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ABSTRACT

TO BLAME? AN EXPLORATION OF THE ROLE OF BLAME
(ONS AS MODERATORS OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
yMNlZATlONAL JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS AND CONSEQUENCES

" By
A Michael Horvath
- Research and theory on organizational justice has d primarily on its
and its q as opposed to the cognitive factors involved in making
judgments of these matters in the real world. In the social psychological
research on attributions di P hereby lity, responsibility, and blame
are assigned to individuals. An i ion of the two li enables a more detailed

understanding of how, and at whom, justice judgments are made in organizational

settings. In this ipt, a fr k is proposed describing how justice judgments

are made in izati and this fr rk is di d with respect to common

organizational phenomena. Based on this fr k, hypoth were d

regarding the relationship between supervisor and organizational justice p ions and

reactions to the supervisor and organization. Hypotheses were tested using undergraduate

participants responding to 1) a scenario study about a p ion decision, 2)

about their perceptions of blame, justice, and reactions to a recent parking ticket they

d. Results provided some evidence that blame attributions moderate the

relationship between perceptions of an entity’s justice, and reactions to that entity,
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5. Or INTRODUCTION

~ No one wants to be treated unfairly. As we go through life, however, we often
find ourselves in situations that make us stop and take note that our outcomes are not
exactly what we had desired, and that we anticipated and expected better. We feel
negatively about these events, and often take action in order to rectify the situation.
Similarly, we are distressed when we observe injustice inflicted upon another individual
or groups of individuals. The widespread support of various civil rights legislation (e.g.,

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; Civil Rights Act of 1991) and recent United

States interventions in several international conflicts (e.g., Somalia, the Balkans) can be

attributed at least in part to perceptions that the current world situation was unfair to
certain individuals. Similarly, in our daily work lives we have ample opportunities to
judge the fairness of organizational actions (e.g., through performance appraisals,

and hiring decisi terminati etc.).

Traditional theories of organizational justice, as will be described below, discuss
how judgments of fairness, or justice, are made, and how these judgments affect

organizational outcomes, such as job performance, i to the organization, and

devi and withdrawal behaviors. Ultimately, the majority of the literature on

organizational justice links holistic p ions of a few di ions of justice (i.e.,

P

Mook o L o ional, and informational) to these

s P 1

However, it is possible that the existing organizational justice literature, while possessing
demonstrated ability to predict several important outcomes, stands yet to benefit from

additional refinement. Specifically, other topics within industrial / organizational (/O)




surrounding how everyday individuals make judgments about the causes of events, and
whether these causes can be held as ible or bl hy for a negati

(e.g., Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967; Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1986). This dissertation is
intended to serve as a preliminary exploration of how the two literatures may be
productively integrated.

Obviously, an integration of two such broad literatures as justice and attributions
could yield no end of varied theories and propositions; the implications of a full
integration would involve countless facets of individuals and workplaces. For instance,

one could focus on how individual diffc in attributional tendencies can affect

justice judgments, how the structure of the organization can affect tendencies to make

certain attributions, or even how certain aspects of organizational procedures can affect

self-reactions to negative } h attributi Thus, this di ion will need
to have a narrower focus.

The primary focus of this dissertation involves the different potential sources of
justice typically available in organizations. That is, when an employee experiences an
outcome for which justice is to be evaluated, the employee may consider that instance of
justice (or lack thereof) as being a result of the actions of the employee’s supervisor,

coworkers, or even such an anthrop hi as “upper " or the

organization as a whole. Recent justice 'h has indicated that the perceived source of

justice may be important in determining to whom reactions to injustice are directed (e.g.,

Byme & Cropanzano, 2000). This recent research assumes that all potential sources of




one considers attribution theory in conjunction with justice, however, it can be theorized
that the reactions to the differing sources of justice can be moderated by employee
perceptions of which of the sources is to blame for outcomes considered to be unfair.
Such a theory is developed here.

If, as hypothesized in this di ion, the relationship b Jjustice
perceptions and reactions to different sources of justice is moderated by perceptions of

the blameworthiness of each source, imp implications for izational p

follow. That is, the current line of research into source of justice (e.g., Byme &
Cropanzano, 2000) asserts that justice perceptions for each potential source of justice are
made simultaneously by an individual, and that the individual reacts independently to
each of these sources, directing each separate reaction to that particular source.
According to contemporary thought, this process occurs for all sources in all situations,

and Byrne and Crop have established of the itude of the

relationships for two of the sources. However, if, as hypothesized in this dissertation,

blame is y for procedural justice perceptions to relate to reactions to a source,

then Byrne and C:

may have und i d the itude of these

relationships. Their samples are comprised of individuals who blamed one source of
justice, as well as individuals who blamed another source. By combining both groups of
individuals into a single sample, they may not be able to measure accurately the
magnitude of the true relationship between justice and subsequent reactions. If the
relationships increase after taking the direction of blame into account, organizations may
be able to benefit from measuring perceptions of blame by being better able to focus
resources at reducing blame perceptions of that particular source.
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that the present discussion and related literature cover

have d — that is, in which blame

needs to be established. However, it should also be noted that positive outcomes may
follow a similar format — for positive the relationship b (positive)

justice perceptions and positive reactions could be stronger for sources of justice that

were regarded as being most directly responsible for the positive outcome. However, the
present research will restrict its focus on negative outcomes and attributions of blame,
with the suggestion that future research expand the present theories into positive outcome
situations.

After briefly reviewing the major works in the justice and attributions fields, I

discuss how the application of attribution theories to justice theories can be used to make

specific predictions about justice jud;

and subseq ions. Finally, two
research projects are described that initiate exploration of the veridicality of these ideas.
A Brief History of Justice Theory
Justice theory can be seen as a loose collection of various theories drawn from

many different domains within psychology and elsewhere. Various hers and

theorists interested in issues of justice, equity, and equality in judicial, social, and

organizational settings have pted to prop lanati ding these

phenomena that pervade our everyday lives. Subsequent work has pted to i

and embellish upon four basic types of justice. These types are typically conceptualized
as distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice, although definitions,
names, and even the number of the dimensions are disputed.




Tk

e
Niwd

ter
e

i

o

i

i




: in organizational faimness was stimulated by Adams' (1965) Equity
‘Theory. In this theory, individuals are proposed to monitor their inputs to a given
situation relative to what they receive in return, in comparison to others. If an inequity is

perceived, the individual then takes certain actions designed to remedy the inequity. Such

1d include reducing one’s own inputs, getting comparison others to increase
their inputs, asking for more ds, asking for comparison others” ds to be
lowered, or even withdrawing from the situation. This notion of the perception of

inequity is traditionally associated with “distributive justice” or “outcome faimess.”
Later additions to the concept of distributive justice included provisions for

heh

q such as sabotage or theft to make an inequitable situation equitable
(e.g., Greenberg, 1993a). Another noteworthy contribution to distributive justice comes
from Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT; see Folger, 1993, or Folger & Cropanzano,

1998). RCT argues that not only may individuals compare their situation to other

individuals in similar situations, but that they could compare the current situation to any
real or imagined situation as a referent. That is, even if all of an individual’s cohort is
rewarded equally for the same amount of work, the individual may have an imagined
ideal reward that does not match the current situation (e.g., from a previous job in another

organization), and may thus determine that an inequity exists, taking subsequent actions

to resolve the inequity.

A decade later, Thibaut and Walker (1975) discussed faimess in different terms, y
illustrating how aspects of a procedure (originally conceived of as concepts such as ‘ |
"oice," or process and decisi 1) can also lead to favorable impressions. This idea |

"procedural justice" or "process fairness,” and referred to the degree to
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‘which the procedures for making a decision are regarded as fair. That is, a negative
outcome as compared to others may not be seen as unfair if the procedures on which the
decision is based were regarded as fair. Thibaut and Walker’s original ideas centered
around the issue of voice as a key justice-related component of a procedure. Voice refers

to whether an individual is able to icate an opini a process or

outcome (i.e., what sort of outcome / reward is appropriate in that situation). Voice can
be instrumental, in that the individual is capable of having an effect on the procedure or

or non-i | or val pressive, where the voice will have no effect

and exists merely for the individual to communicate their opinion on the matter.
Beyond having voice, procedural justice was argued by Leventhal (1980) to

encompass several other f¢ A ding to Leventhal, factors affecting the fairness

of procedures include the following: consistency, or whether procedures are applied in
consistent ways across time and across individuals; lack of bias on the part of the
administrator against a particular individual; correctability, or whether an outcome can be
disputed and altered if it is determined to have been erroneous; representation of all
affected groups; the accuracy of the procedures used to derive the outcome; and the

ethicality of the procedures involved. These categories have been subsequently explored,

and have provided the basis for several of procedural justice in subseq
years (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Moorman, 1991).
Bies and Moag (1986) added yet another ingredient into the justice stew,

proposing that the i 1 given an individual can also alter perceptions

P

of the favorability of an individual’s situation. They discuss pts such as the honesty,
Rowene, vecen -
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'shown by the individual who was either responsible for the

ho communicated the outcome.

~ Greenberg (1993b) added a fourth dimension that further split Bies and Moag's
(1986) "interpersonal justice" into its inft ional and i ional comp
Greenberg devised a typology by ing the distinction b distributive and
procedural justice with the distinction between systemic (i.e., formal) and social (i.e.,

interpersonal) components. The social aspects concerned facets of a justice situation that
could be affected by interpersonal behaviors. Interpersonal justice was conceptualized as

the “distributive” component of the social aspect of the situation and involved concern

shown for the individual’s h the more structural component involved

the informati icated regarding the decision (i.e., “informational” justice).

b 4

Informational justice has increasingly become used in later studies of justice (e.g.,

Greenberg, 1993a; Gilliland, 1994), and a recent discussion by Bies (2001) further

- 3 1 disti

clarifies some early i garding the P iveness of interp

justice from its counterparts.
Although a good deal of work has been performed to distinguish the various

possible comp of fairness perceptions, there ins a spirited debate as to the

actual utility of such distinctions. That is, relationships among these fairness components,

and between these faimess comp and various organizational out have been
ly di d. For i fairness theorists have ded abandoning the

gL, P e

distinction between procedural and distributive justice (e.g., Sweeney & McFarlin, 1993)
and between procedural and interactional justice (e.g., Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).




impressions (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, &
Ng, 2001). Additionally, the effects of various components of justice have not
consistently been found. Many studies have found procedural justice to have effects only

in the absence of distributive justice (see Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998). At times, perceptions of unfaimess have been found to relate to
reactions to the supervisor, to the organization, to both (e.g., Bymne & Cropanzano, 2000;
Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999), or to neither. Also, various components of procedural
justice (i.e., Leventhal's, 1980, criteria) have been related to different outcomes in
different situations (see Colquitt et al., 2001, for a review).

When one considers the implications of the variety in previous justice

di ionality and q it may help to consider the cognitive demands that

these judgments of justice place upon the individual. Adams’ (1965) theory insisted that

the individual simul ly ider two inputs (self and a comparison other’s) and
two different rewards (self and a comparison other’s). More recent theories claim that, in

addition to these factors, an individual considers three other broad categories (i.e.,

gesa o 1
P P

P

and i

| justice) with regard to a single outcome,

some of which have distinct sut p (e.g., Leventhal’s, 1980, facets of procedural

justice). Furthermore, while much of the justice research has assumed a single and
unambiguous causal “source” (i.e., one person or entity made and communicated an

outcome), in an organizational setting there are often several different possible “sources”

(6.2 multipl & St it ina 360 feedback -

management). Recent theories have d that individuals must also evaluate multiple
ce for each of these possible causal agents (e.g., Byme & Cropanzano,







increasing rapidly, and it seems likely that individuals may need to use some sort of

heuristic or cognitive shortcut for limiting the amount of information they need to process
in order to reach a lusion as to the fai of an

Such a shortcut may be provided by another line of psychological research, that of
attribution theory (e.g., Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967; Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1985; 1986;
1993; 1995; see Fiske & Taylor, 1991, and Kelley & Michela, 1980, for reviews). It
seems intuitively likely that, instead of evaluating each potential action or cognition of
each possible contributor to a decision, the individual might make a decision regarding
which person’s or entity’s behavior led to the outcome (i.e., which person or entity was
“causal”). Making this kind of attribution would then allow processing of specific
outcome and process-related information to occur more easily. In the next section, a brief
review of the attributions literature will be provided, followed by a discussion of how it
has and how it might be integrated with justice theory in order to reach a more plausible

planation of justice eval

Attribution Theory

As early as the middle of the past century, psychologists had begun to speculate

about the p typical individuals use to create impressi ding the causality

of events (e.g., Heider, 1958). Heider is g lly credited for introduci ib

h to social psychology. R h on attributions followed from there to a point
two decades later where it was recognized as being an imp and widely hed

(e.g. Kelley & Michela, 1980). It should be stressed that this line of
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mm accurately reach attributional conclusions. Instead, they were
interested in describing how commonplace, everyday people arrived at conclusions
regarding what or who caused an event.

- The following sections will briefly review the most important and seminal
research on attribution theory (Heider’s, 1958, levels of responsibility; Jones & Davis’,
1965, Correspondent Inference Theory; Kelley’s, 1967, covariation theory; as well as

Alicke’s, 2000, Shaver’s, 1985, and Weiner’s, 1985, 1986, 1993, 1995, theories of

attributions and blame). Although a sut ial amount of h has been reviewed for

this manuseript, Fiske and Taylor’s (1991) review of the literature should also be

knowledged for its comprehensive di ion of several of the most important

“theoretical traditions” d herein. It should also be noted that these theories
discussed below occasionally deal with different constructs, sometimes by the same or
similar names. Jones and Davis’ and Kelley’s theories primarily involve attributions of
causality (i.e., whether the cause for an event is deemed to be internal or external to an
individual). Heider’s, Weiner’s, Shaver’s, and Alicke’s theories also include notions of

whether an individual can be held as ‘responsible,” ‘bl thy,” or ‘culpable’ for an

-

action. Although each of these theorists tends to use each term slightly differently (see
Shaver, 1985, or Weiner, 1995), there is enough conceptual convergence among them for

the present discussion to treat these terms as loose synonyms.

ok dowal of sl




e

o
ey

"

P!



m, posed that when individuals attempt to make attributions about

the cause for an event, that process generally revolves around two basic forces acting on
the individual being evaluated: internal (i.e., motivation and ability) and external (i.e.,

situational) factors. From this distinction, Heider proposed a progression of types of
responsibility that could be attributed to an individual on the basis of his or her actions,
depending on whether the reasons behind the individual’s actions were judged to be
internally or externally caused. These levels were originally intended to represent
developmental states, in parallel to those of Piaget. In other words, an individual who was
more developmentally advanced would use a higher level as the criterion for assigning

responsibility and blame. H , theory and h have proposed that

can also be ch ized on the basis of these levels, with differential
judgments of responsibility on the basis of which components of the situation are varied
(e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1973; Shaver, 1985).
The most basic of Heider’s (1958) levels is association (see Table 1). That is,

individuals at this level will ascribe responsibility and / or blame to another individual as

long as the individual is in some way iated with the As an 1
suppose that I am in the room when a glass vase is broken, an event that recently
happened in my life. If my wife were at this level of attribution, I would be held

responsible merely because I was in the room.

The next most sophisticated level of attribution is that of causal responsibility. In
this level of attribution, an individual is only judged to be responsible if the individual is
the cause of the outcome, instead of merely being associated in
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Association | An individual is responsible for the if the individual is

associated with the outcome.

Causal responsibility An individual is responsible for the if the individual
caused the outcome.

Foreseeability An individual is responsible for the if the individual

could have anticipated that the outcome would occur.
Intentionality An individual is responsible for the outcome if the individual
intended for the outcome to occur.
Justifiability An individual is not responsible for the outcome if the

individual’s intentional actions were justified by the situation.

some way with the outcome. For example, I would only have been judged responsible for
the broken vase if it had been I who had thrown the vase across the room.
The next level, foreseeability, adds to the criteria whether the individual could

have known that the individual’s actions would have produced the | For

instance, if the glass vase had been at the bottom of a shopping bag that I had thought to
have been completely filled with pillows, I should not have been judged as blameworthy.
However, if I had known that my wife had gone to the store to buy a glass vase and a
couple of pillows, it stands to reason that I should have thought that a vase might also

e, For jstance ¥ shoppmg bag across
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- Atthelevel of intentionality, an individual must further be perceived as having

intended to produce the outcome in order to be judged responsible or blameworthy for an
outcome. Only if I had meant to throw the vase across the room and break it should I
have been held to blame by an individual at this stage of attributions.

Finally, at the level of justifiability, if there were a good reason behind the

individual’s actions that would alleviate intent (i.e., ion,

attributions of blame should be reduced. For instance, if I had thrown the vase across the
room in order to disable a burglar, I should be exonerated of the offense of breaking the
vase. (Unfortunately, no burglar was present in the real-life example, and my wife and I
spent some time debating the foreseeability of a vase being in the bottom of a bag of

pillows. I lost.) Although Heider’s (1958) original conceptualization of these levels

d that justifiable ci would pletely remove blame from the

SR N 1

(as di: d by Shaver, 1985) has documented that the
extent of blame attributed to an individual in a justifiable situation is equivalent to that
which would be given if the individual had been able to foresee the outcome but had not
deliberately intended for the outcome to occur.
Correspondent Inference Theory

Another widely-cited theory in the realm of attributions is Correspondent
Inference Theory (Jones & Davis, 1965). Perhaps the most important concept proposed in
this theory is the “analysis of uncommon effects.” If an individual had two or more

possible behaviors that could have resulted in different the individual making

the attribution compares the differences between the different outcomes in order to infer a

motive for the outcome. For instance, instead of tossing my wife’s shopping bag across
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the room, I had other alternatives — I could have asked her to move the bag herself, or |
could have found an alternate path through our house. Any of these behaviors would have
involved my getting past the bag. However, only one of them (tossing the bag) would
have resulted in damage to the bag’s Thereft ding to this theory, my

wife is more likely to infer that my intent was to damage her purchase, and is thus more

likely to find me responsible for the damaged item.

o

A person’s in the attributions made i when there are fewer
differences between the outcomes — that is, there are fewer reasons for the acting
individual to choose that particular behavior over the others. Jones and Davis also talk
about other factors affecting attributions. For instance, if the action taken was less
socially desirable than other actions, intent is more likely to be inferred for that action. If
the acting individual was not seen to have had choice, then judgments of responsibility
are not inferred (similar to Heider’s, 1958, justifiability dimension). If the action is seen
to be in accordance with the acting individual’s social roles, intent is also less likely to be
ascribed (i.e., social roles function as situational factors).

Covariation T}

Kelley (1967) introduced yet another imp concept into theories of

attribution. Kelley's ideas are primarily concerned with situations where more than one

iteration of a possible cause / effect relationship can be observed and examined. Kelly

poses that individual ibute causality (and thus responsibility) based on the

1 S b

P ial causes and Kelley di d three .

facets of the situations that can be observed in order to make causal determinations for an
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to a particular entity (the entity being another individual, a task,

opatity for the
First, one can observe the distinctiveness of the event. This dimension involves

whether the potential cause being evaluated differs from the effects of other potential 1

causes (€.g., whether a supervisor is acting in the same manner as any other supervisor
would, or whether this supervisor’s behaviors are divergent from what one would expect
from a supervisor). If other entities produce similar outcomes, then causality is not

attributed to that entity. For instance, consider a performance appraisal in an

hio oy

organization. An employee being disciplined for inappropriate behavior may be i
to attribute causality to the employee’s supervisor (the entity). However, if other
supervisors have in the past disciplined the employee for similar behaviors, then the
employee will be less likely to see the present supervisor’s actions as distinct, and will be
less likely to see the supervisor as the cause for the negative evaluation.

Another dimension is consistency over time and modalities. Action / outcome
covariations that are seen to be more consistent are more likely to be attributed to the

entity in question. For i if the employee’s supervisor consistently rates the

employee as substandard during every evaluation, and across evaluation categories, then
the employee would be more likely to attribute causality for the negative outcomes to the
supervisor.

Finally, Kelley (1967) discusses consensus as another dimension upon which to
base causal judgments. In other words, an individual would observe how other

individuals fare with respect to the same entity in order to attribute causality. For
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‘evaluations from the same supervisor, then the employee is more likely to attribute

causality for the employee’s own negative perft luation to the supervisor.
- Kelley (1967) di: how i ions b observations on each of these
dimensions may function with respect to causality attributions. Kelley ptualizes the '_

process of attributions on the basis of covariation in terms of an Analysis of Variance

(ANOVA) hor, although sut theorists have criticized this heuristic (see

Shaver, 1985). Additionally, Kelley di two other principles that can affect an

individual’s propensity to make certain attributions. The first, discounting, states that if
more than one cause is available, the individual will be less likely to make a causal
attribution. In other words, there needs to be reason to eliminate other possible causes in
order to make a conclusion regarding a particular cause. As an example, the cause of a
particular automobile accident could be attributed to 1) either driver’s attention to the
road, 2) whether or not the road were wet, 3) adequate placement of traffic signs, etc. If
all of those causes for the accident remain possible, I should be less willing to choose one
of them as “the” cause than I would if I were able to eliminate some of them (e.g., it was
a sunny day; there were no obstructions to viewing signs, etc).

The other principle, augmentation, considers both “facilitative™ and “inhibitory”

factors with respect to a cause. If there are obstacles to the p ial cause’s full

y
accomplishing an outcome (i.e., inhibitory factors), yet the outcome still occurs, then
cause will be more likely to be ascribed to this entity, as it had the ability to overcome the

inhibitory factors. In the traffic accid le, suppose that warning signs had been

placed on one of the roads leading to the i ion where the accid d. The

driver who followed this road, having been forewarned, should have been less likely to
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in the accident (i.e., this driver’s probability of getting into an accident had

been inhibited by the warnings). If this driver theless gets into an accident, then it is
more likely that the driver will be chosen as the cause of the accident. The reciprocal

phenomenon exists for those factors that could be seen to make it easier for the potential
cause to have accomplished the outcome. For instance, if the other driver’s vision had
been obscured suddenly by a dust cloud, that driver should be less likely to be chosen as
the cause of the accident.

Finally, Kelley proposes that in instances in which multiple events are not
available from which to derive an attribution judgment, then the individual will use

causal schemas and scripts in order to create mental depictions of other occurrences. For

an employee just assigned to a specific supervisor has no past history with that

supervisor, so has no means to judge Kelley’s (1967) consistency dimension (i.e., there is
no evidence indicating how this supervisor would have treated this employee in similar
situations). In this example, Kelley would argue that the employee would call into mind
the schema of a manager, and imagine how the “typical” manager would have treated the
employee in this instance. The present manager’s behavior could then be compared to the
schema in order to reach judgments of consistency.
Shaver’s (1985) theory of attribution of blame

Shaver’s (1985) model of blame attributions appears to closely follow previous
work on attributions (e.g., Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967). However, one important
consideration that must be attributed to Shaver’s conceptualization of the attribution

process above all of his poraries is his di ion of Mackie (1965; in Shaver,

ion literature reviewed in this manuscript, Shaver’s book was one of







the few to devote considerable space to how an individual determines which of several
potential causes is likely to be considered the principal cause. Shaver reintroduces
Mackie’s line of reasoning about causal attribution. According to Mackie, an individual
considers all of the factors (i.e., a “condition”) that contributed to the occurrence of the
event, regardless of whether each of the factors (i.e., potential causes) could alone be
sufficient for the event to occur. Then, each of these factors is considered in terms of
whether it was necessary for the event to occur. The factor that is ultimately designated as
the cause is the one which is the “insufficient but necessary part of a condition which is
itself unnecessary but sufficient for the result.” This particular cause, known by the
acronym INUS, is then evaluated in the means specified by earlier attribution theorists.
As an example, the list of contributing factors to the breaking of my wife’s
purchase included her leaving the bag in the middle of my path, her obscuring the view of
the breakables in the bottom of the bag, and my choosing to throw the bag as a means of
moving it. Many other combinations of factors could have produced a broken item (e.g.,
an earthquake), so this set of factors was not necessary but sufficient. My choosing to
throw the bag was itself insufficient for the damage to occur (i.e., no damage would have
occurred if the bag had not been there in the first place), but given the set of factors

ting, mine was y for damage to have occurred. Thus, I should be seen as

ible for the d. H , it could also be noted that, if I had thrown the bag

and my wife had removed the breakable items from the bag beforehand, no damage
would have occurred. Therefore, she could also be said to be blameworthy.

- Two other facets of Shaver’s (1985) theory distinguish it from other theories of
responsibility and blame. First, Shaver discusses as one of the highest qualifications of
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responsibility the individual’s ‘appreciation’ that the act was morally wrong (i.c., an
individual may not be held responsible if the individual did not have the capacity to
distinguish right from wrong). Additionally, once an individual passes the ‘appreciation’
stage of the process and is deemed to be ‘responsible’ for the the attributing

individual considers the target’s justifications or (i.e., if the justification or

excuse is not accepted, then ‘blame’ is assigned).
Weiner’ ; 1986; 1993; 1995) Attribution Theo:
Of all of the attribution theorists, perhaps the one that could be considered to have

the most influence on I/O psychology is Weiner (e.g., 1985; 1986; 1993; 1995).

A di

to Weiner, attributions are most often made in response to a negative or
unexpected event. That is, if people are satisfied with an outcome, or if they did not

anticipate a situation any different from the one they experienced, then they are less

likely to question the H , negative or pected events are more likely
to become salient to individuals, initiating a questioning process on the part of the
individual to discover the cause of the event, in order to make sense of the event and
avert that outcome in future similar situations. It should be noted that the phenomenon of

unanticipated events initiating more

phisticated cognitive p ing is not unique to
attribution theory — it is also an important component of several popular versions of self-

74 Yy p (e.g., Carver, Lawrence, & Scheier, 1996; Lord &

Levy, 1994). Weiner’s emphasis in his writing on attributions is concentrated on
achievement settings (i.e., school situations), although he makes several applications,
especially more ly, on other ph such as public assistance, AIDS,
aggression, and mental illness (e.g., Weiner, 1995). Other researchers have examined

o
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attibutions in other realms, such as public assistance (e.g., Shepelak, 1987) and customer
satisfaction (e.g., Folkes, 1984; 1988; Folkes, Koletsky, & Graham, 1987).

~ Wiener (1986), like other attributions theorists, gives central emphasis to the
locus of causality in attributions. An individual who experiences a negative or
unexpected event usually begins a search for understanding by assigning causality to the
event. According to Weiner (1986), an early typology of causes included ability, effort,

task difficulty, and luck. However, this typology infl d subseq h so as to
limit the types of causes studied. He subsequently initiated h to add to the list of .
the most attributi ability, i diate effort, long-term effort, task

characteristics, intrinsic motivation, teacher competence, mood, and luck. Weiner then
began to differentiate between causes, starting with internal vs. external (i.e., whether
people ascribe cause to themselves, or externally to some other source), ultimately adding
two more dimensions of attributions: stability and control.

Stability, according to Weiner (1986), pertains to whether the particular cause of

an can be expected to remain over time. That is, could the cause be a
momentary fluctuation of certain factors, or is it likely that the same outcome would
occur again? Examples of stable causes might be one’s intelligence, personality, or
perhaps the difficulty of a particular task. Unstable causes could be factors such as
momentary fluctuations in motivation, mood, illness, etc. Control refers to whether the
individual would be able to control the factors leading to the outcome. Obviously, there
are some things that a person can change, such as motivation to excel on an exam, the
amount of time spent studying, etc., and some that a person cannot, such as illness or a
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1986), along with subsequent enhancements of this general idea (see
MwwﬁwwmofmwmdMMMWmMﬁdm
.Jonndﬂw;r pected event. Responsibility for an event is not automatically
assigned if the locus of causality is attributed in a particular direction. Rather, the

in;ﬁweofthembilitymdconuolofthe, icular event and dents determine

whether or not a person is d d to be responsible. Weiner di h showing
how individuals making internal, stable attributions for failure in achi settings
demonstrate more negative ions and ions that are i dly-di d (e.g., self-

esteem and self-efficacy). Furthermore, when individuals are determining whether

another individual should be punished for a crime, they must believe that the person had

control over the event, and that there were no ing (i.e., bl
surrounding that event. Figures 1 and 2 rep les of possibl ibutions that an
2 Mood - I haven’t Random Chance -
1 been feeling up to these things just
speed lately happen sometimes
2z
2
Motivation — I could ek
do better if 1 applied Ability ‘;);ﬂm
myself more skl
£ employee
-
High Low
) Control
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p t wmpmmmnum

-t 4




>
i




i

e
filling out the PA happen sometimes
codld ke the
§ 3 g Organizational policy —
Bias — the supervisor supervisor was just
is out to get me following the procedures
the organization set out
5
High Low ;f
Control

Figure 2. An example of Weiner’s (1986) control and stability dimensions
applied to an individual’s supervisor, after the individual has received a
negative performance appraisal.

employee could make about a negative performance appraisal, depending on whether the
locus of causality was attributed to the self or to the supervisor.

Another important variable that has been discussed in the attribution literature
concerns the idea of volition or intent to commit an act (e.g., Heider, 1958). Weiner
(1986) distinguishes this variable from control, noting that we can occasionally do things

that we can control but neglect to do so by purely uni ional means. For i Ican

melyeonmlwhetherornotlshowuponumeforameeung,butocusnomﬂylnmlm v'
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successively chose a level of reward for themselves (i.e., how much money they should

get). If the combined total of the rewards were greater than a certain amount, then nobody
in the team would receive a reward. The final person (the participant in the experiment)
could take the remainder of the allotted reward or could ask for an amount that would
push the total over the limit, thereby preventing all group members from receiving
anything. Messick and Allison argued that if individuals are motivated completely by
self-interest, then the sixth person should take whatever they can get. However, the
literature has shown that, if the sixth individual believes that fairness has been violated
(i.e., the other people took more than they should have), then the individual may choose
not to take a reward if that means that the individual’s unfair partners would be
effectively punished for their greed (i.e., the individual could take an amount that would
exceed the group total, preventing anyone from receiving any reward). Messick and
Allison showed that the sixth person’s attributions of the intent of the rest of the group
members (i.e., whether or not they knew the “limit”) moderated participants’ willingness
to punish other group members. That is, if there were no way for the other group
members to know that their totals were approaching a limit, the sixth group member was
more likely to accept whatever small gain they could have coming to them.

Schultz and Wright (1985) explored outcome favorability with regard to intent

and attributions of responsibility. If the is positive, then intent must be attributed
to that agent in order for the agent to be judged responsible for the outcome. If the
outcome is negative, intent is less relevant for attributing responsibility; in this case,

“sins” of omission (i.e., unintentional negli ) as well as ission (intentional

actions) are both likely to indicate responsibility. For example, if an individual receives a i
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on the supervisor’s rating of his performance, then he will only believe
the supervisor to bear responsibility for the promotion to the extent that he thinks the

supervisor intended for him to get the p ion. H , if the individual does not get
the promotion, then it does not matter whether the supervisor deliberately intended to
block the promotion or whether the supervisor merely overlooked the employee as a
result of negligence — in either case, the supervisor was judged responsible for the
outcome.

Similarly, Fincham and Schultz (1981) studied situations where an agent’s actions
led to a certain outcome via some kind of “intervening cause.” For instance, one of their

vignettes describes a woman who hides a valuabl ion of her ’sina

p

shampoo bottle as a prank. Before the roommate can discover the prank, a third
roommate takes a shower, and the valuable item ends up down the drain. Participants in
the study were asked whether the first roommate was responsible for the loss. The

h

roommate was judged to be istics of

ponsible for the loss depending on two
the intervening cause — whether or not the intervening cause was foreseeable (e.g.,
whether the woman knew that the third roommate was about to take a shower), and

depending on the intent of the intervening cause (e.g., whether the third roommate

identally dropped the valuable down the drain, or whether she deliberately dropped it
into the drain to teach the second roommate a lesson).
Finally, Schultz, Schleifer, and Altman (1981) also found that voluntary actions
(i.e., actions taken deliberately) were more likely to be seen as causal and more deserving
of punishment for a negative event. Additionally, they examined the difference between a

necessary condition (i.c., the could not possibly have d without the




sction) and a sufficient condition (i.e., the action enabled another factor to produce the

outcome). Causation is attributed to an individual only if the action were considered
necessary for the outcome to have occurred, reflecting the INUS condition proposed by
Mackie (1965; in Shaver, 1985).
Culpable Control Model

Recently, Alicke (2000) proposed a Culpable Control Model of blame
assignment. Alicke reframes typical aspects of the blame assignment process in terms of

the perceived control that individuals have over the relationship b their th

l
¥ -2

and the outcomes of their behavior. The most interesting contribution that this theory
adds to the extant literature on attributions is the idea of ‘spontaneous evaluation’ —
individuals may form an impression of blame before any information is cognitively

evaluated, and this initial i

may affect sub ing of evid

| P

Although this theory is interesting and could be found to relate to the present discussion
of attributions (e.g., employees may be biased against a certain supervisor), this theory

¥\

came to my attention after the present h was d. Future th ical

developments of the present framework (see below) are expected to incorporate ideas

from this theory.
In y, the psychological li garding causality has been diverse, but
has shown promise for predicting attributions, blame, and subseq ions. Cheng

(1997) recently classified attributions research into two camps — covariation and power.

Covariation theorists argue that individuals make attributions about the cause of an action

as a result of observing the co-occurrence of the two events. Factors such as temporal
contiguity (i.e., an event occurs soon after or immediately following another event), and
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ra precedence (i.e., the first of two events is more likely to be seen as the cause of

the other) are frequently explored as they relate to conclusions about the causality of
events.

- Power theorists, in contrast, eschew the notion that individuals are merely
intuitive observers of events, who then use some sort of cognitive process akin to a
likelihood algorithm in order to obtain the expected probability of a second
event occurring given the fact that the first event has or has not occurred. Power theorists
instead are more comfortable with the notion that individuals do not judge one event to
be causal of another unless they know about or believe in a particular causal mechanism
relating the two. According to Cheng (1997), “causal power... is the intuitive notion that
one thing causes another by virtue of the power or energy that it exerts over another...
causes are not merely followed by their effects; rather, they produce or generate their
effects” (p. 368). In a power theory sense, a particular event or object is seen as
generating some sort of force to influence another event, instead of merely co-occurring.
For instance, if I observe wind and then see tree leaves moving, I would judge that wind

is exerting some form of force upon the leaves. Power attributions need not merely be

fined to physical ph an individual’s careless action can be thought to exert
some form of energy or force upon another individual’s affect. Although the differences
between the covariation and power camps still appear to be salient, Cheng (1997) has
proposed a “Power PC” theory that attempts to integrate the two. Cheng argues basically
that power ideas are the principal source of causal attributions, but that beliefs about
power are determined by observations of covariations of previous similar phenomena.

o study had







paid for o sen Attributions in the Justice Li

~ Before developing a general model incorporating the role of attributions and

ibutional in izational justice evaluations, I will briefly discuss some of

P

the justice literature that has previously explored the role of attributions as they pertain to

fairness perceptions. Some of the extant studies in the I/O and social justice literature are
more immediately relevant to the present research; these works will be saved until later in
this manuscript. In this section I merely wish to highlight some overlaps between

attributions and social and organizational justice. First, I will discuss several ways in

which justice research has incorporated attributi Then, I will highlight how
attributions have begun to be included in justice theory.
in Justice-related Research
First, it has been shown that in response to a negative or unexpected event (i.e.,
events that could be interpreted as unfair), the locus of causality of the agent’s behavior

affects reactions to that individual. In the consumer perceptions arena, Folkes (1984;

Folkes et al., 1987) has published several studies ining the effects of attributions on

ib ions, using an internal vs. external locus of causality

" P -

framework. One study reported in Folkes (1984) asked participants to recall a recent
dinner at a restaurant that they did not enjoy. A second study in the same article presented
participants with a vignette describing another consumer experience. In both studies, the
degree to which the negative experiences were attributed to factors internal or external to

the vendor / owner d ined subseq ions (e.g., intent to ask for a

refund instead of an exch ies to p ize the business in the future). Both

of these studies could be interpreted as involving justice — the individual in the study had
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paid for a service or product that was not delivered as expected (i.e., they paid expecting
one thing and received something of lesser value). Folkes et al. (1987) interviewed airline
passengers whose flights had been subject to delays. They found similar effects for the

locus of causality (i.e., whether the cause was internal to the airline or external, such as

unexpected weather) as it pertained to ’ decisions to repurchase tickets with

that same airline, as well as * intent to lain. Other studies outside the

domain of consumer research have arrived at similar results. Weiner, Amirkhan, Folkes,
and Verette (1987) showed that if the cause for an outcome is perceived to be external to
an individual, then attitudes toward and reactions to that individual are not as negative.
Bradfield and Aquino (1999) demonstrated that an internal or external attribution for the
action of a causal agent related to victims’ desire for revenge or willingness to forgive,
respectively. Ployhart and Ryan (1997) found that if the cause for not being admitted to a
graduate program was judged to be external, then self-attributions such as self-efficacy

were less likely to decline in ion to the

jection. Heuer, Bl hal, Douglas, and

Weinblatt (1999) found that internal vs. external attributions for the ful

given to an individual moderated the relationship between respectful treatment and

perceptions of procedural justice.

Second, research has been performed on the dents of attributions, foll g
these antecedents through to their indirect infl on fai perceptions. Tyler and
Bies (1990) di d how interp 1 given by a causal agent could

influence the attributions that the affected individual makes about the causal agent,
thereby affecting perceptions of justice.
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; ~ Finally, another study indicated that making an attributional judgment might in
itself be sufficient to alleviate some of the distress resulting from the perception of an

inequitable situation. Lupfer, Doan, and H (1998) allowed some particif a

chance to think about and report their hypotheses regarding why a negative event
occurred. They found that these participants reported lower subsequent levels of distress
than those who had merely filled out the distress measure after the vignette, or than those
who had participated in a filler task before completing the distress measure.

In summary, previous research has, to some extent, incorporated attributions into
situations that could be construed as unfair, or that measured fairness perceptions

directly. In these studies, the attribution an individual makes regarding the cause of the

has implications for subsequent perceptions and reactions. However, the studies
mentioned above, as acknowledged, are not those that are thought of as belonging to the
traditional justice literature; these studies have been conducted in parallel with those in
the justice domain. Thus, it is also important to consider how attributions have been
considered in literature that specifically addresses organizational or social justice.
Attributions i tice Theo

Building off of RCT (Folger, 1993), Folger and Cropanzano (1998) include in
their conceptualization of Fairness Theory a discussion of “could,” “should,” or “would”
cognitions. That is, when a negative event is experienced, a victim asks whether the
causal agent involved could have done anything differently. The victim might also ask

whether the agent “should” have acted differently on the basis of social roles or moral

rules. Finally, the victim asks whether the victim “would” have done anything differently
had the victim been in the agent’s place. Folger and Cropanzano argue that, depending on
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the attributions made by the victim, the causal agent may or may not be held responsible

for the negati with subsequent affect, cognition, or behavior directed at the
causal agent. Note that these descriptions discussed in Fairness Theory have already
assumed that the causal agent has been chosen; the victim’s attribution has already been

made to an I source. Furtk the di ion of “could” appears to be most

similar to Weiner’s (1986) control dimension of attributions (for an external locus of
causality). The “should” could be best described as similar to the notion of “intent”
explored primarily by Shultz (e.g., Schultz & Wright, 1985), and the “would” concept
appears to be unique to Folger’s RCT. Finally, it should be noted here that Weiner’s
(1995) discussion of the blame decision process also specifically includes mentions of
“should” and “could” phenomena after locus of causality has been attributed to an agent,
although Folger and Cropanzano appear to have developed these ideas independently and
relatively simultaneously.

Thus, justice theories in recent years have been moving toward incorporating
attributions. However, little empirical research in the justice realm has attempted to
address how attributions fit into the traditional (i.e., four-factor) justice mold. For

inst what are the implications of Folger and Cropanzano’s (1998) “could” construct

for the different types of justice? There is currently no theory linking concepts of

g

to justice

'P

A Justice Attributions Framework

A fr: k i ing attributions with justice judgments is presented in Figure
3. The model begins with some sort of outcome, a precondition in most theories for a

judgment of justice to be made. By outcome, I mean some distribution of rewards, favor,
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Distributive Justice Judgment

| «———— Valence and Expectancy of Outcome:
negative / unexpected outcomes more likely to trigger search

Causal Search -- What is the Locus of Outcome?
> Internal (to self): Is the cause stable and controllable? Am I to blame?

* Control and Stability judgments will affect the degree to which self-
esteem and other self-reactions will be affected.

o If the individual is judged as blameworthy, he or she will rate
procedural justice as fair.

o Ifthe cause is evaluated as ble, then the at of
“correctability” in the procedure may initiate an evaluation of
responsibility and blame, using “absence of correctability” as a new
outcome (i.e., return to the top of the decision chart).

v
An External Source (i.e., supervisor, coworker, anthropomorphized
organization): 1) Which external source is to blame? 2) Was the event
foreseeable? Did the source intend for the outcome to occur? Was the
source’s behavior controllable and stable? Were the source’s actions
justified? Is the source blameworthy?

—

External Source is to Blame: External Source is not to Blame:
¢ Procedural Justice perceptions e Procedural Justice perceptions of
of the External Source will be the External source will be more

more negative.

¢ Procedural Justice perceptions
of the External Source will be
related to behavioral and
cognitive reactions to the
External Source (e.g., lower
commitment, retaliatory
behaviors).

* Procedural Justice perceptions
of any other source will not be
related to behavioral or
cognitive reactions to that other
source.

Figure 3. A decision tree describing
judgments of responsibility and justice
in an organizational setting.

likely to be neutral or positive.
Procedural Justice perceptions of
the external source will not be
related to behavioral or cognitive
reactions to that source.

If the evidence indicates that an
dditional source is ible,
then the blameworthiness of that

source will be evaluated.

If the External Source is not
judged to be responsible, but the
event was seen to be foreseeable,
then perceptions of the
Interpersonal Justice of the
External Source will be related to
behavioral and cognitive reactions
to the External Source.




e
fiN

i

Kl

oy

b




information, or status, distributed from an organizational representative to an employee.
Examples of such outcomes could include, but are not limited to, decisions about hiring,
promotion, transfer, bonuses, budget requests, and assignments of specific tasks.

As no one theory of attributions has yet to achieve dominance, the propositions
discussed below may be drawn from one of any number of theories of attribution.
However, it should be also recognized that Weiner’s (1985; 1986; 1995) and Shaver’s
(1985) attribution theories have had primary influence on the framework discussed
below. The present framework differs from previous models in two respects. First, it
allows for individuals to choose among several sources external to the individual, as
opposed to an internal/external dichotomy. Additionally, the present framework
incorporates the role of justice perceptions.

Additionally, it should be noted that this framework does not fully integrate
attributions with all components of justice. This framework focuses primarily on
procedural justice, while leaving distributive, interactional, and informational justice
relatively unmentioned. Based on the attributions literature, I deemed procedural justice
to be the justice component that is most readily integrated with attributions. Future
developments of this framework will incorporate other components of justice.

One final caveat should be introduced prior to the discussion of the framework.
The present framework regarding attributional, responsibility, and blame judgments
operates under an assumption of an equity principle of reward allocation. That is, this
framework is intended to be relevant only to situations where outcomes are expected to

be commensurate with individual inputs or contributions. Events where outcomes are
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allocated on the basis of other rules (e.g., equality or need) are not incorporated into this
framework.
The Outcome

When an individual is faced with an outcome, it is typically the case that the
individual had an a priori expectation regarding the outcome, given the individual’s
perceptions of past behavior and merit. Thus, the individual can at this point make a
distributive justice judgment (i.e., whether the outcome itself were fair). If the outcome
matched expectations, it is likely to be regarded as distributively fair. Simultaneously, the
individual may initiate a causal search in order to determine responsibility and blame for
the outcome. Various theorists have asserted that more cognitive effort is engaged when
individuals have to deal with negative or unexpected events (e.g., Feldman, 1981; Lord &
Levy, 1994), and attributions researchers have kept in line with this assertion, arguing
that negative or unexpected events are more likely to trigger causal searches (e.g.,
Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1995). Thus, individuals experiencing negative or unexpected
events should be more likely to begin a causal search, beginning with a search for the
locus of the outcome (i.e., is the cause internal to the self, or is it the result of another
individual?).
Locus of Causality

Most attributions researchers discuss locus of causality in terms of whether the
perceived cause is internal or external to an individual (e.g., Shaver, 1985; Weiner,
1995). However, in an organizational setting, more specific distinctions may need to be
made. Although it is interesting to discuss whether the cause for an organizational

outcome is attributed to the employee or to a factor external to the employee, it may yet
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be more meaningful to consider, given an external judgment, to whom or to what the
employee attributes causality. Attribution theorists assert that individuals take action
against causal agents that are found to be blameworthy (e.g., Heider, 1958; Shaver, 1985;
Weiner, 1995). Thus, in an organizational justice situation, a wronged employee may not
merely take random actions in order to alleviate an injustice — the employee may more
specifically focus action against the source (e.g., a supervisor) that is deemed to be
blameworthy. Although many different potential sources are available as loci of causality
in organizational settings (e.g., supervisors, coworkers, subordinates, upper management,
the organization as a whole, etc.), attribution theories suggest that the individual should
arrive at a narrower list of causal agents.

Although the list of potential loci is vast, previous attributions researchers have

tended to make the greatest distinction between internal and external loci. That is, events

attributed to the self have been seen to have different implications than events attributed
to external sources. Although this manuscript is intended to highlight the need to consider

which external source is blamed for a negative event, it is still important to recognize that

the traditional distinction is yet worthwhile. The cognitive processes regarding an

external source will be similar regardless of which external source is considered, and

these processes will be different from those processes engaged when an internal
attribution is made. Therefore, this section will have only two subsections. In the first
subsection, the cognitive blame process for internal (i.e., self-locus) causality will be
discussed, followed by a parallel subsection regarding external sources.

Self-Locus. Once the attribution of causality has been made, attribution theorists

propose that judgments of responsibility should follow. Judgments of responsibility will
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vary depending on which agent (i.e., self, supervisor, etc.) is judged to be causal. Within
each cause, however, attribution constructs and rules such as Heider’s (1958) levels, or
Weiner’s (1986) dimensions of stability and control, will be used in order to judge
responsibility and blame for the event. If the causal agent were judged to be one's self,
determinations of stability and control would then influence whether the self is
determined to be blameworthy. See Figure 1 for an example of how these dimensions
might influence judgments. Individuals have high control over their own mood and
motivation, with mood being the less stable of the two. Less controllable self-caused
aspects would include random error or ability. If the outcome is judged to be something
over which one had a high level of control (or, in Heider’s terms, the outcome could have
been foreseeable given the individual’s current behavior), it might be argued that the
individual "could" have acted differently in order to obtain a more positive outcome.
Thus, individuals should blame themselves (i.e., not the organization or any
organizational representative). If the outcome is judged to be a function of one's ability,
then the individual is likely to either accept the outcome or become depressed, with a
corresponding decrease in self-efficacy and expectations for success in similar
subsequent situations. If the individual is found to be responsible or blameworthy for the
outcome, then the individual should also rate the procedures used to reach the outcomes
to be fair as well, because the individual has decided that the negative outcome was
warranted based on the individual’s behavior.

It is also possible that the individual may deem the locus of the event to be
internally caused, yet in a judgment of ultimate responsibility not find the self to be

blameworthy. For instance, an individual may perform at a superior level most of the
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time, but the individual was only observed on one particular day when the individual
made an error. In this case, the individual may acknowledge that the individual’s
behavior was the cause of the outcome (e.g., denial of a promotion), but not attribute
responsibility to the self, chalking it up to bad timing, etc. However, if the individual,
although deemed the locus of causality for the outcome, is not judged to be blameworthy
(e.g., the employee was observed as part of the performance evaluation on the
employee’s only bad day in four months), then the individual may also be less likely to
judge the procedures used to arrive at the outcome as fair.

External Source as Locus. Attributions towards an External Source are proposed
to be fairly similar (see Figure 2). These individuals have control over mistakes (i.e.,
through effort and attention) as well as over their deliberate intent. Individuals will only
be judged as blameworthy if the action was under their control (i.e., at Heider’s, 1958,
intentional level). However, one would expect variance in the ultimate reaction to an
External Source based on the stability of the event (i.e., justifiability). That is, if an
outcome is believed to be the result of an unstable factor (e.g., momentary fluctuations or
lapses in attention), or coercion (i.e., due to external pressures, social roles, etc.) then the
wronged individual would be more likely to forgive the harmdoer. But, if an outcome is
believed to be the result of a stable, long-lasting bias on the part of the harmdoer, then it
is more likely that the wronged individual would have negative perceptions of faimess
regarding this source, and would react to the injustice by specifically targeting actions
against that source (e.g., withdrawal of citizenship behaviors, retaliatory behaviors, etc.).

However, if the External Source is not found to be blameworthy, the above

negative fairness perceptions and subsequent reactions will be less likely to occur, as the
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individual has judged that the External Source does not deserve retaliation for causing the
negative outcome. It is possible that the individual’s attributional search could end here.
The individual may still feel negatively about the outcome, and may thus regard the
distributive justice in the situation as unfair, but it is possible that no other cognitions or
behavioral reactions may result.

It could be the case that, through inspection of the External Source’s situation, the

cause of the External Sources actions could be perceived to be external to that External

Source. For instance, a supervisor may decide not to promote an employee, and might
thus be judged to be the cause of the negative outcome. However, if the employee deems
that the supervisor, although making the decision intentionally, were justified (cf. Heider,
1958) because (for instance) the supervisor was rigorously following procedures set up
by upper management, then the supervisor may be absolved of responsibility and blame.
However, the employee may then begin to evaluate the responsibility and
blameworthiness of upper management, thus returning to the previous step in the decision
tree shown in Figure 3.

As one final point about the decision tree, it should be noted that in the case
highlighted above (i.e., the External Source is justified, but another External Source is
then implicated), the degree to which the first External Source is deemed to have been
able to foresee the individual’s negative outcome may still affect reactions and justice
judgments against that source. In the example mentioned above, if the supervisor had
known that the organization’s procedures would result in an unfair outcome for the
employee, the supervisor may still be perceived as sharing some of the blame. In this

case, it is suggested that the degree to which the supervisor has shown fair interpersonal
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treatment toward the employee (e.g., sincerity, honesty, sympathy) may be related to
reactions to the supervisor.

In summary, once an individual judges that a negative outcome has been accrued,
a search for causality begins (see Figure 4). In many cases, the attributions of causality
and responsibility may serve to alleviate any negative attitudes toward oneself or toward
potential External Sources not judged to be responsible for the outcome. Outcomes
attributed to the self will usually only incur negative reactions if the behavior was
controllable or stable. Outcomes attributed to other individuals will generate negative
reactions toward that individual if the individual is perceived to have been responsible
(i.e., to blame) for the outcome.
A Series of Examples of the Framework

In order to understand the framework more completely, it may be helpful to
consider a general type of outcome, and explore how differences in the situation could
lead to different types of attributions, as illustrated in Figures 3 and 4. In each of the
following scenarios, the employee (“Doug”) was being considered for a promotion, to be
awarded on the basis of his performance, and in each case, Doug is denied the promotion.
However, Doug’s ultimate reactions to this negative outcome are very different. Six
scenarios will be described, crossing loci of self, supervisor, and organization with
whether or not the source was blameworthy.

Causal Self is Blameworthy. Perhaps Doug has a manufacturing job where job
performance lends itself easily to objective measurement. When Doug’s Supervisor sits
down with him at the performance review meeting, the Supervisor hands Doug a printout

of Doug’s performance over the last three months, showing that Doug’s performance has
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been consistently below average. Doug thinks about his performance for the past few
months, and realizes that he has not devoted sufficient effort to his job. He recently
bought a new boat, and has frequently gone home early in order to repair the boat and
spend time on the lake. Doug realizes that he had a choice as to whether to stay at work
or go out on his boat, and he made the choice to devote more effort to boating than to
work. Thus, Doug sees his actions as under his control, and fairly stable, as this has been
a consistent pattern over the past few months. Although Doug is disappointed with not
getting the promotion, he views the decision and procedures as fair, and harbors no ill
will toward the Supervisor or Organization.

Causal Self is Not Blameworthy. For this scenario, assume that the printout of
Doug’s performance is identical to that of the previous scenario. However, in this
scenario, the reason for Doug’s lower production is not volitional, but has to do with a
bad case of the flu that Doug caught. This flu kept him out of work for a full week, and
continued to hamper his performance after he returned to the job. Doug realizes that, in
order to be seen as a candidate for promotion, he needs to have demonstrated superior
productivity. Thus, the reason for his lack of promotion had to do with actions that he
was supposed to have performed. However, contracting the flu was not under his control,
nor is this a factor that will persist throughout his next evaluation phase. Therefore, Doug
is disappointed in this outcome, but harbors no ill feelings toward the Supervisor,
Organization, or himself.

Causal Supervisor is Blameworthy. Consider a situation in which Doug's
performance was indeed exemplary, but Doug still does not receive a promotion. In the

performance review meeting, Doug's Supervisor describes the reason for Doug's
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outcome. Although superior performance is a prerequisite for the promotion, the
Supervisor says, the Supervisor still has some discretion to decide whether the employee
should be promoted. In this case, the Supervisor believes that Doug could benefit from a
few more months in his current job; the Supervisor is not convinced that Doug will be
able to handle the new position. Doug knows that several of his colleagues, who work
under different supervisors, had performance records similar to Doug's and were
promoted. In this case, Doug blames the Supervisor. Doug perceives that the supervisor
had the ability to promote him, but did not, for vague and perhaps biased reasons. If one
were to give Doug a questionnaire that assessed Doug's perceptions of Supervisory
justice, Doug would indicate low perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, with
perhaps low perceptions of interpersonal and informational justice, depending on how the
Supervisor handled the meeting. However, Doug would not respond as negatively to a
questionnaire assessing perceptions of the Organization's justice. According to the
present framework, if Doug chooses to retaliate for this outcome, Doug will direct the
retaliation to the Supervisor, and not the Organization.

Causal Supervisor is Not Blameworthy. Doug's performance is again exemplary,
and the Supervisor discloses that the decision to deny Doug a promotion was under the
Supervisor's control. However, the Supervisor explains to Doug how the department's
budget is very tight this year, and that if the Supervisor decided to promote Doug, funds
would have to be diverted from other sources (e.g., the department could not then afford
to renovate the decrepit employee breakroom). Doug is disappointed by this outcome,
acknowledges that the Supervisor made a judgment call, but also realizes that he probably

would have made the same decision if he were the supervisor (i.e., Doug sees the
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Supervisor's decision as justified). Doug does not hold negative perceptions of the
Supervisor, the Organization, or himself.

Causal Organization is Blameworthy. In this scenario, Doug's performance was
exemplary, but this time the decision is not in the control of the Supervisor, but rests with
an Organizational promotion committee based in the Organization's headquarters. When
the supervisor sits down with Doug for the performance review meeting, the Supervisor
hands Doug a form letter from the Organization indicating that Doug's promotion has
been denied. The letter explains that, although Doug's performance was excellent, the
Organization chose to limit the amount of promotions that year, keeping the money
budgeted for promotion in order to invest it in the stock market. However, Doug is also
aware that upper management has a score to settle with Doug’s supervisor, and believes
that the purpose behind Doug’s denial of a promotion is more a result of deliberate
actions against Doug’s supervisor. In this case, Doug is not thinking about whether or not
the Supervisor’s role in the promotion process has been fair at all - Doug's active
perceptions are directed at the organization. If Doug chooses to retaliate, he will retaliate
in such a way as to harm the organization with a minimum of harm to the Supervisor.

Causal Organization is Not Blameworthy. Doug's Supervisor hands him the
Organization's letter. In this case, however, the letter denying Doug the promotion
explains that the Organization just found itself the target of a hostile takeover, and
budgetary analysts predicted that the Organization needed every dollar it could find in
order to fight the acquisition. If the Organization were taken over, everyone (including
Doug) would lose his or her jobs. The Organization admits that it could have given Doug

the promotion and taken its chances, but that it instead chose to deny Doug the promotion
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in order to fight the takeover more effectively. Doug is, as always, disappointed with this
outcome. However, he realizes that the Organization's decision is justified, and harbors
no ill will toward the Organization, the Supervisor, or himself.
Factors Affecting Attributional Decisions
An important criticism of previous attribution research is its limiting of locus of
causality to merely an internal or external locus. For instance, many studies employ
designs that either examine participants after having experienced an outcome, or that ask
participants to express what their reactions would have been for a particular outcome
related to them in a story or vignette (i.e., first-person studies; e.g., Folkes, 1984, study 2;
Heuer et al., 1999, study 2). Others relate to participants or allow participants to view
another individual’s actions, and ask participants to make attributions about whether the

locus of causality was internal or external to that individual (i.e., third-person studies;

e.g., Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Folkes, 1984, study 1; Heuer et al., 1999, study 1; Lupfer
et al., 1998; Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). An exception to this deficiency is Shaver’s (1985)
coverage of Mackie’s (1965, in Shaver, 1985) ideas, although to date no empirical
research has been reported to test whether or not individuals actually make such
distinctions or are capable of using this logical process in order to reach judgments of
responsibility and blame.

In other words, the ways in which the locus of causality has been conceptualized
and researched have always treated the causal individual involved as a given, for which
internal/external locus judgments are made. In theoretical discussions where an
individual may be allowed to choose among multiple possible causal people, the issue of

which source has been chosen is usually glossed over. Folkes (1984) did call for research
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on choices among potential causal individuals, but no research has subsequently been
conducted. One possible exception to this criticism might be found in Lupfer et al.
(1998), who allowed participants to choose external causes such as the influence of
others, climate, God, Satan, fate / destiny, or luck / chance. However, no exploration was
endeavored regarding antecedents of these specific choices.

In an organizational setting, the potential causes for individual outcomes are often
more than the simple matter of whether the outcome is attributable to the employee or
one other individual (i.e., the supervisor). Organizations are complex, and job
responsibilities and career paths are intricately intertwined. In selection settings, causal
influences for a rejection that come easily to mind include not only the applicant and the
assessor, but also all members of a panel interview and the individuals who wrote the
applicant’s letters of recommendations. In a performance appraisal setting, recent forays
into 360-degree feedback imply that not only do one’s supervisors, but one’s coworkers,
subordinates, and perhaps even clients have the potential to be the causal influence on the
outcome. Extant attributions research is lacking with specific research as to the direct
influences on which of these causes is selected by individuals who receive an outcome.

The following section will discuss potential influences on attributional decisions.
It will focus primarily on factors that influence locus of causality attributions (i.e., self,
supervisor, organization, etc.), although influences on other attributional variables (e.g.,
stability) will also be covered where relevant. For the purposes of this manuscript,
attributions are important in that they allow for more precise and specific ultimate

judgments of justice. The reader should be reminded that the previous section discussed

judgments or perceptions of justice, as opposed to objective components of situations
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related to justice, or to perceptions of those situations (e.g., Leventhal’s, 1980,
components of procedural justice). These objective components may serve to influence
the attributions made, and thus influence perceptions of justice through an attributional
framework, as discussed below. Similarly, other characteristics of the organization may
also influence tendencies to make different attributions.

One more point should be made regarding the remainder of this section. While
there are obviously many different possible external sources available to an employee
experiencing a negative outcome, this section will focus primarily on the distinction
between making attributions between one’s supervisor and an anthropomorphized
organization, for two reasons. First, these are the two entities that seem most likely to
function as external attributions (i.e., supervisors have much more control over an
employee’s life than do coworkers, clients, etc). Second, the subsequent empirical study
will focus on teasing out this difference in light of both the present framework and recent
research (e.g., Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000). Thus, the three possible sources that will be
given emphasis in the following section are the self, a supervisor, and an organization.
Factors theorized to affect judgments of locus and blame include individual differences,
the severity of the outcome, organizational factors (e.g., turnover rate), objective

procedural justice characteristics, self-serving bias, and social accounts. (These factors

are summarized in Table 2.)

Factors Affecting Locus Judgments
Individual Differences. A good deal of the literature on attributions appears to be

directed across all individuals, while ignoring individual differences (e.g., Feather, 1996).

In this section, I will describe several individual difference factors that could be expected
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Table 2

Factors Influencing Attributional Judgments in Organizations

Attributional Type

Factor

Locus (internal vs. external)

Locus of control

Belief in a just world

Religiosity

Empowerment of the individual
Process control

Decision control

Voice

Self-serving bias (valence of outcome)

Objective procedural justice characteristics

Locus (supervisor vs. organization)

Outcome severity
Tumover rate
Transfer rate
Promotion rate

Job rotation policies

Empowerment of the supervisor

Blame attributions (i.e., justifiability)

Legislation / governmental policy
Corporate culture

Social roles

Objective procedural justice characteristics
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to influence the direction of causality. Most of these have been drawn from previous
literature, although some are proposed on purely logical grounds.

Attributions are one way in which individuals attempt to make sense of world
events. According to various theorists (e.g., Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), the world can
at times be so complex that individuals are likely to use heuristics in order to lighten the
possible cognitive load. Furnham (1992) proposed that various individual difference
variables might function as heuristics to help individuals determine causality in a
complex social environment. Such heuristic individual differences include locus of
control and the belief in a just world (see also Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Lupfer et al., 1998;
Montada, 1992). Individuals with internal loci of control or strong beliefs in a just world
are more likely to make internal attributions for their outcomes, and will thus be more
likely to either see the situation as fair, or to not evaluate an External Source for
responsibility. A host of other individual differences, such as religiosity (e.g., Kunst,
Bjork, & Tan, 2000; Leiber & Woodrick, 1997) or stages of moral development (e.g.,
Tsujimoto, 1979) could also be studied with respect to their influence on the attributional
process and thus justice perceptions. Future theorists and researchers should be
encouraged to add to this list.

Outcome Severity. Previous research has linked the severity of the negative
outcome to less positive fairness perceptions (e.g., Gilliland, Benson, & Schepers, 1998).
However, severity may also function in the attributions process. According to Kelley and
Michela (1980) it has been demonstrated that an individual is likely to match the
magnitude of cause and effect. That is, an individual is unlikely to attribute the cause of a

very severe event to what is perceived as a small and powerless cause. Therefore, it is
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probable that more severe outcomes are more likely to be attributed to greater and more
powerful causes. Thus, attributions for more severe outcomes may be more likely to be
directed at a multinational organization than at the supervisor who lives across the street.

Organizational Factors. Based on previous literature and theory, there are a host
of organizational factors that could influence individuals’ tendencies to shift loci of
causality, as well as attributions of stability, control, and intent. These factors are
discussed below.

Rates of Turnover, Transfer and Promotion of Supervisors, and Job Rotation.

According to theories of covariation as a basis for causal judgment (e.g., Kelley, 1967), it
is more likely that causality will be attributed if a possible cause is followed by an
outcome a greater number of times. That is, the more frequently a cause/outcome has
been paired previously, the more likely it would be to be found to be the cause in the next
situation. In an organizational setting, it is sometimes the case that supervisors will be
transferred, promoted, or leave the organization. Thus, employees who have previously
been under the control of that supervisor will lose any useful information regarding
causality, because that supervisor is no longer a possible cause of the next outcome. Over
time, the frequency of these occurrences may limit the ability of the employee to make a
covariational connection between a supervisor and any organizational outcome.
Additionally, Kelley’s principle of discounting states that when there is more than one
potential cause that cannot be ruled out, the locus of causality is less likely to be given to
any particular cause. Since there will be less information available for supervisors and
coworkers in organizations with more turnover, transfers, and promotions, individuals

may be less likely to be able to pin the cause for a negative outcome on one of these
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potential sources. Alternatively, supervisors may be more likely to be judged to be the
cause of an outcome, as there would be less information available to eliminate them.

In a way similar to that for turnover, it seems likely that an organization that has a
policy of job rotation would also have employees who would be less likely to make
attributions toward the supervisor, for the same reasons — employees are less likely to be
able to create a perception of covariation between a particular supervisor’s behavior and
an unfair outcome. Alternatively, it could be the case that there would be less information
about new supervisors to allow the employee to eliminate them as potential causes, thus
making them more likely to be chosen as the causal agent than the organization or the
self.

Empowerment. Empowerment is generally believed to have a positive effect on
the individuals being empowered (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The research has
shown that empowered individuals may be more motivated, and may report more positive
perceptions of job satisfaction. However, supervisors who are perceived to be empowered
may be more likely to be perceived as having power over the outcome in question. For
example, in a more empowered organization, a supervisor may be expected to be able to
use the supervisor’s own discretion in a promotion or termination situation, instead of
strictly following a set organizational policy. As supervisors who are empowered may be
seen as more able to be acting as a result of their own intention (i.e., they less coerced by
any organizational structure or social rules), supervisors who are empowered may thus
also be seen as more likely to be the cause of the outcome. Additionally, if it the
individual experiencing the negative outcome is the person who is empowered, then an

internal attribution may be more likely.

49



nrn

Funp

s

e
Wil

.
Sy



Process and Decision Control. One benefit of the current framework is that it can
pinpoint specific situations in which various components of procedural justice would be
most effective, or effective at all. (Recall that procedural justice perceptions are defined
as perceptions that the procedures used to determine the outcome were fair.) For
instance, consider Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) process and decision control. Individuals
are said to have process or decision control if they have the ability to influence how
decisions are made, or what decisions are made, respectively. In other words, the
individuals can personally take actions in order to ensure a fair process or a fair outcome.
Additionally, the concept of voice (individuals being allowed to give their opinions about
a process or outcome, regardless of whether it actually has influence) may also influence
attributions. These factors (process control, decision control, and voice) will help to
determine the locus of causality for the outcome. If an individual were given process
control, decision control, or voice, they will be more likely to attribute the cause of the
outcome to themselves, because they helped to bring that outcome about. These
components of procedural justice relate to the power an individual might have to affect
one’s outcome, so the individual might thus be seen as a more likely causal agent
according to power theorists (e.g., Cheng, 1997).

Self-Serving Bias. Various researchers and theorists (e.g., Cohen, 1982,
Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1982; Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & Holt, 1985;
Pyszczynski, Greenberg, & LaPrelle, 1985) have discussed the idea of a self-serving bias.
That is, individuals are more likely to believe that a favorable outcome is fair, and that an
unfavorable outcome is not fair. If one were to reinterpret this phenomenon in terms of

attribution theory, it stands to reason that causality attributions may be related to self-
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serving biases. One can assume that an equity principle is operating in most
organizational situations, such that an individual expects to be rewarded on a level
commensurate with the individual’s behavior. That is, the individual expects that the
procedure used is based on the concept of equity. If an individual reports that a procedure
is fair, it implies that the individual was responsible for the outcome obtained — the
process resulted in a reward that was commensurate with the individual’s performance.
Similarly, if the individual reports that a procedure is unfair, it implies that the individual
was not responsible for the outcome. Additional evidence could be provided by research
on the “fair process effect,” (e.g., van den Bos, Bruins, Wilke, & Dronkert, 1999; van den
Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997; van den Bos, Wilke, Lind, & Vermunt, 1998) which
shows that individuals experiencing a negative outcome under conditions they believe to
be fair will experience more negative self-reactions than those who are able to make
external attributions (i.e., an unfair process). Thus, positive outcomes are more likely to
be attributed to the self, whereas less positive outcomes are more likely to be attributed to
an external source.
Factors Affecting Blame Attributions

Compliance with Legislation. Cobb, Vest, and Hills (1997) found that non-
exempt personnel were more likely to make attributions to formal organizational policy,
whereas personnel who were exempt from FLSA legislation, and who thus did not
perceive the need for the organization to have imposed consistent policies, were more
likely to make attributions to the individual’s supervisor. It is unfortunate that in the
former case, however, Cobb et al. did not further explore attributions regarding the

control that the organization had over setting those policies. Nevertheless, it stands to
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reason that any legislation perceived to have been imposed on the organization that
requires employees to be treated in a certain way will have influences on how actions of
the organization and the supervisor are attributed. Thus, the presence of legislation or
governmental policy prescribing certain treatment of workers will make it more likely for
attributions of locus of causality to be attributed to an anthropomorphized organization
rather than the supervisor. However, if the organization were to be subsequently judged
for blameworthiness by the employee, it is likely that blame would not be placed on the
organization either, but perhaps to the government instead, thus absolving any
organizational representative of blame, with subsequent favorable impressions of fairness
and a lack of retaliatory behaviors directed against the organization.

Corporate Culture and Social Roles. Several attributions researchers (e.g., Jones
& Davis, 1965) highlighted the influence of social role perceptions in attribution
judgments. Furthermore, Kelley (1967) and Lurigio, Carroll, and Stalans (1994)
discussed the utilization of schemas to assist with judgments of responsibility. Thus,
individuals’ perceptions of both how a person is expected to act and how a person
typically acts (i.e., a schema or stereotype) may be able to influence causality and
blameworthiness judgments.

Bodenhausen (1990; Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985) showed how stereotypes can
influence judgments of justice and intentions to react (i.e., punish). Using student samples
and vignettes, Bodenhausen and Wyer found that in cases where an actor’s actions were
congruent with the stereotype for the actor (i.e., racial stereotype), punishment is
recommended to a greater extent than if the action were not congruent with the

stereotype. Furthermore, Bodenhausen (1990) gave participants vignettes of court cases,
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along with the verdict that arose from the case. In these cases, recommendations for
punishment still were influenced along stereotypic lines, even if the participants had been
told that the actor in the vignette had been found not guilty of the crime.

Although it is certainly true that individual differences in stereotypes may
influence attributional judgments on their own, such findings may also be generalized to
organizational-level situations. In organizations with strong cultures, for instance, a
stereotype may emerge for the personality of the ideal (or typical) manager, whether this
be one of faimess and empowerment or one of ruthless exploitation of subordinates.
Employees may use these stereotypes / schemas in making judgments of organizational
actors’ personality traits, and thus intent. Alternatively, such schemas could function as a
perception of social roles, thus alleviating responsibility attributions to the individual
(e.g., through coercion / choice, Jones & Davis, 1965, or through augmentation, Kelley,
1967).

Objective Procedural Justice Characteristics. The section above mentioned how
process and decision control (Thibaut & Walker, 1975) affected locus judgments.
Similarly, other aspects of procedural justice (e.g., Leventhal’s, 1980, criteria) that have
been previously considered could be seen as having more specific effects and influence at
different points in this model, suggesting the reasons behind the varying levels of
effectiveness reported in extant research. For instance, organizational situations and
processes that are more consistent will be more likely to shift decisions in the favor of
greater stability, regardless of the causal agent chosen. The presence of bias suppression
will only have an effect on responsibility (and thus justice) judgments if the individual or

entity whose bias is suppressed is the individual or entity judged to be causal for the
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outcome. Other criteria such as accuracy and ethicality would only be effective if an
External Source were judged to be causal. Alternatively, these criteria may also increase
the tendency for the chosen locus to be the self (i.e., if all aspects of the procedure are
fair, then the only other possible cause for the outcome is the individual’s behavior).

Dadzie (1994) explored the effect of persisting episodes of injustice using a series
of vignettes describing performance appraisal situations. In this study, some measures
were taken after the vignette had described repeated instances of unfair appraisals from a
particular supervisor. Dadzie found that the increasing occurrence of the injustice led to
more severe behavioral intentions (e.g., to file a lawsuit instead of merely to complain).
Thus, an increasing lack of accuracy and consistent applications of procedures led to
increased negative reactions. Such a finding is also in accord with Kelley’s (1967)
covariation principle, suggesting that repeated linkages of cause and effect can further
solidify causality judgments.
Social Accounts / Explanations

Although the above discussion tends to highlight the facets of procedures and the
situation that can indirectly influence attributions and subsequently faimess perceptions,
it is also often the case that organizations or supervisors can directly assist the attribution
process by communicating attributional information. The work on social accounts, or
explanations (e.g., Bies, 1987; Scott & Lyman; 1968; see also Folger & Cropanzano,
1998; Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1995) highlights how explanations given for an outcome
can influence perceptions of justice. However, what is less often noted is that these
explanations may affect fairness perceptions as mediated through attributions; they shift

responsibility away from a certain individual or entity. For instance, Greenberg (1991)
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studied the types of explanations that were given for good and poor performance
appraisals, and the effectiveness of those explanations. For good performance appraisals,
the most effective type of explanation was one that attributed the level of the performance
evaluation (i.e., a good score) to the individual’s performance (i.e., an internal
attribution), whereas the most effective explanation for a poor performance appraisal was
an apology (i.e., the explanation helped to assign responsibility to the supervisor).
Similarly, Wood and Mitchell (1981) found that the provision of excuses for a negative
outcome (i.e., shifting causality away from the account-giver) led recipients of the excuse
to be less willing to assign responsibility and punishment to the account-giver, whereas
apologies had the opposite effect.

Bobocel! and Farrell (1996) found that a causal account that shifted responsibility
away from the supervisor and toward upper management was less likely to be seen as
adequate, presumably with subsequent implications for the increased perceptions of
unfairness among individuals given this explanation. However, it should be noted that
this study does not necessarily contrast with the present framework; it merely indicates
that explanations are not to be seen as a powerful, intractable method of altering
attributions. For instance, in Bobocel and Farrell’s study, it is possible that participants
had already made attributions in a direction other than toward upper management. When
the explanation was given implicating upper management, then, the participants could
have seen this explanation as a deliberate attempt to mislead them from the truth. Future

research should explore exactly when explanations are likely to assist in influencing and
creating attributions, and when they are likely to conflict with a priori attributions in such

a way as to backfire in an organizational setting.
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In summary, the attributions framework developed for this dissertation is
represented complementarily by Figures 3 and 4. When individuals are presented with a
negative outcome, they begin to evaluate the reasons behind that outcome. First, a locus
judgment is made, after which that particular source is evaluated in terms of
responsibility and blameworthiness. The assignation of blame to an entity enables the
relationship between perceptions of that entity’s justice and subsequent reactions directed
at that entity. Throughout this process, the factors highlighted in the above section (e.g.,
individual and organizational attributes) affect the decisions that individuals will make
about locus, responsibility, and blame.

A Test of One Part of the Justice Attributions Framework

Obviously, the integration of justice theories with attribution theories results in
myriad potential applications and implied resultant phenomena. An attempt to verify all
of the implications simultaneously would be a vast and costly undertaking. Therefore, the
present dissertation will study only a few of the proposed implications. Specifically, I
explore recent developments in the construct conceptualization of procedural justice (e.g.,
Byme & Cropanzano, 2000), as they might be enhanced by incorporating attributions into
theory on justice judgments.

Byme and Cropanzano (2000) note that previous research has confounded the
type of justice (i.e., interpersonal and procedural) with the source of justice (i.e., the
supervisor or some larger conceptualization of the organization as a whole). They discuss
how measures of interpersonal justice appear to ask about supervisory attitudes and
behaviors, whereas measures of procedural justice tend to refer to the organization itself

as an actor, creator, or enforcer of policies and procedures. Byrne and Cropanzano report
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the development of four separate direct measures of fairness -- interpersonal and
procedural justice perceptions of both the organization and the supervisor. In two studies
using separate populations, they were able to demonstrate both the conceptual
distinctiveness of their four factors as well as differential relationships with antecedent
cognitions and behaviors. Specifically, they found that supervisory interactional justice
was related to organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB's) directed at the supervisor and
commitment to the supervisor, whereas organizational procedural justice was related to
the same organizational level variables.

Similar studies have also been conducted by previous researchers. Cropanzano
and Prehar (1999) found that procedural justice perceptions were related to
organizational-level consequents, whereas interactional justice was related to
consequences directed at the supervisor. Both this study as well as Byme and
Cropanzano’s (2000) study show evidence that different ways of measuring fairness
perceptions can result in correlations with different consequences.

Masterson, Bartol, and Moye (2000) manipulated procedural and interactional
justice (through the supervisor) and found that interactional justice related to both
reactions toward the supervisor as well as toward the organization, whereas procedural
justice did not. Previous typologies (e.g., Greenberg, 1993b) would argue that
interactional justice should not have been related to organizational reactions, but
procedural justice perceptions should have been. However, according to this manuscript’s
framework, it is possible that some individuals could have interpreted the interactional
justice as coming from the organization, and some individuals interpreted the

interactional justice as coming from the supervisor, leading to both relationships.
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Perceptions of procedural justice might not have been attributed to either source (e.g.,
perhaps some sort of outside influence like a natural disaster), or the lack of the
relationship could have been due to the artificiality of the study.

Cawley, Keeping, and Levy’s (1998) meta-analysis of voice in performance
appraisal systems found results congruous with an attributions framework. They found
that the presence of opportunities for value-expressive (i.e., non-instrumental) voice was
more related to satisfaction with the supervisor than with the performance appraisal
system as a whole. However, instrumental voice was more related to performance
appraisal system satisfaction than supervisor satisfaction. Although there are certain to be
situations where the instrumentality of voice is a decision made solely by the supervisor,
it is more likely that the majority of instances of instrumental voice would be those in
which a level higher than one’s supervisor decrees instrumental voice as part of a formal,
organization-wide procedure. Thus, instrumental voice was probably perceived to be
caused by the organization instead of the supervisor, leading to a stronger relationship
between the presence of instrumental voice and satisfaction with an organization-level
variable (i.e., performance appraisal system satisfaction).

Byrne and Cropanzano's (2000) study parallels what promises to be an important
development in justice research -- that is, the empirical study of attributions and
attribution theory into contemporary organizational justice research. Although the precise
mechanisms of different attribution theories do differ, attribution theory historically holds
that the cause for an event is typically ascribed to a particular individual or entity (e.g.,

Shaver, 1985; Weiner, 1995). That is, when some sort of outcome is given to an
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individual (such as a promotion, selection decision, termination), an individual is likely to
believe that one entity was primarily responsible for the event.

Separating the source of justice (i.e., supervisor vs. organization) from the type of
justice (i.e., interpersonal vs. procedural) has important implications. If it is important to
consider the source of justice, then most contemporary scales of measuring organizational
justice perceptions (e.g., Colquitt, 2001) are deficient, despite their demonstrated
construct validity -- it is possible that prediction of consequent cognitions and behavior
may yet nevertheless be enhanced by considering the source of justice. For instance,
Colquitt found good evidence that his scales worked in predicting outcomes. However, it
is possible that, had his scales and outcome measures been separated into different
sources of justice, that the relationships found might actually have been stronger —
Colquitt could be underestimating the effects of justice perceptions. Similarly, Byrne and
Cropanzano (2000) found that justice perceptions of supervisors were related to
consequent attitudes toward supervisors, with identical results for organizations.
However, within this study (according to attribution theories) there could have been two
groups of individuals — those who ascribed locus of causality to the supervisor, and those
who ascribed locus of causality to the organization. Thus, the relationships found by
Byme and Cropanzano might only have existed for a portion of their participants (i.e.,
locus judgments may moderate the relationship between faimess perceptions and
outcome variables).

The Present Study
The previous sections of this manuscript discussed many factors that need to be

researched subsequently (e.g., organizational characteristics, individual difference
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variables, judgments of causality, etc.). The present study examined only a small part of
the content discussed above. Specifically, this study examined whether individuals are
indeed able to distinguish causality, responsibility, and justice of different possible justice
sources in organizational situations. In other words, the framework discussed in Figures 3
and 4 suggests that an individual will be more likely to have negative faimess perceptions
and subsequent reactions against the External Source that is judged to be responsible and
blameworthy.

A few restrictions on this study need to be discussed. First, as this dissertation
concentrates on attributions of blame (i.e., an unjust outcome has occurred), in terms of
justice, manipulations of procedural justice were the only ones made. Second, whereas in
an organizational situation there could be many different potential causes for a negative
outcome, only the two most likely (supervisor and organization) were studied here. Third,
Heider’s (1958) levels of attributions lists five different levels of responsibility (see Table
1). When one takes 'into account the fact that both the organization and the supervisor can
vary on all five (while simultaneously varying in interpersonal justice and the order in
which they are considered by the participant), the number of combinations of
manipulations quickly becomes unmanageable. Thus, it was decided to restrict the
manipulations to the most interesting levels of responsibility from a justice standpoint —
intentionality vs. justifiability (i.e., if the supervisor were merely associated with the
outcome, it is unlikely that fairness perceptions would be affected to any great extent).
So, whenever a manipulation of ‘responsibility’ is discussed below, it pertains to actions
that are intentional vs. actions that are intentional but are furthermore justified. In terms

of Weiner’s (1986) dimensions, this study manipulated the locus of causality and the
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control dimensions (through manipulations of responsibility), leaving the effects of the
stability of the event up to future research.

Once an organizational decision is communicated, justice and attribution theorists
suggest that evaluations are then made. The present study was designed so that one
particular source is seen as the causal source (sources will be manipulated between
situations). Sources also differed in terms of justifiability across scenarios. If the causal
source’s actions are considered justified (i.e., there is nothing the source could have done
differently) negative judgments of the source should be attenuated, and the individual
would not react as negatively to this source. However, if the source’s actions are not
justified, then that source will be considered as blameworthy, and the individual will
react strongly to this source, depending on the level of perceived procedural justice from
this source.

The alternative perspective offered by extant research is that exemplified by
Byrne and Cropanzano (2000), and can be found in Figure 5. That is, it is still possible
that perceptions of responsibility do not moderate the relationship between fairness
perceptions and consequent variables, and that individuals simultaneously relate fairness
perceptions of supervisors and organizations to their respective consequent variables. In
contrast, a model taking attributions into account is presented in Figure 6. This model is
congruent with the framework developed above, but it is expressed to reflect a statistical
path model, as opposed to the flow of individuals’ thought patterns. The focal variable of
the model in Figure 6 is a blame judgment — whether the organization or the supervisor is
judged as blameworthy. Whether or not an entity is judged as blameworthy is an

interactive function of locus (the entity must be seen as the locus) and level of
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responsibility (the entity’s actions must be intentional, yet not justified). Blame, in turn,
moderates the relationship between each procedural justice perceptions of each entity and
subsequent reactions against that entity — an entity must be judged as blameworthy for
this relationship to exist.

Specific Hypotheses

This study will formally hypothesize relationships that follow from both the
established ‘source of justice’ literature (e.g., Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000), and from the
present framework. Note that, obviously, both models cannot be correct, so it is realized
that some of these hypotheses will not be supported. For instance, Byrne and
Cropanzano’s model tacitly asserts that the relationship between supervisory procedural
justice perceptions and reactions to the supervisor is always present. However, if an
attribution of blame is necessary, this relationship does not exist in all situations.

First, a series of hypotheses are proposed regarding the traditional ‘source of
Justice’ model (e.g., Cropanzano & Byrne, 2000). In these hypotheses, reactions to justice
will be specifically matched to the source of justice. That is, reactions to the supervisor
are affected only by supervisory justice perceptions, etc. An additional note here is
appropriate regarding what is meant in the present study by ‘reactions.” There are a
number of outcome variables hypothesized to be related to different faimess perceptions
(c.g., OCB’s toward the supervisor; OCB’s toward the organization; trust; organizational
commitment; job performance; e.g., Cropanzano & Prehar, 1999; Masterson, Lewis,
Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). These studies have traditionally asserted that procedural
Justice perceptions are related to reactions to the organization, whereas interactional

justice perceptions are related to reactions to the supervisor (Byme & Cropanzano, 2000).
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Byrne and Cropanzano argue that these results were a result of the confound of
the wording of the justice measures with the source of justice. They found basically that
supervisory interactional justice perceptions were related to all types of supervisory
reactions studied (i.e., OCB’s to the supervisor and commitment to the supervisor, in
addition to job performance), whereas organizational procedural justice perceptions were
related to organizational reactions (i.e., OCB’s to the organization and organizational
commitment). These findings may suggest that, depending on the source, a different type
of justice may relate to outcomes at that source. However, the multicollinearity between
procedural and interactional justice perceptions inherent in their measures (.70 and .71 for
supervisory and organizational-level perceptions respectively) may have led to a
phenomenon where the authors could have specified either antecedent variable and had
that variable explain all of the variance that the other variable could have. Thus, it is yet
uncertain which antecedent justice perceptions lead to which consequent variables. For
the purposes of this study, consequent variables will pertain to OCB’s and commitment;
and in congruence with the attributions framework, procedural justice perceptions are
hypothesized to be related to both consequents (i.e., affective and behavioral reactions).

Hia: Supervisory procedural justice perceptions will be positively related
to supervisory OCB’s.

Hip: Supervisory procedural justice perceptions will not be related to
organizational OCB’s, above and beyond the effect of organizational
procedural justice perceptions.

H,a: Supervisory procedural justice perceptions will be positively related

to commitment to the supervisor.
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Hap: Supervisory procedural justice perceptions will not be related to
organizational commitment, above and beyond the effect of organizational
procedural justice perceptions.

Hja: Organizational procedural justice perceptions will be positively
related to organizational OCB’s.

Hsp: Organizational procedural justice perceptions will not be related to
supervisory OCB’s, above and beyond the effect of supervisory procedural
justice perceptions.

Hya: Organizational procedural justice perceptions will be positively
related to organizational commitment.

Hyp: Organizational procedural justice perceptions will not be related to
commitment to the supervisor, above and beyond the effect of supervisory
procedural justice perceptions.

Next, hypotheses are proposed that follow from the attributions framework
outlined in this paper. First, in accordance with the literature on responsibility and blame
(e.g., Heider, 1968; Shaver, 1985), whether an action is classified as ‘justified’ as
opposed to merely ‘intentional’ influences ultimate decisions regarding blame. Actions
that are justified indicate that the target individual does not deserve to be blamed for the
outcome. However, in keeping with the concept of the locus of causality, this relationship
should only be present when the entity in question (i.e., supervisor or organization) is
seen as the causal locus.

Hs: Locus of causality judgments will moderate the relationship between

the ‘justifiability’ of a source’s actions and the blame assigned to that
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source, such that 1) blame will not be assigned to a source that is not the
causal locus, and 2) blame will be assigned to a source that is the causal
locus if the action is not justified.

Finally, [ may now discuss the hypothesis that establishes the critical difference
between the present framework and the ways in which justice has previously been
conceptualized. On the basis of previous theory in the attributions literature, it is probable
that perceptions of procedural justice will be more strongly related to reactions to the
source of justice if that source is regarded as blameworthy in that situation. That is, the
perceived fairness of procedures that are used by a supervisor will only be related to
reactions against that supervisor in the event that the supervisor is seen as blameworthy
for a particular outcome (or series of outcomes in a more general case). The same
argument exists for the organization — the perceived fairness of an organization’s
procedures will relate to organizational reactions only if the organization is seen as
blameworthy.

Hs: For supervisory and organizational sources of justice the blame
attributed to a source will moderate the relationship between perceptions
of that source’s justice and reactions to that source, such that a weaker or
nonexistent relationship will be found for sources not to blame for the
outcome.
Hypotheses 1-6 were tested using a scenario methodology involving a promotion
decision in an organization (see Part 1 below). Additionally, the ‘essence’ of Hypothesis
6 was tested in a different way (see Part 2). In more general terms, Hypothesis 6 states

that, for a particular negative outcome, 1) individuals distinguish between sources of
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justice, 2) individuals assign blame to one source or another, and 3) the blame assigned to
a source moderates the relationship between justice perceptions of that source and
reactions to that source. Part 2 of this study tested the more general implications of
Hypothesis 6. Participants were asked to respond regarding a recent parking ticket they
received on campus, with respect to blame, justice, and reactions ascribed to two sources
of justice in that situation (i.e., the parking employee who issued the ticket, and the
Department of Police and Public Safety, who is responsible for parking regulations and
enforcement on campus). These two sources of justice are not perfectly analogous to a
supervisor and an organization, but they are still two distinct sources of justice, allowing
for tests of a more generally-worded Hypothesis 6.

PART 1
Method
Participants
Participants were recruited through the subject pool at a large Midwestern

university, and received course credit for their participation. A total of 422 participants
provided data for the present analyses. Stimuli were presented and data were collected
over the World Wide Web (the psychology department’s web server housed the ASP
pages presented to participants, and collected and archived the data). Participants had the
option of participating from any internet-connected computer, regardless of the physical
location of the computer. The average age of participants was 19.3 years, with a standard

deviation of 1.29 years (three participants were omitted from the computation of average

age, as they indicated their age as ‘24 or older’). The sample contained 335 White

individuals (79%), 22 African-Americans (5%), 17 Asian-Americans (4%), with the
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remainder of participants indicating other races or not responding to the question at all. In
the sample, 310 participants indicated that they were female (73%), 92 indicated that they
were male (22%), and 20 individuals did not respond to the question (5%).

Participants were asked several questions to assess their representativeness and
familiarity with the stimuli. Two hundred twenty-five participants (53%) indicated
holding either a full or part-time job at the time of their participation in the study. Two
hundred thirty-two participants (55%) indicated that they would be looking for a job
within the next three months. When that time frame was extended to nine months, 283
participants (67%) reported that they intended to be looking for a job. Only 81
individuals (19%) reported that they would not seek a job within nine months of their
participation in the experiment. Participants were asked several questions regarding their
experience with promotion decisions. A majority of participants (230; 55%) reported ever
having been up for a promotion in a job. Of these, 115 (50%) had been denied a
promotion at least once, and 224 (97%) had received a promotion at least once.

Procedure
This part of the experiment used a 2 (Organizational or Supervisor Locus of
Causality) x 2 (Organization’s Actions were Intentional or Justified) x 2 (Supervisor’s
Actions were Intentional or Justified) between-subjects design. A series of eight vignettes
were created and pilot-tested to ensure that they represented their intended manipulation
(vignettes can be found in Appendix A). Each vignette asked the participants to imagine
that they were up for a promotion at work. All vignettes involved both a supervisor, as
well as a committee comprised of members of upper management (representing the

organization). In scenarios in which the supervisor made the ultimate promotion decision,
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the upper management committee provided a promotion recommendation to the
supervisor, and the reverse was true in vignettes in which the upper management
committee made the ultimate decision. The description of the promotion process stressed
that the decision-making entity was completely free to disagree with the recommendation
without any consequences. After participants read a scenario, they responded to a series
of items assessing their perceptions of causality for the denial of promotion, as well as the
intentionality, justifiability, and blame for each source involved. Following that,
participants rated their perceptions of the fairness of each of the sources involved in the
scenario. Finally, participants completed measures of affective and behavioral reactions
to each source in the scenario.
Measures

The following measures were used in this experiment. A listing of the items
identified by scale can be found in Appendix B. An example of the complete experiment
as participants saw the stimuli and questions can be found in Appendix C.

Locus of Causality. Causality for the decision (i.e., the supervisor or upper
management committee makes the decision) is one of the between-subjects
manipulations; it varies across scenarios. However, 1) in order to assess whether
participants noticed the manipulation, and 2) to allow for situations where participants
assign causality for the event in a way not intended by the manipulation (i.e., participants
may attribute causality equally to more than one source), items assessing participants’

perceptions of causality for the decision were written (see Appendix B).
For this variable, separate one-item measures were created to assess whether the

participant were perceived as the cause of the promotion decision, whether the supervisor
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were perceived as the cause, and whether the upper management committee were
perceived as the cause. Additionally, another item asked participants to choose among
themselves, the supervisor, and the upper management committee regarding the most
direct cause of the promotion decision.

Intentionality and Justifiability. Similarly to locus of causality, whether the
supervisor’s or upper management committee’s actions were intentional or justified was
manipulated between subjects. Again, however, items were included to assess
participants’ perceptions of these manipulations, as well as to account for instances in
which participants judge intentionality and justifiability based on factors other than the
intended manipulation. Three-item measures were created to assess participants’
perceptions of the intentionality and justifiability of both the supervisor and the upper
management committee. These items can be found in Appendix B.

Blame. Again, blame was intended to be manipulated as a between-subjects
variable as a interactive function of causality and justifiability (i.e., a source would be
held as blameworthy only when the source were simultaneously judged as causal and
intentional, yet not justified). However, participants’ perceptions of blame were also
assessed. One-item measures were created to assess whether participants judged
themselves to be to blame, whether the supervisor were to blame, and whether the upper
management committee were to blame. Furthermore, a separate item required participants
to choose between themselves, the supervisor, the committee, or ‘nobody’ as the source
that should receive overall blame for the promotion decision. These items can be found in

Appendix B.
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Organizational Justice. Organizational justice measures were drawn from those

used by Byrne and Cropanzano (2000), which drew from several previously published
justice studies. Byrne and Cropanzano used 4-item measures to assess perceptions of
formal procedural justice (referred to as procedural justice below), informational
procedural justice (i.e., informational justice), and social/interpersonal procedural justice
(referred to as interpersonal justice below). This 12-item scale (i.e., four items per
dimension), was written once in a way to pertain to the supervisor, and once to pertain to
the organization overall, for a total of 24 items. Byrne and Cropanzano report adequate
psychometric characteristics for this scale, as derived from an applied sample. Items can
be found in Appendix B.

Citizenship Behavior. Measures of citizenship behavior were similar to those used

by Byrne and Cropanzano (2000), and are ba§d on Williams and Anderson’s (1991)
scales of OCB. Williams and Anderson wrote items designed to tap OCB’s that benefit
the organization (OCBO) and OCB’s that benefit an individual (OCBI). As originally
written, these items were designed to be completed by an actual employee’s supervisor.
Thus, for the present experiment, these items were rewritten to reflect hypothetical
behavior, or intent to commit such behavior, as reported by the individuals themselves.
Items can be found in Appendix B.

Commitment. Measures of commitment to the organization and to the supervisor
were drawn from some items used in Allen and Meyer’s (1990) Affective Commitment
Scale. The items were rewritten in the present study to reflect hypothetical commitment,

and can be found in Appendix B.
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Power Analysis

According to Cohen (1988), the sample size necessary to detect a ‘medium’
moderating effect (i.e., difference in correlations) at a power of at least .80 is 140 in each
group, resulting in a minimum necessary sample size of 280 participants. The present
sample exceeded this requirement.

Results
Manipulation Checks

After reading the scenario, participants responded to two questions designed to
assess to what extent participants fully read and understood the scenario. The first
question asked participants whether the result of the promotion decision were favorable
or not (i.e., whether they received the promotion). A total of 19 participants (4.5%)
responded to this question by indicating that they received the promotion, although no
scenario used a positive outcome. The second question asked participants to indicate who
had ultimate control over the promotion decision (i.e., whether the supervisor or the
upper management committee made the decision). Of the 217 individuals whose stimulus
indicated a supervisor decision, 61 (28%) indicated that the upper management
committee made the decision. Of the 205 individuals who were in an upper management
committee decision condition, 32 (16%) mistakenly indicated that the supervisor made
the decision. The error rate for individuals in the supervisor decision condition was
significantly greater than that for the upper management committee decision (x*(1, n =
415)=129.49, p < .01). That is, there appeared to be a trend for individuals to ascribe the
decision power to the upper management committee even when the committee was not

actually responsible for making the decision as described in the scenario.
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The results of these manipulation checks indicated that participants did not
uniformly perceive the scenarios as intended, although there was still good evidence that
the manipulations were largely successful. As a result, analyses of the data proceeded,
with the following exception: individuals who failed the first manipulation check (i.e.,
they indicated that they received the promotion) were dropped from all subsequent
analyses, resulting in a total sample size of 402. It was suspected that these individuals
did not sufficiently understand the scenarios (due either to participant motivation or other
factors) to provide meaningful data in the rest of the experiment. However, individuals
who failed the second manipulation check were not necessarily deleted from the analyses
unless they also responded incorrectly to the first question. The fact that these individuals
were retained in the analyses may limit the extent to which the manipulations themselves
have significant effects on the dependent variables in this analysis. However, the theory
in this dissertation argues that individuals’ perceptions of causality and justification will
relate to blame, regardless of the objective facts. Thus, these individuals may still provide
meaningful data if causality is analyzed in terms of participants’ perceptions and not as a
result of the manipulation itself. The analyses described below used perceptions of
causality as the operationalization of choice, allowing for the retention of participants
who responded incorrectly to the second manipulation check variable. (When all analyses
were rerun using only participants who responded correctly, very few differences were
observed.)

Psychometric Characteristics of Items and Scales
All items were examined for their psychometric characteristics prior to their

aggregation into scales (when applicable). Below, each scale will be discussed in terms of
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its psychometric characteristics. Unless otherwise specified, all factor analyses discussed
below were conducted in the ‘exploratory’ sense, using squared multiple correlations as
initial estimates of communality. Promax rotations were requested for each analysis when
applicable. Exploratory factor analyses were conducted using SPSS 10.0, and all other
analyses were conducted using SAS 8.0.

Organization Justifiability and Intentionality. The three items representing
perceptions of the upper management committee’s justifiability formed a single factor.
The internal consistency reliability of this scale was .85. The three items representing
perceptions of the committee’s intentionality also formed a single factor, and had an
internal consistency reliability of .87. A factor analysis of all six items together produced
a two-factor solution reflecting a distinction between perceptions of intentionality and
justifiability. The factors were correlated -.48 with each other.

Supervisor Justifiability and Intentionality. The results of the items for the
supervisor mirrored those for the organization. Supervisor justifiability and intentionality
scales had internal consistency reliabilities of .81 and .83, respectively. Additionally, a
factor analysis of all six items together showed a two-factor solution appropriate to the
distinction between the constructs, with an intercorrelation of -.57.

Additionally, all 12 justifiability and intentionality items were subjected together
to a factor analysis. Three factors had eigenvalues greater than one. An interpretation of
the standardized regression coefficients for these items showed that the first factor was
comprised of all six supervisor variables, with negative correlations for the justifiability
items and positive correlations for the intentionality items. The second and third factors

were comprised of committee justifiability and intentionality items, respectively. Another
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factor analysis forcing a four-factor solution produced a factor loading pattern
corresponding to the distinct scales.

Organizational Fairness. Within-scale factor analyses for procedural,
informational, and interpersonal Justice all showed evidence for unidimensionality within
each factor. A factor analysis of all 12 items together showed three factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1.0, and a scree plot that also indicated a three-factor solution.
An analysis of the factor loadings was consistent with the dimensions intended by Byrne
and Cropanzano (2000). The internal consistency reliabilities of the three scales were .74,
.86, and .80, respectively.

Supervisor Fairness. The factor analyses for the supervisor justice items showed a
two-factor solution using both a scree plot analysis and a consideration of factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The items from Byrne and Cropanzano’s (2000) procedural
and interpersonal justice scales formed the first factor, and the items from the
informational justice scale formed the second. Despite the results of these analyses, it was
decided to create composites for the three scales as proposed by Byrne and Cropanzano.
The internal consistency reliabilities of the supervisor procedural justice, informational
justice, and interpersonal justice scales were .82, .91, and .84, respectively.

Supervisor and Organization Fairness Considered Simultaneously. Additionally, a
factor analysis of all 24 items (supervisor and organization) showed results indicating
five factors with eigenvalues greater than one, and a scree plot showing five factors. An
analysis of the five-factor solution revealed that the first factor was comprised of
Informational Justice (both supervisor and organization), the second factor had items

related to Interpersonal Justice (both supervisor and organization), the third and fourth

76



factors corresponded to Supervisor and Organization Procedural Justice, respectively, and
the fifth factor appeared to be a factor comprised of Items 9 and 12 from both scales.
Additionally, a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA’s) was conducted
using SAS PROC CALIS. A test of the scale as proposed by Byrne and Cropanzano
(2000) produced fit statistics that were less than optimal (x2(246, n=303)=1187.71,p<
.05; RMSEA=.090; GFI=.80; CFI=.84; TLI=.82). Allowing the error terms of items with
similar wordings (i.e., the same item rewritten to refer to a different source) to covary
resulted in an improvement in the fit of the model (Ax*(12, n = 303) = 291.31, p <.05;
this model had a x2(234, n =303) = 896.40, p <.05; RMSEA=.088; GFI=.82; CFI=.86,
TLI=.83. A three-factor model (i.e., not distinguishing between supervisor and
organization sources) produced fit statistics that appeared worse than either six-factor
model (x(249, n = 303) = 1227.62, p < .05; RMSEA=.114; GFI=.69; CFI=.79; TLI=.77).
The only type of justice perception included in this study’s hypotheses was
procedural justice. Thus, a series of CFA’s can be performed analyzing just these items.
A CFA of the eight procedural justice items (i.e., four supervisor and four organization
items) showed good evidence of fit (12(19, n=2397)=115.74, p <.05; RMSEA=.113;
GFI1=.94; CFI=.92; TLI=.89). Allowing the errors of items with identical wording (except
for the source of justice) to covary resulted in even better fit (x*(15, n = 397) = 15.02, p>
.05; RMSEA=.002; GFI=.99; CFI=1.00; TLI=1.00; Ax*(4, n = 397) = 100.72, p > .05).
Conversely, a CFA modeling these eight items as a single latent factor appeared to fit the
data less well, even after allowing the error terms of items with identical wordings to
covary (x%(16, n = 397) = 80.85, p < .05; RMSEA=.139; GFI=.91; CFI=.90; TLI=.83).

On the basis of both the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, as well as a priori
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theory, it was decided to retain the procedural justice scales (both supervisor and
organization) as originally designed by Byrne and Cropanzano (2000).

Organizational OCB’s and Commitment. The scales measuring participants’
reactions to the organization were analyzed both separately and together. Separately,
factor analyses on each scale showed evidence of a single factor explaining the common
variance among the items. The organizational OCB’s scale had an internal consistency
reliability of .78, and the organizational commitment scale had a reliability of .70. When
the items reflecting organizational reactions were analyzed together, a two-factor solution
emerged that reflected the two constructs.

Supervisor OCB’s and Commitment. The scales measuring participants’ reactions
to the supervisor were analyzed in a manner identical to that for the organizational
reactions. Separately, both scales showed evidence of unidimensionality on the basis of a
factor analysis. The internal consistency reliability of the commitment to the supervisor
scale was .76, and the reliability of the OCB scale was .85.

Furthermore, a factor analysis of all reactions items was performed (i.e., with
supervisor and organizational OCB’s and commitment together). A scree plot showed
evidence of either a two or four-factor solution. When a two-factor solution was
requested, all of the OCB items loaded on one factor, and the commitment items loaded
on the other. A factor analysis forcing a four-factor solution showed most of the
commitment items (both organizational and supervisor) loading on a single factor, and
the supervisor and organizational OCB items loading on the second and third factors,
respectively. The fourth factor was comprised of items 2 and 4 from both the supervisor

and organizational commitment scales (these items were shown to have low item-total
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correlations in the within-scale analyses). As the items in the supervisor and
organizational commitment scales had essentially the same content (i.e., the only
difference in the item wordings pertained to the organization/supervisor distinction), a
single factor was not surprising.

Additionally, a CFA performed on all organizational and supervisor reactions
measures (i.e., OCB’s and commitment) yielded fit statistics that were less than ideal
(x*(399, n = 301) = 1019.60, p < .05; RMSEA=.072; GFI=.81; CFI=.81; TLI=.79). When
the errors of similarly-worded items of the supervisor and organization commitment
scales (i.e. the items that had identical wordings except for the referent) were allowed to
covary, the fit of the model improved (x2(391, n=301)=2813.08, p <.05; RMSEA=.060;
GFI=.84; CFI=.87; TLI=.85; Ax*(8, n = 301)=206.52, p < .05).

Correlations Among Items and Scales. Composite scores for each measure were
formed by taking the average of the items within each scale. The means, standard
deviations, and reliabilities of, and intercorrelations between, all scales as well as the
single-item measures can be found in Table 3. The intercorrelations among supervisor
justice scales and among organizational justice scales were fairly high, as was expected
given the results of the factor analyses, and as was evidenced by Byrne and Cropanzano
(2000). Furthermore, the intercorrelations between specific types of justice pertaining to
the supervisor and to the organization were also high (e.g., the intercorrelation between
the supervisor interpersonal justice and organization interpersonal justice was high).
Justice measures were largely correlated with reactions measures, with the correlations

appearing to be larger within each source (i.e., the supervisor and the organization).
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A Word of Caution Regarding the Scales. While some of the measures discussed
above exhibited evidence for good fit, others did not. The most substantial problem with
the measures was the lack of clear divergence between items measuring the same
construct (e.g., justice) applied toward the supervisor and the organization, especially
when the items are worded identically except for the subject of the item. Although it
could be argued that one would expect these constructs to be correlated, the empirical

data do not allow one to distinguish between correlations due to conceptual similarity and
correlations due to conceptual convergence. In other words, there is less than optimal
evidence to support the idea that participants made clear distinctions between their
perceptions and judgments of the supervisor vs. their perceptions of the organization. For
the purposes of this dissertation, it was decided to proceed with the scales as originally
intended, and analyze the hypotheses originally proposed, and interpret the analyses with
the assumption that there is conceptual divergence between supervisor and organizational
perceptions. However, it should be stressed here that the lack of evidence for conceptual
convergence may substantially reduce the validity of the interpretations drawn in this
dissertation.

Relationships with Demographic Variables. As shown in Table 3, age was not
correlated with any of the measures, and sex was weakly correlated with only one
variable (organizational commitment; men had slightly lower commitment scores
overall). Additionally, other demographic variables were correlated with other measures
and manipulations as discussed below.

Age. Age was related to the forced-choice item regarding causality. Specifically,

the odds of choosing the upper management committee to be causal over the supervisor
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increased with age (likelihood ratio 2 (1; n = 355) = 8.33; p < .01; R* = .023). Similarly,
the odds of choosing the committee to be to blame over the supervisor increased with age
(likelihood ratio ¥ (1; n = 253) = 8.25; p < .01; R* = .032).
Current Employment. An item measuring whether participants were employed at
the time of measurement was related to both organizational (F(2,368)=3.09; p < .05;
R?=.017) and supervisory OCB’s (F(2,370)=4.95; p < .05; R?=.026). In both cases, post-
hoc tests showed that individuals who reported holding a part-time job had significantly
stronger intentions to commit OCB’s than did individuals who were not currently
employed.
Looking for a Job. The item asking participants to indicate a time frame in which

they intended to look for a job was related to the one-item measure asking about the
extent to which participants blamed themselves for the decision (E (3,339) =2.91;
R?=.025). Post-hoc analyses showed that individuals who chose “in the next 6 months™
for their response placed more blame on themselves than did individuals responding with

other options.

Experience with Promotions. Individuals who had indicated that they had

previously been up for a promotion at work were likely to indicate stronger agreement
that the upper management committee was the causal influence on the decision
(F(1,386)=5.46; p < .05; R?=.014), as well as more likely to agree that the upper
management committee were to blame (F(1,386)=4.47; p < .05; _112=.012). Responses to
this question (i.e., whether they’ve been up for a promotion at work) were also related to
perceptions of organization procedural justice (F(1,369)=6.16; p < .05; R?= .016), and

organization informational justice (E(1, 370)=4.21; p <.05; R2=.011). In both cases,
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individuals who had been up for a promotion at work had significantly less positive
perceptions of justice.

Another experience question asked whether, if the individual had been up for a
promotion, they have ever been denied a promotion. This item was related to perceptions
of upper management committee causality (F(2,383)=3.15; p <.05; R?=.016), and post-
hoc tests showed that individuals who had ever been denied a promotion agreed more
strongly that the committee was causal as compared to individuals who had never been
up for a promotion.

Hypothesis Test Results

Hypothesis 1a. Hypothesis 1a specified that supervisory procedural justice
perceptions would be positively related to supervisory OCB’s. As shown in Table 3, the
zero-correlation between these two variables is significant and positive. This hypothesis
is supported by the data.

Hypothesis 1b. Hypothesis 1b states that the correlatién between supervisor
procedural justice and organizational OCB’s will be zero after controlling for the effect
of organizational procedural justice. Table 4 shows the results of hierarchical regressions,
testing whether supervisor procedural justice added to prediction of organizational OCB’s
over and above the variance predicted by organizational procedural justice. This
hypothesis was not confirmed; supervisor procedural justice added to prediction of

organizational OCB’s above that predicted by organizational procedural justice. The
standardized regression weight for the supervisor justice measure is positive but small.

However, the correlation between supervisor procedural justice and organizational
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Table 4

Results of Hierarchical Regressions of Organizational OCB’s on Organizational and

Model R® AR* B

w LA

Step 1 Organizational procedural justice .032" .032 .18

Step2 Organizational procedural justice .05

L1 "

Supervisor procedural justice 055 .023

"

.20

T p<.01
OCB’s is lower after controlling for organizational procedural justice, thus showing
partial mediation.

Hypothesis 2a. This hypothesis mirrors Hypothesis 1a, but is directed at
commitment to the supervisor. As shown in Table 3, a positive zero-order correlation
exists between commitment to the supervisor and supervisor procedural justice,
supporting this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2b. Hypothesis 2b mirrors hypothesis 1b, but deals with
organizational commitment. Table 5 shows the results of hierarchical regressions
exploring the predictive power of supervisor procedural justice in predicting
organizational commitment over and above organizational procedural justice. Results

show that, contrary to hypotheses, supervisor procedural justice added to prediction over
and above organizational procedural justice. The magnitude of the relationship between
supervisor justice variables and organizational commitment does decrease, however,

when the effects of organizational procedural justice are partialled out.
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Table S

Results of Hierarchical Regressions of Organizational Commitment on Organizational

and Supervisor Justice.

Model R’ AR* B

Step 1 Organizational procedural justice .125  .125 .36

Step 2 Organizational procedural justice 21

Supervisor procedural justice 1537 028" 22"

“p<.01

Hypothesis 3a. As shown in Table 3, organizational procedural justice does
exhibit a small, yet significant, positive relationship with organizational OCB'’s. Thus,
this hypothesis is supported.

Hypothesis 3b. Although a zero-order correlation exists between organizational
procedural justice and supervisor OCB’s (see Table 3), this relationship does not exist
after supervisor procedural justice is partialled out (see Table 6 for the results of these

analyses). Thus, Hypothesis 3b was supported.
Table 6

Results of Hierarchical Regressions of Supervisor OCB’s on Organizational and

Supervisor Justice.

MOdel Bz A&Z B
Step 1  Supervisor procedural justice J130 1130 330
Step2 Supervisor procedural justice 34"

e

Organizational procedural justice ~ .121  .008 .02

Tp<.01
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Hypothesis 4a. As shown in Table 3, organizational procedural justice is
positively related to organizational commitment, thus lending support for this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4b. Table 7 shows the results of hierarchical regressions exploring for
the increment in prediction of supervisor OCB'’s by organizational procedural justice over
and above what has been predicted by supervisor procedural justice. As shown,
organizational procedural justice did not add to the prediction of supervisor OCB’s once
the effect of supervisor procedural justice has been controlled for. Thus, the results
support this hypothesis.

Hypothesis S. This hypothesis stated that the blame assigned to a particular source
(e.g., the supervisor) was the result of an interaction between the causality attributed to
that source and the justifiability of the source, such that a source will be held as
blameworthy only if seen as causal but not justified. Such attributes (i.e., causality and
justification) were manipulated between subjects as part of the design of the study.
Therefore, blame (as hypothesized) was also manipulated (i.e., certain conditions were

designed to have the supervisor blamed, others the organization, and in still others neither

Table 7

Results of Hierarchical Regressions of Commitment to the Supervisor on Organizational

and Supervisor Justice.

Model R° AR*
Step 1 Supervisor procedural justice 205 295 .54
Step2  Supervisor procedural justice 57"

*e

Organizational procedural justice 300" .005  -.02

Tp<.01
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one was to be blamed). However, items within the surveys also assessed the degree to
which participants perceived causality, justifiability, and blame. Therefore, the extent to
which the hypothesized relationships match how individuals actually go about assessing
blame can be assessed in a number of ways in the present experiment. Below, many of
these different assessments will be examined. Blame, as a dependent variable, can be
assessed using a one-item measure of supervisor blame (Question 20 in Appendix C), a
one-item measure of committee blame (Question 21 in Appendix C), or an item that
forced participants to choose between different possible sources of blame (Question 22 in
Appendix C). Furthermore, causality and justifiability can be analyzed as a result of the
manipulations, or through several variables that assessed participants’ perceptions of
these manipulations. Results of the most relevant of these combinations will be reported
below. All of the relationships were analyzed using a series of hierarchical regressions.
First, the blame items were regressed independently on a variable assessing causality,
justifiability, or intentionality. Then, the next step was run in which both independent
variables were entered simultaneously. A final step was run in which the interaction
between the causality and justifiability/intentionality variables was included. An
overview of the results of the regressions for the supervisor blame item and the
committee blame item can be found in Tables 8 and 9, respectively. Given the number of
analyses run to evaluate hypotheses 5 and 6, results will be reported to distinguish
between results that are found at both a .05 alpha level, as well as a more stringent
criterion for alpha (.01).

Supervisor Blame. See Table 8. The three operationalizations of causality

(manipulated supervisor causality, perceived supervisor causality, and a choice between
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the supervisor and the committee) had significant main effects on perceptions of
supervisor blame. When the supervisor made the decision or was perceived as more
causal, more blame was ascribed to the supervisor. Additionally, the three justification
variables (manipulated supervisor justification, perceived supervisor justification, and
perceived supervisor intentionality) were related to supervisor blame in terms of zero-
order correlations. Supervisor blame was negatively related to perceived supervisor
justifiability, so that more justification led to lower blame attributions. Supervisor
intentionality perceptions were related positively to supervisor blame — more intentional
actions led to greater blame (note that the manipulations of justifiability were related in
the same direction as the perceptions).

The interaction between manipulated causality and manipulated supervisor
justification was significant, resulting in an increase in R? of .019 (p <.01). A graph of
this interaction can be found in Figure 7. As hypothesized, blame attributed to the
supervisor is more likely when the supervisor was causal (i.e., the supervisor made the
promotion decision), and when the supervisor was not justified.

The interaction between perceived supervisor causality and manipulated
supervisor justification was also significant (AR?=.008; p < .05). A graph of this
interaction can be found in Figure 8 (for all figures using continuous measures, note that
the points graphed represent points one standard deviation above and below the variable’s
mean). Perceptions of supervisor causality were related to blame, such that individuals
with stronger supervisor causality perceptions had greater perceptions of supervisor

blame, but that relationship was stronger when the supervisor was not justified in his
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actions (as manipulated between subjects). As with the other interactions in this section,
this result supports Hypothesis 5.

For the next few analyses (i.e., ‘choice of causal agents’ in Table 8), causality is
measured using an item that forced participants to choose the source that is most causal
(between themselves, the supervisor, and the committee; see Question 6 in Appendix C).
In total, 21 participants chose themselves to be the most causal (5%), 156 chose the
supervisor (39%), and 210 chose the committee (52%). This variable was included in the
next 6 analyses as a class variable in SAS PROC GLM (where it functions similarly to a
set of dummy-coded variables in a regression).

Chosen causality and the manipulation of supervisor justification interacted in
predicting supervisor blame (AR?=.030; p < .01). See Figure 9 for a graph of this
interaction. The manipulation of supervisor justifiability was related to supervisor blame
only when the supervisor was chosen as the causal agent, again lending support for
Hypothesis 5.

Chosen causality and perceived supervisor justification also interacted (AR*=.019;
p <.01). This interaction is graphed in Figure 10. Perceived supervisor justifiability was
not related to supervisor blame for participants who saw themselves as causal, but was
for individuals who saw the supervisor or committee as causal. A regression limited to
individuals who chose only the supervisor or committee as causal still resulted in an
interaction, indicating that the relationship between perceived supervisor justifiability and

supervisor blame is stronger when the supervisor is chosen as the most causal agent.
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Although Heider (1958) would argue that intentionality is a prerequisite for
justifiability and should thus be orthogonal, the present data suggest that the two
constructs may be related in participants’ minds so that justified behavior is seen as less
intentional (see Table 3). Thus, if one views high intentionality perceptions as a proxy for
low justifiability, then there are several other interactions that could indicate support for
Hypothesis 5. For instance, supervisor blame perceptions were affected by the
interactions between manipulated causality and perceived supervisor intentionality
(AR%=.034; p < .01, see Figure 11), perceived supervisor causality and perceived
supervisor intentionality (AR?=.016; p < .01; see Figure 12), and chosen supervisor
causality and perceived supervisor intentionality (AR?=.030; p < .01; see Figure 13).
These three interactions all appear to reflect the same interactions as did the justifiability
interactions, but in the opposite direction (i.e., blame was more likely when intentionality
was high and causality was attributed to the supervisor, or not to the organization in the
case of Figure 13).

Committee Blame. Table 9 provides a summary of analyses for committee blame
that parallel those for supervisor blame. The three operationalizations of causality (i.e.,
the decision manipulation, perceptions of committee causality, and the choice among
causal agents) directly affected perceptions of committee blame. In the latter case, post-
hoc analyses showed that individuals who saw the committee as causal had significantly
greater impressions of committee blame than those who chose the supervisor as causal.
Participants who chose themselves as most causal did not differ from either of the other
groups. Additionally, individuals who perceived the committee as more justified or less

intentional were less likely to blame the committee.
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Unlike the analyses for supervisor blame, none of the predicted interactions
occurred for committee blame. Committee blame appeared to be a result of direct effects
of causality (manipulated, perceived, or chosen), and justifiability (manipulated or
perceived, as well as for perceived intentionality).

Choice of Blame Among Sources. Another Blame item asked participants to
choose the source most to blame for the decision (between ‘nobody,’ themselves, the
supervisor, or the committee; see Question 22 in Appendix C). Overall, ‘nobody’ was
chosen by 101 participants (25.1%); themselves by 15 participants (3.7%), the supervisor
by 119 participants (29.6%), and the committee by 142 participants (35.3%). As this item
is categorical, it could not be analyzed using typical hierarchical regression. Instead, each
combination of individual choices was used as a dependent variable in a series of logistic
regressions. For instance, the probability of participants choosing the supervisor vs. the
organization was regressed (via logistic regression) onto each combination of causality
measure/manipulation and justifiability measure/manipulation.

The results for the supervisor vs. committee blame analyses, the supervisor vs.
nobody blame analyses, and the committee vs. nobody blame analyses can be found in
Tables 10-12, respectively (note that, as very few participants indicated themselves to be
blameworthy, this category was removed from analysis; note also that the results of the
logistic regression are expressed in terms of R? for ease of interpretation). Overall,
causality variables appeared to be relevant to blame, such that participants who saw a
source as causal were more likely to choose it as blameworthy over another option.
Additionally, perceived justifiability and intentionality were related to blame, such that

Participants who saw a source as more justified or less intentional were less likely to
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choose that source as blameworthy over another option. Several interactions were also
found between causality and justification variables, and will be discussed below.
Committee vs. Supervisor Blame. Please see Table 10 for a summary of
the analyses in this section. First, the decision manipulation interacted with the
manipulation of supervisor justification (AR?=.015; p < .05). As shown in Figure 14,
supervisor justification only influences (i.e., increases) the probability of blaming the
committee over the supervisor when the supervisor made the decision.
In a manner similar to that for the continuous supervisor blame variable, the likelihood of
choosing the supervisor over the committee as the most blameworthy entity was
influenced by interactions between causality and intentionality. Specifically, there were
interactions between manipulated causality and perceived committee intentionality
(AR*=.020; p < .0S; see Figure 15), manipulated causality and perceived supervisor
intentionality (AR?=.014; p < .05; see Figure 16), and perceived supervisor causality and
intentionality (AR?=.030; p < .01; see Figure 17). In all of these interactions, greater
perceptions of intentionality for a source, coupled with causality for that source, led to a
greater probability of blaming that source.

Supervisor vs. Nobody Blame. The series of analyses described in this
section involve individuals who chose the supervisor as the most blameworthy agent and
the participants who chose ‘nobody’ as being to blame for the outcome. The results of
these logistic regressions are summarized in Table 11.

The manipulation of supervisor justification interacted with both manipulated
causality (AR?=.033; p < .01; see Figure 18) and chosen causality (AR*=.030; p <.01; see

Figure 19), and the manipulation of causality also interacted with perceived supervisor
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justifiability (AR?*=.011; p < .05; see Figure 20). Graphs of these interactions support
Hypothesis 5 — the manipulation of justifiability only affected blame when the supervisor
was causal. Additionally, perceived supervisor intentionality interacted with manipulated
causality (AR?=.031; p < .01; see Figure 21) and perceived supervisor causality
(AR?=.030; p < .01; see Figure 22). Intentionality is more strongly related to blame when
the supervisor is causal.

Committee vs. Nobody Blame. As shown in Table 12, in no instance was
an interaction found between causality variables and justification variables in determining
the probability of blaming the committee vs. blaming nobody; only main effects existed.

Hypothesis 6. This hypothesis asserted that blame perceptions / manipulations
will moderate the relationships between procedural justice perceptions for a given source
and reactions to that source. Just as there were many different ways of assessing causality
in analyses for Hypothesis 5, there are also many ways of assessing blame for these
analyses. For this hypothesis, blame was assessed using 1) a dummy-coded variable
indicating manipulated blame to the supervisor, the committee, or nobody; 2) perceptions
of blame directed toward one of the sources (Questions 20 and 21 in Appendix C); and 3)
an item that required the participant to choose between nobody, themselves, the
supervisor, and the committee as the most blameworthy entity (Question 22 in Appendix
C). Analyses were conducted using a series of hierarchical regressions similar to those
used to test Hypothesis 5. Summaries of the énalyses for Hypothesis 6 using
organizational OCB’s, organizational commitment, supervisor OCB’s, and commitment
to the supervisor as dependent variables can be found in Tables 13-16, respectively. Each

dependent variable’s analyses will be reported sequentially below.
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Organizational OCB 's. Summaries for the analysis of Hypothesis 6 using
organizational OCB’s as a dependent variable can be found in Table 13. In terms of main
effects, only perceptions of the committee’s blame was (negatively) related to intent to
commit OCB’s toward the organization (R’=.025; p < .01). Additionally, organization
procedural justice had a positive relationship with organizational OCB’s (R?=.032; p<
.01).

Of the three ways of operationalizing blame, only one interaction was found
between blame and organizational procedural justice perceptions — that for perceptions of
committee blame (AR?=.013; p < .05). See Figure 23 for a graph of this interaction. The
relationship between organizational justice and organizational OCB’s was evident only
when committee blame perceptions were higher. This interaction is of the pattern that
was predicted by Hypothesis 6.

Organizational Commitment. See Table 14 for a summary of the Hypothesis 6
analyses using organizational commitment as the dependent variable. Again, three ways
were used to operationalize blame. As can be seen, all operationalizations of committee
blame influenced participants’ commitment to the organization, such that higher
perceptions of blame, or being in a condition in which the committee were designed to be
blamed, led to lower levels of commitment (the manipulation of blame was not
significant at the .01 level). Perceptions of organization procedural justice were also
positively related to organizational commitment (R’=.125; p < .01).

Of the three ways of operationalizing blame, only one of them functioned as such

a moderator (the item asking participants to choose among blame sources; AR?=.022; p=
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.0105). Figure 24 shows a graph of this relationship. The regression of organizational
commitment on organizational procedural fairness perceptions was significant for
individuals who chose the committee or ‘nobody’ as being to blame, but was not
significant for individuals who chose the supervisor (regressions for individuals who
chose the committee and who chose ‘nobody’ were not significantly different from each
other).

One other Blame x Justice Perceptions interaction existed for organizational
commitment. The choice among blame agents operationalization interacted with
organization interpersonal justice perceptions, although no hypotheses were formally
proposed for this variable (AR*=.026; p <.01). In Figure 25, where this interaction is
graphed, it can be seen that the relationship between justice perceptions and
organizational commitment is greatest when ‘nobody’ is chosen as being to blame.
Significant differences in slopes for these three groups were found between supervisor-
choosers and ‘nobody’-choosers, although the differences among the other slopes
approached significance. The pattern of slopes, however, suggests that the relationship is
stronger for individuals who chose the committee as being to blame, as compared to
individuals who chose the supervisor as the most blameworthy agent.

Supervisor OCB's. In Table 15, one can see the summary of the analyses for the
tests of Hypothesis 6 using supervisor OCB’s as the dependent variable. Of the three
operationalizations of blame, only the use of perceived supervisor blame had a main
effect (negative) on supervisor OCB’s. Additionally, the supervisor procedural justice

perception measure exhibited a significant positive relationship with supervisor OCB’s.
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Of the three operationalizations of supervisor blame, only the perceived blame
variable was found to moderate the relationship between supervisor procedural justice
perceptions and supervisor OCB’s (AR*=.013; p = .017). This interaction is represented
in Figure 26. As hypothesized, the relationship between justice perceptions and OCB’s is
stronger when beliefs about supervisor blame are stronger.

Although not directly hypothesized, supervisor blame perceptions also moderated
the relationships between supervisor OCB’s and supervisor informational justice
perceptions (AR*=.043; p < .01), as well as for supervisor interpersonal justice
perceptions (AR?=.028; p < .01). The first of these, graphed in Figure 27, shows that the
relationship between supervisor informational justice and supervisor OCB’s is positive
only when supervisor blame perceptions is high. The second relationship (see Figure 28)
shows that the relationship between supervisor interpersonal justice perceptions and
OCB’s grows stronger as the supervisor is blamed more.

Commitment to the Supervisor. Table 16 shows a summary of the results of the
analyses for commitment to the supervisor. Main effects for blame operationalizations
were found for perceptions of supervisor blame, as well as for the item forcing
individuals to choose between possible blame sources. See Table 3 for the results of the
former analysis — in the latter case, individuals who chose the committee as being to
blame had significantly higher commitment to the supervisor than did individuals who
chose the supervisor as being to blame. Additionally, supervisor procedural justice was
positively related to commitment to the supervisor.

The hypothesized (H6) interaction between supervisor blame and supervisor

procedural justice was not found for any of the operationalizations of blame. However,
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one interaction between blame and another dimension of justice existed. The 3-way
blame manipulation (between the supervisor, the committee, and nobody) interacted with
supervisor informational justice perceptions (AR?=.018; p < .05). Figure 29 shows this
interaction. Separate regressions run on individuals in each condition showed that the
slope for participants in the supervisor blame condition was significantly greater than the
slope for participants in the ‘no-blame’ condition. No other significant differences existed
between slopes, although it is apparent from a visual inspection of the graph that the
supervisor-blame conditions may have resulted in a stronger justice-commitment
relationship than the committee-blame conditions.

Controlling for the Effects of Covariates

It was mentioned above that several other variables (e.g., age) were related to some of the
dependent variables examined in Part 1. Thus, it is important to explore whether the
significant effects reported above still exist after controlling for these demographic
correlates. Controlling for demographic correlates in Part 1 only resulted in the change in
significance of two interactions. Specifically, controlling for age eliminated the
significance of the interaction term in the logistic regressions of committee vs. supervisor
blame (see Table 10) between the decision manipulation and the supervisor justification
manipulation, and the decision manipulation and perceived supervisor intentionality. In
both cases, however, the p value dropped to just over .05 (p= .0595 in the former case,
and p =.0551 in the latter). Age was not significantly related to the decision
manipulation, the manipulation of supervisor justifiability, perceptions of supervisor
intentionality, or the interactions between the decision manipulation and the other

variables. Thus, it is likely that the decrease in the significance of this interaction
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term may be due to a statistical artifact. Alternatively, age may play a role in the
assignment of blame to the committee over the supervisor.
PART 2

In addition to the scenario study reported above, a second study was appended to
the first. After participants completed the measures for the first part of the dissertation,
they were then instructed to respond to questions concerning the most recent parking
ticket they received on campus. Participants completed measures that were parallel to the
justice measures used in Part 1. This time, however, the items were rewritten slightly to
reflect two different sources of justice — the parking employee who actually issued
participants’ tickets, and the Department of Police and Public Safety (DPPS), the
organization for which parking employees work. These two entities (the parking
employee and DPPS) were considered to be similar to the supervisor and the upper
management committee used in the stimuli for Part I, in that they represented two
different sources to which recipients of parking tickets could attribute blame. Participants
were also asked items concerning whom they blamed for their parking ticket. Thus, this
part of the experiment can be used as another test of Hypothesis 6 — it is expected that
blame attributions will moderate the relationship between justice perceptions and
reactions to that source.
Method
Participants

Participants were comprised of a subset of the participants for Part I, and were
identified on the basis of a survey question asking whether they had ever received a

parking ticket on the campus on which this experiment occurred (222 individuals, or
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52.6% of the total sample). The mean age of participants in this part of the experiment
was 19.8 years old, and 75% of the sample was female. One hundred eighty-three
participants (82.4%) reported their race as White. Additionally, this sample included 11
African-Americans (5.0%), as well as 18 individuals who identified with other minorities
or did not identify a race.

Of this sample, 190 (85.6%) reported that they had in the past received a parking
ticket that they did not feel that they deserved. Fifty-three individuals (23.9%) reported
ever having won an appeal of a parking ticket, and 55 (24.8%) reported ever having lost
an appeal (roughly 55% of the sample reported never having appealed a ticket). Fifty-
seven individuals (25.7%) reported knowing someone who worked for DPPS, and six
individuals (2.7%) reported that they were themselves DPPS employees.

Procedure

Participants were instructed to think about the most recent parking ticket they
received on campus (see Appendix C for a copy of the instructions). Following those
instructions, participants completed measures assessing the blame they assigned to each
source, justice perceptions for each source, and reactions to each source, before
completing a set of demographic items.

Measures

Blame. Similar to the blame measures used in Part 1, these blame items took on a
number of forms (see Appendix D for complete item wordings, and Appendix C for the
items as they were displayed on the computer screen to participants). Participants were
asked three one-item measures asking the extent to which they agreed with statements

that they, the parking employee, and DPPS were to blame. Participants also responded to
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an item that required them to choose, on a 5-point scale, whether the parking employee or
DPPS were more to blame (i.e., each source was at one of the ends of the continuum).
Finally, participants were given an item that required them to choose between
themselves, nobody, the parking employee, and DPPS as the source that should receive
overall blame for the parking ticket.

Justice Perceptions. Perceptions of justice used items adapted from the same
scales as the scenario portion of this study did (i.e., items adapted from Byme &
Cropanzano, 2000). These items were rewritten to reflect perceptions of justice toward
the parking employee and to DPPS (see Appendix D).

Reactions Measures. Items reflecting reactions to both the parking employee and

to DPPS were written for the current study. Mirroring the first part of the study, they
were intended to reflect both attitudinal reactions (e.g., liking of DPPS), as well as
potential behavioral reactions toward both the parking employee and DPPS (e.g., being
friends with the parking employee; supporting an increase in student fees to benefit
DPPS). Items can be found in Appendix D.
Results
Psychometric Characteristics of Items and Scales

For the most part, items appeared to have sufficient univariate characteristics (i.e.,
approximately normal distributions with an appropriate range of responses). The most
common concern that existed on the univariate level is that positive skew existed for a
substantial amount of the items, particularly the reactions measures. The properties for

each scale and type of measurement can be found below.
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Blame Measures. Means and standard deviations for the first four blame measures
can be found in Table 17. Although the highest amount of endorsement was for self-
blame, there was still a substantial amount of blame that was also ascribed to DPPS, and,
to a lesser extent, the parking employee. When the parking employee was paired against
DPPS for evaluations of blame (i.e., the fourth blame item in Appendix D), more
participants selected DPPS as being to blame, as compared to the parking employee.
Additionally, the forced-choice item regarding different sources of blame showed that
112 participants (50.5%) blamed themselves for the ticket, 54 (24.3%) blamed DPPS, 22
(9.9%) blamed the parking employee, and 14 (6.3%) blamed no one.

Parking Employee Justice Measures. Factor analyses on each justice scale
separately found evidence for unidimensionality in each case. Internal consistency
reliabilities for parking employee procedural justice, informational Justice, and
interpersonal justice were .77, .86, and .75, respectively. A factor analysis on all 12 items
together resulted in a three-factor solution according to an evaluation of the scree plot and
an analysis of factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. An evaluation of the factor
loadings showed a replication of the factors the items were originally designed to
represent.

DPPS Justice Measures. Similar results were found for the items representing
DPPS justice perceptions. Reliabilities for DPPS procedural justice, informational justice,
and interpersonal justice were .76, .87, and .78, respectively.

Additionally, a series of CFA’s was performed in order to determine whether
participants distinguish among perceptions of justice. A CFA modeled according to a six-

factor solution (i.e., procedural, informational, and interpersonal justice perceptions
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considered separately for each source) had results approaching good fit (x%(246; n =
202)=690.07; p < .05; RMSEA=.095; GFI=.80; CFI=.83; TLI=.81). Allowing the errors
of items with identical wordings (except for the referent) to covary further improved the
fit of the model (x*(234; n = 202)=600.67; p < .05; RMSEA=.088; GFI=.82; CFI=.86;
TLI=.84; Ax*(12; n = 202)= 89.40; p < .05). This model appeared to fit the data better
than a similar model in which distinctions between sources were not made (x2(249; n=
202)=928.83; p < .0S5; RMSEA=.117; GFI=.67; CFI=.75; TLI=.72).

Finally, CFA’s performed only on the procedural justice items (both parking
employee and DPPS procedural justice) resulted in good fit, both before (12(19; n=
212)=36.35; p <.05; RMSEA=.066; GF1=.96; CFI=.97; TLI=.96) and after (x2(15; n=
212)=21.61; p > .05; RMSEA=.046; GFI=.97; CFI=.99; TLI=.98; Ay’(4; n = 212)=
14.74; p < .05) the errors of items with nearly identical wordings were allowed to covary.
This model appeared to fit the data better than a model that forced all eight items to load
onto the same factor (x2(20; n = 212)=92.05; p <.05; RMSEA=.131; GFI=.89; CFI=.89;
TLI=.85).

Parking Employee Reactions Measures. Although it was originally intended that

the items represent both affective and behavioral reactions to the parking employee,
factor analyses and reliability analyses indicated that these items were best represented by
a single factor representing overall reactions to the parking employee. Items representing
these scales were combined together, resulting in a single scale with an internal

consistency reliability of .79.
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DPPS Reactions Measures. Similarly, the items designed to represent reactions to
DPPS were best represented as a single construct. Furthermore, the sixth item in this
scale was dropped due to its low correlation with any of the other item (this item asked
about support for a $3 fee to their tuition to support DPPS). The resulting single DPPS
reactions scale had an internal consistency reliability of .77.

Scale Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations Among Scales. Scale scores
were created by taking the average of the items within each scale. Means, standard
deviations, internal consistency reliabilities (when applicable), and intercorrelations
among variables can be found in Table 17. As with Part 1 of the study, the correlations
among the justice variables, particularly those assessing the same source, were fairly
high. Additionally, the parking employee and DPPS reactions measures were correlated.

Few relationships were found between traditional demographic variables and the
study variables. Sex was weakly correlated with parking employee reactions, such that
males had slightly more negative reactions. Additionally, several of the experiential
demographic variables showed correlations with some of the measures. Individuals who
reported currently holding a part-time job reported more positive perceptions of
employee informational justice than did individuals who did not have a job (R?=.032; p<
.095).

The next few paragraphs report on participants’ reports of parking ticket
experiences (see Questions 129-132 in Appendix C). Individuals who reported never
having received a parking ticket that they didn’t deserve reported significantly more
positive perceptions of employee procedural justice (R?=.132; p < .05), Employee

interpersonal justice (R?=.042; p < .05), DPPS procedural justice (R*=.180; p < .05),
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DPPS informational justice (R*=.070; p < .05), DPPS interpersonal justice (R*=.095; p <
.05), employee reactions (52=.089; p <.05), and DPPS reactions (R*=.105; p <.05).

Individuals who have either never appealed a parking ticket or who have ever
appealed a parking ticket and won reported more positive perceptions than individuals
who reported never having won an appeal for employee procedural justice (R?=.046; p <
.05), employee informational justice (R?=.069; p < .05), employee interpersonal justice
(R’*=.051; p < .05), DPPS procedural justice (R>=.090; p < .05), DPPS informational
justice (R’=.082; p < .05), DPPS interpersonal justice (R*=.059; p < .05), employee
reactions (R?=.081; p < .05), and DPPS reactions (R*=.057; p < .05).

For the fourth experiential question about parking tickets (see Question 131 in
Appendix C), individuals who had never appealed a parking ticket had more positive
impressions than did individuals who had appealed parking tickets and never lost for
employee informational justice (R?=.048; p < .05). Additionally, individuals who had
never appealed a parking ticket had more positive perceptions of DPPS than people who
had lost an appeal (R*=.035; p < .05). Individuals who had never appealed a parking
ticket had more positive perceptions than individuals who had appealed for DPPS
informational justice (R’=.052; p < .05), and individuals who had ever lost an appeal had
less positive perceptions than others on perceptions of DPPS procedural justice (R=.068;
p <.09%).

Additionally, the manipulations in Part 1 of the study were examined for their
relationship with any Part 2 variables. Individuals who had been in a condition where the
supervisor was to blame reported slightly more positive employee reactions (R’=.038; p<

.05). Finally, individuals who had been in a condition where either the supervisor or
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committee were to blame reported more positive perceptions of employee procedural
justice than did individuals who had been in conditions where nobody was to blame
(R?=.035; p < .05).

A Word of Caution Regarding the Scales. Just as with Part 1 of this dissertation,
there were indications in Part 2 that measures, especially similarly-worded items
pertaining to the parking employee and DPPS, may not be definitively indicative of
conceptual divergence. Additionally, the reactions measures for each source of justice
lacked divergence to such an extent that the items were combined into one measure of
reactions to each source. Just as in Part 1, it was decided to analyze the rest of the
measures in this section with the assumption that conceptual divergence did indeed exist.
Thus, the caution iterated in Part 1 about the validity of the interpretations of the results
applies just as much to Part 2.

Tests of Hypothesis 6.

Hypothesis 6 was tested using a series of hierarchical regressions in a manner
similar to which the same hypothesis was tested in Part 1 of this experiment. Summaries
of the analyses using employee reactions and DPPS reactions as dependent variables can
be found in Tables 18 and 19, respectively. Blame was operationalized using 1)
perceptions of the source’s blame, 2) an item that required participants to judge the
balance of blame between the parking employee and DPPS, and 3) an item that required
participants to choose among blame sources the source that overall was most to blame
(note that participants who chose ‘nobody’ as an option were dropped from analyses due

to small sample size).
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Parking Employee Reactions. Summaries of parking employee reactions analyses
can be found in Table 18. All blame perception measures had main effects on employee
reactions (the blame measure requiring participants to choose along a continuum of DPPS
and employee blame was not significant at the .01 level). Perceptions of parking
employee blame had a negative effect on employee reactions. The item that balanced
employee and DPPS blame was positively related to employee reactions, such that
participants who believed that the employee was more to blame had more positive
employee reactions than did individuals who believed that DPPS was more to blame.
Finally, the forced-choice blame item was related to employee reactions, such that
individuals who blamed themselves for the ticket had significantly more positive
reactions than did individuals who believed that the parking employee or DPPS was to
blame. Additionally, parking employee procedural justice was positively related to
employee reactions. Hypothesis 6 posited an interaction between blame and employee
procedural justice perceptions when employee reactions is the dependent variable.
However, no such interaction existed using any of the operationalizations of blame.

DPPS Reactions. A summary of the results of the analyses for Hypothesis 6 using
DPPS reactions as the dependent variable can be found in Table 19. Again, all
operationalizations of blame percepﬁons had main effect relationships with DPPS
reactions. DPPS blame perceptions were negatively related to DPPS reactions. The item
asking participants to balance blame between DPPS and the parking employee was
positively related to DPPS reactions, indicating that participants who assigned a greater
share of the blame to the parking employee had more positive reactions toward DPPS

(see Table 17). The item asking participants to choose among possible blame targets was
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related to DPPS reactions, such that participants who chose themselves as blameworthy
for the ticket had more positive DPPS reactions than did those participants who blamed
DPPS for the ticket. Additionally, DPPS procedural justice perceptions were positively
related to DPPS reactions.

Hypothesis 6, as applied to DPPS reactions, would assert that an interaction exists
between operationalizations of DPPS blame and DPPS procedural justice perceptions. As
can be seen in Table 19, only one of the three operationalizations of blame exhibited an
interaction with DPPS procedural justice (i.e., the forced-choice item; p < .05). This
interaction is graphed in Figure 30. As can be seen, the relationship between DPPS
procedural justice and DPPS reactions is weaker when DPPS is held to blame, compared
to when the parking employee or the participants themselves are blamed. Note that this
. interaction is in the opposite form as would have been predicted by Hypothesis 6.

Additionally, two other Blame x Justice Perception interactions existed for DPPS
reactions. DPPS interpersonal justice perceptions interacted with perceptions of DPPS
blame (AR?=.017; p < .01) and the forced-choice blame item (AR?=.025; p < .05). The
first interaction (see Figure 31) reveals that the relationship between justice and reactions
is weaker when DPPS is seen as more to blame. The second interaction (see Figure 32)
displayed a pattern similar to that evidenced in Figure 31 — the relationship between
justice perceptions and DPPS reactions existed only when the parking employee or
participant was blamed for the ticket.

Controlling for the Effects of Covariates
Several demographic variables (e.g., those asking about past experiences with

parking ticket appeals) were found to be related to DPPS reactions or Parking Employee
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Reactions. Controlling for these variables before rerunning the hypothesis tests resulted
in very few differences in the results. When Question 129 (i.e., whether participants had
received a parking ticket they did not think they deserved) was used as a covariate, the
blame item asking participants to balance the blame between DPPS and the parking
employee no longer significantly predicted reactions to the parking employee. These two
items were significantly correlated. Thus, it could be argued that it is not blame
perceptions necessarily that influence parking employee reactions, but the degree to
which participants had lost a parking ticket appeal. The results of this analysis should be
interpreted with caution. Similarly, controlling for the manipulation of supervisor blame
from Part 1 eliminated the correlation between parking employee reactions and the item
asking participants to balance blame between DPPS and the parking employee. Although
the relationship between the manipulation and blame perceptions was not significant,
controlling for the manipulation nevertheless resulted in the relationship between blame
and parking employee reactions becoming non-significant.
DISCUSSION

Overall, the results of the hypotheses tests provided somewhat encouraging
results, both for the antecedents of blame cognitions for a promotion decision, as well for
the moderating effect of blame on the relationship between justice perceptions and
workplace reactions. The blame that is placed on a particular entity sometimes appears to
affect the way in which perceptions of that entity’s fairness leads to subsequent reactions.
However, these results are preliminary, as they were based on a student sample and non-
work situations (i.e., a scenario study and a parking violation). Additionally, although the

hypothesized interactions were found more frequently than might be explained by
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chance, the increments in prediction gained by these interactions were often small.
Finally, there was a lack of clear evidence for the distinctiveness of perceptions of each
source of justice, necessitating the need for caution when interpreting any of the results
discussed below. In the next few sections, I will briefly recap the salient findings from
this research, its limitations, and its implications for both research and practice.
Source Perspectives on Justice (Hypotheses 1-4)

Substantial support was provided Hypotheses 1-4 on the basis of the present
analyses. Procedural justice perceptions directed to a source (i.e., the committee or the
supervisor) were indeed related to reactions to that source. The organization procedural
justice measure did not add to prediction of supervisor reactions (i.e., supervisor OCB’s
and commitment to the supervisor) over and above the effects of supervisor justice. In
other words, reactions to the supervisor could be said to be determined by supervisor-
related justice perceptions only. Similarly, organization procedural justice was related to
organizational reactions (i.e., organizational OCB’s and organizational commitment).
However, for the organization, supervisor justice perceptions still added to the prediction
of organizational reactions over and above organization justice perceptions. After
partialling out organizational procedural justice, however, the relationship between
supervisor procedural justice and organizational reactions were lower than the
corresponding zero-order correlations. This fact indicates that, while supervisor
procedural justice perceptions do indeed contribute to organizational reactions over
organizational justice perceptions, some of the effect of supervisor justice perceptions

may be mediated or duplicated by organizational justice perceptions.

150



Thus, it appears as though a spillover effect may exist when one considers
workplace justice perceptions from a multiple-source perspective. This study found that
perceptions of the supervisor’s justice may generalize to overall reactions toward the
organization. This phenomenon may not be surprising, given that supervisors are
employed by organizations, and can therefore be said to be a part of the organization. If a
supervisor is to blame, then the organization is also likely seen as deserving some sort of
reaction by association. However, the opposite case was not found in this study. If an
organization were to blame, these perceptions did not generalize to reactions to the
supervisor.

One interesting implication of the current study’s design, given this phenomenon,
is how to conceptualize the ‘organization’ in the minds of participants and employees.
The present study used an ‘upper management committee’ to represent the organization
as a whole. However, it could also be argued that the upper management committee could
be seen as an entity distinct from a conceptualization of an anthropomorphized
organization (see the sections below for a discussion of more evidence for this
possibility). That is, the manipulation of the upper management committee’s blame may
not have resulted in perceptions of the organization’s blame as much as it did perceptions
of the upper management committee’s blame; any relationship between the manipulation
and perceptions of organizational blame may have merely been spillover similar to that
evidenced by the manipulation of supervisor blame. In the present study, use of ‘the
upper management committee’ was seen as an appropriate way to induce general
perceptions of the organization. However, there may have been other more appropriate

ways to do so, although the extant scientific literature is lacking in this respect. To what
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extent are general impressions of the organization’s justice and blame the result of the
actions of an upper management committee? The CEO? The CFO? The parent
corporation? The human resources department? The supervisor? What weights are
given to each of these? Research on overall organizational perceptions generated on the
basis of interactions with different parts of an organization is needed, and could help with
research on and manipulations of general organizational fairness and blame.

Supervisor and Committee Blame (Hypothesis 5)

The antecedents of supervisor blame functioned fairly well. Recall that there were
several ways to operationalize causality and justifiability for the supervisor — there were
six different causality / justifiability combinations (plus three more if intentionality is also
considered). Using the perceived supervisor blame variable as the dependent variable,
four of the six combinations resulted in interactions that matched the pattern predicted by
Hypothesis 5. Additionally, analyzing individuals who chose either the supervisor or
‘committee’ as the ultimate blameworthy agent for the promotion decision, one of the six
combinations produced the hypothesized interaction. Furthermore, an analysis of
individuals who chose either the supervisor or ‘nobody’ as being to blame showed that
two of the six combinations showed the interaction as hypothesized. Overall, 38.9% of
the analyses run for supervisor blame resulted in the hypothesized interactions. If one
expands the operationalization of justifiability (e.g., using low perceived intentionality as
a proxy for high justifiability), even more similar interactions are found. The interactions
were spread fairly evenly across different ways of operationalizing causality,
justifiability, etc. — no one way seemed to be more likely to produce the interaction. One

substantial caveat that should be offered at this point, however, is the magnitude of the

152



interactions observed. Although the regressions of blame on causality and justifiability
could at times result in quite substantial proportions of variance explained (e.g., R>=.40
for the regression of supervisor blame on the interaction between participants’ choice of
causal agent and perceived supervisor justification), the incremental variance of the
interaction term could be small (ranging from 1-3% of the total variance). Thus, even
though the interactions were found as hypothesized, the added benefit of the interaction
in predicting blame over simple main effects may be limited.

The antecedents of committee blame did not function as well. None of the 12
hypothesis tests resulted in an interaction between committee causality and committee
justification for any of the operationalizations of blame. Committee blame appeared to be
a result of direct main effect of both causality and justifiability. That is, greater blame
was placed on the committee when it made (or was perceived to have made) the decision,
and greater blame was placed on the committee when it was less justified (or was
perceived as such).

It is puzzling as to why the antecedents of blame would function as hypothesized
for the supervisor but not for the upper management committee. One possible reason is
that perhaps there is a different means / system of assessing blame in different levels of
an organizational hierarchy. Individuals at an upper level of an organization may be
perceived as bearing responsibility for an event even if they were not directly involved,
merely due to the position in which they are placed (e.g., Heider’s, 1958, level of
association). The existence of a committee (i.e., comprised of multiple individuals) may

also have led participants to be less willing to place blame in the hypothesized way (i.e.,
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they may have been more willing to think the offense due to one or two particular
individuals within the committee, and less willing to blame the entire committee).
Finally, the lack of support for this hypothesized relationship could be due to the
manipulations themselves. First, participants may not have believed certain parts of the
story (the manipulation of a not-justified committee was set up through hearsay from a
coworker). There may have been sufficient doubt, even given the information provided,
to prevent blame from being assigned to the committee in the hypothesized way.
Additionally, note that there was a tendency for participants to assign causality to the
upper management committee, even in cases when the decision (as described in the
scenario) was made by the supervisor. Thus, there may have been some error induced
into the measurements that could be a result of either participant attention (i.e., they
missed the manipulation) or previous participant experience (i.e., in the past, participants
have learned that committees are usually more causal in promotion decisions than are
supervisors; cf. Kelley, 1967).
Blame as a Moderator of Justice / Reactions Relationships (Hypothesis 6)
Part 1
Across all operationalizations of blame (i.e., as manipulated, perceived, chosen),
some support was found for the ability of blame to moderate the relationship between
perceptions of justice for a particular source and reactions to that source. This
relationship was not always produced, however. Of the 12 tests that could have produced
an interaction to support Hypothesis 6, only three did (i.e., 25% overall). Although the
rate of finding the predicted interactions was low, the frequency was still high enough to

support an assertion that they happened at a greater rate than could be expected as a result
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of Type I error.alone. Additionally, in all instances in which an interaction was found, the
pattern matched the predicted one — the relationship between justice perceptions and
reactions to a source were greater when the source was perceived to be to blame, rather
than not to blame. If this were simply a matter of Type I error, one would expect the
pattern of the obtained reaction to vary from one instance to another. However, just as
with the regressions for supervisor blame, the amount of incremental variance predicted
by the interaction term was fairly small (ranging from 1.3 to 2.2% of the variance in
reactions). Thus, the practical significance of taking blame attributions into account is

still in question.

In a laboratory studyj, it is typical to attempt to make the manipulation as clear as
possible, thus allowing for a large effect size that might not be ordinarily observable in
the field due to the uncontrollability of the environment and measurement difficulties.
However, the present laboratory study did not produce effect sizes that were very large at
all. Several reasons could exist to explain the small effect sizes. First, the hypotheses may
not be true. Blame attributions may not moderate the relationship between justice and
reactions; the results found might have been due to chance. Second, the effect of blame
might in reality be small. Third, the nature of the study might have led to the magnitude
of the effect sizes. Even though this was a laboratory study, and material was presented to
participants in a manner that was intended to result in clear attributions of causality,
responsibility, and blame, it is possible that a better laboratory experiment could have
been designed. For instance, the artificiality of the scenario methodology could have
decreased participants® motivation to think carefully and respond accurately; a more

.involving study placing participants in actual situations may be more likely to produce

155



more substantial effects. Or, the limited amount of information provided in the scenario
might have led participants to be reluctant to make attributions about supervisor or
committee intentions — again, it may be useful to conduct a controlled participatory
laboratory experiment in which more information about sources’ motives could be
provided. This experiment should be replicated using a more realistic methodology in
order to explore more fully the magnitude and existence of the hypothesized interactions.

In contrast, two points provide justification for increased optimism about the
moderating role of blame. First, although the overall rate of finding the predicted
interactions was low, this rate included both manipulated blame as well as perceived
blame. However, if one were to examine only instances of perceived blame (i.e., ratings
of supervisor blame, organization blame, and choices between them), the rate increases to
37.5%; the predicted interactions were found only for perceptions, not manipulations, of
blame. It was shown that the manipulation of blame did lead to perceptions of blame
(especially for perceptions of supervisor blame), but the relationship was not perfect.
Participants derived perceptions of blame from sources other than the manipulation.
However, it appears that, no matter how participants derived their perceptions of blame,
the perceptions were more likely to function as hypothesized. In organizational (i.e.,
‘real-life’) settings, employees do not act directly on the basis of a manipulation; it is
always the perceptions of organizational events that determine employee cognitions and
reactions. Future research should continue to work toward a more complete
understanding of the antecedents of these perceptions.

Second, the rate of the discovery of iﬁteractions is based only on a narrow

definition of the constructs being assessed. However, if one also examines other facets of
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justice perceptions (i.e., Informational and Interpersonal Justice), then other interactions
also occur. Again, the patterns of these interactions when graphed do not show random
relationships, but moderating relationships in the direction predicted by Hypothesis 6. It
appears as though the moderating role of blame may not apply just to procedural justice,
but to other forms of justice as well. The strong intercorrelations among justice variables
in the present study may limit the strength of this assertion. However, in retrospect, there
were reasons why the other types of justice perceptions should have been expected to
function similarly to procedural justice in these scenarios. In all eight scenarios,
procedural justice had been violated — the organization or the organization’s
representatives did not use fair procedures to reach a decision. However, the
manipulations of justifiability / intentionality in the scenarios are confounded with the
kind of information provided to the participant, as well as the honesty (i.e., interpersonal
Justice) that the participant perceives. The manipulations designed to eliminate any
justification for the committee’s or supervisor’s actions involve hidden motives on the
part of the actors that become known to the participant through hearsay from third
parties. Thus, informational (i.e., false information), and interpersonal (i.e., being
deceived by a supposedly trusted source) justice is also manipulated in these scenarios.
More intricate designs should attempt to control for these other factors.

Some of the interactions that were discovered also pose some interesting topics
for discussion. For instance, consider the interaction between choice of blame agent and
organization procedural justice perceptions influencing organizational commitment (see
Figure 24). As opposed to the operationalizations of blame that involved one source only

(e.g., the supervisor was or was not to blame), the choice of blame agent
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operationalization allows for a richer examination of the nature of the moderation. In this
interaction, individuals who chose ‘nobody’ as being to blame had the same relationship
between justice and organizational commitment as did individuals who blamed the
committee. People who blamed the supervisor exhibit no such relationship. Why are the
people who do not assign blame so similar to those who blame the committee?
Hypothesis 6 was originally framed such that a source must be blamed in order for the
relationship between that source’s justice perceptions and reactions to that source to exist.
However, this figure appears to indicate that the phenomenon may be slightly different —
the relationship between a source’s justice perceptions and reactions to that source may

exist unless another specific source is blamed. Although this finding is an interesting seed

for future thought, it should be considered as only that — there were other instances in
which different relationships were found (cf. Figure 25).
Part 2

Although, when found, the interactions found in Part 1 supported Hypothesis 6,
the opposite result occurred for Part 2. Reactions to the parking employee were not the
result of an interaction between employee blame (however operationalized) and
employee procedural justice perceptions. Only one of the operationalizations of DPPS
blame interacted with DPPS procedural justice perceptions. Furthermore, the graph of
this interaction revealed that the interaction was opposite that hypothesized. When DPPS
was blamed for the ticket, the relationship between DPPS justice perceptions and DPPS
reactions was weaker than when DPPS was not blamed.

Two possible reasons exist for this phenomenon. First, the finding could have

been a result of the limitations of the dependent variable measurement. The item analyses
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showed evidence for positive skew as a result of floor effects — participants (especially
those who blamed DPPS) had extremely low reactions as measured by the items. These
items were constructed for the present study, but it was not anticipated that responses to
these items would be as low as were found. Thus, it is possible that the
counterhypothesized findings could be a result of item calibration; if the measures had
been written to allow for greater variance in responses at lower levels, the same
interactions as found in Part 1 might have been found in Part 2.

Alternatively, the differences between the findings in Part 1 and Part 2 could be
the result of differences between the Parts of the experiment. There are four (confounded)
distinctions between Parts 1 and 2: 1) differences in the quality of dependent variable
measurement; 2) differences in the content (work setting vs. parking situation); 3)
differences in realism (hypothetical event vs. real event); and 4) the extent to which
participants interacted with each source (i.e., participants may not have ever interacted
directly with DPPS or the parking employee, but were described as having interacted
with the supervisor in the scenario). Thus, the relationships hypothesized may generalize
only to work settings, but not settings in other aspects of life. Or, the relationships found
in Part 1 resemble how people (including the present author) think that they would react,
but the relationships found in Part 2 indicate how people actually react. It is important
that future research explore the reasons behind the discrepancies between Parts 1 and 2.
Using better calibrated and more reliable measures, one could (for instance) study both
real-world workplace situations (or more realistic simulations) and hypothetical traffic

violation scenarios in order to determine the precise causes.
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Limitations of the Current Study

While the preceding paragraphs discussed particular analytical findings as they
applied to the limitations of the design, there are a number of additional limitations that
limit the success of the present study. First, there is the limitation regarding the sample
and experiment used. While the theories proposed in the present study were meant to
apply to modern employees in real work settings, the design used fictitious work
scenarios with a sample of participants that has had limited experiences with promotions.
Thus, the fact that participants are not optimally familiar with the situation used in the
scenario may add one additional reason for the differences between Part 1 (promotion
situation) and Part 2 (parking ticket study limited to participants who had actual
experience with a parking ticket), including the problem of the lack of clear empirical
convergence among the scales measuring perceptions of different sources. Two of the
variables in the study (organization procedural justice and organization informational
justice) displayed relationships with participants’ experiences with promotions, such that
individuals who have previously been up for promotions at work perceived the
organization as less fair. However, none of the other variables in the study were related to
experience with promotions. At best, there is only slight evidence to suggest that the
relationships found may function differently when studied using a more experienced
sample, although there is similarly no evidence to prove that the relationships will stay
the same. As with any laboratory study using student participants, these findings need to
be replicated in the field before definitive conclusions are drawn.

Another limitation concerns the types of measurement used. First, consider Byme

and Cropanzano’s (2000) measure of justice. This measure exhibited high
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intercorrelations 1) among measures for the same source, and 2) of the same type of
justice perceptions between sources. Byrne and Cropanzano reported intercorrelations
that were similar to the ones found in the present study, but also showed evidence for
divergence among the constructs through CFA. However, the intercorrelations found in
the present study may also be the result of the limited information provided to
participants as a limitation of a scenario design. Had participants been given more
information about the situation (e.g., if they were measured in their actual workplace), it
is possible that more divergent impressions may have been formed.

One other possibility regarding the intercorrelations among perceptions for the
same source has to do with the order in which the items were presented. In this study,
participants responded to items in the same order in which they were presented by Byme
and Cropanzano (2000; i.e., items for each scale were scrambled within source). Had
these items been presented as separate constructs (i.e., sequentially, perhaps with
construct titles), empirical divergence among constructs might have increased.

One other major limitation of this dissertation is the lack of clear evidence for
conceptual convergence of the measures used in this study. The intercorrelations among
scales were high, and factor analyses conducted on multiple scales often showed
evidence for poor fit, or for better fit if the items were collapsed into different scales.
Most of the problems with convergence had to do with the same construct (e.g.,
interactional justice) measured for different sources of justice, especially when the items
were almost identically worded. It could be argued that one could expect there to be
strong correlations among some of these measures, especially with the similarity in item

content. However, there is not much empirical evidence to support this assertion over a
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counterclaim that participants do not make clear distinctions between different sources of
justice. The interpretations in this dissertation were made given the assumption that
divergence among perceptions of different sources does indeed exist. However, until
more research can be conducted to establish better the divergence of these perceptions,
the interpretations offered in this dissertation should be taken with an accompanying dose
of caution.

Another limitation worthy of mention has to do with the items of causality and
blame. The intent of the original study was to use dummy-coded variables for the
manipulations of causality and blame as the effects in the moderated regression analyses.
However, due to the fact that the manipulations were not completely effective, it
happened that perceptions of the manipulations were more predictive of dependent
variables and functioned more as moderating variables. The perception items used in the
current study were intended originally to have been mere manipulation checks, to verify
that the manipulations had achieved their desired effects. Thus, they were included as
one-item measures of general causality and blame for each source. It is possible that one-
item measures may lack internal consistency reliability, therefore limiting the ability of
the present study to detect more effects than it did; more reliable measures of causality
and blame may have improved the study’s findings. Nevertheless, the measures of
causality and blame still interacted in the ways predicted by Hypotheses § and 6 (in Part
1), and there is evidence to suggest that global perceptions may be adequately assessed
with one item (Youngblut & Casper, 1993). It would behoove future research to focus on
perceptions, rather than manipulations, of causality and blame, and also to develop

longer, reliable measures of the constructs.
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Finally, although it was mentioned earlier, the floor effect in the reactions
measures used in Part 2 of the study may have substantially influenced the results found,
making the nature of the interaction suspect. Future endeavors applying blame and justice
to new situations (e.g., parking tickets) should devote more effort prior to beginning the
study to develop reactions measures capable of capturing the full variability in reactions
across all types of participants.

Directions for Future Research and Application

There are a number of avenues that should be pursued in future research as a
result of both the theoretical and empirical sections of this manuscript. First, of course, is
a need to replicate this study using more appropriate samples and situations, and with
different measurements (survey, as well as behavioral). One of the primary goals of these
replications should be to establish further whether there is indeed conceptual divergence
among perceptions of different sources of justice. Simultaneously, one should begin to
take great care with the consistency of the type of assessment desired. Part 1 of the
present study dealt with blame regarding a very specific situation (i.e., one promotion
decision). However, the measures of justice and reactions were written in such a way as
to pertain to overall perceptions across multiple situations. The fact that multiple
situations were not available to the present participants could have limited the
applicability of the scales. However, the nature of blame perceptions may change if one
were to extend these results to a more applied situation. That is, if employees have had
the opportunity to regard multiple events and incidents in their workplace, how is blame
assigned? Is blame assigned individually for each outcome, with the hypothesized

interactions present? Or, is an overall (i.e., aggregate) perception of general blame
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acquired, which moderates the relationship between general faimess impressions and
outcomes? Within the justice literature, the distinction between these two types of justice
(single event vs. general overall impressions) has not been clearly explored; multiple
studies have explored each type of justice. Careful attention should be applied to the type
of justice events under investigation, and one should interpret blame interactions
accordingly.

Another direction for productive research is to study the precise nature of the
blame/justice interaction in predicting reactions to sources of justice. In Part 2 of the
study, the source that is blamed for the outcome is the target of more negative reactions
overall than sources who are not blamed (e.g., see Figure 30). That is, blamed sources
experience more negative reactions regardless of their perceived justice. However, certain
interactions in Part 1 (e.g., see Figure 24) imply that a source perceived as blameworthy
may:elicit more positive reactions than if that source were not perceived as blameworthy,
if that source is also perceived as being high in justice (i.e., high justice may ‘atone’ for
blame). One question that could be answered with future research involves when each
reaction could occur. For instance, is the interaction found in Figure 24 related to
constructs such as forgiveness for organizational wrongdoers (e.g., Aquino, Tripp, &
Bies, 2001)? Similarly, what leads participants to display very negative reactions
regardless of justice? Is it a function of the valence of the outcome, such that a critical
threshold of violations is reached (cf. Gilliland et al., 1998)?

Previous experience with promotions (i.e., being denied a promotion) was related
to perceptions of causality and blame in Part 1 of the study, implying that organizational

experiences may lead employees to create general frames from which to interpret
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organizational events. Thus, another interesting line of study would explore the baselines
of such perceptions in organizations, as was done recently by Cobb et al. (1997). Across
individuals, or across organizational situations, is there a general tendency to attribute
causality and blame to particular sources? The answer to this question has interesting
theoretical as well as practical implications.

Finally, now that there is at least initial evidence to suggest that blame may be a
moderator in justice relationships, research needs to explore the antecedents of blame
attributions in the workplace. The theoretical section of this dissertation proposes a
sample of many of the situational and individual difference variables that may influence
tendencies to place blame on particular sources within an organization (e.g., turnover,
empowerment, corporate culture, or even individual difference variables such as locus of
control or belief in a just world). An understanding of these factors would give
organizations useful mechanisms to understand what may be happening within their
specific organization.

Aside from merely studying the antecedents of blame within their organization,
organizations may also be able to use knowledge of the interactions between blame,
justice, and reactions to improve conditions within the organizations (given, of course,
that these results are replicated in more applied settings). First, the evidence provided
here suggests that reactions to a supervisor are a result only of perceptions of the
supervisor’s justice; justice perceptions of the rest of the organization do not add to this
prediction. Thus, if an organization wants to change behaviors and commitment directed
at a specific supervisor, the organization should concentrate the intervention on how that

specific supervisor is perceived. If, however, the organization is concerned about
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behaviors and commitment that is directed at the organization instead of at one particular
supervisor, then the organization should work to change perceptions not only of the
organization in general, but of the supervisor as well, given the spillover effect that
supervisor causality and justification have for blame attributed to the organization.
Changing the fairness perceptions of the organization may not result in the expected
organizational reactions if employees still perceive their supervisor to be unfair.
Additionally, given the pattern of the interactions found in Part 1 (e.g., see Figure
38), an organization may wish to tailor judgements of blame to a particular source
depending on how perceptions of justice of each source are perceived. For instance,
Figure 38 shows that, when the organization’s procedural justice is perceived as low,
organizational commitment may be greater if the supervisor is blamed as compared to
when the organization is blamed. Thus, an organization having problems with managing
fairness perceptions of a particular source may attempt to shift blame perceptions to
another source, if it is found that it would be easier to do so than to alter faimness
perceptions. The scenarios used in the present study provide an example. If an
organization believes that a supervisor’s policies will not be perceived as fair, they could
highlight a causal influence that the supervisor does not control (e.g., a disaster), that
would shift blame away from the supervisor. Although this, as well as most of the
research on justice in organizations, could be used to unethically deceive employees in
order to benefit the organization, it is hoped that organizations could also ethically use
this information in situations in which employees may be making incorrect attributions

about causality, justifiability, and blame.
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Several of the suggestions for managerial practice outlined above involve altering
how employees perceive the causality, justifiability, and blame for a particular event. In
order to more efficiently do so, organizations will need an understanding of how to best
communicate information to employees so as to achieve the desired impression. One way
to do so is through the use of explanations, or social accounts (e.g., Bies,1987; Scott &
Lyman, 1968). Research has shown that different types of explanations for organizational
procedures are capable of having different effects on reactions to those procedures (e.g.,
Horvath, Ryan, & Stierwalt, 2000). It is necessary that the processes underlying how
individuals form perceptions of causality, justifiability, blame, and justice be more fully
understood in order to discover ‘levers’ by which these perceptions may be affected.
Conclusion

The present study’s integration of attribution and justice theories was productive.
First, this research contributes to attributions research with its empirical examination of
how people make causality and blame attributions among multiple external sources.
Second, this research contributes to justice research by further delineating its intricacies.
Early research on organizational justice simplistically related global perceptions of an
organization’s justice to a variety of reactions to the organization. This initial
conceptualization of the relationship was beneficial to both theory and practice, as it
highlighted the need to consider the extent to which employees found organizational
practices to be fair. More recent research, however (e.g., Byme & Cropanzano, 2000)
have identified the importance of considering the type of justice by illustrating how
different types of justice are related to different types of employee reactions (i.e., to the

supervisor vs. toward the organization). This work improves upon earlier justice research
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by increasing the fidelity with which we understand employee reactions. Given the
present findings, the current research further improves upon recent work in organizational
justice by going one step further. This study shows that, instead of there being simple
relationships between justice perceptions for a source and reactions to that source, that
this relationship is moderated by whether that source is blamed for an event. Thus, the
contribution of the present study can be said to be in line with an established direction of
justice research, by allowing for a more complete and precise understanding of justice
relationships. However, as stressed earlier, given the issues associated with the scales
used in this study, the interpretations and conclusions of this research should be used

cautiously until future research can be conducted.
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Vignette 1

Locus: Supervisor
Responsibility of Supervisor: Intentional (not Justified)

Responsibility of Organization: Intentional (not Justified)
Hypothesized Blame: SUPERVISOR

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company'’s upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"The supervisor has the final decision regarding a promotion decision,
which the supervisor will communicate to the employee at the
performance review meeting. Although a committee from upper
management will review the employee's performance and make a
recommendation to the supervisor, this is only a suggestion to the
supervisor. The supervisor is completely free to disagree with the
committee's recommendation without suffering any negative

consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from the
upper management committee. According to the memo, the committee's recommendation
is that you should be denied the promotion. A coworker tells you that he overheard a
member of the upper management committee remarking that they don't like your
department, so they recommended to deny you the promotion.

When your supervisor sits down with you at the performance review meeting, the
supervisor tells you that he also does not think that you should get the promotion, so he
has decided not to promote you. After the meeting, you talk to a coworker, who tells you
that your supervisor has a record of passing good people over for promotions so as not to
lose good employees, and that the supervisor was overheard last week saying what a

good job you've been doing.
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Vignette 2

Locus: Supervisor

Responsibility of Supervisor: Intentional (not Justified)
Responsibility of Organization: Justified

Hypothesized Blame: SUPERVISOR

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company’s upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization’s employee handbook, the promotion process
works this way:
“The supervisor has the final decision regarding a promotion decision,
which the supervisor will communicate to the employee at the
performance review meeting. Although a committee from upper
management will review the employee’s performance and make a
recommendation to the supervisor, this is only a suggestion to the
supervisor. The supervisor is completely free to disagree with the
committee’s recommendation without suffering any negative

consequences.”

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from the
upper management committee. According to the memo, the committee’s recommendation
is that you should be denied the promotion. The memo explains that the factory of one of
the company’s suppliers was hit by an earthquake a few days ago (you remember reading
about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your company cannot make enough
products right now to pay all of its bills. The upper management committee is taking
many different actions to cut costs in order to save the company. For instance, nobody in
the company will be able to fly “First Class,” and the company’s annual leadership
conference, usually held at a resort in Florida, has been relocated to a meeting room
inside the factory itself. Thus, the committee has decided to recommend that you not

receive the promotion.

When your supervisor sits down with you at the performance review meeting, the
supervisor tells you that he also does not think that you should get the promotion, so he
has decided not to promote you. After the meeting, you talk to a coworker, who tells you
that your supervisor has a record of passing good people over for promotions so as not to
lose good employees, and that the supervisor was overheard last week saying what a

good job you’ve been doing.
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Vignette 3

Locus: Supervisor

Responsibility of Supervisor: Justified

Responsibility of Organization: Intentional (not Justified)
Hypothesized Blame: NONE

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company's upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"The supervisor has the final decision regarding a promotion decision,
which the supervisor will communicate to the employee at the
performance review meeting. Although a committee from upper
management will review the employee's performance and make a
recommendation to the supervisor, this is only a suggestion to the
supervisor. The supervisor is completely free to disagree with the
committee's recommendation without suffering any negative

consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from the
upper management committee. According to the memo, the committee's recommendation
is that you should be denied the promotion. A coworker tells you that he overheard a
member of the upper management committee remarking that they don't like your
department, so they recommended to deny you the promotion.

When your supervisor sits down with you at the performance review meeting, the
supervisor tells you that he has decided not to promote you. The supervisor explains that
one of the factories that supplies your department with parts was hit by an earthquake a
few days ago (you remember reading about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your
company will not be able to make enough of your product to pay its bills. Your
supervisor is taking many different steps to reduce costs within the department. For
instance, he has cancelled the purchase of new computer systems for the department, and
he has decided not to hire any additional employees until this crisis is resolved. Thus, the

supervisor has also decided not to give you the promotion.
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Vignette 4

Locus: Supervisor

Responsibility of Supervisor: Justified
Responsibility of Organization: Justified
Hypothesized Blame: NONE

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company's upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"The supervisor has the final decision regarding a promotion decision,
which the supervisor will communicate to the employee at the
performance review meeting. Although a committee from upper
management will review the employee's performance and make a
recommendation to the supervisor, this is only a suggestion to the
supervisor. The supervisor is completely free to disagree with the
committee's recommendation without suffering any negative

consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from the
upper management committee. According to the memo, the committee's recommendation
is that you should be denied the promotion. The memo explains that the factory of one of
the company's suppliers was hit by an earthquake a few days ago (you remember reading
about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your company cannot make enough
products right now to pay all of its bills. The upper management committee is taking
many different actions to cut costs in order to save the company. For instance, nobody in
the company will be able to fly "First Class," and the company's annual leadership
conference, usually held at a resort in Florida, has been relocated to a meeting room
inside the factory itself. Thus, the committee has decided to recommend that you not

receive the promotion.

When your supervisor sits down with you at the performance review meeting, the
supervisor tells you that he has decided not to promote you. The supervisor explains that,
as soon as he heard about the earthquake, he also began to take steps to reduce expenses
in the department. For instance, he has cancelled the purchase of new computer systems
for the department, and he has decided not to hire any additional employees until this
crisis is resolved. Thus, the supervisor has also come to the conclusion that you should

not get a promotion.
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Vignette 5

Locus: Organization

Responsibility of Supervisor: Intentional (not Justified)
Responsibility of Organization: Intentional (not Justified)

Hypothesized Blame: ORGANIZATION

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company's upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"An upper management committee has the final decision regarding a
promotion decision, which the they will communicate to the employee at
the performance review meeting. Although the employee's supervisor will
review the employee's performance and make a recommendation to the
upper management committee, this is only a suggestion to the committee.
The committee is completely free to disagree with the supervisor's
recommendation without suffering any negative consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from
your supervisor. According to the memo, the supervisor's recommendation is that you not
receive the promotion. A coworker tells you that your supervisor has a record of passing
good people over for promotions so as not to lose good employees, and that the
supervisor was overheard last week saying what a good job you've been doing.

When you sit down with the upper management committee at the performance
review meeting, they tell you that they have decided not to promote you. After the
meeting, you talk to a coworker, who tells you that he overheard a member of the upper
management committee remarking that they don't like your department, so they decided

to deny you the promotion.
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Vignette 6

Locus: Organization

Responsibility of Supervisor: Intentional (not Justified)
Responsibility of Organization: Justified

Hypothesized Blame: NONE

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company'’s upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"An upper management committee has the final decision regarding a
promotion decision, which the they will communicate to the employee at
the performance review meeting. Although the employee's supervisor will
review the employee's performance and make a recommendation to the
upper management committee, this is only a suggestion to the committee.
The committee is completely free to disagree with the supervisor's
recommendation without suffering any negative consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from
your supervisor. According to the memo, the supervisor's recommendation is that you not
receive the promotion. A coworker tells you that your supervisor has a record of passing
good people over for promotions so as not to lose good employees, and that the
supervisor was overheard last week saying what a good job you've been doing.

When you sit down with the upper management committee at the performance
review meeting, they tell you that they have decided not to promote you. The committee
explains that the factory of one of the company's suppliers was hit by an earthquake a few
days ago (you remember reading about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your
company cannot make enough products right now to pay all of its bills. The upper
management committee is taking many different actions to cut costs in order to save the
company. For instance, nobody in the company will be able to fly "First Class," and the
company'’s annual leadership conference, usually held at a resort in Florida, has been
relocated to a meeting room inside the factory itself. Thus, the committee has decided not

to give you the promotion.
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Vignette 7

Locus: Organization

Responsibility of Supervisor: Justified

Responsibility of Organization: Intentional (not Justified)
Hypothesized Blame: ORGANIZATION

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company's upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"An upper management committee has the final decision regarding a
promotion decision, which the they will communicate to the employee at
the performance review meeting. Although the employee's supervisor will
review the employee's performance and make a recommendation to the
upper management committee, this is only a suggestion to the committee.
The committee is completely free to disagree with the supervisor's
recommendation without suffering any negative consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from
your supervisor. According to the memo, the supervisor's recommendation is that you not
receive the promotion. The supervisor explains that one of the factories that supplies your
department with parts was hit by an earthquake a few days ago (you remember reading
about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your company will not be able to make
enough of your product to pay its bills. Your supervisor is taking many different steps to
reduce costs within the department. For instance, he has cancelled the purchase of new
computer systems for the department, and he has decided not to hire any additional
employees until this crisis is resolved. Thus, the supervisor has decided to recommend

not to promote you.

When you sit down with the upper management committee at the performance

review meeting, they tell you that they have decided not to promote you. After the
meeting, you talk to a coworker, who tells you that he overheard a member of the upper

management committee remarking that they don't like your department, so they decided
to deny you the promotion.
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Vignette 8

Locus: Organization

Responsibility of Supervisor: Justified
Responsibility of Organization: Justified
Hypothesized Blame: NONE

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts, technical
reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to evaluate your
performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and a memo from the
company'’s upper management told you that you had to produce a certain number of
products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion. It is time for your annual
performance review. You know that you have been performing well, and you are looking

forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization's employee handbook, the promotion process works
this way:
"An upper management committee has the final decision regarding a
promotion decision, which the they will communicate to the employee at
the performance review meeting. Although the employee's supervisor will
review the employee's performance and make a recommendation to the
upper management committee, this is only a suggestion to the committee.
The committee is completely free to disagree with the supervisor's
recommendation without suffering any negative consequences."

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from
your supervisor. According to the memo, the supervisor's recommendation is that you not
receive the promotion. The supervisor explains that one of the factories that supplies your
department with parts was hit by an earthquake a few days ago (you remember reading
about this event in the newspaper). As a result, your company will not be able to make
enough of your product to pay its bills. Your supervisor is taking many different steps to
reduce costs within the department. For instance, he has cancelled the purchase of new
computer systems for the department, and he has decided not to hire any additional
employees until this crisis is resolved. Thus, the supervisor has decided to recommend

not to promote you.

When you sit down with the upper management committee at the performance
review meeting, the committee tells you that they have decided not to promote you. The
committee explains that, as soon as they heard about the earthquake, they also began to
take steps to reduce expenses in the organization. For instance, nobody in the company
will be able to fly "First Class," and the company’s annual leadership conference, usually
held at a resort in Florida, has been relocated to a meeting room inside the factory itself.
Thus, the committee has also come to the conclusion that you should not get a promotion.
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APPENDIX B:

Measures for the First Part of the Study

185



PRSI



Locus of causality

To what extent did your actions cause the promotion decision you received?
To what extent did your supervisor’s actions cause the promotion decision
you received?
e To what extent did the upper management committee’s actions cause the
promotion decision you received?
1. Not at all
2. To some extent
3. To a moderate extent
4. A great deal
5. Completely
e Whose actions were the most direct cause of the promotion decision you
received?
1. Myown
2. My supervisor’s
3. The upper management committee’s

Justification of supervisor

Given the circumstances, the supervisor’s actions were justified.
Given the circumstances, there was nothing that the supervisor could have

done differently.

e The supervisor was forced to do what he did due to situations outside his
control.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Intentionality of supervisor

o The supervisor’s recommendation about the promotion was intentional (that
is, he consciously made a decision regarding his opinion).
The supervisor meant to act the way he did.
The supervisor’s actions were deliberate.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree

VAW
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Justification of the upper management committee

* Given the circumstances, the Upper management committee’s actions were
justified.
* Given the circumstances, there was nothing that the upper management
committee could have done differently.
® The upper management committee was forced to do what it did due to
situations outside its control.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree

Intentionality of the upper management committee

* The upper management committee’s recommendation about the promotion
was intentional (that is, the upper management committee consciously made a
decision regarding their opinion).

The upper management committee meant to act the way it did.
The upper management committee’s actions were deliberate.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree

=
5
[¢]

I 'am to blame for the promotion decision.
The supervisor is to blame for the promotion decision.
The upper management committee is to blame for the promotion decision.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
¢ Overall, who is to blame for the promotion decision?
1. Nobody
2. myself
3. the supervisor
4. the upper management committee
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Organization procedural justice (from Byrme & Cropanzano, 2000)

e Where I work, the organizations’ procedures and guidelines are very fair.
The procedures the organization uses to make decisions are not fair. (Reverse-
scored)

I can count on my organization to have fair policies.

e We don't have any fair policies in my organization. (Reverse-scored)

Strongly Disagree

Moderately Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Slightly Agree

Moderately Agree

Strongly Agree

Organization informational justice (from Byme & Cropanzano, 2000)

e [ am kept informed, by my organization, of why things happen the way they
do.
e Whether the outcome is good or bad, I always feel like I am kept informed by
my organization.
e My organization’s decisions are made out in the open so that everyone always
knows what's going on.
e Whether right or wrong, the organization always explains decisions to me.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4. Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree

Organization interpersonal justice (from Byme & Cropanzano, 2000)

The organization makes it clear to me that I am a valuable employee
My organization treats me with dignity and respect.
I feel the organization holds me in high regard.
This organization doesn’t care how I am doing. (Reverse-scored)
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4. Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree

NowhAwD =
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Supervisor procedural justice (from Byrmne & Cropanzano, 2000)

Where I work, my supervisor’s procedures and guidelines are very fair.
The procedures my supervisor uses to make decisions are not fair. (Reverse-
scored)
I can count on my supervisor to have fair policies.
My supervisor doesn’t have any fair policies. (Reverse-scored)

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4. Neither Agree nor Disagree

5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

Supervisor informational justice (from Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000)

My supervisor keeps me informed of why things happen the way they do.
Whether the outcome is good or bad, I always feel like I am kept informed by
my Supervisor.
My supervisor’s decisions are made out in the open so that everyone always
knows what's going on.
Whether right or wrong, my supervisor always explains decisions to me.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4. Neither Agree nor Disagree

5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

Supervisor interpersonal justice (from Byme & Cropanzano, 2000)

My supervisor makes it clear to me that I am a valuable employee.
My supervisor treats me with dignity and respect.
I feel my supervisor holds me in high regard.
My supervisor doesn’t care how I am doing. (Reverse-scored)
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4, Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree
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Organizational commitment (adapted from Allen & Meyer, 1990)

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
I would enjoy discussing this organization with people outside it.
I would really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.
I think that I would be able to easily become as attached to another
organization as I am to this one.
I would not feel like ‘part of the family’ at this organization.
I would not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization.
This organization would have a great deal of personal meaning for me.
I would not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree nor Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly Agree

Supervisory commitment (adapted from Allen & Meyer, 1990)

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this supervisor.
I would enjoy discussing my work under this supervisor with people in other
departments.
I would really feel as if this supervisor’s problems are my own.
I think that I would be able to easily become as attached to another
supervisor’s work group as I am to this one.
I would not feel like ‘part of the family’ in this supervisor’s work group.
I would not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this supervisor’s work group.
Working with this supervisor would have a great deal of personal meaning for
me.
o [ would not feel a strong sense of belonging to this supervisor’s work group
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
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OCB’s to the organization (adapted from Williams and Anderson, 1991)

I would try my hardest to not miss a single day of work at this organization.
If I knew that I had to miss work, I would let the organization know as soon as
possible.
If nobody saw me, I would be likely to take unauthorized breaks during the
day.
I would be diligent about not using the organization’s phones for personal
calls.
I would be diligent about not using the organization’s internet access for
personal business.
I would not complain about working for this company.
If 1 saw coworkers stealing from the company or vandalizing company
equipment, I would not hesitate to turn them in.
I would do things the way my organization wanted me to, even if I thought
they should be done differently.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree nor Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly Agree

OCB’s to supervisor (adapted from Williams and Anderson, 1991)

If my supervisor got sick and missed a day of work, I would try to help him
catch up when he got back.
If my supervisor had a heavy workload, I would volunteer to help do some of
his work.
If my supervisor needed my advice, I would be willing to stop my work and
listen to his problem.
If I had some knowledge that would help my supervisor out, I would tell him.
I would come in to work on my day off if my supervisor needed the help.
If my supervisor seemed to be stressed, I would go out of my way to
encourage him.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree nor Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly Agree

191



it *



APPENDIX C

Example of the Experiment as Seen by Participants
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. Psychologyv Subject Pool
; Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan
A T O 3 i At Sl

** This is how the Subject will see the Information Questionnaire **
* Please be aware
After 45 Min. of inactivity you are logged out, so please try to answer the questionnaire in under 45 Min.
REACTIONS TO NEGATIVE OUTCOMES

COVER SHEET AND INFORMED CONSENT

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH: This study is an attempt to understand some
factors that influence how people react to promotion decisions in the workplace.
In this study you will read a brief scenario, after which you will answer a series
of questions about your reactions to the scenario. Additionally, you will be asked
to respond to questions about your most recent parking ticket (if you have ever
received one).

ESTIMATE OF TIME: Your participation in this study should take about 30
minutes.

CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION: Your participation in this study is
completely voluntary. You may choose not to participate at all. You may refuse
to answer any question. You may discontinue this experiment at any time
without penalty.

CONFIDENTIALITY: Your responses will be kept confidential by the
experimenters. Your privacy will be protected to the maximum extent allowable
by law.

RISKS AND WITHDRAWAL FROM THE EXPERIMENT: There are no risks
associated with this procedure aside from the recurrence of any negative
emotions experienced after your most recent parking ticket. You may withdraw
from this experiment at any time without penalty.

CONTACT INFORMATION: You may contact the investigators at any time if
you have questions or concerns about this experiment:

Ann Marie Ryan (517) 353-8855

Michael Horvath (517) 432-7069

Additionally, if you have questions or concerns regarding your rights as a human
subject, you may contact the chairperson of the University Committee on
Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS):

David E. Wright (517) 355-2180

You indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by completing and
. returning (submitting) this questionnaire.
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UCRIHS approval (00-745) expires 21 November 2001.

INSTRUCTIONS: Read the following scenario, and answer the accompanying
questions.

You have a manufacturing job where job performance lends itself easily to
objective measurement. That is, your job is to produce objects (machine parts,
technical reports, etc.) that can be directly observed and counted in order to
evaluate your performance. When you first got your job, both the supervisor and
a memo from the company’s upper management told you that you had to produce
a certain number of products per week in order to be eligible for the promotion.
It is time for your annual performance review. You know that you have been
performing well, and you are looking forward to getting that promotion.

According to the organization’s employee handbook, the promotion process
works this way:

“The supervisor has the final decision regarding a promotion
decision, which the supervisor will communicate to the employee
at the performance review meeting. Although a committee from
upper management will review the employee’s performance and
make a recommendation to the supervisor, this is only a
suggestion to the supervisor. The supervisor is completely free to
disagree with the committee’s recommendation without suffering
any negative consequences.”

A week before your performance appraisal meeting, you receive a memo from
the upper management committee. According to the memo, the committee’s
recommendation is that you should be denied the promotion. A coworker tells
you that he overheard a member of the upper management committee remarking
that they don’t like your department, so they recommended to deny you the
promotion.

When your supervisor sits down with you at the performance review meeting,
the supervisor tells you that he also does not think that you should get the
promotion, so he has decided not to promote you. After the meeting, you talk to a
coworker, who tells you that your supervisor has a record of passing good

people over for promotions so as not to lose good employees, and that the
supervisor was overheard last week saying what a good job you’ve been doing.

1. Inthis scenario, what happened about your promotion?
O 1 got the promotion
O 1did not get the promotion
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
2. Inthis scepario, who actually made the promotion decision?
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O the supervisor
O the upper management committee
O I choose not to respond to this question

3. To what extent did your actions cause the promotion decision you received?
Onot at all
O to some extent

O to a moderate extent

O a great deal
O completely
O I choose not to respond to this question
4. To what extent did your supervisor’s actions cause the promotion decision you received?
O not at all

O to some extent

O to a moderate extent
O a great deal

O completely

O I choose not to respond to this question
s, w iv"l I management committee’s acti moti ision
O notatall
O 1o some extent
O to a moderate extent
O a great deal
O completely
O I choose not to respond to this question
6. 0! ions wi t dir ause of ion decisi eived?
O my own
O my supervisor’s
O the upper management committee’s
O I choose not to respond to this question
7. Given the circumstances, the supervisor’s actions were justified.
O strongly disagree
O disagree
O neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
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@) strongly disagree

O disagree
O neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
9.  The supervisor was forced to do what he did due to situations outside his control.
O strongly disagree
O disagree
O neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
10. The §umﬂi‘§g' I's nggm'mug‘ gtion_'n_. a bout the promotion was intentional (that is. he consciously
made a decision regarding his opinion).
O strongly disagree
QO disagree
O neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
11.  The supervisor meant to act the way he did.

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
12, isor’ ions w i

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
13. i

<1 (R (s [CUINSLANCE fle RDET ITNaNdgs

O strongly disagree
O disagree
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O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

14 Given the circumstances, there was nothing that the upper management committee could have
- done differently

15.

16.

17.

18.

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

(O I choose not to respond to this question

The upper management committee was forced to do what it did due to situations outside its
control.

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

rm ittee’s recommendation t the promotion was intentional (that

is, the upper management committee consciously made a decision regarding their opinion).
O strongly disagree
O disagree
O neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
The upper management committee meant to act the way it did.
O strongly disagree
O disagree
QO neither agree nor disagree
O agree
O strongly agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
’ jons w iberate.
O strongly disagree
O disagree
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O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
19. 1am to blame for the promotion decision.

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
20. isor js to blame for the promotion decision.

QO strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agree

O strongly agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
21. The upper management committee is to blame for the promotion decision.

O strongly disagree

O disagree

O neither agree nor disagree

O agrec.

O strongly agree

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
22. OQverall, who i lame for the pr i ision?

O Nobody

O myself

O the supervisor

O the upper management committee

(O I choose not to respond to this question
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w w izations’ idelines are very fair.
O strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
24, izati kes it r ha valuabl loyee.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
25. rocedures the organization to make decisions are not fair.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
(O Moderately Agree
O strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
26. i rganizati fw ings w
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
Q1 choose not to respond to this question

27. Lcan count on my organization to have fair policies.
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O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

QO Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O strongly Agree

(O I choose not to respond to this question
28. Whether the outcome is good or bad. I always feel like I am kept informed by my organization.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

QO Strongly Agree

QO choose not to respond to this question
29. My organizati ats me with dignity and respect.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

30 My organization’s decisions are made out in the open so that everyone always knows what'’s

going on.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
3. W 't hav ir policies i i
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O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
32. i w ization alw

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Sslightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
33. Ifeel the organization holds me in high regard.

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
34. This organization doesn't care how I am doing.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

QO choose not to respond to this question

xplains decisi

€.
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SUPERVISORY PROCEDURES
Instructions: For each sgte.megy below, P lease choose the response that best describes how you

feel about your supervisor in this scenario. In other words, answer the following questions as
w | )| in the scenario.

3s.

w isor’ idelines are very fair.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
36. i it clear to me that valuable employee.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
37. The procedures my supervisor uses to make decisions are not fair.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O sSlightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
38. My supervisor keeps me informed of why things happen the way they do.
O strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree

202



39.

40.

41.

42.

O slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
(O I choose not to respond to this question
i ve fair policies.

O strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
QO Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Sstrongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

r me i r ba w 1 like I am kept informed UpErvisor.
O strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question

with digni I t.

O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Sstrongly Agree
O choose not to respond to this question

,

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree
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O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

QO Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
43. i sn’t hav fair policies.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
44, her right or wrong, my supervisor always explains decisions to me.

O Sstrongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 11 choose not to respond to this question
45. Lfeel my supervisor holds me in high regard.

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
46. i sn’ w i

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree
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47.

48.

49.

(O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
CTIONS: In term: j just re 1 nd to the following items,

in s vided. Please keep in min ese jt fer to the organization as a
w v t rest of eer with this organization.

O strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

I would enjoy discussing this organization with people outside it.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

1 would really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O strongly Agree

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree

O strongly Agree
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S1.

52.

53.

54.

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

Iw not ike "part family’ is organization.
O Sstrongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

w 0 ’emotion ttached’ to thi nization.

O strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

is organization would hav reat deal of personal meaning for me.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
I would not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization.
O strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

w v t of with thi or.

O Strongly Disagree
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57.

58.

59.

O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
w joy di i worl hi rvisor wi le in other rtments.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
QO strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
w if this supervisor’s problems are my own.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
QO strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
hi would be able to easily become as attach n upervisor’s wor asl
am to this one.
O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
QO Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
L would not feel like *part of the family’ in this supervisor's work group.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
QO Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

60. 1would not feel *emotionally attached’ to this supervisor's work gIoup.

O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
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O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
61. Working with thi rvisor w v ea] of personal meaning for me.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O strongly Agree
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
62. 1would not feel a strong sense of belonging to this supervisor’s work group
O strongly Disagree
QO Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

ORGANIZATIONAL REACTIONS
63.
NS: w lowj ical tions, based on what you know
w rde i ingl w i anization.
O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
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65. If nobody saw me, I would be likely to take unauthorized breaks during the day.

O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
66. 1 would be diligent about not using the organization’s phones for personal calls.
O Strongly Disagree
@) Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
67. 1w ili bout not using the organization’s internet access for personal business.
O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
(O I choose not to respond to this question
ing for this company.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
QO Strongly Agree
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

69. Wmujmwmwwot
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

would do things the way my organization wanted In
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71.

72.

73.

74.

QO Strongly Disagree

QO Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

VIS N
INSTRUCTIONS: Answer the following hypothetical questions, based on what you know

Ur SUpervisor.

f isor ick and missed a day of work, I would try to help him cat when he
got back.

O strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

If my supervisor had a heavy workload, I would volunteer to help do some of his work.
Q Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

If my supervisor needed my advice, I would be willing to stop my work and listen to his
problem.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

Q1 choose not to respond to this question

w woul

O strongly Disagree

O Disagree
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O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
@) Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
75. Mmmﬂmummmwmwme_mp
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
@) Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
76. rvisor ed to be stressed. I woul of my way to encou im.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
@) Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

PARTII
71.  Instructions: inder of this experiment con actions 1 recent
rking ticket u have receiv n ca . u have pev r received ] ket on
ase wer "I choose n i ! ion.
DPPS PROCEDURES

@) Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
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O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
78. e i ei king ticket.
O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
79. ment of Police and ic Safety (DPPS) is to blame for the parking ticket.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
QO Strongly Agree
QO I choose not to respond to this question
80. Who js to blame for the parking ticket?
Q DPPS is entirely to blame
O DPPS is somewhat to blame
O Neither is to blame
O The parking employee is somewhat to blame
O The parking employee is entirely to blame
(O I choose not to respond to this question
81. Overall, who j ing ticket?
O Nobody
Olam
O DpPPS
O The parking employee
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

82. poli ) DPPS) Proced

’ idelines are very fair.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
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O Slightly Disagree

QO Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
83. DPPS makes it clear to me that | am a valued student.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Sslightly Disagree

QO Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
84. edures ecision t fair.

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

QO slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

8s. inf f w ings h w

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

C slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
86. Lcan count on DPPS to have fair policies.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree
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88.

89.

90.

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

DPPS treats me with dignity and respect.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O I choose not to respond to this question
PPS’ decisions are made out in th

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

We don’t have any fair parkin

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree
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O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
91. i w laj isi me.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
92. ] feel DPPS holds me in high regard.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

(O I choose not to respond to this question
93. DPPS doesn't care about my parking needs.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
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’

roce idelines are very fair.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
(O I choose not to respond to this question
95. The parking employee made it clear to me that I am a valued student.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question.
96. rocedure rking employee to mak isions are not fair.
O strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
97. i informed me w t icket.
O Strongly Disagree
O Moderately Disagree
O Slightly Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Slightly Agree
O Moderately Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

98. Lcan count on that parking employee to have fair policics.
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O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
99. 1was informed by the parking employee about why I got my ticket.

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Sstrongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
100. The parking employee treated me with dignity and respect.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
101. The parking employee's rationale for making the decision was not kept secret.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

102. This parking employee doesn’t have any fair policies.

QO Strongly Disagree

217



O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

QO I choose not to respond to this question

103. The parking employee explained the decision to me.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question

104. I feel that the parking employee holds me in high regard.

105.

O Strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

O Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
sn’ ut ing situati S.

O strongly Disagree

O Moderately Disagree

QO Slightly Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Slightly Agree

O Moderately Agree

O Strongly Agree

QO I choose not to respond to this question
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isli is i loyee.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
107. Llike the parking employee who issued me the ticket.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
108. This parking employee was on a power trip.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O I choose not to respond to this question
109. Parking employees enjoy making students” lives miserable.
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
110. If] saw a parking
O strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
111. Lwould consider becoming a parking employee-

O Strongly Disagree
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O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
112. [ would be friends with a parking employee.

O strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O strongly Agree

O 1 choose not to respond to this question
113. DPPS enjoys making students” lives miserable.

O Sstrongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

O Strongly Agree

QO I choose not to respond to this question
114. 1dislike DPPS.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

@ Agree

QO Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
115. Llike DPPS.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree

O Agree

QO Strongly Agree

O I choose not to respond to this question
116. DPPS is only out to make money.

O Strongly Disagree

O Disagree

O Neither Agree nor Disagree
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O Agree
QO Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
117. If I saw someone parking illegally on campus, I would report it to DPPS.
QO strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
118. Lw very student’s tuition bil toward jmprovin
O Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
@) Agree
O Strongly Agree
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
119. I make every effort to park according to the regulations established by DPPS.
QO Strongly Disagree
O Disagree
O Neither Agree nor Disagree
O Agree
O Strongly Agree
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

120.

What i r age?

O1s

O19

020

021

O22

O23

O 24 or older

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

121. What is your race / pationality?
O African-American
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122

123.

124

125.

126.

127

128

O Asian-American
O Hispanic-American
QO Native American
QO White / Caucasian
O Other

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

. What is your gender?
O Female
O Male

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

Idi job?
O Full Time
O Part Time
(O I currently do not have a job

O 1 choose not to respond to this question

Will you be looking for a job...
O in the next 3 months
O in the next 6 months
QO in the next 9 months

(O 1 do not plan to look for a job within the next 9 months

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

'V hav

O Yes
ONo

O I choose not to respond to this question

v

O Yes
ONo
O Not applicable

QO 1 choose not to respond to this question

. Have you ever received a promotion at work?

O Yes
ONo
O Not Applicable

(O 1 choose not to respond to this question

. Have you ever received a parking ticket on campus”?

O Yes

Ver

isi
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O No
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
129. Have you ever received a parking ticket that you did not think you deserved?
O Yes
QO No
O Not Applicable
(O 1 choose not to respond to this question
130. Have you ever appealed a parking ticket and won?
O Yes
ONo
QO I have never appealed a parking ticket
QO 1 choose not to respond to this question
131. Have you ever appealed a parking ticket and lost?
O Yes
ONo
O 1 have never appealed a parking ticket
O 1 choose not to respond to this question

132. Do you know anyone who works for the Department of Police and Public Safety on campus?
O Yes
ONo
(O 1am an employee of DPPS
O 1 choose not to respond to this question
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w he employee thought a certain procedure (that was meant to bring

M_gmmmm_g_gs fair. An employee's perception of distributive justice is the extent

whi e was fair.
S siderable implications in the workplace. It has been shown that
ions of fairness influen an| dividual’ ivation and satisfaction, The resent tudy

ssina
ts got descripti f a situation that w 0 u
I were ha ight blame th
hat you would not blame either for the
. al whether ifferences | act differentl
na ittee. resu f this research mi ] hologists and human
0 better deal with wor robl
v ion nts about this st feel free to call
1 ath 432-
O I have read the debriefing
134. al tw stions are to help me organize the data
What is today’s date?

DO

224



APPENDIX D

Measures for the Second Part of the Study
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I am to blame for the parking ticket
The parking employee is to blame for the parking ticket.
The Department of Police and Public Safety (DPPS) is to blame for the
parking ticket.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree nor Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly Agree
Who is to blame for the parking ticket?

1. DPPS is entirely to blame

2. DPPS is somewhat to blame

3. Neither is to blame

4. The parking employee is somewhat to blame

5. The parking employee is entirely to blame
Overall, who is to blame for the parking ticket?

1. Nobody

2.1am

3. DPPS

4. The parking employee

DPPS procedural justice (adapted from Byme & Cropanzano, 2000

DPPS’ procedures and guidelines are very fair.
The procedures DPPS uses to make decisions are not fair. (Reverse-scored)
I can count on DPPS to have fair policies.
We don't have any fair parking policies at MSU. (Reverse-scored)
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4. Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree
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DPPS informational justice (adapted from Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000)

I am kept informed, by DPPS, of why things happen the way they do.
Whether the outcome of a parking situation is good or bad, I always feel like I
am kept informed by DPPS.
DPPS’ decisions are made out in the open so that everyone always knows
what's going on.
Whether right or wrong, DPPS always explains decisions to me.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4. Neither Agree nor Disagree

5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

DPPS interpersonal justice (adapted from Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000)

DPPS makes it clear to me that I am a valued student.
DPPS treats me with dignity and respect.
I feel DPPS holds me in high regard.
DPPS doesn’t care about my parking needs. (Reverse-scored)
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4. Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree

Parking employee procedural justice (adapted from Byrne & Cropanzano, 2000)
[ ]

The parking employee’s procedures and guidelines are very fair. .
The procedures the parking employee used to make decisions are not fair.
(Reverse-scored) -
I can count on that parking employee to have fair policies.
This parking employee doesn’t have any fair policies. (Reverse-scored)
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Moderately Disagree
3. Slightly Disagree
4. Neither Agree nor Disagree
5. Slightly Agree
6. Moderately Agree
7. Strongly Agree



Parking employee informational justice (adapted from Byme & Cropanzano, 2000)

The parking attendant informed me why I got my ticket.
I was informed by the parking employee about why I got my ticket.
The parking employee’s rationale for making the decision was not kept secret.
The parking employee explained the decision to me.

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4. Neither Agree nor Disagree

5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

Parking employee interpersonal justice (adapted from Bymne & Cropanzano, 2000)

The parking employee made it clear to me that I am a valued student.
The parking employee treated me with dignity and respect.
I feel that the parking employee holds me in high regard.
The parking employee doesn’t care about the parking situation on campus.
(Reverse-scored)

1. Strongly Disagree

2. Moderately Disagree

3. Slightly Disagree

4. Neither Agree nor Disagree

5. Slightly Agree

6. Moderately Agree

7. Strongly Agree

Parking employee reactions

I dislike this parking employee.
I like the parking employee who issued me the ticket.
This parking employee was on a power trip.
Parking employees enjoy making students’ lives miserable.
If I saw a parking employee stranded on the side of the road, I would stop and
help out.
I would consider becoming a parking employee.
I would be friends with a parking employee.
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree
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DPPS reactions

DPPS enjoys making students’ lives miserable.

I dislike DPPS.

I like DPPS.

DPPS is only out to make money.

If I saw someone parking illegally on campus, I would report it to DPPS.

I would support a $3 fee placed on every student’s tuition bill to go toward
improving DPPS.

e I make every effort to park according to the regulations established by DPPS.
1. Strongly Disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither Agree nor Disagree

4. Agree

5. Strongly Agree
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