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Abstract
Different from distributive and procedural justice, interactional justice refers to the perception of
equity in the relationship between supervisors and employees, which is the most recent advance
in the justice literature. This paper first gave a brief introduction to the development and formation of the definition of interactional justice as well as its measurement. Then it examined the antecedent variables of interactional justice from leaders and subordinates’ perspectives and the
outcome variables of interactional justice from the individual and organizational levels. Finally, it
pointed out the limitations of current studies based on the overview and accordingly indicated
that future research should integrate interactional justice to the study of leadership behavior, explore the integration mechanism of antecedent variables and outcome variables and strengthen
the local research of interactional justice.
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1. Introduction
Fairness has been the topic that attaches people’s attention historically. Social-level fairness concerns the impartiality and rationality of social order while the organizational-level fairness concerns certain aspects of organization management, like distribution and incentives, which exerts great influence on the effectiveness and competition of the organization. The perception of fairness can be seen as a motive for people’s behavior in organization. It has been proved that the perception of fairness can give rise to positive feelings and behaviors of employees, like job satisfaction, trust and organization citizenship behavior and so on [1]. So it is of great theoretical and practical significance to study fairness.
Previously most of the studies have focused on the study of distributive and procedural justice. And researchers have become more and more interested in interactional justice, which emphasizes the relationship quality
between leaders and subordinates. To our knowledge, leaders, as key characters in the organization, play an im-
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portant role in influencing the attitudes and behaviors of employees as well as the operation of the organization.
So the good relationship between leaders and subordinates can yield many expected or unexpected positive outcomes. That is to say, as one of the indicators of leader-subordinate relationship, interactional justice may play a
unique part in organization, especially in the context of China laying stress on Guanxi and Mianzi.
Based on the existing literature on interactional justice, this paper analyzes and summarizes the definition,
measurement, antecedent variables and outcome variables of interactional justice and then points out research
directions for future study.

2. Definition of Interactional Justice
The theory of interactional justice has been developed and deepened continually along with the development of
the theory of organizational justice. In the past, many researchers devoted themselves to explore the definition
and dimension of justice and achieved fruitful results. At the beginning, researchers highlighted distributive justice which meant that individuals would consider the ratio of their input and output and then compare their contributions and gainings. Adams (1965) [2] first put forward the equity theory, suggesting that when perceiving
the fairness of the results, individuals would work out the ratio of their input and output and compare their distributive results with themselves (internal and external) and others. After this procedure, individuals would make
the conclusion whether the distribution was fair or not. Subsequently, some researchers argued that distributive
justice neglected procedures used to determine outcome distributions or allocations. So they changed the research direction to the executive routine of the distribution. Thibaut and Walker [3] brought out the concept of
procedural justice, believing that the determining factor for fairness perception was not the final distributive results but the procedure of plan and the carrying out of decisions. After studying the satisfaction of the litigators
with the trial results and the perception of fairness of the litigators in the process of trial during different judicial
trial process, they proposed two important concepts related to procedural justice: process control and decision
control. In keeping with this view, Leventhal et al. [4] suggested six criteria about procedural justice, which
were consistency rule, representativeness rule, bias suppression rule, accuracy rule, correctability rule and ethicality rule. A procedure should meet these criteria to see if it was to be perceived as fair. From the above we can
see that organizational justice includes two basic dimensions: distributive justice and procedural justice.
On the basis of previous studies, Bies and Moag [5] introduced the concept of interactional justice, addressing
that interactional justice was primarily concerned with the interaction ways among people and the perception of
justice and emphasizing that the employee’s perception of justice in the process of procedure execution would
be influenced by the attitude of the executors towards them and how the executors treated them. Accordingly,
Greenberg [6] [7] divided interactional justice into two parts: interpersonal justice and informational justice, of
which the former referred to whether executors treated their employees with politeness and respect in executing
procedures and deciding the results and the latter referred to whether executors delivered related information to
employees, whether they explained to the employees why they adopted certain distributive procedure and why
the distributive results turned out like that. Since Bies and Moag brought out the concept of interactional justice,
researchers kept expanding studies in this field and also brought out the concept of interactional justice from
different angles. For instance, Bradley and Sparks [8] defined interactional justice as the attitudes and behaviors
of the exchangers. Ando and Matsuda [9] thought that interaction justice was defined as the feelings of employees about how they were treated in the process of procedure execution. When employees felt that they were
treated with fairness by their leaders, they would feel passionate and have high morale.
Most of the researchers didn’t study interactional justice solely and saw it as a part of procedural justice before Bies and Moag brought out the concept of interactional justice. In fact, there are significant correlations and
distinctions among distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. They can be seen as the three
dimensions of organizational justice. However, specifically distributive justice puts more emphasis on the distributive results and the impartiality and rationality of the reward; procedural justice puts more emphasis on the
process of decision-making and whether the two-way communication exists between executors and subordinates;
interactional justice puts more emphasis on the quality of the interpersonal communication among people, like
the way of communication between them is appropriate or not.
In summary, we provide a brief introduction to the development and formation of the definition of interactional justice. At present, most of the studies adopted the definition brought out by Greenberg.
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As interest in interactional justice increases, the measurement approaches used to study it have proliferated. The
study on the scale development of interactional justice has gained success and the most representative scales are
scales developed by Moorman [10], Niehoff & Moorman [11], Colquit [12] and Liu Ya, Long Lirong and Li Ye
[1].
When developing the scale of interactional justice, Moorman [10] suggested that the scale should not only
emphasize the full and sincere explanation of the executors but also emphasize whether the executor considered
the employees’ opinions and controlled their own prejudice, both of which could influence the employees’ perception of fairness. The final version of the scale developed by Moorman included six items and had high reliability after empirical analysis.
When designing the scale of interactional justice, Niehoff and Moorman [11] mainly made their considerations according to two aspects: one was that the perception of employees about the degree to which leaders consulted the demands of employees and the other one was that whether leaders could offer rational explanation
about the related distributive results to employees. The final version of the scale was composed of nine items
and the reliability coefficient was 0.92 after examined.
As to the measurement means of interactional justice, most of the researchers adopted indirect measurement
mode. After conducting a meta-analysis about organizational justice of 183 organizations in 25 years, Colquitt et
al. [13] found out that indirect measurement mode had more close relationship with outcome variables and had
better effect on management suggestions. Bies and Moag [5] demonstrated four principles about the measurement of interactional justice, including respect, propriety, justification and truthfulness. Based on that, Colquitt
[12] compiled the scale of interactional justice, which was composed of four items about interactional justice
and five items about informational justice. The scoring method was Likert five points method. A lot of studies
have verified the good reliability and validity of the scale with over 0.9 coefficient of internal consistency [14]
[15]. The scale developed by Colquitt is mostly used in the measurement of interactional justice at present.
Researchers Liu Ya, Long Lirong and Li Ye [1] developed a four-factor scale about organizational justice in
the context of Chinese culture. In this scale, interactional scale was divided into leadership justice and informational justice with ten items, of which six measured leadership justice and four measured informational justice.
The results of empirical analysis showed that the reliability coefficient of these two scale were 0.90 and 0.89 respectively.
In the study of interactional justice, researchers will decide whether they divide international justice into one
dimension or two dimensions based on the need of their research or the results of factor analysis.

4. Antecedent Variables and Outcome Variables of Interactional Justice
4.1. Antecedent Variables of Interactional Justice
What promotes perceptions of interactional justice? We have mentioned the four principles of interactional justice proposed by Bies and Moag: respect, propriety, justification and truthfulness. Scott et al. [16] noted that in
the process of internal communication in the organization, the degree to which the behaviors of the information
senders, superiors or leaders, conformed to these four principles would influence the perception of interactional
justice of the information receivers, the subordinates. Therefore, the perception of interactional justice is both
influenced by the information senders and information receivers, who communicate with each other. To be specific, the personality and behaviors of leaders and subordinates will both engender influence on the subordinates’
perception of interactional justice.
4.1.1. The Influence of Leader Factors on Perception of Interactional Justice
As to the antecedent variables of leader factors about the perception of interactional justice, the personality and
behaviors of leaders are most studied by researchers. The performance of the leader, who is the source of communication process, will have direct influence on the perception of interactional justice. Mayer et al. [17] have
attempted to address the relationship between leaders’ personality and justice climate and they proved that
among the Big-Five personalities, agreeableness of leaders was positively correlated with the perception of interactional justice while neuroticism of leaders was negatively correlated with the perception of interactional justice after the matching experiment of leaders and subordinates. At the same time, they found that the other three
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dimensions of Big-Five personalities, extraversion, conscientiousness and openness, were not significantly correlated with the perception of interactional justice. In the aspect of leader behaviors, Li and other scholars [18]
reported that authentic leaders inclined to show more self-disclosure practices which could make their subordinate feel that they were liked and trusted by their leaders. As a result, the subordinate’s perceptions of interactional justice would increase. Wang and Jiang [19] found that when abusive supervisors displayed hostile verbal
and nonverbal behaviors, their subordinates would receive emotional and psychological mistreatment from them,
which triggered the decreasing interactional justice of the subordinates.
4.1.2. The Influence of Subordinate Factors on Perception of Interactional Justice
During the process when leaders communicate with their subordinates, in addition to the role behaviors of leaders that can influence the perception of interactional justice, subordinates themselves also play a part. When
leaders exert their influence, subordinates are not passive receivers any more. There are evidences that prove the
close relationship between the personality and behavior of subordinates and the perception of interactional justice. For example, Scott, Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan [16] dealt with whether the personality characteristics of
subordinates would influence the degree to which the seniors abode by the justice rules with 181 employees
from one insurance company as their research subjects. The result showed that the personality characteristics of
subordinates could significantly predict the perception of interactional justice but were not significantly correlated with informational justice. As to the behavioral characteristics of subordinates, Korsgaard et al. [20] found
out after experiment research that the assertive behavior of employees would significantly make the leaders
show more fair behavior, which could improve their perception of interactional justice.
So far we introduce the influence of leader and subordinate characteristics on the perception of interactional
justice and we can see that studies on the antecedent variables of interactional justice are far from enough. The
exploration on antecedent variables of interactional justice concerns the cultivation and improvement of employees’ perception of interactional justice, which has great theoretical and practical significance, especially in
organizational settings. So future studies should further verify the relationship between the perception of interactional justice and its antecedent variables. What is more, future studies should explore new variables in order
to enrich the theory of the perception of interactional variables, like the similarity between leaders and their
subordinates. Based on the principle of similarity and attraction, Tsui and Reilly [21] thought that the similarity
of demography variables like age, gender, working periods and education between leaders and their subordinates
would influence the attitudes and behaviors of both of them. Therefore, the degree to which leaders abide by the
rules of interactional justice and the employees’ perception of interactional justice is influenced by the similarity
between them. Scott et al. [16] found that the similarity of gender and age between leaders and subordinates
could significantly predict the perception of interactional justice and informational justice. Indeed it deserves the
attention of researchers in terms of their implications for future research on interactional justice.

4.2. Outcome Variables of the Perception of Interactional Justice
Then what is the influential effect of interactional justice? Researchers have done a lot of empirical studies on
the outcome variables of the perception of interactional justice. To summarize the current literature, this paper
explores the outcome variables of interactional justice from the individual and organizational level.
4.2.1. The Perception of Interactional Justice and Individual-Level Outcome Variables
After conducting a meta-analysis of organizational justice, Colquitt et al. [13] divided the outcome variables of
organizational justice into eleven types of variables. Among them, it proved that there was a strong relationship
between interactional justice and agent evaluation of authority and job satisfaction and a rather weak relationship between interactional justice and job performance, organizational commitment and withdrawal behavior of
employees. In addition, Cohen-Charash and Spector [22] also conducted a meta-analysis of organizational justice and the result showed that there were eight kinds of outcome variables about organizational justice. Some of
the findings were proved to be the same as the research result of Colquitt et al., like the perception of interactional justice correlated strongly with agent evaluation of authority and job satisfaction while correlated weakly
with job performance. However, some of the findings turned out to be different from the result of Colquitt et al.,
like the research conducted by Cohen-Charash and Spector showed a moderate correlation between the perception of interactional justice and organizational commitment and withdrawal behavior of employees. Moreover,
with the continuing development of the theory of interactional justice, more and more researchers start to carry

58

L. T. Dai, H. X. Xie

out related studies. For example, Ambrose and Schminke [23] illustrated that the perception of interactional justice had close relationship with the trust of the seniors. Ando and Matsuda [9] explored how the perception of
interactional justice influenced the employees’ role definition and their study showed that the perception of interactional justice could enlarge their role definition and then increased the organizational citizenship behavior
of employees. In addition, Otto and Mamatoglu [24] explored the impact effect of interactional justice on the
basis of social exchange theory with an investigation on 218 employees from the electronic information industry.
The result showed that the perception of interactional justice could increase the organizational commitment of
employees and decrease the turnover intention through the employees’ perception of social support.
In addition to positive behaviors, interactional justice has been examined to be linked with negative behaviors.
Le Roy, Bastounis and Poussard [25] in their study found that low perceived interactional justice was significantly related to higher counterproductive work behavior from individuals. In other words, when perceiving low
interactional justice, individuals would engage in more active and passive counterproductive work behavior.
4.2.2. The Perception of Interactional Justice and Organizational-Level Outcome Variables
Interactional justice mainly involves the association and communication between employees and the administrators, which leads to the lack of the exploration on the high-level of outcome variables. In spite of this, a large
number of studies have sought to link justice perceptions to a variety of organizational outcomes. Lu [26] explored how interactional justice influenced the conflict and attachment among cooperative enterprises from different countries. The study found out that interactional justice not only had positive influence on the attachment
between enterprises and enterprises, but also could reduce the negative influence brought by cultural difference
to enterprises. Luo [27] integrated the theory of fairness and strategic alliances to explore the influence of distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice on organization alliance performance. The result revealed that high level of interactional justice could increase the unity between top managers, which could further
improve the alliance performance. What is more, other researchers also conducted the related research on the
perception of fairness and alliance formation. Ariño and Ring [28] explored how the perceptions of fairness
types shaped the partners’ decision-making logics and they found out that informational justice and interactional
justice could make the partner focus more on relationship quality and then influenced partners’ evaluations of
efficiency and equity of the proposed alliance, which in turn was helpful to let partners make the decision to
form alliance.
To be summarized, efforts to explain the predictive effect of interactional justice on attitudinal and behavioral
outcome variables are paying off which is beneficial for us to learn the significance of interactional justice.
However, among the study of interactional justice’s outcome variables, studies on organizational-level outcome
variables are far less compared with individual-level outcome variables. High-level studies require researchers
to look at things from a macroscopical angle and the specific interacting mechanism between variables and variables are more conceptual and abstract. Future studies can strengthen the influence of interactional justice on
the strategic cooperation relationship between cooperative teams, organization departments and enterprises.

5. Limitations and Prospects
5.1. Integrate Interactional Justice to the Study of Leader Behavior
Organizational justice has always been the heated topic in regular organization activities and previous studies
have proved the close relationship between interactional justice and employees’ positive working attitudes, trust
on leaders, organizational commitment and job performance [13], from which we can see that employees and
enterprises pay much attention on fairness. If employees feel treated fairly by leaders, they will show much more
positive attitudes and do more behaviors beneficial to the development of organization. In this process, the leader plays a key role as the one who communicates with the employees most. Bies [29] suggested the integration
of the theory of fairness to the theory of leadership behaviors. Some studies have found the direct or indirect influence of employees’ perception of interactional justice on the acceptance of the leaders’ behaviors [30]. Hence,
the study on the integration of interactional justice and leader behavior can not only enrich the theory of both of
them, but also bring inspiration to the management of enterprises.

5.2. Explore the Integration Mechanism of Antecedent Variables and Outcome Variables
After literature review, we find that most of the researches study the antecedent variables and outcome variables
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of interactional justice separately and few of them bring them into an integrated framework to make systematic
theory construction. Because of the diversity in antecedent variables and outcome variables, interactional justice
is a field in need of integration. Therefore, future study should on one hand figure out the moderation and mediation role of interactional justice in some key antecedent variables and outcome variables and on the other hand
investigate the mediation and moderation mechanism between interactional justice and antecedent variables as
well as the mediation and moderation mechanism between interactional justice and outcome variables. In any
event, much attention should be attached to the integration mechanism of interactional justice.

5.3. Strengthen the Local Research of Interactional Justice
The related research results from western countries can’t be directly applied to China due to the difference between the culture background of east and west. So carrying out the study on interactional justice under the Chinese culture background is very important and urgent. Under the impact of individualism and rational thinking,
communication style of western society focuses on the consideration of individual itself and puts less care on the
surrounding interpersonal relationship. In this way, although they seem to be unkind to each other, they actually
have mutual trust on each other because they are protected by laws. However, things are different from China.
Influenced by Confucianism, Chinese people not only take consideration of the surrounding interpersonal relationship, but also concern the social power structure. So before carrying out the local study of interactional justice, future studies need to answer these two questions: how Chinese people define interactional justice and how
to measure the perception of interactional justice of Chinese people. Taken together, in the future, researchers
should explore the principles of interactional justice in Chinese people and then compile the scale of interactional justice fit for Chinese people to help this field enter a more mature stage.
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