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In recent several studies, interactional justice as well as

justice because of a very close
of justice.

distributional justice and procedural justice was founded as a
important factor of justice. But the other studies proposed that

interactional justice was a sub-dimension of procedural

correlation between two factors. So there are mixed point of view of the factor structure

In this study, we examined the factor structure of justice using confirmative factor analysis. We hypothesized that the

factor structure of justice would be divided into three factors; distributional justice, procedural justicé and

interactional

justice. The results of empirical study supported these hypotheses. The results of this study suggest that interactional jus-
tice should be regarded as a important factor of justice to analyze the justice and the relationship with justice and related

variables more accurately.
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