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Research Trend of Organizational Justice

—“Four waves” of organizational justice research and the new wave of 21° century—

TANAKA Ken’ichiro
Nihon University, Graduate School of Social and Cultural Studies

This paper reviewed research on organizational justice from the perspective of the “four waves”
elucidated by Colquitt, Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan (2005), who also predicted the next, “fifth
wave” research. The “First wave” consists of distributive justice research (i.e., relative deprivation,
equity theory), the “second wave,” procedural justice research (i.e., Leventhal (1980)’s six rules of

procedural justice), the “third wave,” interactive justice research (i.c., interpersonal justice, informal
justice), and the “fourth,” integrative wave” include the group-oriented approach, the heuristic
approach, and the counterfactual approach. The author discussed on organizational justice as the
dependent variable, with deontic justice, and social neuroscience as the “fifth wave” of organizational

justice research.

DEVFPRIBLR D © OFEE AN TEMFZEI3AR % 72 5H Ik
RN Y | MSEEOBFFES B & DIL[F THE DFx
ETHEENTNWD, 21X, 3 TIT 1989 FITFX LS
N7 EBRAIEMFIE 2 (International Society of Justice
Research; Sabbagh & Schmitt, 2016) 1%, BikFsL (2016
111 25 H) T16 mOEMREZMET S £ TIC
BoTWND, ZOEMAENIEDORNTHIER S
D DDFRRC T DNEMETH D, FAkIZH T
BHUNIERFSEIL, FRRRIAIE  (organizational justice)
ENHF—T— RTHOLNTNDY, Zhud Tk
MR B3R T 5, (F & L0 Mfkoskmelc BEd
5HNIE S| (Colquitt, 2008) & EFK LD, LrL7R
NH, ZOWEEIEBROBEER L VD X0 eSS

* RWFFRIL, STHRFEE RHAF 50 A Bh & S F 92 (C)
(CFRK 27 HEFE~29 4R | FREEE 5:15K04040, #fF7E
REH . HE B OBRkEZITT-,

VR ATE 2 SRR & LT TRHW DI,
Greenberg (1987)72 & o 2723, T Z CILAMkAI A
EOHMRERND RSN T,

T, MHRRICB T 2R EICEET 20 2 OfEE %
AT D% H &2 > T\ 5 (Colquitt, 2008), EF& &
LTI TIEH 573, 2B REMFTROFTY,
“organizational justice” THizR i D WFFEREITE D L
THEMGATE R oo TV D, FifiMsE To oAt
FSCIZR > T h . IS organizational justice 737 S
MTZFmSCIE 2000 AERITHE & 0 RIS A Lt T
% (1),

FHAEAI AN BN 070 O ORI IR R & T
TWAHRELE & LT, 2005 (2 Lawrence Erlbaum
Association X V| fHERFIRXIEMFIED N KT v 7

(Handbook of organizational justice) 2348 CTIIT &
. F D% 2015 4F 1213 Oxford Library of Psychology
?D—g & LT The Oxford handbook of justice in the
workplace NEFI SN Z ERHIT SN D, FrickE
31 T v 7 AZBRWTH 656 N—UVICELHKET
ORI

ARG TIE, ZHVE TOMBRAIAENFSEZ Bl L |
SEOMEEMAE THT 52 L2 BN ET 5,
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1 “PIREEICHE# S 2u7=“organizational justice” 7’
HIZREN TV D OB
XV ; A Ftam L O 2 % ProQuest Central THiZZ, MiEZ H:

2016 411 A 25 H

1. MHRRROAIERTFED T4 DD

Colquitt, Greenberg, and Zapata-Phelan (2005)/%, Z
M FE TITHRRPI AT B 2 DB PRINFIE 2 i 1
WMo T4 5D (four waves) | & LTLLFD LD
WCRELTWD,

1.1 FB—oDF (first wave)
BRI, SELAAIE (distributive justice) T
0. BLOMLE - L ORE ST D D ERI RS &

L CONIEZEMT 5, Colquitt et al. (2005)1Z LUl

Z O 1949 4D Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star,
and Williams (1949)IZ X 6 FEIC L > Th e b s
72, Stouffer et al. (1949)i%. FHxA0HI%E (relative
deprivation) BimoH T, HONETERIZXT 5
Tt RO RIT, S EIROfE & Tiie <,
EPF-ERE ORIC L - TREESND Z L &
~LT,

D%, ZOWIZiE, Homans (1974) D4yBL/AIE
i Adams (1965) D1y 1B ER 23 f5¢ L V7=, Homans (1974)
TART P RUESTITRE SN LB R IZ LD
WT, XPABRRIZE GRS 2 i Kb S 2 @i &
ST END EUEL, AXITE > TRIEIFXA
B ORI 2 iFF T 5 ZHBAR O F1 T, BAVOF|
WRENENDOEEITHFI L TND & EITHLILD
EEZ T, BrEEE (equity theory) 12 K auiE, N
SEOANESIE, HDHADA T v b GHEESCHS

294

FEARZ 38 1T D X IEATFE D Hh )

DYUELNEBRLEZVBELTZHD) LT 7 b h L2

RFESCHES DY FE N Z TR -2 0 A L2
D) D (Oa1a) BMUFEDA T FET TR
B LD (0 lg) EIFIFHELLIRD L XITER
IND, ZOMEIIESE - AR OHETFOP TiIR D
B4 72BRO—2 T, R LERFOMGREIC b A%
2B L TW5,

1.2 B _o (second wave)

O, FHEXMIALE (procedural justice) T
B, FEREZE ETOWRIZETL2AETH D,
)RR 2 AT 2 Bld o 5 WITEEEICH T 5
A% DL S E L TOREAREWT 5, Colquitt
et al. (2005)(Z LA, Z D ORMIE, HH ¥R
FROZEDO LT I HPFROFHEOAIES
M Bim U7z 1975 40 Thibaut and Walker (1975) DA
Z2 T o712, DWTZ DIRICEE YT 5 D7, Leventhal
(1980) DA EHIWET /LT 5, Leventhal (1980)13,
PR A 1L U & DB A B IE DT E 55
D& FRICD D RN EMEOEEE LT
FALRN D, FREAEZERDTZHD 6 DD/ —
NERLTE, 6 DONL—)L L T—EM (FOFEFIC
HEDHFIZOFHEOEMNA—BLTNDZ L),
RAOIE (FhiE MRAITES B RITEEIN
TWRNZ &) TEROERMES CHIEr ORI L 72 51
WREMTHD Z L), BEIETRENE RE S - FIH
EEF EIETE DEENEHINTWDZ &)t
M (FREICX > THEEZITOIANXDERNZE
OBFEICKBE SN TND Z &), & LBt (T
PR LEECHBIIK L TRV L) Th
R

1.3 E=m# (third wave)

5O, FHAEIEHAE (interactional justice)
ThHH, WEOINTF, stcoEh); (bLbbi
) B OEY & & o Tt & OFAEER IR T
HUNIEEBWT 5, ZOFIE, 1986 4FIC Bies and

277 ~# A (outcome) TiE72< 7w k7w k (output)
LRINTWOEENHA IS (e.9., Aamodt,
2007; Davis & Newstorm, 1989) . = 9 L7=id#iix
Adams (1965)IZIF M7= 6T, FAL Th D,



Moag(1986)iZ L > Th 7= b =7z (Colquitt et al.,
2005), D%, ZOEDOHAEMAEIL, AR
/A 1 (interpersonal justice ) & fF 0 & IE

(informational justice) ® 2 DIZX 4y &5 L 9127
7= (Colquitt, 2001) 3, XFABIAIE & IE, FFxo
BUTE DR T EECEE &\ o T2 S R M %
METHRET, [HFRAAIE L IZFRE OPITEN
WOIRHAZAT S T2 E D, D WVITHEERE R
FILEL T NEDLE WS ZERICED I AETH
Do

1.4 FEUDFE (fourth wave)

ZTLTEMOWEIX, THEoFE ] (integrative
wave) & LT, ZHIFAARNREELTED LD
WCAEEMRET 50, AECHLTALZRED LD
BT D N DOW THFERNZ A 2 8k % 7256
DO OWFEREZ R LT %, Colquitt et al. (2005) 1.
Z DI O % 1986 4E O Folger (1986) DA 72N B bk
FoltbAelL, EHEMB T e —F ta—
AT 47 7T u—F KFEF (counterfactual)
77 a—F 0 3EHEIC K LTV,

ELHEBRMT 7o —F L, FheE QIR ZER S
LD & N & OFEFEC IR~ DO W S TE 2R3 5 =
LR LTEEE < OMERE LRI T 56D T,
Tyler and Lind (1992)® U L — 3 3 F /L E T )L
(relational value model), 7' /v —7 + =2 — X
~E7 /L (Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Blader, 2003)
NHITHNTWVDS, Y L— g FLET VT AL
IZES T2 HOFTE L TWAHEM TR E & DfF
TR S D BRIZRWE LA FF > TV D & UE S

¥ Colquitt (2001) D A & Sy Bk B2 LAUIE, MERADAIE
EZ3oTIEARL LA 4-oDMlE (DA E, F
FEEHIAIE, IABAIE, FHAIAIE) 7> bR S
NDEBRTONZETHD, LIPLRNRD,
Cohen-Charash and Spector(2001) » A % 5387 Cix, (4
il T2 <) 3ME D FBKRFET V& LTIEE
ELTND &NV BgaRLTWD,

COTREE] B0 s ORERITRS S TRV,
ZOTTa—FTiE, BERD XD 7)) BB A
1IE (RAE) ZROMGEEET, [Toxx]) I'H
HRE ] LWV o mEEICH E O AEEHEESR
ELTWVDEVWSEHRAEWRH S EBbID,
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N5, LTHOIIMMED DR b %,
W% & OFTEEM TOH COHNIZHOW T DIFR L%
FikH 2, bHAA, b ] IZFkt & AICALE
TRINERSR, ZOFETATIEH, 3 DOENK
(BIERAUBE.L & KT D) BT EMAEIZE 5T
HETHDLEARIND, Tbb, Ptk (Fhe
ERMFRIT IV TERDBRVEG W) | ElEME (o
HHABRKENEEL D> TITEIT A Bkt
(B O E DN EE INDLESW) ThH D,
TN—"T e ZF—=V A NET ML, VL—va
FIETIVTIGE Tz N2 O Ffie X BIATE~D R
DMEE HAIEER (instrumental factor) . 972> B4y
DTS - STV 2ERLIY G, FE
B HAER (non-instrumental factor) . 72> H 4y
ORI HEMCHAE GFRO DN EHRIND &
STEARRBERICEEIND, EWVWIBZFICTES
WCWD, I N—T 2 =V A NET LN
L BRI B W TR E A IEDEEE L TV
L, HREDFEY (pride) RHE (respect) % I
OkEZ L, EH~OF—HEmDD, TDOI LITX
> T, ARIZBEDOFTET DRk~ DB G
(engagement) % & D, FMKIC 9 2 FEMAO 72 THD
ZEITEIITRD,

ta—UAT 4y « T 7a—F|2E,. AFt =
— U X7 ¢ v 7 PG (fairness heuristics theory; Lind,
2001) . AHEEMEE PP (uncertainty management
theory; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002) 723#% %94 %, AIE
ta— U7 v 7 BEIE. AERRICE -T2
— U RT v 7 IR 72 Sd, B ERREE DA
SNDEWRET D, Tobb, N EMHEHERIC
PEZIE, ADHEROIETR E WV o T2 Tt XA IEEZ R
BT HZLicdoT, 202 LIZRAMNESARED
oI, ZORRMNIMERK L Wl FLERE S
RLRLS R IRIETHD Z LITHETHD] L)
Ea—U A7 ¢y 7 R S, BEMZREBE
DR SN D, ET-AMENEBHEGRTIX, FhE
HINIEIZ AN % O ARFEEMEZ D S5 EIES VD,
Tebb, ANx3kEc RAEERFRIZEBRT 513
EFREMAEICHEEIZZRY . Bl bHORIE/RAL
B LA KD T, FREE IR EIZET D 1HFRA 7R
RITHEHIIhDEEINnd,



KHFEET 7a—F2id, ERR MG (referent
cognition theory; Folger, 1986) <°/AIEELF (fairness
theory; Folger & Cropanzano, 2001) 73i%4 3 %, #EHL
RENFER TIR, MRECHRSE DO AN 2 DA IEK A T
2 DIIAR Y IR UEP% il & 2272 S AV W72 1T T
T2 < WML IEYMER T XD, TRDD,
FERDANNIETZT T < #E HIEIC T E B2
IMERCIEY M EEZ RN TW =t A EnND L&, B
DEMZENRIEL K ETHELIOTH D, NIEHGRHT
T, HEICHOS DI LTV D HkE L Tk
HITZNNIELWV] WO NI MBS E D~ —H %
BIELE D ET288 00, NIAESIZEET S
EIRES D,

2. BHEOW (fifth wave) XV o35 Dh,
HIRKTNDDMN?

Colquitt et al. (2005)237~ L 7= M O IcHE< [55H
D XN DOKDLDTHH I D, HDHWTENTT
R TWD ELTEh, ZXUIMITHA 9D, FHHO
Wicki< (EEbsd) wFgE (B o0 T, #
RATEWIFGE A 25Kk % 22 Tl 2 3 TV B 03, AFE T
IR A EIED [ma—=—7 ] L LT, i
BB E L TOMBIPINTE, #BBHAIE, fHE=rosh
BEZEERY BT 5,

2.1 EBEE L L TOMBHIATERRE

Brockner, Wiesenfeld, Siegel, Bobosel, and Liu (2015)
<° Brockner and Carter (2016)i%. Z #LE TORMRAILA
EAFEE L TRERCERIZOWTHISE SN TE 22
EERERL, 2D OMEIAIE (T7obbi
DY) NTRERSCHR DR DI T R E 72 L ik
L7-. Brockner et al. (2015)i1%. fC/@A% L L CHlf%
FIRNTEZ & B R DA Z 2 DORIT (BUSDMHE
FERRZ) D OHR LTS (R 1), KIS OME I,
SIHIC3ER (T8 . EN< BV AXBAEIZED
DATEE T, Bk ERd B A& BAIEZBK
LTCWD0, HRE . EORRE N2 BAENEWOME

S {5 % 1E. 2016 4F 8 A BIEDEE 76 [0]7 A U h ik e
(Academy of Management) i {5l K 4= T, “Catching the
fifth wave: The next stage of organizational justice
research” &\ 9 ¥ IR T ARTT I,

FEARZ 38 1T D X IEATFE D Hh )

WREITE LTV D7) THER S D, BB R4,
ITAEITIRoTEN (THAE)  ATR/HE N LRINE RS
TN (B2F) ATAZF = OG5 /LT
N (Blg2) OIER TR ESND, £1ITHRS
N5 &5z, HEREHE L TOMBIIAIENEIZD
VT Brocker et al. (2015)23 BARIYIZ S & L= DI,
AR ATAFEXISOMWE T8OV (1T4
FHONEATEIOREER), BRxtg  E2FH=b
DOYEE BRR DBV (FEZH DR ERROHIEZER) |
R - AR BOCOME - BlEE o' (Bl5
HONIEMFEDOREER) LLE3 SDELDHTH
%, Brockner and Carter (2016)i%, 5% D 5 5 O |
DOWFFEIZIE, FARERAI A IR & o pF S T H
NWHENTWE T L—AT—7 L ORI Z T 5
VERDHDZ EEBRHLTVD,

#£1 WEEEHLE L TOMBRATENSE (Brockner
etal. (2015) D % FEH DL E)
RIS OME
T8 ok 5t
L TAEDAET
T25% | g mesn
L TR DNERK
st | T ROBEER
- BIERE ORNIEM
s 3o L S
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7277, Brockner DfsHi A H>ETH L HEH
INTE A RSO/ 3 1T 2 HERRIRE L L TE b 1
72 2N E CTOIGHMFZETIE, ARSI A E A
PEHE B MM B ORBEEATEN A~ E D L 9 7R
ERIFTNICESNYToNZ, LEn-T, 29
U725 HAFE IR A IR I TR A S & LTl
VT T2 NI & LTI, NS0 N SaTih
WMEEDODEFRN— g 0N TF—v A, J—F
— w7 EEB ORI K035 % (van Dijke & De
Cremer, 2016)

2.2 F/EHIAE (deontic justice)
BEONEITEFRED v N OE 2 F 52 TN T
BY .| MXHCEEEORE L L CHEFINDHIEE




FICIE LWTWE BIET b0 TH B8, —F, itkE
TOMELEF TSN TE L ERIT, M2OF
BDTDITAT O EFK. HCAEDIOHDIER, HD
VT H S OHIN Z D 72D DIEF & WV o 72 E BT
B LTOIEFETHD, Folger (2001)<° Folger and
Salvador (2008) 1%, fEdfh DEL S CTHSE ST E 7
HEERRIER, HDWVITEFRO FEMESCH CFIRZ
ST D E 2 T et L, A OEECFE &3
DY NFRERERIIEHLZRNTWD RE
sRFH L 7=, Folger (2001)X> Folger and Salvador (2008)
X2 9 LI AIEOMIHE 2 FHHIAE & 4172,

BHEORAEOBEBIX, (I MFFERICE R
X)) ST ETIERLS, MRBICIELWEE & LT
NERGFET S, Wz 5 & EUORE) THIT
SNTEMERNT 7 a—F 0L 5 ITHEB» S OF
BRH OIS K> THIARRIICATERZ L H 25D T
72 <, BOOBEENSAT HANEEZROICT R
EVWIBRTHD,

R BIX B 5 OFE & XBERA 2 WlE O RATE
RV ZE LT, £) LicEREEZEILELD & T
Ho Z9 LT TRIE IZESATENIAE (RATE)
HWr D 7= 6O OEFEHECMEREL A DIV IVINTE L T
WaHMrB7EFEERLE (eg., Folger & Glerum, 2015;
Haidt, 2001) ,

ZAVTIX, NIET 2 gl oE i A L B R AT
Td A 97, Haidt and Graham (2007) <° Haidt (2012,
EABER 2014) o B L GG (moral foundation
theory) TiZ. AR OmELRHEIEICIT £ T RT3
T HERY - BRSO & L CEEROHMA 2 S
n(EBLY AT L) T OBICEME L 9 BRIERY S
WZ XS THTEI OB ST Thbivsd (Hiims A7
L) WO TEHTB Y ARRNE LIALRNER TS
)L (social intuitionism model (SIM); Haidt, 2001) 73X
—RA Lo TWND, BT, tEEN - Biaie TE
LW IELL RV HZDWT D RAEDITIZ I > TN D
fmEE - B 5 SO (BoTd7nw &
7. AR, NEMA~ORER, HER~ OO,

® P(2010) b H I DB I < AERFIEE LT, Ax DR
IE~O BT E TR B 2 5850 5 5 A IEEE Y 7 'e
—F (e.g., Skitka & Mullen, 2002) % &H1F T 5,
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flie s APEES) IZIRE L, 2R TR S D0
TEE T LV ORBEER L TWD EREL . 20
FEENRA LN TND, T D5 DOETER I O
PR A HIE S 5 REC, EEEBRMRAZE (moral
foundation questionnaire; MFQ, MoralFoundation.org,
2016) 23V, HWFELISMIER A R EFED T 77—V =
PRB D,

2.3 BRI F DB

RS OO F R SUS Z IR R 7 OB
DT LI E, R (social
neuroscience) & KN TW\W5, &6I2, MRk TEIZ
RZERISR & T 2R I W TH | AR RR
¥ (organizational neuroscience) & V9 Ik A4 F i
Tw5 (e.g., Becher & Cropanzano, 2010; Cropanzano
& Becker, 2013), Z D X 912, MMEMFAIAITIE O EIT
TS DB REZE - MALODEL I R ATV D D8,
FEE YA TEPMARAY A EAFFEIC BN TS Z Ok D
B EST . MRIEE 2 2 — 5 MZ L7z fMRI
R PET &\ o T BG4 5 BFFE 23 T & T
%

Zo TP ST 5890 E LT, Beugré (2009)
2L D, TR — (R ATEET L (neuro-
organizational justice) | 3% %, ZiuiE, #REEFED
EPOHEBMALEEZ E 525D THD, Beugré
(2009)iZ LALiE, AE (HDVIIARAIE) BT 5
HPRFIT E TR AN L~ L TOROS & 5] i
Z L. TORIGHLH T o AR - T, {TEhE
L CHHT D, Z Z T Beugré (2009)i%, AR2tEE
AT DT O DMOMEREL LT, X Y AT A
(X-system) & C A7 L (C-system) & U9 ik
BHAR A Z A LTV AE X 27 A EEI L

T MBI E S Z IOV TERLTWS (eg., &
Jt, 2013)

EX VAT AL, WHE, RNZ—r~<=yF T
EOV AT LT, N0 U7 ik N A A
SNBVATAEEIND, X VAT AL, WA,
KIMFEEAZ, AUECIRECE., SMAMAIEEEE, I8 PN RTEERT
P72 EORRNENL I HRER I NS, C AT A LIT,
FLE B A Lo CHEBNREZEEZTH VAT AT,
SMAIFTEEATER, PREETETE, NRIRTEERTEE. EAIAT
TR, WG, NAMIIEESE /e Eh bk S D,



TWAHRFOFRAEENL, HBER CHEE A NEL L
W, —H . C VAT AL, HAIR 2R 48T 2 FTERRIC L,
MR PHEEEE L, X VAT ATUETE 20
HLDOEMNET D Z &R H D, Beugré (2009)1Z LAviE,
X VAT BZIFAIE (RAIE) O7'v & A 7 )M i
Do TWT, Bl /3F — U fHENT & - THRREIZ
NIE (BDWIEIARAIE) Z2HWrT 5 X5 &
b,

NERE (5D WIFARATERK) 28325 &K 5 7
KENETDHE FNNRX VAT LE CYVAT LD
RE OENLOIEE 2 IG5, b L. TOHK
ENRER TONRLT b0 THIIE, X VAT
ATCRAREDLDLDVNIARNEDO T N AT <y T
7 ZIVTHRFICABR SN D, — ., b LEDOHPRHE
NEENIRNE X, X VAT LANE C VAT A
IZELNT, X0 EEROREEEN TOND, T
b, ANE (BDWVIIARATE) OHIWE, B
ECTRARRSRR K & RN BB U AR D 8B 6
D Z i@ LT T, RAERFEGEZHIC LI,
x| RIE MR RIS 2 BT D 00 TR
TN | R & WV o T ABROSOS A U, 3%
A RS L AR AR K 2 @il 9~ 5 & KV R CRmER
72 NI N e & s,

Dulebohn, Conlon, Sarinopoulos, Davison, and
McNamara (2009) DAFZE X EFEDET MIHFE LT

Wb, 37bb, HOMENIAELLE LD L&
1%, PN OSBRI B 2 BiTHRTR BB <2 K
SMANE D B (insul) 3EMHAE L, & HIZ TR BAR
EEEL D & &%, RIBAATECE M AMARS > L 5H
WO R L TR Y . T2 niEE s
DRI B> TS Z ENRRWE ST, Zhb
OFERIT, FERELTRAENE I D (Thbb, &
BLAIATE)  OIWT XA P 1 & 0 s ) 720
WraflEoTWDHN, FhiE & LTAENE I (T
2o b. FHEEEHIAIE) OHIWILEE S amER 7 BE
EESTNDZ EER LTS, ZOREF 2R
RN I D & LRI IEDHEIIE X & AT AMEAT
T, PR AIEDOHETIL C Y AT MENTHDH Z
EWRIBEND,

AR ORI F 7R S D 7 o T
BHOWE L TUTER T8 okHricLnriRa
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