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Abstract

This study attempts to give a brief historical overview of organizational justice (O.J.) research in
chronological order, identify different dimensions of the O.J. construct, discuss multiple themes of inquiry
in O.J., and give insights into current trends and future directions in organizational justice research. The
historical review includes the identification of distributive justice from equity theory, procedural justice
from court disputes, interactional justice, integration of organizational justice research, and meta-analytic
perceptions of organizational justice outcomes. Secondly, distributive, procedural, and interactional justice
dimensions (DPIjds) of O.J. constructs are defined. Thirdly, reactive-proactive, content-process, homo
economicus, Homo Socialis, and Homo Moralis themes of organizational justice research are discussed.
Finally, current trends and future directions of O.J. research are recommended about dimensional-holistic
nature and cross-cultural validation of organizational justice.

Keywords: Organizational Justice, Equity Theory, Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, Interactional
Justice.

Introduction

Organizational researchers' justice perceptions have long been a strong research focus due to their
enormous importance and significant consequences for the individual, group, organizational, and social
outcomes (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Adams, 1965; Cropanzano, 2011). The O.J. research reservoir
comprises perceptual inference regarding the fair Treatment received from organizational management and
its attitudinal, behavioral, interpersonal, and organizational positive or negative outcomes. Therefore, this
study aims to review the available literature regarding the descriptive nature of the O.J. research canvas.
This literary lens refrained the researchers from the prescriptive and moral philosophy for exhaustively
mapping the literature of O.J.'s research so that the description could pave the way for holistic research.

Organizational scientists generally discuss perceptions of O.J. mainly from individuals' evaluations of fair
allocations, and procedural and interactional fairness from organizational authorities. The process of
perception formation about O.J. through the cognitive and emotional processing of treatments from
organizational authorities and its attitudinal and behavioral outcomes for perceptual unfairness is the scope
of perception of O.J. research. The organizational and workgroup level fairness conditioning is considered

ISSN: 2308-7056 Hussain, Malik, & Dar (2023) 31


mailto:Sajjad.hussain@fui.edu.pk

www.irbas.academyirmbr.com January 2023

International Review of Basic and Applied Sciences Vol. 11 Issue.l

as well (Greenberg, 1990). Fairness perceptions are vital to human resources in evaluating the fulfillment of
several human needs like self-interest needs, relational needs, and moral satisfaction needs. The work of
Cropanzano and colleagues (2001) reviewed five decades of research in O.J. The current study is a brief
overview of O.J. research and is divided into five sections.

1. The first section describes theoretical progress in O.J. literature in the last sixty years.

2. The second section discusses organizational justice research's basic themes to see how researchers
have viewed O.J. from diverse dimensions.

3. The third one of this paper briefly discusses the primary categorization of O.J. into DPIjds.

4. The next section quickly summarizes the negative and positive outcomes of O.J. perceptions in an
organization. This includes attitudinal, behavioral, interpersonal, and organizational outcomes.

5. The last section outlines the current trends and future directions in organizational justice research.

Organizational Justice Theory

Foundations of organizational justice research are in Equity Theory (Adams, 1963), which projected that
the case of inequity in the case of malfunctioning and equity for fair Treatment, has been discussed with
continuity. This research working on the subject concerned presents the persistence of the problem and
connection of inequity and equity with unfavorable outcome results present in industrial dynamics. This
demands better comprehension of the interplay between the two factors. Wherever an exchange of values
takes place, perceptions of unbalanced and unfair transactions may be shaped. Equity theory (Adams, 1963)
discusses peoples' inclination towards comparing and assessing value between the input rendered and
notable outcome. These inputs can be in the form of effort, time, and cognitive resources consumed by
individuals to accomplish organizational objectives. The interplay of equity and inequity is the balance
between perceived input and outcome at a different level and attached to diverse contexts. Pritchard (1969)
did a comprehensive review of equity theory research. He elaborated on determinants of inequity,
dissatisfaction resulting from inequity, and responses to dissatisfaction and found that the “internal
standard" of equity is a referent point for comparison regarding outputs received. This serves as the
fundamental determinant of perceived inequity. The internal standard may be based on past experiences,
comparison to labor in the market, and levels of inputs induced by an employee.

Lane and Messe (1972) clarified equity theory and discussed three notions of the distribution of rewards
regarding their sufficiency. These authors hypothesized that individuals would only distribute rewards
equally if total rewards are sufficient with their internal standard of fair pay with equal inputs. However,
when total rewards are insufficient or over enough, individuals will always give themselves proportionally
more of the total rewards. Somehow, the study's results revealed that people tended to distribute equally
despite insufficient total rewards. Findings reaffirmed the notion of comparison equity and internal
standard of equity of reward distribution.

Most of the earlier work on equity focused on rewards distribution. However, in the 1970s, research focus
on justice and equity took a swing toward fairness in procedures as a novel idea (Leventhal, 1976; Thibaut
et al., 1974). Research on procedural justice mainly focuses the conflict resolution among disputants
through fair and unbiased procedures. Fairness criteria for procedural justice are different as perceived by
disputant parties. Thibaut and co-authors (1974) discussed five basic procedural variants for decisions
regarding dispute resolution based on three factors i.e. decision-maker, disputants, and investigators or
representatives. Findings concluded that adversary procedure is the most preferable and fairest procedure
because of representation, after hearing of both parties. One of the notable studies depicts the perceptual
grinding of the procedural component of the decision-making mechanism that gives a legal position to the
process of distribution, termed procedural fairness. The fairness of procedure is gauged by six rules, which
are concerned with the dimensions of ethics, level of representation, ability to correct, accuracy, refraining
from bias, and consistency. From bottom to top, as being a pyramid, the first three are concerned with the
societal and organizational norms mix that define the boundaries of ethical standards, respect to the views
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of the people on whom the decision would be applicable, the flexibility for correction of procedures that
lead to bad decisions. Moreover, the last three deal with the system of the organization where consistency
and carpet policy for all, based on equity, is vital. Therefore, the rules for the system should support and
audit accurate data management that would pave the way for organizational interest and continuity of the
system (Leventhal, 1976).

In the era of 1980s, research on organizational justice was widely established on two dimensions of
distributive and procedural justice. Researchers broadened the scope of O.J. theory to the micro-macro
level towards integration of other theories (Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983; Greenberg, 1987; Huseman, Hatfield
& Miles, 1987; Markovsky, 1985). Huseman et al. (1987) viewed equity theory from a new angle and said
that people are not equally sensitive to inequitable treatments. This urged need for research across
individuals on perceptions of O.J.

Cook and Hegtvedt (1983) provided the conceptual ground of equity and inequity in terms of distributive
justice as well as depicted the limitations of micro-level literary applications. They presented the solution in
terms of multilevel theoretical integration with various societal ones for gaining some level of holistic sense
at the macro-level and striving for shredding off the micro-level theory steered delimitations.

Markovsky (1985) analyzed justice in a formal framework across different levels and integrated equity,
distributive justice, and relative deprivation approaches from the individual level to the aggregate level of
justice. The author concluded that workers forming judgments about reward allocations based on
comparisons of social level are the source for fairness perceptual interpretation by the employees at the
macro level. Folger and Bies (1989) viewed procedural justice from the managerial level as a
responsibility. They emphasized that it is the prime responsibility of the manager to make decisions such
that it includes giving enough consideration to disputant's viewpoint, to suppress bias, to apply decision-
making criteria consistently across all parties, to provide feedback in time, to give justification for the
decision made, being clear in communication, and treating employees with courtesy and respect. Greenberg
and Tyler (1987) overviewed the literature on procedural justice and emphasized the need to apply
procedural justice to organizational contexts for better resource allocations and decision-making. Moreover,
they argued that the field of organizational behavior can benefit from procedural justice research at the
individual, group, and organizational level, understanding of behaviors of organizations from micro to the
macro level. Similarly, Lind and Tyler (1988) in their book integrated procedural justice to organizational,
political, and social settings and concluded two models for procedural justice like self-interest model and
the group value model. This implies that people may not perceive justice for their self-interest rather they
may judge it because of value created or distorted on a group basis in consequence of procedural
treatments.

Interestingly some authors noticed that perception of procedural justice had been largely affected by how
decision authorities treat people in organizations (Bies & Shapiro, 1987). This introduced a new dimension
in O.J. research, called interactional justice. Cohen (1989) asserted that people tend to fabricate justice
perception for their advantage. Those who are unjustly advantaged should be treated with respect and they
must be justified for the decision being made.

In the late 1980s and the 1990s O.J. research became multidimensional and multi-focused as several
research studies reviewing the literature gave future recommendations. Greenberg (1987) presented "A
taxonomy of organizational justice theories", later Greenberg (1990) thoroughly reviewed the historical
progress on organizational justice theory, and he also described where O.J. research was standing at that
time. He further gave future directions to O.J. researchers. Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) viewed the
literature on fairness perceptions about distribution and procedures applied to organizational settings. In
doing so, he discussed research attempts to apply justice concepts to several organizational phenomenons
about individual, group, and organizational outcomes. Later, Cropanzano (2001) symbolized O.J. research's
three dimensions as three roads to O.J. According to Cropanzano, OJ research can be categorized into
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instrumental models based on economic rationality and classical social exchange models, interpersonal

relational models like group value model, and moral principles like moral
approaches. It is established that O.J. research had reached quite a mature level

mandates and value-based
at the dawn of the twenty-

first century. Some authors empirically validated different outcomes of perceptions of O.J. on different

dimensions of organizational justice (Colquitt, 2001). These relationships were
meta-analytical studies (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).

Organizational Justice

further established through

Y v
Distributive Justice Procedural Justice
Outcome Fairness System Fairness

(Adams, 1965; Cook and (Leventhal, 1974 & 1980)
Heatvedt. 1983)

v

Distributive & Procedural Justice
Outcome and System Fairness
(Greenberg, 1986; Folger, 1987)

Interactional Justice
Treatment Fairness
(Robert J. Bies, Debra L.
Shaniro. 1987)

A 4

Distributive, Procedural, & Interactional Justice
Outcome, System, Treatment Fairness (Greenberg, 1987; Cohen, 1989)

A 4

Markovskv. 1985)

Integration, Multidimensional Review
Individual, Group, Organization, Social Level
(Cook & Hegtvedt, 1983; Greenberg, 1987; Huseman, Hatfield & Miles, 1987,

\ 4

Meta-Analytic Validation

(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, et al., 2001)

Figure 1: Theoretical Progress on Organizational Justice Theory
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Dimensions of Organizational Justice

Cropanzano et al. (2007) portrayed one of the generally accepted definitions that emphasizes it "is a
personal evaluation about the ethical and moral standing of managerial conduct”. Organizational justice is
defined as the degree of fairness in reward distribution, decision-making procedures, and interpersonal or
informational Treatment of an organization to its employees. Greenberg (1986) used 7 items about the
fairness of performance appraisals that were dispersed among 217 middle managers employed in three
different industrial groups through an open-ended questionnaire. All items were then factor-loaded to
review the dimensions of determinants of perceived justice. The study's confirmatory factor analysis
(C.F.A)) presented the seven items bifurcated into procedural and distributive justice with items of 5 and 2
respectively. Cropanzano et al. (2001) observed that each field caters workplace through the prism of its
lens and judges it with its theories and conceptions. The triangle of distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice dimensions provides the basis for an employee's span of perceptual self-projection of
fair treatment (Thurston, 2000; Greenberg, 1990). Whereas interpersonal and informational justice are the
two dimensions of interactional justice by Adams (1965) and later on by Leventhal (1980), and Bies and
Moag (1986), which demands its detailed argumentation.

Distributive Justice

In distributive justice, the employee observes whether rewards are distributed fairly in the organization or
not. These rewards can be in terms of pay packages or promotions etc. (Choi & Chen, 2007). In
organizational justice research, the employee's judgment is the perceived justice in terms of outcome
distribution (Cropanzano et al., 2001). This perception is formulated on the social comparisons that relate
to different organizational levels and are connected with contexts. In organizational justice theory, fairness
is related to the distribution of resources, i. e. tangible or intangible and outcomes are related to distributive
justice (Adams, 1965).

Procedural Justice

As the name suggests, ten years of Adams' (1965) study on procedural justice is focused on the 'process'
through which the outcome is generated (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). These processes must have aspects of
ethicality, consistency, precision, and indiscrimination (Leventhal, 1980). Procedural justice means that
decisions made in the organization are through fair stated policies and procedures. Procedures include
access to the decision-making authority and whether decisions are challengeable (Leventhal, 1980). The
classical work of Leventhal on the rules that guide and define the six-phase' process' by which the
procedural justice could be exhausted to a notable level is pivotal to be discussed. These rules form the
principles that govern the consistent approach of systematic reformation through mitigation of bias and
delineating the socially acceptable confined standards. Stepwise, the first thing first, consistency is to be at
the top, as it gives a message that the system would be rigorous and across the board. Second, the processes
can be favoring organizational-individual fit for all and should be backed by legality as well. Third and
fourth, decision making based on detailed and accurate information of the subject concerned, with the
viability of decision process audit for track and trail of the steps followed. The fifth and last one is
comprised of the societal values and norms relevant to the role of stakeholders from all quarters concerned.

Interactional Justice

Bies and Moag (1986) discussed interactional justice as an individual dimension of organizational justice,
which deals with the perceptual mapping of the employees' behavior in terms of interpersonal dimension.
Interactional justice is the assessment of interpersonal fairness in terms of workgroups or cross-functional
teams as well as other contexts that directly deal with employees (Bies & Moag, 1986). The malpractices in
this regard have been studied by (Moorman, 1991), which argues that interactional justice is apparent in
terms of degrading and upscaling. Bies and Moag (1986) have further stressed the work of Leventhal
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(1980) by focusing on the interplay of interpersonal and informational transparency and authenticity
through the relevant system processes and employee wellness procedures. The elements of respect, trust,
socialization, and gallantry through detailed proactive dissemination of standards and outcomes clarify the
stance of organizations regarding interpersonal justice. Interactional justice includes employees' perceptions
regarding the supervisor's response. It involves supervisors treating employees with dignity, consideration,
relevant attention, and respect (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Interactional justice has two dimensions, which
are interpersonal and informational justice. Interpersonal justice includes perceptions of reverence,
courtesy, and self-esteem in the supervisor's conduct during the decision-making process. Informational
justice relates to the adequacy of the explanations regarding information's specificity, timeliness, and
truthfulness (Colquitt, 2001).

Table 1: Dimensions of Organizational Justice

Component / Nature of Justice Constituents Basis
Dimension
Distributive Based on Reward Equity-Based Contribution-based proportionate
Justice Distribution distribution of rewards
Equality Based Across the board, equal reward
distribution
Need Based Dividing reward based on needs
and requirements
Procedural Fairness in Consistency Same Treatment across all
Justice procedures for employees
allocation of Lack of Bias No inclination or discrimination
rewards towards anyone
Accuracy Decision based on highly
accurate information
Representation Giving fair chance to all
stakeholders to represent
themselves
Correction Flexible procedures to challenge
and rectify mistakes
Ethics Norms and values are not
violated
Interactional Based on Treatment  Interpersonal Justice Treating decision stakeholders
Justice received from upper with dignity, respect and
management courtesy
Information Justice Providing stakeholders with all
information about decision and
its implications

Basic Source (Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland 2007)
Themes of OJ Research

People intend to minimize psychological inequity perceived by them and react against it.  Greenberg
(1987) described different reactive approaches to perceived inequity. First, the reactive perspective of
justice details the reactions of employees to sidestep from tension situations. The second and third discuss
the course of action for a sustainable neutral position and the determination of outcomes. The last approach,
content, is concerned with the dissemination of favorable and worthy outcomes, negligence of which can
contribute to the non-positive response from the employees.
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Table 2: Nature of organizational justice interactions

Approach Content Process Interaction
How do people react to
How do people react to unfair policies and legal How do people react to
Reactive inequitable payments? procedures? unfair interpersonal and
Equity Theory (Adams, Procedural Justice informal Treatment?
1965) Theory (Thibaut &

Walker, 1975)
How do the workers
attempt to ensure
creation of fair
procedures and policies?
Proactive Process,
Allocation Preference
Theory (Leventhal,
Karuza, & Fry, 1980)

How do the workers tend
to make certain fair reward
Proactive distribution?
Justice Judgment Theory
(Leventhal, 1976a, 1980)

How do people tend to
make sure that they will be
interacted with interpersonal
and informal justice?

Cropanzano et al. (2001) discussed three themes of organizational justice research as instrumental models,
interpersonal models, and moral principles models. Instrumental models such as classical exchange theory,
economic rationality models, and control model, include economic rationality of human behaviors;

Interpersonal models like social exchange theory, group value model, the relational model and two or four
components model include relational aspects of O.J.; and moral principal models such as moral mandates,
and value-based approaches discuss justice as moral based and value-based mandate.

Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) studied that the three types of reciprocity (codependent exchanges
patronization, folk-based belief, moral norms) were the source for assessment of social exchanges. It has
been presented that relationships of social exchange truly last on the foundations of taking care of each
other, ultimately favoring the organization. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) further argued that three
diverse thinking patterns exist for perceptual assessment of fairness.

The employees perceive fairness act situations differently when the context is the attainment of goals,
material wealth, social recognition, or any other form of outcomes. For the reasoning of this statement, the
first model termed as 'homo economicus', describes the personal goals and similar concerns to be the
reflection of self-centeredness. It has been depicted as one of the forms of instrumental modulation for
assessing perceived justice mechanisms at the organizational level. Moreover, the second perspective deals
with 'Homo Socialis', which means that the employees are more concerned with self-esteem and a sense of
belonging. This perspective argues about the relevance of interactional justice perceived by the employees
and the group value model.

The 'Homo Moralis' shifts the discussion towards the things that relate to the value and norm system of the
society and formulation at the organizational level retrospectively. So, the concern of the people is about
what 'should’ be done. This defines the perception of O.J. as the cluster of values and norms based on the
societal fabric and moral sense. This is the reason, why some of the individuals do not abide by the rules
that they consider to be against the moral grounds prevalent in society. Interestingly, this testifies that fair
Treatment does not mean that one would negate the moral grounds and ‘favors' someone, rather the holistic
sense has to be encouraged and applied. So, one of the yardsticks for authentic fairness is to compare in
terms of social value and norms.
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Table 3: Triangular view of justice research

Referent Perspective Main Models Ideology
e Classical Social Transactional pattern of
h Exchange Theory interdependent exchanges
omo . S0 '
Self ) e Economic Rationality People's goals and concerns are
economicus/ Vealf i " nealfich!
Interest e The Control Model self interested" and "selfish".
Instrumental
Instrumental model of

organizational justice perceptions

*  Contemporary social Fair reciprocity as folk belief

Exchange Theory -
o e The Group People are more specific about
Relational Homo Socialis/ Value/Relational concerns about Treatment and self
Interpersonal Model esteem
e The Two and Four Group value model and interactional
Components Model justice perceptions
e Moral Mandates Reciprocity as moral norm
e Value Based conceptions of "ought" and "should"
Morality  Homo Moralis/ - ZRRCRCT organizatonal Jusice perception s
Y Moral Principles ® Ethical 9 ] percep
e Deontological Model social norms,
moral conventions and code of
conducts

Source (Cropanzano et al., 2001, Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005)
Outcomes of Justice Perceptions

The injustice in terms of interactional, procedural, and distributive dimensions is sourced from non-positive
and unfair organizational level outcomes and attitudes (FitzGerald, 2000). This situation prevails to connect
negative perceptual imagery with policies formulated, planning and strategies devised as well as procedures
applied at the organizational level, which hampers the overall system and promotes unrest (Leiter &
Maslach, 2010). These violations of justice-backed outcomes at the various organizational level are
reflected in different forms like unfair supervision, distribution of work and awards, and connects elements
of cynical behavior with the occurrence of the change in the organizational settings (Thompson et al.,
1999). Naus et al. (2007) studied the relationship of unjust outcome organizational settings in the form of
inadequate autonomy and role conflict with turnover intentions and cynicism at the organizational level.

The solution for this malaise prevention within the organizational setting has been argued to be "Homo
Moralis™, which is characterized to be a shift from material sense to intangibles like self-esteem and group
value, where 'should be' has greater significance when compared to wants (Skitka, 2009). This
psychological vitality is apparent when employees react due to the absence of intangible outcomes. Inoue et
al. (2010) worked it by studying the negative attitude reflections by the employees in terms of the
colleagues, workgroups, and negative word of mouth for organizational settings. This further presents that
the comparisons gauge the authenticity of fair Treatment perceived by the employees through social
contexts. Therefore, the applicability of 'Homo Moralis' is depicted as an anecdote for the above injustice
dimensions.

Attitudinal Outcomes

The inequity triggers the psychological rebuttal for the situations the employees faces and feelings of anger,
hatred, stress, and strain are observed by individuals. The perceived discrimination creates a sense of
deprivation in workers, which may create a negative mood, displeasure, anger, bitterness, or perceived
inequality (Martin et al., 1984). There have been mixed results in terms of deprivation related to individual
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perception of self-goals attainment compared to group dynamics. The sense of discrimination was raised
significantly when people were forced to comply collectively when it seemed unfair to them. This created
attitudes of revolt. The employees mitigated their psychological negative load by showing negative
attitudes towards the organizational members at various stages (Inoue et al, 2010). This has been further
studied by Greenberg (1987), who stated that people will tend to neutralize their unrest psychological
situations through unfavorable reactions that would not be benefiting the organizational settings in the
long-term orientation. This relative deficiency brings two kinds of responses, containing those based on
relative comparisons, leading to a mindset of (dis)satisfaction, and those based on a viewpoint about what
should have happened, leading to thoughts of bitterness and ethical annoyance (Folger, 1986).

Choi and Chen (2007) are of the view that the injustice at all three levels behaves as the antecedent for
negative attitudinal outcomes from the individual side, which is apparent from the rate of turnover and
skepticism. The results of Thompson et al. (1999) research conclude that injustice perceived by the
employees in terms of outcome distribution has a significant relationship with employees' negative attitude
towards change and other elements of the organizational working environment. This situation further
escalates when injustice appears at an interpersonal level as well and when the employees are experiencing
a lack of autonomy and workgroup conflicts (Naus et al., 2007).

Behavioral Outcomes

Some researchers studied a sample of 373 Air National Guard members and their military supervisors and
they found that the relationship between abusive supervision and subordinates' organizational citizenship
behavior was more substantial among subordinates, who defined organizational citizenship behavior as
extra-role behavior compared with defining organizational citizenship behavior as in-role behavior. This
effect was fully mediated by the interactive effect of procedural justice perceptions and organizational
citizenship behavior role definition (Zellers et al., 2002). Negative perceptions of organizational injustice
within an organization positively relate to organizational deviance and interpersonal deviance and vice
versa (Aquino et al., 1999).

Individuals who perceive injustice at the workplace experience negative effects on their cognitive behaviors
and their trust in the management and organizational authority reduces. Eventually, a series of non-positive
feelings, attitudes, and behaviors are noted from the employee side as a consequence (Cordes & Dougherty,
1993). For instance, organizational injustice, perceived discrimination, and unfair punishments cause
depersonalization in organizational incumbents. Likewise, if employees are not rewarded fairly for their
performance exhibited in the workplace, it may create emotional distress, cynical attitudes, and negative
behavioral outcomes. Research on 1083 employees on government jobs having job security depicted that
the three-level of DPIjds injustice produced similar kinds of non-positive emotions and notable attitudes.
The analysis by 'moderated multiple regression' and absence of ‘interactive effects' predicted that each of
the three injustice dimensions has been not producing cumulative effect and demanded different working.
This is the absence of mature research on each dimension of justice (Francis & Barling, 2005). However,
the procedural and distributive justice interactive effects have shown significant signs of psychological
depression and other similar indicators. The same has been found true for each of the justice dimensions
individually in the reaction of injustice (Spell & Arnold, 2007). This elucidated that the individual mindset
is sensitive to workgroup value structure and the organizational work settings should take the individuality
of the employees as a resource for the healthy work environment, rather than converting it into a trigger
point for anxiety.

Interpersonal Effects
Skarlicki and Folger (1997) studied the association between the dimensions of O.J. and retaliatory behavior

of employees towards their supervisor and the organization. The triangular interaction among the DPIjds
reveal that the decrease in any two can significantly affect the left dimension negatively. It has been noted
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that the interactional justice dimension, being actionably valid through the fair Treatment by the
supervisors, has observed to dilute the negative effect of injustice observed at the other two dimensions.
The absence of interpersonal justice could lead to organizational degradation caused by the workers' toxic
attitude and negative work productivity, which is not commonly apparent. This has been provided further
research backing from the meta-analytical work done through analysis of 57 studies of empirical nature,
which concluded that the aggression by the employees at the workplace is directly connected with the level
of injustice by the supervisor (Hershcovis et al., 2007). So interpersonal injustice can be one of the major
predictors for employee-based workplace aggression. Further work by Zellers et al. (2002) observed that
the same hold true with the occurrence of a high correlation between supervisor attitude and procedural
injustice as well as level of non-positive affectivity and procedural injustice.

Organizational Outcomes

The favorable work outcomes depend on the level of justice being exercised for procedural and distributive
justice (Fields et al., 2000). The aggressive affectivity in the absence of the two is converted into a valuable
outcome in the present. Further research by Aquino et al. (1997) reveal that disloyalty, resigning from jobs,
killing of time, negative attitude towards co-workers or employees, non-productive activities, and any
activities alike are imminent that contribute to negative organizational outcomes, when the employees
perceive injustice. So, the matter of injustice is a "two-edged sword" as it has a damaging effect in terms of
employees and at the organizational level as well. Moreover, the correlations matrix resulted in a
significant correlation of the intention of the employees to resign with interpersonal and procedural justice
and this condition predicted turnover. This means that the employees' intentions have a high rate of
conversion into behavior. The research of Colquitt et al. (2001) revealed that the favorable organizational
outcomes can be sourced from the elevated trust of employees in the authorities, which can be generated by
having proper procedures for gauging performance. The negative deviance has not been supported by
procedural justice as the employees behaved well (Aquino et al., 1999). Similarly, the work of Elovainio et
al. (2002) which covered 5,342 hospitals showed that the employees who perceived and experienced
procedural injustice were much prone to psychological disorders. This clarifies that the deviant behavior of
employees is connected to their low-grade health and psychological conditioning. Kivimaki et al. (2002)
observed by assessing a sample of 3773 employees working during 1998-2000 about the health of
employees that procedural justice outcomes affected the rate of sick leaves reported. Moreover,
psychological illnesses and disorders, like procedural injustice, have been reported for O.J. The
organizational and interpersonal deviance is triggered by employees' non-positive affectivity (Aquino et al.,
1999).

Table 4: Justice in Organization Settings

Level Nature Negative Effects (of Injustice) Positive Outcomes (of Justice)

=  Emotional exhaustion (Cole,
Bernert, Walte & Holt, 2010)

= Psychological distress (Inoue et " Outcome Satisfaction

(Colquitt et al., 2001)

al., 2010) ) e
Attitudes = Strain (Francis & Barling, 2005) Job Satlsfa_ctm_n (ibid.)
- = Work Motivation
= Stress (Parker & DeCotiis, .
1983) (Latham & Pinder,
Personal = Turnover intentions (Choi & 2005)
Chen, 2007)
= Performance (Cohen-
= Negative Reactions (Colquitt et Charash & Spector,
Behaviors al., 2001) 2001)
=  Employee theft (Cropanzano & = Task Performance
Greenberg, 1997) (Colquitt et al., 2013)
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= Interpersonal deviance (Aquino,
Lewis, & Bradfield, 1999)
Negative Affect (Zellers,

= Trust in Supervisor
(Colquitt et al., 2013)

Interpersonal Tepper & Duffy, 2002) = g'rganlzat_lonal .
' itizenship Behavior
= Grievance (Waneous et al., (Colquitt et al., 2013)
2000) B
= QOrganizational
Social " Organizationa_l deviance_ Commitment (Colquitt, et
Exchange (Aquino, Lewis & Bradfield, al., 2001)
1999) =  Trust in Organization
= Turnover Intensions (Colquitt et al., 2013)
Organizational = Organizational Cynicism = Organizational
= Withdrawal (Colquitt et al., Commitment (Colquitt et
2001) al., 2013)
= Counter work Behaviors = Organizational
(Colquit et al., 2013) Citizenship Behavior

(Colquitt et al., 2013)

Trends and Future Directions
Justice as Holistic Versus Dimensional Construct

The meta-analysis of 183 studies conducted by Colquitt et al. (2001) revealed that overall distributive
justice was related to person-specific outcomes while procedural justice was associated with system-
specific outcomes. The authors insisted that each justice dimension must be studied separately so that the
exclusive contribution of each justice dimension may be conceptualized within a single study. In contrast,
the work of Ambrose and Schminke (2009) portrayed that the research has been shifting from inspecting
the three dimensions separately along with other factors to looking at the overall position of O.J. So, the
DPIjds could be encapsulated in terms of organizational level justice.

The emerging trend is about the integration of the DPIjds. For the accomplishment of the said task authors
distributed surveys to 425 employees of 54 organizations in the United States including technology,
insurance, government, food service, retail, manufacturing, and medical organizations. The findings
authenticated the significance of studying overall organization over the dimensions as the two were
correlated in a non-positive manner with the turnover intention of employees. The variance for overall O.J.,
apart from measuring it in three dimensions separately, was observed to be positive and significant.
Therefore, a better explanation could be built based on taking the O.J. in totality.

Moreover, the theoretical underpinnings and overall conceptualization could be done more rigorously. The
exercise of detection of DPIjds separately should be done only when a proper theoretical foundation is
present for supporting the case of different and valuable findings in the case engaging each DPIljds
individually. Cropanzano et al. (2001) stated that separate dimensions of O.J. weaken injustice perceptions
of other justice dimensions and thereby neutralize overall felt inequity. Any unjust event or unfair conduct
from communal entities may lead workers to demonstrate negative emotional, cognitive, and behavioral
responses. When all three types of DPIjds are low, employees are most likely to strike back in opposition to
their employer. Therefore, there is a need to validate the importance of studying justice with separate
dimensions and interactions between different dimensions.

Cross Culture Validity

Gone are the days when people used to live in a polarized and isolated environment because globalization
and workforce diversity with facets of multicultural identities and multicultural minds are now needed for
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integrative understanding and consideration. Now is the time where a disruptive environment and novel
challenges have emerged and organizations need to be managed with the help of new visions and fresh
approaches, where the previous experiences would not always be of value (Fang, 2010). Most of the work
done on O.J. relates to western management journals and from developed countries. This needs to be
established that O.J. has the same status in eastern and non-developed countries. This is because till now,
Asian-related cross-cultural management works published in Western management journals is based on
assumptions that may not fit eastern countries without scrutinizing, and therefore, Asian management
researchers may need more confidence to apply western theories in their contexts or they need to pursue
indigenous research agendas, and develop theoretical frameworks that cater challenges faced by
practitioners in their business world (Meyer, 2006; Tsui, 2007). For example, the justice construct may
have a different interpretation for individualized cultures where self-interest is the primary assumption than
collectivist societies where shared well-being is a cultural facet. Similarly, it may be different for Western
countries where justice is necessary as minimum legal requirements than Islamic countries where justice is
the foundation of any organization and society (Shao et al., 2013). Therefore, there is a need to validate the
established truths in O.J. research across cultures and societies.

Integration of Similar Constructs

Recently, Rupp, Wright, Aryee, and Luo (2015) suggested that C.S.R. (Corporate Social Responsibility),
B.E. (Behavioral Ethics), and O.J. (Organizational Justice) seem to be similar in nature as these three topics
focus on fairness, individual rights, and morality-based decisions making. These authors argued that
reactions to justice perceptions are closely linked to behavioral ethics and social responsibility. Hence, the
integration of the concept of O.J., not in terms of the DPIjds but inter-conceptual literary stitching as well
as overlapping with other areas having similar nature to some extent is imperative in the research dynamics
of the present age. So, inclusion can be achieved by considering contextually diverse areas like societal,
cultural, and alike. This would allow future research to expand in a manner where similar concepts would
merge to become a cluster of a single conceptual umbrella, under which, C.S.R., B.E., and O.J. can thrive
simultaneously.

Summary

The study aimed to accumulate 60 years of research on the perception of organizational justice through a
brief overview of O.J. research. The researchers briefly summarized progress in O.J. theory and discussed
various themes in O.J. Moreover, it categorized O.J. into DPIjds and encapsulated the outcomes of O.J.
perceptions from attitudinal, behavioral, interpersonal, and organizational outcomes. Finally, current trends
and future directions in O.J. research have been discussed that call for a more holistic approach in terms of
studying O.J. in totality and finding ways to further integrate with similar concepts. This would allow the
concepts to be observed more closely in terms of multiple contexts that were left out in the past studies of
six decades.

Abbreviations

DPIljds: distributive, procedural, and interactional justice dimensions
0.J.: Organizational Justice

CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility

BE: Behavioral Ethics
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