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Fairness perceptions in the workplace have long been recognized as a cen-
tral determinant of employee motivation, performance, and organizational
harmony. Organizational justice refers to employees’ subjective assessments
of fairness concerning outcomes, procedures, and interpersonal treatment.
This paper provides a historical and conceptual analysis of the evolution of
organizational justice, tracing its development from early notions of rela-
tive deprivation (Stouffer et al., 1949) to contemporary, multidimensional
frameworks. The review identifies three major intellectual phases—dis-
tributive, procedural, and interactional justice—and examines how each
stream has cumulatively shaped the field. The paper highlights the interplay
among these perspectives and underscores the integrative movement that
positions justice as a multifaceted construct influencing employee attitudes
and behaviors across organizational contexts.

INTRODUCTION

decision-making, and interpersonal relationships. A mod-
ern-day workplace would see employees not just making

The concept of justice has been entrenched in human
society ever since the olden days and has usually been
associated with the wider interests of morality, fair-
ness, and societal order. In earlier times, justice was
seen more in the social and philosophical sense, that
is, in the equity of the apportionment of resources in
society. The concept of justice took on a new dimen-
sion with the advent of modern organizations where
workplaces became the major arenas of interaction,
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judgments in cases of fairness but also when it comes to
the processes and methods by which decisions are imple-
mented.The current paper identifies the conceptual devel-
opment of the topic of organizational justice and how the
classical philosophical views began to inform psychology
and organization. It also examines the greater continuities
between traditional conceptions of justice and their new
organizational analogy.
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CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS OF
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

This is the concept of equity in the allocation of resources
that was laid down by Aristotle in his work as the funda-
mental idea of justice (Ross, 1925). Subsequently, Locke
(1689/1994) and Hobbes (1651/1947) further enforced
justice as an ideal of normativity based on human rights
and social contracts. Classical management theorists like
Taylor and Follett, however, did not pay much attention to
the perception of fairness in the workplace (Kanigel, 1997;
Barclay, 2003).

The contemporary notion of organizational justice origi-
nated in the middle of the 20th century with the emergence
of organizational behavior and human relations studies.
Theories of psychology, including cognitive dissonance
(Festinger, 1957), balance theory (Heider, 1958), the frus-
tration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al., 1939), and
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others, were used to explain how employees assess fairness
in social interactions. The term organizational justice was
subsequently formalized by Greenberg (1987b) to reflect
the perception of employees on the fairness in the distribu-
tion of outcomes, decision-making, and treatment toward
others. The discipline developed in three main dimensions
of justice:

* Distributive justice—fairness of results (Adams, 1963;
Homans, 1961).

* Procedural justice—fairness of procedures that control
the decision-making process (Thibaut and Walker,
1975; Leventhal, 1980).

+ Interactional justice—judgment of fairness in the
treatment and communication among people (Bies and
Moag, 1986).

Together, these dimensions offer a holistic approach to the

perception of fairness concerning the dimensions of orga-

nizational behavior and attitudes.

Interactional Justice Movement
Procedural Justice Movement
| Distributive Justice Movement |
1950 1070 1975 lfs 1%5 T
1949 1055 190 1965 1n 5 1950 1085 1000 1995 2000

Figure 1: Movements of Organisational Justice Theory

Source: Author’s Compilation

The Distributive Justice Movement

Initial studies focused on the responses of employees to the
results allocation and social exchange inequity.

Social Comparison and Relative Deprivation: Stouffer
et al. (1949) showed that the judgments of fairness are
not based upon absolute outcomes but rather based on
comparisons with referent other people, a point that has
been corroborated by Festinger (1954) social comparison
theory. Later studies by Davis (1959), Merton and Rossi
(1957), and Crosby (1976; 1982) expounded on the effects
of relative deprivation on relative satisfaction and relative
injustice.

Social Exchange Perspective of Homans: The issue of per-
ceived lack of balance between investments and rewards,
which leads to resentment and dissatisfaction, prompted
Homans (1958; 1961) to argue that fairness is based on a
reciprocal exchange. His work, though insightful, did not

2004

pay much attention to behavioral reactions to perceived
injustice.

Adams’ Equity Theory: Adams (1963; 1965) made a sig-
nificant contribution to the distributive justice literature
by hypothesizing that people judge fairness by input-to-
output proportions in comparison to referent individuals.
Perceived inequity, be it underpayment or overpayment,
brings about psychological distress, and the individual is
driven to ensure the restoration of equity either behavior-
ally or cognitively. Equity theory is still fundamental in the
study of organizational behavior, despite criticisms based
on the definition (Pritchard, 1969).

Multiple Allocation Norms: The expansion of distributive
justice was made by Leventhal (1976) and Deutsch (1975),
who stated that fairness could be based on equality or
need, as well as on group goals instead of equity. This was
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developed to further conceptualize distributive justice and
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recognized that various norms can run together.

Distributive Justice Wliovermemt
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Figure 2: Distributive Justice Movement (1949 - 1975)
Source: Author’s Compilation

The Procedural Justice Movement

With the maturity of organizations, scholars started to
focus not on outcomes but on the processes behind the
decision-making.

Dispute Resolution Studies by Thibaut and Walker:
Thibaut and Walker (1975) established that people mea-
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sure fairness through the level of control that they possess
during the processes, regardless of the outcomes. Their
study defined the psychological meaning of voice and pro-
cess control as important factors when creating percep-
tions of fairness.

Procedural Justice Movenment
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im feld sceting

Figure 2.3: Procedural Justice Movement (1975 - 1996)

Source: Author’s Compilation

33



Kaur et al.

Fair Procedure Criteria by Leventhal: Leventhal (1980)
applied procedural justice to the organizational environ-
ment and pointed out six principles of fair procedures,
which consist of consistency, suppression of bias, accuracy,
correctability, representativeness, and ethicality. These
requirements offered a viable outline for assessing orga-
nizational policies, including performance appraisal and
compensation.

Diversification into Organizational Behavior: Procedural
justice, as formulated by scholars such as Greenberg and
Folger (1983; 1985), was integrated into organizational
studies and is associated with participative decision-mak-
ing, leadership, HR systems, and employee voice. The
seminal work of Lind and Tyler (1988) has further defined
procedural justice as a fundamental construct that affects
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job satisfaction, compliance, and organizational commit-
ment.

The Interactional Justice Movement

The third significant change came when researchers real-
ized that judgments on fairness are also predetermined by
the interpersonal treatment when carrying out the proce-
dure.

Communication-Based Rules of Bies and Moag: Bies and
Moag (1986) explained four norms of fairness in interper-
sonal treatment, such as truthfulness, justification, respect,
and propriety, arguing that the four norms form a differ-
ent dimension of justice. Interactional justice is concerned
with the quality of communication and social context of
decision-making as opposed to procedural rules.

Interactional Justice Movement
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Figure 2.4: Interactional Justice Movement (1986 - 2003)

Source: Author’s Compilation

Subsequent Developments:

Subsequent developments (Folger and Bies, 1989;
Greenberg et al,, 1991) extended interactional justice
to aspects of managerial interactionalism like feedback,
sincerity, and employee consultation. There was a lot of
controversy over whether interactional justice can be
considered conceptually distinct from procedural justice,
although current studies tend to regard it as a distinct
dimension.
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Review
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and
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Integrative Justice Movement

The notion of overall justice is an evaluation of fairness
in an organization in its entirety that goes beyond the
parameters of individual dimensions of justice. Similar to
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice percep-
tions, which can be rooted in various places, including the
organization as an institution or certain organizational
actors, overall justice can also be referred to (Rupp et al.,
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2014). Besides, such assessments of justice can be directed
to organizational systems or single occurrences. For exam-
ple, the workers can determine whether an organization
adhered to the principles of justice throughout a layoff
procedure (Goldman & Cropanzano, 2014).

The theme of general justice has gained interest because
of its conceptual and practical use in the field of organi-
zational studies (Holtz and Harold, 2009). Overall justice
is said to be more stable since it is concerned with consis-
tent decisions made at the organizational level, and not just
single cases. Scholars also add that general justice is more
parsimonious and valid in terms of reflecting the percep-
tion of fairness in employers (Ambrose and Schminke,
2009; Holtz and Harold, 2009).

Based on the argument set forth by Cronbach (1970),
according to which constructs with similar degrees of
specificity are more predictive accurately, researchers posit
that overall justice can be more predictive accurately than
individual aspects of justice. Broad-based justice tends to
be more in line with the general employee outcomes that
are generally discussed within the context of organizational
psychology and management research. Being a univer-
sal judgment of fairness, it portrays the broadest outlook
on how people place their judgments on fairness in their
workplace and captures the preeminent factors that dic-
tate the attitudinal and behavioral reactions (Ambrose and
Schminke, 2009; Earley and Lind, 1987).

Moreover, researchers argue that the emphasis on the idea
of justice in general might help compile similar studies
and conduct more cost-efficient measurements. Since it
is not dispersed as much as the facets of justice, overall
justice can easily be combined with other organizational
constructs (Ambrose and Schminke, 2009; Greenberg and
Colquitt, 2005).

Although it is possible that overall justice can be especially
useful in forecasting the results of large-scale organiza-
tional activities, the facets of justice still have their purpose
in smaller organizations with less strict hierarchies or in
the context of a single work process. The Fairness Heuristic
Theory assumes that perceptions of fairness across the
world are stable and only change when there is new infor-
mation contradicting former beliefs that are justice-rele-
vant. It is also posited by research that the relations between
event-specific and general justice perceptions may interact
and influence reactions and behavioral results in employ-
ees (Choi and Choi, 2014).

CONCLUSION

The domain of organisational justice has changed in the
last 70 years, evolving from rudimentary concepts of com-
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parative deprivation to a multidimensional structure that
includes outcomes, procedures, and how individuals are
treated. The distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice movements have collectively influenced the rise of
modern insights into the nature of fairness in organisa-
tions, revealing that the fairness concerns of employees are
manifold and interdependent, deeply embedded in organ-
isational life.

Scientific advancement, as Kuhn (1963) pointed out, is
achieved by a compromise between progressive change and
paradigm shifts. The whole justice movement represents
such a shift, with its predecessors as the base and broad-
ening the field of investigation. The next possible step
in organisational justice studies may involve integrative
views, cross-cultural examinations, or equity in techno-
logically mediated workplaces—areas that are increasingly
relevant in the digital era.

REFERENCES

Adams, J. S. (1963). Toward an understanding of inequity. Journal
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 67, 422-436.

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology(Vol. 2, pp.
267-299). Academic Press.

Adams, J. S., & Freedman, S. (1976). Equity theory revisited:
Comments and annotated bibliography. In L. Berkowitz &
E. Walster (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psycholo-
gy(pp. 43-90). Academic Press.

Adams, J. S., & Rosenbaum, W. B. (1962). The relationship of
worker productivity to cognitive dissonance about wage
inequities. Journal of Applied Psychology, 46, 161-164.

Alexander, S., & Ruderman, M. (1987). The role of procedural
and distributive justice in organizational behavior. Social
Justice Research, 1, 177-198.

Ambrose, M. L., Seabright, M. A., & Schminke, M. (2002).
Sabotage in the workplace: The role of organizational
justice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 89, 947-965.

Aquino, K., Griffeth, R. W,, Allen, D. G., & Ham, P. W. (1997).
Integrating justice constructs into the turnover process: A
test of a referent cognitions model. Academy of Management
Journal, 40, 1208-1227.

Aquino, K., Lewis, M. U., & Bradfield, M. (1999). Justice con-
structs, negative affectivity, and employee deviance: A pro-
posed model and empirical test. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 20, 1073-1091.

Aydin, O., & Sahin, D. N. (2003). The effect of different types of
reward allocation on future work partner preferences: An



Kaur et al.

indirect test of the self-interest view. Social Behavior and
Personality, 31, 133-142.

Barclay, L. J. (2003, April). Following in the footsteps of Mary
Parker Follett: Exploring how insights from the past can
advance organizational justice theory and research. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, FL.

Bies, R. J. (1985). Individual reactions to corporate recruiting
encounters: The importance of fairness. Unpublished manu-
script cited in Bies and Moag (1986).

Bies, R. J. (1987). Beyond “voice” The influence of deci-
sion-maker justification and sincerity on procedural
fairness judgments. Representative Research in Social
Psychology, 17, 3-14.

Bies, R. J. (2001). Interactional (in)justice: The sacred and the
profane. In J. Greenberg & R.

Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organizational justice(pp.
85-108). Stanford University Press.

Bies, R. J, & Moag, J. E (1986). Interactional justice:
Communication criteria of fairness. In R. J. Lewicki, B. H.
Sheppard, & M. H. Bazerman (Eds.), Research on negotia-
tions in organizations (Vol. 1, pp. 43-55). JAI Press.

Bies, R. J., & Shapiro, D. L. (1987). Interactional fairness judg-
ments: The influence of causal accounts. Social Justice
Research, 1, 199-218.

Bies, R. J., & Shapiro, D. L. (1988). Voice and justification: Their
influence on procedural fairness judgments. Academy of
Management Journal, 31, 676-685.

Blader, S. L., & Tyler, T. R. (2003). What constitutes fairness in
work settings? A four-component model of procedural jus-
tice. Human Resource Management Review, 13, 107-126.

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. Wiley.

Bobocel, D. R., & Holmvall, C. M. (2001). Are interactional jus-
tice and procedural justice different? Framing the debate. In
S. Gilliland, D. Steiner, & D. Skarlicki (Eds.), Theoretical and
cultural perspectives on organizational justice(pp. 85-108).
Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Brams, S. J., & Taylor, A. D. (1996). Fair division: From cake-cut-
ting to dispute resolution. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Brehm, J. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance. New York,
NY: Academic Press.

Brockner, J. (2002). Making sense of procedural fairness: How
high procedural fairness can reduce or heighten the influ-
ence of outcome favorability. Academy of Management
Review, 27, 58-76.

Brockner, J., DeWitt, R. L., Grover, S., & Reed, T. (1990). When it
is especially important to explain why: Factors affecting the

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

relationship between managers’ explanations of a layoff and
survivors' reactions to the layoff. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 26, 389-407.

Brockner, J., Konovsky, M., Cooper-Schneider, R., Folger, R.,
Martin, C., & Bies, R. J. (1994). Interactive effects of pro-
cedural justice and outcome negativity on victims and
survivors of job loss. Academy of Management Journal, 37,
397-409.

Brockner, J., & Wiesenfeld, B. M. (1996). An integrative frame-
work for explaining reactions to decisions: Interactive
effects of outcomes and procedures. Psychological Bulletin,
120, 189-208.

Byrne, Z. (1999, April). How do procedural and interactional
justice influence multiple levels of organizational outcomes?-
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Atlanta, GA.

Byrne, Z. S., & Cropanzano, R. (2001). History of organiza-
tional justice: The founders speak. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.),
Justice in the workplace: From theory to practice(pp. 3-21).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cohen, R. L. (1986). Justice: Views from the social sciences. New
York, NY: Plenum. Cohen, R. L., & Greenberg, J. (1982).
The justice concept in social psychology. In J. Greenberg &
R. L. Cohen (Eds.), Equity and justice in social behavior(pp.
1-41). New York, NY: Academic Press.

Collie, T., Bradley, G., & Sparks, B. A. (2002). Fair process revis-
ited: Differential effects of interactional and procedural
justice in the presence of social comparison information.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 545-555.

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational
justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 386-400.

Colquitt, J. A., & Chertkoff, J. M. (2002). Explaining injustice: The
interactive effect of explanation and outcome on fairness
perceptions and task motivation. Journal of Management,
28, 591-610.

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., &
Ng, K. Y. (2001). Justice at the millennium: A meta-analytic
review of 25 years of organizational justice research. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 86, 425-445.

Colquitt, J. A., & Greenberg, J. (2003). Organizational justice: A
fair assessment of the state of the literature. In J. Greenberg
(Ed.), Organizational behavior: The state of the science(2nd
ed.) (pp.

165-210). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cropanzano, R., Byrne, Z. S., Bobocel, D. R., & Rupp, D. E.
(2001). Moral virtues, fairness heuristics, social entities,
and other denizens of organizational justice. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 58, 164-209.

36



Kaur et al.

Cropanzano, R., & Folger, R. (1989). Referent cognitions and
task decision autonomy: Beyond equity theory. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 74, 293-299.

Cropanzano, R., & Randall, M. L. (1993). Injustice and work
behavior: A historical review. In R. Cropanzano (Ed.),
Justice in the workplace: Approaching fairness in human
resource management (pp. 3-20). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Cropanzano, R., Rupp, D. E., Mohler, C. J., & Schminke, M.
(2001). Three roads to organizational justice. In G. R. Ferris
(Ed.), Research in personnel and human resource manage-
ment(Vol. 19, pp. 1-113). New York, NY: Elsevier Science.

Crosby, E (1976). A model of egoistical relative deprivation.
Psychological Review, 83, 85-113.

Crosby, E (1982). Relative deprivation and working women. New
York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Crosby, E (1984). Relative deprivation in organizational settings.
In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in orga-
nizational behavior(Vol. 6, pp. 51-93). Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Dailey, R. C., & Kirk, D. J. (1992). Distributive and procedural
justice as antecedents of job dissatisfaction and intent to
turnover. Human Relations, 45, 305-317.

Daniels, N., Light, D., & Caplan, R. (1996). Benchmarks of fair-
ness for health care reform. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Davis, J. A. (1959). A formal interpretation of the theory of rela-
tive deprivation. Sociometry, 22, 280-296.

Deutsch, M. (1975). Equity, equality, and need: What determines
which value will be used as the basis for distributive justice?
Journal of Social Issues, 31, 137-149.

Dollard, J., Doob, L. W,, Miller, N. E., Mowrer, O. H., & Sears, R.
R. (1939). Frustration and aggression. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Earley, P. C,, & Lind, E. A. (1987). Procedural justice and par-
ticipation in task selection: The role of control in medi-
ating justice judgments. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 52, 1148-1160.

Elliott, G. C., & Meeker, B. E. (1986). Achieving fairness in the
face of competing concerns: The different effects of indi-
vidual and group characteristics. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 50, 754-760.

Farkas, A. J., & Anderson, N. H. (1979). Multidimensional
input in equity theory. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 37, 879-896.

Feather, N. T. (2003). Distinguishing between deservingness
and entitlement: Earned outcomes versus lawful outcomes.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 367-385.

37

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes.
Human Relations, 7, 117-140.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston,
IL: Row, Peterson.

Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and procedural justice: Combined
impact of “voice” and improvement on experienced ineq-
uity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 108-
119.

Folger, R. (1986a). A referent cognitions theory of relative depri-
vation. In J. M. Olson, C. P. Herman, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.),
Relative deprivation and social comparison: The Ontario
symposium(Vol. 4, pp. 33-55). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Folger, R. (1986b). Rethinking equity theory: A referent cogni-
tions model. In H. W. Bierhoff, R. L. Cohen, & J. Greenberg
(Eds.), Research in social relations(pp. 145-162). Plenum
Press.

Folger, R. (1987). Reformulating the preconditions of resent-
ment: A referent cognitions model. In J. C. Masters & W. P.
Smith (Eds.), Social comparison, justice, and relative depri-
vation: Theoretical, empirical, and policy perspectives(pp.
183-215). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Folger, R. (1993). Reactions to mistreatment at work. In K.
Murnighan (Ed.), Social psychology in organizations:
Advances in theory and research(pp. 161-183). Prentice
Hall.

Folger, R. (1998). Fairness as a moral virtue. In M. Schminke
(Ed.), Managerial ethics: Morally managing people and pro-
cesses(pp. 13-34). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Folger, R. (2001). Fairness as deonance. In S. W. Gilliland, D. D.
Steiner, & D. P. Skarlicki (Eds.), Theoretical and cultural per-
spectives on organizational justice(pp. 3-34). Information
Age.

Folger, R., & Bies, R. J. (1989). Managerial responsibilities and
procedural justice. Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 2,
79-89.

Folger, R., & Cropanzano, R. (2001). Fairness theory: Justice as
accountability. In J. Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.),
Advances in organizational justice(pp. 89-118). Stanford
University Press.

Folger, R., & Greenberg, J. (1985). Procedural justice: An inter-
pretive analysis of personnel systems. In K. Rowland & G.
Ferris (Eds.), Research in personnel and human resources
management (Vol. 3, pp. 141-183). JAI Press.

Folger, R., & Konovsky, M. A. (1989). Effects of procedural and
distributive justice on reactions to pay raise decisions.
Academy of Management Journal, 32, 115-130.



Kaur et al.

Folger, R., & Martin, C. (1986). Relative deprivation and refer-
ent cognitions: Distributive and procedural justice effects.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 22, 531-546.

Folger, R., Rosenfield, D., Grove, J., & Corkran, L. (1979). Effects
of “voice” and peer opinions on responses to inequity.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 2253-2261.

Folger, R., Rosenfield, D., & Robinson, T. (1983). Relative depri-
vation and procedural justifications. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 45, 268-273.

Gilliland, S. W., Groth, M., Baker, R. C. IV, Dew, A. E., Polly,
L. M., & Langdon, J. C. (2001). Improving applicants’ reac-
tions to rejection letters: An application of fairness theory.
Personnel Psychology, 54, 669-703.

Goodman, P. S., & Friedman, A. (1971). An examination of
Adams’ theory of inequity. Administrative Science Quarterly,
16, 271-288.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary
statement. American Sociological Review, 25, 161-178.
Greenberg, J. (1978a). Equity, motivation, and effects of past
reward on allocation decisions. Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 4, 131-134.

Greenberg, J. (1978b). Effects of reward value and retaliative
power on allocation decisions: Justice, generosity, or greed?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 367-379.

Greenberg, J. (1982). Approaching equity and avoiding inequity
in groups and organizations. In J. Greenberg & R. L. Cohen
(Eds.), Equity and justice in social behavior(pp. 389-435).
Academic Press.

Greenberg, J. (1986). Determinants of perceived fairness of per-
formance evaluations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71,
340-342.

Greenberg, ]. (1987a). Reactions to procedural injustice in pay-
ment distributions: Do the means justify the ends? Journal
of Applied Psychology, 72, 55-61.

Greenberg, J. (1987b). A taxonomy of organizational justice the-
ories. Academy of Management Review, 12, 9-22.

Greenberg, J. (1988). Equity and workplace status: A field exper-
iment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73, 606-613.

Greenberg, J. (1989). Cognitive re-evaluation of outcomes
in response to underpayment inequity. Academy of
Management Journal, 32, 174-184.

Greenberg, J. (1990). Employee theft as a reaction to under-
payment inequity: The hidden cost of pay cuts. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75, 561-568.

Greenberg, J. (1993a). The social side of fairness: Interpersonal
and informational classes of organizational justice. In R.
Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace: Approaching
fairness in human resource management(pp. 79-103).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Greenberg, J. (1993b). Stealing in the name of justice:
Informational and interpersonal moderators of theft reac-
tions to underpayment inequity. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 54, 81-103.

Greenberg, J. (1994). Using socially fair procedures to promote
acceptance of a work site smoking ban. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 79, 288-297.

Greenberg, J. (1996). The quest for justice on the job. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Greenberg, J., & Bies, R. ]. (1992). Establishing the role of empir-
ical studies of organizational justice in philosophical inqui-
ries into business ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 11,
433-444.

Greenberg, J., Bies, R. J., & Eskew, D. E. (1991). Establishing
fairness in the eye of the beholder: Managing impressions
of organizational justice. In R. Giacalone & P. Rosenfeld
(Eds.), Applied impression management: How image making
affects managerial decisions(pp. 111-132). Newbury Park,
CA: Sage.

Greenberg, J., & Folger, R. (1983). Procedural justice, participa-
tion, and the fair process effect in groups and organizations.
In P. B. Paulus (Ed.), Basic group processes(pp. 235-256).
New York: Springer-Verlag.

Greenberg, J., & Leventhal, G. S. (1976). Equity and the use of
overreward to motivate performance. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 34, 179-190.

Greenberg, J., & Lind, E. A. (2000). The pursuit of organizational
justice: From conceptualization to implication to applica-
tion. In C. L. Cooper & E. A. Locke (Eds.), I/O psychol-
ogy: What we know about theory and practice(pp. 72-105).
Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Greenberg, J., & Ornstein, S. (1983). High status job title as
compensation for underpayment: A test of equity theory.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 68, 285-297.

Harder, J. W. (1991). Equity theory versus expectancy theory:
The case of major league baseball free agents. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 76, 458-464.

Harris, R. J. (1976). Handling negative inputs: On the plausible
equity formulae. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
12, 194-2009.

Hatfield, E., Greenberger, D., Traupmann, J., & Lambert, P.
(1982). Equity and sexual satisfaction in recently married
couples. Journal of Sex Research, 18, 18-32.

Homans, G. C. (1958). Social behavior as exchange. American
Journal of Sociology, 63, 597-606.

Homans, G. C. (1961). Social behaviour: Its elementary forms.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

38



Kaur et al.

Homans, G. C. (1982). Foreword. In J. Greenberg & R. L. Cohen
(Eds.), Equity and justice in social behavior(pp. xi—xviii).
New York, NY: Academic Press.

Judge, T. A., & Colquitt, J. A. (2004). Organizational justice
and stress: The mediating role of work-family conflict.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(3), 395-404. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.3.395

Kanfer, R., Sawyer, J., Earley, P. C., & Lind, E. A. (1987).

Participation in task evaluation procedures: The effects of

influential opinion expression and knowledge of evaluative
criteria on attitudes and performance. Social Justice Research,
1(3), 235-249. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048539

Kanigel, R. (1997). The one best way: Frederick Winslow Taylor
and the enigma of efficiency. New York, NY: Viking.

Kernan, M. C., & Hanges, P. J. (2002). Survivor reactions to reor-

ganization: Antecedents and consequences of procedural,
interpersonal, and informational justice. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 87(5), 916-928. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.87.5.916

Konovsky, M. A., & Folger, R. (1987). Relative effects of pro-

cedural and distributive justice on employee attitudes.

Representative Research in Social Psychology, 17(1), 15-24.

Kuhn, T. S. (1963). The essential tension: Tradition and inno-
vation in scientific research. In C. W. Taylor & F. Barron
(Eds.), Scientific creativity: Its recognition and develop-
ment(pp. 18-30). New York, NY: Wiley.

LaTour, S. (1978). Determinants of participant and observer sat-
isfaction with adversary and inquisitorial models of adjudi-
cation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(12),
1531-1545. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.12.1531

Lerner, M. J. (1977). The justice motive: Some hypotheses as to

its origins and forms. Journal of Personality, 45(1), 1-52.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1977.tb00089.x
Leventhal, G. S. (1976a). The distribution of rewards and

resources in groups and organizations. In L. Berkowitz &

W. Walster (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psycholo-
gy(Vol. 9, pp. 91-131). New York, NY: Academic Press.
Leventhal, G. S. (1976b). Fairness in social relationships. In J. W.
Thibaut, J. T. Spence, & R. C. Carson (Eds.), Contemporary
topics in social psychology(pp. 211-239). Morristown, NJ:

General Learning Press.

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory?
New approaches to the study of fairness in social relation-
ships. In K. Gergen, M. Greenberg, & R. Willis (Eds.), Social
exchange: Advances in theory and research(pp. 27-55). New
York, NY: Plenum Press.

Leventhal, G. S., Karuza, J., & Fry, W. R. (1980). Beyond fair-
ness: A theory of allocation preferences. In G. Mikula (Ed.),

39

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Justice and social interaction(pp. 167-218). New York, NY:
Springer-Verlag.

Lind, E. A. (1992, April). The fairness heuristic: Rationality and
“relationality” in procedural evaluations. Paper presented at
the Fourth International Conference of the Society for the
Advancement of Socio-Economics, Irvine, CA.

Lind, E. A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgments
as pivotal cognitions in organizational relations. In J.
Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organiza-
tional justice (pp. 56-88). Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Lind, E. A., Greenberg, J., Scott, K. S., & Welchans, T. D.
(2000). The winding road from employee to complainant:
Situational and psychological determinants of wrongful
termination claims. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45(4),
557-590. https://doi.org/10.2307/2666991

Lind, E. A, Kanfer, R., & Earley, P. C. (1990). Voice, control,

and procedural justice: Instrumental and non-instrumen-

tal concerns in fairness judgments. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 59(5), 952-959. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0022-3514.59.5.952

Lind, E. A., Kulik, C. T., Ambrose, M., & de Vera Park, M. V.
(1993). Individual and corporate dispute resolution: Using
procedural fairness as a decision heuristic. Administrative

Science Quarterly, 38, 224-251.

Lind, E. A, Lissak, R. I., & Conlon, D. E. (1983). Decision con-
trol and process control effects on procedural fairness judg-
ments. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 13, 338-350.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of proce-
dural justice. New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Lind, E. A,, Tyler, T. R., & Huo, Y. J. (1997). Procedural context
and culture: Variation in the antecedents of procedural jus-
tice judgments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
73,767-780.

Lind, E. A., & Van den Bos, K. (2002). When fairness works:
Toward a general theory of uncertainty management. In B.
M. Staw & R. M. Kramer (Eds.), Research in organizational
behavior(Vol. 24, pp. 181-223). Boston, MA: Elsevier.

Locke, J. (1994). An essay concerning human understanding. New
York, NY: Prometheus. (Original work published 1669)

Lord, R. G., & Hohenfeld, J. A. (1979). Longitudinal field assess-
ment of equity effects on the performance of major league
baseball players. Journal of Applied Psychology, 64, 19-26.

Mannix, E. A., Neale, M. A., & Northcraft, G. B. (1995). Equity,
equality, or need? The effects of organizational culture
on the allocation of benefits and burdens. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63, 276-286.



Kaur et al.

Mansour-Cole, D. M., & Scott, S. G. (1998). Hearing it through
the grapevine: The influence of source, leader relations,
and legitimacy on survivors’ fairness perceptions. Personnel
Psychology, 51, 25-54.

Martin, J. (1981). Relative deprivation: A theory of distribu-
tive injustice for an era of shrinking resources. In L. L.
Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational
behavior(Vol. 3, pp. 53-107). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Marx, K. (1978). Critique of the Gotha program. In R. C. Tucker
(Ed.), The Marx-Engels reader(2nd ed., pp. 42-56). New
York, NY: Norton. (Original work published 1875)

Masterson, S. S., Lewis, K., Goldman, B. M., & Taylor, M. S.
(2000). Integrating justice and social exchange: The differ-
ing effects of fair procedures and treatment on work rela-
tionships. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 738-748.

McFarlin, D. B., & Sweeney, P. D. (1992). Distributive and proce-
dural justice as predictors of satisfaction with personal and
organizational outcomes. Academy of Management Journal,
35, 626-637.

Meindl, J. R. (1989). Managing to be fair: An exploration of values,
motives, and leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 34,
252-276.

Merton, R. K., & Rossi, A. S. (1957). Contributions to the theory
of reference group behavior. In R. K. Merton (Ed.), Social
theory and social structure(pp. 3-19). New York, NY: Free
Press.

Mill, J. S. (1940). Utilitarianism, liberty, and responsive govern-
ment. London, UK: J. M. Dent. (Original work published
1861)

Miner, J. B. (2003). The rated importance, scientific validity, and
practical usefulness of organizational behavior theories: A
quantitative review. Academy of Management Learning and
Education, 2, 250-268.

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational
justice and organizational citizenship behaviors: Do fair-
ness perceptions influence employee citizenship? Journal of
Applied Psychology, 76, 845-855.

Moschetti, G.J. (1979). Calculating equity: Ordinal and ratio cri-
teria. Social Psychology Quarterly, 42, 172-176.

Mowday, R. T. (1979). Equity theory predictions of behavior
in organizations. In R. M. Steers & L. W. Porter (Eds.),
Motivation and work behavior(pp. 53-71). New York, NY:
Academic Press.

Mowday, R. T., & Colwell, K. A. (2003). Employee reactions to
unfair outcomes in the workplace: The contributions of
equity theory to understanding work motivation. In L. W.
Porter, G. A. Bigley, & R. M. Steers (Eds.), Motivation and
work behavior(pp. 65-113). Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill
Irwin.

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Niehoff, B. P, & Moorman, R. H. (1993). Justice as a mediator of
the relationship between methods of monitoring and orga-
nizational citizenship behavior. Academy of Management
Journal, 36, 527-556.

Nozick, R. (1974). Anarchy, state, and utopia. New York, NY:
Basic Books.

Organ, D. W. (1990). The motivational basis of organizational
citizenship behavior. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw
(Eds.), Research in organizational behavior(Vol. 12, pp.
43-72). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Pritchard, R. D. (1969). Equity theory: A review and critique.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 4,
176-211.

Rawls, J. (1999). A theory of justice (Revised ed.). Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Rawls, J. (2001). Justice as fairness: A restatement. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Reis, H. T. (1986). Levels of interest in the study of interper-
sonal justice. In H. W. Bierhoff, R. L. Cohen, & J. Greenberg
(Eds.), Justice in social relations(pp. 187-226). New York,

NY: Plenum.

Romer, D. (1977). Limitations in the equity theory approach:
Toward a resolution of the “negative inputs” controversy.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 3, 228-231.

Ross, W. D. (1925). The Oxford translation of Aristotle (Vol. IX,
The Nichomachean ethics). London, England: Oxford
Press.

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. (2002). The mediating effects of
social exchange relationships in predicting workplace out-

comes from multifoci organizational justice. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89, 925-946.

Sadker, M., & Sadker, D. (1995). Failing at fairness: How America’s
schools cheat girls. New York, NY: Scribner.

Samuel, W. (1978). Toward a simple but useful equity theory:
A comment on the Romer article. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 4, 135-138.

Skarlicki, D. P, & Latham, G. P. (1997). Leadership training
in organizational justice to increase citizenship behavior
within a labor union: A replication. Personnel Psychology,
50, 617-633.

Smith, H. J., Tyler, T. R., Huo, Y. J,, Ortiz, D. J., & Lind, E. A.
(1998). The self-relevant implications of the group-value
model: Group membership, self-worth, and treatment qual-
ity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 34, 470-493.

Sober, E., & Wilson, D. S. (1998). Unto others: The evolution and
psychology of unselfish behavior. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Stouffer, S. A., Suchman, E. A, DeVinney, L. C,, Star, S. A, &
Williams, R. M., Jr. (1949). The American soldier: Adjustment
during Army life (Vol. I). Clinton, MA: Colonial Press.

40



Kaur et al.

T. S, & Thibodeau, R. (2001). Performance-
undermining effects of baseball free agent contracts. Journal
of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 23, 23-36.

Sweeney, P. D., & McFarlin, D. B. (1993). Workers’ evaluations of

the “ends” and the “means”: An examination of four models

Sturman,

of distributive and procedural justice. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 55, 23-40.

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psycholog-
ical analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1978). A theory of procedure. California
Law Review, 66, 541-566.

Thibaut, J., Walker, L., LaTour, S., & Houlden, P. (1974).
Procedural justice as fairness. Stanford Law Review, 26,
1271-1289.

Thibaut, J., Walker, L., & Lind, E. A. (1972). Adversary presen-
tation and bias in legal decision-making. Harvard Law
Review, 86, 386-401.

Tyler, T. R. (1987). Conditions leading to value-expressive effects
in judgments of procedural justice: A test of four models.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 333-344.

Tyler, T. R. (1989). The psychology of procedural justice: A test
of the group-value model. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 57, 830-838.

Tyler, T. R. (1994). Psychological models of the justice motive:
Antecedents of distributive and procedural justice. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 850-863.

Tyler, T. R. (1997). The psychology of legitimacy: A rela-
tional perspective on voluntary deference to authorities.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 1, 323-345.

Tyler, T. R., & Bies, R. J. (1990). Beyond formal procedures:
The interpersonal context of procedural justice. In J.
Carroll (Ed.), Applied social psychology and organizational
settings(pp. 77-98). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Tyler, T. R.,, & Blader, S. L. (2000). Cooperation in groups:
Procedural justice, social identity, and behavioral engage-
ment. Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2002). Autonomous vs. compara-
tive status: Must we be better than others to feel good about
ourselves? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 89, 813-838.

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2003). The group engagement model:
Procedural justice, social identity, and cooperative behav-
ior. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 7, 349-361.

Tyler, T. R., & Caine, A. (1981). The influence of outcomes and
procedures on satisfaction with formal leaders. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 41, 642-655.

41

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Tyler, T. R., Degoey, P.,, & Smith, H. (1996). Understanding why
the justice of group procedures matters: A test of the psy-
chological dynamics of the group-value model. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 913-930.

Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1992). A relational model of authority
in groups. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental
social psychology(Vol. 25, pp. 115-191). San Diego, CA:
Academic Press.

Tyler, T. R., Rasinski, K. A., & Spodick, N. (1985). Influence of
voice on satisfaction with leaders: Exploring the mean-
ing of process control. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 48, 72-81.

Van den Bos, K. (2001a). Fairness heuristic theory: Assessing the
information to which people are reacting has a pivotal role
in understanding organizational justice. In S. Gilliland, D.
Steiner, & D. Skarlicki (Eds.), Theoretical and cultural per-
spectives on organizational justice(pp. 63-84). Greenwich,
CT: Information Age.

Van den Bos, K. (2001b). Uncertainty management: The influ-
ence of uncertainty salience on reactions to perceived proce-
dural fairness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
80, 931-941. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.931

Van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2002). Uncertainty manage-
ment by means of fairness judgments. In M. P. Zanna

(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology(Vol.
34, pp. 1-60). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(02)34001-7

Van den Bos, K., Lind, E. A., & Wilke, H. A. M. (2001). The
psychology of procedural and distributive justice viewed

from the perspective of fairness heuristic theory. In R.
Cropanzano (Ed.), Justice in the workplace(Vol. 2, pp.
49-66). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Van den Bos, K., & Miedema, J. (2000). Toward understanding
why fairness matters: The influence of mortality salience
on reactions to procedural fairness. Interpersonal Relations
and Group Processes, 79, 355-366. https://doi.org/10.1006/

Van den Bos, K., & Van Prooijen, J.-W. (2001). Referent cogni-
tions theory: The role of closeness of reference points in

the psychology of voice. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 81, 616-626. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
den Bos, K., Vermunt, R., & Wilke, H. A. M. (1997).
Procedural and distributive justice: What is fair depends

Van

more on what comes first than on what comes next. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 95-104. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.1.95

Van den Bos, K., Wilke, H. A. M., & Lind, E. A. (1998). When do
we need procedural fairness? The role of trust in authority.




Kaur et al.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1449-1458.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1449

Walker, L., LaTour, S., Lind, E. A., & Thibaut, J. (1974). Reactions
of participants and observers to modes of adjudication.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 4, 295-310. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1974.tb00750.x

Walker, L., Lind, E. A., & Thibaut, J. (1979). The relation between
procedural and distributive justice. Virginia Law Review,
65, 1401-1420. https://doi.org/10.2307/1071876

A Historical Lens..... Perspectives, and Implications

Walster, E., Berscheid, E., & Walster, G. W. (1973). New direc-
tions in equity research. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 25, 151-176. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0033967

Walster, E., Walster, G. W., & Berscheid, E. (1978). Equity: Theory
and research. Allyn & Bacon.

Weick, K. E. (1966). The concept of equity in the perception of
pay. Administrative Science Quarterly, 11, 414-439. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2391980

42



