconsistent on the relationship between job satisfaction and employee behaviors, Balzer 

et al. (1990) contends that humanitarian, economic, and theoretical concerns are reasons 

why organizations should focus on employee job satisfaction. At the humanitarian level, 

studies have shown correlations with life satisfaction to mental and physical health. The 

economic concern relates to studies providing evidence supporting the notion that job 

satisfaction leads to a decrease in operating expenses, turnover and absenteeism. 

However, job satisfaction has yet to be fully examined in the organizational setting in a 

theoretical context. Research focused on different facets of job satisfaction can provide a 

deeper understanding of individual assessments of job satisfaction. 

Research on the impact of job satisfaction on the goals and mission of an 

organization demonstrate why it is important to study job satisfaction within 

organizations. Jordan (2001) also stated the inconsistencies in findings on whether job 

satisfaction is a cause, consequence, or symptom related to employee behavior is an 

additional reason for exploring the benefits job satisfaction has to an organization. The 

following review of literature on job satisfaction will examine: (a) theoretical 

background, (b) job satisfaction theories, (c) antecedents of job satisfaction, and (d) 

summary of job satisfaction. The purpose of this review is to establish a foundation for 

examining job satisfaction within the sport setting. 

Theoretical Background 
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Job satisfaction literature is grounded in studies by Taylor (1911), Mayo (1945), 

and Maslow (1943). Taylor (1911) introduced the theory of scientific management as a 

contradictory theory to the antagonistic relationship between organizations and their 

employees. Scientific management theory states that an organization's success is 

dependent upon the success of the employees within. Taylor (1911) further noted an 

organization cannot exist long term without long term prosperity from the employees. 

The employees' prosperity can come in the form of wants and needs, such as wages. An 

organization's prosperity can come in low labor cost, higher production, or efficient 

manufacturing. 

Another scholar who influenced the theoretical background for job satisfaction 

was Mayo (1933, 1945). Mayo's studies are based on industrial organization and 

production. Mayo concluded through his studies that the application of physical sciences 

(physics, chemistry, biology, etc.) far exceed both the knowledge and application of 

social sciences (psychology, sociology, political science, etc.). Mayo noted that volume 

of production, amount of absenteeism, and maintenance of morale among employees was 

a vital, yet neglected, factor in organizations. Mayo suggested both organizations and 

civilizations have a need to develop and apply social skills. This development and 

application can lead to a more complete work environment through an understanding of 

both technical skill and physical sciences. 

Maslow (1943) also contributed to the theoretical background of job satisfaction 

through his development of the hierarchy of needs theory. Maslow theorized that 

individuals have a variety of needs which could be stimulated at different times 

throughout life depending upon the individual's personal situation. Maslow developed 
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these needs into a hierarchy explaining that an individual wishes to move up the 

hierarchy of needs as each need is obtained. The five levels of needs include: (a) 

physiological, (b) safety, (c) love/belonging, (d) esteem, and (e) self-actualization. 

Maslow noted that individuals will move up and down this hierarchy as different needs 

are either met or lost. Maslow explained that the ultimate goal of each individual is to 

find self-actualization. Self-actualization is met when an individual has met all other 

needs in the hierarchy and has reached one's fullest potential. 

As illustrated by Taylor (1911) and Mayo (1945), the need for an organization to 

understand their employees' needs in order to have that employee perform at the highest 

level of efficiency and productivity is crucial to the survival and prosperity of the 

organization. Maslow's (1943) hierarchy of needs provided organizations an illustrated 

model of what individuals need for their survival both physically and spiritually. The 

application of Maslow's hierarchy has been used for decades and continues to be an 

original source in explaining individual behaviors. 

The theories of Taylor (1911), Mayo (1945), and Maslow (1943) have been 

considered the foundation in the job satisfaction literature. These scholars developed an 

understanding in which the relationship between an organization and their employees 

must be mutual in nature for the survival of both parties. As explained by Taylor (1911), 

the nature of organizational progression is dependent upon the individuals who make up 

the organization, and vice versa. An organization cannot operate without individuals and 

individuals cannot prosper without organizations. This mutual relationship illustrates the 

need to further understand the intrinsic facets which effect an individual's job 

satisfaction. 
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Theories of Job Satisfaction 

From the theoretical base of job satisfaction a number of theories have developed 

from the literature. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) purposed a two-factor 

theory of job satisfaction where satisfaction is derived from two types of factors 

influencing satisfaction. The first type of factors are intrinsic in nature as they can be 

controlled by the individual, and were termed "motivators". Motivators included 

variables such as achievement, recognition, challenging work, responsibility, 

advancement, and growth. The second type, "hygiene" factors, influence dissatisfaction 

with work and are thought to be extrinsic in nature, as they are controlled by the 

organization. Hygiene factors included organizational policies and procedures, working 

conditions, supervision and interpersonal relationships. While Herzberg et al.' s model 

offers an initial framework with which to study job satisfaction, scholars have outlined 

limitations to this theory (Chelladurai, 1985). A major limitation to this theory is that it 

assumes all employees derive their perceptions of job satisfaction in the same manner. 

Employees react to organizational situations differently and therefore evaluate 

influencing factors differently. 

Dawis, England, and Lofquist (1964) developed the Minnesota Model of Job 

Satisfaction identifying 20 work-related needs (ability use, achievement, activity, 

independence, variety, compensation, security, working conditions, advancement, 

recognition, authority, social status, co-workers, moral values, social service, company 

policies, supervision-human resources, supervision-technical, creativity, and 

responsibility), categorized into six dimensions of job satisfaction: (a) achievement, (b) 

comfort, (c) status, (d) altruism, (e) safety, and (f) autonomy. The researchers also 
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developed the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, used to measure the extent to which 

these needs are satisfied in a job. The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) 

consists of 100 items requiring each respondent to indicate the level of satisfaction with 

each aspect on a five-point scale. A short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction 

Questionnaire can also be used to measure overall satisfaction with the job. 

The Lawler' s Facet-Satisfaction Model (1973) theorizes that job satisfaction is 

derived from an individual's assessment of expected outcomes and actual outcomes. 

Lawler relied heavily upon Adams (1963) theory of inequity to establish this theory. 

According to Lawler, job satisfaction is derived through a process in which an individual 

analyzes expected outcomes with actual outcomes. If actual outcomes meet or exceed 

expected outcomes, an individual will experience positive job satisfaction. When an 

individual perceives actual outcomes to be less than expected outcomes, an individual 

will experience negative job satisfaction. Jordan (2001) identified a limitation to the 

Facet-Satisfaction Model to be the focus on distributive justice, with no consideration 

given to procedural or interactional justice. 

The final theory in this review was developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin 

(1969) and later revised by Balzer et al. (1990). Smith et al. (1969) identified five specific 

facets related to an individual's perception of job satisfaction: (a) assigned work, (b) pay, 

(c) promotion, (d) supervision, and (e) co-workers. Researchers developed the Job 

Descriptive Index (JDI) to measure these facets. Balzer et al. (1990) contributed to the 

theory by suggesting overall satisfaction could also be measured in sequence with the 

five facets. A result of this suggestion was the coupling of the JDI and the Job In General 

(JIG) scale. The JIG measures an individual's overall satisfaction with their job, while the 
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JDI measures the individual's satisfaction with the five facets of satisfaction. These 

characteristics were influential in addressing key limitations to prior theories on job 

satisfaction by incorporating both global and facet-based measurements for satisfaction 

Facet Versus. Overall Measurement of Job Satisfaction 

Satisfaction is a complex construct assessed differently by individuals. The use of 

facet-based models allows researchers to identify influencing facets related to job 

satisfaction. Locke (1976) indicated that satisfaction is a complex dynamic made up of 

relations between tasks, roles, responsibilities, and outcomes. While understanding the 

individual influences these facets have on satisfaction is important, facet-based models do 

not account for overall satisfaction. Therefore, the use of only a facet-based model for 

measuring job satisfaction is incomplete, given the fact that an individual may have 

varying degrees of satisfaction with different work related facets. Individuals may be 

satisfied with specific work related facets, but not express a satisfaction with the overall 

job. Researchers must be aware of this circumstance when using a facet-based approach 

for measuring job satisfaction. An instrument which incorporates both a facet-based and 

overall job satisfaction response is optimal for studies wishing to evaluate facets of job 

satisfaction. 

The importance in understanding job satisfaction is reflected in the employee's 

improved quality of life, health, job stability, and cooperativeness. The first step in 

understanding the construct of job satisfaction is to assess causes and correlates. While 

researchers agree job satisfaction can be broken down into specific facets, the number of 

facets used to measure job satisfaction is still debatable (Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992). 

This contrast has already been illustrated in comparing the MSQ (twenty facets) to the 

83 



JDI (five facets). It is also important to point out that facet-based satisfaction is related to 

facets of a specific job. Not all jobs have the same facets with which an employee may be 

satisfied. For example, an intercollegiate coach may be satisfied with the community 

support he/she receives for both the college and team. However, an individual working at 

an insurance company may not have any relationship with the community at large. 

Therefore, hislher satisfaction with the community would not be a facet related to 

satisfaction with the job. 

In contrast to facet based job satisfaction, overall job satisfaction measurement 

scales aim at finding an individual's overall feeling toward hislher job. This approach is 

desirable for several reasons. First, most facet based measurement may omit some areas 

an individual may perceive as being important to estimating overall satisfaction. Second, 

facet scales may also incorporate facets that are perceived as being unimportant to an 

individual's satisfaction. Third, facet scales have a tendency to generate a more short­

term response as they are typically descriptive in nature and responses reflect recent 

reactions to these descriptors. Finally, the practice of adding or combining facets to 

generate an overall satisfaction is inadequate when considering each individual derives 

their satisfaction in different ways. Overall measurements of satisfaction permits 

respondents to answer based on what is natural to them and apply the questioning to their 

specific job (Iron, Smith, Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989). 

The distinction between facet and overall satisfaction is critical to the present 

study as the purpose is to gauge overall job satisfaction of coaches in different sport, 

division, and position. While some researchers have stated that facet based measurement 

is more meaningful from a managerial perspective (Chelladurai, 1999). Smith et al. 
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(1969) has stated that "facets of a job may help managers identify and rectify problems in 

the job situation, they do not indicate whether employees are satisfied with the job 

overall" (p.8). Therefore, a facet based measurement will not appropriately stimulate the 

necessary response for the present study. 

Consequences of Job Satisfaction 

Cranny et al. (1992) summarized that satisfaction has been used as both an 

independent and dependent variables in the job satisfaction literature. Studies using it as 

an independent variable have used satisfaction as an outcome by itself, while studies 

using satisfaction as a dependent variable relate to the organizational outcome generated 

by satisfaction. Cranny et al. (1992) identified three classes of satisfaction consequences: 

(a) non-work behaviors, (b) work performance, and (c) mental and physical health of 

workers. This section will illustrate these three classes and provide an understanding for 

the role job satisfaction plays within each. 

Non-work behaviors are defined as behaviors not directly related to the work but, 

which exist as an integral part of the work environment. These behaviors include 

attendance, turnover, and sabotage. Attendance is not part of the actual outcome of work, 

but does playa critical role in the ability of an individual to do work. An individual who 

is dissatisfied with hislher job may have a tendency to come to work late or voluntarily 

choose to miss work completely. These individual actions can affect the work done and 

are dictated by the individual's perception of job satisfaction. The same is true for 

behaviors like turnover and sabotage. Individuals who are dissatisfied may voluntarily 

leave the organization or sabotage the work done by others in the organization. In any 

case, these behaviors are unwanted by an organization. Cranny et al. (1992) point that 
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studies examining non-work behaviors have focused on the effect of dissatisfaction rather 

than satisfaction. This has been done due to the rationale that individuals who are 

satisfied are likely not to have negative non-work behaviors. Individuals who engage in 

negative non-work behaviors do so because they are dissatisfied. 

The second class of consequences described by Cranny et al. (1992) is work 

performance, which is related to an individual's quality and quantity of work. Cranny et 

al. (1992) note that studies have shown weak correlations between job satisfaction and 

performance. This is illustrated by describing that an individual satisfied with his/her job 

is not necessarily able to perform better. The individual's capabilities are not reflected in 

the individual's satisfaction. Also, an individual who is satisfied may not wish to do more 

work than is necessary. This dilemma impacts the individual's input to outcome ratio. An 

individual satisfied with his/her job is likely doing an amount of work equal to the expect 

outcome. 

The final job satisfaction consequence is the mental and physical health of 

workers. Stress plays a key role in the dissatisfaction of an employee, and can lead to 

poor mental and physical health. Poor mental states caused by stress in the work place 

can be seen in poor decision making, withdrawal behaviors, and depression. Physically, 

stress can cause premature aging and cardiovascular problems including heart disease and 

high blood pressure. An organization's investment in the understanding of both causes 

and consequences of these classes is evident in both the mental and physical well being 

of the individual. 

Summary of Job Satisfaction 
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The literature on job satisfaction can be divided in four parts: (a) theoretical 

background, (b) theories of job satisfaction, (c) facets of job satisfaction, and (d) 

consequences of job satisfaction. These four parts provide an understanding of the 

complicated construct of job satisfaction. The following section will summarize the 

literature of these four elements of job satisfaction. 

The theoretical background on job satisfaction is illustrated in the works of Taylor 

(1911), Mayo (1933, 1945), and Maslow (1943). Taylor (1911) introduced scientific 

management theory stating the success of an organization was dependent upon the 

success of the employees. Under this theory an organization needed to identify the needs 

of the employees in order to generate a necessity to work. As a result both the 

organization and employee prospered. Mayo (1945) later identified a missing component 

to scientific management theory. Mayo (1945) understood that interpersonal relationships 

within an organization existed. Therefore, organizations needed to apply an element of 

social science to the work environment. Finally, Maslow (1943) introduced the hierarchy 

of needs. This hierarchy explained an individual's development of needs as s/he ventured 

through life. Maslow later stated that the hierarchy was a fluid model stating that 

individuals gain and lose needs as conditions in their lives change. The ultimate goal of 

each individual is to reach a state of self-actualization, where all other needs are met and 

one has reached the fullest potential. 

From the grounding theories of Taylor (1911), Mayo (1933, 1945) and Maslow 

(1943) came several theories on job satisfaction. Herzberg et al. (1959) proposed a two­

factor theory where satisfaction is determined by either "motivating" (intrinsic elements 

that can be controlled by the individual) or "hygiene" (extrinsic elements controlled by 
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the organization) factors. A major limitation to this theory is the assumption that 

individuals derive their perception of job satisfaction in the same manner (Chelladurai, 

1985). Dawis et ai. (1964) expanded the two-factor theory by establishing the Minnesota 

Model of Job Satisfaction measuring satisfaction on 20 work-related employee needs. 

Lawler's Facet-Satisfaction Model (1973) theorized that individuals perceive satisfaction 

based on an assessment of work-related facets of the job. Individuals can be satisfied with 

facets of their job but not their overall job. Jordan (2001) pointed that a limitation to this 

model is the exclusive inclusion of distributive justice and no consideration of procedural 

or interactional justice. Finally, Smith et ai. (1969) developed the Job Descriptive Index 

(JDI) which was later revised by Balzer et ai. (1990). The JDI in combination with the 

Job In General (JIG) measures satisfaction with five facets (assigned work, pay, 

promotion, supervision, and co-workers) of the job as well as overall job satisfaction. 

Chelladurai (1999) stated that the JDI is "perhaps the most popular scale for measuring 

job satisfaction" (p. 242). 

Based on the theories of job satisfaction that have emerged from the literature two 

main streams of measurement have formed, facet based satisfaction and overall job 

satisfaction. Most studies have focused on facet based job satisfaction as it is more easily 

applicable to managerial practices (Chelladurai, 1999). However, some researchers have 

argued the use of facet based measurement simply does not accommodate the complexity 

of the construct (Smith et aI., 1969). 

Research using job satisfaction as an influence on organizational outcomes, has 

focused on three classes of organizational consequences: (a) non-work behaviors, (b) 

work performance, and (c) mental and physical health of workers. Studies on non-work 
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behaviors have focused on the effect of dissatisfaction rather than satisfaction. Research 

on satisfaction and performance has shown weak correlations. Finally, stress caused by 

levels of satisfaction have been shown to effect individual's mental and physical health. 

Mental health consequences have been seen in poor decision making, withdrawal 

behaviors, and depression. Physical health consequences have been seen in premature 

aging, high blood pressure, and cardiovascular disease. 

The literature on job satisfaction has reveled importance to managerial decision 

makers. Most of the literature has examined the business sector in general. The following 

will examine how job satisfaction has been examined in the sport sector. 

Job Satisfaction in Sport 

Research on job satisfaction in sport has been applied to many segments of the 

sport industry. However, like organizational justice, much of the research has focused on 

intercollegiate athletics. As the purpose of this study is to focus on the intercollegiate 

athletics segment of the sport industry, a review of the literature on job satisfaction in 

sport will examine: (a) job satisfaction in sport outside of intercollegiate athletics, (b) job 

satisfaction in intercollegiate athletics, and (c) a summary of job satisfaction in sport. 

Job Satisfaction Outside of Intercollegiate Athletics 

Li (1993) chose to examine job satisfaction and performance of coaches at spare­

time sports schools located in China. Based on prior research, Li chose to examine 

productivity and employee satisfaction as the two major indicators of effectiveness, as 

evidence has shown these indicators account for a great proportion of variance in 

effectiveness (Steers, 1977). To measure the appropriate variables, Li (1993) developed a 

scale based on the suggestions of a panel of professors in physical culture. The panel 
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compiled 12 facets of job satisfaction (job influence, job responsibility, job motivation, 

incentive system, cooperation of members, communication, interpersonal relationship, 

hygienic factor, leadership behavior, leadership competency, evaluation, and morale) 

which were measured by a 76 item questionnaire. Items on the scale were rated on a 7-

point Likert type scale using terminology appropriate for the item as anchors. A test­

retest pilot study revealed reliable results for the instrument warranted use of the 

instrument as a measure of job satisfaction and performance. Prior to any analytical 

analysis, respondents were placed into one of four groups, based on their mean value for 

the two major indicators: (a) group 1, high satisfaction and high performance, (b) group 

2, low satisfaction and high performance, (c) group 3, high satisfaction and low 

performance, and (d) group 4, low satisfaction and low performance. The analytical 

procedures used in this study consisted of stepwise multiple-regression using the 

grouping as the dependent variable. 

The findings of the study showed that in group I (high satisfaction and high 

performance) job responsibility, communication, and leader behavior significantly 

predicted job satisfaction, accounting for 55% of the variance. Significant predictors of 

job performance were job influence, responsibility, and motivation, accounting for 23% 

of the variance. In group II (low satisfaction and high performance) job influence, 

incentive system, and leader behavior accounted for 38% of the variance as significant 

predictors of job satisfaction. Job performance included job influence, motivation, and 

incentive as predictors, accounting for 58% of the variance. An examination of group III 

(high satisfaction and low performance) showed job satisfaction being predicted by job 

influence and incentive, accounting for 41 % of the variance. Job performance included 
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job influence, motivation, and incentive, accounting for 23% of the variance. Lastly, an 

examination of group IV (low satisfaction and low performance) resulted in job 

motivation and leader behavior as predictors of job satisfaction, accounting for 31 % of 

the variance. Job performance predicted leader behavior, job motivation, and incentive 

accounting for 22% of the variance. This study concludes that job satisfaction and 

performance have unique predictors. Also, the intensity of an individual's job satisfaction 

and performance (high or low) can influence these predictors. 

Using a variation of the Coach Satisfaction Questionnaire developed by 

Ogasawara (1997), Leblicq, Hoecke, and Knop (2002) investigated coach satisfaction in 

Flemish gymnastics clubs. The researchers established three hypotheses based on prior 

research on coach satisfaction: (a) the internal quality of the club is related to the 

(dis )satisfaction of the coach, (b) the performance level of the group is related to the 

degree of (dis )satisfaction of the coach, and (c) the experiences of the coaching job are 

related to the (dis )satisfaction of the coach. The sample used in the study consisted of 556 

coaches from one of four Flemish gymnastics federations. Each respondent was asked to 

complete a questionnaire containing a demographic section, the modified "Coach 

Satisfaction Questionnaire", and the "General Index of Work Commitment." 

Results of the study showed that Flemish coaches were most satisfied with the 

coaching job, autonomy, team performance, and security. The researchers explained this 

result illustrated the intrinsic rewards received from coaching. However, the respondents 

differed most when asked about their satisfaction with reward. This was explained by the 

researchers in terms of presence of extrinsic rewards, given that some coaches receive an 

extrinsic reward, while others do not. Results also indicated significant difference when 
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comparing age and experience. Younger coaches and less experienced coaches were 

significantly less satisfied with the job of coaching. This was also true when comparing 

age and experience to facets of satisfaction. Younger and less experienced coaches were 

less satisfied with autonomy, team performance, and supervision. 

Job Satisfaction in Intercollegiate Athletics 

While research on job satisfaction in intercollegiate athletics has been dominated 

by the examination of coach's perceptions of satisfaction, other studies have examined 

the satisfaction of athletes. To understand the relationship between productivity, 

effectiveness and job satisfaction in the sport setting, Chelladurai and Riemer (1997) 

conducted a study identifying facets of athlete satisfaction. Research on area of athlete 

satisfaction was necessary for several reasons. First, there was no formal definition of 

athlete satisfaction. Also, facets of athlete satisfaction had not been filtered or tested. 

Finally, by determining facets of athlete satisfaction, a scale was developed to measure 

these facets of athlete satisfaction. As suggested by prior research, the researchers 

implemented three criteria in selecting the facets of satisfaction. The first criterion was to 

identify facets in two meaningful categories, outcomes and processes. The second 

criterion dealt with differences in personal outcomes/processes and team 

outcomes/processes within the athletics and traditional business contexts. Finally, the 

researchers considered the outcomes and processes as being task-related and social in 

nature. Results of this study lead to the development of the Athlete Satisfaction 

Questionnaire (Riemer & Chelladurai, 1998). 

Athletic administrators have also been a focus of prior research on job satisfaction 

in the sport setting. Recent studies show an increase in the number of opportunities for 
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women to participate in collegiate sports over the past two decades. In contrast, this trend 

has not extended to the coaching and administrative positions within collegiate athletics. 

Further studies have found reasons explaining why collegiate athletics has continued to 

be a male-dominated occupation (Knoppers, 1992). However, few studies have made the 

attempt to find retention strategies for persons within the collegiate athletic setting. For 

this reason Inglis, Dany1chuk and Pastore (1996) developed a model to advance the 

understanding of factors considered important by coaches and athletic administers for 

staying in one's position. 

The development of the scale was carried out in four stages. Stage one included 

gathering items for potential use in the scale. The second stage was a validity check of 

the generated scale. This validity check was performed by a panel of seven men and 

women, all of whom had experience in coaching and athletic/recreation administration, 

and provided feedback on the items presented. The third stage was finalizing the scale to 

include 49 items. The last stage was administering the scale. After the scale was 

developed, it was administered to a population of intercollegiate administrators and 

coaches in both Canada and the United States. Each subject was asked to respond to the 

49-items scale on two 7-point Likert scales measuring importance and fulfillment for 

employee retention. 

The results were broken down into three factors which influenced retention. The 

first factor was Work Balance and Conditions. This factor suggests the balance of work 

and the conditions within the workplace are important factors to one's desired intentions 

of staying in one's position. An example of this factor would be an organization 

budgeting an annual amount toward improving working conditions. This could include 
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new furniture, supplies, or building additions. The second factor indicated by the results 

was Recognition and Collegial Support. This factor suggests organizations focus on 

employee recognition and involve colleagues with similar work interests. Organizations 

could hold quarterly appreciation dinners, or might organize the office setting to group 

certain jobs close to one another. The final factor was Inclusivity. The items involved in 

this factor dealt with diversity involved in inclusive work environments. This factor 

suggests a work environment conducive to interaction among colleagues would be 

beneficial to awareness, understanding, and respect between employees. 

Another study analyzing the job satisfaction of athletic directors was conducted 

by Robinson, Terick, and Carpenter (2001). These researchers analyzed the job 

satisfaction of NCAA Division III athletic directors using specific job satisfaction facets 

and gender as the independent and dependent variables. Findings indicated athletic 

directors were most satisfied with supervision and least satisfied with promotion. 

Differences among gender indicated that male athletic directors were more satisfied with 

the overall job and the facets of pay, promotion, and work content. Female athletic 

directors indicated more satisfaction with co-workers and supervision. A final analysis of 

dissatisfaction facets indicated both male and female athletic directors were dissatisfied 

with promotion. Robinson et al. believed this result was due to the position of athletic 

directors being the highest position within an athletic department. Therefore, the 

opportunity for promotion is limited or non-existent. 

While the literature on job satisfaction has included studies on athletes and 

athletic directors, most of the research has focused on the satisfaction of coaches. Ritter 

(1974) examined job satisfaction among interscholastic head coaches in New Mexico. 
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The study used a 22-item Job Satisfaction Questionnaire designed to analyze Herzberg's 

Motivation-Hygiene Factor Theory (1959). Results of the study indicated a lack of 

support for Herzberg's theory that individuals receive either satisfaction or dissatisfaction 

from only the work environment. This was especially true for a job which interacts with 

external variables, such as public relations. Independent variable differences showed that 

performance did led to more satisfied coaches. 

A study done by Evans (1983) examined the relationship between sport type and 

job satisfaction. The researchers examined the differences between revenue and non­

revenue coaches among 13 facets of job satisfaction: (a) working demands, (b) working 

condition, (c) administration organization, (d) pay, (e) job security, (f) personal initiative, 

(g) recognition, (h) racial matching, (i) organization CD personal satisfaction, (k) 

satisfaction with work, (1) work difficulty, and (m) decision making. The survey also 

allowed for a total job satisfaction rating to be analyzed. 

Evans (1983) concluded that sport type did affect job satisfaction among coaches. 

Specifically, revenue-generating sport coaches rated satisfaction with 

administration/organization and recognition higher than non-revenue generating sport 

coaches. Non-revenue generating sport coaches rated work demands higher than revenue 

generating sport coaches. Both sport types were satisfied with job security, personal 

initiative, racial balance, and overall satisfaction, while both sport types reported 

dissatisfaction with pay. 

In an attempt to rectify some of the limitations to prior job satisfaction studies, 

Hendon (1983) developed an instrument to measure job satisfaction of coaches. Hendon 

(1983) developed the Coaches Job Satisfaction Inventory (CJSI) to assess the job 
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satisfaction of softball coaches at two-year colleges. Hendon (1983), citing the work of 

Dawis and Lofquist (1984), identified nine potential factors influencing softball coaches: 

(a) age, (b) years in coaching, (c) years as a head coach, (d) success in work role, (e) type 

of sport coaching, (f) annual income, (g) marital status, (h) collegiate division level, and 

(i) strain. Results indicated that only annual income was a significant predictor of job 

satisfaction. Coaches' marital status, type of sport coached, and collegiate level had no 

impact on overall job satisfaction or any other factors. 

Snyder (1985) conducted a study using gender, employment status, and 

environmental setting as independent variables to analyze job satisfaction among 

intercollegiate coaches. Using the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, 

Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire, and the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), 

Snyder sought to explain the impact work environment has on job satisfaction. Results 

indicated work environment played a key role in coaches' satisfaction. Coaches feeling 

detachment or lack of administrative support, negatively affected satisfaction with work 

and supervision. When analyzing differences between genders, male and female coaches 

differed only on work and supervision. 

Continuing his research, Snyder (1990) conducted a study investigating the 

effects of leader behavior and organizational climate on intercollegiate coaches' job 

satisfaction. Prior research has shown leader behavior influences organizational climate, 

shaping the employees' attitudes and behaviors (Fiedler, 1967; Field & Abelson, 1982; 

Halpin, 1966; Muchinsky, 1977; Owens, 1981). The research questions posed by the 

Snyder (1990) were as follows: (a) What are the effects of leader behavior and 

organizational climate on intercollegiate coaches' job satisfaction? (b) Are their 
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differences between full-time and part-time coaches' job satisfaction? (c) What is the 

tenability of cognitive dissonance theory to the understanding of coaches' job 

satisfaction? and (d) Is there a difference between the job satisfaction models for male 

and female intercollegiate coaches? Participants of this study were 197 full or part-time 

coaches for 17 California 4-year institutions. Each subject returned an instrument 

containing the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, the Organizational Climate 

Description Questionnaire, and the Job Descriptive Index. The researchers conducted a 

factor analysis, analysis of variance, multiple regression, and path analysis on all data 

received from the questionnaires. 

Examination of the factor analysis indicated six factors were significantly loading 

on job satisfaction, which were titled by the researcher as: (a) emphasis on consideration, 

(b) emphasis on structure, (c) intimacy/morale, (d) disengagement, (e) hindrance, and (f) 

socializing patterns. Other analytical procedures used these factors as independent 

variables. Results of the multiple regression indicated consideration to be the only 

significant variable for females, explaining 13% of the variance in job satisfaction. For 

males, consideration accounted for 19% of the variance, while disengagement explained 

10%. Overall, part-time coaches had less satisfaction with pay and promotion than full­

time coaches. Two different models emerged from the study in regard to the effect of 

leadership behavior on organizational behavior, which would then affect job satisfaction. 

The female respondents showed considerate athletic directors caused the female coaches 

to feel more integrated into the organization. The male respondents showed consideration 

impacted the morale for male coaches. These finding indicated a difference between male 
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and female coaches in terms of the effects of leadership behavior and organizational 

climate on job satisfaction. 

Gender differences in job satisfaction among NCAA coaches of women's teams 

were examined by Pastore (1993). Using both the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and the 

Job in General (JIG), Pastore (1993) analyzed differences between gender, NCAA 

division, and type of sport as they related to job satisfaction. Results of the study 

indicated type of sport may affect the supervision facet of job satisfaction. Pastore (1993) 

concluded that revenue generating sports are under more scrutiny by the athletic 

administration due to the necessity of generating income. Therefore, revenue generating 

coaches may perceive that they are more supervised more than non-revenue generating 

coaches, negatively impacting their job satisfaction. Findings also indicated no difference 

between gender or NCAA division. 

Summary of Job Satisfaction in Sport 

The literature on job satisfaction in sport has mainly focused on the perceptions of 

coaches in intercollegiate athletics. However, there have been studies both outside of 

intercollegiate athletics and on other personnel within intercollegiate athletics. Li (1993) 

examined job satisfaction and performance of coaches at spare-time sports schools in 

China. Li (1993) found that job satisfaction and performance have unique predictors 

which are influenced by the intensity of an individual's perceptions of satisfaction and 

performance. Leblicq et al. (2002) examined coach satisfaction among Flemish 

gymnastic coaches and found that the variables of age and experience led to significant 

differences in satisfaction. Coaches who were older and had more experience were more 
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satisfied with the job of coaching and were more satisfied with the facets of autonomy, 

team performance, and supervision. 

Studies examining satisfaction within intercollegiate athletics have examined the 

satisfaction of athletes, administrators, and coaches. Chelladurai and Riemer (1997) 

proposed three criteria for classification of facets for athlete satisfaction. The three 

criteria involve the identification of either an outcome or a process, the difference 

between a personal or team outcome or process, and whether the outcome or process is 

task-related or social in nature. Riemer and Chelladurai (1998) used these criteria to 

establish the "Athlete Satisfaction Questionnaire." 

Athletic administrators in the intercollegiate athletics segment of the sport 

industry have also been the focus of studies on job satisfaction. Inglis et al. (1996) 

developed a scale to measure factors considered important by athletic administrators for 

staying in their position. The factors included in the scale were work and conditions, 

recognition and collegial support, and inclusivity. Robinson et al. (2001) analyzed job 

satisfaction among NCAA Division III athletic directors. Robinson et al. (2001) found 

that male athletic directors were more satisfied with the facets of pay and work content, 

while female athletic directors were more satisfied with co-workers and supervision. Both 

male and female athletic directors showed dissatisfaction in promotion, which is 

understandable given that the highest job role within an athletic department is and athletic 

director. Zhang et al. (2004) examined the job satisfaction of mid-level collegiate campus 

recreation administrators. Zhang et al. (2004) found that institutional classification, 

affiliation, budget source, and reporting structure were all influencing variables for job 

satisfaction. 
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Most of the literature on job satisfaction in the intercollegiate setting has focused 

on the satisfaction of the coach. Ritter (1974) found that performance did influence 

satisfaction among coaches. Evans (1983) found that sport type influenced satisfaction 

among coaches. Hendon (1983) contributed by developing the Coaches Job Satisfaction 

Inventory (CJSI) measuring nine factors of job satisfaction. Snyder (1985) using the Job 

Descriptive Index (JDI) found that gender differences among coaches only existed with 

work and supervision. Snyder (1990) continued his research on gender differences with 

job satisfaction finding differences also existed among leadership behavior and 

organizational climate. In contrast to Snyder (1985, 1990) Pastore (1993) found no 

differences between gender in terms of job satisfaction. Pastore did find, using both the 

JDI and Job In General (JIG), that the sport type may affect the supervision facet of job 

satisfaction among NCAA coaches of women's teams. Pastore rationalized that revenue­

generating sport coaches are under more scrutiny in terms of production than non­

revenue-generating sport coaches. Therefore, revenue-generating coaches may perceive 

that they are more closely supervised than non-revenue-generating sport coaches, 

negatively impacting their job satisfaction. Finally, Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) 

developed the "Coaches Satisfaction Questionnaire". In testing the scale the researchers 

found significant difference between NCAA Divisions with Division III coaches 

indicating significantly higher satisfaction with amount of work than Division I coaches. 

The results of this literature review indicated that job satisfaction is an important 

variable to understand within intercollegiate athletics. More significant is the 

understanding of coaches as they represent the connection between sport and business 

aspects of athletic programs. The review also identifies several variables that have shown 

100 



differences in satisfaction: (a) sport type, (b) gender, and (c) NCAA Division. However, 

the literature has failed to evaluate differences in revenue generation or coaching 

position. A purpose of the present study is to expand on the current literature by 

examining differences intercollegiate coaches overall job satisfaction in terms of revenue 

generation, NCAA division, and coaching position. 

Organizational Commitment 

Over the past 50 years commitment has remained a popular topic in 

organizational research. Interestingly though, the construct of commitment still remains, 

somewhat unclear, due to a lack of consistency in definition and measurement. 

Definitions of commitment have taken two different directions. The first, attitudinal 

commitment, expresses the extent to which an individual's values and goals are 

congruent with those of the organization. Attitudinal commitment typically has involved 

the measurement of commitment along with other variables presumed to be the 

antecedents to, or consequences of, commitment (Buchanan, 1974; Steers, 1977). The 

second, behavioral commitment, is the process of an individual becoming committed to 

action of work rather than the organization as a whole. Research on behavioral 

commitment has centered on discovering the condition under which an individual 

becomes committed to a course of action (Kiesler, 1971; Salancik, 1977). 

Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) conducted a review of the commitment 

literature and concluded there was little consensus on what commitment means. Meyer 

and Allen (1997) illustrated sample definitions that had been used in academic literature 

and concluded that while the meaning of commitment has not been consistent, two 

characteristics are common across definitions. The common themes of defining 
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organizational commitment are "that commitment is a psychological state that (a) 

characterizes the employee's relationship with the organization, and (b) has implications 

for the decision to continue membership in the organization" (p. 67). 

While the definition and construct of commitment continues to be debated in the 

literature, one outcome variable has emerged as being equally important to the construct 

of satisfaction, organizational commitment. Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian's (1974) 

defined organizational commitment as " ... the strength of an individual's identification 

with and involvement in a particular organization" (p.604). This definition is further 

characterized by three factors of the individual (a) the individual has a strong belief in 

and acceptance of the organization's goals and values; (b) the individual is willing to 

exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and (c) the individual has a strong 

desire to maintain membership in the organization (Porter et aI., 1974). The following 

review of literature will focus on the construct of commitment as it pertains to an 

organization. 

Theoretical Background 

The literature on organizational commitment is grounded in the works of Becker 

(1960); Porter et ai. (1974); O'Reilly and Chatman (1986); and Meyer and Allen (1991). 

Each of these authors has added to the overall construct of commitment. Today, Meyer 

and Allen's multidimensional model of commitment is the most widely used. An 

investigation of these studies will provide a strong theoretical background to the overall 

construct of commitment and the application to an organization. 

Becker (1960) illustrated commitment using the notion of side bets, or alternative 

choices. Prior studies had used commitment as an independent variable to analyze both 
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individual and organizational behaviors in relation to power, religion, occupational 

recruitment, bureaucratic behavior and political behavior (Abramson, Cutler, Kautz, & 

Mendelson, 1958; Becker & Carper, 1956; Howe & Coser, 1957; Selznick, 1953; Wilson, 

1959). Becker explained an individual's commitment is dependent upon a series of "side­

bets" which cause the individual to make a choice. This choice can either be consistent 

with prior behavior or can be entirely inconsistent. The degree of the potential outcome 

of the choice is highly dependent on the decision made by the individual. Becker used the 

example of a man who decides to take a job with one employer, and two months later has 

the choice of taking another job. While the man understands this new opportunity is 

better than his current situation, he feels a need to stay with his current employer because 

of the negative backlash that might come from the decision to take a new job. The man 

may consider trust and reputation to be guiding factors in acceptance in the workplace. 

Taking the new job, only two months after accepting the current position, will have 

negative effects on the man's trustworthiness and reputation. 

Becker (1960) acknowledges, as time goes on, individuals are exposed to multiple 

side-bets. As they continue to tum these bets down, they are increasing their commitment 

by enhancing consistent behavior. If side bets are continuously turned down, the 

individual's perspective of maintaining current behavior is heightened. This only makes 

the notion of changing behavior more difficult. Becker's contribution to the commitment 

literature was examination of both conscious and unconscious affects on commitment. 

A major criticism of Becker's (1960) study was that the instrument used to 

measure the side-bet theory measured attitudinal commitment. Meyer and Allen (1984) 

pointed out that side-bet theory is a behavioral response, not attitudinal. Cohen and 
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Lowenberg (1990) supported this critique by showing low correlations of side-bet 

antecedents with organizational commitment. 

Another major contribution to the commitment literature was a study done by 

Porter et al. (1974). The authors' contributions consisted of formally defining 

organizational commitment, setting criteria to meet the definition and developing an 

instrument to test the definition. Porter et al. (1974) defined organizational commitment 

as " ... the strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a particular 

organization" (p. 604). This commitment is characterized by three factors: (a) the 

individual's belief in and acceptance of the organization's goals and values; (b) an 

individual's willingness to exert considerable effort for the organization; and (c) an 

individual's strong desire to maintain membership in the organization. Researchers 

operationalized organizational commitment by designing the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ). The OCQ was a I5-item instrument used to measure 

"the degree to which subjects feel committed to the employing organization" (p.607). 

O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) noted that prior studies on organizational 

commitment had failed to address the underlying dimensions of psychological 

attachment. The researchers purposed that individuals have psychological attachments 

based upon three independent foundations: (a) compliance, (b) identification, and (c) 

internalization. Compliance relates to an individual's involvement with an organization 

due to the specific, extrinsic rewards gained by being with the organization. Identification 

is an individual's involvement based on affiliation with the organization. Internalization 

relates to the individual's acceptance of both individual and organizational values and 

goals. 
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While O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) did contribute to the commitment literature, 

their study has been criticized by other researchers. Most of the criticism has focused on 

the three dimensions identified by O'Reilly and Chatman. Lack of distinction due to high 

correlations between identification and internalization has led some to question if these 

are two distinct variables (Caldwell, Chatman, & O'Reilly, 1990; O'Reilly, Chatman, & 

Caldwell, 1991; Verendberg, Self, & Seo, 1994). The use of compliance as a commitment 

variable has also received scrutiny. Meyer and Allen (1997) explained that commitment 

" ... serves to maintain behavior in the absence of reward" (p. 15). However, compliance 

behaviors are done for the purpose of receiving a specific, extrinsic reward. Also, 

compliance has been found to correlate positively with turnover, while the intent of being 

committed is to reduce turnover (Mowday et aI., 1982). 

While the prior works of Becker (1960), Porter et aI. (1974), and O'Reilly and 

Chatman (1986) all contributed to the literature on organizational commitment, the works 

of Meyer and Allen (1991) have received the most recent attention. Meyer and Allen 

combined prior theories of commitment to formulate a three-component model of 

commitment: (a) continuance commitment, (b) affective commitment, and (c) normative 

commitment. Continuance commitment was derived from Becker's (1960) side-bet 

theory, stating that individuals maintain their current behavior and becoming more 

committed due to few or poor alternatives to the current situation. As a result individuals 

become committed on the basis that "they need to do so" (p.67). Affective commitment 

was derived for Buchanan's (1974) study supporting the theory that social interactions 

influence an individual's commitment. In the organizational context individuals who 

stayed with an organization longer engage in career maintenance behaviors as an attempt 
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to sustain title or position within the organization. This results in an individual becoming 

committed because "they want to do so" (p.67). Finally, normative commitment, an 

individual's commitment based on a feeling "that they ought to remain with the 

organization" (p.67) was derived from Wiener (1982). Wiener suggested that internalized 

pressured should be accounted for in examining commitment. Internalized normative 

pressures are described as a person's attitude toward performing a particular act, as a 

function of the individual's beliefs concerning the consequences of hislher actions. 

Meyer and Allen's (1991) three-component model of organizational commitment 

was later extended to include two separate dimensions of continuance commitment. 

McGee and Ford (1987) first identified two distinct dimensions of continuance 

commitment. The researchers indicated commitment could be based on few existing 

employment alternatives. An employee may be committed to an organization due to the 

lack of employment alternatives. This sub-dimension of continuance commitment is 

labeled low-alternative, Low-Alt. The second dimension to emerge from continuance 

commitment is an individual's commitment based on the amount slhe would forego if 

slhe was to leave an organization. This sub-dimension of continuance commitment is 

labeled high-sacrifice, Hi-Sac. Later studies found these two sub-dimensions to be 

significantly independent of each other (Hacket, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994; Meyer & 

Allen, 1997). 

Meyer and Allen's (1991) three-component model of organizational commitment 

was the first to look at these dimensions as components rather than types. The researchers 

noted that an individual's commitment is determined by the combined effects of these 

components. Employees may be committed to their organization based on varying levels 
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of each component. Therefore, Meyer and Allen suggested future research should seek to 

understand an employee's relationship with an organization using these three dimensions 

rather than trying to classify the commitment as one particular type. 

Foci Versus Overall Measurement of Organizational Commitment 

Commitment foci refer to what an individual focuses hislher commitment on. 

Prior research analyzed an individual's commitment to the organizational as a whole. 

However, an individual's commitment may be focused on a particular unit, constituency 

or hierarchical level within the organization. For example, an intercollegiate athletic 

department has several units to which an employee may be committed to, such as the 

marketing department, compliance department, development department, or sports 

information department. The employee may also be committed to a particular 

constituency such as the athletes, alumni, the NCAA, or faculty. Finally, the hierarchical 

levels, the athletic director, associate athletic directors, or even managers of the 

organization may impact an individual's commitment. Understanding that an individual's 

commitment is comprised of multiple commitments to different aspects of the 

organization at different levels is critical. Therefore, commitment can be viewed as a 

collection of commitments to different foci. Meyer and Allen (1997) point out that this 

"view raises the possibility that (a) employees can have varying commitment profiles and 

that (b) conflict can exist among an employee's commitments" (p. 17). 

Similar to the prior discussion on satisfaction, foci based measurement is not 

inclusive of all the factors affecting an individual's perception of commitment. A global 

approach to commitment allows the researcher the ability to account for factors affecting 

an individual's commitment that may not be conveyed through a multidimensional 

107 



model. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) conducted a meta-analysis of organizational 

commitment that resulted in 26 antecedent variables to organizational commitment. The 

researchers concluded that this list was still not all inclusive and that variance in 

organizational commitment was still found. As a purpose of the present study is to 

examine coaches of different sports, divisions and positions, it is necessary to take global 

approach measuring organizational commitment rather than a focus approach. 

Consequences of Organizational Commitment 

While antecedents of organizational commitment relate to variables that either 

develop or affect an individual's commitment, studies examining the consequences of 

organizational commitment have focused on the critical outcomes of commitment. 

Mathieu and Zajac's (1990) meta-analysis of organizational commitment summarized the 

consequences of organizational commitment into performance and withdrawal behaviors. 

The relationship between performance and organizational commitment in the 

literature has been shown to be weak. Chelladurai (1999) noted this weak relationship 

could be attributed to other organizational factors, such as resources available to 

employees, task dependency, or organizational policies. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) 

illustrated that an employee's performance could be moderated by organizational 

structure like pay policies. For example, an individual whose pay is closely tied to 

performance (e.g. commission sales) may show a higher correlation between performance 

and commitment, than an individual whose pay is not tied to performance (e.g. salary). 

This example stresses the theory that stronger correlations between performance and 

commitment may be present when role expectations are more clearly defined. The 

relationship between withdrawal behaviors and organizational commitment has shown to 
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be much stronger than the performance-commitment relationship. Withdrawal behaviors 

have been studied using a variety of different variables including: (a) attendance, (b) 

lateness, and (c) turnover. 

Mathieu and Zajac (1990) reported that more than 75% of the between study 

variance was accounted for when using commitment as a predictor of attendance. 

However, Meyer and Allen (1997) noted that Mathieu and Zajac did not distinguish 

voluntary from involuntary absence. The distinction between voluntary and involuntary 

absence has shown results supporting a negative relationship between involuntary 

absence and commitment (Gellatly; 1995; Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorff, 1994; Meyer, 

Allen, & Smith, 1993; Somers; 1995). Similarly, Mowday et al. (1982) theorized a 

negative relationship between lateness and commitment. However, because of many 

influencing factors outside of the control of the employee, the relationship has shown 

weak correlations. 

The most significant relationship between commitment and employee 

consequence has been with turnover. Turnover has been studied using two variables: (a) 

intention to search for a new job, or (b) intention to leave one's current job. Mathieu and 

Zajac (1990) reported that intention to leave has a stronger positive correlation with 

commitment than intention to search. However, Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, and Meglino 

(1979) presented a model purporting that the relationship between behavioral intention 

and commitment is mediated by other cognitions. Mobley et al. theorized that the work 

environment influences an employee's affective responses which then initiate withdrawal 

behaviors. This theory suggests the influence of organizational behavior is mediated by 

behavioral intentions. 
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Correlates of Organizational Commitment 

The construct of organizational commitment is very complex due to a number of 

correlates. Six specific correlates have been identified in the organizational commitment 

literature: (a) motivation, (b) job involvement, (c) stress, (d) occupational commitment, 

(e) union commitment, and (f) job satisfaction (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). The literature 

has divided motivation into two forms, internal and external motivation. Internal 

motivation is more highly correlated with affective commitment, while external 

motivation is more highly correlated with continuance commitment (Mowday, Steers, & 

Porter, 1979). Job involvement and occupational commitment have high correlations with 

affective commitment. This relationship seems rational given an individual's attachment 

to ajob or occupation afforded by an organization (Morrow, 1983). The examination of 

stress as a correlation variable has produced inconsistent results. Much of this 

inconsistency can be attributed to how stress is defined and measured. Some studies have 

used individual components of stress to account for a single stress measure (Kahn, Wolfe, 

Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Others studies have divided stress into work-related 

and non-work-related stress (Chassie & Bahagat, 1980; Cook & Wall, 1980). However, 

Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found stress had a negative correlation with commitment. 

Finally, organizational commitment has received much attention for being highly 

correlated with job satisfaction. Both overall satisfaction and facet specific satisfaction 

have shown positive correlations with organizational commitment. While a great deal of 

research exists in this area, researchers still stressed the need for further understanding 

the relationship between organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Mathieu & 

Zajac, 1990). 
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Summary of Organizational Commitment 

Similar to job satisfaction, the research on organizational commitment has lead to 

inconsistencies in developing a universal definition. While there is no formal definition 

of organizational commitment in the academic literature, Porter, Steers, Mowday, and 

Boulian's (1974) definition is commonly used. Porter et ai. (1974) defined organizational 

commitment as " ... the strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in 

a particular organization" (p. 604). This definition is further characterized by three factors 

of the individual: (a) the individual has a strong belief in and acceptance of the 

organization's goals and values; (b) the individual is willing to exert considerable effort 

on behalf of the organization; and (c) the individual has a strong desire to maintain 

membership in the organization (Porter et aI., 1974). The literature on organizational 

commitment has divided the construct of commitment into four areas: (a) components, 

(b) foci, (c) consequences, and (d) correlates. Each of these dimensions plays a role in the 

organizational behavior of the employee. 

The theoretical background on the construct of organizational commitment has 

revealed three distinct components of commitment: (a) continuance, (b) affective, and (c) 

normative. Becker (1992) referred to each component of commitment as having a 

particular "motive or reason" which creates the perceived commitment. Each component 

of commitment has a specific base. Continuance commitment is based on an individual's 

need to remain with an organization because the cost of an alternative is greater than the 

benefit received. Affective commitment is based on emotional attachment, providing the 

individual a sense of wanting to be with the organization. Finally, normative commitment 
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is based on internalization and acceptance of organizational goals, the feeling that s/he 

ought to stay with the organization. 

Organizational commitment foci are separate elements an individual may focus on 

when generating a perception of commitment. Examples of organizational commitment 

foci include unit, constituency, and hierarchical level. Studies on organizational 

commitment foci have shown support for the multi-constituency theory (Becker, 1992; 

Lawler, 1992; Reichers, 1986). However, foci based measurement does not identify all 

variables affecting an individual's perceptions of commitment. Further, overall 

commitment overall commitment has been shown to be a strong predictor of commitment 

consequences. Therefore, Meyer and Allen (1997) suggest the use of organizational 

commitment foci only when measuring behavior relevant to specific constituencies. 

Consequences of organizational commitment are important to understand as they 

focus on the critical outcomes of commitment. The literature on organizational 

commitment has defined two types of organizational commitment consequences, 

performance and withdrawal behaviors. Performance has produced weak correlations 

with organizational commitment (Chelladurai, 1999), while relationships with withdrawal 

behaviors have shown much stronger correlations. Withdrawal behaviors include 

attendance, lateness, and turnover. Results indicate that involuntary absence and 

commitment have a significant negative relationship (Gellatly; 1995; Hackett, Bycio, & 

Hausdorff, 1994; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Somers; 1995). Turnover has had the 

strongest relationship with organizational commitment. Employees who have shown 

higher intentions to leave the organization are less committed (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). 
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Finally, organizational commitment has received much attention for being highly 

correlated with job satisfaction. Both overall satisfaction and facet specific satisfaction 

have shown positive correlations with organizational commitment. While a great deal of 

research exists in this area, researchers still stressed the need for further understanding 

organizational commitment as a single entity, as well as the relationship it has with job 

satisfaction (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). One area lacking this research is the sport industry, 

and specifically, intercollegiate athletics. 

Organizational Commitment in Sport 

Research on organizational commitment in the sport setting has focused on 

several roles within the sport industry. Studies have examined athletes but the focus of 

these studies has mainly been on the athlete's commitment to the sport, not an 

organization (Carpenter, Scanlan, Simons, & Loble, 1993; Raedeke, 1997, Scanlan, 

Carpenter, Simmons, Schmidt, & Keeler, 1993a' 1993b; Scanlan, Russel, Beals, & 

Scanlan, 2003a, 2003b). However, student workers (Dixon, Cunningham, Turner, Sagas, 

and Kent, 2005; Turner, Jordan, & Dubord, 2005) and coaches (Cunningham & Sagas, 

2004; 2006; Raedeke, Granzyk, & Warren, 2000; Raedeke, Warren, & Granzyk, 2002; 

Turner & Chelladurai, 2005) have been examined on their commitment to an 

organization in the sport setting. As the purpose of this study is to focus on the 

intercollegiate segment of the sport industry, a review of the literature on organizational 

commitment in sport will include: (a) organizational commitment in sport outside of 

intercollegiate athletics, (b) organizational commitment in intercollegiate athletics, and 

(c) a summary of organizational commitment in sport. 

Organizational Commitment Outside of Intercollegiate Athletics 

113 



Dixon, Cunningham, Turner, Sagas, and Kent (2005) investigated the antecedents 

of affective organizational commitment among undergraduate interns in the sport 

industry. Based on prior research the researcher developed three hypothesis related to the 

organizational commitment of non-paid workers: (a) job challenge will be associated 

positively with affective organizational commitment, (b) supervisor support will be 

positively associated with affective organizational commitment, and (c) role stress will be 

associated negatively with affective organizational commitment. 

Dixon et al. (2005) surveyed final-semester senior undergraduate students who 

were in the process of completing their internship in the sport industry. Results of the 

study indicated support for all three hypotheses. Job challenge, supervisor support and 

roles stress combined to account for 35% of the variance affecting affective 

organizational commitment among undergraduate interns. In conclusion the researchers 

identified job challenges as having the largest impact on commitment among interns. 

Turner, Jordan, and Dubord (2005) studied the importance of organizational 

commitment in the retention of student workers within a sport organization. The 

researchers noted that the turnover rate within campus recreation departments is high 

because of the dependence on student workers, who are most likely at an institution for 

only four years. Researchers measured the student workers commitment using the four 

dimensional model by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993). Results indicated tenure and type 

of supervision to significantly affect the student's commitment. Those students who had 

been working for the recreation department longer showed significantly high levels of 

commitment. Students who were supervised by a professional member of the recreation 

department staff showed significantly higher levels of commitment than those who were 
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supervised by their peers. A final analysis indicated that affective and continuance-high­

sacrifice commitment were significant determinants of a student's desire to remain 

employed. In their discussion the researchers stated the need for recreation departments 

to stress the professional staff/student relationship as a means to heighten the affective 

commitment of the student. This will enhance the student's connection with the 

organization and will in affect also heighten the student's sense that leaving the 

organization would result in a high-sacrifice for another job. 

The commitment of coaches has been another area of concentration of literature in 

the sport setting. Raedeke, Granzyk, and Warren (2000) examined swimming coaches to 

determine if profiles reflecting entrapment, attraction, and low commitment 

characteristics could be identified based on determinants of commitment. The researchers 

also examined if any profiles determined a difference among coaches on burnout and 

commitment perspectives. In the sport setting, leaving an organization or job has been 

related to the idea of employee burnout (Maslach & Jackson, 1984). 

The instrument used in the study was based on and Rusbult and Farrell's (1983) 

method for measuring constructs of personal relationships and work settings. Variables 

included (a) benefits, (b) costs, (c) satisfaction, (d) investments, (e) attractiveness of 

alternatives, and (f) commitment to coaching. Five-point Likert scales were used to 

measure all variables. The researchers used a two-step analysis approach including a 

cluster analysis followed by a multivariate analysis. The researchers gathered Cronbach's 

alpha scores to determine internal consistency for each variable. 

Study findings revealed three unique profiles from the cluster analysis. These 

profiles coincided with the three predicted hypotheses. The one-way MANOV A using the 
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clusters as independent variables indicated significant differences between the clusters on 

burnout and commitment. This analysis found 38% of the variance in group differences 

was explained. Post hoc ANOVA analysis revealed differences between clusters on 

burnout and commitment. Tukey comparisons showed entrapped coaches reported 

significantly higher burnout than either of the other two clusters. Also, less interested 

coaches reported significantly lower scores on burnout than less attracted coaches. 

In a study similar to Raedeke et al. (2000), Raedeke, Warren, and Granzyk 

(2002), examined coaching commitment and turnover in a comparison of current and 

former coaches. The study had three main purposes: (a) to examine whether the 

hypothesized commitment model provided an adequate fit to the data, (b) to examine 

whether current and former coaches differed on commitment and theoretical determinants 

of commitment, and (c) to describe current and former coaches on specific benefits and 

costs associated with coaching. Study participants included 469 current and former USA 

Swimming coaches. Respondents completed a questionnaire containing sections on 

demographics, specific coaching benefits and costs, general benefits and costs, 

satisfaction, alternative options, investments, and social constraints. Each item was 

measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (high). 

Analytical procedures included a test of internal consistency, structural equation 

modeling (SEM), and analysis of variance. Cronbach alpha scores testing internal 

consistency showed only one item to have not met the .70 acceptable criterion. The 

structural equation modeling assessed a fit of the purposed model to the data and a 

relationship between the hypothesis and the commitment model. Results of the SEM 

indicated the model was a good fit to the data. Also, all loadings and uniqueness 
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measurements of the model were significant, revealing satisfaction and investment as 

being positively related to commitment. The determinants of commitment accounted for 

65% of the variance in commitment levels. The SEM, when applied to the alternative 

model, also indicated a goodness-to-fit. However, neither costs nor benefit were 

significant predictors on commitment. The multivariate analysis revealed significant 

differences between current and former coaches in the hypothesized model. This 

correlation explained 10% of the variance in commitment and showed significant 

differences in all variables except general costs and benefit items. 

Organizational Commitment in Intercollegiate Athletics 

The literature on organizational commitment in intercollegiate athletics has 

focused on the coach. Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) found differences in 

organizational commitment existed among American intercollegiate coaches and 

Japanese coaches. Coaches in the United States indicated more commitment to their 

occupation, while Japanese coaches were more committed to their organization. 

Cunningham and Sagas (2004) studied the influence of age, ethnicity, and 

organizational tenure on occupational and organizational commitment among NCAA 

Division IA football coaches. They found ethnic diversity and tenure, along with positive 

attitudes, contributed significantly towards both occupational and organizational 

commitment and negatively to turnover intentions. 

Turner and Chelladurai (2005) conducted a study involving the assessment of 

coaches' commitment. The researchers conducted a study concerned with the 

commitment of intercollegiate athletic coaches to their organization and occupation as a 

coach. The study had three objectives: (a) assess organizational commitment from a 
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multidimensional perspective as outlined by Meyer and Allen (1991), (b) apply the 

multidimensional model of organizational commitment to occupational commitment as 

proposed by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993), and (c) relate the components of coaches' 

commitment to the organization and occupation to the outcome measures of coaches' 

intention to leave and their performance. The participants in the study were head coaches 

at NCAA Division I (N = 156) and III (N = 172) levels. The participants completed a 

questionnaire measuring commitment to both the organization and occupation, intentions 

to leave, their team standings, and perceptions of their performance. 

The independent variables in this study were: affiliation level (Division I or III), 

gender (male or female), and marital status (single or married). The dependent variables 

for the study were participant rating of organizational commitment, occupational 

commitment, intention to leave, and performance. All dependent variables were 

measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), 

except for performance which was measured by 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = poor, 5 = 

outstanding). The researchers used two MANOVAs to determine the effects of the four 

subscales on the dependent variables. Post hoc ANOV As were used where significance 

was determined. Correlations were also computed among the four subscales of 

organizational and occupational commitments, intention to leave, and performance. Two 

multiple regression analyses were used to assess the effects of the four subscales of 

organizational commitment on intention to leave. Finally, four multiple regression 

analyses were used to determine effects of the four subscales of organizational 

commitment on performance. 
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Study findings showed while significance was found for the impact of the 

interaction between gender and marital status on organizational commitment, the effect 

size was small. The researchers concluded that no practical subgroup differences existed 

in organizational or occupational commitment. The relationships among variables 

showed all bases for both organizational and occupational commitment were significant 

and negatively correlated with intention to leave. The regression analysis was significant 

for both organizational and occupational commitment, explaining 23.7% and 23.1 % of 

the variance in intention to leave respectively. Although organizational commitment only 

explained about 5% of the variance in performance, the nature of intercollegiate athletics 

suggests this data is substantial to the industry. Researchers noted that sport is zero sum 

industry where there is a winner and loser for every outcome. This factor makes sport 

unique in the assessment of performance by managerial decision makers. It is also critical 

to the intercollegiate sport organization's revenue potential through ticket sale, donations, 

and marketing. 

Summary of Organizational Commitment in Sport 

The literature on organizational commitment in sport has focused on the sport 

setting outside of intercollegiate athletics. Scanlan et al. (1993a; 1993b) created and 

validated the Sport Commitment Model to assess commitment factors in the sport setting. 

Carpenter et al. (1993) tested the Sport Commitment Model and found the model 

accounted for 68% of the variance in the commitment of athletes. Sport enjoyment, 

involvement opportunities, personal investments, and social constraints were all 

significant predictors of sport commitment. Scanlan et al. (2003a) further tested the Sport 

Commitment Model by examining the influence of social support on sport commitment. 
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Results indicated further validation of the Sport Commitment Model along with the 

suggestion that social support should be added to commitment in the sport setting. Other 

studies examined the commitment of the athlete in regards to the consequences of 

commitment. Raedeke (1997) examined athlete commitment in relation to athlete 

burnout. Raedeke (1997) found that athletes cluster into four distinct groups based on 

their commitment: (a) enthusiastic, (b) malcontented, (c) obligated, and (d) indifferent. 

Findings also indicated that athletes who fell within the indifferent and malcontented 

clusters had higher burnout scores, indicating sport participation and commitment were 

factors influencing burnout. 

Studies have also examined the organizational commitment of volunteers in the 

sport setting. Dixon et al. (2005) examined the commitment of undergraduate interns in 

the sport industry. They found that job challenge, supervisor support, and role stress 

accounted for 35 % of the variance in affective organizational commitment. Turner et al. 

(2005) examined the importance of organizational commitment in the retention of student 

workers in a sport organization. This study showed that tenure and type of supervision 

significantly affected commitment among students. Specifically, students who had been 

with the organization longer and were supervised by a professional staff member were 

more highly committed to the organization. 

Commitment of coaches has also been examined the literature. Raedeke et al. 

(2000) found that coaches were significantly different in regard to burnout and 

commitment when comparing across the three distinct clusters: (a) coaches who are 

committed to attraction-based factors will have low levels of burnout and high levels of 

commitment, (b) coaches committed to entrapment-based factors will have high rates of 
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burnout and low rates of commitment, and (c) coaches who are not committed to either 

determinant will have low rating for both burnout and commitment. Similarly, Raedeke et 

al. (2002) found significant differences in current versus past coaches. 

Studies examining organizational commitment within the intercollegiate setting 

have focused on the commitment of coaches. Cunningham and Sagas (2004) studied the 

influence of age, ethnicity, and organizational tenure on occupational and organizational 

commitment among NCAA Division IA football coaches. They found that ethnic 

diversity and tenure, along with positive attitude, contributed significantly towards both 

occupational and organizational commitment and negatively to turnover intentions. 

Turner and Chelladurai (2005) examined the multidimensional model of commitment 

among coaches. Their findings were similar to Cunningham and Sagas (2004), and 

indicated that both occupational and organizational commitment were significant and 

negatively correlated with intention to leave. 

Organizational Justice, Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

The constructs of organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment have been studied extensively as single entities, but few studies have 

focused on the relationships shared by all three, especially in the sport setting. The 

importance of understanding the relationship among these constructs is critical to an 

organization given the possible consequences resulting from negative perceptions of the 

organization (i.e. turnover, withdrawal). Much of the controversy related to the 

distinction among these constructs has focused on the constructs of job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. Studies have shown these constructs are correlated, leading 

. to the question, are they distinct, are they one-in-the-same, or is one the antecedent of the 
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other? Other studies have analyzed the relationship among organizational justice, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment. The following review will focus on two 

streams of literature, studies focused on the distinction among the three variables and 

studies illustrating the relationship of these three variables in the sport setting. A 

summary of the literature will conclude this section. 

Relationships Among Organizational Justice, Job Satisfaction, and Organizational 

Commitment 

Studies examining the relationship of organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment have focused on the distinction between job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. Results of these studies have provided evidence of both 

strong correlations and unique independence. Mowday, et al. (1982) made the distinction 

that organizational commitment is an effective response to beliefs about the organization, 

while job satisfaction is a response to experiencing specific job tasks. Due to the broad 

definition of commitment, it is understandable why these variables would be correlated. 

However, Mowday et al. (1982) also notes the variables independence by offering the 

example of an employee with positive beliefs toward the organization's goals and 

mission, yet having negative feelings toward hislher individual work and tasks. The 

reverse of this scenario is also true. In this example, organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction are two independent variables. 

Other studies have used Mowday et al. (1982) to clarify the distinction between 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Glisson and Durick (1988) provided 

evidence that job satisfaction and organizational commitment are two conceptually 

distinct concepts. Results of their study indicated each variable has a different set of 
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predictors explaining the variation. However, Martin and Bennett (1996) outlined four 

competing models explaining the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment: (a) job satisfaction is an antecedent to organizational commitment, (b) 

organizational commitment is an antecedent to job satisfaction, (d) organizational 

commitment and job satisfaction are reciprocally related, and (e) organizational 

commitment and job satisfaction are independent. 

The model outlining job satisfaction as an antecedent to organizational 

commitment can be illustrated by explaining how an employee's sense of job satisfaction 

can enhance hislher commitment to the organization. An employee whose performance 

within an organization warrants both internal and external benefits experiences a sense of 

job satisfaction. This satisfaction can be associated with the organization and, therefore, 

enhances the individual's commitment to the organization. Martin and Bennett (1996) 

supported the rationale that job satisfaction could be a cause of organizational 

commitment with three major findings: (a) job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment have been found to be positively correlated, (b) organizational commitment 

has been found to correlate more highly with measures of turnover than measures of job 

satisfaction, and (c) job satisfaction develops more rapidly than organizational 

commitment. 

Based on Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance theory, Martin and Bennett 

(1996) suggested organizational commitment could also be an antecedent to job 

satisfaction. Festinger (1957) hypothesized that individuals can perceive conflicting 

thoughts at the same time. This phenomenon is explained when an individual experiences 

a conflict between new information which conflicts with preconceived knowledge, 
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attitudes, emotions, beliefs, or behaviors. Martin and Bennett (1996) explained that 

individuals use their preconceived level of commitment to develop their level of 

satisfaction. In this case, the causal relationship between organizational commitment and 

job satisfaction is one in which organizational commitment is an antecedent to job 

satisfaction. 

The third model presented by Martin and Bennett (1996) states that job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment share a reciprocal relationship. Both 

variables influence the other in similar ways, making the determination of a causal 

relationship difficult. Due to the complexity of the relationship, this model is not used to 

explain causation and is not used in determining differences between the variables. 

The final model suggested by Martin and Bennett (1996) shows job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment as independent of one another. This model illustrates 

how each variable has unique influencers and neither has a causal effect on the other. 

Martin and Bennett's (1996) study supported this final model. 

Studies have also attempted to distinguish organizational justice from 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Dailey and Kirk (1992) isolated the 

relationship between organizational justice and organizational commitment variables to 

fully understand their relationship as it relates to outcomes affecting the organization. 

Results of their study indicated ineffective performance appraisal and planning systems 

contributed to unfair perceptions of procedural justice, which was significantly related to 

intention to quit. The researchers explained this result by noting how an individual may 

rationalize his/her intention to quit in relation to some externalization of causality. This 

external cause stems from the organization's actions and not the individual's. The 
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researchers suggested allowing employee input can potentially avoid an increase in 

intention to quit. This promotes a positive relationship between the organization's 

systems and the employee's perception of fairness. 

McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) examined how distributive and procedural justice 

predicted job satisfaction and affected organizational outcomes. Organizational outcomes 

were divided into personal outcomes (pay level and job satisfaction) and organizational 

outcomes (organizational commitment and subordinate's evaluation of supervisor). Using 

a regression analysis, results indicated both distributive and procedural justice were 

predictors of work outcomes. Further analysis showed that distributive justice was a 

stronger predictor of individual outcomes, while procedural justice predicted 

organizational outcomes. McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) also reported that perceptions of 

distributive and procedural justice had interactive effects on organizational outcomes. 

The interaction analysis revealed that unfair procedures and low distributive justice 

produced lower rating of outcomes. However, regardless of distribution perceptions, 

individuals who had high perceptions of procedural justice indicated high commitment 

and supervisor evaluations. These results indicated an individual's perception of fairness 

is more closely related to an organization's procedures than distributions. An individual 

who perceives an organization to be procedurally just may, however, still be dissatisfied 

with individual outcomes. 

Tang and Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996) conducted a study to measure how 

distributive and procedural justice perceptions related to performance appraisal and to 

identify if these perceptions predicted satisfaction. The researchers found that distributive 

and procedural justice were related to different facets of satisfaction. Distributive justice 
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related to satisfaction with pay, promotion, performance appraisal, and commitment. 

Procedural justice related to satisfaction with supervision, performance appraisal, 

commitment, and job involvement. Overall, Tang and Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996) noted 

both distributive and procedural justices are important in predicting an employee's 

individual satisfaction and organizational commitment. The identification of multiple 

factors influencing perceptions of procedural justice supports the rationale that employers 

have some control over employee perceptions. This suggests the possibility of an 

organization implementing policies and practices aimed at enhancing these factors. 

Specifically, the researchers pointed to two-way communication as a means of enhancing 

employee satisfaction and organizational commitment. Enhancement of two-way 

communication can establish a better understanding of needs, desires, and expectations of 

both the employee and organization. 

Another study related to explaining the relationship between organizational 

justice, job satisfaction and organizational commitment was conducted by Schappe 

(1998). Schappe tried to determine the amount of variance in job satisfaction explained 

by distributive and procedural justice. Results indicated distributive justice to be a 

stronger predictor of job satisfaction. Prior studies had found that procedural justice was a 

stronger predictor of job satisfaction (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky & 

Cropanzano, 1991; Moorman, 1991). Shappe's (1998) result may have been due to the 

use of two forms of procedural justice, structural and interpersonal. This is significant 

due to the continuing debate of whether interpersonal (interactional) justice is part of 

procedural justice or a unique variable on its own. Inconsistencies in the literature 
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provide evidence for the continuing need to study the relationship between organizational 

justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. 

Other studies have produced inconsistent results regarding the relationship 

between organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. Colquitt, 

Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng (2001) conducted a meta-analysis of organizational 

justice. Colquitt et ai. (2001) suggested that informational and interpersonal justice were 

distinct constructs separate from both distributive and procedural justice. While a 

regression analysis indicated that both informational (~=.29) and interpersonal justice 

(~=.11) contributed significantly to the variance of procedural justice, the correlation 

among the variables was not high enough to warrant the inclusion of informational and 

interpersonal justice as part of procedural justice. These findings contradicted Shappe' s 

(1998) use of interpersonal justice as a sub-principle of procedural justice. The 

researchers also found that procedural justice was the strongest predictor of job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment. This finding is contrary to Tang and 

Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996), who found distributive justice to be the best predictor of job 

satisfaction. 

Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) also performed a meta-analysis of 

organizational justice. Their findings both complied with and contradicted Colquitt et 

aI.'s (2001) meta-analysis of organizational justice. Like Colquitt et aI., Cohen-Charash 

and Spector (2001) found evidence to merit the distinction of three organizational justice 

principles. However, Cohen-Charash found satisfaction to relate to all justice types, while 

organizational commitment was related to procedural justice and trust. 
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Only a few studies have examined organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment together. However, none have examined them in the sport 

setting. Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) examined the effects of distributive and procedural 

justice perceptions on both satisfaction and organizational commitment among university 

administrative and support personnel. Participants included 138 non-faculty employees of 

a medium-sized state university. Each subject was asked to complete an instrument 

incorporating two measures of outcomes (subjective and objective), two predictors of 

outcomes, a 26-item procedural justice scale, two satisfaction items, and the Negative 

Affectivity (NA) Scale. Findings indicated aspects of outcomes were stronger predictors 

of satisfaction and commitment than aspects of procedures. Procedural and distributive 

justice accounted for 71 % and 85% of the variance in satisfaction when using objective 

and subjective measures respectively. When examining commitment, procedural and 

distributive justice only accounted for 28% and 23% of the variance. 

Martin and Bennett (1996) also examined the relationship between distributive 

and procedural justice and both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The 

researchers examined this relationship using a model illustrating the antecedents to both 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Referent cognitions, distributive justice, 

and procedural justice were used as predictors of job satisfaction. Procedural justice, job 

importance and age were used as predictors of organizational commitment. Using 

procedural justice as a predictor of both job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

is consistent with the findings of McFarlin and Sweeney (1992), who found procedural to 

be a stronger predictor of organizational outcomes, yet indicated an interaction with 
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distributive justice which only predicted individual outcomes. Researchers prepared a 

model to represent the tested relationships among the studied variables. 

The study supported the model of using organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction as independent measures. Further, procedural fairness was found to be a more 

direct cause of organizational commitment than distributive fairness. These findings are 

consistent with McFarlin and Sweeney (1992), indicating an individual's organizational 

commitment is determined by his/her perceived fairness of the organization's policies 

and procedures, rather than the individual's received distributions. Finally, the findings 

suggested both procedural and distributive justices are antecedent to facet-specific job 

satisfaction. Both procedural and distributive justice perceptions contributed to 

satisfaction with pay, benefits, performance, and performance appraisal. 

Both inconsistencies and lack of research in the athletic setting suggest the need 

to further understand the relationship among organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment. Therefore, a focus on studies examining their relationship in 

the sport setting will follow. 

Organizational Justice, Job Satisfaction, and Organizational Commitment in Sport 

Few studies have examined the relationship between organizational justice and 

either job satisfaction or organizational commitment in the sport setting. Even fewer have 

examined all three streams of literature together. Due to the lack of support in using 

interactional justice as an independent measure, researchers have focused on distributive 

and procedural justice as determinants of organizational justice. The focus of many 

studies has been on the perceptions of coaches while others have examined athletes and 

student workers. The following review of literature will examine how organizational 
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justice has been studied in relation to both job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment in the sport setting. 

Whisenant (2005) wanted to determine the effect of organizational justice on the 

commitment of high school student-athletes. Students completed a modified version of 

Colquitt's (2001) Justice Measure, to measure all three organizational justice dimensions. 

Respondents also were asked their level of agreement on a 7-point scale (1=disagree, 

7=agree) on whether, "you will continue to play this sport in high school?" (p. 347). This 

question was used to determine the students' rate of commitment. Results indicated that 

the organizational justice dimension did influence a student's intent to continue to playa 

particular sport, but unique variances of each fairness perception were low (distributive 

(R2=.05), procedural (R2=.03), and interactional (R2=.07)). Subgroup differences on sex, 

ethnicity, grade level and sport were also examined. Boys' perceptions of distributive 

justice were higher than girls, yet girls' perceptions of interactional justice were higher 

than boys. Freshmen students indicated significantly lower levels of procedural justice 

than both sophomores and juniors. Freshmen also indicated significantly lower levels of 

interactional justice than sophomores. When comparing sports, only football and track 

indicated significant differences. Football players perceived significantly lower levels of 

procedural justice than track athletes. 

Jordan, Turner, and DuBord (2007) studied organizational justice as a predictor of 

job satisfaction among student recreation department workers. Researchers used the 

Organizational Justice Index (OJI) to measure the respondents' perceptions distributive, 

procedural, and interactional justice. The researchers used only a single item measure to 

measure job satisfaction. Noting the debate over single-items measures, the researchers 
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stated that single-item measures of overall job satisfaction have been found to be reliable. 

Results indicated that perceptions of interactional justice were significantly higher than 

those of both distributive and procedural justice. Both tenure and type of supervision 

revealed significant main effects. Those students who were in their first year with the 

organizational had significantly higher perceptions of procedural justice. Students who 

were supervised by professional staff members reported significantly higher ratings of all 

three justice measures compared to those supervised by peers. Using a regression 

analysis, 33.1 % of the variance in overall job satisfaction was accounted for by the three 

organizational justice measures. Males indicated that both distributive and procedural 

justice were stronger predictors of overall satisfaction than females. Students supervised 

by either professional staff members or peers indicated that both distributive and 

procedural justice predicted job satisfaction. Finally, for those students who had worked 

for the recreational department for longer than a year distributive and procedural justice 

predicted job satisfaction more strongly than for those who had worked less than one 

year. 

In a study using the constructs of both satisfaction and commitment, Turner 

(2001) examined the multidimensionality of commitment in the intercollegiate athletics 

setting. Two commitment foci, the organization and occupation, two consequences of 

commitment, withdrawal behaviors and performance, along with a correlate of 

commitment, satisfaction, were studied among intercollegiate coaches. A sample of 318 

head coaches of NCAA Division I and III teams completed the Commitment of Coaches 

Questionnaire. Results indicated intercollegiate coaches rated their commitment to both 

the organization and occupation highest in regards to affective commitment. Continuance 
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commitment-low alternatives received the lowest rating among coaches. Subgroup 

differences indicated no significant difference between gender, NCAA division, and 

marital/lifestyle status. Consequences of commitment revealed that all four bases of 

organizational commitment significantly correlated with intention to leave, explaining 

27.2% of the variance. All but continuance commitment-high sacrifice significantly 

correlated with intention to leave in terms of occupational commitment. Results on 

performance indicated low levels of variance for both occupational and organizational 

commitment yet; both commitment foci had a greater influence on performance than 

satisfaction. Satisfaction influenced a coach's feelings on intention to leave more than did 

the four bases of organizational commitment. 

Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) analyzed differences between intercollegiate 

coaches in the United States and Japan. The purpose of their study was to develop a scale 

to measure facets of satisfaction specific to sports coaching, and provide a cross-cultural 

comparison between Japanese and U.S. coaches with respect to satisfaction with their job 

and their organizational occupational commitment. This study provided a major 

contribution to the literature on job satisfaction within the sport setting as it used both job 

satisfaction and organizational and occupational commitment. 

Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) developed the Coach Satisfaction 

Questionnaire (CSQ) using items from Reimer and Chelladurai's (1998) Athlete 

Satisfaction Questionnaire. Any item that related to both athlete and coach were used. 

Wording for each question was altered to reflect the coaches' perspective when 

answering the questionnaire. A panel of experts was used to confirm validity of the 81-

item instrument. Respondents were asked to rate each item on a 9-point Likert type scale, 
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from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 9 (very satisfied). The General Index of Work Commitment 

(GIWC) was also used to measure occupational and organizational commitment. 

Results of the study indicated the 14-component solution explained 69.9%, 

65.5%,64.6% of the variance in Division I, Division III, and Japanese coaches. Further 

analysis of the components revealed that 11 of the 14 components were of the same 

content in all three data sets. Therefore, only 11 of the 14 were retained for further 

analysis. 

The results of the subgroup differences among job satisfaction facets revealed that 

Japanese coaches experienced lower satisfaction levels with supervision, coaching job, 

autonomy, team performance, colleagues, athlete academic performance, and job 

security. Division III coaches indicated significantly higher satisfaction with amount of 

work. Differences in organizational and occupational commitment indicated Japanese 

coaches to be significantly more committed to their organization than Division I and 

Division III coaches. However, Japanese coaches also expressed significantly lower 

ratings of occupational commitment than Division I and Division III coaches. The results 

of this study provide a significant contribution to the literature on job satisfaction among 

intercollegiate coaches. The development of CSQ, measuring 11 elements of job 

satisfaction is coaching, was significant. The researchers point that further validation of 

this instrument is needed. 

Turner and Jordan (2006) conducted a study examining the commitment and 

satisfaction of intercollegiate coaches. The researchers wanted to identify if commitment 

or satisfaction was more important in the retention and performance of coaches. Results 

indicated that satisfaction influences intention to leave more than commitment. However, 
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commitment influenced performance more than satisfaction. These results support the 

rationale that satisfaction and commitment are two distinct constructs. Coaches who are 

dissatisfied with their job are more likely to leave, yet satisfaction does relate to 

performance. Therefore, athletic directors who wish to retain their coaches should focus 

on both job satisfaction and organizational commitment, but understand that each is 

influenced by different factors. 

Turner and Pack (2008) also studied commitment and satisfaction in the sport 

setting. The researchers noted that prior studies had not examined all three bases of 

commitment simultaneously in the sport setting. Findings of the study showed that 

athletic administrators clustered on six commitment profiles: (a) non-committed, (b) 

highly committed, (c) neutrals, (d) affective commitment-normative commitment 

(ACINC) dominant, (e) affective commitment (AC) dominant, and (f) continuance 

commitment (CC) dominant. The six commitment profiles were then used to determine 

differences in turnover intentions and job satisfaction. Results indicated both turnover 

intentions and job satisfaction differed among commitment profile groups. Group 

differences in regards to turnover intentions revealed that the non-committed and CC 

dominant groups showed significantly higher ratings, while the ACINC dominant group 

was significantly lower than all but the AC dominant group. Group differences in regards 

to job satisfaction showed the ACINC dominant group was significantly more satisfied 

than the neutrals, CC dominant, and non-committed groups, while the CC dominant was 

significantly lower than all groups except the non-committed. 

Other studies have examined the relationship between organizational justice and 

job satisfaction in the sport setting. Jordan (2001) examined perceptions of organizational 
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justice and job satisfaction experienced by NCAA Division I and III head basketball 

coaches. The instruments used by the author were the Organizational Justice Index, a 

measurement of organizational justice perceptions; the Job In General Index (JIG), a 

measurement of overall job satisfaction; and the Job Descriptive Index, a measurement of 

five facets related to job satisfaction. Results based on gender revealed men scored higher 

on all measures of organizational justice, overall job satisfaction, and five facets of job 

satisfaction. Comparisons by division indicated Division III coaches scored higher on 

procedural and interactional justice. Division I coaches scored higher on distributive 

justice. Division I coaches also scored higher on overall job satisfaction and all facets of 

job satisfaction, with the exception of supervision. 

Summary of Organization Justice, Job Satisfaction, and Organizational 

Commitment 

The literature on organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment has focused on each of these constructs as a single entity. Few studies have 

examined the relationship between two of these constructs. Even fewer have examined all 

three together. Part of this literature review focused on distinguishing them as unique 

constructs. Mowday et al. (1982) distinguished commitment and satisfaction by stating 

that commitment was an effective response to beliefs about the organization, while 

satisfaction is a response to experiences of specific job tasks. Glisson and Durick (1988) 

continued with Mowday et al.' s (1982) distinction by testing the predictors of 

commitment and satisfaction. Results indicated that commitment and satisfaction had 

different predictors, thus providing evidence of the distinction. Martin and Bennett 

(1996) provided further evidence of the distinction by testing the relationship between 
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commitment and satisfaction using a four model approach: (a) job satisfaction as 

antecedent to organizational commitment, (b) organizational commitment as antecedent 

to job satisfaction, (c) organizational commitment and job satisfaction are reciprocally 

related, and (d) organizational commitment and job satisfaction are independent. Testing 

these models provided support that organizational commitment and job satisfaction are 

independent. 

Studies have also attempted to distinguish organizational justice from 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Dailey and Kirk (1992) found that 

ineffective performance appraisal and planning systems contributed to unfair perceptions 

of procedural justice, which was significantly related to intention to quit. McFarlin and 

Sweeney (1992) found that both distributive and procedural justice predicted work 

outcomes. Further analysis revealed that distributive justice predicted individual 

outcomes, while procedural justice predicted organizational outcomes. Tang and 

Sarsfield-Baldwin (1996) found that distributive and procedural justices were related to 

different factors of satisfaction. Researchers suggest an organization can influence these 

factors by establishing policies and practices that positively enhance perception. Shappe 

(1998) found that procedural justice was a stronger predictor of job satisfaction, 

contradicting prior studies. However, the inclusion of interactional justice as a form of 

procedural justice may have caused these inconsistencies. 

Other studies have produced inconsistent results in the relationship among 

organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. Colquitt et al. 

(2001) conducted a meta-analysis of organizational justice suggesting the distinction of 

interactional justice as a unique form of organizational justice. The researchers also found 
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that procedural justice predicted both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. In 

another meta-analysis of organizational justice, Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) 

agreed with Colquitt et al. (2001) that interactional justice should be treated as a third 

dimension of organizational justice. However, Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) 

contradicted Colquitt et al. (2001) finding that satisfaction related to all justice types, 

while organizational commitment was significantly related to procedural justice and trust. 

Only a few studies have examined organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment together. Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) found that aspects of 

outcomes predict satisfaction and commitment stronger than aspects of procedures. 

Martin and Bennett (1996) found that an individual's organizational commitment is 

determined by perceptions of procedural fairness and both distributive and procedural 

justices are antecedents to facet-specific job satisfaction. 

The constructs of organizational justice, job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment have been studied relatively lightly in the sport setting. The majority of the 

studies examining these constructs have focused on the perceptions of the coach, yet 

others have examined the athlete or student worker. Whisenant (2005) examined the 

effect of organizational justice on commitment of high school student-athletes. The study 

showed that organizational justice dimensions did influence student intent to continue to 

playa particular sport. Subgroup difference showed that boys rated distributive justice 

higher than girls, freshmen students rated procedural justice lower than sophomore 

students, and athletes who played football perceived procedural justice lower than track 

athletes. Jordan et al. (2007) examined organizational justice as a predictor of job 
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satisfaction among student recreation department workers. Findings indicated that both 

tenure and type of supervision influenced job satisfaction. 

Turner (2001) examined commitment and satisfaction among NCAA Division I 

and III coaches. Findings indicated no significant differences between gender, NCAA 

division, and marital/lifestyle status. However, all four bases of commitment significantly 

correlated with intention to leave. Commitment foci also had a great influence on 

performance than satisfaction. 

Chelladurai and Ogasawara (2003) developed and validated the Coach 

Satisfaction Questionnaire, measuring 11 facets specific to the job of coaching. They 

tested the questionnaire using both U.S. and Japanese intercollegiate coaches. Findings 

showed that Japanese coaches experienced lower satisfaction levels with 7 facets of job 

satisfaction. However, Japanese coaches were more committed to their organization than 

U.S. coaches. 

Turner and Jordan (2006) found that satisfaction influenced intention to leave 

more than commitment among coaches. Turner and Pack's (2008) findings indicated 

turnover intentions and job satisfaction differed among commitment profile groups. 

Coaches who fell within in the non-committed or continuance commitment groups 

showed significantly higher ratings of turnover intentions. The ACIDC dominant group 

showed the highest rating of satisfaction and was significantly different than neutrals, 

continuance dominant, and non-committed coaches. 

Jordan (2001) examined the relationship between organizational justice and job 

satisfaction among NCAA Division I and III head basketball coaches. Findings showed 

that male coaches rated all measures of organizational justice, overall satisfaction, and 
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five facets of job satisfaction higher than female coaches. Divisional differences indicated 

that Division III coaches rated procedural and interactional justice higher, while Division 

I coaches rated distributive justice higher. Division I coaches also scored higher on 

overall job satisfaction and all facets of satisfaction, with the exception of supervision. 

Justification for the Present Study 

The structure of intercollegiate athletic departments offers unique challenges to 

colleges and universities. While the average Division I institution sponsored 17 team's, 

eight form and nine for women, in the academic year 2006-07 (NCAA, 2008a), only 

three of these sports actually produced a profit (football, men's basketball and men's ice 

hockey) (EADA, 2008). These statistics indicate a setting where the revenue potential of 

only a few sports is financing the majority of the organization. This dynamic within 

athletic departments, combined with the increased expenses and shifts in sponsored 

sports, has likely produced different perceptions of organizational justice among revenue 

and non-revenue-generating sport coaches. These differing perceptions can lead to 

organizational distress in a number of different forms such as high turnover, toxic 

organizational environment, and lower levels of success. Each of these negative effects 

on an athletic department can indirectly impact the organizations budget through paying 

out of contractual obligations to prior coaches, legal fees through potential organizational 

misconduct, and fewer donation and ticket sales due to poor performance. Therefore, the 

need to understand differences in coaches' perceptions of fairness among revenue and 

non-revenue generating sports and the impact of these perceptions is paramount to an 

athletic department's ability to effectively support the needs of all components within. 
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There is also considerable evidence in the literature to examine job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment in the sport setting. Prior studies have focused on 

examining either job satisfaction or organizational commitment in the sport setting. The 

literature has also shown factors predicting both organizational commitment and job 

satisfaction are related to organizational justice perceptions (Colquitt et aI., 2001; & 

Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). However, prior research has yet to develop a 

framework for analyzing the relationship of these three constructs together in the sport 

setting. 

The literature on organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment lends support for further examination of these constructs as they relate to 

intercollegiate coaches. Specifically, few studies have examined the difference between 

revenue and non-revenue generating sport coaches in intercollegiate athletics (Evans, 

Johnson, & Ramsey, 1983; Jordan, 2002; Pastore, 1993). Therefore, he purposes of the 

study were fourfold: (a) to determine if differences in coaches' perceptions of 

organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate male sport coaches 

(revenue-generating, non -revenue-generating -stable, and non-revenue-generating­

decline), (b) to determine differences in coaches' levels of overall job satisfaction, (c) to 

determine differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational commitment, and (d) to 

examine the relationship between organizational justice, and both job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment. Understanding each of these constructs and their relationship 

can lend support for applicable suggestions to improve the organizational behavior within 

an intercollegiate athletic department. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this chapter is to detail the methodology of the present study. The 

present study examines the constructs of organizational justice, job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment in the intercollegiate sport setting. This chapter will include 

the following sections: (a) study purpose and research questions, (b) research design, (c) 

participants, (d) instrumentation, (e) data collection, (f) data analysis, and (h) summary of 

methodology. 

Study Purpose and Research Questions 

The present study had four primary purposes. First, this study was to determine if 

differences in coaches' perceptions of organizational justice were present among types of 

intercollegiate male sport coaches (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, 

and non-revenue-generating-unstable). To address this purpose, the following research 

questions are presented: 

RIa: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ among coaches of different sport types 

(revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating­

unstable sport coaches)? 

RIb: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 
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RIc: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by coaching position (head coaches and 

assistant coaches)? 

Second, the study examined differences in coaches' levels of overall job satisfaction. To 

address this purpose, the following research questions are presented: 

R2a: Does the overall job satisfaction differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-unstable sport coaches)? 

R2b: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 

R2c: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by coaching position (head coaches 

and assistant coaches)? 

Third, the study examined differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational 

commitment. To address this purpose, the following research questions are presented: 

R3a: Does the organizational commitment differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-unstable sport coaches)? 

R3b: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by NCAA Division 

(Division I and Division III)? 

R3c: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by coaching position 

(head coach and assistant coach)? 
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Finally, the study examined the relationship between organizational justice, and both job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment. To address this purpose, the following 

research questions are presented: 

R4a: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall job satisfaction for coaches 

of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-unstable )? 

R4b: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall organizational commitment 

for coaches of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating­

stable, and non-revenue-generating-unstable)? 

R4c: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and job satisfaction? 

R4d: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and organizational commitment? 

Research Design 

The present study used a quantitative research design to examine the perceptions 

of revenue and non-revenue generating sport intercollegiate coaches. A quantitative 

research design was chosen over a qualitative design for several reasons. First, the goal of 

the present study is to objectively determine the perceptions of coaches and determine if 

these perceptions relate to job satisfaction and/or organizational commitment. A 

quantitative research design allows for objectivity in discussing results. Second, a 

quantitative design allows the research greater ability to generalize across industry 
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segments. Third, a quantitative design provides for a standardized collection and 

interpretation of the data through surveys and statistical software. Finally, a quantitative 

design will build on application in prior studies related to organizational justice, job 

satisfaction, and organizational justice in the sport setting (Chelladurai & Ogasawara, 

2003; Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a; Leblicq, Hoecke, & Knopp, 2002; Li, 1993; Mahony, 

Hums & Riemer, 2002; Snyder, 1990; Zhang, DeMichele, & Connaughton, 2004). 

Participants 

The target population of the present study consisted of coaches at intercollegiate 

institutions that sponsored men's basketball, baseball, and wrestling at the NCAA 

Division I and III levels (N = 152 (Division 1= 67, Division III = 85)). The selected 

institutions were gathered from the NCAA sport sponsorship database (NCAA, 2008). As 

stated in the delimitations, these institutions were chosen because organizational justice 

perceptions are based on organizational differences such as budget, organizational size, 

division of labor, and organizational goal. Therefore, to reduce the variance in 

generalizibility, institutions that were most similar in their sport sponsorship were used. 

A purpose of the present study was to examine differences among coaches of 

different sport types based on revenue generation. For the present study sport type was 

been divided into three categories: (a) revenue-generating sport, (b) non-revenue­

generating-stable sport, and (c) non-revenue-generating-unstable sport. While prior 

studies have used the sport to categorize sport type (Hambleton, 1989; Pastore, 1993), the 

present study wishes to analyze sport type based on revenue generation. Due to the 

makeup of the intercollegiate sector of the sport industry in terms of revenue-generating 

sports, male sports are generally the only sports that produce enough revenue to be 
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profitable. For the fiscal year 2006, only three NCAA sponsored sports reported a 

positive financial gain, football, men's basketball and men's ice hockey (EADA, 2008). 

These sports, for the purpose of this study, are labeled as revenue-generating sports. The 

remaining sports sponsored by NCAA institutions can be identified as non-revenue 

generating sports. However, the non-revenue-generation cohort can be further divided 

based upon changes in sponsorship over the past 20 years. In baseball there has been a 

total increase in total sponsorship across all NCAA Divisions of 54 programs since 1988 

(NCAA, 2008a). This represents a relatively stable non-revenue sport. Other non-revenue 

sports have not experienced the same stability as baseball. Wrestling teams have declined 

by 101 in the total number of teams maintained across all NCAA Divisions (NCAA, 

2008a). Wrestling represents a non-revenue sport in decline. Because revenue generation 

and the potential for profitability was a key factor in this study, the author decided to 

focus only on male sports. However, future research should examine women's sport. 

Even in this case, it appears likely that men's and women's sports are viewed and treated 

differently, and that may be related to revenue generation possibilities (Mahony et al., 

2005). 

Another purpose of this study was to examine differences among coaches based 

upon NCAA Division association. The present study chose to examine only Division I 

and Division III. This decision was made due to the differences in institutional missions 

and objectives. Division I stresses increased competition and revenue generation through 

minimum attendance and sport related financial aid requirements. Division III has a more 

education and inclusive focus on student-athlete development, as the NCAA states 

"Division III athletics departments place special importance on the impact athletics on the 
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participants rather than on the spectators. The student-athlete's experience is of 

paramount concern." (NCAA, 2007). These differences in missions and objects lead to 

the potential differences in perceptions among coaches. 

Another purpose of this study was to examine differences among coaches based 

on coaching positions. The present study used both head and assistant coaches as 

participants in order to examine differences due to coaching position. When examining 

organizational justice, other studies have explored potential differences based upon an 

individual's location within an organizational chart (Hums & Chelladurai, 1997b; 

Mahony, Hums, & Riemer. 2002, 2005; Patrick, Mahony, & Petrosko, 2008). Head 

coaches have potentially more access and interaction with athletic directors because of 

their position. Therefore, head coaches may perceive organizational justice differently. 

For this reason, the present study chose to examine differences between head and 

assistant coaches. 

Participants of the study included both head and assistant coaches of men's 

basketball, baseball, and wrestling from NCAA Division I and III institutions that 

sponsored all three sports (n=I,463). This selection resulted in 67 institutions from the 

NCAA Division I and 85 from Division III. To achieve statistical power and a 95% 

confidence level the following steps were taken in selecting the participants. First, 

Dillman (2000) suggests a sample of 269 cases is needed to achieve 95% confidence 

level. This is also sufficient to achieve statistical power. To achieve statistical power, a 

minimum of 20 cases is needed per cell. The present study uses 12 cells (2 NCAA 

Divisions x 3 sport types x 2 job positions). Therefore, a minimum of 240 cases are 

needed to achieve statistical power for the present study. 
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Finally, prior research on intercollegiate coaches has generated low response 

rates. Therefore, the present study has taken action to account for a potential low 

response rate. The present study is aiming at achieve a response rate of 40%. Using this 

response rate given the 269 cases needed to achieve a 95% confidence level, 673 cases 

are needed to been sent to the target population. To obtain the necessary responses the 

entire population (N=1463) will be surveyed. 

In the case of unequal cell sizes, assumptions will be tested for each statistical 

procedure. If any assumptions are violated, random deletion of responses will be used to 

reduce the data to the necessary amount to meet all statistical assumptions. To account 

for non-response bias, the researcher will use known characteristics of the population to 

measure for potential response bias (Gratton & Jones, 2004). The following table shows 

the cells sizes of each subgroup based on NCAA division, sport type and job position 

within the population surveyed. 

Population Cells Sizes of Present Study 

Coaching Position Basketball 

Head coaches 
Division I 
Division III 

Assistant coaches 
Division I 
Division III 

Total 

67 
85 

138 
207 

497 

147 

Sport 

Baseball 

67 
85 

195 
181 

528 

Wrestling 

67 
85 

120 
166 

438 

Total 

201 
255 

453 
554 
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Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study consisted of six major sections: (a) demographic 

questionnaire, (b) the Organizational Justice Index (OJI), (c) the Job In General (JIG), (d) 

General Index of Work Commitment (GIWC) and (e) an open ended questionnaire. 

Demographic Questions 

The demographic questions collected participant data on the following items: (a) 

age, (b) gender, (c) ethnicity, (d) education, (e) sport coaches, (f) NCAA Division, (g) 

conference affiliation, (h) job position, (i) years in current position, G) year with current 

organization and (k) total years of coaching experience. 

Organizational Justice Index (OJI) 

Rahim, Magner, and Shaprio (2000) developed the Organizational Justice Index 

(OJI) to measure the three components of organizational justice: (a) distributive, (b) 

procedural and (c) interactional justice. The OJI is a 23-item questionnaire used to 

measure the perceived fairness of the respondent. The eight distributive justice items 

focus on the respondent's perceived fairness of outcomes provided by the organization 

for which they work. The seven procedural justice items measure the respondent's 

perceived fairness of the formal decision-making policies and procedures used by the 

organization. Finally, the eight interactional justice items measure the respondent's 

perceived fairness on the treatment received by the respondent from his/her immediate 

supervisor. Each item is measured on a seven-point Likert-type scale. 0= Strongly 

Disagree; 7= Strongly Agree). Mean scores from each subscale are then compared 

against each other to determine the relative influence of each subscale on the 

respondent's overall perception of organizational justice. 
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Rahim, Magner, and Shapiro (2000) used a components factor analysis to validate 

the 23-item on. The initial on tested 38 items against a sample of undergraduate 

business students. A factor analysis revealed three factors had eigenvalues of greater than 

one. Rahim et ai. (2000) retained all items within these factors generating a factor loading 

greater than .50. The 23 items retained items were then tested using a principle 

components factor analysis with a sample of undergraduate management students. 

Results indicated consistency with both the emergence of the three original factors and 

the 23 items making up each factor (Rahim et aI., 2000). Rahim et ai. (2000) used a test 

of internal consistency to determine the reliability of the on. Results indicated the 

reliability estimates of the on were .96 for distributive justice, .85 for procedural justice, 

and .94 for interactional justice, each exceeding the minimum .70 suggested by Nunnally 

(1978). 

The on has also been used in to measure perceptions of organizational justice in 

the sport setting. Jordan (2001) used the on to test the perception of fairness of head 

intercollegiate basketball coaches. Reliability estimates for the study were .97 for 

distributive justice, .93 for procedural justice, and .97 for interactional justice. Jordan et 

ai. (2007) reported similar reliability estimates when examining perceptions of student 

workers in sport recreational departments. Reliability estimates were .91 for distributive 

justice, .83 for procedural justice, and .90 for interactional justice. Both studies were 

consistent with Rahim et ai. (2000) and met the suggested benchmark of .70 for reliability 

estimates set by Nunnally (1978). 

Job In General (JIG) 
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The Job in General (JIG) Scale was developed by Ironson, Smith, Brannick, 

Bison, and Paul (1989) to measure and individual's global satisfaction independent from 

satisfaction with facets. The I8-item scale uses a series of adjectives and short phrases to 

identify positive and negative feelings about the respondent's job. Respondents are asked 

to respond to each item with a "yes", "no", or "?". A response of "yes" indicates a 

respondent's agreement with the item and their current job. A response of "no" indicates 

a respondent's disagreement with the item and their current job. A response of "?" 

indicates the respondent is undecided about the item describing their current job. Scoring 

for the JIG is done by giving each "yes" response a score of 3, "no" responses a score of 

o and "?" a score of 1. Scores are then added to achieve a range of 0 to 54. Respondents 

scoring 27 or higher are deemed satisfied with their current job. Scores below 27 are 

deemed dissatisfied. 

Reliability of the JIG has consistently been reported as ranging from .82 to .94 

(Fields, 2002). In the sport setting, Jordan (2001) used the JIG to measure global job 

satisfaction among intercollegiate head basketball coaches and reported a Cronbach's 

Alpha level of .89. Validity of the JIG has also consistently found global job satisfaction 

to be positively correlated with other global organizational variables. Most relevant to the 

present study, Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) found global job satisfaction to be 

correlated with perceptions of both distributive and procedural justice, using the JIG. 

General Index of Work Commitment (GIWC) 

Blau, Paul, and St. John (1993) developed the General Index of Work 

Commitment (GIWC) to distinguish work commitment facets that were analogous to the 

job satisfaction facet design of the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 
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1969). The GIWC measures four facets of work commitment: (a) occupational 

commitment, (b) job involvement, (c) value of work, and (d) organizational commitment. 

The 11 occupational commitment items focus on the importance of the career to the 

respondent. The seven job involvement items focus on the degree to which the individual 

identifies with a job. The seven items measuring value of work focus on the centrality of 

work in a respondent's life. Finally, the six items measuring organizational behavior 

focus on the devotion and loyalty of the respondent to the organization. Each item is 

measured on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1= Strongly Disagree, 2= Moderately Disagree, 

3= Slightly Disagree, 4= Slightly Agree, 5= Moderately Agree, and 6= Strongly Agree). 

Mean scores from each facet are then compared against each other to determine the 

relative influence of each facet on the respondent's overall work commitment. 

Blau, Paul, and St. John (1993) validated the 31-item GIWC by using an 

exploratory factor analysis. Blau et al. (1993) emphasized reducing measurement 

redundancy for work commitment facets. The initial 59-item scale was tested with part­

time MBA students. The analysis revealed 31 items loading on five factors with 

eigenvalues greater than one. The fifth factor that emerged from the factor analysis 

reflected negative outlooks on work. These items did not produce stable loadings across 

time periods and was therefore dropped as a factor. The four remaining factors 

(occupational commitment, job involvement, value of work, and organizational 

commitment) were then retested to confirm unique factor loadings and validate the 31-

item GIWC (Blau et aI., 1993). 

Reliability of the GIWC was established using Cronbach's alpha scores of the four 

work commitment facets. Alpha scores revealed all four facets to be reliable: (a) 
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occupation commitment = .91, (b) job involvement = .83, (c) value of work = .81, and (d) 

organizational commitment = .82. Correlations between facets ranged from .26 - .31. The 

GIWC has also been shown to be reliable in the sport setting. Ogasawara and Chelladurai 

(2003) used the GWIC to measure occupational and organizational commitment only, 

among Division I, Division III, and Japanese athletic coaches. Results indicated 

reliability for Division I and III as follows: (a) Organizational Commitment Division 1= 

.80, (b) Organizational Commitment Division III = .81, (c) Occupational Commitment 

Division 1= .87, and (d) Occupational Commitment Division III = .85. 

A purpose of the present study is to measure the difference of organizational 

commitment on revenue and non-revenue-generating sport coaches. Therefore, only the 

six organizational commitment items are used for the present study. While Ogasawara 

and Chelladurai (2003) did not find significant differences between Division I and III in 

regards to organizational commitment, differences may exist between sport types. In 

addition the decision to use a multi-item scale was based upon the findings of Jordan and 

Turner (2005) who only found partial support for using a single-item measure for overall 

organizational commitment. 

Open ended Questionnaire 

An open ended question will conclude the instrument. The purpose of the 

question is to gather any other information potentially affecting the variables tested that 

was not accounted for in the original surveys. The open ended question will ask: The 

following space is provided for you to express opinions on organization justice, job 

satisfaction, or organizational commitment you may have. Please use this space to 
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express any additional opinions that may not be conveyed by the questions already asked 

in the survey. 

Data Collection 

Dillman (2000) provided the method for data collection for the present study. The 

survey instrument for this study was administered by email through a third-party online 

company, SurveyMonkey (http://www.surveymonkey.com). Dillman (2000) describes 

several advantages of using a web-based survey design. First, by using the internet to 

administer the survey the researcher can eliminate paper, postage, mail out, and data 

entry costs. Second, the time required for survey implementation can be reduced from 

weeks to days, or even hours. Finally, internet administration offers the potential for 

dramatically reducing the close correspondence between sample size and survey costs. 

The cost of surveying additional participants is much less when using web-based surveys, 

compared to both telephone and postal designs. 

Dillman (2000) also noted several disadvantages to using internet administration 

of the survey instrument. First, the researcher does not know the technological literacy of 

the respondent. This factor limits the potential response rate based on a participant not 

responding due to their inability to do so. In the present study, detailed instructions on 

how to administer and submit the survey will be provided for the respondent. Second, 

organizations vary in terms of what technologies they use. Therefore, there is potential to 

have formatting differences between respondents based on organizational or personal 

configurations of the technology. The present study will use a web-based survey 

administrator to eliminate the possibility of formatting error. Third, email distribution is 

unstandardized, as participants may have more than one email address. The present study 
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will use only the email address supplied by the university. Finally, participants may not 

use email as their primary form of communication. While this is true, it is impossible to 

know prior to distributing the survey what type of communication each respondent 

prefers. In addition, only email distribution was used to standardize the data collection. 

Dillman (2000) outlined several principles for designing a web-based survey: (a) 

utilize a multiple contact strategy; (b) personalize all email contacts; (c) introduce the 

Web survey with a welcome screen that is motivational, emphasizes the ease of 

responding, and instructs respondents about how to proceed to the next page; (d) provide 

specific instructions on how to take each necessary computer action for responding to the 

questionnaire, and give other necessary instructions at the point where they are needed; 

(e) keep cover letter brief to enable the respondent to get to the first question without 

having to scroll down the page; (f) the first question should be interesting and easy to 

answer; (g) present each question in a conventional format similar to that normally used 

on paper self-administered questionnaires; (h) do not require respondents to provide an 

answer to each question before being allowed to answer any subsequent ones; and (i) 

inform respondents of alternative ways to respond, such as printing and sending back 

their response. 

Dillman (2000) recommended five steps to maximize the response rate: (a) send a 

pre-notification e-mail message two to three days prior to the survey administration, (b) 

administer the initial survey via e-mail with cover letter and instructions, (c) send a thank 

you/reminder e-mail notification, (d) administer a second survey via e-mail to only those 

participant who have not yet responded, and (e) send a final contact thanking the 

participants for participating. 
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Based on the recommendations of Dillman (2000) the first process in data 

collection was to pre-notify each member of the selected sample. The pre-notification 

(Appendix A) was sent bye-mail. Approximately one week after the pre-notification e­

mail was sent, the first initial survey (Appendix B) was sent via e-mail, accompanied 

with an introductory letter (Appendix C) with instructions for completion. The instrument 

was formatted and administered through an on-line website, www.SurveyMonkey.com. 

All data was collected by the website and later converted to SPSS for data analysis. One 

week after the initial distribution of the instrument, a thank you/reminder e-mail 

notification (Appendix D) was sent. This notification served two purposes, first, to thank 

those coaches who had already taken part in the study and second, to remind those who 

had not completed the survey to do so. Approximately three to four days later a second 

administration of the instrument was done using the same procedure as the initial survey. 

A final contact (Appendix E) thanking the participants was sent one week following the 

final administration of the survey. 

Data Analysis 

The present study will use multiple statistical procedures to analyze the data. The 

following description of the data analysis will broken down by study purpose: (a) 

differences in coaches' perceptions of organizational justice, (b) differences in coaches' 

level of overall job satisfaction and overall organizational commitment, (c) relationship 

between organizational justice, and both job satisfaction, and organizational commitment, 

and (d) a summary of the methodology. 

Differences in Coaches' Perceptions of Organizational Justice 
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The first purpose of the present study was to determine if differences in coaches' 

perceptions of organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate male 

sport coaches. Differences were examined using sport type, NCAA Division, and 

coaching position as independent variables. To examine these differences the present 

study will use one factorial Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOV A) procedure. 

MANGV A is defined by Vogt (2005) as, an extension of Analysis of Variance 

(ANOV A), allowing " ... the simultaneous study of two or more related dependent 

variables while controlling for the correlation among them" (p.147). The ability for a 

MANOV A procedure to use multiple dependent variables allows the researcher to gain a 

more powerful test of difference among means. A MANOV A procedure is necessary for 

the present study due to the correlations among the dependent variables and 

organizational justice components. 

In order to use a MANOVA procedure three assumptions must be met. First, 

observations must be independent of each other. The violation of independence is 

considered to be very serious. The present study ensured this assumption was met by the 

data collection method used. Each respondent individually completed and returned a 

single questionnaire. Second, normality of distribution assumes that the observations of 

the dependent variables are normally distributed in each group. Violation of this 

assumption can cause skewness in the level of significance or power. This assumption 

was tested using graphic modeling, such as histograms of the data. Finally, homogeneity 

of variance assumes that the variance among groups is equal. This assumption was tested 

using Levene's test of equality (Stevens, 2002). In cases where significant differences 
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between groups were found, post hoc ANOV A procedures were used to find unique 

effects. 

As stated earlier, a factorial MANOVA design is necessary to address differences 

in coaches' perceptions of organizational justice based on sport type, NCAA Division, 

and coaching position. Factorial research designs are used when the independent 

variables have two or more levels. This design allows the researcher to understand any 

potential interaction effects among the independent variables (Stevens, 2002). The 

present study will use one 3 x 2 x 2 factorial MANOV A procedures to determine effects 

of sport type (revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-decline), NCAA Division (I and III), and coaching position (head and 

assistant coach) on the perceptions of the three organizational justice components. The 

independent variables for the factorial MANOV A procedure will consist of the three 

levels of sport type (revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-decline), the two levels of NCAA Division (I and III), and the two 

levels of coaching position (head and assistant coach). The dependent variable for the 

factorial MANOV A procedure will be the three organizational justice components 

(distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice). The factorial 

MAN OVA procedures will address the following research hypotheses: 

RIa: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ among coaches of different sport types 

(revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating­

decline sport coaches)? 
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RIb: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 

RIc: Do perceptions of organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) differ by coaching position (head coaches and 

assistant coaches)? 

Differences in Coaches' Perception of Overall Job Satisfaction and Overall 

Organizational Commitment 

A purpose of the present study was to determine if differences in coaches' 

perceptions of overall job satisfaction and overall organizational commitment were 

present among types of intercollegiate male sport coaches. Differences will be examined 

using sport type, NCAA Division, and coaching position as independent variables, and 

overall job satisfaction and overall organizational commitment as dependent variables. 

To examine these differences the present study will use two factorial Analysis of 

Variance (ANOV A) procedures. 

Vogt (2005) defines analysis of variance (ANOV A) as, "a test of statistical 

significance of the differences among the mean scores of two or more groups on one or 

more variables" (p. 7). An ANOV A procedure is necessary for the present study to 

examine differences in overall job satisfaction and overall organizational commitment 

based on sport type, coaching position, and NCAA division. 

In order to use an ANOVA procedure three assumption must be met. First, 

observations must be independent of each other. The violation of independence is 

considered to be very serious. The present study ensured this assumption was met by the 
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data collection method used. Each respondent individually completed and returned a 

single questionnaire. Second, normality of distribution assumes that the observations of 

the dependent variables are normally distributed in each group. Violation of this 

assumption can cause skewness in the level of significance or power. This assumption 

was tested using graphic modeling, such as histograms of the data. Finally, homogeneity 

of variance assumes that the variance among groups is equal. This assumption was tested 

using Levene's test of equality (Stevens, 2002). 

The present study will use two 3 x 2 x 2 factorial ANOV A procedures to 

determine effects of sport type (revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and 

non-revenue-generating-decline), NCAA division (I and III), and coaching position (head 

and assistant coach), on the perceptions of overall job satisfaction and overall 

organizational commitment. The independent variables for both ANOV A procedures will 

consist of the three levels of sport type, the two levels of coaching position, and the two 

levels of NCAA Division. The dependent variable for the first factorial ANOV A 

procedure will be overall job satisfaction. The dependent variable for the second factorial 

ANOVA procedure will be overall organizational commitment. The factorial ANOVA 

procedures will address the following research hypotheses: 

R2a: Does the overall job satisfaction differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-decline sport coaches)? 

R2b: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by NCAA Division (Division I and 

Division III)? 
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R2c: Does the overall job satisfaction differ by coaching position (head coaches 

and assistant coaches)? 

R3a: Does the organizational commitment differ among coaches of different sport 

types (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-decline sport coaches)? 

R3b: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by NCAA Division 

(Division I and Division III)? 

R3c: Does the overall organizational commitment differ by coaching position 

(head coach and assistant coach)? 

Relationship between Organizational Justice, and Both Job Satisfaction and 

Organizational Commitment 

The final purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship between 

organizational justice, overall job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. The 

present study will examine which organizational justice components best predict overall 

satisfaction and overall commitment among intercollegiate male coaches. To examine 

this relationship a multiple regression analysis will be used. 

Vogt (2005) defines multiple regression as a regression analysis using "two or 

more predictor variables (independent variables) to predict a single criterion variable 

(dependent variable)" (p.146). Multiple regression analysis is necessary because a 

purpose of the present study is to identify if organizational justice components predict 

facets of job satisfaction, overall job satisfaction, or overall organizational commitment 

among intercollegiate coaches. 
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The four assumptions for multiple regression are independence, normality, 

linearity, and homoscedactisity. The assumptions of independence and normality are 

assured using the same techniques under MANOV A. Individual completion and return of 

single questionnaire and the use of scatterplots and histograms prevent the violation of 

independence and normality. Linearity requires the relationship between dependent and 

independent variables by linear in nature. If the relationship between independent and 

dependent variables is non-linear, the regression analysis can underestimate the true 

relationship between variables. Underestimation of the relationship can increase the 

chance of a type I error in multiple regression. Linearity can be tested by observing the 

scatterplot of standardized residual. Finally, homoscendasticity requires the variance of 

errors to be the same across all levels of the independent variable. Homoscendasticity can 

be checked in the same way as linearity, by visual examination of a scatterplot diagram of 

the standardized residuals by the regression standardized predicted value (Stevens, 2002). 

The present study will conduct a total of six multiple regression analyses using 

the grouping variable of sport type (revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, 

and non-revenue-generating-decline). The three organizational justice components 

(distributive, procedural, and interactive) will be used as independent variables for each 

multiple regression. The first three multiple regressions will use overall job satisfaction 

as the dependent variable. The last three multiple regressions will use overall 

organizational commitment as the dependent variable. The multiple regression 

procedures will address the following research hypotheses: 

R4a: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall job satisfaction for coaches 
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of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating -decline)? 

R4b: Which organizational justice components (distributive justice, procedural 

justice, and interactional justice) best predict overall organizational commitment 

for coaches of each sport type (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating­

stable, and non-revenue-generating-decline)? 

The present study also examines the potential moderation effects of sport type on 

the relationship between organizational justice and job satisfaction and between 

organizational justice and organizational commitment. The present study will examine 

the moderating effects using a factorial Analysis of Variance (ANOV A) design. 

Assumptions for ANOV A, as described earlier, were tested. 

The present study will use six 3 x 2 factorial ANOVA procedures to determine if 

sport type moderates the relationship between organizational justice components and both 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The independent variables for the 

factorial ANOV A procedures will consists of the moderator: the three levels of sport type 

(revenue generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating­

unstable) and the main effect: two levels of distributive justice (high and low), two levels 

of procedural justice (high and low), and two levels of interactional justice (high and 

low). Levels of each organizational justice component will be determined using a median 

split of the data. The dependent variable for the first three factorial ANOV A procedures 

will be overall job satisfaction. The dependent variable for the final three factorial 

ANOV A procedures will be overall organizational commitment. The factorial ANOV A 

procedures will address the following research hypotheses: 
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R4c: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and job satisfaction? 

R4d: Does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice, 

and organizational commitment? 

Summary of Methodology 

In summary, the purpose of the present study was to examine perceptions of 

organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment in the 

intercollegiate setting using the following grouping variables: (a) sport type, (b) coaching 

position, and (c) NCAA division. Participants of the study included head and assistant 

coaches of both NCAA division I and III from the sports of men's baseball, basketball, 

and wrestling. Each participant completed a questionnaire containing items used to 

measure: (a) descriptive statistics, (b) perceptions of organizational justice, (c) overall job 

satisfaction, and (d) overall organizational commitment. Dillman's suggestions (2000) 

were used for data collection. The data was analyzed using factorial MANOV A, factorial 

ANOV A, and multiple regression. Assumptions of each statistical procedure were tested. 
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CHAPTERN 

RESULTS 

The purposes of the study were to: (a) determine if differences in coaches' 

perceptions of organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate male 

sport coaches (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue­

generating-decline), (b) determine differences in coaches' levels of overall job 

satisfaction, (c) determine differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational 

commitment, and (d) examine the relationship between organizational justice, and both 

overall job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. The following chapter will 

report the results of the present study as described by the methodology in Chapter 3. 

Preliminary Statistical Analysis 

Response Rate 

The present study surveyed both head and assistant coaches of baseball, men's 

basketball, and wrestling programs at NCAA Division I and III institutions. The survey 

was only administered to coaches of universities that sponsored all three sport programs. 

This methodology gave the present study a population of N=982. Two-hundred-seventy­

two participants responded to the survey yielding a response rate of 27.7%. Of the 272 

respondents, 39 were excluded due to incomplete responses to the survey, yielding a final 

response rate of 23.7% (n=233). The breakdown of respondents by NCAA Division, 

coaching position and sport is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Population Cell Sizes of Respondents for the Present Study 

Sport 

Coaching Position Baseball Basketball Wrestling Total 

Head coaches 
Division I 8 7 15 30 
Division III 17 12 34 63 

Assistant coaches 
Division I 23 26 30 79 
Division III 25 31 5 61 

Total 73 76 84 233 

Demographic and Mean Scores 

The descriptive analysis of the present study included the following demographic 

data: (a) age, (b) ethnicity, (c) education, (d) assistant level, (e) years in current position, 

(f) years with current organization, and (g) total years coaching. The age of the 

participants ranged from 22 to 75 with a mean of 37.09 (SD = 10.93) years. The ethnicity 

of respondents showed 246 (90.4%) were CaucasianlWhite, 19 (7.0%) were African 

AmericanIBlack, 1 (.4%) was a Pacific Islander, and 4 (1.5%) reported other. Reported 

educational levels showed 134 (49.3%) of respondents had completed a bachelor's 

degree, 127 (46.7%) had completed a master's degree, 6 (2.2%) had completed a doctoral 

degree, 1 (.4%) had completed an associate's degree, and 1 (.4%) had received a high 

school diploma. Of the 163 assistants who participated 129 (79.1 %) were full-time, 27 

(16.6%) were part-time, and 7 (4.3%) were volunteers. Finally, years in current position 

ranged from 1 to 45 with a mean of 6.81 (SD = 7.80) years, years with current 

organization ranged from 1 to 45 with a mean of 7.48 (SD = 8.28) years, and total years 
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coaching ranged from 0 to 50 with a mean of 13.59 (SD = 10.51) years. A breakdown of 

the demographic data is presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Variable 

Age 
22-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-67 

Ethnicity 
African AmericanIBlack 
Asian American 
CaucasianlWhite 
Hispanic 
Native American 
Pacific Islander 
Other 

Education 
High School Diploma 
Associate's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctoral Degree 

Assistant Level 
Volunteer 
Part-Time 
Full-Time 

Year in Current Position 
1-9 
10-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40-45 

Year with Current Organization 
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N 

75 
102 
41 
34 
10 

19 
o 

246 
o 
o 
1 
4 

1 
1 

134 
127 

6 

7 
27 

129 

216 
44 
12 
5 
2 

% 

29.9 
38.0 
15.3 
12.7 
3.7 

7.0 
o 

90.4 
o 
o 
.4 

1.5 

.4 

.4 
49.4 
46.7 

2.2 

2.6 
9.9 

47.4 

76.6 
16.3 
4.5 
1.9 
.7 

Mean 

37.09 

6.18 

7.48 



1-9 177 75.7 
10-19 43 16.1 
20-29 11 4.1 
30- 39 9 3.4 
40-45 2 .7 

Total Years Coaching 13.59 
0-9 126 46.5 
10-19 76 28.0 
20-29 39 14.4 
30-39 23 8.5 
40-50 7 2.6 

Representative Population 

Chi square analyses were performed to determine if the respondents were 

representative of the population. Three independent variables were chosen for the 

analyses based on common elements of each institution: (a) institution enrollment, (b) 

number of male student-athletes, and (c) 2007 athletic revenue. Data on each institution 

was gathered from the Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act (EADA) website using the 

institutional database. The chi square analyses showed a significant fit between the study 

participants and the non-respondents for each of the independent variables: (a) institution 

enrollment (X2 = .034, df = 1, p > .001), (b) number of male student athletes (X2 = .467, 

df = 1, p > .001), and (c) 2007 athletic revenue generated (X2 = 2.042, df = 1, p > .001). 

These chi-square results indicate that the final sample appears to be representative of the 

population for the present study. 

Response Bias 

A regression analysis was conducted to determine if there were differences 

between respondents and non-respondents of the study. Prior research has indicated late 

respondents are similar to non-respondents. Therefore, a regression analysis was 

conducted to determine if differences existed between early and late respondents on all 
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five independent variables: (a) procedural justice, (b) distributive justice, (c) interactional 

justice, (d) organizational commitment, and (e) overall job satisfaction. Since the present 

study issued the survey at three times, the regression analysis compared first respondents 

to third respondents as these groups have the likelihood of being most different. Results 

of the regression analysis revealed the overall regression equation to not be significant 

(R2 = .031, adjustedR2 = .010, F(5, 223) = 1.440;p = .211). The results revealed no 

significant differences in any of the independent variables: (a) procedural justice (p = 

.642), (b) distributive justice (p = .069), (c) interactional justice (p = .559), (d) 

organizational commitment (p = .552), and (e) overall job satisfaction (p = .303). 

These results indicated no significant differences between early and late respondents 

supporting the idea that there was not a response bias among the respondents and that 

respondents of the survey are representative of the population in their perceptions of 

organizational justice components, overall job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment. 

Reliability 

The present study used three instruments validated through previous research, as 

stated in Chapter 3. Cronbach's alpha coefficients were calculated to determine the 

reliability of the Organizational Justice Index (OJI), the Job In General (JIG), and the 

General Index of Work Commitment (GIWC). Alpha coefficients were also necessary for 

each subscale of the OJI (procedural justice, distributive justice, and interactional justice). 

As shown in Table 4, Cronbach's alphas for this sample ranged from .729 to .966, 

indicating all scales and subscales exceed the recommend value of .70 by Nunally and 

Bernstien (1994). 
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Table 4 

Reliability Estimate Measures for Survey Instrument 

Scale Alpha Level 
Organizational Justice Index .958 

Procedural Justice (011 subscale) .905 

Distributive Justice (011 subscale) .955 

Interactional Justice (011 subscale) .966 

Job In General .729 

General Index of Work commitment .855 

Results Research Question 1 

The first research question examined if differences in coaches' perceptions of 

organizational justice were present among types of intercollegiate male sport coaches 

(revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating-

decline). To test this research question, a 3x2x2 factorial multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOV A) was performed for the interaction of sport, NCAA Division, and job title on 

perceptions of organizational justice. Assumptions for using MANOV A were tested and 

met. Independent observations were taken by each participant completing a single survey. 

Levene's test of equality of error variances was not significant at the .05 level for each 

dependent variable (procedural justice, distributive justice, and organizational justice). 

Normality of distribution was tested comparing a histogram of result to the normal 

distribution curve. The result or the factorial MANOV A revealed no main effects for the 

three interdependent variables. However, significant interactional effects existed between 

sport and NCAA Division [F(6, 436) = 2.692; p = .014; 1]2 = .036] and sport and job title 

[F(6, 436) = 3.002; p = .007; 1]2 = .040] on coaches' perceptions of organizational justice. 
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Because these interactions were significant, the between-subjects effects were analyzed. 

A complete MANOVA table can be found in Table 5. 

Table 5 

MANOVA Summary for Organizational Justice Perceptions by Sport, NCAA Division, 
and Job Title 

Wilks' Hypo. Error 
Source Lambda F df df P 112 

Intercept .069 976.161 3 218 .000** .931 

Sport .979 .774 6 436 .591 .011 

NCAA Division .990 .758 3 218 .519 .010 

Job Title .989 .812 3 218 .488 .011 

Sport x NCAA Division .930 2.692 6 436 .014* .036 

Sport x Job Title .922 3.002 6 436 .007** .040 

NCAA Division x .972 2.072 3 218 .105 .028 
Job Title 

Sport x NCAA Division x .969 1.150 6 436 .332 .016 
Job Title 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05. 
*p < 05. **p <.01 

The between-subjects test on the interaction between sport and NCAA Division 

on coaches' perceptions of organizational justice revealed significant interactions on all 

three organizational justice components; procedural justice [F(2, 220) = 5.140; p = .007; 

r/ = .. 045], distributive justice [F(2, 220) = 5.780; p = .004; 1]2 = .050], and interactional 

justice [F(2, 220) = 3.142; p = .045; 1]2 = .028]. The profile plots of the estimated 

marginal means for procedural justice indicate a disordinal interaction between sport and 

division among all three components. The profile plots for procedural and distributive 

justice were similar, Division I baseball and men's basketball coaches rated procedural 
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and distributive justice higher than their Division III counterparts. For wrestling, Division 

III coaches rated procedural and distributive justice higher than Division I coaches. The 

profile plots for interactional justice revealed different interactions. Division III baseball 

and wrestling coaches rated interactional justice higher than Division I, while Division I 

men's basketball coaches rated interactional justice higher than Division III coaches. 

The between-subjects test on the interaction between sport and job title on 

coaches perceptions on organizational justice revealed only one significant interaction 

with interactional justice [F(2, 220) = 5.426; p = .005; 112 = .047]. The profile plots of the 

estimated marginal means for interactional justice indicated a disordinal interaction 

between sport and job title. The pattern of interaction revealed that head baseball coaches 

perceived interactional justice higher than assistant coaches. However, men's basketball 

and wrestling, assistant coaches perceived higher interactional justice than head coaches. 

The plot also revealed the separations between job title in the sports of baseball and 

wrestling were much broader than men's basketball. Complete between-subjects test can 

be found in Table 6. 

Table 6 

ANOVA Summary for Organizational Justice Perceptions by Sport, NCAA Division, and 
Job Title 

Sum of Mean 
Source Squares df Square F p 112 

Corrected Model PJ 29.007 11 2.637 1.598 .101 .074 
DJ 45.087 11 4.099 1.660 .084 .077 
U 47.461 11 4.315 2.056 .025* .093 

Intercept PJ 3577.202 1 3577.202 2167.709 .000** .908 
DJ 2845.261 1 2845.261 1152.507 .000** .840 
U 5273.508 1 5273.508 2512.949 .000** .920 

Sport PJ .525 2 .263 .159 .853 .001 
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DJ 4.230 2 2.115 .857 .426 .008 
U .151 2 .075 .036 .965 .000 

NCAA Division PJ 1.361 1 1.361 .825 .365 .004 
DJ .769 1 .769 .312 .577 .001 
U .392 1 .392 .187 .666 .001 

Job Title PJ 1.546 1 1.546 .937 .334 .004 
DJ .058 1 .058 .023 .879 .000 
U 2.347 1 2.347 1.118 .291 .005 

Sport x PJ 16.963 2 8.482 5.140 .007** .045 
NCAA Division DJ 28.537 2 14.268 5.780 .004** .050 

U 13.187 2 6.594 3.142 .045* .028 

Sport x Job Title PJ 3.079 2 1.540 .933 .395 .008 
DJ 4.485 2 2.243 .908 .405 .008 
U 22.773 2 11.386 5.426 .005** .047 

Job Title x PJ 10.348 1 10.348 6.270 .013* .028 
NCAA Division DJ 5.953 1 5.953 2.411 .122 .011 

U 4.568 1 4.568 2.177 .142 .010 

Sport x PJ 2.881 2 1.441 .873 .419 .008 
NCAA Division x DJ 10.693 2 5.347 2.166 .117 .019 
Job Title U .243 2 .121 .058 .944 .001 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05. 
*p < 05. **p <.01 

Results Research Questions 2 & 3 

The second and third research questions asked if differences in coaches' levels of 

overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment were present among sport types, 

NCAA Divisions, and job titles. To test these research questions two 3x2x2 factorial 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were performed for the interaction of sport, 

NCAA Division, and job title on overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Assumptions for using ANOV A were tested and met. Independent observations were 

taken by each participant completing a single survey. Levene's test of equality of error 

variances was not significant for each dependent variable at the .05 level (overall job 
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satisfaction and organizational commitment). Normality of distribution was tested 

comparing a histogram of result to the normal distribution curve. The results of the 

factorial ANOVAs revealed no significant differences based on sport type, NCAA 

Division, or job title in overall job satisfaction or organizational commitment as shown in 

Tables 7 and 8. 

Table 7 

ANOVA Summary for Overall Job Satisfaction by Sport, NCAA Division, and Job Title 
Sum of Mean 

Source Squares df Square F p 112 

Corrected Model 645.820a 11 58.711 .697 .740 .034 

Intercept 321979.429 1 321979.429 3824.462 .000** .946 

Sport 125.350 2 62.675 .744 .476 .007 

NCAA Division 13.004 1 13.004 .154 .695 .001 

Job Title 19.447 1 19.447 .231 .631 .001 

Sport x 275.925 2 137.962 1.639 .197 .015 
NCAA Division 

Sport x Job Title 194.514 2 97.257 1.155 .317 .011 

Job Title x 206.723 1 206.723 2.455 .119 .011 
NCAA Division 

Sport x 6.438 2 3.219 .038 .962 .000 
NCAA Division x 
Job Title 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
a R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = -.015). 
**p < .01 
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Table 8 

ANOVA Summary for Organizational Commitment by Sport, NCAA Division, and Job 
Title 

Sum of Mean 
Source Squares df Square F p 112 

Corrected Model 9.882a 11 .898 .809 .631 .039 

Intercept 2761.760 1 2761.760 2487.234 .000** .920 

Sport .757 2 .378 .341 .712 .003 

NCAA Division .504 1 .504 .454 .501 .002 

Job Title .908 1 .908 .818 .367 .004 

Sport x 3.748 2 1.874 1.688 .187 .015 
NCAA Division 

Sport x Job Title 1.178 2 .589 .531 .589 .005 

Job Title x .243 1 .243 .219 .641 .001 
NCAA Division 

Sport x .135 2 .766 .960 .503 .006 
NCAA Division x 
Job Title 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
a R Squared = .039 (Adjusted R Squared = -.009). 
**p < .01 

Results Research Question 4 

The fourth research question examined the relationship between organizational 

justice, and both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. This research 

question was examined using two types of data analysis. First, six multiple regression 

analyses were conducted to determine which organizational components best predicted 

both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment among the three sport types. 

Second, six 3 x 2 factorial ANOVAs were conducted to determine if sport type 
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moderated the relationship between each organizational justice component and both 

overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Multiple Regression Analyses 

Prior to the interpretation of the multiple regression analyses, case ratios and 

assumptions were tested and met. Stevens (2002) suggests a sample size of at least 15 

cases per independent variable used in the regression equation. The present study used 

three independent variables, requiring a minimum sample size of 45. The sample size for 

baseball (N = 70), men's basketball (N = 76), and wrestling (N = 83) met the required 

minimum to use a regression analysis. The four assumptions of multiple regression, as 

described by Shavelson (1996), are independence, normality, linearity, and 

homoscedasticity. Individual completion and return of single questionnaire met the 

assumption of independence. Normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity were all checked 

through the examination of scatterplot diagrams produced by SPSS. Finally, collinearity 

was tested using the tolerance and Variance inflation factor (VIF) produced by SPSS for 

each regression analysis. Vogt (1999) stated the closer a tolerance level is to 1, the more 

unique predictability of the regression equation. The closer the tolerance level is to 0, the 

more collinearity there is among the predictors. For all sport types, all independent 

variables had a tolerance level ranging from .378 to .690. Fox (1991), suggested an 

acceptable VIF score should be below four. For all sport types, all independent variables 

had a VIF score ranging from 1.449 to 2.643. 

Three of the multiple regression analyses examined which organizational justice 

components best predicted overall job satisfaction for the three sport types (baseball, 

men's basketball, and wrestling). Results of these regression analyses revealed significant 
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overall equations. The linear combination of organizational justice scores explained over 

45% (R2 = .454, adjusted R2 = .429, F(3, 66) = 18.297; p <.001) of the variance in overall 

job satisfaction for baseball coaches. Results of the regression equation revealed 

distributive justice (p = .028) and interactional justice (p = .002) significantly contributed 

to the prediction of overall job satisfaction among baseball coaches. For men's basketball 

coaches, the linear combination of organizational justice scores explained over 38% (R2 = 

.382, adjusted R2 = .356, F(3, 72) = 14.814; P <.001). Results of the regression equation 

revealed distributive justice (p < .001) and interactional justice (p = .014) significantly 

contributed to the prediction of overall job satisfaction among men's basketball coaches. 

Finally, the linear combination of organizational justice scores explained over 32% (R2 = 

.320, adjustedR2 = .294, F(3, 73) = 12.395;p <.001) of the variance in overall job 

satisfaction for wrestling coaches. Results of the regression equation revealed procedural 

justice (p = .032) and distributive justice (p = .044) significantly contributed to the 

prediction of overall job satisfaction among wrestling coaches. 

The other three multiple regression analyses examined which organizational 

justice components best predicted organizational commitment for the three sport types. 

Results of all multiple regression analyses revealed significant overall equations. The 

linear combination of organizational justice scores explained over 31 % (R2 = .313, 

adjusted R2 = .282, F(3, 66) = 10.045; p <.001) of the variance in organizational 

commitment for baseball coaches. Results of the regression equation revealed only 

procedural justice (p = .004) significantly contributed to the prediction of organizational 

commitment among baseball coaches. For men's basketball coaches, the linear 

combination of organizational justice scores explained over 19% (R2 = .198, adjusted R2 
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= .164, F(3, 66) = 5.907; p <.001) of the variance in organizational commitment. Results 

of the regression equation revealed only distributive justice (p = .033) significantly 

contributed to the prediction of organizational commitment among men's basketball 

coaches. Finally, the linear combination of organizational justice scores explained over 

19% (R2 = .198, adjusted R2 = .167, F(3, 79) = 6.488; p <.001) of the variance in 

organizational commitment for wrestling coaches. Results of the regression equation 

revealed only distributive justice (p = .008) significantly contributed to the prediction of 

organizational commitment among wrestling coaches. Complete regression tables can be 

found in Tables 9 and 10. 

Table 9 

Multiple Regression of Organizational Justice Perceptions Predicting Overall Job 
Satisfaction for NCAA Men's Coaches 

Variable B SEB ~ 

Baseballa 

Procedural Justice 1.086 1.186 .135 

Distributive Justice 1.872 .831 .298* 

Interactional Justice 2.501 .789 .362** 

Men's Basketballb 

Procedural Justice -.718 .834 -.107 

Distributive Justice 2.603 .603 .510** 

Interactional Justice 1.677 .665 .281 * 

WrestlingC 

Procedural Justice 1.985 .909 .308* 

Distributive Justice 1.420 .693 .243* 

Interactional Justice .604 .670 .108 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
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a R2 = .454, Adjusted R2 = .429. b R2 = .382, Adjusted R2 = .356. c R2 = .320, Adjusted R2 
= .294. 
*p < 05. **p <.01 

Table 10 

Multiple Regression Results for Purpose of Organizational Justice Perceptions 
Predicting Organizational Commitmentfor NCAA Men's Coaches 

Variable B SEB 

Baseballa 

Procedural Justice .387 .130 .491 ** 

Distributive Justice .108 .091 .176 

Interactional Justice -.093 .087 -.137 

Men's Basketballb 

Procedural Justice .149 .120 .177 

Distributive Justice .188 .086 .292* 

Interactional Justice .029 .095 .038 

WrestlingC 

Procedural Justice .131 .120 .167 

Distributive Justice .249 .091 .350** 

Interactional Justice -.041 .088 -.061 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05 
a. R2 = .313, Adjusted R2 = .282. b R2 = .198, Adjusted R2 = .164. c. R2 = .198, Adjusted 
R2 = .167. 
*p <.05. **p <.01 

Factorial ANOV A Analysis 

The previous regression results suggest sport type may moderate the relationship 

between organizational justice and both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. Six factorial ANOV A procedures were conducted to determine if the 

moderation existed. Prior to performing this procedure, frequency tables were developed 
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to determine the median split for each of the organizational justice components. The 

median point for procedural justice was 4.83, the median point for distributive justice was 

4.00, and the median point for interactional justice was 6.00. 

To test whether sport type moderated the relationship between organizational 

justice and both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment, six 3x2 factorial 

ANOV As were performed. The independent variables for the procedures were the three 

levels of sport type (revenue generating, non-revenue generating-stable, non-revenue­

generating-unstable) and the main effect: two levels of procedural justice (high and low), 

two levels of distributive justice (high and low) and two levels of interactional justice 

(high and low). The first three factorial ANOV As tested overall job satisfaction, while 

the remaining three tested organizational commitment. Assumptions for using ANOV A 

were tested and met. Independent observations were taken by each participant completing 

a single survey. Levene's test of equality of error variances was not significant at the .05 

level for each dependent variable (overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment). Normality of distribution was tested comparing a histogram of result to the 

normal distribution curve. 

The first three factorial ANOVA analyses revealed significant main effect among 

the three organizational justice components. The significant main effects showed 

differences in all three organizational justice components, procedural [F(l, 223) = 

45.253; p <= .001; r/ = .169] distributive [F(l, 223) = 52.701; p <= .001; 1]2 = .191] and 

interactional [F(l, 223) = 37.622; p <= .001; 1]2 = .144] justice. These findings show 

coaches who perceive organizational justice components high report significantly 
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different levels of overall job satisfaction than those coaches who perceive organizational 

justice low. Complete AN OVA results can be found in Table 11. 

The other three factorial ANOVA analyses revealed significant main effects 

among the three organization justice components. This significant main effect showed 

differences in all three organizational justice components, procedural [F( 1, 223) = 

30.363;p <= .001; 112 = .120] distributive [F(1, 223) = 32.608;p <= .001; 112 = .128] and 

interactional [F(1, 223) = 9.769; p = .002; 112 = .042] justice These findings show coaches 

who perceive organizational justice components high report significantly different levels 

of organizational commitment than those coaches who perceive organizational justice 

low. Complete ANOVA results can be found in Table 12. 

Marginal Means Plots for Perceptions of Organizational Justice and Both Overall 

Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

The ANOV A procedures on both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment did not reveal significant interactions among any of the three organizational 

justice components and sport type. While these findings indicate sport type is not a 

significant moderator between organizational justice components and both overall job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment, analyses of the marginal means plots did 

reveal evidence of interactions among sport type and perceived justice. This finding 

combined with the multiple regression findings, indicate sport type did affect the 

relationship between organizational justice perceptions and both overall job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment. Chapter 5 will discuss how future studies should 

continue to explore sport type based on revenue generation as a potential moderating 

variable. 
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Table 11 

ANOVA Summary of Overall Job Satisfaction by Organizational Justice Components and 
Sport Type 

Mean 
Source df Square F p 112 

Procedural Justice (PJt 
PJ 1 3149.866 45.253 .000** .169 
Sport 2 114.826 1.650 .194 .015 
PJ x Sport 2 105.322 1.513 .222 .013 

Distributive Justice (DJ)b 
DJ 1 3599.765 52.701 .000** .191 
Sport 2 78.675 1.152 .318 .010 
DJ x Sport 2 4.188 .061 .941 .001 

Interactional Justice (IJ)C 
IJ 1 2692.286 37.622 .000** .144 
Sport 2 46.618 .651 .522 .006 
IJ x Sport 2 71.561 2.023 .135 .018 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05. 
aR Squared = .179 (Adjusted R Squared = .161). b R Squared = .195 (Adjusted R Squared 
= .177). C R Squared = .156 (Adjusted R Squared = .137). 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 12 

ANOVA Summary of Organizational Commitment by Organizational Justice Components 
and Sport Type 

Mean 
Source df Square F p 112 

Procedural Justice (pJ)a 
PJ 1 29.943 30.363 .000** .120 
Sport 2 .642 .651 .522 .006 
PJ x Sport 2 .390 .395 .674 .004 

Distributive Justice (DJ)b 
DJ 1 31.872 32.608 .000** .128 
Sport 2 .447 .457 .634 .004 
DJ x Sport 2 .011 .012 .988 .000 

Interactional Justice (IJ)c 
IJ 1 10.494 9.769 .000** .042 
Sport 2 .587 .546 .580 .005 
IJ x Sport 2 .136 .126 .881 .001 

Note. Computed using alpha = .05. 
aR Squared = .123 (Adjusted R Squared = .104). b R Squared = .131 (Adjusted R Squared 
= .112). C R Squared = .045 (Adjusted R Squared = .024). 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 

Results Summary 

The results of the present study revealed several important findings. The results 

indicated no significant differences among sport type, NCAA Division, and job title on 

coaches' perceptions of each organizational justice components (procedural, distributive, 

and interactional). However, significant interactional effects did exist. The interaction 

between sport type and NCAA Division was significant for all organizational justice 

components. Division I men's basketball coaches perceived all organizational justice 

components higher than Division III coaches. Division I wrestling coaches' perceived all 

organizational justice components lower than Division III coaches. Division I baseball 

coaches perceived higher levels of procedural and distributive justice but lower levels of 
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interactional justice than Division III coaches. The interaction between sport type and job 

title revealed significant differences in only interactional justice. While head baseball 

coaches perceived higher levels of interactional justice than assistant coaches, both men's 

basketball and wrestling assistant coaches perceived higher levels than head coaches. 

The results of the two factorial ANOV A procedures indicated all coaches 

perceived the same overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment regardless of 

sport type, NCAA Division, or job title. 

A series of multiple regression analyses revealed different organizational justice 

components predicted both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. In 

predicting overall job satisfaction among baseball and men's basketball coaches, both 

distributive and interactional justices were significant predictors. However, interactional 

justice was a stronger predictor for baseball coaches, while distributive justice was a 

stronger predictor for men's basketball coaches. Results for wrestling coaches revealed 

both procedural and distributive justice to be significant predictors, with procedural 

justice being the stronger predictor. Regarding predictors of organizational commitment 

among men's basketball and wrestling coaches, distributive justice was the single 

significant predictor. In contrast, procedural justice was the single significant predictor of 

organizational commitment among baseball coaches. 

Finally, six factorial ANOVA analyses revealed significant main effects exist 

between all organizational justice components and both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. These results indicate coaches who perceive high levels of 

organizational justice have significantly different levels of both overall job satisfaction 

and organizational commitment, compared to coaches who have low perceptions of 
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organizational justice. Results did not indicate sport type to be a significant moderator. 

However, analyses of marginal means plots indicated several disordinal interactions. 

These interactions provide evidence that sport type does affect the relationship between 

organizational justice components and both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSION 

The purposes of the study were to: (a) determine if differences in coaches' 

perceptions of organizational justice were present among different types of intercollegiate 

male sport coaches (revenue-generating, non-revenue-generating-stable, and non­

revenue-generating-decline), (b) determine differences in coaches' levels of overall job 

satisfaction, (c) determine differences in coaches' levels of overall organizational 

commitment, and (d) examine the relationship between organizational justice and both 

overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Previous studies have examined organizational justice components, overall job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment in the intercollegiate setting. However, no 

study has used sport type, based on revenue generation, as an independent variable to 

assess differences among any of these constructs. The current revenue structure of 

intercollegiate athletics has created a dichotomy of revenue generating and non-revenue 

generating sport programs. Coaches of these programs have experienced different 

organizational justices through organizational decisions like budget and sport 

sponsorship. Understanding the impact perceptions of organizational justice has on 

coaches of these programs is critical to organizational decision makers as these 

perceptions may affect both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 
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The present study examined fairness perceptions of intercollegiate male sport 

coaches and the relationship of those perceptions with both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. Study participants included head and assistant coaches of 

baseball, men's basketball, and wrestling programs from both NCAA Division I and III 

member institutions. Statistical procedures used to analyze the data included multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOY A), analysis of variance (ANOY A), and multiple 

regression. Chapter 4 described the statistical significance of these results. This chapter 

will discuss the theoretical significance, practical applications, and suggestions for future 

research based on the findings of the present study. 

Findings and Theoretical Significance 

The results of the present study allow researchers to interpret the findings from 

the four research questions as they apply to the intercollegiate athletics segment of the 

sport industry. The purpose of this discussion is to provide a rational understanding to the 

present study's research questions and results. 

Coaches' Perceptions of Organizational Justice Components 

The first purpose of the study was to determine if differences in coaches' 

perceptions of organizational justice were present among different categories of 

intercollegiate male sport coaches. The research questions used to address this purpose 

were: (a) Do perceptions of organizational justice differ among coaches of different sport 

types?, (b) Do perceptions of organizational justice differ by NCAA Division?, and (c) 

Do perceptions of organizational justice differ by coaching position? 

The main effect results indicated no significant differences among the three 

independent variables. Regarding differences in coaching position and NCAA Division 

186 



the present findings are consistent with prior research which has found little difference in 

perceptions of fairness (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994b; Mahony, Hums, & Riemer, 2002, 

2005; Patrick, Mahony, & Petrosko, 2008). However, the present study was the first to 

examine sport type based on revenue generation as an independent variable. The finding 

that sport type had no direct impact on justice perceptions indicates coaches of different 

sports perceive justice similarly. This is interesting given the business of intercollegiate 

athletics, especially at the Division I level, where revenue generating sports seem to 

receive greater distributions in the forms of salary, budget, etc. The fact that no 

differences were found could indicate coaches of different sports possibly accept the 

differences in distribution and therefore do not allow them to affect their justice 

perceptions. While no main effects among the independent variables were found, two 

interactional effects were found. The following sections will focus on interpreting these 

interactions. 

Interactional effects between sport type and NCAA Division. 

The disordinal interaction between sport type and NCAA Division provided three 

interpretations of the findings. First, procedural justice and distributive justice were 

perceived most similar by Division I and III baseball and men's basketball coaches, with 

Division I coaches perceiving higher levels of justice than Division III coaches. This 

finding is not surprising, given that baseball and men's basketball are both well supported 

among most Division I intercollegiate athletic departments. In addition, the gap between 

all justice components was greatest among Division I and III men's basketball coaches. A 

possible reason for the large gap could be the high level of support given to men's 

basketball programs at the Division I level inflates the perceived justice levels among 

187 



coaches, while the distribution of resources within Division III is more even among when 

compared to the other sports sponsored by the athletic department. 

Second, Division III baseball coaches perceived higher interactional justice than 

Division I baseball coaches. This result could indicate that Division I baseball coaches 

have higher expectations of interactions given the amount of support offered to their 

programs. As mentioned above, many baseball programs receive a generous amount of 

support. However, the fairness of organizational interactions these coaches are 

experiencing appear to be less than expected, resulting in lower interactional justice 

perceptions compared to Division III baseball coaches. The size of the athletic 

department may be another indication of this finding. Division I athletic departments, on 

average, are larger than Division III athletic departments. As a result the division of labor 

is greater at the Division I level, resulting in potentially less interaction from 

organizational decision makers. 

Finally, Division I wrestling coaches had lower perceptions than Division III 

wrestling coaches for all organizational justice components. One possible reason Division 

I wrestling coaches experience lower justice than Division III coaches is the past history 

of lower institutional support. Division I wrestling programs have experienced the 

greatest reduction of programs among NCAA male sports over the past 20 years (EADA, 

2007). Dropping these programs has often been a result of decisions to budget more for 

programs with more revenue generating potential. This practice exemplifies the 

organizational direction of increased revenue, high commercialism, and emphasis on 

winning, that is projected by many Division I athletic departments. However, Division III 

athletic departments use elements of inclusion and participation in their mission as a basis 
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for decision making. Therefore, fewer Division III wrestling programs have been dropped 

which may reflect the coaches' higher perceptions of all organizational justice 

components. 

Interactional effects between sport type and job title. 

A disordinal interaction effect between sport type and job title on interactional 

justice perceptions was found between sport type and job title. Results indicated head 

baseball coaches perceived higher levels of interactional justice than assistant baseball 

coaches. However, for men's basketball and wrestling, assistant coaches perceived higher 

levels of interactional justice than head coaches. These findings are interesting when 

examining the hierarchy of intercollegiate athletic departments. Head coaches are more 

closely connected than assistant coaches to decision makers within athletic departments. 

This would lead one to infer that head coaches may have a higher perception of 

interactional justice based solely on their hierarchical position within the athletic 

department. However, the finding that assistant coaches of men's basketball and 

wrestling perceive higher levels of interactional justice prompts discussion for 

understanding how assistant coaches interpret interactional justice. 

An explanation to this finding could be based on the type of interactions assistant 

coaches have with athletic department decision makers. Since the head coach is 

ultimately responsible for a program's success, their interactions with athletic department 

decision makers may incorporate more organizational discussions including team 

performance, personnel, program budget, academics, or community involvement. 

Assistant coaches' interactions with athletic department decision makers may be limited 

to discussions not pertinent to the job or organization (e.g., social interactions). 
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Another explanation to this finding could be assistant coaches assessing 

interactional justice based on their direct superior, the head coach, instead of athletic 

department decision makers. Assistant coaches will likely have daily interactions with 

head coaches on topics including both organizational and social interactions. Head 

coaches, however, will likely have fewer interactions with athletic decision makers. This 

difference in the coaches' assessment of interaction could explain why assistant coaches 

experience higher levels of interactional justice. These findings provide more evidence of 

the necessity to examine interactional justice, not only as an independent organizational 

component, but also potential types of interactions that may playa role in how coaches' 

perceive justice. 

Coaches' Levels of Overall Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

The second and third purposes of the study were to determine if differences in 

coaches' levels of overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment were present 

among different categories of intercollegiate male sport coaches. The research questions 

used to address these purposes were: (a) Does overall job satisfaction differ among 

coaches of different sport types?, (b) Does overall job satisfaction differ by NCAA 

Division?, (c) Does overall job satisfaction differ by coaching position?, (d) Does 

organizational commitment differ among coaches of different sport types?, (e) Does 

organizational commitment differ by NCAA Division?, and (f) Does organizational 

commitment differ by coaching position? 

Main effects of overall job satisfaction. 

Most of the literature on job satisfaction in the intercollegiate athletics setting has 

focused on the satisfaction facets of the coach, rather than overall job satisfaction. Prior 
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research has shown intercollegiate coaches differ on several facets of job satisfaction, 

including: (a) job performance (Ritter, 1974), (b) work and supervision (Snyder, 1985), 

(c) leadership behavior and organizational climate (Snyder, 1990), and (d) amount of 

work (Chelladurai & Ogasawara, 2003). While these finding offer unique contributions to 

the literature, facet-based models of satisfaction only address how the respondent feels 

about a particular facet of the job, not the job as a whole. An individual may determine 

hislher overall job satisfaction using a combination of facets, both positive and negative. 

While prior studies have shown coaches to differ on facets of job satisfaction, the present 

study indicates the job of coaching intercollegiate athletics overall is quite satisfying. 

Results of the present study indicated only 12 of 232 coaches responded as being 

dissatisfied with their job. Overall satisfaction was determined by the summed scores for 

the Job In General (JIG) scale. Respondents scoring 27 or higher were deemed satisfied 

while respondents scoring below 27 were deemed dissatisfied. This finding indicates the 

job of coaching intercollegiate athletics overall is satisfying. An explanation for this 

result may be due to the use of an overall scale. An overall scale approach to satisfaction 

allows the respondent to dictate what facets affect hislher perception of satisfaction. 

While prior studies have indicated coaches differ on facets of job satisfaction, facets in 

which coaches are the same may contribute more to the overall satisfaction of the coach. 

It is also possible facet-based models used in prior research are simply inadequate in 

assessing overall satisfaction by being unable to incorporate all facets necessary to 

examine overall job satisfaction. Therefore, the present study provides evidence that 

coaches perceive the overall job of coaching intercollegiate athletics as satisfying. 
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The main effects of overall job satisfaction indicated no significant differences 

among coaches' overall job satisfaction based on sport type, NCAA Division, or jot title. 

Each of the selected independent variables contained elements of potential differences in 

the job of coaching. Coaches of different sport types may have different resources to 

perform their job. Differences in the mission of NCAA Divisions may dictate how a 

coach is to perform his/her job. Job title may specifically indicate the job description and 

expectation of being a coach. While each of these variables contain potential attributes 

that may affect the job of coaching, this result appears to indicate that while attributes of 

coaching intercollegiate athletics may be different, the effect they have on overall 

satisfaction is not significant to alter the coaches' overall perception of satisfaction. 

Main effects of organizational commitment. 

Prior research centered on a foci approach to commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 

1990; Meyer & Allen, 1997). Similar to studies examining facets of job satisfaction, the 

foci approach to commitment does not address all the components from which an 

individual derives commitment. These studies offered few practical implications to the 

intercollegiate sport setting as they can only address the specific foci included in those 

studies. The purpose of the present study was to examine the construct of commitment 

from a global perspective, enabling the researcher to provide more global practical 

applications to the athletic department as a whole. 

The present study found no significant differences among coaches' organizational 

commitment based on sport type, NCAA Division, or job title. To explain this finding, 

the researcher offers two potential explanations. First, coaches' commitment to the 

organization may not be based on characteristics of the job. Sport types and job title were 
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used as grouping variables in the present study. These variables are characteristics of the 

job and not the organization. It appears these job characteristics do not playa role in 

contributing to organizational commitment among intercollegiate coaches. 

Second, the present study used NCAA Division as a grouping variable. The 

findings indicate coaches of different NCAA Divisions do not have significantly different 

perceptions of organizational commitment. This is interesting given the differences in 

NCAA Divisions is related to the role athletics has within the institution. Division I 

institutions focus on athletics as a revenue generator in order to afford larger facilities, 

athletic scholarships, and high salary coaching staffs. Division III institutions tie athletics 

more closely to education and focus on creating opportunities for participation. These 

differences in the organizational purpose of athletics within the overall institution would 

seem to indicate possible differences in coaches' organizational commitment. However, 

results indicated mean commitment levels to be high for both NCAA Divisions (Division 

1= 4.0698, Division III = 4.1474) and no significant difference between the two 

Divisions. This finding seems to indicate coaches of intercollegiate athletics are highly 

commitment regardless of NCAA Division. An explanation to this finding may be that 

coaches choose specific jobs based on hislher individual understanding and agreement 

with the institutional mission and the role athletics has within the institution. 

The Relationship between Organizational Justice Components and Both Overall 

Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

The fourth purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between 

organizational justice, and both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

based on sport type. The research questions used to address this purpose were: (a) which 
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organizational justice components best predict overall job satisfaction for coaches of each 

sport type?, and (b) which organizational justice components best predict overall 

organizational commitment for coaches of each sport type? 

The present study used six multiple regression analyses to determine which 

organizational components best predicted both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment among sport types. The findings of these analyses indicated the following: 

(a) each sport type had a different main contributor to predicting overall job satisfaction, 

(b) distributive justice was a unique predictor of overall job satisfaction among all sport 

types, and (c) only one organizational justice component for each sport type was a unique 

contributor in predicting organizational commitment. 

Predictors of overall job satisfaction. 

The findings of the present study indicated organizational justice components 

contributed significantly to the variance in overall job satisfaction. More specifically, 

each sport type had a different main contributor in predicting overall job satisfaction. 

This finding offers three contributions to the literature on organizational justice in 

intercollegiate athletics. First, the combination of organizational justice components 

accounted for a significant amount of variance in overall job satisfaction for each sport 

type. Organizational justice components accounted for 45% of the variance in overall job 

satisfaction for baseball coaches, 38% for men's basketball coaches, and 32% for 

wrestling coaches. These results support prior research indicating perceptions of fairness 

in organizational policies, resource distribution, and interactions uniquely contribute to 

perceptions of overall job satisfaction (Martin & Bennett, 1996; McFarlin & Sweeney, 

1992; Schappe, 1998). In the intercollegiate athletics literature, the present study's use of 
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multiple sport types further expands on prior studies that have focused on coaches of one 

sport (Jordan, 2001). 

Second, interactional justice was shown to be the strongest predictor of overall 

job satisfaction among baseball coaches. Prior research has argued whether interactional 

justice is a unique component (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; McFarlin & Sweeney, 

1997) or a sub-component to procedural justice (Bies & Moag, 1986; Moorman, 1991). 

The findings of the present study support the argument that interactional justice is a 

unique organizational justice component in intercollegiate athletics. This finding is also 

unique in that prior studies have found only procedural justice (Alexander & Ruderman, 

1987; Dailey & Kirk, 1992; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Martin & Bennett, 1996; 

Moorman, 1991), distributive justice (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Schappe, 1998) or a 

combination of both (Tang & Sarsfield-Baldwin, 1996) to be a predictor of overall job 

satisfaction. 

Finally, based on sport type, male coaches used perceptions of justice differently 

in determining their overall job satisfaction. Baseball coaches indicated interactional 

justice was the highest contributor to overall job satisfaction, while men's basketball 

coaches indicated distributive justice, and wrestling coaches indicated procedural justice. 

These findings indicate perceptions of justice may be sport specific to the effect on job 

satisfaction. As the focus of intercollegiate athletics typically hovers around the topic of 

resource distribution, athletic decision makers need to have the ability to understand how 

organizational justice decisions affect perceptions of satisfaction through means other 

than resource allocation. This finding should be a consideration among all intercollegiate 
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athletic decision makers as resource decisions could affect the satisfaction levels of all 

coaches within their organization. 

Predictors of organizational commitment. 

The findings of the present study also indicated one organizational justice 

component uniquely contributed to predicting organizational commitment for each sport 

type used in the study. This finding offers several unique considerations. First, 

distributive justice was the strongest predictor of both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment among men's basketball coaches. Second, wrestling coaches 

indicated distributive justice was the single predictor of organizational commitment and 

both procedural justice and distributive justice were predictors of overall job satisfaction. 

Finally, baseball coaches indicated procedural justice was the single predictor of 

organizational commitment and indicated both distributive and interactional justice were 

significant predictors of overall job satisfaction. Collectively these findings indicate the 

impact of organizational justice on both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment differs for coaches of different sport types. 

Perceptions of organizational justice components among male sport coaches 

predict overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment differently. As stated 

prior, resource allocation is often discussed as a mechanism for satisfaction and 

commitment among coaches. However, the present study indicates athletic decision 

makers must focus on all three organizational components, as each effects satisfaction 

and commitment differently among different sports. In practice, athletic decision makers 

do not necessarily need to focus on increasing resource distribution to non-revenue­

generating coaches, rather they need to focus on establishment of fair policy and 
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constructive interaction to positively affect overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. 

The Effect Sport Type has on the Relationship between Organizational Justice 

Components and both Overall Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

The final purpose of the present study was to determine if sport type moderated 

the relationship between organizational justice and both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. The research questions used to address this purpose were: (a) 

does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational justice and overall job 

satisfaction?, and (b) does sport type moderate the relationship between organizational 

justice and organizational commitment? 

The present study used six 3x2 ANOV A procedures to determine if sport type 

moderated the relationship between each organizational justice component and both job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment. The independent variables for these 

ANOV A procedures included three levels of sport type (revenue generating, non­

revenue-generating-stable, and non-revenue-generating-unstable), two levels of each 

organizational justice component (procedural, distributive, and interactional) separated by 

high and low respondents. The high and low separation was based on the median split for 

each organizational justice component. The findings of these analyses indicated the 

following: (a) differences existed among all organizational justice components for overall 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment, and (b) while sport type did not 

significantly moderate the relationship between distributive justice and overall job 

satisfaction, marginal means plots did indicate a small interaction to be present. These 

results provided unique contributions to the literature on the relationship between 
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organizational justice components and both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment within the intercollegiate athletic setting. 

The first finding indicated differences existed between coaches who perceived 

high and low levels of organizational justice among all organizational justice components 

for both overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. This indicated coaches 

with higher perceptions of organizational justice have significantly higher perceptions of 

both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

The second finding indicated sport type affected the interaction between each 

organizational justice component and both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. While the ANOV A analysis did not reveal the interactions to be significant, 

the analysis of the marginal means plots showed sport type did affect the relationships. 

Specifically, the interactions of procedural justice and interactional justice with both 

overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment were disordinal, while the 

interactions of distributive justice were ordinal. This finding indicates as perceptions of 

organizational justice increase, the increase in either overall job satisfaction or 

organizational commitment is somewhat dependent upon sport type. 

The theoretical significance of these findings contribute to the literature as no 

study has yet examined the relationship of organizational justice and both overall job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment using sport type based on revenue generation 

as a moderating variable. This contribution to the literature opens a path for future studies 

to further investigate the distinction of sport types and how decisions of justice affect 

coaches' perceptions of overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Practical Applications of New Findings 
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The present study revealed several findings that have been discussed as they 

pertain to the existing literature. The purpose of this section is to address the new findings 

and provide a discussion of the practical applications within the intercollegiate athletics 

setting. Three new findings of the present study will be discussed: (a) organizational 

justice components predict overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

differently for male sport coaches, (b) interactional justice was supported as an 

independent component of organizational justice, and (c) interaction in the relationship 

between organizational justice components and both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment based on sport type. 

Understanding Predictors of Overall Job Satisfaction and Organizational 

Commitment 

The present study revealed organizational justice components predicted overall 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment differently for male sport coaches. 

Perceptions of multiple organizational justice components appear to uniquely contribute 

to predicting overall job satisfaction. Baseball coaches indicated interactional justice as 

the most significant predictor of overall job satisfaction. Men's basketball coaches 

indicated distributive justice was the most significant predictor of overall job satisfaction. 

While, wrestling coaches indicated procedural justice was the most significant predictor 

of overall job satisfaction. 

Practical applications of this finding are challenging for athletic department 

decision makers in that each sport type appears to perceive overall job satisfaction in 

different ways. While the focus of intercollegiate athletics typically hovers around the 

topic of resource distribution, the present study found perceptions of overall job 
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satisfaction was most influenced by procedural and interactional justice for non-revenue 

sport coaches. Therefore, athletic decision makers do not necessarily need to focus on 

increasing resource distribution, rather they need to focus on establishment of fair policy 

and engaging in interaction with their non-revenue-generating sport coaches. 

Athletic decision makers focused on enhancing overall job satisfaction of baseball 

coaches, should engage in social interactions with the baseball coaches. This can be done 

though formal social engagements like company picnics or less formal "water cooler" 

discussions about topic not related to the organization but meaningful to the coaches. 

Finally, athletic decision makers should provide consistent and truthful interactional 

experiences to baseball coaches. Bies and Moag (1986) identified that truthfulness and 

consistency were the two most rated qualities affecting perceptions of interactions. 

For basketball coaches, athletic department decision makers should focus on 

perceptions of resource allocation practices. However, the present study did not examine 

types of resource distribution (i.e. equity, equality, and need) identified in prior research 

(Hums & Chelladurai, 1994a). An understanding of which resource distribution type 

respondents of the present study were basing their perception of distributive justice could 

change the managerial approach of resource allocation for athletic decision makers. For 

example, if basketball coaches, in this study, were basing their answers on equitable 

distribution, then athletic decision makers should allocate resources to those programs 

that generate revenue (e.g. men's basketball). If men's basketball coaches were basing 

their answers on distribution of need, then men's basketball coaches were indicating their 

acceptance of resource distribution to programs in need of resource assistance (e.g. 

wrestling). These examples offer very different managerial approaches for athletic 
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department decision maker wanting to enhance the overall job satisfaction of men's 

basketball coaches. Yet, a consistent approach athletic decision makers can use is to 

ensure resource distribution is linked to outcomes of a program as individual perceptions 

of distributive justice are based on the fairness of the input of the individual to the output 

of the organization. 

Finally, athletic department decision makers wanting to enhance the overall job 

satisfaction of wrestling coaches should focus on establishment and practice of fair 

organizational policy. This can be done by integrating organizational support with sport 

type, ensuring organizational policy does not contribute to unfair resource allocation, and 

by making fair policy development a continuing practice within the athletic department. 

Another practical application would be to allow wrestling coaches the ability to 

contribute in organizational decision making. Allowing wrestling coaches a voice in both 

program and organizational decision making will enhance the coach's perception of 

organizational justice as they will feel as though they contributed to the overall 

discussion of organizational issues. 

Organizational justice components also appear to uniquely contribute to 

organizational commitment among intercollegiate coaches. Revenue generating and non­

revenue generating-decline coaches indicated only distributive justice predicted 

organizational commitment, while non-revenue-generating-stable coaches indicated only 

procedural justice was a significant predictor of organizational commitment. Athletic 

decision makers should therefore make efforts to apply formal organizational policies 

aimed at fairly distributing resources throughout the organization when trying to enhance 

organizational commitment among coaches. 
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For example athletic department decision makers can create policies combine 

resource distribution to specific commitment outcomes (e.g. performance, withdrawal 

behaviors, turnover). Turner and Chelladurai (2005) showed performance significantly 

contributed to organizational commitment in the intercollegiate athletics setting. 

Therefore, athletic department decision makers can establish policies that stipulate pay 

(i.e. resource distribution) be closely tied to performance (e.g. winning record, 

championships, graduation rates). Organizational practices like these may result in 

coaches having higher perceptions of both procedural and distributive justice, which may 

correlate higher with commitment than coaches whose pay is not tied to performance 

(e.g. salary). However, it is important to note, organizational practices like these are 

currently being used in the intercollegiate athletics setting. The issue is that the 

percentage of pay attributed to performance is often small in comparison to guaranteed 

compensation. Athletic department decision makers wanting to increase both perceptions 

of organizational justice and organizational commitment should strive to create policy 

increasing resource distribution that is correlated with commitment outcomes like 

performance. 

A difference between the practical applications for enhancing overall job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment is the exclusion of interactional justice as a 

predictor of overall job satisfaction. Procedural and distributive justice components are 

unique in that they can be objectively measured. Establishing formal policies and 

distributing resources are both variables athletic department decision makers can 

objectively communicate to employees. However, interactional justice is more subjective 

in nature where "people are sensitive to the quality of interpersonal treatment" (Bies & 
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Moag, 1986, p.44). The quality of the treatment can be perceived in a number of different 

forms such as the type of information, method of communication, and tone (Chelladurai, 

1999). Therefore, athletic department decision makers wishing to enhance organizational 

commitment among coaches can take a more objective approach in showing how fairness 

has been implemented within the athletic department. However, this may not be as 

successful for enhancing job satisfaction among baseball and men's basketball coaches as 

interactional justice was found to be a significant predictor of overall job satisfaction. 

This is especially true for baseball coaches who indicated interactional justice as the 

strongest predictor of overall job satisfaction. 

Athletic department decision makers can also take a more global approach. The 

complexity among overall job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 

organizational justice components causes a need for athletic department decision makers 

to be very organized as they try to impact organizational justice perceptions within their 

athletic department. This can be done by creating a system of scoring or tracking how 

each organizational justice component is communicated to each individual coach. A 

system such as this can provide an athletic department decision maker a visual 

mechanism for creating the organization's strategy and objectives. It can also be used by 

the coach to understand and hold athletic department decision makers accountable for 

their decisions. 

Interactional Justice as an Independent Component of Organizational Justice 

within Intercollegiate Athletics 

The present study also supported the use of interactional justice as an independent 

component of organizational justice within intercollegiate athletics. Prior studies have 
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debated whether interactional justice is an independent organizational justice component 

(Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1997) or a subcomponent to 

procedural justice (Bies & Moag, 1986; Moorman, 1991). The present study included 

several findings supporting the use of interactional justice as an independent 

organizational justice variable in the intercollegiate athletics setting. The present study 

found interactions between both sport type and NCAA Division and sport type and job 

title to be significant in coaches' perceptions of interactional justice. Also, unique 

contributions of interactional justice were found when predicting overall job satisfaction 

among baseball coaches. Each of these findings provides evidence that athletic 

department decision makers need to consider their interactions with sport coaches in 

order to enhance perceptions of fairness. 

A unique aspect of the interactional justice component is the subjective nature 

perceptions are based on. Resource distribution and policy development can be clearly 

measured making these variables more objective in nature. Altering the organizational 

practices of these organizational justice components would mean changes must be made 

in ways (e.g. budget, personnel, policy, etc.) that impact the organization and its 

direction. However, the subjective nature of interactional justice allows athletic 

department decision makers the opportunity to enhance coaches' perceptions of fairness 

more easily from a managerial perspective. 

Athletic department decision makers can take a number of different approaches to 

increase positive perceptions of interactional justice. Bies & Moag (1986) identified four 

interactional characteristics that positively enhance an employee's interactional justice 

perceptions: (a) truthfulness, (b) justification, (c) respect, and (d) propriety. Outside of 
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the athletic setting, truthfulness has been identified as having more impact on perceptions 

of interactional justice. Athletic department decision makers should focus their efforts on 

being truthful in their interactions with coaches. 

Athletic department decision makers can also increase positive interactional 

justice perceptions by simply altering topics of conversation, using a different tone in 

communicating, or increasing frequency of interaction. Each of these suggestions is cost 

effective and has little risk for major organizational change, yet provides opportunities 

for athletic department decision makers to have lasting impacts on coaches' perceptions 

of fairness. 

It must be pointed out that while interactional justice is subjective and can be 

altered with little objective impact on the organization, the practice of implementing 

changes to interactions is not easy. Each athletic department decision maker is different 

in hislher managerial approach and the personality makeup of each athletic organization 

is different as well. These organizational conditions make the job of altering interactional 

practices difficult for some athletic department decision makers. Some athletic 

department decision makers may be intimidated or fearful of changing their interactional 

approach to particular coaches within the organization. Other athletic decision makers 

may have differing personal opinions from their coaches that may affect the interactions. 

Also, some athletic decision makers may simply lack the ability to initiate alternative 

approaches to interacting with coaches. To some athletic decision makers, these 

limitations may contribute to the potential inability to enhance their interactional 

relationship with coaches. This point must not be taken as a reason for not changing the 

interactional climate of an athletic department, but rather an understanding of the 
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necessity to recognize the importance of making an effort to control perceptions of 

interactional justice within intercollegiate athletics. 

The Effect of Sport Type on the Relationship between Organizational Justice 

Components and Both Overall Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment 

A new finding in the present study was that sport type contributed to the 

differences in perceptions of organizational justice. These findings are unique as this was 

the first study to explore categorizing of sport type by revenue generation as a potential 

moderating variable. While the findings did not indicate sport type to be a significant 

moderator, the contribution of sport type to differences in perceptions offers implications 

for athletic department decision makers. 

Athletic department decision makers need to understand how perceptions of 

organizational justice affect coaches of sports with different revenue generating potential. 

Coaches of different sport types indicated perceptions of organizational justice affected 

their perceptions of overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment in different 

ways. Understanding these differing affects can allow athletic decision makers the 

opportunity to better convey organizational decisions that ultimately affect each sport 

program within the athletic department and result in positive organizational outcomes 

(e.g. low turnover and higher productivity). The present study presents an initial profile 

of how perceptions of organizational justice affect overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment by sport type. Revenue generating sport coaches indicated 

distributive justice was the strongest predictor of both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment. Non-revenue generating-stable coaches indicated 

interactional justice was the strongest predictor of overall job satisfaction, while 
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procedural justice was the strongest predictor of organizational commitment. Non­

revenue-generating-decline coaches indicated procedural justice was the strongest 

predictor of overall job satisfaction, while distributive justice was the strongest predictor 

of organizational commitment. Athletic department decision makers can use profiles such 

as these to convey organizational decisions to different sport types, rather than individual 

sports teams. 

An example of an organizational practice athletic department decision makers can 

use, to affect organizational justice perceptions, is the implementation of a rotating 

decision making model. With a rotating decision making model, the beneficiary of the 

decisions changes from decision to decision. In intercollegiate athletics, the trend has 

shown revenue-generating sport programs are often the beneficiary of organizational 

decisions, especially within Division I institutions. This is evident in the present findings 

indicating perceptions of distributive justice most strongly predict both overall job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment among revenue generating coaches. 

However, the present findings indicate decision making practices such as these do not 

significantly affect overall job satisfaction or organizational commitment in the same way 

for non-revenue-generating-stable or non-revenue-generating-decline coaches. Therefore, 

athletic department decision makers should seek to use decision making models that 

affect all sport types in a positive manner. A specific example can be offered by setting 

policy dictating the buying of new equipment for all sport programs based solely on a 

rotating schedule. Decision making models such as this eventually benefits all sport 

programs and relates to all organizational justice components. 
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The use of rotating decision making practices over time has many benefits for an 

athletic department decision maker. However, this practice is not always the most 

beneficial for the organization's objectives. As previously stated, the trend in Division I 

athletic departments is to make decisions benefiting sport programs with more revenue 

generating potential. Division I institutions appear to be in an arms race to acquire 

resources that allow their sport programs the ability to compete in recruiting the best 

players, attracting the best coaches, and generating the most revenue. Rotating decision 

making practices are not always the most appropriate for all decisions. However, athletic 

department decision makers should attempt to institute decision making practices that 

spread benefits over all sport types, as these practices will positively affect organizational 

justice perceptions. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

The present study aimed to contribute to the literature on organizational justice, 

overall job satisfaction, and organizational commitment within the intercollegiate 

athletics setting. While some study findings were aligned with the literature and the 

results offered practical applications, areas of future research also emerged. The 

following section will detail three areas scholars should address in the future to better 

understand the complex relationship of organizational justice, overall job satisfaction, and 

organizational commitment in the intercollegiate athletics setting. 

Future Investigations of Interactional Justice 

Future research on organizational justice in intercollegiate athletics should focus 

on further investigation of interactional justice as a unique component of organizational 

justice. The current literature on interactional justice is scarce compared to the literature 
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on procedural and distributive justice. A reason for this may be the debate over 

interactional justice as a unique component of organizational justice. The present findings 

offer support for the use of interactional justice as a unique component. Further, the 

present research supports the theory of Bies and Moag (1986) that interactional justice 

may actually be a larger component with several sub-components. Future research should 

take a similar approach to the literature on distributive justice (Hums & Chelladurai, 

1994a) by examining potential sub-components such as interpersonal and informational 

interactions. Research of this type could identify different types of interactions (e.g. 

social or informational) which will provide athletic department decision makers a deeper 

understanding of how their interactions with coaches affect both satisfaction and 

commitment. 

Defining Sport Type in Intercollegiate Athletics 

The findings of the present study supported the rationale of using revenue 

generation of sport programs as a means of defining sport type. Sport type significantly 

interacted with both NCAA Division and job title on coaches' perceptions of 

organizational justice components. Sport type also indicated interactions between 

organizational justice perceptions and both overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment exist. Future studies should focus on further defining sport type based on 

revenue generation. The present study was only a snapshot of the intercollegiate athletics 

setting. If the current trends in resource distribution practices of intercollegiate athletic 

departments continue, a longitudinal approach of measuring perceptions of fairness can 

provide data on how the growing gap between revenue generating and non-revenue­

generating sport programs might affect coaches' perceptions of organizational justice 
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Future studies should also incorporate women's teams. The current literature 

provides little information on the perceptions of coaches of women's teams. While 

defining sport type by revenue generation limits the use of women's teams, as they are all 

traditionally non-revenue sport programs, some cases do exist where women's programs 

are a significant revenue generator for the athletic department (e.g. Tennessee women's 

basketball). Future research could provide a more comprehensive understanding of 

fairness perceptions and their impact on satisfaction and commitment within the 

intercollegiate athletics setting as they would incorporate a more complete makeup of 

athletic departments that have both male and female coaches. This data could also be 

used to compare not only female and male coaches but coaches of female and male sport 

teams. 

Applications of Organizational Justice Outside Intercollegiate Athletics 

The present study found unique contributions of organizational justice 

components on coaches' perceptions of overall job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment in the intercollegiate sport setting. The findings provide support for studies 

examining these variables outside of intercollegiate athletics. Potential areas outside of 

intercollegiate athletics include: (a) international sport, (b) high school sport, (c) sport for 

development programs, and (d) recreational sport programs. 

International sport studies can evaluate organizational justice perceptions within 

club teams. The club system used by many European sport's is quite different form 

intercollegiate athletics, in that opportunities for participation are provided for many skill 

levels (i.e. amateur and professional) and membership largely consists of habitants of the 
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local community. Studies can expand the research by examining perceptions of fairness 

by coaches, players, and the community. 

High school sport studies can also examine the perceptions of coaches. The 

unique difference in examining coaches' perceptions of organizational justice at the high 

school level is that many coaches are also faculty members. As a faculty member first, 

and coach second, decisions that affect organizational justice may playa different role in 

contributing to the overall job satisfaction or organizational commitment. Understanding 

how these perceptions affect overall job satisfaction and organizational commitment can 

be beneficial to both athletic directors and principles of high schools. 

Sport for development studies should focus on citizens' perceptions of fairness 

and the affect on satisfaction with and commitment to, national sport teams. Decision 

makers of sport development programs can use results to reduce the risk in decision 

making as an effort to enhance social movement through sport programming 

Finally, future studies with recreational sport organizations should focus on 

parental perceptions of fairness. As many parents make the decisions for their child's 

participation in a particular sport, the importance of understanding perceptions of 

fairness, satisfaction, and commitment are imperative to participant retention. The 

potential for future studies outside of intercollegiate athletics is great as the body of 

literature on these other sport segments is small. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship among 

organizational justice components, overall job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment within the intercollegiate athletics setting. Perceptions of three 

211 



organizational justice components (procedural, distributive, and interactional), overall job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment were gathered from head and assistant 

coaches of NCAA Division I and III baseball, men's basketball, and wrestling programs. 

Findings indicated the following: (a) significant interactional effects were found between 

sport type and NCAA Division, (b) a significant interactional effect was found between 

sport type and job title, (c) no significant differences were present on perceptions of 

overall job satisfaction or organizational commitment, (d) different organizational justice 

components contributed uniquely to predicting both overall job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment among all sport types, and (e) while sport type did not 

significantly moderate the relationship between distributive justice and overall job 

satisfaction, marginal means plots did indicate interactions'to be present. 

These findings contribute to the existing literature on organizational justice, 

overall job satisfaction, and organizational commitment in the intercollegiate athletics 

setting. These findings also provide suggestions for practical application by athletic 

department decision makers, including: (a) focus on interactions with coaches, (b) 

develop a scoring or tracking system of organizational justice components, and (c) 

segment sports based on revenue generation. Finally, the present study provides three 

suggestions for future research: (a) expand the literature of interactional justice, (b) 

further define of sport type based on revenue generation, and (c) examine these variables 

outside of intercollegiate athletics. 
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APPENDIX A 

PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE, JOB SATISFACTION, AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT IN INTERCOLLEGIATE 
ATHLETICS: A STUDY OF NCAA MEN'S SPORT COACHES 

Thursday, April 15,2010 

Dear Participant: 

You are being invited to participate in a research study by answering the attached survey 
about organizational justice perceptions, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment 
in intercollegiate athletics. There are no known risks for your participation in this 
research study. The information collected may not benefit you directly. The information 
learned in this study may be helpful to others. The information you provide will help 
decision makers within intercollegiate athletic programs understand how perceptions of 
organizational justice can affect job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Your 
completed survey will be stored at The University of Louisville. The survey will take 
approximately 10-15 of your time to complete. 

Individuals from the Department of Leadership, Foundations, and Human Resource 
Education, the Institutional Review Board (IRB), the Human Subjects Protection 
Program Office (HSPPO), and other regulatory agencies may inspect these records. In all 
other respects, however, the data will be held in confidence to the extent permitted by 
law. Should the data be published, your identity will not be disclosed. 

Taking part in this study is voluntary. By completing this survey you agree to take part in 
this research study. You do not have to answer any questions that make you 
uncomfortable. You may choose not to take part at all. If you decide to be in this study 
you may stop taking part at any time. If you decide not to be in this study or if you stop 
taking part at any time, you will not lose any benefits for which you may qualify. 

If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the research study, please 
contact: Dustin Thorn at (502) 852-5909 or Dr. Mary Hums at (502) 852-5908. 

If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, you may call the 
Human Subjects Protection Program Office at (502) 852-5188. You can discuss any 
questions about your rights as a research subject, in private, with a member of the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). You may also call this number if you have other 
questions about the research, and you cannot reach the study doctor, or want to talk to 
someone else. The IRB is an independent committee made up of people from the 
University community, staff of the institutions, as well as people from the community not 
connected with these institutions. The IRB has reviewed this research study. 
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------------ -- -- ------------------------------------

If you have concerns or complaints about the research or research staff and you do not 
wish to give your name, you may call 1-877-852-1167. This is a 24 hour hot line 
answered by people who do not work at the University of Louisville. 

Sincerely, 

Dustin Thorn 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Louisville 

Mary Hums, Ph.D. 
Professor 
University of Louisville 
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APPENDIXB 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MEASURING ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE, OVERALL 
JOB SATISFACTION, AND OVERALL ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT IN 

INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS 

Part 1 
Please respond to the following questions by circling the appropriate responses or by 
writing in the space provided. 

Age: ___ _ Gender: Male 

What is your ethnicity: African AmericanlBlack 
Asian American 
CaucasianlWhite 
Hispanic 
Native American 
Pacific Islander 

Female 

Other (please specify): _____________ _ 

What is the highest degree you have? High School Diploma 
Associate's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctoral Degree 

What sport do you coach? Baseball Men's Basketball 

What NCAA Division is your institute a member of: Division I 

Wrestling 

Division III 

What is your sport program's conference affiliation: ____________ ? 

Your job title: Head Coach Assistant Coach 

If you are an assistant coach, what level of assistant coach are you? Full-time 
Part-time 
Volunteer 

Number of years in current position: ____ _ 

Number of years with current organization: 

Total years of coaching experience: ____ _ 
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Part 2 
In this section we are interested in your opinion about the organization where you work. The following 
statements are related to a person's attitudes toward their perceptions of organizational justice. Please 
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the statements by circling the appropriate 
choice on the right hand side (l = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). Your spontaneous and honest 
response to each item is critical to the study. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
I. My organization's formal decision-making procedures 

are carried out in the same way each time they are used. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. My organization has in place formal channels that allow 
employees to express their views and opinions before 

2 3 4 5 6 7 decisions are made. 

3. I believe that my supervisor's actions show that s/he 
respects me. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I believe that my rewards accurately reflect my 
contributions to the organization. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Formal procedures exist in my organization to ensure 
that officials do not allow personal biases to affect their 

2 3 4 5 6 7 decisions. 

6. There are formal means by which employees in my 
organization can challenge decisions that they feel are 2 3 4 5 6 7 
erroneous. 

7. The most productive employees in my organization 
receive the highest rewards. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. The rewards I receive from my organization are in 
accord with my level of performance. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I believe that my organization provides me with the 
rewards I deserve. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. I feel that my supervisor strives to be honest in his/her 
dealings with me. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. My supervisor treats me in a kindly manner. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. In my relationship with my supervisor, slhe shows a 
concern for the impact that herlhis actions will have on 
me. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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13. My supervisor behaves in a manner that demonstrates a 
regard for my personal dignity. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. I feel that I receive adequate rewards from my 
organization when I consider the rewards that other 2 3 4 5 6 7 
employees receive. 

15. I am satisfied with the rewards I receive from my 
organization. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. My supervisor behaves in a way that fosters trust on my 
part. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. My rewards are consistent with those I could get from 
other organizations. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. All employees are treated similarly by the formal 
decision-making procedures that exist in my 2 3 4 5 6 7 
organization. 

19. My organization's formal procedures ensure that 
decisions are made in an ethical and moral manner. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. My supervisor takes care to deal with me in a truthful 
manner. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. My organization has formal procedures to ensure that 
officials have accurate information on which to base 
their decisions. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. The rewards I receive from my organization meet my 
expectations. 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. In dealings with my supervisor, I find him/her to be 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

polite. 
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Part 3 
In this section we are interested in your opinion about your job in general. The folIowing statements are 
related to a person's attitudes toward their perceptions of job satisfaction. 
Think of your job in general. AlI in all, what is it like most of the time? For each of the folIowing words or 
phrases, circle: 

1. For "YES" if it describes your job 
2. For "NO" if it does not describe your job 
3. For "1" if you cannot decide 

Your spontaneous and honest response to each item is critical to the study. 

Yes 

1. Pleasant .............................................................................. l 

2. Bad ...................................................................................... 1 

3. Ideal .................................................................................... 1 

4. Waste of time ...................................................................... 1 

5. Good ................................................................................... 1 

6. Undesirable ......................................................................... 1 

7. Worthwhile ......................................................................... 1 

8. Worse than most ................................................................. 1 

9. Acceptable .......................................................................... 1 

10. Superior. .............................................................................. 1 

11. Better than most .................................................................. 1 

12. Disagreeable ........................................................................ 1 

13. Makes me content ............................................................... 1 

14. Inadequate ........................................................................... 1 

15. Excellent ............................................................................. 1 

16. Rotten .................................................................................. 1 

17. Enjoyable ............................................................................ 1 

18. Poor ..................................................................................... 1 
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---------------------------- ---

Part 4 
In this section we are interested in your opinion about your commitment to your organization. The 
following statements are related to a person's attitudes toward their overall organizational commitment. 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the statements by circling the 
appropriate choice on the right hand side (I = Strongly Disagree, 6 = Strongly Agree). Your spontaneous 
and honest response to each item is critical to the study. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
I. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my 

college/uni versity. 2 3 4 5 6 

2. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this 
college/uni versity. 2 3 4 5 6 

3. The college/university has a great deal of personal 
meaning for me. 2 3 4 5 6 

4. I do not feel like "part of the family" at this 
college/university. 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 
working days with this college/university. 2 3 4 5 6 

6. I really feel as if the problems of this 
college/university are my own. 2 3 4 5 6 
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The following space is provided for you to express opinions on organization justice, job satisfaction, or 
organizational commitment you may have. Please use this space to express any additional opinions that 
may not be conveyed by the questions already asked in the survey. 
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APPENDIXC 

June 2, 2009 

Dear Head! Assistant Coach, 

Last week a questionnaire seeking your responses of fairness perception, job satisfaction, 
and organizational commitment was e-mailed to you. Your name was gathered from an 
NCAA database of head and assistant coaches of Men's Basketball, Baseball, and 
Wrestling programs of Division I and III institutions. 

If you have already completed the questionnaire and submitted it through the website 
link, 

https:/lwww.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx 

please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please try to find time to complete the survey. 
We are especially grateful for your help because it is only by asking people like you to 
share your perceptions that we can understand how fairness perceptions affect job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

If you did not receive a link to the questionnaire or the link did not work, please contact 
me immediately so that we may make the appropriate adjustments to allow you to 
contribute to the study. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Dustin Thorn 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Louisville 
502-852-5909 
d.thorn @louisville.edu 
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APPENDIXD 

April 15, 2010 

Dear Head! Assistant Coach, 

Two weeks ago a questionnaire seeking your responses of fairness perception, job 
satisfaction, and organizational commitment was e-mailed to you. Your name was 
gathered from an NCAA database of head and assistant coaches of Men's Basketball, 
Baseball, and Wrestling programs of Division I and III institutions. 

If you have already completed the questionnaire and submitted it through the website 
link, 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx 

please accept our sincere thanks. If not, please try to find time to complete the survey. 
We are especially grateful for your help because it is only by asking people like you to 
share your perceptions that we can understand how fairness perceptions affect job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

If you did not receive a link to the questionnaire or the link did not work, please contact 
me immediately so that we may make the appropriate adjustments to allow you to 
contribute to the study. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Dustin Thorn 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Louisville 
502-852-5909 
d. thorn@louisville.edu 
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APPENDIXE 

June 15,2009 

Dear Head! Assistant Coach, 

During the past month we have sent you several e-mails regarding an important research 
study we are conducting at the University of Louisville. 

The purpose of the study is to understand the fairness perceptions, job satisfaction, and 
organizational commitment of head and assistant coaches in the intercollegiate setting. 

The study is drawing to a close, and this is the last contact that will be made with the 
sample we consider relevant to the study. 

We are sending this final contact bye-mail, again to help in the efficiency of 
administering the questionnaire and reduce the effort needed on your part to participate. 

We wanted to again assure of the confidentiality of the responses taken from this study. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you may refuse to answer questions or 
withdraw from completing the questionnaire at any time. Your answers will be 
completely confidential as the questionnaires will not be made available to anyone 
outside the study. Any discussion of results will be based on group data. It is estimated 
that the questionnaire will 10-15 minutes to complete. Upon completion, please follow 
the website instructions for submitting your questionnaire. 

Finally, we appreciate your willingness to consider our request as we conclude this effort 
to better understand fairness perceptions, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment 
among intercollegiate coaches. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Dustin Thorn 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of Louisville 
502-852-5909 
d.thorn@louisville.edu 
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Curriculum Vitae 
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• Interview potential graduate students 
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Interviewer - Graduate Admissions, Sport Administration Program, 2008 - Present 

HONORS AND A WARDS 

March 2010, 2008, & 2007 - Nominated by student-athlete to attend Red & Black Faculty 
Honors Banquet and Awards Ceremony for inspiration to excel in the classroom. 

SPORT PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

Sport management professional with experience in event management; Considerable experience 
in the coordination and implementation of marketing promotions; Staff management skills; 
Knowledge of NCAA rules and bylaws. 

Faculty Advisor, July, 2008 - September, 2008 
2008 Ryder Cup - Valhalla Golf Club, Louisville, KY 

• Responsible for scheduling of student shifts for event 
• Created and taught event management course focusing on elements that effect major 

sporting events including: process of event management, hospitality, sport tourism, and 
economic impact. 

• Acted as a liaison between the Professional Golf Association of America (PGA) and 
student staff 

Compliance Graduate Assistant, August 2005 - December 2007 
University of Louisville Athletic Department, Louisville, KY 

• Coordinate NCAA Clearinghouse and Enrollment records for incoming freshman for Fall 
2006 & 2007 
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• Prepared academic performance rate reports 
• Assisted in updated Camps and Clinics manual for 06-07 academic year 
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• Compile reports of Conference results for weekly radio show 
• Generate Schedule Matrixes (Baseball, M & W Basketball, Football, M & W Soccer, 

Softball, and Volleyball) 
• Coordinate All-Conference nomination and ballots for fall semester sports (Football, 

M & W Soccer, and Volleyball) 
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• Assist with office management tasks 
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W Basketball, M & W Cross Country, Football, M Golf, Softball, M & W Swimming & 
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• Coordinate and execute all internal and external promotional programs; including sport 

clinics, reading programs, youth days, athlete school visits, etc. 

ACTIVITIES 

Extracurricular 
Registration Chairman, January 2003 - April 2003 
6th Annual University of Louisville Sport Administration Golf Tournament 
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• 4 year Letterman 
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