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First give a small (two sentence) introduction of the material.  It’s like an abstract of the abstract.  You say what was studied, how, and what they found BRIEFLY.
Introduction:  You should be able to summarize each paragraph into one sentence.  This may be difficult.  Be sure to answer the following questions when possible:

What is the literature that has lead to this study?  How are the constructs defined?  Why is this important to study?  What is the hypothesis?

Method:  This should be relatively easy to summarize.  Try to answer the following questions:

Was this a survey design?  If not, what did they do?  What measures did they use? 

What kind of subjects did they use (age, gender, race)?  How many did they use?

Results: This section might be the most difficult to read.  If there is something you don’t understand, italicize it so you can go back and ask someone later.   You should read it anyway just to get used to how they are written.   Try to answer these questions:

What types of analyses were run (correlations, ANOVA, MANCOVA, regression, structural equation modeling)?  What came out significant?  What didn’t?  Be sure to state size of effects and p values when possible.
Discussion:  A difficult section to summarize.  Try to focus on the question “what did this study tell us” in words, not numbers.  Also, mention if the authors discussed any real world applications, limitations of the study, or directions for future research.  If the analyses didn’t come out, why not?
Critique: 

Be creative here.  This is really where you state what you think the article contributes to psychology, and what future directions would be interesting.

Intro:  Was the hypothesis logically based on past literature?  Were the constructs defined well enough for you to study them in the future?  

Method:  Was the method appropriate for the study?  Was the sample generalizable?  Are they good measures (related to the construct, short, valid, reliable)?

Results:  Did they use the right analysis?  Were there enough subjects?  What are possible alternate reasons for significant or null results (example: Although the authors found good fit to their model, the use of multiple CFAs plays on chance and the results can be spurious)

Discussion:  Can you draw any more conclusions from the data?  Did the authors draw good conclusions (for example, did they infer causality using correlations)?  What are some weaknesses, and how would you improve them?  What are the strengths?  What are some areas for future research?  
Overall tips: Use many headings and bullets to organize, aim for 1 page out outline to 8 pages of article, “dumb it down” by using your own words, and bear in mind that not all articles will follow this pattern.
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The authors propose and test a model of organizational justice variables and negative affectivity on deviant employee behavior.  They put forth that different types of organizational justice are linked to different targets of employee deviance.

Introduction

Background information:

· Employee deviance is widespread and expensive

· Few studies have investigated antecedents and correlates of organizational deviance, broadly.

· Employee deviance is acts that violate norms that encourage respect for organizational property and norms that encourage respect for other individuals.

· Various intensities of deviance (gossiping about coworkers/stealing pens vs. assault/sabotage) and targets (interpersonal vs. organizational)

The model:

· Distributive justice- perceptions of injustice result from employee’s evaluation of outcome fairness (e.g. “he gets paid more than me”).  Related to the concept of relative deprivation and equity theory.  If employees believe that they cannot change the system, one alternative is to inflict punishment upon the person responsible for violating their sense of justice. 

· Procedural justice- judgments about how was the decision made (e.g. it’s not fair that she gets paid more per hour just because she works the morning shift).  If an employee dislikes the fairness of office procedures, it logically follows that any deviant behavior will be directed at the company.

· Interactional Justice- judgments of the quality of interpersonal treatment between a person of authority during the enactment of a procedure (e.g. was my boss nice when she asked me to come in on Sunday?)  Here, it makes sense that people who perceive Interactional injustice will engage in deviant behavior directed at both targets.

· Negative affectivity- a higher order personality trait (i.e. relatively stable) describing how much a person experiences distressing emotions including hostility, fear, and anxiety.  Usually measured with the PANAS (see method).  People high in NA are more likely to have poor relationship with supervisors, set minimal goals, etc., so we expect a positive relationship between NA and employee deviance.

Analysis: 

· The authors use SEM to compare the fit of the data to numerous models.  SEM will not say which model is “right,” but will tell us which model fits best.  

· Other models are more constrained  (eliminating a pathway between IJ and OD), less constrained (by adding a pathway between PJ and both), or with justice mediating NA on both OD and ID.  

Method

Participants:

· 350 government employees- 67% returned usable information

· 125 private sector employees- 27% returned usable information

· Stratified by department, random sample

· N=245

· Mean age 39.3 years, tenure 10.1 years

· 63% male, 37% female

· 60% black, 36% white 

· 71% clerical/technical, 17% supervisors, 12% management/executive

· Representative of the organization.

Measures:

· Distributive Justice: 4 items from Neihoff and Moorman (1993) using a 5-point Likert scale, alpha = .72.

· Procedural Justice: 5 items from McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) using a 5-point Likert scale, alpha = .73.

· Interactional Justice: 7 items were created based on previous research, using a 5-point Likert scale, alpha = .83.

· Negative Affectivity: Ten items from PANAS (each item is a word describing a negative emotion and participants are asked to rate how often they experienced that mood within the past 6 months on a 5-point Likert scale), alpha = .85.

· Employee Deviance: 35 items on a 5-point Likert (“how often in the past six months have you…”) eventually whittled down to 7 organizational deviance and 7 interpersonal deviance after disposing of items that correlated with Marlowe-Crowne, that had low item-total correlation, items that had low variance, and that did not load into either category. (alpha = .76 for organizational and =.73 for interpersonal deviance)

· CFA- confirmatory factor analysis was performed to show that each measure was unidimensional (i.e. measuring only one construct) and there was no common method bias (due to the exclusively self-report nature of the data).

· Regressions: variance was not due to race or membership in private/public sector.  NA was the best predictor of both deviances.  

Results: 

· Procedural justice was NOT related to OD

· Distributive justice was NEGATIVELY related to ID

· Interactional Justice was NEGATIVELY related to BOTH deviances

· NA was POSITIVELY related to BOTH deviances

· This model fit the data best

Discussion:

· Justice constructs are best examined as parts of a system, and not as individual entities, as demonstrated by the non-significant regressions but significant CFAs.

· Interpersonal concerns are extremely important to employees.

· Justice perceptions are formed independently of negative affectivity, which is sometimes thought to color all perception.

· This is a pivotal piece, analyzing the independent contributions of subscales of justice on subscales of CWB.  

· Limitations: Whites were underrepresented, self-report data, overrepresentation of government employees, unable to study causation

· Management should be aware of emotion in the workplace and tat respecting employees can not only increase productivity, but lower CWB.

Critique:

· The authors use an appropriate definition of CWB, which is often argued over in the literature.  

· While the study was entirely self-report, their use of SEM prevents any monomethod bias.  

· Sample was limited, but the authors note potential problems in the discussion.  

· The measures were well chosen.  

· There are potential problems with SEM that the authors do not acknowledge- in particular, CFA plays on chance and can lead to spurious results.  

· Also, the authors claim that no monomethod bias exists due to SEM is overstating the facts.  It is unlikely that there is monomethod bias drove the results, but it might have still had an impact.  

· Future research might want to look at justice perceptions and OCB, and analyze justice in an experiment in which causality can be inferred.

