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Despite the contributions of the dimensional approach to our understanding of the
role of justice in organizational life, there is recognition that the focus on specific
dimensions of justice does not capture the depth and richness of the totality of an
individual’s experience of workplace justice (Ambrose and Arnaud, 2005; Ambrose and
Schminke, 2009; Greenberg, 2001; Lind, 2001; Shapiro, 2001). Informed by fairness
heuristic theory (Lind, 2001; Lind and Tyler, 1988), a small but steady stream of
research has started to focus on overall justice which describes a global perception of
the fairness of an entity stemming from one’s experiences as well as those of others
(Ambrose and Arnaud, 2005; Ambrose and Schminke, 2009; Barclay and Kiefer, 2012;
Beugre and Baron, 2001; Choi, 2008; Hollensbe et al., 2008; Holtz and Harold, 2009;
Jones and Martens, 2009; Kim and Leung, 2007). As Lind (2001, pp. 68—69) observed,
‘this global judgment of fair treatment draws information from procedural, process, and
distributive elements’. Similarly, Colquitt and Shaw (2005) suggested that when the
objective is to account for global job attitudes and behaviours such as job performance
(as in this study), it is appropriate to use overall justice.

Although research has shown overall justice to mediate the influence of the
dimensions of justice on some work outcomes (Ambrose and Schminke, 2009), there is
a dearth of research that has examined the psychological pathways through which it
(overall justice) influences these work outcomes (for an exception, see Barclay and
Kiefer, 2012). In this study, we integrate social exchange (SET) and self-determination
(SDT) theories to account for the previously demonstrated influence of overall justice
on job performance (Ambrose and Schminke, 2009). By pursuing this objective, we
contribute to the extant research in two significant ways. First, despite the recognition of
need satisfaction in both SET (Cropanzano et al., 2001a) and SDT (Deci and Ryan,
2000), research has yet to examine its role in explaining why justice influences trust in
organization and intrinsic motivation. Zapata-Phelan et al. (2009) suggested need
satisfaction as a pathway through which justice (procedural) may influence intrinsic
motivation but this has not yet been empirically examined. Similarly, despite
Cropanzano et al.’s (2001a, p. 175) observation that ‘justice matters to the extent that it
serves some important psychological needs’, research has not examined the role of need
satisfaction in accounting for the overall justice—trust in organization relationship. By
examining need satisfaction as a mediator, we account for the previously demonstrated
influence of overall justice (Frazier et al., 2010; Jones and Martens, 2009) on trust while
concurrently expanding the outcomes of overall justice to include intrinsic motivation.

Second, although trust has been shown to influence job performance (Aryee et al,
2002; Begley et al., 2006; Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Pillai et al., 1999) until recently,
research has not accounted for this relationship. In a recent article, Colquitt et al. (2012)
examined two pathways that combined social exchange and uncertainty management
theories to account for the influence of affect- and cognition-based dimensions of trust
on job performance. They found that normative commitment accounted for the affect-
based trust—job performance relationship while uncertainty accounted for the cognition-
based trust—job performance relationship. Although their findings represent an
important step in understanding the trust-job performance relationship, it does not
exhaust pathways through which trust may influence job performance. Indeed, Colquitt
et al. (2012) suggested integrating conceptual lenses to provide a more parsimonious
explanation of the influence of justice on job performance. By examining intrinsic
motivation as a pathway through which trust influences job performance, we integrate
the conceptual lenses offered by SET and SDT to account for the motivational
under-pinnings of the performance implications of overall justice.

(Source: Journal of Management Studies 52:2 March 2015)
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