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C H A P T E R

Abstract

This chapter provides an overview of Fairness Heuristic Theory and the Uncertainty Management 

Model as they endeavor to answer the questions of when and why employees are likely to attend to 

fairness in the workplace. Emphasis is given to the implications of these theoretical perspectives for 

workplace manager–report (and leader–follower) interactions and for organizational policies. We 

conclude the chapter with a discussion of how these theories relate to perspectives emerging from 

System Justification Theory on how people construct fairness judgments and when they may be 
more or less likely to attend to fairness in the workplace.
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attention to fairness

Decades of research on organizational justice 
have demonstrated that fairness in the workplace is 
immensely important to people. Employees respond 
very positively to work situations they deem to be 
fair and react very negatively to work situations 
they deem unfair (e.g., Adams, 1965; Brockner & 
Wiesenfeld, 1996; Weiss, Suckow, Cropanzano, 
1999). Consequently, workplace fairness, or lack 
thereof, predicts a multitude of employee attitudes 
and behaviors (see generally Greenberg & Colquitt, 
2005; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992).

Perceiving one’s organization to be fair and 
just has been demonstrated to have a variety of 
desirable consequences, including higher job sat-
isfaction (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Folger & 
Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1982; McFarlin & 
Sweeney, 1992), greater organizational commit-
ment (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Korsgaard, 
Schweiger, & Sapienza, 1995; Moorman, 
1991) and increased acceptance of workplace poli-
cies (Greenberg, 1994, 2000; Greenberg & Scott, 
1996). Employees who judge their workplace to 
be fair engage in more organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCBs) (Karriker & Williams, 2009; 
Konovsky & Folger 1991; Podsakoff & McKenzie, 
1993), exhibit higher job performance (Colquitt, 
Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Lind, Kanfer, & Early, 
1990) and are less likely to quit (Ambrose & 
Schminke, 2009; Simons & Roberson, 2003).

Conversely, perceptions of organizational 
unfairness or injustice have been linked to sev-
eral undesirable outcomes, including decreased 
cooperation and less obedience toward author-
ity figures (Huo, Smith, Tyler, & Lind, 1996; 
Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & de Vera Park, 1993), 
increased absenteeism and turnover (Alexander &  
Ruderman, 1987; De Boer, Bakker, Syroit, 
Schaufeli, 2002) and lack of organizational 
citizenship behaviors (Moorman, Nieghood, &  
Organ, 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). 
Moreover, employees who believe their treatment 
in the workplace to be unfair are more likely to 
participate in counterproductive work behaviors 
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Fox, Spector, &  
Miles, 2001), steal from their workplace 
(Greenberg, 1990; 1993), engage in workplace 
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violence (Dietz, Robinson, Folger, Baron, & 
Schulz, 2003; Folger & Baron, 1996), and sue 
their organization (Lind, Greenberg, Scott, & 
Welchans, 2000).

The powerful effect of fairness on workplace 
attitudes and behavior has led to the development 
of a substantial literature on the psychology of jus-
tice in organizations. Much of the classic research 
on organizational justice focused on exploring 
the consequences of perceptions of fairness and 
unfairness (see, e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler &  
Lind, 1992) and on distinctions between distribu-
tive, procedural, and interactive justice experi-
ences (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Bies, 2005; 
Cropanzano & Ambrose, 2001; Folger, 1977; 
Thibaut & Walker, 1975, 1978). More recently, 
some scholars have directed their attention toward 
answering the question of when fairness is likely 
to matter more to people and when it is likely to 
matter less. As we have sought to understand when 
fairness matters, we have also found ourselves giv-
ing substantial consideration to the question of why 
judgments of how fair or unfair one’s treatment or 
outcomes are have such a robust effect on so many 
aspects of organizational life.

The goal of this chapter is to provide an over-
view of two related theoretical works—Fairness 
Heuristic Theory (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, Lind, &  
Wilke, 2001) and the Uncertainty Management 
Model (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den 
Bos, 2001a; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002) as they 
endeavor to answer these questions. We focus on 
the implications of these theoretical perspectives 
for leader–follower interactions in the workplace 
and for organizational policies. We then discuss 
these theories in relation to perspectives emerging 
from System Justification Theory (Jost & Banaji, 
1994), which also provide insight into when people 
may be more or less likely to attend to organiza-
tional justice.

Fairness Heuristic Theory
Fairness Heuristic Theory (Lind, 2001; Van 

den Bos, Lind, & Wilke, 2001) seeks to provide a 
coherent account of when and why people form and 
use fairness judgments. In doing so, the theory also 
describes how people’s beliefs about the fairness of a 
given context are psychologically constructed.

The Fairness Heuristic
A central tenet of Fairness Heuristic Theory is 

its conceptualization of fairness in terms of cogni-
tions, focusing specifically on how subjective beliefs 

about organizational fairness drive key workplace 
attitudes and behaviors. According to this theory, 
employees adopt early, relatively quickly formu-
lated judgments about the fairness of a given work 
context and incorporate these judgments into an 
overall evaluation of the fairness of their work situa-
tion, which they then use as a heuristic or cognitive 
shortcut to guide their behavior and interpreta-
tion of subsequent fairness-relevant information in 
that context. This fairness heuristic is also used to 
regulate their emotional involvement at work. One 
important implication of this is that rather than 
constantly scanning their environment for new 
fairness-related information, people heavily draw 
from their early workplace experiences to construct 
a general impression of how fair their organization 
is. Thus, newly hired employees, or those recently 
transferred to a new team or department, are likely 
to use information available during early interac-
tions with coworkers and authority figures to form 
a stable global fairness judgment about their new 
work environment.

In suggesting when people are most likely to 
form their beliefs about whether a context is fair 
or not, Fairness Heuristic Theory proposes a mul-
tiphase process through which people construct, 
then use, and then re-construct their fairness judg-
ments. Early workplace experiences (or, as we will 
note later, experiences following an exceptional 
event that triggers re-evaluation of the fairness heu-
ristic) constitute the “judgment phase” of fairness 
cognition process. Once an initial fairness assess-
ment has been formulated, people tend to use this 
judgment, more or less uncritically, as a heuristic 
to guide their subsequent workplace reactions and 
evaluations. Fairness Heuristic Theory calls this 
second period of time the “use phase.” In this phase, 
the global fairness judgment, if positive, facilitates 
trust, engagement, and acceptance of authority in 
everyday work life. Feelings of fairness enable the 
person to cooperate and identify with their team or 
organization, whereas feelings of unfairness block 
this type of psychological engagement and instead 
prompt a strict quid-pro-quo approach to respond-
ing to requests. According to the initial statement 
of the theory, the use phase persists until there is 
a striking change or inconsistency that makes it 
clear that “all bets are off.” Certain environmental 
changes (phase shifting events) may trigger a reas-
sessment of the cognitive shortcut that the fairness 
heuristic supplies and may provoke the person to 
recalibrate by seeking out new fairness information 
and constructing a new fairness heuristic to rely on 
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in later decisions about how much to cooperate or 
engage.

Thus Fairness Heuristic Theory introduced two 
novel theoretical ideas. First, rather than delineat-
ing the unique effects of different types of justice on 
organizational outcomes, as is common in justice 
research (see e.g., Bies, 2005), Fairness Heuristic 
Theory posits that, from the psychological perspec-
tive of employees, different types of justice experi-
ences are cognitively integrated to form an overall 
global judgment of organizational fairness, which 
then influences employees’ workplace-relevant 
attitudes and behaviors (also see Ambrose & 
Schminke, 2009). Fairness Heuristic Theory labels 
this global judgment a fairness heuristic. Second, in 
contrast to the assumption in many justice analy-
ses that people are constantly vigilant to fairness 
information, Fairness Heuristic Theory posits that 
people’s attention to fairness is, in reality, episodic. 
Specifically, the theory advances the idea that 
employees use initial cues about the fairness of their 
workplace to form a judgment about whether their 
organization is fair. Once constructed, this fairness 
judgment acts as cognitive heuristic—a relatively 
change-resistant lens through which subsequent 
organizational experiences are interpreted.

Why Do People Use Fairness Heuristics?
Fairness Heuristic Theory takes the view that 

people think about fairness in terms of their rela-
tionships with other people. The theory draws on 
the group-value model of justice and the relational 
model of authority (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & 
Lind, 1992) in its view of how and why people 
care about fairness. The relational or group-based 
nature of fairness has been demonstrated empiri-
cally in numerous studies. Fair treatment has been 
shown to have a greater impact on overall fairness 
perceptions when people are dealing with members 
of their in-group compare to when they are dealing 
with members of an out-group (Huo et al. 1996). 
For example, the fairness of in-group authorities 
has been shown to matter more to people than the 
fairness of out-group authorities (Platow et al. 2012; 
Smith, Tyler, Huo, Ortiz, & Lind, 1998). These 
studies and others all demonstrate that fairness is 
closely connected to judgments about one’s rela-
tionship to the organizational authorities, teams, 
and groups at whose hands fair or unfair treatment 
is received (also see Tyler and Lind, 1992).

Consistent with this research, Fairness Heuristic 
Theory argues that people seek to form judgments 
about the fairness of their environment early on 

because fairness is a readily constructed indicator 
that suggests they are safe from exclusion and exploi-
tation by others in their group. That is, attending to 
fairness information helps people resolve what Lind 
(1994) terms the “fundamental social dilemma,” a 
dilemma posed by the tension between the poten-
tial advantages and disadvantages associated with 
engaging as a group member. Although group 
membership may come with psychological and 
material benefits, including an increased sense of 
structure and identity and the possibility of partak-
ing in group rewards that are greater than would 
be had as an individual, it also comes with the risk 
of potential losses in terms of individual rewards, 
identity, personal freedom, and control over one’s 
future. The fairness heuristic, then, acts as a “piv-
otal cognition” in resolving this dilemma, allowing 
people to assess whether they are safe or unsafe as 
they move from a self-interested orientation to an 
orientation that favors the interests of their group 
or organization.

Building on the idea that fairness is relational in 
nature, original formulation of Fairness Heuristic 
Theory conceptualized fairness acts as a proxy 
for interpersonal trust (Lind, 2001; Van den Bos, 
Wilke, & Lind, 1998). In support of this notion, 
Van den Bos and colleagues (1998) have shown 
that, in a laboratory experiment, people who lack 
information about whether they can trust an 
authority figure rely more on procedural fairness 
information when assessing their outcomes and 
satisfaction with their experience. Similarly, in a 
field survey, Jones & Martens (2009) found that 
employees use fairness information as a heuristic to 
infer trust when the trustworthiness of organiza-
tional authority is uncertain.

What Are the Consequences of Fairness 
Heuristic Processes?

A major feature of Fairness Heuristic Theory is 
its proposition that the cognitive construction of 
fairness judgments is episodic in nature. That is, 
the theory conceives of the fairness judgment pro-
cess as fundamentally changing over time. People 
in a new situation (e.g., those who are just joining 
a team, those who suddenly find themselves with 
a new boss, or even students who find themselves 
in an unfamiliar psychology experimental pro-
cedure) will be motivated to find any available 
fairness-relevant information in the environment 
in order to develop a fairness judgment that can 
guide their behavior. Once they have generated a 
fairness judgment, however, people will then begin 
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to assimilate later experiences to this initial fair-
ness judgment. A key idea here is that, in order for 
one’s fairness judgment to be useful as a decision 
heuristic, helping a person answer the question of 
whether to engage and cooperate with his or her 
team or organization, the judgment has to be gen-
erated quickly and it needs to be reasonably stable 
(and, therefore, not open to radical revision at each 
small variation in treatment, process, or outcome). 
This set of propositions leads to some novel predic-
tions about how time and context affect the fairness 
judgment process.

PRIMACY EFFECT
Fairness Heuristic Theory predicts a primacy 

effect in the fairness judgment process, whereby 
early fairness information receives greater weight 
than does later fairness information. Stated slightly 
differently, the same fair or unfair action (or out-
come) will have greater impact if it is encountered 
early on in a new context than if it is encountered 
later on.

Lind, Kray, and Thompson (2001) empiri-
cally demonstrate just such a primacy effect. In 
a simulated work context, they found that early 
experiences of a fair or unfair procedure (in 
this experiment, being given or denied voice) 
had a greater impact on people’s ultimate fair-
ness judgments than did later experiences of the 
same procedures. Specifically, people who were 
treated fairly versus unfairly by a new supervisor 
on the first round of a three-round work assign-
ment showed greater differences in ratings of 
their supervisor’s fairness than did people who 
received the same fair or unfair treatment on the 
third round of the assignment. Consistent with 
what one would expect from the group-value 
and relational-authority foundations of Fairness 
Heuristic Theory, this effect was found to be 
stronger for people who identified more strongly 
with their work group.

More recent work has applied Fairness Heuristic 
Theory’s primacy effect hypothesis to study indi-
viduals’ dispositional characteristics and their 
judgments about future events. People’s chronic 
propensity to trust others has been shown to act as 
a preexisting fairness heuristic through which their 
workplace experiences are interpreted (Bianchi & 
Brockner, 2012; Colquitt, Scott, Judge, & Shaw, 
2006). In addition, existing global fairness judg-
ments can influence the extent to which people 
anticipate being treated fairly by a future organi-
zational policy that has not yet been implemented 

(Rodell & Colquitt, 2009). In this research, these 
anticipatory justice judgments also predict the fair-
ness workers report experiencing in relation to the 
policy three months after it was enacted.

SUBSTITUTABILITY EFFECT
A phenomenon closely related to the primacy 

effect involves the substitutability of different kinds 
of justice information in informing overall fairness 
judgments. That is, the global judgment used as a 
fairness heuristic can be derived from distributive, 
procedural, or interactional justice information 
and, according to the theory, subsequent fairness 
experiences and information are assimilated to this 
early global judgment. Van den Bos, Vermunt, & 
Wilke (1997) used this aspect of Fairness Heuristic 
Theory, the notion of primacy effects, and the idea 
that fairness heuristics are resistant to change, to 
predict that early fairness information of one type 
would affect the interpretation of later fairness 
information of a different type. Thus, early fair or 
unfair outcomes should affect the evaluation of 
subsequent procedures or later interpersonal treat-
ment. The basic idea here is that a person encoun-
tering multiple “waves” of fairness information will 
rely on his or her existing generalized fairness judg-
ment from the first wave of experiences rather than 
a full evaluation of the fairness of later waves of 
information.

The substitutability of fairness information is 
particularly important when people find them-
selves in situations in which information is missing 
or ambiguous. In these contexts, people are espe-
cially likely to use aspects of the situation about 
which they do have fairness information to guide 
their interpretation of the fairness of aspects of the 
situation for which they lack information or when 
available information is difficult to interpret (cf. 
Van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997; Van 
den Bos, Wilke, & Lind, 1998). Consistent with 
this, empirical evidence demonstrates that when 
the fairness of one’s outcome is difficult to decipher 
(as is the case when one does not know the outcome 
of others relative to one’s own outcome), proce-
dural fairness has a greater impact on overall fair-
ness judgments (Van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & 
Wilke, 1997). Similarly, when information about 
the fairness of a process or procedure is ambiguous, 
as in the case of procedures that implicitly (rather 
than explicitly) deny people the opportunity to 
voice their opinions, people are more likely to rely 
on outcome information when assessing the fair-
ness of the process (Van den Bos, 1999).
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Interestingly, the primacy and substitutabil-
ity effects predicted by Fairness Heuristic Theory 
and found in the studies described earlier provide 
a novel explanation for the especially strong influ-
ence of procedural justice on overall fairness per-
ceptions and related attitudes. Based on the finding 
that procedural fairness has a stronger impact on 
overall fairness judgments and satisfaction than 
outcome fairness, a substantial body of scholarship 
put forth the view that procedural justice may mat-
ter more to people than distributive justice (e.g., 
Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Tyler & Caine, 
1981; see generally Lind & Tyler, 1988). However, 
Fairness Heuristic Theory points to the possibil-
ity that procedures might influence global fairness 
perceptions more than outcomes do, not necessar-
ily because processes are more important to people 
than outcomes, but because process information 
tends to come before outcome information (pri-
macy effect), and later outcome information might 
be assimilated to the general fairness judgment 
already formed on the basis of the early process 
information (substitutability effect).

When Are Fairness Heuristics More or Less 
Likely to Be Re-evaluated?

According to Fairness Heuristic Theory, preex-
isting fairness heuristics normally color expecta-
tions about the fairness of one’s organization and 
thus determine how subsequent events are inter-
preted. However, the theory also predicts that 
“phase shifting events” can trigger a re-evaluation 
of a given fairness heuristic. Such events generally 
constitute a violation of expectations. They may 
include extreme norm transgressions, such as in 
the case of violation of moral mandates (Skitka, 
2002), extremely negative treatment, or evidence 
that the relationship between the individual and 
organization is changing. For instance, Jones and 
Skarlicki (2005) demonstrate that workers who are 
given initial social cues indicating that an authority 
was fair but then received unfair treatment by that 
authority (thus violating their expectations) react 
more negatively to this treatment than workers 
who had no previous information about the repu-
tation of the authority (also see Folger, Rosenfield, 
Grove, & Corkran, 1979). Furthermore, Lind 
and his colleagues (Lind, Greenberg, Scott, & 
Welchans, 2000) present evidence that workers 
who had recently been fired or laid off were very 
sensitive to how fairly they were treated by their 
organization, specifically at their time of termi-
nation (a time when the relationship between the 

organization and the individual is obviously chang-
ing), and perceptions of how fair their termination 
was significantly predicted workers’ intentions to 
file wrongful termination claims.

Fairness Heuristic Theory suggests that reevalu-
ation of fairness heuristics will occur during shifts 
in organizational structure or fundamental changes 
in organizational relationships, such as during 
mergers and acquisitions. When we consider the 
Uncertainty Management Model later in this chap-
ter, we will see that feelings of personal uncertainty 
and insecurity may act as the mechanism by which 
many of these situations trigger reevaluation of the 
general fairness assessment underlying the fairness 
heuristic.

Conversely, drawing on what is known about 
general heuristic processing, we can also speculate 
about contexts in which fairness heuristics are less 
likely to be re-evaluated. The original statements 
of Fairness Heuristic Theory (Lind, 2001; Van den 
Bos et al. 2001) did not include consideration of 
many of these factors, but theoretical advances in 
social cognition allow us to make some predic-
tions based on what we now know about cognitive 
processes. Specifically, people who lack cognitive 
resources have been shown to rely more on heuristic 
processing of other types. In the domain of social 
judgments, for instance, people who are cognitively 
busy or depleted (for example, when they are dis-
tracted by other tasks or tired) are more likely to use 
heuristic shortcuts when making judgments about 
other people (e.g., Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Gilbert, 
Pelham, & Krull, 1988; Bodenhausen, 1990). Van 
den Bos, Peters, Bobocel, and Ybema (2006) also 
demonstrate that being cognitively busy may make 
people less likely to react negatively to inequity. 
Specifically, in their studies, they present evidence 
that although people are generally less satisfied 
when given better outcomes than others’ compared 
to when they are given outcomes that are equita-
ble, this difference in satisfaction goes away when 
people’s available cognitive resources are strongly 
limited. The authors suggest that, under cognitive 
load, people are less likely to correct for their initial 
preferences to incorporate fairness concerns.

We would expect, then, to use the terminology 
of Fairness Heuristic Theory, that when people are 
operating under high cognitive load, or when they 
are cognitively “stretched thin,” or depleted by either 
their workload or the nature of their job, they will 
be less likely to transition from the heuristic-based 
use phase back into the more detail-oriented judg-
ment phase in terms of how they assess the fairness 
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of their environment. In this circumstance, it is 
possible, as Lind (2001) notes, that unfair experi-
ences may be stored in memory and not evaluated 
until the cognitive load is reduced. At that time, 
insecurity, uncertainty, or sudden recognition of a 
large discrepancy between a previous fairness judg-
ment and one’s current experience might trigger 
a rapid transition into the judgment phase, with 
attendant re-evaluation of both overall fairness and 
willingness to cooperate and identify with the team 
or organization.

Practical Implications
There are a number of interesting implications 

of Fairness Heuristic Theory, as well as the research 
it has stimulated on primacy and substitutability 
effects. First, the theory predicts that organiza-
tional leaders would do well to focus on impress-
ing those they lead with fairness-relevant behaviors 
early in their tenure in leadership positions. At least 
one empirical study has provided support for this 
prediction: Janson, Levy, Sitkin, and Lind (2008) 
found evidence of a fairness heuristic in leadership 
evaluations. In their study, which used data from 
a leadership survey conducted in several different 
countries and in a variety of different industries, 
positive early fairness judgments seemed to over-
whelm later information about other positive or 
negative leadership behaviors. Fairness Heuristic 
Theory also suggests that special attention should 
be devoted to fairness at times when situational 
changes in the organization might prompt people 
to move from the “use phase” of fairness judgments 
into a new judgment phase. Mergers and acquisi-
tions, or changes aimed at restructuring units, 
tasks, or reporting relationships are all the sort 
of phase-shifting events that seem likely to push 
people back into devoting cognitive resources to 
assessing (or re-assessing) the fairness judgments 
that underlie the fairness heuristic.

Note that there might be times when an organi-
zation may benefit from shifting its employees away 
from the use phase and into the judgment phase. 
If previous unfair treatment (real or perceived) 
had generated the perception of an unfair leader 
or organization, it might be advisable to “induce” 
feelings of a change in situation so that a new, more 
positive, heuristic can be generated. Sometimes, we 
suspect, organizations make a show of restructur-
ing because those in charge intuit that this might 
allow for a “fresh start” with new fairness judgments 
based on new (and better) treatment experiences. 
Of course, if such a deliberate induction of a new 

judgment phase for fairness beliefs is not followed 
by experiences that are, in fact, perceived to be fair, 
then this exercise is likely to be unsuccessful.

That said, the line of reasoning just described 
does point out that changes intended to induce new 
fairness perceptions need to be both obvious and 
proximal to the people whose fairness judgments 
need to be changed. It seems unlikely that shuffling 
C-suite personnel would stimulate rank-and-file 
employees to shift into judgment phase processing 
of fairness information, but a change of member-
ship in the employee’s immediate team might well 
have that effect.

On the other hand, Fairness Heuristic Theory 
also suggests that there are times when organiza-
tional leaders can rely on the cooperation generated 
by employees’ positive fairness heuristics with-
out being concerned deeply with how their every 
action is judged with respect to fairness. When 
team members are deeply in the use phase posited 
by the theory, for example, they might be relatively 
insensitive to unfair treatment; this is similar to the 
experimental participants who first received and 
then were denied voice in the Lind et al. (2001) 
primacy study. It would never be wise to push this 
“buffer” against later unfair treatment too far, of 
course, even if the theory is correct and minor 
injustices are disregarded in the use phase, there is 
always the danger that memories of these injustices 
will be processed the next time events push the per-
son in question into a new judgment phase.

Furthermore, Fairness Heuristic Theory’s con-
tention that global fairness judgments matter most 
in determining people’s attitudes and behaviors 
related to cooperation and group identification 
has important workplace implications. Although 
specific types of fairness (distributive, procedural) 
may indeed show stronger or weaker relationships 
on some specific organizational attitudes or behav-
iors, Fairness Heuristic Theory notes that it is the 
rapidly formed global fairness judgment that will 
have the strongest impact on those attitudes and 
behavior that are specifically related to one’s ten-
dency to engage with and contribute to their group. 
Ambrose and Schminke (2009) provide striking 
evidence for this pattern of effects. Their data imply 
that a top priority for managers should be fairness 
in any form; Fairness Heuristic Theory suggests 
that this is true especially early in employees’ orga-
nizational relationships.

In general, the practical implications of 
Fairness Heuristic Theory point to the wisdom 
of being attentive to events that might prompt 
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organizational members to shift into the judg-
ment phase of processing information about fair-
ness. When members are likely to be in this phase, 
organizational leaders would be well-advised to 
quickly make fairness-relevant information and 
experiences salient. The substitutability effect tells 
us that it does not really matter much what sort of 
fairness information is put forward, only that this 
information be presented early on and be unam-
biguous. The implication of the Lind et al. (2001), 
Van den Bos, Vermunt, & Wilke (1997), and Van 
den Bos et al. (1998) studies is that the judgment 
phase is quite limited in duration. Thus, if positive 
fairness judgments are quickly engendered, they 
will facilitate cooperation and generally positive 
team-orientated behavior. Once the use phase is in 
full force, organizational leaders might then focus 
their efforts on avoiding any substantial injustice, 
since such experiences may push employees into a 
new judgment phase. Instead, at this point, leaders 
should focusing on making good use of the coop-
eration and engagement prompted by employees’ 
positive fairness heuristic to secure good results 
for all.

Uncertainty Management Model
Extending many of the propositions put forth 

by Fairness Heuristic Theory, the Uncertainty 
Management Model (Lind & Van den Bos, 
2002; Van den Bos, 2001a; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002) mainly focuses on further exploring when 
and why fairness matters to people. The Uncertainty 
Management Model also provides new insight 
into the process by which fairness judgments are 
formed. One of the model’s principal contribu-
tions to the organizational justice literature is its 
conceptualization of the link between fairness 
concerns and uncertainty management; it argues 
that fairness beliefs serve a specific psychologi-
cal function: they help people manage feelings of 
uncertainty. Consequently, the model predicts that 
people are more likely to attend to fairness dur-
ing times of high uncertainty, that psychological 
uncertainty plays a crucial role in the construction 
of fairness beliefs, and that positive fairness beliefs 
help people deal with uncertainty.

Psychological Uncertainty
The Uncertainty Management Model begins 

the notion that personal uncertainty is a ubiquitous 
facet of modern life, both inside and outside of orga-
nizations.1 From fluctuations in the economy to the 
increasingly diverse ways in which organizations 

and the labor force are structured, today’s workers 
must deal with high levels of unpredictability. An 
abundance of social psychological research shows 
that people are generally averse to feelings of uncer-
tainty and are motivated to reduce subjective feelings 
that the world is an uncertain place (e.g., Fiske &  
Taylor, 1991; Hogg, 2007; McGregor, Zanna, 
Holmes, & Spencer, 2001). People may cope with 
uncertainty by seeking out information (Ashford &  
Cummings, 1985) or as Hogg and colleagues argue, 
they may look to the structure that groups and 
organizations afford (Hogg 2000; Hogg & Mullin, 
1999). Yet, although uncertainty is common, the 
Uncertainty Management Model emphasizes that 
it is also variable. Levels of uncertainty fluctu-
ate in organizational life and these fluctuations, 
the theory suggests, are central to understanding 
the relationship between uncertainty and fairness 
concerns.

Uncertainty and Fairness Concerns
Building on Fairness Heuristic Theory’s propo-

sition regarding the role played by fairness beliefs 
in solving the fundamental social dilemma, the 
Uncertainty Management Model argues that peo-
ple are motivated to seek information related to 
fairness in order to reduce feelings of uncertainty 
elicited by the situations they find themselves in. As 
noted earlier in our discussion of Fairness Heuristic 
Theory, the belief that one will be treated fairly by 
others is a way to cope with the many sources of 
uncertainty that come with entering into a new rela-
tionship with an organization. But the Uncertainty 
Management Model recognizes that uncertainty 
can come from a variety of sources or events. When 
a person is in a state of personal uncertainty or 
insecurity, the model suggests, he or she will seek 
to gather new information and revisit the fairness 
judgment process, in order to assess whether he or 
she can expect fair treatment in the future. In the 
terms used in Fairness Heuristic Theory, feelings 
of personal uncertainty or insecurity push people 
out of the use phase of fairness judgments and into 
the judgment phase wherein new beliefs are con-
structed. Hence, in times of high personal uncer-
tainty, the impact of fairness should be particularly 
pronounced. Thus, uncertainty is seen as a mod-
erating variable in the impact of fairness-relevant 
experiences. When uncertainty is high, people are 
more sensitive to fairness; when it is low, they are 
less sensitive.

Some of the empirical evidence reviewed 
earlier in support of Fairness Heuristic Theory 
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also provides support for predictions about 
informational uncertainty in the Uncertainty 
Management Model. For instance, Van den 
Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke’s (1997) finding 
that procedural fairness matters more when oth-
ers’ outcomes are unknown provides evidence 
for the idea that uncertainty about how one is 
being treated in relation to others may prompt 
an increased vigilance toward fairness concerns. 
Similarly, Lind et al. (2000)’s demonstration that 
the impact of fairness is greater during employee 
terminations than during their work tenure 
suggests that fairness may increase in subjec-
tive importance during times of informational 
uncertainty.

Furthermore, research on individual dif-
ferences in how people deal with, or attend to, 
uncertainty is consistent with the main propo-
sition put forth by the model. For instance, 
Colquitt and his colleagues (2006) provide 
evidence that chronic differences in risk aver-
sion moderate justice effects in the way that the 
Uncertainty Management Model would predict. 
That is, people who were highly risk averse, or 
chronically sensitive to uncertain situations and 
outcomes, are found to react more strongly to 
unfairness than people low on risk aversion. This 
moderating effect of risk aversion on justice con-
cerns is found to impact employees’ tendency to 
engage in counterproductive workplace behaviors 
as well as their task performance. Similarly, Thau, 
Aquino, and Wittek (2007) show that individual 
differences in self-uncertainty (or the degree to 
which people tend to feel insecure about them-
selves in relation to others) moderate the interac-
tive effect of situational uncertainty and fairness 
experiences on workplace behavior. Specifically, 
this research found that the relationship between 
unfairness and employee antisocial behav-
ior was stronger for employees high in chronic 
self-uncertainty.

Recent research conducted both in the field 
and in the laboratory provides further support 
for the main hypothesis put forward by the 
Uncertainty Management Model—that feelings 
of uncertainty moderate the psychological impact 
of experiences of fairness and unfairness. In a 
field sample of subordinates working in different 
industries, the relationship between unfairness 
(operationalized as abusive supervision in this 
study) and employee deviance was stronger when 
situational uncertainty was high rather than low 
(in this study, lack of authoritarian management 

style was used as an indicator of uncertainty; 
Thau, Bennett, Mitchell, & Marrs, 2009). In 
another field study, uncertainty (operationalized 
in this case as lack of work-time control and nega-
tive changes at work) moderated the effect of fair-
ness on employee absenteeism (Elovainio et al. 
2005). Furthermore, in a survey of technology 
firm teams, Li, Bingham, and Umphress (2007) 
found that the positive relationship between 
perceived procedural fairness and collaborative 
problem-solving was moderated by environmen-
tal uncertainty. Specifically, for team members 
who perceived a high level of uncertainty, proce-
dural fairness was positively related to collabora-
tive problem-solving, but no relationship existed 
between these variables when uncertainty was 
perceived to be low.

There is a great deal of evidence for the basic 
assertion of the Uncertainty Management Model 
that the salience of uncertainty enhances the 
impact of fairness information. In a series of exper-
imental studies, Van den Bos (2001a) found that 
people who were asked to write about a time when 
they had experienced uncertainty reacted more 
strongly to a subsequent unfair procedure than 
people who were not made to think about expe-
riences of uncertainty. Similarly, people who were 
asked to think about an uncertain aspect of their 
life (their own mortality) reacted more strongly to 
receiving an unfair outcome when compared to 
people who were not asked to contemplate their 
own death (Van den Bos, 2001b). In addition, Van 
den Bos and Miedema (2000) showed that people 
who thought about their own mortality showed 
enhanced positive reactions to fair processes com-
pared to people who had not thought of their mor-
tality, suggesting that uncertainty may enhance the 
extremity of fairness judgments in both positive 
and negative directions. Van den Bos, Poortvliet, 
Maas, Miedema, and Ham (2005) demonstrated 
that mortality salience prompts greater personal 
uncertainty and that this uncertainty is the source 
of the fairness effects observed in these studies.

In addition, people appear to use fairness judg-
ments to guide behavior in uncertain situations, 
as the Uncertainty Management Model predicts. 
For instance, a field study investigating people’s 
attitudes toward environmental issues found that 
community members who felt a high level of infor-
mational uncertainty regarding an environmental 
policy relied more on perceived procedural fairness 
of the initiative when determining their level of 
support for it (See, 2009).
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Fairness Concerns and the Human 
Alarm System

Empirical work relating justice concerns to the 
human alarm system (see Van den Bos et al. 2008; 
Van den Bos & Lind, 2009) demonstrates how gen-
eral feelings of uncertainty can affect fairness judg-
ments. That is, the way that personal uncertainty 
affects fairness judgments is through the activation 
of a very fundamental set of processes that humans 
use to respond to potential threats. Thus, Van den 
Bos and colleagues (2008) demonstrated that cul-
tural symbols that cue feelings of alarm and uncer-
tainty can produce increased vigilance toward 
fairness information. Specifically, they show that 
people presented with alarm-signaling stimuli such 
as flashing lights and exclamation points showed 
more extreme reactions to fair and unfair processes 
and outcomes. This research suggests that uncer-
tainty does not need to be produced by, or even 
to be especially relevant to, a particular context, 
in order to significantly affect how people attend 
to fairness in that context. In addition, this work 
points to a very fundamental, perhaps even physi-
ological, basis for the relationship between uncer-
tainty management and fairness concerns. Indeed, 
in Van den Bos et al.’s (2008) article, the authors 
note that there is some research using fMRI imag-
ing that suggests a connection between the pre-
sentation of cultural symbols of alarm and the 
activation of brain areas known to be involved in 
moral judgments.

The importance of the human alarm system 
research and the conceptual analyses linking it to 
the Uncertainty Management Model lies in the 
demonstration of how basic and how fundamen-
tal to human psychology this pattern of fairness 
responses might be. When events that provoke 
alarm and uncertainty occur, the response of 
greater sensitivity to fairness—or in Fairness 
Heuristic Theory terms, the shift to judgment 
phase processing—might well be more or less auto-
matic. And as we will point out in the next section, 
there are some important implications of this for 
organizations.

Practical Implications
Following the basic premise put forth by the 

Uncertainty Management Model, organizational 
leaders should focus most on fairness in situations 
in which their employees are likely to experience 
feelings of uncertainty, as these situations are 
likely to increase the psychological impact of fair 
and unfair experiences. For example, performance 

evaluations and promotions are contexts that may 
provoke an unusually high level of employee uncer-
tainty. Devoting more time and resources to voice 
in these contexts would, according to the model, 
yield optimal results.

Furthermore, a strong practical implication of 
research on the human alarm system is that general 
personal uncertainty, or uncertainty produced by 
factors outside the workplace, can affect vigilance 
toward fairness at work. In many of the studies on 
uncertainty management and fairness, the stimuli 
that provoked greater uncertainty and then greater 
attention to fairness information had little or noth-
ing to do with the situation within which fairness 
sensitivity was examined. This is evident in the 
studies just reviewed, which used cultural symbols 
such as exclamation points or flashing lights to 
prompt uncertainty. In addition, in most empiri-
cal work that tests the Uncertainty Management 
Model, feelings of uncertainty are experimentally 
induced using an episodic recall task that is com-
pletely unrelated to the contexts or scenarios later 
used in these studies to assess fairness sensitivity 
(e.g., Van den Bos 2001a, 2001b). The participants 
in these experiments responded with greater fair-
ness sensitivity when they had merely been asked to 
recall what it felt like to be uncertain in an ostensi-
bly unconnected prior study.

The Uncertainty Management Model’s propo-
sitions related to when fairness matters most also 
have interesting practical implications for the 
workplace (also see Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). 
We mentioned earlier that Fairness Heuristic 
Theory suggests that, during times of leadership 
change or organizational transformation, people 
are likely to be pushed into the judgment phase and 
thus it may be more important to be fair during 
such times. The Uncertainty Management Model 
adds an additional set of times and situations in 
which it is most advisable to be fair. Specifically, 
when an employee’s personal life is in flux, encoun-
tering fair processes, procedures, and outcomes at 
work is likely to have greater psychological impact 
than in other circumstances. Thus, when designing 
workplace benefits, rules and procedures for seri-
ous illness or for maternity/paternity leave, it would 
be wise to minimize unnecessary bureaucracy and 
instead focus on communicating compassion and 
respect for claimants.

If one accepts the notion that being attentive to 
fairness is not without cost—for example, an orga-
nization must invest time and effort in order to pro-
vide voice or give explanations to employees—then 
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the earlier discussion suggests when a manager 
is likely to derive the most substantive benefits 
from devoting resources to being fair. Allocating 
resources to fairness when an employee’s life, job, 
or personality does not suggest any personal uncer-
tainty may yield less robust results (see for example, 
Desai, Sondak, & Diekmann, 2011). A savvy man-
ager would be well-advised, then, to stay attuned to 
signs of uncertainty in his or her reports in order to 
determine when to devote the most time and effort 
to fairness.

That said, a completely instrumental view 
of when it “pays” to be fair is unlikely to be suc-
cessful for several reasons. First, it is difficult to 
read with precision when people are uncertain 
and when they are not, and a mistake in making 
that judgment could lead a manager to neglect 
fairness when it is quite important. Second, it is 
worth noting that, even in experiments showing 
an uncertainty-moderated effect of fairness treat-
ment, the effect of fairness was not always zero in 
the uncertainty-absent conditions. That is, even 
without inducing feelings of uncertainty, fair treat-
ment or lack thereof still generally mattered to peo-
ple. Finally, there is always the danger that unfair 
treatment, especially if repeated, will itself produce 
feelings of uncertainty, instigating a psychological 
need for fair treatment. It is better on all counts, 
we believe, to always maintain a reasonable level 
of fairness but to focus special efforts on being fair 
in those situations and for those people that most 
need it.

In general, the Uncertainty Management 
Model, viewed in the context of the larger orga-
nizational justice literature on the many positive 
effects of fair treatment, suggests that any mate-
rial costs associated with being fair would be well 
recompensed by the beneficial outcomes produced 
by the positive feelings that fairness induces in 
the organization’s employees. However, this effect 
should be magnified when employees are dealing 
with feelings of uncertainty produced by their 
work life or personal life.

Fairness Heuristics, Uncertainty 
Management, and System 
Justification Theory

Recently, some scholars (Van den Bos, 2009a; 
Tost & Lind, 2010; Lind, 2011) have started work-
ing toward bringing the predictions suggested by 
Uncertainty Management Model and Fairness 
Heuristic Theory together with those put forth by 
System Justification Theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994), 

a seemingly contrasting account of what drives 
people’s concern with fairness and how justice 
judgments are constructed. Drawing on the ideas 
they discuss, and on some recent empirical work, 
we aim, in this next section, to further the discus-
sion of how fairness heuristic and uncertainty man-
agement theories might be reconciled with system 
justification perspectives; in doing so, we highlight 
some potential directions for future research.

System Justification Theory (Jost & Banaji, 
1994) argues that people possess a motivated ten-
dency to perceive the systems they function within 
to be just and legitimate. That is, individuals want 
to believe that their institutional and organizational 
systems operate in a fair and reasonable manner. 
Instances of unfairness, then, tend to be psycho-
logically threatening because they run counter to 
this belief. In order to manage the psychological 
threat or anxiety caused by encountering unfair-
ness and maintain a positive view of their system, 
people oftentimes are motivated to justify or defend 
injustices that they encounter in their environment 
(cf. Jost & Hunyady, 2003; Kay & Zanna, 2009). 
Hence, while Fairness Heuristic Theory and the 
Uncertainty Management Model focus on explain-
ing when and why people have negative reactions 
to instances of unfairness, System Justification 
Theory seeks to explain why people sometimes 
may not perceive instances of unfairness in such a 
negative light.

To reconcile these two perspectives, Tost and 
Lind (2010) argue that system justification pro-
cesses may predominate in what Fairness Heuristic 
Theory calls the “use” phase of justice judgments. 
They propose two distinct psychological modes of 
justice evaluation—a system justification mode 
(predominating in the use phase) and a system 
critique mode (predominating during the judg-
ment and re-evaluation phase). Furthermore, 
they make predictions regarding specific kinds of 
phase-shifting events that facilitate a move out of 
the system justification mode into the system cri-
tique mode (for more detail on their theoretical 
model, see Tost & Lind, 2010; Lind, 2011).

We build on Tost & Lind’s (2010) model to 
suggest factors that might inhibit, rather than 
facilitate, people’s transition out of the use phase 
of the fairness heuristic. That is, drawing on recent 
research emerging from System Justification 
Theory, we outline several factors that may increase 
people’s tendency to interpret new experiences of 
unfairness through the lens of their positive global 
beliefs about the fairness of their system, rather 
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than re-evaluating this global belief. In doing so, 
we emphasize the role that psychological rational-
ization processes may play in prolonging the use 
phase of the fairness heuristic.

A central proposition put forth by System 
Justification Theory is that people have a ten-
dency to rationalize away or downplay instances 
of unfairness and injustice, especially under condi-
tions in which their system justification motive is 
heightened. In other words, people often engage in 
cognitive restructuring of reality in order to main-
tain their belief that their system is just and fair. 
Thus, as long as people are able to psychologically 
rationalize and justify instances of unfairness in 
their system and instead make them seem reason-
able and deserved, they will likely remain in the use 
phase of the fairness heuristic. However, when peo-
ple encounter injustice that is so extreme or unex-
pected that they are unable to rationalize it (i.e., a 
phase shifting event), the system-justification mode 
of justice judgments may be replaced with the sys-
tem critique mode.

In addition to the absence of phase-shifting 
events, recent empirical work suggests specific 
organizational contexts in which system-justifying 
processes are likely to persist over system-critique 
processes. People have been shown to be more 
likely to justify their systems when these systems 
face external threats (Kay, Jost, & Young, 2005), 
when people feel especially dependent on their sys-
tems (Kay et al. 2009), when their systems seem 
inescapable (Laurin, Shepherd, & Kay, 2010) or 
are perceived as stable and unchanging (Laurin, 
Gaucher & Kay, 2013) and when people’s sense 
of personal control is low (Kay, Gaucher, Napier, 
Callan, & Laurin, 2008). Under these conditions, 
the psychological threat posed by acknowledging 
system unfairness is purported to be especially 
high, and thus people are increasingly motivated 
to engage in rationalization of unfairness that they 
encounter (cf. Kay & Friesen, 2011). Next, we pro-
vide two illustrative examples of the effects of two 
contextual factors that enhance people’s tendency 
to rationalize away instances of unfairness: system 
dependence and system inescapability.

In one experimental study looking at the effect 
of system dependence on people’s motivation to 
perceive their system as fair, participants were 
either led to believe that they were quite depen-
dent on their university for influencing their life 
outcomes (high university dependence condi-
tion) or they were made to believe instead that the 
government influenced their life outcomes (low 

university dependence condition; Kay et al., 2009). 
Participants were then asked to rate the fairness of 
their university’s funding policies. Results indicated 
that when people were made to feel dependent on 
their university, they rated the university’s funding 
policies to be significantly fairer than when they 
were made to feel dependent on the alternative sys-
tem (the government). The same effect was found 
for people who were asked to rate the fairness of 
their government’s funding policy—people’s who 
were made to feel dependent on their government 
rated its funding policy as significantly fairer than 
people who were, instead, made to feel dependent 
on their university. These findings suggest a moti-
vated tendency to perceive one’s elements of one’s 
system as fair when one feels dependent on that 
particular system.

In another experiment, participants were made 
to believe that their socio-political system (the 
nation of Canada) was either easy or difficult to 
leave (Laurin et al. 2010). Participants were then 
asked to rate the extent to which gender inequal-
ity in Canada was caused by systemic unfairness or 
by biological differences between men and women. 
Results revealed that, compared to participants 
who were made to think that emigrating out of 
Canada was easy (low inescapability condition), 
participants who were made to think that emigrat-
ing out of Canada was difficult (high inescapability 
condition) increasingly attributed gender inequal-
ity in Canada to biological differences between 
men and women instead of systemic unfairness. 
These findings demonstrate that perceptions of 
system inescapability may enhance people’s moti-
vation to defend their system and avoid seeing it 
as unjust. This study also provides an example of 
the kind of specific rationalizations people may use 
to order to maintain their belief in system fairness 
when faced with evidence to the contrary.

In addition to research suggesting some specific 
conditions or contexts in which the system justifi-
cation mode is likely to be enhanced and predomi-
nate, other empirical work emerging from System 
Justification Theory directly investigates one 
potential moderator of people’s tendency to ratio-
nalize unfairness rather than react negatively to it. 
Laurin, Kay, and Fitzsimons (2012) experimentally 
demonstrate that when an unfavorable policy is 
framed as absolute or unchangeable, people tend 
to downplay or rationalize away that policy’s nega-
tive qualities, consistent with a system justifica-
tion perspective. However, when the same policy 
is construed as changeable, people react against it, 
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a finding that is consistent with the Uncertainty 
Management Model’s prediction that, in situa-
tions with low certainty, people are increasingly 
likely to react negatively to instances of unfair-
ness. For instance, in one experiment, Laurin and 
colleagues (2012) presented three groups of par-
ticipants with information about a new policy that 
restricted their ability to use their cell phones while 
driving. They then varied, between groups, how 
changeable the policy was. When this policy was 
framed as changeable, participants indicated that 
they were more bothered by the policy than did 
participants who were given no information about 
how changeable the policy was. However, when 
the policy was framed as absolute (nonchangeable), 
participants indicated that they were less bothered 
by the policy than participants given no change-
ability information, suggesting a rationalization 
effect. Although this study does not specifically 
focus on attention to fairness information per se, 
it highlights another moderator (i.e., changeabil-
ity) of people’s tendency to engage in the psycho-
logical processes suggested by Fairness Heuristic 
or Uncertainty Management theory versus those 
suggested by System Justification Theory. When a 
particular policy change is certain (i.e., absolute), 
people tend to rationalize away its negative quali-
ties; however, when there is uncertainty regarding 
whether a policy change will endure, people react 
against it. Future research could directly explore 
the application of these findings to people’s vigi-
lance to fairness.

Thus, as these examples suggest, people may be 
more likely to rationalize away instances of unfair-
ness and remain in the use phase of the fairness 
heuristic when they find themselves in organiza-
tions that they feel dependent on or are unable 
to escape. In addition, the implementation of 
unfair organizational policies that are perceived 
as unchangeable may be more likely to induce 
people’s rationalization processes rather than 
encourage them to re-assess their fairness heuris-
tic. Though not covered in depth in this section, 
there is also strong evidence to suggest that system 
threat, system stability, and low personal control 
are three other factors that enhance people’s system 
justification motive and thus may prolong the use 
phase of the fairness heuristic (cf. Kay & Friesen, 
2011; Laurin et al., 2013).

Conversely, when people find themselves in 
work contexts that induce feeling of personal uncer-
tainty or when they encounter unfair experiences 
that they are unable to rationalize away, they may 

be more likely to switch to the judgment phase sug-
gested by Fairness Heuristic Theory. What is clearly 
needed in the future is research that addresses more 
directly the phenomenon of phase-shifting in jus-
tice judgment processes (which, to date, is sup-
ported empirically mainly by the Jones & Martens, 
2009, research and by inference from the primacy 
and substitutability studies). We need to look espe-
cially at how factors like changeability, uncertainty, 
and strength of identification play against each 
other to affect system justification versus system 
critique reactions.

Conclusion
According to Fairness Heuristic Theory, the 

Uncertainty Management Model, and System 
Justification Theory, sometimes people at work 
think about fairness differently than they do at 
other times. The theories and research that we have 
reviewed in this chapter point to a number of situ-
ations that are likely to provoke special reactions 
to justice and justice-related information. The task 
remains to us researchers and theorists to resolve 
the details of when and which episodic reactions 
prevail, but we have certainly begun to explore 
when, how, and why justice will matter more or less 
in organizational contexts.

Note
1 . The Uncertainty Management Model addresses both 

“information uncertainty” and “personal uncertainty.” 
We will be focusing more on the latter, but we will note 
some aspects of the former when we discuss how the 
“substitutability” effects that support Fairness Heuristic 
Theory predictions are ways of dealing with informational 
uncertainty.

References
Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In  

L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental psychology 
(Vol. 2, pp. 267–299). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Alexander, S., & Ruderman, M. (1987). The role of procedural 
and distributive justice in organizational behavior. Social 
Justice Research, 1(2), 177–198.

Ambrose, M. L., & Arnaud, A. (2005). Are procedural jus-
tice and distributive justice conceptually distinct?. In  
J. Greenberg & J. Colquitt (Eds.), The handbook of organi-
zational justice (pp. 59–84). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum

Ambrose, M. L., & Schminke, M. (2009). The role of overall 
justice judgments in organizational justice research: a test 
of mediation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 491.

Ashford, S. J., & Cummings, L. L. (1985). Proactive feedback 
seeking: The instrumental use of the information environ-
ment. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 58(1), 67–79.

Bodenhausen, G. V. (1990). Stereotypes as judgmental heu-
ristics: Evidence of circadian variations in discrimination. 
Psychological Science, 1(5), 319–322.

oxfordhb-9780199981410-ch12-31.indd   382 3/3/2015   8:41:57 PM



DEVON  PROUDFOOT  A ND  E .  A L L A N  L IND 383

Bianchi, E. C., & Brockner, J. (2012). In the eyes of the 
beholder? The role of dispositional trust in judgments of 
procedural and interactional fairness. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 118(1), 46–59.

Brockner, J., & Wiesenfeld, B. M. (1996). An integrative 
framework for explaining reactions to decisions: interactive 
effects of outcomes and procedures. Psychological Bulletin, 
120(2), 189.

Bies, R. J. (2005). Are procedural justice and interactional jus-
tice conceptually distinct?.?. In J. Greenberg & J. Colquitt 
(Eds.), The handbook of organizational justice. Mahwah, 
NJ: Erlbaum

Cohen-Charash, Y., & Spector, P. E. (2001). The role of justice 
in organizations: A meta-analysis. Organizational behavior 
and human decision processes, 86(2), 278–321.

Colquitt, J. A., Noe, R. A., & Jackson, C. L. (2002). Justice in 
teams: Antecedents and consequences of procedural justice 
climate. Personnel Psychology, 55(1), 83–109.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Judge, T. A., & Shaw, J. C. (2006). 
Justice and personality: Using integrative theories to derive 
moderators of justice effects. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 100(1), 110–127.

Cropanzano, R., & Ambrose, M. L. (2001). Procedural and dis-
tributive justice are more similar than you think: A monis-
tic perspective and a research agenda. Advances in 
organizational justice, 119, 151.

De Boer, E. M., Bakker, A. B., Syroit, J. E., & Schaufeli, W. B. 
(2002). Unfairness at work as a predictor of absenteeism. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(2), 181–197.

Desai, S. D., Sondak, H., & Diekmann, K. A. (2011). When 
fairness neither satisfies nor motivates: The role of risk aver-
sion and uncertainty reduction in attenuating and revers-
ing the fair process effect. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 116(1), 32–45.

Dietz, J., Robinson, S. L., Folger, R., Baron, R. A., & Schulz, 
M. (2003). The impact of community violence and an orga-
nization’s procedural justice climate on workplace aggres-
sion. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 317–326

Elovainio, M., van den Bos, K., Linna, A., Kivimäki, 
M., Ala-Mursula, L., Pentti, J., & Vahtera, J. (2005). 
Combined effects of uncertainty and organizational jus-
tice on employee health: testing the uncertainty man-
agement model of fairness judgments among Finnish 
public sector employees. Social science & medicine, 61(12), 
2501–2512.

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social cognition (2nd ed.). 
New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and procedural jus-
tice: Combined impact of voice and improvement on 
experienced inequity. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 35(2), 108.

Folger, R., & Baron, R. A. (1996).Violence and hostility 
at work: a model of reactions to perceived injustice. In 
Violence on the job: Identifying risks and developing solutions. 
In G. Van den Bos, E. Bulatao (pp. 51–85). Washington, 
DC: American Psychological Association.

Folger, R. G., & Cropanzano, R. (1998). Organizational justice 
and human resource management (Vol. 7). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.

Folger, R., Rosenfield, D., Grove, J., & Corkran, L. (1979). 
Effects of” voice” and peer opinions on responses to 
inequity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
37(12), 2253.

Fox, S., Spector, P. E., & Miles, D. (2001). Counterproductive 
work behavior (CWB) in response to job stressors and 
organizational justice: Some mediator and moderator tests 
for autonomy and emotions. Journal of vocational behavior, 
59(3), 291–309.

Gilbert, D. T., & Hixon, J. G. (1991). The trouble of think-
ing: Activation and application of stereotypic beliefs. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(4), 509.

Gilbert, D. T., Pelham, B. W., & Krull, D. S. (1988). On 
cognitive busyness: When person perceivers meet persons 
perceived. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
54(5), 733.

Greenberg, J. (1982). Approaching equity and avoiding ineq-
uity in groups and organizations. Equity and justice in social 
behavior, 389–435.

Greenberg, J. (1990). Employee theft as a response to underem-
ployment inequity: The hidden costs of pay cuts. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 75, 561–568.

Greenberg, J. (1993). Stealing in the name of jus-
tice: Informational and interpersonal moderators of theft 
reactions to underpayment inequity. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 54, 81–103.

Greenberg, J. (1994). Using socially fair treatment to promote 
acceptance of a work site smoking ban. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 79, 288–297.

Greenberg, J. (2000). Promote procedural justice to enhance 
acceptance of work outcomes. In E. A. Locke (Ed.), 
Handbook of principles of organizational behavior (pp. 
181–195). Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Greenberg, J. E., & Colquitt, J. A. (2005). Handbook of organi-
zational justice. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Greenberg, J., & Scott, K. S. (1996). Why do workers bite the 
hands that feed them? Employee theft as a social exchange 
process. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research 
in organizational behavior: Vol. 18. An annual series of ana-
lytical essays and critical reviews. (pp. 111–156): Greenwich, 
CT: JAI.

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through 
self-categorization: A motivational theory of social iden-
tity processes. European Review of Social Psychology, 11(1), 
223–255.

Hogg, M. A. (2007). Uncertainty–identity theory. Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 39, 69–126.

Hogg, M. A., & Mullin, B. A. (1999). Joining groups to 
reduce uncertainty: Subjective uncertainty reduction and 
group identification. In D. Abrams & M. A. Hogg (Eds.), 
Social identity and social cognition, (pp. 249–279). Malden, 
UK: Blackwell Publishing.

Huo, Y. J., Smith, H. J., Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1996). 
Superordinate identification, subgroup identification, and 
justice concerns: is separatism the problem; is assimilation 
the answer?. Psychological Science, 7, 40–45.

Janson, A., Levy, L., Sitkin, S. B., & Lind, E. A. (2008). 
Fairness and other leadership heuristics: A four-nation 
study. European Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology, 17(2), 251–272.

Jones, D. A., & Martens, M. L. (2009). The mediating role of 
overall fairness and the moderating role of trust certainty in 
justice–criteria relationships: The formation and use of fair-
ness heuristics in the workplace. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 30(8), 1025–1051.

Jones, D. A., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2005). The effects of over-
hearing peers discuss an authority’s fairness reputation 

oxfordhb-9780199981410-ch12-31.indd   383 3/3/2015   8:41:57 PM



384 FA IR NE SS  HEUR IST IC  T HEORY

on reactions to subsequent treatment. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 90(2), 363.

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in 
system-justification and the production of false conscious-
ness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 33(1), 1–27.

Jost, J., & Hunyady, O. (2003). The psychology of system jus-
tification and the palliative function of ideology. European 
Review of Social Psychology, 13(1), 111–153.

Kay, A. C., & Friesen, J. (2011). On social stability and social 
change understanding when system justification does and 
does not occur. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 
20(6), 360–364.

Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D., Napier, J. L., Callan, M. J., & 
Laurin, K. (2008). God and the government: Testing 
a compensatory control mechanism for the support 
of external systems. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 95(1), 18.

Kay, A. C., Jost, J. T., & Young, S. (2005). Victim derogation 
and victim enhancement as alternate routes to system justi-
fication. Psychological Science, 16(3), 240–246.

Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D., Peach, J. M., Laurin, K., Friesen, J., 
Zanna, M. P., & Spencer, S. J. (2009). Inequality, discrimi-
nation, and the power of the status quo: Direct evidence 
for a motivation to see the way things are as the way they 
should be. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
97(3), 421.

Kay, A. C., & Zanna, M. P. (2009). A contextual analysis of the 
system justification motive and its societal consequences. 
Social and Psychological Bases of Ideology and System 
Justification, 158–181.

Karriker, J. H., & Williams, M. L. (2009). Organizational jus-
tice and organizational citizenship behavior: A mediated 
multifoci model. Journal of Management, 35(1), 112–135.

Konovsky, M. A., & Folger, R. (1991). The effects of proce-
dures, social accounts, and benefits level on victims’ lay-
off reactions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 21(8), 
630–650.

Korsgaard, M. A., Schweiger, D. M., & Sapienza, H. J. (1995). 
Building commitment, attachment, and trust in strategic 
decision-making teams: The role of procedural justice. 
Academy of Management Journal, 38, 60–84.

Laurin, K., Gaucher, D., & Kay, A. (2013). Stability and the 
justification of social inequality. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 43(4), 246–254.

Laurin, K., Kay, A. C., & Fitzsimons, G. J. (2012). Reactance 
versus rationalization divergent responses to policies that 
constrain freedom. Psychological Science, 23(2), 205–209.

Laurin, K., Shepherd, S., & Kay, A. C. (2010). Restricted emi-
gration, system inescapability, and defense of the status quo 
system-justifying cnsequences of restricted exit opportuni-
ties. Psychological Science, 21(8), 1075–1082.

Li, H., Bingham, J. B., & Umphress, E. E. (2007). Fairness 
from the top: perceived procedural justice and collaborative 
problem solving in new product development. Organization 
Science, 18(2), 200–216.

Lind, E. A. (1994). Procedural justice and culture: Evidence for 
ubiquitous process concerns. Zeitschrift für Rechtssoziologie, 
15, 24–36.

Lind, E. A. (2001). Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judg-
ments as pivotal cognitions in organizational relations. In 
J. Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in orga-
nizational justice (pp. 56–88). Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press.

Lind, E. A. (2011). Culture and fairness: Some possible dynam-
ics of cultural variation in the psychology of fairness. In 
N. Asai, K. Ohbuchi (Eds.), Inequality, discrimination and 
conflict in Japan: Ways to social justice and cooperation (pp. 
1–23). Melbourne: Trans Pacific Press.

Lind, E. A., Greenberg, J., Scott, K. S., & Welchans, T. D. 
(2000). The winding road from employee to complain-
ant: Situational and psychological determinants of 
wrongful-termination claims. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 45(3), 557–590.

Lind, E. A., Kanfer, R., & Earley, P. C. (1990). Voice, control 
and procedural justice; Instrumental and non-instrumental 
concerns in fairness judgments. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 59, 952–959.

Lind, E. A., Kray, L., & Thompson, L. (2001). Primacy effects 
in justice judgments: Testing predictions from Fairness 
Heuristic Theory. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 85, 189–210.

Lind, E. A., Kulik, C. T., Ambrose, M., & de Vera Park, M. V. 
(1993). Individual and corporate dispute resolution: Using 
procedural fairness as a decision heuristic. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 38, 224–251.

Lind, E. A., Greenberg, J., Scott, K. S., & Welchans, T. D. 
(2000). The winding road from employee to complain-
ant: Situational and psychological determinants of wrong-
ful termination claims. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
45, 557–590.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of proce-
dural justice. New York, NY: Plenum.

Lind, E. A., & Van den Bos, K. (2002). When fairness 
works: Toward a general theory of uncertainty management. 
In B. M. Staw & R. M. Kramer (Eds.), Research in organi-
zational behavior (Vol. 24, pp. 181–222). Boston, MA: JAI.

McFarlin, D. B., & Sweeney, P. D. (1992). Research notes. 
Distributive and procedural justice as predictors of satisfac-
tion with personal and organizational outcomes. Academy 
of Management journal, 35(3), 626–637.

McGregor, I., Zanna, M. P., Holmes, J. G., & Spencer, S. J. 
(2001). Compensatory conviction in the face of personal 
uncertainty: going to extremes and being oneself. Journal 
of personality and social psychology, 80(3), 472.

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational 
justice and organizational citizenship behaviors: do fair-
ness perceptions influence employee citizenship? Journal of 
applied psychology, 76(6), 845.

Moorman, R. H., Niehoff, B. P., & Organ, D. W. (1993). 
Treating employees fairly and organizational citizenship 
behavior: Sorting the effects of job satisfaction, organi-
zational commitment, and procedural justice. Employee 
Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 6(3), 209–225.

Niehoff, B. P., & Moorman, R. H. (1993). Justice as a media-
tor of the relationship between methods of monitor-
ing and organizational citizenship behavior. Academy of 
Management journal, 527–556.

Platow, M. J., Eggins, R. A., Chattopadhyay, R., Brewer, 
G., Hardwick, L., Milsom, L., . . . Welsh, J. (2012). Two 
experimental tests of relational models of procedural jus-
tice: Non-instrumental voice and authority group member-
ship. British Journal of Social Psychology, 52, 361–376.

Podsakoff, P. M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (1993). Citizenship 
behavior and fairness in organizations: Issues and direc-
tions for future research. Employee Responsibilities and 
Rights Journal, 6(3), 257–269.

oxfordhb-9780199981410-ch12-31.indd   384 3/3/2015   8:41:58 PM



DEVON  PROUDFOOT  A ND  E .  A L L A N  L IND 385

Rodell, J. B., & Colquitt, J. A. (2009). Looking ahead in times 
of uncertainty: The role of anticipatory justice in an orga-
nizational change context. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
94(4), 989.

See, K. E. (2009). Reactions to decisions with uncertain con-
sequences: Reliance on perceived fairness versus predicted 
outcomes depends on knowledge. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 96, 104–118.

Simons, T., & Roberson, Q. (2003). Why managers should 
care about fairness: the effects of aggregate justice per-
ceptions on organizational outcomes. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 88(3), 432.

Skitka, L. J. (2002). Understanding judgments of fairness in a 
real-world political context: A test of the value protection 
model of justice reasoning. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 28, 1419–1429.

Smith, H. J., Tyler, T. R., Huo, Y. J., Ortiz, D. J., & Lind, E. A. 
(1998). The self-relevant implications of the group-value 
model: Group membership, self-worth, and treatment qual-
ity. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 34, 470–493.

Thau, S., Aquino, K., & Wittek, R. (2007). An extension of 
uncertainty management theory to the self: the relation-
ship between justice, social comparison orientation, and 
antisocial work behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
92(1), 250.

Thau, S., Bennett, R. J., Mitchell, M. S., & Marrs, M. B. 
(2009). How management style moderates the relation-
ship between abusive supervision and workplace devi-
ance: An uncertainty management theory perspective. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
108(1), 79–92.

Thibaut, J. W., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psy-
chological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1978). Theory of procedure, Annals 
of the California Law Review, 66, 541.

Tost, L. P., & Lind, E. A. (2010). Sounding the alarm: Moving 
from system justification to system condemnation in the 
justice judgment process. Research on Managing Groups and 
Teams, 13, 3–27.

Tyler, T. R., & Caine, A. (1981). The influence of outcomes and 
procedures on satisfaction with formal leaders. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 41(4), 642.

Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (1992). A relational model of 
authority in groups. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 25, 115–191. New York, 
NY: Academic Press.

Van den Bos, K. (1999). What are we talking about when 
we talk about no-voice procedures? On the psychology 
of the fair outcome effect. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 35, 560–577.

Van den Bos, K. (2001a). Uncertainty management: The influ-
ence of uncertainty salience on reactions to perceived pro-
cedural fairness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
80, 931–941.

Van den Bos, K. (2001b). Reactions to perceived fairness: The 
impact of mortality salience and self-esteem on ratings of 
negative affect. Social Justice Research, 14(1), 1–23.

Van den Bos, K. (2009). The social psychology of uncertainty 
management and system justification. In J. T. Jost & A. 
C. Kay (Eds.), Social and Psychological Bases of Ideology and 
System Justification (pp. 185–20). New York: NY: Oxford 
University Press.

Van den Bos, K., Ham, J., Lind, E. A., Simonis, M., van Essen, 
W. J., & Rijpkema, M. (2008). Justice and the human 
alarm system: The impact of exclamation points and 
flashing lights on the justice judgment process. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 44(2), 201–219.

Van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2002). Uncertainty man-
agement by means of fairness judgments. In M. P. Zanna 
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 34, 
pp. 1–60). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2009). The social psychol-
ogy of fairness and the regulation of personal uncertainty. 
In R. M. Arkin, K. C. Oleson, & P. J. Carroll (Eds.), 
Handbook of the uncertain self (pp. 122–141). New York, 
NY: Psychology Press.

Van den Bos, K., Lind, E. A., Vermunt, R., & Wilke, H. A. 
(1997). How do I judge my outcome when I do not know the 
outcome of others? The psychology of the fair process effect. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(5), 1034.

Van den Bos, K., Lind, E. A., & Wilke, H. A. (2001). The psy-
chology of procedural and distributive justice viewed from 
the perspective of fairness heuristic theory. Justice in the 
Workplace: From Theory to Practice, 2, 49–66.

Van den Bos, K., & Miedema, J. (2000). Toward understanding 
why fairness matters: The influence of mortality salience on 
reactions to procedural fairness. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 79(3), 355.

Van den Bos, K., Peters, S. L., Bobocel, D. R., & Ybema, 
J. F. (2006). On preferences and doing the right 
thing: Satisfaction with advantageous inequity when cog-
nitive processing is limited. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 42(3), 273–289.

Van den Bos, K., Poortvliet, P. M., Maas, M., Miedema, J., 
& van den Ham, E. J. (2005). An enquiry concerning 
the principles of cultural norms and values: The impact 
of uncertainty and mortality salience on reactions to vio-
lations and bolstering of cultural worldviews. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 41(2), 91–113.

Van den Bos, K., Vermunt, R., & Wilke, H. (1997). Procedural 
and distributive justice: What is fair depends more on what 
comes first than on what comes next. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 72, 95–104.

Van den Bos, K., Wilke, H. A., & Lind, E. A. (1998). When 
do we need procedural fairness? The role of trust in author-
ity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(6), 1449.

Van den Bos, K., Wilke, H. A., Lind, E. A., & Vermunt, R. 
(1998). Evaluating outcomes by means of the fair process 
effect: Evidence for different processes in fairness and 
satisfaction judgments. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 74(6), 1493.

Weiss, H. M., Suckow, K., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). Effects of 
justice conditions on discrete emotions. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 84(5), 786.

oxfordhb-9780199981410-ch12-31.indd   385 3/3/2015   8:41:58 PM



oxfordhb-9780199981410-ch12-31.indd   386 3/3/2015   8:41:58 PM


