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ABSTRACT 

Organizational justice has been a major factor for improving organizational performance. 

Hence, the present study examined how organizational justice enhances workplace harmony. 

The study adopted three dimensions of organizational justice (procedural, distributive and 

interactional justice) and discussed them on how they enhance workplace harmony. The 

study also adopted equity theory that promotes fairness in the workplace. Based on the 

review of related literature, the study found that the three dimensions of organizational 

justice improve workplace harmony when management displays fairness in the workplace. 

Thus, the study recommended that management should ensure that there is fairness in work 

procedures to improve workplace harmony. They should provide fair compensation system to 

improve workplace harmony. Management should ensure that interactional justice is 

practiced by frequent communication with employees and strive to ensure that information 

flows vertically and horizontally to improve employees’ performance in the workplace.  

Keywords: Organizational Justice, procedural justice, Distributive justice, Interactional 

justice, Workplace harmony 
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Introduction 

Every organization requires workplace harmony, which is defined as mutual synergy and a 

good connection between employers and their subordinates. A good working environment is 

critical to a company's success. According to Elangovan and Xie (2000), a blissful workplace 

allows employees and employers to improve productivity and promote development. Leaders 

establish the environment for a healthy relationship in the workplace, and this creates the 

organization's culture over time. As a result, problems impacting workplace harmony are of 

concern to the leaders. 

The frequency of management-workforce disputes is rapidly increasing in many areas of the 

global economy, which seems to be affecting workplace harmony. For decades, the 

workplace has been roiled by demands for higher wages and earnings as a form of 

incentivization, as well as bonuses, awards, and health benefits (Thurston & McNall, 2010). 

Despite these safeguards, there is still widespread dissatisfaction between employers and 

workers on one hand, and managers and employees on the other. Leadership styles, 

organizational structure, pay, organizational tactics, and organizational justice have all been 

studied by researchers over the years as elements that influence workplace harmony and other 

characteristics (Thurston & McNall, 2010; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Cropanzano et 

al., 2007; Nelson et al., 2008; Milkovich & Newman, 2008).  

Cropanzano et al. (2007) believe that organizational justice is a powerful variable that 

influences organizational performance and is a critical element in any organization's success. 

Organizational justice fosters fairness, honesty, respect, and trust, which is why it is so 

important. Individuals‟ views of fairness in resource allocation between people are important 

to distributive justice (Greenberg & Baron 2003). It also relates to the perceived fairness of 

the pay packages received by employees (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Participant perceptions 

of the fairness of the rules and procedures that govern a process are referred to as procedural 

justice, whereas interactional justice is referred to as the fairness of the rules and procedures 

that govern a process. 

A good and peaceful workplace is one in which all employees are treated with dignity and 

respect, and no employee is harassed because of their religious or political beliefs (Elangovan 

& Xie. 2000). The same ideas will apply when it comes to promoting a positive and 

harmonious work environment regardless of color, gender, handicap, sexual orientation, or 

age. Workers' dissatisfaction stemmed from the organization's executives' unfairness. 

Employees and their job performance suffer because of inequity in work sharing, 

compensation, and communication (Greenberg & Baron 2003). 

A healthy work culture that tolerates variety and enhances employees' ability in job delivery 

signifies a significant step toward achieving organizational objectives. Most managers are 

caught between a rock and a hard place when it comes to controlling power or using 

leadership techniques in the workplace (Elangovan & Xie. 2000). Workers may respond 

adversely in the form of strikes, complaints, and disputes when the incorrect management or 

leadership style is used, and a hostile work environment is produced. As a result, 

management must provide distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice to 

keep workers happy, engaged, and loyal to the company (Elangovan & Xie. 2000). 

Employees are more likely to exhibit good attitudes and behaviors such as loyalty and 

productivity when they believe are treated fairly by the company in all aspects. In terms of 

justice, issues such as distributing financial resources, employing workers in organizations, 

policymaking, and policy implications that impact decision-makers and those who are 
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affected by such choices need particular consideration (Colquit et al., 2005). However, based 

on the existing literature, it seems that research studies on organizational justice and 

workplace harmony are lacking. This necessitates the present study to examine how 

organizational justice enhances workplace harmony. 

Objectives of the Study  

The purpose of the study was to examine how organizational justice enhances workplace 

harmony. The objectives of the study will include the following: 

1. To examine how procedural justice enhances workplace harmony. 

2. To examine how distributive justice enhances workplace harmony. 

3. To examine how interactional justice enhances workplace harmony. 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Conceptual Review 

The main areas of review will include the concept of organizational justice with its 

dimensions (procedural, distributions and interactional justice), the concept of workplace 

harmony with its measures (organizational commitment, teamwork, and task 

accomplishments). This will enable a better understanding of how organizational justice 

enhances workplace harmony in literature. 

Concept of Organizational Justice  

The function of fairness in organizations is referred to as organizational justice, and it is 

closely related to workers' views of fair treatment (Cohen-charash & Spector, 2001). Because 

it has a direct effect on employee performance, organizational justice is a phrase used to 

describe the function of fairness in the workplace. Organizational Justice is concerned with 

the scenario in which workers develop views about their treatment at work and how this 

impacts their job performance (Moorman, 1991). Organizational justice may be used to 

describe employee retribution in response to inequitable outcomes or inappropriate 

procedures and interactions (Alslem & Achaini, 2007). 

Researchers have identified three main models in developing the theory of organizational 

justice: (a) a two-factor model, consisting of distributive and procedural justice; (b) a three-

factor model, consisting of distributive, procedural, and interaction justice; (c) a four-factor 

model, consisting of distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice. 

Regardless of the fact that several previous studies of organizational justice used a three- or 

four-factor model (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Tessema et al., 

2014; Akram et al., 2016), there is less agreement on the distinction between interactional 

and informational justice due to the high inter-correlation (Colquitt et al., 2001).  

As a consequence, it's unclear whether organizational justice should be defined using the 

three or four criteria. Nonetheless, scholars have reached an understanding of the distinction 

between procedural and distributive justice (Tessema et al., 2014). The two-factor model is 

the most widely used in organizational justice research (Alexander & Uderman, 1987; 

Moorman, 1991; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Karriker & Williams, 2009; Strom et al., 

2014; Ghosh et al., 2017), and it also serves as the foundation for the three- and four-factor 

models that follow. Informational justice and interpersonal justice were split into two sub 

dimensions of interactional justice (Colquitt, 2001). The next sections go through each of the 

components of justice in more depth. 
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Procedural justice 

According to procedural justice, “the individual's perception of the fairness of procedural 

aspects within a social system impacts resource allocation” (Leventhal, 1980). Procedural 

justice refers to participants' perceptions of the fairness of the rules and procedures that guide 

a process. If participants believe that organizational procedures are fair, they will be happier, 

more willing to accept the outcome of a procedure, and more likely to generate positive 

feelings about the company (Akbolat et al., 2015). 

It's in line with the end outcomes, which cover methods, procedures, and processes equitably 

(Swalhi et al., 2017). It is considered to exist when processes include certain types of 

normatively accepted norms. The fairness of the procedures should meet the following 

criteria: they should suppress bias, yield good allocations, rely on accurate information, be 

correctable, represent all receivers' interests, and be based on contemporary moral and ethical 

standards (Leventhal, 1980). 

In companies, procedural fairness is regarded as the bedrock of social interaction (Swalhi et 

al., 2017). It has a significant impact on employees' cognitive, emotional, and behavioral 

reactions to the business (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). According to Cropanzano et al. 

(2002), procedural fairness is more likely associated with organizational commitment and 

trust in top management. Procedural fairness, according to Kim and Park (2017), has a 

positive effect on employee engagement, information exchange, and innovative work 

behavior. Procedural fairness may aid employees in accepting changes in the organization's 

values and objectives, as well as adjusting to external pressures. Furthermore, many findings 

suggested that the manner of awarding rewards is more important than the outcome (Cohen-

Charash & Spector, 2001). 

Distributive Justice  

The perceived fairness of the results that a person receives from an organization is referred to 

as distributive justice. Individuals assess the fairness of distribution by comparing themselves 

to others. Outcomes may be allocated based on equality, need, or contribution (Alselem & 

Achaiani, 2007). The perceived fairness of an employee's results is referred to as distributive 

justice (Moorman, 1991). Pay, promotion, prestige, performance reviews, and job tenure, 

according to Lawler, have a significant impact on job satisfaction, quality of work life, and 

organizational success (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987). 

Cropanzano et al. (2007) identify three allocation principles that, when implemented 

correctly, may lead to distributive justice: equality (to everyone the same), equity (to each in 

proportion to contributions), and necessity (to each in accordance with the most urgency). 

The concept of distributive justice is concerned with the fact that not all employees are 

treated equally; in the workplace, the distribution of outcomes is varied (Cropanzano et.al. 

2007). 

Although procedural and interactional justice are different conceptions, Cropanzano et al. 

(2002) claimed that they are closely linked. Procedural justice is essential in creating 

interpersonal settings, as Tyler and Bies (1990) point out, and therefore impacts perceptions 

of interaction justice. Cropanzano et al. (2007) stated that fair procedures lead to intellectual 

and emotional recognition, which leads to the trust and commitment necessary for strategy 

implementation. As a result, from a procedural justice standpoint, the fairness of the 

assessment methods used to calculate ratings is emphasized (Greenberg 1986). According to 

Folger and Konovsky (1989), the ability of workers to communicate their emotions while 
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being assessed predicted a measure of perceived fairness and accuracy of performance 

assessment. Employees are more loyal and ready to act in the best interests of the company if 

the procedure is seen to be fair (Cropanzano et al., 2007). As a result, the distributive justice 

viewpoint emphasizes the fairness of the assessments given in relation to the labor done 

(Greenberg 1986). As a result, distributive fairness is guaranteed to improve workplace 

harmony. 

Interactional Justice  

The provision of information to workers involves interpersonal justice, and there is a 

significant need for a focus on the actual presentation of required information. Managers 

required to grasp the intentions, beliefs, and attitudes of their employees, communicate 

effectively, respect their desires, and project politeness and friendliness (Colquitt, 2001). 

Interactions between supervisors and subordinates are an important component of 

organizational social interaction. Because workers' interpretations of these encounters are 

subjective, it's difficult for supervisors to figure out the ideal way to engage with them 

(Rousseau, 1995, 2001). Because the supervisor is an agent of the organization, when 

workers feel that their supervisors regard them positively, they interpret this as a sign of the 

organization's support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Employees are also aware that supervisors 

often transmit employee assessments to top management, which reinforces the link between 

supervisory and organizational support (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 

The principles of reciprocity, according to Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005), are the 

foundation on which organizational interactional justice is built. Employees expect fair, 

honest, courteous, and helpful behavior from their employers, according to Blau (1964). 

Employees who perceive fair treatment by authorities are more likely to show good behaviors 

such as greater levels of dedication to the organization's goals, according to Cohen and 

Spector (2001). It refers to the degree of impartiality with which people are treated 

throughout decision-making processes (Bies & Moag, 1986). 

Greenberg (1990, 1993) separated interpersonal and informational aspects in interactional 

justice. Interpersonal justice refers to whether a person in a position of power treats others 

with dignity and respect when carrying out organizational processes and procedures, while 

informational justice refers to whether appropriate reasoning and honesty are used when 

providing explanations (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993). Individual views of the strength of 

reasoning provided by the organizational representative are bolstered by informational 

justice. These findings suggest that just keeping workers aware fosters a sense of fairness 

(Bies, 2001). Greenberg (1993) argued that interpersonal justice might be considered a social 

component of distributive justice since it is not always a part of the allocation process. 

High-quality employee-supervisor contact provides both social and emotional support to 

workers in the form of desired work schedules, guidance on how to cope with difficult work 

problems, or giving encouraging words in conflict or stress circumstances (VanDyne et al., 

2002). Employees confused or ambiguous emotions are alleviated by the enhanced degree of 

support given by high-quality interactions with supervisors (Harris et al., 2006). High-quality 

employee-supervisor interactions may be considered to offer important intangible resources 

to workers, such as enhanced value and self-worth (Sluss et al., 2008). A stronger 

psychological contract with the company is another result of high-quality employee-

supervisor contact. 

Employees' psychological contracts with their supervisors manifest themselves in the feelings 

that their supervisors are supportive, that their jobs are secure, that they have faith in their 
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supervisor and organizational decisions, that they are more committed to their supervisor and 

organization, and that they have a more positive attitude toward their supervisor and, by 

extension, the organization (Zagenczyk et al., 2011). According to research, positive 

treatment at work (fairness, excellent working circumstances, and high-quality employee-

supervisor contact) leads to a sense of organizational support, which affects workers' attitudes 

(Eisenberger et al., 2001; Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; 

Riggle, et al., 2009). 

Supervisors, by default, play a critical role in assisting workers in dealing with different kinds 

of workplace stress by providing emotional support (Rego et al., 2007). Supportive 

supervision is linked with not just a caring work atmosphere, but also one that is secure and 

positive (Shore & Shore, 1995). Employees' socio-emotional needs, such as caring for 

people, esteem development, and workplace acceptance, are met in large part by perceived 

organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Low-quality interactions may lead to or 

reinforce a violation of the employee's psychological contract with his or her boss, and, by 

extension, with the company. 

Concept of Workplace Harmony 

Industrial harmony means a pleasant and cooperative working relationship between 

employers and workers for mutual benefit (Otobo, 2005). Harmony in the workplace has 

really been defined as a condition of relative peace and stability in an organization 

characterized by group trust, employee-management understanding, and a lack of displays of 

dissatisfaction among employees (Bassey et al., 2012; Yesufu, 1984). Employee-management 

understanding and agreement on terms of working conditions, pay, advancement, job 

security, and safety, as well as ethical and professional behavior, is regarded the result of 

excellent interpersonal interactions at work. 

Workplace harmony, according to Akume and Abdullahi (2013), is defined as a process of 

interest accommodation by the parties involved in such a way that allows for understanding 

and compromise in the setting of working conditions, rules, and power sharing. According to 

the authors, processes may be used to define a variety of actions that contribute to the 

structure and character of the interaction between management and their subordinates, 

whether officially or informally. 

According to Ngethe et al. (2012), leaders use their power to motivate people to achieve their 

goals and objectives. Leaders that engage with their workers in a positive manner encourage 

loyalty and commitment. Thus, according to Gill et al. (2006), leadership continues to 

motivate, encourage, and recognize their followers in order to accomplish key performance 

objectives. On the other side, poor leadership demotivates workers, leading to grievances, 

strikes, and other forms of labor unrest. Authoritarian leadership has been shown to promote 

conflict, which destroys workplace peace. 

Organizational Trust 

Trust is defined as a readiness to become vulnerable in the presence of another person. 

Colquitt and colleagues (2001) found that trust is predicted by all three aspects of justice 

(distributive, procedural, and interactional). Employees who believe their workplace is fair 

are more likely to respond favorably. Employees would be more loyal and ready to operate in 

the organization's best interests (Cropanzano et al., 2007). In the perspective of the workers, 

this builds trust. Scholars anticipate (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky & Pugh, 

1994) that there is a greater connection between trust and procedural justice than trust and 
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distributive justice, based on prior research. However, since trust is usually linked with 

specific individual, interpersonal and informational forms of justice are even better predictors 

of trust than procedural justice, according to the agent-system model. Employees develop 

confidence in companies when results are perceived as fair, according to Pillai et al (2001). 

Employees who believed their supervisor had presided over a fair evaluation procedure were 

more likely to rate their trust favorably, according to Folger and Konovsky (1989). Brockner 

and Siegel (1996) conducted research that found a link between procedural fairness and 

greater levels of trust. Employees will accept unfavorable choices provided they are given a 

real and fair explanation (Daly and Geyer, 1994); here is where interactional justice comes 

into play. Effective communication (an essential expression of interactional justice practice), 

according to Folger and Cropanzano (1998), would play a key role in maintaining trust and 

may neutralize any skepticism in the context of organizational transformation. Mayer et al. 

(1995) further argue that treating subordinates kindly would aid in the development of trust.  

The trust between an organization and its members is referred to as organizational trust. This 

kind of trust emerges because of interactions between coworkers, managers, and 

organizational leaders. Organizational trust, according to Shockley-Zalabak & et al, (2010), 

organizational trust is established based on roles, connections, experiences, and 

organizational affiliations and is defined as favorable personal judgments that individuals 

have about the content and conduct of the organization's members.  

Organizational trust is a place where individuals feel safe, warm, and accepted. Interpersonal 

trust is a kind of trust that manifests itself in face-to-face interactions. This kind of trust 

includes interactions between friends and coworkers, as well as trust between a boss and an 

employee, a supervisor and a subordinate, an employer and an employee, a teacher and a 

student, a doctor and a patient, and a driver and a passenger. Interpersonal trust, according to 

Shockley-Zalabak (2000) is made up of three elements: precarious position, communication, 

and dependence on information. Interpersonal trust, they think, is defined as an individual's 

reliance on information obtained from a third party (the other person). This knowledge 

pertains to uncertain environmental circumstances as well as the practical implications of the 

hazardous situation in which both parties are engaged. Thus, in interpersonal trust: a person's 

dependence on another person in order to accomplish desired goals in a perilous situation. 

Organizational Commitment 

The majority of organizational commitment assessments focused on emotional commitment, 

or how much workers connect with the business and make its objectives their own (Allen & 

Meyer, 1990). Tyler has argued in the past (Tyler, 1990) that procedural justice has a greater 

connection with institutional support than distributive justice. This is also validated by many 

research and is compatible with the two-factor hypothesis (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; 

Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993). However, it's worth noting that many research have backed the 

distributive dominance paradigm instead. For example, Lowe and Vodanovich (1995) 

discovered a greater link between distributive justice and organizational commitment than 

Greenberg did for procedural justice. Other findings back up the agent-system paradigm, 

indicating that procedural justice predicts organizational commitment better than interactional 

justice (Masterson et al., 2000). According to Lambert, Hogan, and Griffin (2007), procedural 

and distributive fairness have an effect on an employee's organizational commitment level. 

Because emotional commitment develops as a result of organizational procedures and 

systems, it is associated with procedural justice rather than distributive justice (Konovsky & 

Cropanzano, 1991). Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) agree with this result that emotional 
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commitment is associated with procedural fairness in a major and meaningful way. The 

commitment to perseverance was shown to be unrelated to justice (Konovsky & Cropanzano 

1991). However, Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) discovered a negative connection between 

continuous commitment and procedural and interactional fairness. Regardless of the situation, 

organizational commitment can only be accomplished when there is organizational fairness. 

Theoretical Review  

Equity theory gave birth to the concept of organizational justice (Adams, 1963, 1965). 

Adams' study on equality (Adams, 1963; 1965) was one of the earliest psychological 

investigations on people's views of how results are distributed (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 

2001). Individuals evaluate the fairness of their own or others' rewards exclusively on the 

basis of merit, according to the idea. Individuals in organizations are said to compare the 

ratios of their own results, which are usually tangible incentives, to inputs, such as donations, 

to the ratios of other organizational referents, according to the theory. Work habits will be 

adjusted as a result of the comparisons. People will be driven to alter the situation by 

adjusting their inputs and results, changing their referent other; misrepresenting their 

perspective, or quitting the company if the comparisons produce large disparities (Mitchell et 

al., 2001). Four interconnected assertions form the basis of this theory: 

i. When people believe justice is fair, they will strive to optimize their results. 

ii. Groups develop equitable criteria and impose sanctions on members based on those 

standards. 

iii. Inequity causes psychological discomfort in proportion to its magnitude; and 

iv. When people are in distress, they want to get out of it by restoring fairness. 

v. Rather than altering the environment, individuals may persuade themselves that 

distributive justice exists by distorting perceptions (Leventhal, 1976). 

Furthermore, equity theory indicated that individuals compare their own perceived work 

results to their own perceived labor inputs with their peers' equivalent ratios. As a result, their 

involvement in organizations may be altered (Colquitt et al., 2001). Promotions, money, 

recognition, equipment, or any other job-related resources are regarded inputs, while time and 

effort are considered outputs. If the percentages are equal, people in organizational contexts 

should feel equally happy. If the ratios are unbalanced, employees may perceive injustice and 

try to correct the situation. They may decide to reduce the number of input-output 

comparisons, for example (Shkoler & Tziner, 2017). 

Furthermore, organizational justice is founded on the social exchange theory, which sees 

social activity as a series of sequential transactions involving two or more individuals (Blau, 

1964). A reciprocity mechanism is used to transfer resources in these transactions. As a 

consequence, one side has a tendency to reciprocate the other's positive (or sometimes 

negative) behaviors (Cropanzano et al., 2017). A transaction may be compared to a 

professional relationship. Someone, for instance, exchanges work for cash (Cropanzano et al., 

2002). The fairness of an employee's trading relationship with a business determines the 

quality of such relationship (Swalhi et al., 2017). Employees may feel obliged to repay the 

favor if they believe the business and its leaders are treating them fairly (Ghosh et al., 2013). 

The equity theory guides the outcome-oriented viewpoint. According to Adams' concept of 

distributive justice, people are more concerned about whether the results are fair than the 

absolute quantity of the consequences (Tessema et al., 2014). When a person believes a result 

is unfair, it may affect his or her emotions (anger, joy, pride, or guilt), cognitions (cognitively 

distort one's own or others' inputs and results), and behavior (performance and withdrawal 
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(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). In a nutshell, Adams' (1965) equity theory is concerned 

with how individuals react to unfair outcomes. When an outcome is seen to be wrong in 

contrast to some standard, the individual is likely to face distributive injustice (Cropanzano & 

Greenberg, 1997). 

Distributive Justice and Workplace Harmony 

Distributive justice is more strongly linked with responses to specific outcomes than with 

reactions to the organization or one's supervisor, according to Cropanzano et al. (2002). 

Distributive fairness, as Ghosh et al. (2017) noted is a better predictor of the sacrifice that 

everyone in the company must make. The feeling of distributive justice is related to resource 

distribution (Campbell et al., 2012). To put it another way, how resources are distributed 

fairly and adequately supplies affects employees' sense of fairness. According to Dailey and 

Kirk (1992), employees may explain their desire to quit by locating "evidence" that 

demonstrates how incentives are distributed unfairly. Furthermore, when it comes to 

evaluating their company, distributive justice seems to be a significant influence (Loi et al. 

2006). Employees will be more loyal to their employer if they can't get similar benefits 

elsewhere (Lee et.al. 2007). As a consequence, it goes without saying that distributive justice 

promotes workplace harmony. 

Procedural Justice and Workplace Harmony 

Procedural fairness has different impacts on organizational outcomes, according to various 

studies. For example, McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) investigated the predictive capabilities 

of procedural justice using a main effect approach, showing that distributive justice 

influenced personal outcomes. Thus, according to Fields et al. (2000), procedural fairness has 

a greater impact on how employees perceive their bosses. In the past, procedural fairness was 

shown to be more predictive of a variety of work attitudes, notably organizational 

commitment (Warner et.al. 2005). The fairness of the decision-making process appears to be 

more important than the amount of compensation received by individuals (Teprstra & 

Honoree, 2003). 

Interactional Justice and Workplace Harmony 

Bies (2001) found that there are actions and behaviors that create a sense of unfairness when 

it comes to interactional injustice in a recent fascinating study. Examples include derogatory 

judgments, deception, and invasion of privacy, as well as careless or abusive conduct, public 

censure, and coercion. According to Bies (2001), apathy about these and other comparable 

actions may lead to a decrease in perceptions of fair treatment. In establishing the concept of 

interactional justice, Bies and Moag (1986) proposed four characteristics that define fair 

interpersonal treatment of subordinates by CEOs: (a) Respect: interacting with subordinates 

should be done with honesty and dignity; (b) Propriety: unwise and detrimental remarks 

should be avoided; (c) Justification: all judgments should be explained in detail; and (d) 

Truthfulness: these explanations should be open, candid, and honest. 

Throughout the years, scholars have structured organizational justice such that respect and 

propriety standards fall under interpersonal justice and justification, and honesty explains 

informational justice (Bies, 2005; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Greenberg, 1993). 

The significance of interpersonal and informational fairness is explained by Bies' (2005) 

difference between exchanges" and encounters. According to Bies (2005), procedural and 

distributive justice are mostly related to resource exchange issues, which are uncommon in 

organizations. Interpersonal and informational justice are apparent in almost all encounters 
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between managers and subordinates, regardless of whether resource allocation decisions are 

being adjudicated or not. This supports the argument by Folger (2001) that managers in 

interactional justice settings have a lot of flexibility when it comes to following (or violating) 

justice standards. As a consequence, interactional justice has a value that can be seen in 

everyday life that other elements of justice lack. The primary goal of interactional justice 

research is to identify key touchstones for fair interactions or treatment in a variety of 

organizational settings. According to current study, managerial conduct that shows 

interpersonal sensitivity in interactions with employees improves employees' perceptions of 

the decision-making process (Brockner, 1994; Tyler & Bies, 1990). Based on this in-depth 

examination, the study argues that interactional justice promotes workplace harmony. 

Organizational Justice and Workplace Harmony 

Employee attitudes (job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and organizational commitment) 

and behaviors are influenced by organizational justice, according to many studies (creative 

work behavior, organizational citizenship activity, and work performance). For example, 

Usmani and Jamal (2013) investigated the relationship between organizational justice and job 

satisfaction and found that distributive justice, interactional justice, and personal time are all 

related to job satisfaction. Employees are more likely to undertake more work and perform 

better when they believe they are treated fairly. Organizational justice has a substantial and 

positive impact on employees' innovative work behavior, according to Akram et al. (2016). 

Organizational justice has an impact on employee behavior and performance in some small 

and medium-sized companies, according to Swalhi et al. (2017). Organizational citizenship 

engagement has also been related to fairness perceptions in research (Karriker & Williams, 

2009; Tziner & Sharoni, 2014). 

When employees have high perceptions of organizational justice, their positive feelings 

toward their employers may be improved. Nonetheless, a lack of organizational justice will 

lead to employee dissatisfaction and negative emotions, both of which will have serious 

consequences. According to Pekurinen et al. (2017), low organizational justice may have a 

detrimental effect on nurses' behavior toward coworkers (collaboration), as well as poor 

employee-patient interactions and changes in nurses' behavior toward patients. According to 

Shkoler and Tziner (2017), a feeling of injustice may jeopardize employees' resources and 

make them feel as if they don't have enough. It irritates and exhausts them, resulting to 

burnout and potentially hazardous organizational behaviors including theft, sabotage, 

withdrawal, and harassment. 

As a consequence, employees have a sense of belonging as a result of fairness and justice, 

which is an essential component of organizational commitment. However, some research has 

shown a connection between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Lambert et al. 

(2007) found that procedural and distributive fairness had a significant impact on employees' 

loyalty to the company. Furthermore, in their study of the relationship between organizational 

justice and organizational commitment and turnover intentions, Nazim and Shahid (2012) 

discovered that both distributive and procedural justice perceptions had a significant 

relationship with organizational commitment and turnover intentions. Fariha et al. (2013) 

discovered that distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice all have a 

significant relationship with organizational commitment Organizational justice seems to 

enhance workplace peace, according to a review of prior studies. 
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Conclusion 

The study examines the how organizational justice improves workplace harmony. After a 

careful study of past related literature, the present study found that of organizational justice 

enhances workplace harmony. This implies that lack of organizational justice causes 

disharmony in the workplace, this is evidence in lack of organizational trust and 

organizational commitment. Thus, the study concludes that organizational justice is a strong 

instrument for achieving workplace harmony which needs proper attention by management to 

ensure that they display fairness in all aspect of the organizational operations to improve 

workplace harmony. 

Recommendations 

From literature reviewed on organizational justice and workplace harmony, work procedures 

to improve workplace harmony. They should provide fair compensation system to improve 

workplace harmony. Management should ensure interactional justice by frequent 

communication with members of the organization and strive to ensure that information flows 

vertically and horizontally in order improve employees‟ performance in the workplace. 

Practically, these will lead to organizational trust, organizational commitment and thereby 

improve workplace harmony. 
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