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Abstract

:

The maintenance of workers’ job satisfaction plays a central role among strategies supporting human capital, as it seems to be an important protective variable determining employees’ well-being and individual and organizational performances. Thus, the aim of the present research was to analyze the contribution of different dispositional and organizational variables that could affect individual job satisfaction, particularly focusing on the direct and indirect effects of acceptance of change with the mediation of organizational justice and its subdimensions. A total of 179 Italian workers (41% men, 59% women; mean age = 47 years old; SD = 10.87) completed the Acceptance of Change Scale, Job Satisfaction Scale and Organizational Justice Scale. Results showed a significant influence of acceptance of change on job satisfaction, also highlighting a partial mediation effect of organizational justice. Furthermore, when the latter was explored in depth by considering its subdimensions (procedural, distributive, informational, interpersonal justice) as mediators, a significant chained total-mediation model emerged. Such findings can provide useful indications for research and intervention to favor workers’ job satisfaction in several job contexts.






Keywords:


chained mediation; job satisfaction; acceptance of change; organizational justice; procedural justice; distributive justice; informational justice; interpersonal justice












1. Introduction


Organizational success requires strategies to maintain high efficiency and productivity regarding performances of employees [1] on the one hand, and well-being of employees in a framework of healthy business and healthy organizations [2] on the other hand. This is particularly true in light of the high degrees of specialization and technologization of work required by the current word of work and globalization [3,4]. This scenario implies lasting and consistent attention to new strategies for renewal and updating [5,6].



The maintenance of workers’ job satisfaction plays a central and indispensable role among strategies supporting human capital [7]. Job satisfaction is traditionally considered “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experience” ([8], p. 1300). It can be also considered in terms of the cognitive component of hedonic well-being in the work specific domain [9,10]. Several studies document the determining role of job satisfaction on happiness [11], quality of life [12] and physical and mental health [13] as well as with individual performances [14,15,16,17] and, consequently, organizational productiveness [18]. On the other hand, a state of dissatisfaction is frequently associated with turnover intentions [19], absenteeism [20,21], lower commitment [22] and poor job outcomes [23].



Furnham, Eracleous and Chamorro-Premuzic [24] pointed out the value of studying in depth both dispositional factors and organizational factors regarding job satisfaction. In line with this scenario, this research aimed to investigate the dispositional and organizational factors that could have an effect on individual job satisfaction, particularly focusing on acceptance of change and organizational justice.



First of all, the organizational maneuvers to maintain competitiveness in a dynamic and constantly evolving global market require employees to make a great effort to adapt and search for new strengths in the changing working context [25]. In light of this, a growing body of research focuses on the constructs concerning the individual disposition towards organizational change (see, for a review, [26,27]). Indeed, workers are the fulcrum of the realization of every change initiative, and their behaviors are the means by which these occur and persist (with greater or lesser success) over time, and their attitudes towards change may be considered a core predictor of their tendencies to resist or facilitate it [26]. Therefore, the centrality of the employee’s acceptance of change stands out, which proves to be an important positive impact factor for the current working life [28] and represents a critical antecedent for the success of organizational change processes [29]. The construct of acceptance for change includes a range of aspects such as attitude, ability and positive dispositions towards change, constituting a functional key resource to face modern working challenges [30,31]. It expresses a positive predisposition that facilitates a sound approach to change, which is sought and seen as a source of learning, stimuli, growth and a resource to improve one’s quality of life [28,32]. On the other hand, it also implies a positive reaction and effectiveness in managing difficulties and choices, being able to grasp the underlying social opportunity and supports and to flexibly switch between different decisions and concepts [28,33]. Therefore, in its various facets and components, the acceptance of change is closely linked to aspects such as well-being [28], relational civility [34] and job satisfaction [35].



Regarding organizational factors, among many constructs associated with job satisfaction, organizational justice has proven to play an important role, also in a cross-cultural perspective [36,37,38]. Evidence suggests that perceptions of fairness show a positive association with key attitudes and behaviors for organizational effectiveness, such as citizenship, commitment and higher performance [36,39,40,41], as well as a greater probability of successful organizational changes [42,43,44,45]. The construct of organizational justice [46] is well integrated with a vision of complexity and dynamism in the organizational context, as it consists not only of procedural (i.e., the process leading to decision outcomes [47]) and distributive (i.e., equity in the distribution of rewards; [48]) components, but also of interactional components [49]: informational justice (i.e., the correctness concerning honesty and timing of the information offered by the supervisors) and interpersonal justice (i.e., the quality of the interpersonal relationships regarding respect and sympathy demonstrated by supervisors). The four components of organizational justice emerged associated with different facets of working life [46,50]. In the agent–system model [46], procedural justice is able to predict system-referenced outcomes (e.g., rule compliance, group commitment), and interpersonal justice is able to predict agent-referenced outcomes (e.g., leader evaluation, helping). In the study by Cropanzano, Prehar and Chen [51], procedural and interactional justice showed different correlates: procedural justice with trust towards upper management and performance appraisal (PA) system satisfaction, and interactional justice with the fairness of the manager. Four decades of research regarding organizational justice across cultures showed that positive justice perceptions are linked to positive outcomes regarding both workers and organizations [39]. Finally, it was found to be significantly associated with several change dynamics, such as openness, satisfaction and commitment to change [52,53,54].



Given the above described theoretical framework, this study aimed to analyze the association of both dispositional and contextual factors in influencing job satisfaction, testing a single mediation and a chained mediation model in Italian workers. Two mediation models were elaborated. In the first one it was hypothesized that organizational justice mediates the association between acceptance of change and job satisfaction. In other words, following the Baron and Kenny [55] procedure, it was supposed that:



Step 1: Acceptance of change (X) is associated with job satisfaction (Y);



Step 2: Acceptance of change (X) is related to organizational justice, the mediator variable (M);



Step 3: Organizational justice (M) influences job satisfaction (Y).



This procedure can be used to evaluate if organizational justice mediates the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction by analyzing the effect of acceptance of change on job satisfaction, controlling for organizational justice.



Then, a second hypothesized model deeply examined the contribution of organizational justice, by exploring the interaction of its subdimensions (procedural justice, distributive justice, informational justice, interpersonal justice) in mediating the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction. Specifically, it was supposed that:



Step 1: Acceptance of change (X) is associated with job satisfaction (Y);



Step 2: Acceptance of change (X) is related to one or more subdimensions of organizational justice (procedural justice, distributive justice, informational justice, interpersonal justice), the mediator variables (M), which are linked in a chained way;



Step 3: One or more subdimensions of organizational justice (M) influence job satisfaction (Y).



This procedure can be used to assess if the subdimensions of organizational justice mediate the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction through the analysis of the effect of acceptance of change on job satisfaction, controlling for the mediators.




2. Method


2.1. Participants and Procedure


The present research involved 179 participants (41% male and 59% female), with an average age of 47 years old (SD = 10.87; age range 22–68 years). Respondents were Italian workers belonging to several private Tuscan organizations. They voluntarily participated in the study and they did not have any form of compensation for their involvement in this research. All the participants were informed about the study general goal and completed the paper–pencil battery of self-report questionnaires only after they provided a written informed consent. The survey was administered by two qualified interviewers authorized to administer psychological tests. This study was carried out before the onset of the pandemic, the research protocol was implemented in line with the international ethics guidelines (World Medical Association, Helsinki, WMA) [56], and anonymity and privacy were granted.




2.2. Measures


2.2.1. The Acceptance of Change Scale (AOC)


The Acceptance of Change Scale (AOC) [28] assesses personal disposition towards changes and the tendency to embrace them. It consists of 20 items rated in a Likert response scale (from 1, which means “not at all”, to 5, which means “a great deal”), grouped into 5 subdimensions: (1) predisposition to change (4 items), indicating the ability to learn and grow from changes (e.g., “When I am faced with a change, I can see things from multiple perspectives”); (2) support for change (4 items), indicating the perception of social support when facing changes (e.g., “I can compare myself with other people important to me when facing change”); (3) change seeking (4 items), indicating the tendency to search for changes and new stimuli (e.g., “Although I do not see the benefits, I cannot wait to change”); (4) positive reaction to change (4 items), indicating the tendency to feel positive emotion linked to changes, seen as positive experiences (e.g., “I am able to tolerate even the negative aspects of change”); (5) cognitive flexibility (4 items), indicating the mental ability to adapt to changes, easily modifying one’s own outlines, plans and decisions (e.g., “It’s easy for me to change my mind when I realize that I am wrong”). The Cronbach’s alphas were: α = 0.88 for the total score, α = 0.83 for predisposition to change, α = 0.79 for support for change, α = 0.80 for change seeking, α = 0.75 for positive reaction to change and α = 0.72 for cognitive flexibility [28].




2.2.2. The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS)


The Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS) [57] assesses the degree of feeling satisfaction with one’s own current job. It includes 5 items (e.g., “Most days I am enthusiastic about my work”) with a Likert response format from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”. For the present research, the Italian version [58] was used, which showed a good internal consistency in the validation study (α = 0.89).




2.2.3. The Organizational Justice Scale (OJS)


The Organizational Justice Scale (OJS) [46] assesses the perception concerning organizational justice. It comprises 20 items with a Likert response form, ranging from 1 (“lesser extent”) to 5 (“greater extent”), grouped into 4 subdimensions: (1) distributive justice (4 items), concerning the perception of equity about the distribution of resources and rewards by the organization (e.g., “The evaluation of my performance provides a good assessment of the effort I have put into my work”); (2) procedural justice (7 items), concerning the perception of the organizational processes and fairness of procedures (e.g., “the procedures used in my organization are free of bias”); (3) interpersonal justice (4 items), concerning the perception of the courtesy shown to subordinates by supervisors (e.g., “My supervisor treats me in a polite manner”); (4) informational justice (5 items), concerning the perception of the correctness and truthfulness of the information offered by supervisors (e.g., “My supervisor communicates details in a timely manner”). In the validation study [59] the Italian version showed an excellent internal consistency, with Cronbach’s α of the subscales ranging from 0.88 (interpersonal justice) to 0.93 (informational justice).





2.3. Data Analysis


The collected data were analyzed by using SPSS v. 25.0 for Windows. Descriptive statistics for all the analyzed variables and Pearson’s correlations were calculated. The SPSS macro-program PROCESS v. 3.4 [60] was employed to test the hypothesized mediation models. The mediation analysis is a regression-based approach that can investigate how and if an independent variable (X) exerts an effect on a dependent one, postulating the impact of one or more intervening variables (M) positioned between X and Y; in other words, M could be considered as the means by which X has an influence on Y [60]. Therefore, a first single mediation (model 4) was created to analyze the effect of organizational justice on the association between acceptance of change and job satisfaction. Then, the impact of organizational justice was explored more deeply, considering its subdimensions, and a chained mediation (model 6) was created to assess the role of procedural justice, distributive justice, informational justice and interpersonal justice in mediating the association between acceptance of change and job satisfaction. Finally, the indirect effects were estimated. In this regard, the Sobel test (for the single mediation model only) and 95% bootstrap confidence interval (based on 5000 resamples) were used. The first one determines the statistical significance of the mediation effect when the strength of the relationship between the antecedent and the outcome variables is significantly reduced after including the mediator in the model [55]. Although it has a high power cost, it is considered an excellent way to avoid type 1 error [60]. On the other hand, Hayes [60] emphasized the usefulness and power of the bootstrapping procedure in mediation analyses, which indicates the significance of the indirect effect when the zero was not included in the confidence interval (CI).





3. Results


Descriptive statistics of the study variables and Pearson’s correlations are reported in Table 1.



Results showed that acceptance of change had a significant and positive influence on job satisfaction (see Figure 1 and Figure 2; path c, β = 0.28, p < 0.001). The single mediation model also indicated that acceptance of change was positively and significantly related to organizational justice (Figure 1; path a, β = 0.29, p < 0.001), which in turn positively affected job satisfaction (Figure 1; path b, β = 0.48, p < 0.001). Nevertheless, the direct effect of acceptance of change on job satisfaction (path c’ in Figure 1) was still significant, albeit reduced, after controlling organizational justice, suggesting a partial mediation (R2 = 0.288, F2,176 = 35.592, p < 0.001). The statistical significance of this model and its indirect effect were confirmed by both the bootstrapping procedure (boot Lower Limit Confidence Interval [LLCI] = 0.036; boot Upper Limit Confidence Interval [ULCI] = 0.117) and the Sobel test (z = 2.28, p < 0.05).



The chained mediation brought to light the role of the various organizational change subscales in the indirect path between acceptance of change and job satisfaction.



Indeed, acceptance of change significantly affected procedural justice (Figure 2; path a1, β = 0.28, p < 0.001), which impacted distributive justice (Figure 2; path a3, β = 0.40, p < 0.001), which affected informational justice (Figure 2; path a6, β = 0.31, p < 0.001), which, in turn, affected interpersonal justice (path a10 in Figure 2; β = 0.50, p < 0.001), which, ultimately, impacted job satisfaction (Figure 2; path b4, β = 0.19, p < 0.05). The latter also suffered the direct effect of the first mediator, procedural justice (Figure 2; path b1, β = 0.22, p < 0.01), which in turn influenced informational justice, the third mediator (Figure 2; path a5, β = 0.30, p < 0.001). Acceptance of change also positively influenced interpersonal justice (Figure 2; path a7, β = 0.17, p < 0.01), and its direct effect on job satisfaction (path c’ in Figure 2) was not significant after controlling the mediators (β = 0.12, p = 0.073), indicating a complete mediation (Table 2; R2 = 0.304, F5,173 = 15.086, p < 0.001).



Finally, the bootstrapping procedure confirmed the statistical significance of this chained mediation and its indirect effect (boot LLCI = 0. 040; boot ULCI = 0.134).



All the models’ effects indices are reported in Table 3.




4. Discussion


Globalization and the rapid economic changes of the post-modern era offer organizations numerous opportunities for growth but also imply great challenges that are reflected in the substantial requests for adaptation, flexibility and dynamic competence to workers [3]. In this context, job satisfaction appears to be an important protective variable, since it is connected both to individual well-being [61] and to organizational commitment [62]. Given these important premises, the aims of the present research were to investigate the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction and the mediation role of organizational justice, and to deeply analyze the influences of acceptance of change, perception of organizational justice and its subdimensions in job satisfaction.



As regards to the first hypothesis, the single mediation model indicated that acceptance of change was positively and significantly related to organizational justice, suggesting a partial mediation.



These results can be considered in line with previous research [43] where lower levels of acceptance of change were related to less job satisfaction. Moreover, significant indirect paths were identified in this relationship. Firstly, the positive mediation effect of perceived organizational justice was highlighted, confirming evidence that fair treatment is associated with favorable attitudes towards work and higher job performance [40,63]. These data are particularly important in light of previous research that highlighted that fairness concerns emerge significantly in times of organizational changes [64] and that the impact of the latter on job satisfaction could be mediated by organizational trust [65]. Therefore, the obtained results could broaden this picture, indicating that acceptance of change could be interpreted as a form of openness that enables workers to remain positively disposed in confidently perceiving higher levels of organizational justice, and this, in turn, could positively influence the levels of satisfaction.



As regards to the second chained mediation model, which deepened knowledge of the organizational justice construct, the data also showed an indirect path with its subdimensions: procedural, distributive, informational and interpersonal justice. Specifically, acceptance of change affected the perception of fairness for rewards distribution procedures, which had an effect on the feeling that these are equally distributed. Justice in these two situations, in turn, influenced the perception of having correct information and therefore of being treated with dignity by supervisors, favoring job satisfaction. Interestingly, when all these dimensions of organizational justice were combined in the indirect path, the direct one of acceptance of change on job satisfaction became insignificant, highlighting the importance of contextual variables and organizational characteristics in promoting this canal [66,67,68] and therefore opening the door to a wide range of possible organizational interventions on these factors to encourage worker satisfaction. Furthermore, among the others, procedural and interpersonal justice not only interacted with the other factors in the chain but they were also the aspects most strongly influenced by acceptance of change, which most affected job satisfaction. This, on the one hand, underlines the importance of organizational justice [69] and, on the other hand, reinforces the possibility that greater acceptance of change can maintain a positive openness to environmental stimuli [70], facilitating the perception of positive and supportive relationships [35].



This research has several limitations that should be addressed. Firstly, the cross-sectional nature of the study hinders the precise detection of cause–effect relationships. Future studies should employ a longitudinal perspective to confirm and/or extend our results. Furthermore, the use of self-reported measures for collecting data could determine reporting biases, such as the desirability. In future research, the use of a multimodal approach could be used to overcome this issue. Moreover, this research involved only employees of private organizations, and this aspect limits the generalizability of results to other job contexts. It could be an interesting challenge for future research to explore differences between public and private as well as for-profit and non-profit organizations. Furthermore, this study was conducted before the pandemic, and thus these results did not consider it. It would be useful to investigate these relationships during the period of the pandemic or after it has finished. Finally, future research could also examine the differences among the various kinds of work activity, considering, for example, the high risk of psychological distress and symptoms for the healthcare professions, as evidenced by the scientific literature (see, for a review, Johnson et al. [71]).




5. Conclusions


This research contributes to a greater comprehension of the interaction of some dispositional and contextual factors in favoring workers’ positive outcomes, as well as job satisfaction, a relevant outcome given the current complex world of work. In light of the importance of the employees’ attitudes towards their jobs in promoting organizational outcomes [72,73,74], these data can provide useful indications for interventions in several job contexts. Specifically, this study shows the contribution of organizational justice and, in particular, of its subdimensions in mediating the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction, pointing out some practical implications. Indeed, such findings highlight the utility to intervene in the organizational context to improve workers’ perceptions of fairness, with particular focus on procedural and interpersonal justice. This provides further evidence to support the weight of supportive supervisors and clear job descriptions to avoid ambiguity and conflict [75], suggesting the importance of some human resource management practices (e.g., bottom-up information) aimed at increasing the perception of procedural justice [76], in combination with a leadership training [77]. On the other hand, acceptance of change could also be a focus for organizational interventions, operating both directly with a training aimed at the development of this personal factor [78] and indirectly by favoring the contextual conditions in which it emerges (e.g., positive organizational culture and climate [7,26]).



In summary, with respect to job satisfaction, these results underline the importance to intervene in acceptance of change, which is a dispositional characteristic amenable to training [28] on one hand; on the other hand, they highlight the possibility to intervene by improving the contextual characteristics of the working environment, acting above all on procedural and interpersonal justice.
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Figure 1. Single mediation model. 
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Figure 2. Chained mediation model. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables and Pearson’s correlations matrix.
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	M
	SD





	1. JSS
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	22.89
	5.30



	2. AOC
	0.282 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	66.93
	10.01



	3. AOC (F1)
	0.250 **
	0.807 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	13.37
	2.86



	4. AOC (F2)
	0.487 **
	0.684 **
	0.456 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	14.73
	2.55



	5. AOC (F3)
	−0.80
	0.566 **
	0.298 **
	0.060
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	11.17
	3.61



	6. AOC (F4)
	0.369 **
	0.789 **
	0.669 **
	0.642 **
	0.182 *
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	13.6
	2.72



	7. AOC (F5)
	0.058
	0.661 **
	0.431 **
	0.381 **
	0.206 **
	0.360 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	14.05
	2.68



	8. OJS
	0.519 **
	0.292 **
	0.303 **
	0.317 **
	−0.022
	0.346 **
	0.145
	1
	
	
	
	69.05
	12.94



	9. OJS(F1)
	0.333 **
	0.164 *
	0.212 **
	0.152 *
	−0.047
	0.189 *
	0.113
	0.802 **
	1
	
	
	22.15
	6.18



	10. OJS (F2)
	0.427 **
	0.283 **
	0.280 **
	0.364 **
	−0.082
	0.381 **
	0.135
	0.715 **
	0.413 **
	1
	
	13.65
	3.89



	11. OJS (F3)
	0.415 **
	0.282 **
	0.267 **
	0.282 **
	0.015
	0.248 **
	0.227 **
	0.672 **
	0.321 **
	0.336 **
	1
	15.00
	3.20



	12. OJS (F4)
	0.424 **
	0.187 *
	0.168 *
	0.205 **
	0.056
	0.245 *
	0.001
	0.789 **
	0.441 **
	0.444 **
	0.575 **
	17.96
	4.00







Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). JSS = Job Satisfaction Scale; AOC = acceptance of change; AOC (F1) = predisposition to change; AOC (F2) = support for change; AOC (F3) = change seeking; AOC (F4) = positive reaction to change; AOC (F5) = cognitive flexibility; OJS = Organizational Justice Scale; OJS (F1) = distributive justice; OJS (F2) = procedural justice; OJS (F3) = interpersonal justice; OJS (F4) = informative justice.
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Table 2. Chained mediation model coefficients.
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Consequent




	

	

	
M1

	

	
M2

	

	
M3

	

	
M4

	

	
Y




	
Antecedent

	

	
Coeff.

	
SE

	
p

	

	
Coeff.

	
SE

	
p

	

	
Coeff.

	
SE

	
p

	

	
Coeff.

	
SE

	
p

	

	
Coeff.

	
SE

	
p






	
X

	
a1

	
0.110

	
0.028

	
<0.001

	
a2

	
0.032

	
0.044

	
0.472

	
a4

	
0.021

	
0.027

	
0.445

	
a7

	
0.053

	
0.020

	
<0.01

	
c’

	
0.065

	
0.036

	
0.073




	
M1

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
a3

	
0.634

	
0.114

	
<0.001

	
a5

	
0.311

	
0.075

	
<0.001

	
a8

	
0.037

	
0.059

	
0.534

	
b1

	
0.305

	
0.103

	
0.003




	
M2

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
a6

	
0.199

	
0.046

	
<0.001

	
a9

	
0.028

	
0.036

	
0.438

	
b2

	
0.080

	
0.063

	
0.210




	
M3

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
a10

	
0.400

	
0.057

	
<0.001

	
b3

	
0.202

	
0.112

	
0.074




	
M4

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
b4

	
0.312

	
0.132

	
0.019




	
Constant

	
iM1

	
6.283

	
1.895

	
0.001

	
iM2

	
11.368

	
2.950

	
<0.001

	
iM3

	
7.931

	
1.861

	
< 0.001

	
iM4

	
3.362

	
1.473

	
<0.05

	
iY

	
4.258

	
2.603

	
0.104




	

	
R2 = 0.080

	
R2 = 0.173

	
R2 = 0.280

	
R2 = 0.366

	
R2 = 0.304




	
F(1, 177) = 14.401, p < 0.001

	
F(2, 176) = 18.453, p < 0.001

	
F(3, 1765) = 22.639, p < 0.001

	
F(4, 174) = 25.159, p < 0.001

	
F(5, 173) = 15.086, p < 0.001








Note: X = Acceptance of change; M1 = procedural justice; M2 = distributive justice; M3 = informational justice; M4 = interpersonal justice; Y = job satisfaction.
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Table 3. Models’ effects indices.






Table 3. Models’ effects indices.





	
Model

	
Total Effect

	
Direct Effect

	
Indirect Effect

	
Partial Standardized Indirect Effect

	
Completely Standardized Indirect Effect

	
Bootstrapping

95% CI

	
Sobel Test




	
z

	
sign






	
Model 1

	
0.15

	
0.08

	
0.07

	
0.01

	
0.15

	
(0.036, 0.117)

	
2.28

	
< 0.05




	
Model 2

	
0.15

	
0.06

	
0.08

	
0.02

	
0.16

	
(0.040, 0.134)

	
-








Note: Model 1 = the single mediation of organizational justice in relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction; Model 2 = the mediation of procedural justice, distributive justice, informational justice and interpersonal justice in the relationship between acceptance of change and job satisfaction.
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