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Abstract
The aim of this paper is to examine the relationships between organizational justice and the factors that characterize
cultural differences. This paper begins by briefly summarizing the nature of organizational justice and by identifying
how justice is perceived. Hofstede’s five factors of cultural dimension model, which he developed in his seminal 1980
research on national cultures, is utilized to present characteristics of cultural differences. Ten propositions are then
offered which relate to organizational justice and differences in cultural perspectives. These propositions suggest
specific management approaches that organizational leaders can adopt to be more effective in dealing with employees
from respective cultures. This paper concludes by identifying the importance of understanding the relationship between
organizational justice and national culture and suggests research opportunities of benefit to both scholars and
practitioners.
Keywords: Organizational justice, Cultural differences, Organizational fairness
1. Introduction
In a business world that has become both increasingly complex and globally competitive (Cameron, 2003; Dowling,
Festing & Engle, 2009), a growing body of evidence suggests that organizational leaders who treat employees with
fairness, integrity, and sensitivity are more likely to find that those employees respond with increased commitment and
productivity (Senge, 2006; Pfeffer, 1998). Managing the work force in a global society requires leaders to be responsive
to employee well-being, job satisfaction, and employee commitment and to create organizational systems that are
welcoming, inclusive, and congruent (Findler, Wind, & Mor Barak, 2007; Cox, 2001). As leaders create and maintain
relationships and establish policies to guide employees, the actions of those leaders determine the perceptions of
employees about organizational justice (Tyler, Boechmann, & Huo, 1997). Yet, as Sen (2009) has noted, justice is not
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only a cognitive construct but one that is affective and highly personal.
In Hofstede’s (1980) seminal research about national culture, the key values and perspectives that characterize residents
of different nations help explain 1) why those people respond in predictable ways, and 2) why it is important for
organizational leaders to understand those responses in relating to the residents of each nation. The purpose of this paper
is to examine the relationships between organizational justice and the factors that characterize cultural differences. We
begin this paper by briefly summarizing the nature of organizational justice and by identifying how justice is perceived.
We then explain the framework of Hofstede’s five factors (1980); individual vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity,
uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and Confucian dynamism, as characteristic of national cultures and also present
information about each of these five factors. We offer ten propositions about organizational justice that relate to
differences in cultural perspectives. We conclude by identifying the importance of understanding the relationships
between organizational justice and national culture and suggest research opportunities of benefit to both scholars and
practitioners.
2. The Nature of Organizational Justice
Rawls (1971, p.3) called justice “the first virtue of social institutions,” established to protect the rights and freedoms of
individuals in society and essential for the creation of a cooperative society. According to Morris and colleagues (1999),
the principle of organizational justice begins with the notion that rewards should be proportional to contributions, but
justice is far more complex than simply articulating the distribution of resources (Luo, 2007; Primeaux, Karri, &
Caldwell, 2003). Scholars frequently note that there are three core dimensions or types of justice: distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interactional justice (Luo, 2007; Cropanzano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007; Ambrose & Amaud,
2005).
The interaction between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice has been well documented in justice literature.
Clemmer (1993, p.202) found that procedural and interactional justice "each contributed uniquely to customers'
satisfaction." Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) reported a 0.62 correlation between procedural and interactional justice
and a 0.53 correlation between procedural and distributive justice. Masterson and colleagues (2000) also found that
interactional justice directly and positively affected perceptions of the quality of leader-member exchange, and
procedural justice affected perceptions of organizational support. Evidence suggests that the three components of justice
interact, even when this interaction may vary (Cropanzano, Slaughter, & Bachiochi, 2005).
3. Distributive Justice
Distributive justice involves how an organization disburses its resources as it achieves desired outcomes and
acknowledges that individuals may not always be treated alike (Ambrose & Schminke, 2007). Three widely recognized
rules of distributive justice are equality, equity, and need (Fortin & Fellenz, 2008). Equality treats each individual the
same; equity rewards individuals proportional to their contribution to desired outcomes; and need distributes resources
based on perceived requirements associated with individuals involved (Primeaux, et al., 2003).
Resources or rewards in distributive justice are apportioned based upon an implicit or explicit set of rules, and group
members traditionally think of themselves as shareholders in a group or community (Cropanzano, et al., 2007, p.37-38).
Greenberg (2001, p.370) explained that “people across many different cultures agree that distributive justice is important
although they define justice differently in practice and can favor one rule (equality, equity, need) over another when
allocating rewards”. Distributive justice implicitly consists of a subjective perception regarding the fairness of how
resources are assigned, as each party interprets values, priorities, and duties owed through an individual lens (Fortin &
Fellenz, 2008).
4. Procedural Justice
Procedural justice addresses “the means by which outcomes are allocated” (Cropanzano, et al. 2007, p.38). The degree
to which procedures, policies, and rules are articulated fairly and followed consistently are also critical to obtaining
cooperative behavior (Fuller & Hester, 2007; Tyler, 1999). Leventhal and colleagues (1980) observed that a process is
perceived as procedurally just if it is consistently applied, free from bias in implementation, factually accurate, relevant
to the needs of affected stakeholders, correctable, and consistent with an organization’s ethical norms. Procedural
fairness builds organizational trust and increases individual commitment (Lemons & Jones, 2001). Fischer and Smith
(2006) noted that paying attention to procedural justice issues seems more crucial for managers because “greater
perceived justice of organizational procedures was associated with higher satisfaction [and] greater commitment to the
organization.”
In his seminal research, Blau (1964) noted that perceptions of fairness were based upon elements of the social exchange
relationship and were fundamental to the decision to cooperate. Colquitt and colleagues (2001) called procedural justice
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a rational process which incorporates several context-based determinants. When organizational systems are perceived as
procedurally fair, participants may accept distributive justice decisions that are personally unfavorable (Kim &
Mauborgne, 2005; Tyler et al., 1997).
5. Interactional Justice
Interactional Justice involves the “quality of interpersonal treatment” (Bies & Moag, 1986, p.44) that people receive in a
relationship, and incorporates 1) the degree to which a person is treated with dignity and respect, 2) courtesy shown in
interpersonal dealings, and 3) whether a person is provided a personal explanation when treated in a way perceived as
unfair (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Primeaux, et al., 2003). Reflecting the social exchange
perspective (Blau, 1964), people expect fair, honest, courteous, and truthful treatment in their relationships with others
(Ladebo, Awotunde, & AbdulSalaam-Saghir, 2008). Donaldson and Dunfee (1999) have noted that the pursuit of fair and
just outcomes is a universal hypernorm that transcend ethical and cultural perspectives but that is highly subjective.
Employees who perceive fair treatments by authorities are more likely to evidence high commitment to the values and
goals of the organization (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Empirical studies have confirmed the independent nature of
interactional justice as a moderator of justice perceptions (Scandura, 1999: Bies & Moag, 1986; Clemmer, 1993).
Summarizing findings of the justice literature Caldwell and colleagues (2001) noted that justice incorporated six
fundamental assumptions:
(1) Justice's key components are distributive, procedural, and interactional;
(2) Just treatment leads to the cooperation of others, including their relinquishing of authority and control to those
perceived as just;
(3) Justice implies a distinct social contract, incorporating an exchange relationship, equality of rights, or a presumed
need;
(4) Perceived ethical duties owed from those in authority are based upon an explicit or implicit duty to behave
consistently with roles, responsibilities, and ground rules;
5) Those who relinquish authority or control expect that their interests will be considered and balanced with the
long-term collective welfare of other stakeholders;
(6) Justice is contextually sensitive and is merited based upon a composite of internal and external environmental
factors.
Each of these six factors confirms the subjective nature of justice as an individualized perception viewed through each
person’s mediating lens (Primeaux, et al., 2003). Cropanzano and colleagues (2007, p.34) stated “organizational justice
has the potential to create powerful benefits for organizations and employees alike [including] greater trust and
commitment, improved job performance, more helpful citizenship behaviors, improved customer satisfaction, and
diminished conflict.” People perceive justice through their perception based on their norms and values (Greenberg, 1993)
and view justice as a social contract (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1999). Justice is ultimately a concept (Fortin & Fellenz,
2008) that is evaluated through the subjective lens of each individual (Primeaux, et al, 2003) and is based upon
inferences drawn by each person about the elements of the social contract existing between that individual and another
party (Nussbaum, 2004; Hosmer, 2007).
6. Hofstede’s Five-Factor Framework for Describing Culture
Culture in an international context has been defined as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the
members of one group or category of people from another” (Hofstede, 1999, p.35). Culture incorporates the norms,
values, and attitudes that reflect shared meaning and patterned ways in which people interact (Litvin, Crotts, and Hefner,
2004, p.30). Cultural typing is considered to be “relatively static” (MacNab & Worthley, 2000) and a central, enduring,
and distinctive part of the identity of groups (Albert & Whetten, 1985). Hofstede and colleagues (1990) provided a well
recognized and frequently cited framework for classifying international cultures that identified five dimensions which
explain how people respond to their internal and external environments (Ailon, 2008):
(1) Individualism versus Collectivism – This dimension focused on the relationship between individuals.
Individualistic societies value individual achievement, and freedom and ties between individuals were
comparatively loose. Collectivistic societies value group relationships, and the achievement of goals tends to be
focused upon group-oriented achievements rather than upon individual accomplishments.
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(2) Masculinity versus Femininity – This dimension focused on the relationship between gender and work roles.
Masculine cultures sharply differentiate work roles and values such as achievement and the effective exercise of
power. Feminine cultures make little differentiation between roles based upon gender.
(3) Uncertainty Avoidance – This dimension reflects the degree of comfort that people feel in unstructured situations
and the efforts that they make to control external factors. Uncertainty avoidance reflects the extent to which cultures
socialize their members into tolerating uncertainty and ambiguous situations. Members of cultures with high
uncertainty avoidance have a strong need for rules and regulations. These cultures prefer clear and detailed
instructions and value job security and stable career patterns. Cultures with low uncertainty avoidance are more
willing to take risks and are more comfortable with both change and ambiguity.
(4) Power Distance – This dimension focused on the extent to which people are unequal in physical and intellectual
capabilities. High power-distance cultures give emphasis to inequalities in role, power, and wealth. Low
power-distance cultures tend to play down the importance of status and roles.
(5) Confucian Dynamism – This dimension emphasizes attitudes toward time, respect for tradition, the protection of
face, and the reciprocation of gifts and favors. These values are derived from Confucian teachings. Cultures high in
this dimension have a high regard for tradition and accompanying high expectations about the formalities expected
in social settings.
Hofstede and colleagues (1990) have noted that the variation within cultural groups is often broader than the variation
between groups for these five dimensions, but nonetheless have advocated this five-factor model as a useful framework
for understanding differences in the way people see the world and determine their priorities.
7. Organizational Justice and Cultural Perspectives
The perception of justice cannot be considered complete without understanding difference in national culture (Greenburg,
2001). To illustrate, justice is assessed by individuals whereas inferences about justice can be made by either individuals
or organizations (Primeaux, et al., 2003; van Olffen, & de Cremer, 2007). The three dimensions of justice are said to be
positively related to trust and the degree of personal commitment that people show toward the organization (Tzafrir, &
Eitam-Meilik, 2005). Organ (1988, p.64-67) suggested that perceived fairness was an important factor that determined
whether an organization’s employees would engage in extra role behaviors and opined that justice was often perceived
as a moral issue.
Chen and colleagues (1998) suggested that the degree to which employees are willing to engage in extra role behavior is
dependent upon whether those employees believe that their supervisor has violated the implicit psychological contract
between the organization and the employee. Hosmer (2007) defined the perceived fairness of social contracts as a
fundamental ethical principle upon which human relations is established. Othman and colleagues (2005) have also
identified the close relationship between employee commitment and perceptions about justice with regard to the
employment relationship and the psychological contract. We present ten propositions which clarify the relationship
between organizational justice and international cultures.
Olffen (2007) reported that organizational justice, especially procedural and interactional justice, is believed to induce
the formation of social exchange relationships in which perceived justice is reciprocated with favorable individual
attitudes and behaviors. In other words, organizations considered to be fair are attractive to employees and will motivate
them to stay committed (Olffen, 2007). According to Thompson and Heron (2005, p.397), “the highest levels of
commitment are reported when there are high levels of both interactional and procedural justice.”
A research study by Caldwell, Clapham, and Proctor (2003) found that for MBA students perceptions about procedural
and interactional justice in organizations were closely related to perceptions about perceived trustworthiness and affected
the willingness of individuals to trust other parties. Kim (2007) found that both organizational structures and the nature
of internal communications substantially impacted perceptions about fairness in Korean organizations. Schminke and
colleagues (2000) suggested that elements of organizational structure helped contribute to perceptions about procedural
fairness. Muller and Lee (2000) noted that the role and quality of communication between the leader and associates
substantially influenced perceptions of both trust and justice – impacting both perceptions about interpersonal
relationships and organizational fairness. Consistent with this summary of the role of interactional and procedural justice,
we offer our first two propositions.
P1: Employees of all cultural backgrounds will respond to a management approach characterized by
high levels of interactional and procedural justice with higher levels of employee commitment than
employees in organizations characterized by low levels of interactional and procedural justice.
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P2: Employees of all cultural backgrounds will respond to a management approach characterized by
high levels of interactional and procedural justice with higher levels of trust than employees in
organizations characterized by low levels of interactional and procedural justice.
Principles of justice that are consistent with cultural values are likely to be more acceptable and to be perceived as more
just than principles that represent conflicting values (Birnbaum-More & Wong, 1995). Hofstede’s (1980)
individualism/collectivism element is among the most common dimension used by researchers to understand the
differences between American culture and other cultures (Triandis, 1994). In an individualistic society, people tend to
emphasize their own goals over those of their clan or group (Ramamoorthy & Carroll, 1998; Ramamoorthy, Gupta,
Sardessai, & Flood, 2005). People in individualistic cultures are more likely to focus on self-interests, whereas in
collectivist cultures, individuals belong to groups that look after them in exchange for loyalty (Soares, Farhangmehr, &
Shoham, 2007). Furthermore, in an individualistic society, individual goals may or may not be consistent with
in-group goals (Triandis, 1994).
Sullivan and colleagues (2003) found that individualism and collectivism orientations impacted the nature of
interpersonal relationships in organizations. Lam and colleagues (2002) suggested that individualism and collectivism
impacted both perceptions of fairness and willingness to engage in extra-role behaviors. Yamaguchi (2005) determined
that for Japanese workers factors of both interactional and procedural justice affected employee willingness to cooperate
and perform extra-role behaviors. Anderson and Patterson (2008) found that persons who had a concern for others,
typified by a collectivist orientation, were as concerned about issues of equitable distributive justice and procedural
justice as persons with a more self-interested individualist orientation. Consistent with these research studies, we suggest
the following proposition.
P3: In cultures characterized by high levels of interactional justice and procedural justice, the levels of
commitment to engage in extra-role behaviors for individualistic cultures will be no greater than
organizations which have collectivist cultures.
Uncertainty avoidance measures the extent which people feel threatened by “uncertain or unknown situations” and is
mitigated by explicit and clear rules (Hofstede, 1991, p.13). As a factor reflecting the comfort level that a culture feels
with ambiguity and change, uncertainty avoidance is potentially the most significant cultural dimension in international
settings (Litvin, et al., 2004, p.30-31). Employees from cultures low in uncertainty avoidance tend to be more tolerant of
change and are willing to engage in activities that are perceived as unique or different (Hofstede, 1980). Cultures high in
uncertainty avoidance tend to resist change, seek predictability, and attempt to exercise more control by creating rules,
laws, and institutions (Primeaux, et al., 2003).
Whetten and Cameron (2007, p.386) suggested that individuals from cultures high in uncertainty avoidance were likely
to have a preference for precisely articulated procedural rules to reduce uncertainty and would tend to feel higher levels
of trust under circumstances when expectations and ground rules are clearly spelled out. In their explanation of the
relationship between transaction costs and cultural differences, Domicone and colleagues (1998) have proposed that
spelling out expectations and formalizing agreements in writing would help individuals from cultures high in uncertainty
avoidance to reduce uncertainty and would substitute for trust. Fisher and Lovell (2009, p.322-325) have noted that trust,
ethics, and justice are closely related constructs that reduce uncertainty and sustain express and implied social contracts.
In contrast, individuals from countries lower in uncertainty avoidance are more concerned about relationships that are
established than about procedural rules (Domicone, Bracker, & Shiffler, 1998). Sensitivity to cultural differences is vital
in building trust, and creating perceptions about fairness (Michailova & Hutchings, 2006) and attempting to create trust
by focusing on the relationship with individuals high in uncertainty avoidance are likely to communicate a mixed
message (Covey, 1992). Consistent with the insights offered by this research about uncertainty avoidance, we propose
the following.
P4: Organizations made up of employees from cultures high in uncertainty avoidance will respond to
a management approach characterized by high levels of procedural justice with greater levels of trust
and cooperative behavior than organizations characterized by low levels of procedural justice.
P5: Organizations made up of employees from cultures which have low levels of uncertainty
avoidance will respond to a management approach characterized by high levels of interactional justice
with higher levels of trust than organizations characterized by high levels of uncertainty avoidance.
Chiang and Birtch (2007) have noted that cultural background has a distinct impact on how reward preferences are
allocated. Kim and colleagues (1990) reported that equity-based reward allocations were culturally influenced and
suggested that cultures high in masculinity were also high in their preference for distributive outcomes high in
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consideration of equity regarding contributions. In contrast, Gilligan (1982) had earlier suggested that the feminine
perspective about ethical duties was more relationship based, consistent with the perspectives of interactional justice
(Bies & Moag, 1986). Simola (2003) also noted that feminine perspectives are more likely to be concerned with
procedural fairness. Masculine cultures, according to Roxas and Stoneback (2004, p.150), are associated with
assertiveness, acquisition of material things, and lack of concern for others. The ‘gender socialization approach’ argues
that “males and females have distinctive different values and traits due to gender creating different moral orientations
and resulting in different decisions and practices” (Roxas & Stoneback 2004, p.150). Simga-Mugan and colleagues
(2005, p.140) noted that “when facing moral dilemmas, people from Western and masculine cultures utilize ethics of
justice while people who are from Eastern and feminine cultures draw upon ethics of care.” Based upon this research,
we offer two more propositions.
P6: Organizations from cultures which have high levels of masculinity will respond to a managerial
approach characterized by high levels of equity-based distributive justice with higher levels of trust
than organizations with low levels of masculinity.
P7 Organizations from cultures which have high levels of femininity will respond to a managerial
approach characterized by equality-based and need-based distributive justice with higher levels of
trust than organizations with low levels of femininity.
Cultures high in Confucian values promote loyalty, respect for authority and harmony and place great value on
reciprocity, and interdependence in honoring relationships (Chan, 2008). Hofstede & Bond (1988) described Confucian
dynamism as also incorporating perseverance, face-saving, and long-term orientation. Within the Chinese culture,
Schminke and colleagues (2000) noted that at higher levels of the organization issues associated with the ability to
allocate resources related to distributive justice were paramount while at lower levels of the organization employees
tended to be more concerned with the opportunity to be flexible provided by procedures which do not constrain them.
Begley and colleagues (2006) confirmed the findings of Schminke and colleagues also noted that Confucianism’s focus
on role differentiation at different organizational levels impacted attitudes about trust.
Within a Confucian culture interpersonal relationships are established with superiors, not with the organization
–suggesting that managerial commitment can be constructed as a form of reciprocity to a specific person rather than the
work organization (Tsui, Schoonhaven, Meyer, Lau, & Mildovich, 2004, p.140). Piccolo and colleagues (2008, p.273)
confirmed that when relationships between leaders and team members were high quality, perceptions about both
distributive and procedural justice were also high and led to increased employee commitment. Lau and colleagues (2008)
suggested that perceived trustworthiness in Confucian cultures was influenced by demographic similarity and the quality
of the relationship between the parties. Consistent with this research about Confucian dynamism, we offer the following
proposition.
P8 Organizations from cultures which have high levels of Confucian dynamism will respond to a
managerial approach characterized by high procedural and distributive justice with higher levels of
trust and extra-role behaviors than organizations with low levels of procedural and distributive justice.
Based on Hofstede’s (1980) model, individuals and groups high in power distance more readily accept role and
interpersonal inequality and its institutionalization as compared to those with a low power-distance culture, who believe
that inequality between people should be minimized (Chow, et al., 2001, p.85). Tyler and colleagues (1997) suggested
that individuals low in power distance were less sensitive to variations in procedural justice because they were more
likely to accept role differentiations and acquiesce to the authority of supervisors. Subordinates from low power-distance
cultures consider themselves to have equal rights to their superiors and expect to be consulted on decisions that affect
them (Chow, et al., 2001, p.85). Chow and colleagues (2001, p, 88) also noted that “subordinates of a high power
distance culture more readily accept decisions and demands made by their superiors.” In contrast, organizations with
high power- distance orientations are likely to have role-constrained interactions with their superiors (Lee et al., 2000,
p.688).
Lee and colleagues (2000) identified a correlation between low power-distance and individual perceptions about both
procedural and distributive justice for Hong Kong employees. Individuals felt both increased trust in their supervisors
and higher perceptions of procedural justice and higher levels of contract fulfillment and distributive justice as well (Lee,
et al., 2000:685). In assessing the trustworthiness of leaders, van Knippenberg and colleagues (2007:113) found that
individual cultural expectations about leader roles, including power- distance perspectives, moderated perceptions of
fairness and justice. Henri (2006) had noted that accounting firms that were more flexible and less role dominant tended
to use a greater variety of performance measurement methods to focus firm performance and engender employee support.
Based upon this research about high power-distance cultures, offer the following two propositions.
Published by Sciedu Press
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P9: Individuals in organizations who have low levels of power distance will respond to a managerial
approach characterized by high levels of equity-based distributive justice and high procedural justice
with more trust in supervisors than individuals in organizations who have high levels of power
distance.
P10: Individuals in organizations who have low levels of power distance will respond to a managerial
approach characterized by high levels of managerial flexibility with more personal commitment than
individuals in organizations who have low levels of power distance.
Each of these ten propositions provides opportunities for scholars and practitioners to examine the way that cultural
perspectives impact employees view of managerial and organizational factors that reflect employee perceptions about
the implicit social contract that exists between the organization and its people (Hosmer, 2007; Rousseau, 1989 & 1995).
8. Contributions of Our Paper
We suggest that our paper and the ten propositions it presents contributes to the ongoing dialogue about organizational
justice and its role and impact in international business settings. We affirm the importance of organizational justice as a
factor impacting employee trust and commitment and identify the three major categories of justice. This paper affirms
the value of Hofstede’s five-factor framework in describing factors that reflect cultural differences and explain how
differences in culture impact employees. The academic literature clearly supports a relationship between cultural
differences and perceptions about management effectiveness and trust in international business settings. (Chow, et al.,
2001; Primeaux et al., 2003).
Further, we examine the relationships between organizational justice and the factors identified by Hofstede’s research
about these differences in international culture. As noted by a multitude of scholars (Dowling, et al., 2009; Hosmer, 2007;
Cropanzano, et al., 2007; Ambrose & Amaud, 2005), perceptions about justice vary based upon the cultural perceptions
and backgrounds of individual employees. Recognizing and responding to the differences in individual and cultural
perspectives about justice has profound implications for effectively managing employees (Dowling, Festing, & Engle,
2009).
Finally, we offer ten propositions about organizational justice that relate to differences in cultural perspectives. Citing
the scholarly research about the relationships between cultural types and organizational justice, leadership effectiveness,
employee commitment, and organizational trustworthiness, we cite dozens of studies that identify the factors that
influence individual and group perceptions about individual and organizational justice. These propositions provide a
research agenda that should undergo operationalization and empirical study.
9. Conclusion
While the discussion presented in this paper is descriptive and the propositions exploratory, it is the intent of the authors
to suggest that the ability of organizations to create aligned systems that are perceived as fair and just can substantially
contribute to the level of employees’ commitment and the extent which employees perform as highly motivated
organizational citizens. Understanding justice addresses our ability to achieve outcomes that are rational, morally
equitable and freedom enhancing (Sandel, 2009: Chapter 10). We suggest further that justice perceptions are not only
assessed on the basis of gender and age, but are substantially impacted by the subjective lens of national culture.
Cultural gaps have a huge impact on business because corporate cultures and way of doing things are deeply entrenched.
Wise managers who thoroughly understand the cultural factors which impact perceptions about justice will be able to
craft organizational policies and practices which enable them to be responsive to the needs of their employees. The
ability to provide aligned systems, policies, and practices that facilitate the achievement of the organizational mission
and that resonate with employee values is well recognized as a contributor to long-term organizational profitability and
strategic competitive advantage. Building trust by managing justly begins by making the effort to truly understand those
served by the organization. At the same time, as Hofstede (2009) has more recently noted organizations also must
become more just by focusing on society’s broader interests, rather than simply the parochial interests of their own
organizations.
In the opening lines of his classic text on international culture, Geert Hofstede wisely observed that the survival of
mankind will depend to a large extent on its ability to act together to understand how “others” thinking differs from ours.
As organizational leaders incorporate insights about justice in dealing with employees in the global marketplace, their
understanding of how employees think will impact organizational effectiveness, profitability, and long-term wealth
creation. We hope that this paper and propositions offered will lead to further theory development and empirical
research on the issue of justice and cross-cultural management.
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