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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to examine the relationship between self-perceived talent status (SPTS) and
positive employee outcomes (work engagement and organisational commitment), mediated by organisational
justice (distributive and procedural justice). The authors define SPTS as employees’ self-conceptualisation of
talent, formed by inferring the organisation’s initiatives regarding training and development opportunities
and through informal recognition by others.
Design/methodology/approach – The authors measured SPTS using eight items on a five-point scale.
Through an internet survey company, the authors initially surveyed 1,207 full-time employees from 300
Japanese companies with� 300 employees. In the second round of the survey, conducted after approximately
two weeks, 876 (82.9%) responses were collected from the initial 1,207 respondents, which were used for the
final analysis.
Findings – SPTS was directly and positively related to work engagement, organisational commitment,
distributive justice and procedural justice. In learning organisations, SPTS was positively but indirectly
related to work engagement and organisational commitment, mediated by distributive justice. In non-learning
organisations, SPTS was positively but indirectly related to work engagement and organisational
commitment, mediated by procedural justice.
Practical implications – Given SPTS’s positive impact on employee outcomes, to eliminate the
information asymmetry between organisations and talent due to strategic ambiguity, organisations
should increase SPTS by helping talents perceive the plethora of development opportunities in the talent
pool.
Originality/value – The results demonstrate the utility of SPTS for improving employee outcomes based
on strategic talent management (TM) mechanisms including talent rewards, talent development opportunities
and promotions. Furthermore, the results demonstrate that distributive justice plays an important role in the
build-based TM context of learning organisations.
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Introduction
In the 2000s, the concept of talent management (TM) was criticised for its ambiguous
definition (Lewis & Heckman, 2006). The subsequent discussions on TM have led to the
emergence of strategic TM (STM)—the practice of placing the talent selected and developed
in talent pools in key organisational positions and ensuring those talents’ continued
commitment to the organisation (Collings & Mellahi, 2009). Talent status (TS) is a concept
based on STM, which clarifies whether an individual has been “identified as a talent or not”
in an organisation (De Boeck, Meyers, & Dries, 2018, p. 201).

In addition, talent development, such as the acquisition of competencies, is an important
component of TM (Jayaraman, Talib, & Khan, 2018), which makes TM highly relevant in
learning organisations (Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Rup�ci�c, 2019). Therefore, this study
analyses the mechanism of TM in learning organisations using the key concept of TS, which
identifies talent.

In determining TS (De Boeck et al., 2018), organisations typically adopt an exclusive
approach, in which only the high-performing and high-potential employees are formally
recognised as “talent” (Gallardo-Gallardo, 2019). In STM, TS is expected to act as a
mechanism that would encourage employees to demonstrate positive outcomes, such as
organisational commitment, by designating them as talents. This, in turn, is also expected to
improve organisational outcomes.

However, organisations are sometimes cautious about clearly communicating an
individual’s TS to that individual and those around them (Björkman, Ehrnrooth, Mäkelä,
Smale, & Sumelius, 2013). Dries and De Gieter (2014) describe this lack of clear
communication regarding TS as a form of “strategic ambiguity” (p. 137), which
organisations use owing to the following concerns: excessively high expectations of talent
regarding promotion and development; “crown prince syndrome” (talent becomes arrogant
and non-talent is demotivated); and the organisation’s desire to retain discretion in intuition-
motivated promotion decisions. The perceived difference in TS between organisations and
individuals is called the “talent perception incongruence” (Sonnenberg, Van Zijderveld, &
Brinks, 2014, p. 274), giving rise to two types of TS: organisation-identified and self-
perceived.

Self-perceived TS (SPTS) remains under-researched compared with organisation-
identified (objective) TS (De Boeck et al., 2018), and many existing conceptualisations of TS
are limited to objective TS (Meyers, De Boeck, & Dries, 2017). However, research on
objective TS alone cannot fully capture the reality of STM. There are two reasons for this.

Firstly, owing to talent perception incongruence, employees who are designated as
talents by the organisation may not consider themselves to be talents. Conversely,
employees who are not directly recognised as talents by their organisations (because of
strategic ambiguity) may presume themselves to be talents. This is because, despite the
organisation’s strategic ambiguity, most employees are adept at recognising development
opportunities in the talent pool (e.g. coaching, training, events) and the promotions
envisaged for them by STM (Collings & Mellahi, 2009). However, research regarding how
individual talents perceive TS and how they are psychologically affected by this perception
(Sumelius & Smale, 2021) remains scant.

Second, as mentioned earlier, in STM, designating an employee as talent (through TS) is
expected to bring about positive employee outcomes. However, this mechanism may not
work due to the presence of talent perception incongruence. In fact, research regarding the
effects of TS is conflicting, and positive effects are not always clear (De Boeck et al., 2018;
Meyers et al., 2017). If an individual’s self-perception differs from objective TS, TS may not
have the intended effect on employee outcomes (Meyers et al., 2017).
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Thus, based on the discussion so far, organisations experience a gap between objective
TS and SPTS due to talent perception incongruence; hence, understanding the influence of
SPTS may be crucial for clarifying the actual situation of the mechanism assumed in STM.
Therefore, this study aimed to develop a new scale to measure the STPS scale and then
examine the relationship between SPTS and positive employee outcomes.

The variables representing positive employee outcomes are work engagement (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2010) and organisational commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1996). We also envisage
organisational justice (Colquitt, 2001; Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007; Greenberg,
1990) as a mediating factor between SPTS and positive employee outcomes. Furthermore, to
test the effectiveness of SPTS while focusing on STMmechanisms, we control for the impact
of talents’willingness to contribute to the organisation, based on the psychological contract,
which we consider to be grounded in the social exchange theory.

Our study extends the literature in the following ways. Our research framework
facilitates a comprehensive conceptualisation of SPTS by measuring whether individual
employees perceive themselves as receiving sufficient opportunities for development in the
talent pool and promotion in the organisation, which cannot be measured by objective TS.
Therefore, SPTS can be used to precisely validate the STM mechanisms that will lead to
positive employee outcomes. Owing to its characteristics, SPTS can also be seen as an
individual’s perception of whether they have been given the opportunity to develop their
talent (talent development) (Garavan, Carbery, & Rock, 2012). Therefore, by setting learning
organisations as the research target, this study empirically elucidates the mechanism by
which talent development occurs in learning organisations.

Literature review
Human capital in Japan
To elucidate the research objective, we focus on how SPTS can foster human capital in
organisations. The TM literature argues that a differentiated human resources architecture
creates human capital that generates sustainable competitive advantage (Collings &
Mellahi, 2009; Collings, Mellahi, & Cascio, 2019) for companies. TM is generally regarded as
a US-centric concept but has also been studied in European and Asian contexts (Anlesinya,
Dartey-Baah, & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2019). In fact, TM research in emerging countries, such
as Hassan, Pandey, Varkkey, Sethi and Scullion (2022) study on domestic and foreign
athletes in Nepal, has shown that human capital is fostered not because of “one size fits all”
but because of the specific context of the culture and organisation.

As TM is neither a US-centric concept nor a “one size fits all” approach, we focused on
Japan, where TM has been credited for fostering human capital. In Japanese culture, people
are only recognised as talented after a long period of honing their skills (Tansley, 2011).
Even today, the Japanese employment system is characterised by long-term employment
and an emphasis on fostering company-specific skills (Ishiyama, 2022).

However, alongside these long-term employment characteristics, the TM concept of
selecting and grooming high-potential employees is becoming common in Japanese
companies. In Persol Research and Consulting Co. Ltd (2019) TM survey of 300 Japanese
companies with � 300 employees, approximately 80% and 50% of the respondents were
aware of TM and knew its definition, respectively; 57% of the companies focused on
systematic selection and development of high-potential employees.

Thus, Japan is characterised by the coexistence of long-term employment and TM. This
means that while long-term employment continues to be emphasised, the seniority-based
approach is being replaced by one focused on the selection of high-potential employees
(Hirano, 2011; Ishiyama, 2022). Consequently, Japanese organisations’ talent strategies are
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characterised by a “build” strategy (Sparrow, 2019, p. 165), in which human capital is
fostered internally over a long period. By contrast, in the USA, the “buy” strategy of
recruiting talent externally, is more common (Anlesinya et al., 2019; Sparrow, 2019).

SPTS, employees’ perception of being given the opportunity to develop as a talent, seems
especially relevant to organisations interested in honing talents over a long period.
Therefore, given Japan’s build-based TM (i.e. internal development), it provides a suitable
setting for examining how SPTS affects employee outcomes.

Talent management and learning organisations in Japan
The idea of learning organisations has been criticised for being romantic, and therefore
elusive, lacking a concrete logic that would contribute to companies’ competitive advantages
(Rup�ci�c, 2019). However, if companies are viewed systemically, rather than elementally
decomposed, the contribution of learning organisations to competitive advantage becomes
graspable rather than illusory (Marsick & Watkins, 2003; Rup�ci�c, 2019). To gain a systemic
view of learning organisations, the Dimensions of the Learning Organisation Questionnaire
(DLOQ) serves as a useful indicator, specifically, its seven dimensions (Marsick & Watkins,
2003; Rup�ci�c, 2021).

Four of the seven dimensions of the DLOQ—continuous learning, team learning,
embedded systems and empowerment—are considered to align with the characteristics of
the Japanese employment system. This system is based on teamwork, wherein empowered
employees learn over time, developing intellectual expertise that serves as firm-specific
human capital (Ishiyama, 2022; Morita, 2005).

However, the Japanese employment system is deemed weak in terms of visualising the
skills needed for its competitive strategy and the leadership required to develop these skills
(Hirano, 2011). That is, three of the seven dimensions of the DLOQ—inquiry and dialogue,
system connection and strategic and shared leadership—are considered weaknesses of
Japanese companies.

Therefore, Jayaraman et al. (2018) created the Integrated Talent Management Scale and
proposed a sub-scale called competence training. Competence training measures the extent
to which the company fosters competence in the visualisation of company-specific skills that
are essential to its competitive strategy. Competence training is considered to address the
weaknesses identified in Japanese companies according to the DLOQ. Thus, if a Japanese
company focuses on competence training, there is a high probability that it would be
considered a learning organisation.

Measurement of talent status
To measure TS, we must first define talent. Talent refers to both high-performing and high-
potential employees selected by organisations, who are often talent pool targets (Björkman
et al., 2013; Ehrnrooth et al., 2018). Existing objective TS studies have focused on the talent
identified by organisations, for example, by the human resources department (De Boeck et
al., 2018). Talent can be recognised based on high potential (Dries, Forrier, De Vos, &
Pepermans, 2014) or as part of a talent pool (Swailes & Blackburn, 2016). Thus, we must
measure SPTS as if it were objectively identifiable because TS perceptions can be
incongruous (Smale et al., 2015; Sonnenberg et al., 2014; Sumelius & Smale, 2021).

SPTS measurement is generally based on individuals’ perceptions of belonging to a
talent pool or having high potential, as measured by a single question with three options:
“yes”, “no” or “don’t know” (e.g. Smale et al., 2015). The number of “don’t know” responses is
usually high; therefore, such a scale cannot measure SPTS precisely. Notably, Ishiyama
(2022) analysed the relationship between SPTS and work engagement and measured SPTS
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in terms of employability in the internal labour market. However, as this method uses the
concept of a surrogate, it does not directly measure SPTS.

By contrast, this study conceptualises STPS from the status and strategic ambiguity
perspectives. Therefore, the characteristics of STPS proposed in this study vary from those
proposed in other existing studies. Status itself implies a social hierarchy based on the
subjective evaluation of others in a particular group (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring,
2001; Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006). Accordingly, TS may not be
formally determined by the organisation but can instead be formed through informal
recognition by others (Nijs, Dries, Van Vlasselaer, & Sels, 2022). In fact, SPTS is thought to
form informally as individual perceptions. As mentioned above, the presence of
communication problems, such as strategic ambiguity, prevents employees from clearly
knowing whether the organisation identifies them as talent or not (Dries & De Gieter, 2014).
Thus, from a strategic ambiguity perspective, organisations may leave room for frequent
changes in objective TS for the same talent (Dries & De Gieter, 2014). Consequently, an
employee’s perception of being a talent may vary from time to time. For instance, an
employee who is not continuously identified by the organisation as a talent, but who has
been the target of development in the talent pool for some time, may perceive oneself as
talent. People around the employee may also recognise them as talent, from the time when
they were the target of a talent pool. These perceptions of others around themwill contribute
to the formation of an employee’s SPTS. Specifically, as employees become the recipients of
an organisation’s talent-related initiatives, they gradually perceive themselves as having
TS. Therefore, we define SPTS as employees’ self-conceptualisation as talents by inferring
the organisation’s training and development initiatives and through informal recognition by
others. Therefore, it is necessary to construct a scale that measures SPTS from the
perspective of STM practices.

Effects of talent status
Objective TS significantly improves job satisfaction among both junior and senior high-
potential employees, and work effort is significantly higher for senior employees with high
potential than for those without (Gelens, Hofmans, Dries, & Pepermans, 2014). In Swailes
and Blackburn (2016) study, compared with non-talents, talents expected the company to
provide career development opportunities and improve their skills and knowledge to a
higher degree.

Examining SPTS, Björkman et al. (2013) identify positive effects, including acceptance of
performance demands, commitment to building competencies and reduced turnover
intentions. Ehrnrooth et al. (2018) find that SPTS mediates talent obligation, and Ishiyama
(2022) reveals that it positively affects work engagement.

However, Dries et al. (2014) find no significant relationship between high potential, self-
perceived employability and talent’s attachment to the organisation. Dries and De Gieter
(2014) show that high potential’s positive effects are unclear because of information
asymmetry between organisations and talent, owing to strategic ambiguity.

Thus, strategic ambiguity leads to conflicting TS results (employee outcomes). Hence, in
the next section, we formulate hypotheses to determine the TS results (employee outcomes)
that can be specifically attributed to SPTS.

Hypotheses development
This study examines the potential positive effect of SPTS on employee outcomes. Therefore,
based on our literature review, we consider SPTS as an independent variable; work
engagement and organisational commitment, which represent employee outcomes, as the
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dependent variable; and distributive and procedural justice, which constitute organisational
justice, as the mediating variables in a build-based TM. We also consider the psychological
contract as the principal control variable to examine the mechanism through which SPTS
affects positive employee outcomes. Notably, the formulated hypotheses presented below
assume that the company is functioning as a learning organisation.

First, we hypothesise regarding the impact of SPTS on work engagement. Work
engagement refers to a positive and fulfilling psychological state related to work, resulting
in improved physical and mental health, job satisfaction, role behaviour, extra-role
behaviour, leadership behaviour and decreased intention to quit (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010).

Previous studies have used the job demands–resources model (Bakker & Demerouti,
2017; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) to examine the antecedents of work
engagement. In this model, personal resources increase work engagement (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). Individuals with
high SPTS consider themselves talent and are confident in their performance ability. Thus,
they have personal resources (i.e. self-efficacy and self-esteem) that enhance work
engagement. Hence, we propose:

H1a. SPTS is positively related to work engagement.

Organisational commitment is a psychological state indicating employees’ attachment to
and endorsement of their organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1996); it is considered a desirable
employee outcome in the TM mechanism (Collings & Mellahi, 2009) and is a common
outcome variable in TM studies (Sparrow, 2019).

In constructing the hypotheses, the psychological contract needs to be considered. A
psychological contract is an undocumented promise between an organisation and an
individual. It is an individual’s expectations regarding the promises made by the
organisation and its employees (Rousseau, 1989, 1995). The psychological contract has been
linked to the social exchange theory. Social exchange theory concerns the behaviour of
parties in an exchange relationship, in which you offer benefits if the other party offers you
more inducements, and do not offer benefits if otherwise (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005; Homans, 1958, 1961).

King (2016) proposes the concept of the talent deal, whereby talents have high outcome
expectations commensurate with their contributions. This concept explains the behaviour of
talents in relation to the psychological contract and social exchange theory. Psychological
contract research has verified that organisational commitment increases if contract
fulfilment is recognised (Conway & Briner, 2002; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Put
differently, we already know that a talent deal based on a psychological contract increases
organisational commitment. However, this study aims to examine the impact of SPTS on
positive employee outcomes on the grounds of STM mechanisms, such as opportunities for
talent pool development and promotion. Therefore, we examine whether SPTS increases
organisational commitment even after controlling for the psychological contract.

Perceived personal competence is an antecedent of organisational commitment, (Mathieu
& Zajac, 1990). Furthermore, a survey of teachers revealed that professional growth and
status (self-perception of being respected as a professional by colleagues) positively
impacted organisational commitment (Bogler & Somech, 2004). Considering that being a
talent (SPTS) is linked to personal competence, professional growth and status, even after
controlling for the psychological contract, SPTS can be effective in increasing organisational
commitment:

H1b. SPTS is positively related to organisational commitment.
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Organisational justice refers to employee perceptions of the fairness of various
organisational practices. Fairness is the subjective perception of something as “just” and
differs from objective or prescriptive fairness (Colquitt, 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2007;
Greenberg, 1990). It comprises distributive and procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990). This
concept evolved from Adams’s (1963, 1965) and Greenberg’s (1990) equity theory, which
focuses on whether an individual’s perceived contribution to work (inputs), rewards and
other work outcomes are equitable. Individuals feel guilty if the ratio of results to
contributions is excessive and angry if it is insufficient (Adams, 1963). Equity theory
focuses on distributive justice and is concerned with fairness in outcome distribution
(Greenberg, 1990).

Procedural justice highlights the importance of fairness in both outcomes and the
procedures by which they are determined (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Colquitt (2001) conceptualises
organisational justice in four dimensions: distributive, procedural, interpersonal and
informational. The interpersonal and informational justice concepts were developed after
those of distributive and procedural justice in organisational justice research; hence, as
interpersonal and informational justice derive from and are encompassed by procedural
justice, our hypotheses formulation focused on distributive and procedural justice.

Gelens et al. (2014) show that those considered high-potential employees based on
objective TS perceive significantly higher distributive justice than those not considered
high-potential employees. Similarly, individuals with high SPTS tend to be highly
compensated and likelier to perceive distributive justice. Therefore, we propose:

H2a. SPTS is positively related to distributive justice.

Procedural justice refers to the fairness of the system that determines rewards, thus
implying satisfaction with the organisational process rather than as an individual
(Greenberg, 1990). A fair process meets the following criteria: consistency, lack of bias,
accuracy, correction, representation of all concerned and ethics (Cropanzano et al., 2007;
Leventhal, 1980).

Gelens, Dries, Hofmans and Pepermans (2013) theorise that procedural justice moderates
distributive justice. Gelens et al. (2014) show that the effect of distributive justice is
moderated by procedural justice, and that more work effort is expended when there is a
higher perception of distributive and procedural justice.

Gelens et al. (2013, 2014) position procedural justice as a moderating variable because
they believe procedures within organisations are objective and not influenced by high or low
TS. However, procedural justice is also an individual perception. As mentioned above, SPTS
is formed informally when employees perceive that there are opportunities for development
in the talent pool and promotion envisaged by STM. Employees who perceive that there are
opportunities for development and promotion as talent will perceive the procedures by
which the organisation provides them with such opportunities as fair, as they are the target
of such special treatment. Therefore, we hypothesise the following:

H2b. SPTS is positively related to procedural justice.

Distributive and procedural justice lead to different employee outcomes. Distributive justice
leads to individuals being rewarded for high performance (Cropanzano et al., 2007), whereas
procedural justice is the perception of an organisation’s system and positively affects
organisational commitment (Konovsky, Folger, & Cropanzano, 1987).

Recognition of TS leads to perceived organisational support (Gelens, Dries, Hofmans, &
Pepermans, 2015). Therefore, SPTS increases perceived organisational support, but its
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effects on distributive and procedural justice differ. In distributive justice, the perceived
organisational support promoted by SPTS is a specific talent reward as a fair return for the
individual’s organisational contribution. That is, the scope of the perceived organisational
support is limited to specific individuals. Consequently, SPTS enhances distributive justice
as the perceived organisational support with respect to particular individuals; mediated by
distributive justice, SPTS enhances work engagement:

H3a. SPTS is positively but indirectly related to work engagement, mediated by
distributive justice.

Conversely, as per H2b, employees who perceive themselves as being eligible for receiving
special treatment, as envisaged by STM, will be more likely to perceive the procedure as fair.
Furthermore, employees who perceive themselves as talents (i.e. receiving special treatment)
and actually come to regard the procedure as fair will have perceived organisational support.
If the employees experience such perceived organisational support as special treatment,
organisational commitment will increase. Therefore, we hypothesise the following:

H3b. SPTS is positively but indirectly related to organisational commitment, mediated
by procedural justice.

Figure 1 shows the hypothesised analysis model.

Methods
Sample
As discussed so far, in a build-based TM, it is significant to elucidate the role of the
psychological contract as a control variable, SPTS as an independent variable and

Figure 1.
Analysis model based
on the hypotheses

SPTS

Procedural 
justice

Psychological
contract

Distributive
justice

Work
engagement

Organisational
commitment

Age

Gender
dummy

Job change
dummy

Managerial
dummy

Control 
variables

H1a 

H1b 

H2a 

H2b 

H3b 

H3a 

Note: SPTS = self-perceived talent status
Source: Created by author
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organisational justice as a mediating variable for positive employee outcomes. Therefore, we
used a sample from Japan, which is characterised by a build-based TM.

The psychological contract and organisational justice concepts were developed in
western contexts, partly influenced by the social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005). However, research on the psychological contract (e.g. Hattori & Morinaga, 2011) and
organisational justice (e.g. Misaki, 2018) in the context of the impact of long-term
employment in Japan has been accumulating. Hence, even assuming that the Japanese data
are validated using the psychological contract and organisational justice, studying Japan is
significant.

We conducted an online survey of full-time employees of Japanese companies with� 300
employees with the help of an internet survey company. These companies were targeted
because companies with � 300 employees are classified as large companies in Japan; only
full-time employees of companies above a certain size were determined to be eligible for the
TM programme. The target population was limited to the 30–50-year age group so that
there would be a large number of high-potential employees. The survey was conducted in
two instalments in January 2021 to reduce the burden on respondents and to avoid common
method bias (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). In the first survey, 1,207 responses were received.
The second survey was conducted after approximately two weeks, and 876 (82.9%) of the
1,207 respondents of the first survey answered. Therefore, the analysis was based on the
responses of these 876 respondents. The independent (SPTS), the mediating (distributive
and procedural justice) and the control (psychological contract) variables were the items in
the first survey; the dependent variables (work engagement and organisational
commitment) were the items in the second survey. Of the participants, 691 (78.9%) were
men, and the mean age was 42.49 years (standard deviation: 5.81). A high proportion of the
industries to which participants belonged were from the manufacturing sector (53.4%),
information and communication (15.6%), finance and insurance (16.1%) and wholesale and
retail (12.4%) industries.

Time 1 measurement instruments
For the independent variable, SPTS was measured using eight items on a five-point scale.
The eight-item questionnaire on STM was developed in terms of training and coaching
opportunities and the perception of oneself as a high-potential or next-generation executive
candidate. The questionnaire items were developed based on Collings and Mellahi (2009)
and Ishiyama and Yamashita (2017). Sample questions are “I’ve been selected as a high-
potential candidate” and “I’m getting opportunities to attend training sessions and events
for high-potential candidates”.

The following measures were used for organisational justice as a mediating variable. For
distributive justice, we used a nine-item Japanese questionnaire with a five-point scale from
Yogou (2016), based on Adams (1963). For procedural justice, we used six items on a five-
point scale, including three items from Misaki (2018) based on Leventhal (1980) and three
regarding consistency, accuracy and representation based on Leventhal (1980).

The following measures were used for the psychological contract as a control variable.
Psychological contract scales were divided into those that asked primarily about the degree
of fulfilment regarding specific elements (e.g. job security; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994)
and those that universally measured the degree of fulfilment regarding the extent to which
the firm keeps its promises (Conway & Briner, 2002; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). We used
the latter to examine the psychological contract based on the social exchange theory. Age,
gender, job change and managerial dummies were used as other controls as these
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demographic variables affect work engagement and organisational commitment, which
have been considered dependent variables in existing studies.

Moreover, to determine whether the company under survey is a learning organisation,
we used six items of the Competence Training Scale, rated on a five-point scale (Jayaraman
et al., 2018). Example items include: “The training activities for the identified talent are
focused on required competencies” and “The training activities for the identified talent are
designed to develop firm-specific skills/knowledge”.

Time 2 measurement instruments
For the dependent variable of work engagement, nine items rated on a seven-point scale
were used from the Japanese version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Shimazu et al.,
2008). For the dependent variable of organisational commitment, we used five items rated on
a five-point affective commitment scale. This scale is a Japanese version of Meyer and Allen
(1991) three-dimensional model, developed by Nishida (2000). Affective commitment was
chosen because it demonstrates an emotional attachment to an organisation in the three-
dimensional model.

Measure validation
We conducted an exploratory factor analysis using IBM SPSS 26.0 for all eight items
pertinent to SPTS. Using the principal factor method, we determined that a one-factor
structure was appropriate for measuring the changes in eigenvalues and the interpretability
of the factor analysis. The cumulative contribution ratio was 75.4%. Cronbach’s a was 0.96,
meeting the 0.70 cut-off value (Lance, Butts, &Michels, 2006). The factor analysis results are
shown in Table 1.

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using IBM AMOS 28.0, assuming the one-
factor structure indicated by the exploratory factor analysis. The fit was x2 ¼ 123.57,
df¼ 20, p< 0.01, comparative fit index (CFI) ¼ 0.99, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) ¼ 0.99, root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) ¼ 0.07 and standardised root mean square
residual (SRSR) ¼0.01. The cut-off values of these fit indices were used to judge the fit
(CFI> 0.90, TLI> 0.90, RMSEA< 0.06 and SRMR< 0.08; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Lance et al.,
2006). The RMSEA was slightly high, but the other indicators were acceptable. Based on
these results, we used the established eight items as the SPTS scale.

For organisational justice, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with a two-factor
model of distributive and procedural justice. The fit was generally good (x2 ¼ 433.17,
df¼ 89, p< 0.01, CFI¼ 0.96, TLI¼ 0.95, RMSEA¼ 0.07 and SRMR¼ 0.04), but two items

Table 1.
Results of the
exploratory factor
analysis of SPTS

SPTS item Factor loading

I have been selected as a high-potential candidate 0.91
I am a high-potential candidate for the future 0.90
I think I have the potential to become an executive at some point 0.90
As a high-potential person, I am getting advice from coaches, mentors, etc. 0.88
I am getting opportunities to attend training sessions
and events for high-potential candidates 0.86
As a high-potential candidate, I am more capable than the people around me 0.83
The company considers me a potential candidate for promotion 0.82
I am one of the employees who was promoted early 0.81

Source: Created by authors
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related to procedural justice had low factor loadings of 0.23 and 0.20. Therefore, when these
two items were deleted and the model was analysed again, the goodness-of-fit improved to
x2¼ 308.17, df¼ 64, p< 0.01, CFI¼ 0.97, TLI¼ 0.96, RMSEA¼ 0.07 and SRMR¼ 0.03, and
the factor loadings were above 0.71 for all items. For the nine items of distributive justice
and four items of procedural justice, Cronbach’s a values were acceptable at 0.93 and 0.84,
respectively. Therefore, we used these items for analysis.

For the control variable of the psychological contract, Cronbach’s a was acceptable at
0.82. Therefore, it was used for analysis. The variable of the Competence Training Scale had
an acceptable Cronbach’s a at 0.92 andwas used for analysis.

For the dependent variables of work engagement and organisational commitment,
Cronbach’s a values were acceptable at 0.97 and 0.96, respectively, and they were used as
measures.

Table 2 shows the mean, standard deviation and correlation for each variable. The mean
value of the SPTS instrument on a five-point scale was 2.39, which was low and considered
to identify those in the high-potential category.

Results
For hypotheses testing, we conducted a multi-group analysis of covariance structure
analysis using IBMAMOS 28.0, with the maximum likelihood estimation and bootstrapping
(5,000 iterations) methods. The multi-group was constructed, with the group (N¼ 570)
above the mean value of 2.92 in the competence training as learning organisations and the
group below the mean value as non-learning organisations (N¼ 306). In the analytical
model, SPTS was the independent variable; the psychological contract, distributive justice
and procedural justice were the mediating variables; and work engagement and
organisational commitment were the dependent variables. We also included the control
variables (age, gender, job change andmanagerial dummies).

The multi-group analysis showed that the analytical model’s goodness-of-fit was x2 ¼
36.48, df¼ 32, p¼ 0.27, CFI¼ 1.00, TLI¼ 0.99, RMSEA¼ 0.01 and SRMR¼ 0.02. The cut-
off values of these fit indices were used to judge the fit (CFI> 0.90, TLI> 0.90,
RMSEA< 0.06, SRMR< 0.08; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Lance et al., 2006), and the indicators
were acceptable. The influence process and path coefficients (standardised coefficients) for
the entire model are shown in Figure 2.

Following Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008), the indirect effects of the mediation
relationship were estimated based on bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals using
covariance structure analysis in AMOS and the bootstrapping method (5,000 iterations). The
results are shown in Table 3.

The results are as follows. In learning organisations, as a direct effect, SPTS was
positively related to work engagement and organisational commitment. Therefore, H1a and
H1bwere supported. SPTS was also positively related to distributive justice and procedural
justice. Therefore,H2a andH2bwere supported.

SPTS was positively but indirectly related to work engagement and organisational
commitment, mediated by distributive justice (supportingH3a). However, procedural justice
had no significant effect on either work engagement or organisational commitment, and
therefore, H3b was not supported. Conversely, in non-learning organisations, SPTS was
positively but indirectly related to work engagement and organisational commitment,
mediated by procedural justice. Meanwhile, distributive justice had no significant effect on
either work engagement or organisational commitment. In other words, when comparing
learning and non-learning organisations, distributive justice and procedural justice, which
mediate SPTS and dependent variables, played opposite roles.
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Figure 2.
Multi-group analysis

of covariance
structural analysis
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Notes: ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Notations for paths from control
variables, non-significant paths, and correlations for error variables are omitted;
SPTS: self-perceived talent status
Source: Created by author
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Discussion
Theoretical implications
The theoretical implications of this study are three-fold. First, we elucidated the relationship
between TS and positive employee outcomes by developing a scale to measure SPTS.

We hypothesised that high SPTS would lead to positive employee outcomes in learning
organisations. As this hypothesis was supported, we believe the usefulness of the SPTS
indicator was demonstrated.

Note that this outcome was established after controlling for the psychological contract. In
other words, it was verified that, as an effect independent of the psychological contract (in
the case of talent, the talent deal), the effect of SPTS on grounds of STM mechanisms, such
as rewards for the talent and opportunities for talent pool development and promotion, leads
to positive employee outcomes. Therefore, the usefulness of the effect of SPTS on the
grounds of the STM mechanism was demonstrated. Existing research on TS has
accumulated around objective TS (De Boeck et al., 2018). However, this study has
demonstrated the potential for accumulating research using SPTS in the future.

Secondly, when comparing learning and non-learning organisations, distributive justice
and procedural justice, which mediate SPTS and dependent variables, played opposite roles.
Distributive justice mediated the association between SPTS and dependent variables in
learning organisations, whereas procedural mediated the association between SPTS and
dependent variables in non-learning organisations.

The reasons for these opposing results can be considered as follows. Learning
organisations implement TM initiatives that focus on fostering company-specific skills to
gain a competitive advantage through talent. In this context, talent is not only expected to
acquire competencies but also to perform tasks. As a result, they become more aware of their
contribution within the equity theory framework. Consequently, they seek equitable
outcomes commensurate with their inputs, and the role of distributive justice is likely to be
important.

Conversely, non-learning organisations are perceived as not fostering talent
competencies clearly, which means that the inputs imposed on talent are not clearly
perceived and the role of distributive justice is likely not significant. In comparison,

Table 3.
Results of the direct,
indirect and total
effects

Work engagement Organisational commitment
Variable b 95%CI b 95%CI

Learning organisation
Distributive justice Direct effect 0.24** 0.12, 0.35 Direct effect 0.22** 0.10, 0.34
Procedural justice Direct effect –0.03 –0.14, 0.08 Direct effect 0.08 0.08, 0.23
SPTS Direct effect 0.18** 0.11, 0.25 Direct effect 0.16** 0.09, 0.23

Indirect effect 0.03* 0.01, 0.06 Indirect effect 0.05** 0.03, 0.08
Total effect 0.21** 0.14, 0.27 Total effect 0.21*** 0.14, 0.28

Non learning organisation
Distributive justice Direct effect –0.05 –0.19, 0.09 Direct effect –0.11 –0.25, 0.02
Procedural justice Direct effect 0.41* 0.09, 0.37 Direct effect 0.22*** 0.28, 0.55
SPTS Direct effect 0.18** 0.07, 0.29 Direct effect 0.18** 0.08, 0.27

Indirect effect 0.06** 0.02, 0.10 Indirect effect 0.10*** 0.06, 0.15
Total effect 0.24*** 0.13, 0.34 Total effect 0.27*** 0.13, 0.36

Notes: ***p< 0.001; **p< 0.01; *p< 0.05; CI = confidence interval
Source: Created by authors
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procedural justice refers to the perception of fairness regarding the organisation’s
procedures as a whole. In non-learning organisations, where talents are perceived as
inadequately developed, the interest is likely to be more about the accuracy with which the
organisation operationalises TM initiatives. Therefore, the perception of procedural justice
that TM initiatives are operated comprehensively and fairly, even if the talent is not fully
developed, is likely to positively influence both work engagement and organisational
commitment. Thus, this study demonstrates the importance of paying attention to
distributive justice to tap into the potential of talent within learning organisations.

Thirdly, we focused on the build-based TM in Japanese companies. Prior research has
shown that Japanese TM is characterised by the coexistence of long-term employment and
TM (Hirano, 2011; Ishiyama, 2022). A key characteristic of Japan, with its environment of a
build-based TM, is the fostering of intellectual expertise as firm-specific human capital (such
as employee competencies, knowledge and skills) (Morita, 2005). Nonetheless, these earlier
studies only examined one aspect of Japanese companies’ characteristics. This study,
however, examines the characteristics of Japanese companies by differentiating talent
competency training based on the perspective of learning organisations. The results reveal
that distributive justice and procedural justice play different roles in Japanese companies,
depending on whether they are learning organisations or non-learning organisations. In
other words, Japanese companies should not be viewed uniformly from the perspective of
learning organisations, and TM initiatives should be tailored to their specific characteristics.

Practical implications
The practical implications of this study are three-fold. First, from a strategic ambiguity
perspective, organisations may leave room for frequent changes in objective TS for the same
talent. Due to strategic ambiguity, talent’s positive effects are unclear owing to the
information asymmetry between organisations and talent (Dries & De Gieter, 2014).
However, we demonstrated the effectiveness of SPTS in generating positive employee
outcomes. We also found that distributive justice plays a crucial role in learning
organisations. Specifically, talent is expected to improve competencies in learning
organisations. In such cases, strategic ambiguity may cause doubt among talent regarding
whether organisations should prioritise competence acquisition, which in turn can
undermine perceptions of distributive justice. Therefore, in learning organisations, it is
important to minimise strategic ambiguity and effectively communicate the need for
competence development to talent.

Secondly, the study revealed differences in the perception of learning organisations in
Japanese companies, which were previously believed to have a singular view on employee
learning. The effectiveness of procedural justice in non-learning organisations suggests that
there is potential for improving the accuracy of procedures regarding TM initiatives in these
organisations. From the perspective of the learning organisation, it is necessary to promote
TM initiatives tailored to the different characteristics of Japanese companies.

Thirdly, Hassan et al. (2022) showed that TM should not be thought of as one size fits all,
but that human capital is fostered by the specific context of the culture and the organisation.
Furthermore, in this study, the analysis was conducted in the context of build-based TM in
Japanese companies, considering that organisations focused on fostering competencies of
talent are learning organisations. The results suggest that SPTS and distributive justice
play an important role in this context. More companies need to realise that they have the
option of employing build-based TM, which is not limited to buy-based TM.
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Limitations and future research directions
Despite the study’s contributions, it has some limitations. For instance, we could not
measure objective TS because the responses were self-reported by participants whose
companies could not be identified. In the future, companies should be identified and
surveyed to obtain data on objective TS from the human resources departments. We could
then measure the degree of incongruence between SPTS and objective TS, which would
allow us to measure the antecedents and impacts of incongruence. Moreover, the
respondents were limited to employees of Japanese companies. International comparisons
would help determine whether similar results hold for build-based TM in other countries.
Simultaneously, it is necessary to examine the effectiveness of buy-based TM in other
countries.

Conclusion
We examined the relationship between TS and positive employee outcomes using SPTS and
considered the mediating effects of organisational justice. In line with a common trend
observed among the surveyed companies, as a direct effect, SPTS was positively related to
work engagement and organisational commitment. It was also positively related to
distributive and procedural justice.

In learning organisations, SPTS was positively but indirectly related to work
engagement and organisational commitment, mediated by distributive justice. In non-
learning organisations, it was positively but indirectly related to work engagement and
organisational commitment, mediated by procedural justice.

Therefore, the present study demonstrates the usefulness of the effects of SPTS on the
grounds of the STM mechanism. The study clarifies that distributive justice plays an
important role in the build-based TM context of learning organisations.

References
Adams, J. S. (1963). Towards an understanding of inequity. The Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psychology, 67(5), 422–436, doi: 10.1037/h0040968.
Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange.Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 2, 267–299,

doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2.

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the
organization: An examination of construct validity. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 49(3),
252–276, doi: 10.1006/jvbe.1996.0043.

Anderson, C., John, O. P., Keltner, D., & Kring, A. M. (2001). Who attains social status? Effects of
personality and physical attractiveness in social groups. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 81(1), 116–132, doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.116.

Anderson, C., Srivastava, S., Beer, J. S., Spataro, S. E., & Chatman, J. A. (2006). Knowing your place:
Self-perceptions of status in face-to-face groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
91(6), 1094–1110, doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1094.

Anlesinya, A., Dartey-Baah, K., & Amponsah-Tawiah, K. (2019). Strategic talent management
scholarship: A review of current foci and future directions. Industrial and Commercial Training,
51(5), 299–314, doi: 10.1108/ICT-11-2018-0095.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: Taking stock and looking
forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273–285, doi: 10.1037/ocp0000056.

Björkman, I., Ehrnrooth, M., Mäkelä, K., Smale, A., & Sumelius, J. (2013). Talent or not? Employee
reactions to talent identification. Human Resource Management, 52(2), 195–214, doi: 10.1002/
hrm.21525.

TLO

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0040968
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.0043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.1.116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ICT-11-2018-0095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21525
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21525


Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life, Piscataway, NJ: Transactions Publishers.
Bogler, R., & Somech, A. (2004). Influence of teacher empowerment on teachers’ organizational

commitment, professional commitment and organizational citizenship behavior in schools.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 20(3), 277–289, doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2004.02.003.

Collings, D. G., & Mellahi, K. (2009). Strategic talent management: A review and research agenda.
Human ResourceManagement Review, 19(4), 304–313, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.04.001.

Collings, D. G., Mellahi, K., & Cascio, W. F. (2019). Global talent management and performance in
multinational enterprises: A multilevel perspective. Journal of Management, 45(2), 540–566, doi:
10.1177/0149206318757018.

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a
measure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 386–400, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386.

Conway, N., & Briner, R. B. (2002). Full-time versus part-time employees: Understanding the links
between work status, the psychological contract, and attitudes. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
61(2), 279–301, doi: 10.1006/jvbe.2001.1857.

Cropanzano, R., &Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of
Management, 31(6), 874–900, doi: 10.1177/0149206305279602.

Cropanzano, R., Bowen, D. E., & Gilliland, S. W. (2007). The management of organizational justice.
Academy ofManagement Perspectives, 21(4), 34–48, doi: 10.5465/amp.2007.27895338.

De Boeck, G., Meyers, M. C., & Dries, N. (2018). Employee reactions to talent management: assumptions
versus evidence. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(2), 113–199, doi: 10.1002/job.2254.

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands–resources
model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499–512, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499.

Dries, N., & De Gieter, S. (2014). Information asymmetry in high potential programs. Personnel Review,
43(1), 136–162, doi: 10.1108/PR-11-2011-0174.

Dries, N., Forrier, A., De Vos, A., & Pepermans, R. (2014). Self-perceived employability, organization-
rated potential, and the psychological contract. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 29(5), 565–581,
doi: 10.1108/JMP-04-2013-0109.

Ehrnrooth, M., Björkman, I., Mäkelä, K., Smale, A., Sumelius, J., & Taimitarha, S. (2018). Talent
responses to talent status awareness–not a question of simple reciprocation. Human Resource
Management Journal, 28(3), 443–461, doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12190.

Gallardo-Gallardo, E. (2019). The meaning of talent in the world of work. In Collings, D., Scullion, H., &
Caligiuri, P. M. (Eds),Global talent management, (2nd edition, pp. 74–89). Routledge.

Garavan, T. N., Carbery, R., & Rock, A. (2012). Mapping talent development: Definition, scope and architecture.
European Journal ofTraining andDevelopment,36(1), 5–24, doi: 10.1108/03090591211192601.

Gelens, J., Dries, N., Hofmans, J., & Pepermans, R. (2013). The role of perceived organizational justice in
shaping the outcomes of talent management: A research agenda.Human Resource Management
Review, 23(4), 341–353, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.005.

Gelens, J., Dries, N., Hofmans, J., & Pepermans, R. (2015). Affective commitment of employees
designated as talent: Signalling perceived organisational support. European Journal of
International Management, 9(1), 9–27, doi: 10.1504/EJIM.2015.066669.

Gelens, J., Hofmans, J., Dries, N., & Pepermans, R. (2014). Talent management and organisational
justice: Employee reactions to high potential identification. Human Resource Management
Journal, 24(2), 159–175, doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12029.

Greenberg, J. (1990). Organizational justice: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Journal of Management,
16(2), 399–432, doi: 10.1177/014920639001600208.

Hassan, Y., Pandey, J., Varkkey, B., Sethi, D., & Scullion, H. (2022). Understanding talent management
for sports organizations: Evidence from an emerging country. The International Journal of
Human ResourceManagement, 33(11), 2192–2225, doi: 10.1080/09585192.2021.1971736.

Role of the
organisational

justice

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2004.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2009.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206318757018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1857
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.27895338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.2254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/PR-11-2011-0174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-04-2013-0109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/03090591211192601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2013.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2015.066669
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1971736


Hattori, Y., & Morinaga, Y. (2011). Self-regulative changes in psychological contracts over time: A case
of Japanese pharmaceutical company. Journal of International Business Research, 10(3), 19–34.

Hirano, M. (2011). The Japanese human resources department in 2009: has its role changed? The
Japanese Journal of Labour Studies, 606, 62–78.

Homans, G. C. (1958). Social behavior as exchange. American Journal of Sociology, 63(6), 597–606, doi:
10.1086/222355.

Homans, G. C. (1961). Social behavior: Its elementary forms, Harcourt, Brace andWorld.

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural EquationModeling: AMultidisciplinary
Journal, 6(1), 1–55, doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118.

Ishiyama, N. (2022). The impact of the talent management mechanism and self-perceived talent status
on work engagement: The case of Japan. Asia Pacific Business Review, 28(4), 536–554, doi:
10.1080/13602381.2021.1905410.

Ishiyama, N., & Yamashita, S. (2017). Mechanisms and functioning of strategic talent management: A
comparative study of 11 foreign-owned companies and one Japanese company. Japan Journal of
Human ResourceManagement, 18(1), 21–43, doi: 10.24592/jshrm.18.1_21.

Jayaraman, S., Talib, P., & Khan, A. F. (2018). Integrated talent management scale: Construction and
initial validation. SAGEOpen, 8(3), doi: 10.1177/2158244018780965.

King, K. A. (2016). The talent deal and journey: Understanding how employees respond to talent
identification over time. Employee Relations, 38(1), 94–111, doi: 10.1108/ER-07-2015-0155.

Konovsky, M. A., Folger, R., & Cropanzano, R. (1987). Relative effects of procedural and distributive
justice on employee attitudes. Representative Research in Social Psychology, 17(1), 15–24.

Lance, C. E., Butts, M. M., &Michels, L. C. (2006). The sources of four commonly reported cutoff criteria:
What did they really say? Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 202–220, doi: 10.1177/
1094428105284919.

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory?. In K. J. Gergen, M. S. Greenberg., &
R. H. Willis (Eds), Social exchange: Advances in theory and research, New York, NY: Plenum
Press, pp. 27–55.

Lewis, R. E., & Heckman, R. J. (2006). Talent management: A critical review. Human Resource
Management Review, 16(2), 139–154, doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2006.03.001.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice, Dordrecht: Springer
Science & Business Media.

Marsick, V. J., & Watkins, K. E. (2003). Demonstrating the value of an organization’s learning culture:
The dimensions of the learning organization questionnaire. Advances in Developing Human
Resources, 5(2), 132–151, doi: 10.1177/1523422303005002002.

Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A review and meta-analysis of the antecedents, correlates, and
consequences of organizational commitment. Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 171–194, doi:
10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.171.

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational commitment.
Human ResourceManagement Review, 1(1), 61–89, doi: 10.1016/1053-4822(91)90011-Z.

Meyers, M. C., De Boeck, G., & Dries, N. (2017). Talent or not: Employee reactions to talent designations.
In D. G. Collings, K. Mellahi., & W. F. Cascio (Eds), The oxford handbook of talent management
(pp. 169–192), Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Misaki, H. (2018). The influence of fit between strategy and HRM on perception of procedural justice.
Journal of University of Hyogo, 70(1), 19–41.

Morita, H. (2005). Multi-skilling, delegation and continuous process improvement: A comparative
analysis of US-Japanese work organizations. Economica, 72(285), 69–93, doi: 10.1111/j.0013-
0427.2005.00402.x.

TLO

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/222355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13602381.2021.1905410
http://dx.doi.org/10.24592/jshrm.18.1_21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2158244018780965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-07-2015-0155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284919
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2006.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1523422303005002002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1053-4822(91)90011-Z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0013-0427.2005.00402.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0013-0427.2005.00402.x


Nijs, S., Dries, N., Van Vlasselaer, V., & Sels, L. (2022). Reframing talent identification as a status-
organising process: Examining talent hierarchies through data mining. Human Resource
Management Journal, 32(1), 169–193, doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12401.

Nishida, T. (2000). Effects of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational justice, and
OCB on work group effectiveness. Japanese Journal of Administrative Science, 13(3), 137–158,
doi: 10.5651/jaas.13.137.

Persol Research and Consulting Co. Ltd. (2019). Talent management survey. Retrieved from https://rc.
persol-group.co.jp/thinktank/assets/hito_R7_201910.pdf

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research: Problems and
prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531–544, doi: 10.1177/014920638601200408.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in simple
mediation models. Behavior ResearchMethods, Instruments, and Computers, 36(4), 717–731, doi:
10.3758/BF03206553.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40(3),
879–891, doi: 10.3758/BRM.40.3.879.

Robinson, S. L., & Morrison, E. W. (2000). The development of psychological contract breach and
violation: A longitudinal study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(5), 525–546, doi: 10.1002/
1099-1379(200008)21:5<525::AID-JOB40>3.0.CO;2-T.

Robinson, S. L., & Rousseau, D. M. (1994). Violating the psychological contract: not the exception but
the norm. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15(3), 245–259, doi: 10.1002/job.4030150306.

Rousseau, D. M. (1989). Psychological and implied contracts in organizations. Employee Responsibilities
and Rights Journal, 2(2), 121–139, doi: 10.1007/BF01384942.

Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological contracts in organizations: Understanding written and unwritten
agreements, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rup�ci�c, N. (2019). Learning organization–organization emerging from presence. The Learning
Organization, 27(1), 17–30, doi: 10.1108/TLO-09-2019-0130.

Rup�ci�c, N. (2021). Implementing dimensions of a learning organization questionnaire: new insights.The
Learning Organization, 28(4), 444–456, doi: 10.1108/TLO-05-2021-268.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Defining and measuring work engagement: Bringing clarity to
the concept. In A. Bakker., & M. Leiter (Eds.),Work engagement: a handbook of essential theory
and research (pp. 10–24). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Shimazu, A., Schaufeli, W. B., Kosugi, S., Suzuki, A., Nashiwa, H., Kato, A., & Goto, R. (2008). Work
engagement in Japan: Validation of the Japanese version of Utrecht work engagement scale.
Applied Psychology, 57(3), 510–523, doi: 10.2486/indhealth.2015-0097.

Smale, A., Ehrnrooth, M., Björkman, I., Mäkelä, K., Sumelius, J., & Taimitarha, S. (2015). Letting the
chosen ones know: The psychological effects of talent status self-awareness. Academy of
Management Proceedings, 2015(1), 16195–16195, doi: 10.5465/ambpp.2015.233.

Sonnenberg, M., Van Zijderveld, V., & Brinks, M. (2014). The role of talent-perception incongruence in
effective talentmanagement. Journal ofWorld Business, 49(2), 272–280, doi: 10.1016/j.jwb.2013.11.011.

Sparrow, P. (2019). A historical analysis of critiques in the talent management debate. BRQ Business
Research Quarterly, 22(3), 160–170, doi: 10.1016/j.brq.2019.05.001.

Sumelius, J., & Smale, A. (2021). Talent management and the communication of talent status. In I.
Tarique (Ed.),The Routledge companion to talent management, Routledge, pp. 293–304.

Swailes, S., & Blackburn, M. (2016). Employee reactions to talent Pool membership. Employee Relations,
38(1), 112–128, doi: 10.1108/ER-02-2015-0030.

Tansley, C. (2011). What do we mean by the term ‘talent’ in talent management? Industrial and
Commercial Training, 43(5), 266–274, doi: 10.1108/00197851111145853.

Role of the
organisational

justice

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12401
http://dx.doi.org/10.5651/jaas.13.137
https://rc.persol-group.co.jp/thinktank/assets/hito_R7_201910.pdf
https://rc.persol-group.co.jp/thinktank/assets/hito_R7_201910.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920638601200408
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03206553
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:5525::AID-JOB403.0.CO;2-T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:5525::AID-JOB403.0.CO;2-T
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.4030150306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01384942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TLO-09-2019-0130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/TLO-05-2021-268
http://dx.doi.org/10.2486/indhealth.2015-0097
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2015.233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2013.11.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2019.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-02-2015-0030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00197851111145853


Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The role of personal
resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of Stress Management,
14(2), 121–141, doi: 10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121.

Yogou, A. (2016). Consideration of the relationship between work style and organizational justice:
Applying questionnaire survey for non-regular employee in retail companies. Okayama
Economic Review, 48(2), 153–167.

About the authors
Nobutaka Ishiyama is a Professor at the Hosei Graduate School of Regional Policy Design, Hosei
University, Tokyo, Japan. He received his PhD in policy, planning and development from Hosei
Graduate School of Regional Policy Design. He has published numerous books and articles such as
Mechanisms of Cross-Boundary Learning Communities of Practice and Job Crafting (Cambridge
Scholars Publishing) and “Role of Knowledge Brokers in Communities of Practice in Japan” (Journal
of Knowledge Management). He has received the JAHRD Award from the Japanese Academy of
Human Resource Development (2018) and the JAAS Award from the Japanese Association of
Administrative Science (2022). Nobutaka Ishiyama is corresponding author and can be contacted at:
nobutaka.ishiyama.33@hosei.ac.jp

Hideki S. Tanaka is an Associate Professor at the Faculty of Policy Studies and Graduate School of
Policy and Management, Doshisha University, Kyoto, Japan. He received his PhD in policy and
management from Doshisha University. He specialises in HR management and has contributed to
policy formation and recurrent education in Kyoto Prefecture, Japan. He has published numerous
articles such as “Protection for the Self-Employed in Japan: Needs and Measures” (International
Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Industrial Relations) and “Impacts of Overtime Reduction on
Psychological Well-Being for Japanese Research and Development Engineers” (Journal of Japanese
Management: Best Paper Award, 2018).

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

TLO

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121
mailto:nobutaka.ishiyama.33@hosei.ac.jp

	Self-perceived talent status and employee outcomes: role of the organisational justice in Japanese learning organisations
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Human capital in Japan
	Talent management and learning organisations in Japan
	Measurement of talent status
	Effects of talent status
	Hypotheses development

	Methods
	Sample
	Time 1 measurement instruments
	Time 2 measurement instruments
	Measure validation

	Results
	Discussion
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications
	Limitations and future research directions

	Conclusion
	References


