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ABSTRACT

AFFECTIVE IMPACTS ON JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS

By

Christopher J. Meyer

Past research in the area of organizational justice has painted a picture of a

cognitive process whereby individuals apply static rules to determine fairness. While

this has been an informative paradigm to pursue, recent work in the areas of retaliation,

revenge and sabotage has broadened the view ofthe justice judgments. Coupled with

work in the area of affect and the impact of affective states on cognitive processes, these

expansions ofthe previously cognitive and static justice determination are in need of

greater depth. Applying mood congruence theory, I construct a theory of affective

impact on the justice perception. The interaction of affective state and justice is then

used to make predictions for two categories of outcomes - those that are restorative in

nature, and those that are retaliatory.

Findings indicate that the relationship between justice perceptions and affective

states may be much more complex than previously thought. Data from the study were

collected from undergraduate students who volunteered to participate in the study in

exchange for course credit. The participants first were subjected to a manipulation of

affective state. While the manipulation was successfiil, it was weak. Following this

manipulation, the participants completed an online bidding task similar to a Priceline.com

experience. Embedded within the task were manipulations of both structural and social

justice. Following the bidding task the participants were given the opportunity to pursue

behaviors that were retaliatory or restorative in nature.



Data indicate that affective state is not predictive ofjustice perceptions. Data do

indicate a relationship between social justice violations and retaliation intentions. The

data do not support this relationship with the actual behaviors as hypothesized. Finally,

the prediction that there will be an interaction between the type ofjustice violation and

the affective state was not supported by the data.



ilflmt d ’abord durer.

For Stacey — who endured it all.

For Elyse - who endured too much.

For Harris — who endured more than his share.

iv



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

There are a number of individuals without whom I would not have made it

through this process. First I would like to thank my committee. John Wagner, Ingrid

Fulmer, and Remus llies, thank you all for sharing your boundless knowledge. And Don

Conlon, thank you for your ear, your guidance, and your direction. To all the members of

my committee, thank you for the friendship with which you guided me. I would also like

to acknowledge the students that shared the experience — Stephen Humphrey and Federico

Aime, my brothers in this endeavor - Kelly Delaney-Klinger, a better office mate and

friend does not exist. I am better for knowing you three. Thank you to those of you that

came before me and never hesitated to help me, Cindy Devers, Christopher Porter, and

Henry Moon. For those of you that came after me and let me impact you even in the least

bit, Mike Mannor, Alex Barelka, Scott DeRue. Thanks also to Mike Johnson for all the

help on the work that we have done together in the classroom and the lab. I would also

like to acknowledge the students from the I/O Psych program that impacted me positively

through our interaction in the classroom, the lab, and the Peanut Barrel; Brad West,

Dustin Jundt, Jaclyn Nowakowski, and Aleks Ellis. Thank you to the faculty in both the

Management and I/O departments that cared to advance my knowledge and my career;

Linn Van Dyne, Fred Morgeson, Dan Ilgen, Yuri Mishina, Gerry McNamara, John

Hollenbeck and Kevin Ford. Thanks also to a wonderful staff, Sue and Anne. I would

also like to thank my family for their support, particularly my parents. Most importantly,

I would like to thank Stacey. Thank you for the love and compassion and understanding

throughout four hard years.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES .................................................................................. viii

LIST OF FIGURES ................................................................................... ix

CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION ................................................................. 1

Organizational Justice ....................................................................... 3

Distributive Justice ................................................................. 3

Procedural Justice .................................................................. 5

Interactional Justice ................................................................. 5

Interpersonal and Informational Justice .........................................6

Self-interest Model and Relational Model of Justice .......................... 8

Fairness Theory .....................................................................9

Fairness Heuristic Theory ........................................................ 10

Reactions to Injustice ...................................................................... l l

Affect........................................................................................ 14

Affectivity .......................................................................... 15

Mood................................................................................ l7

Emotion............................................................................. l9

Mood Congruence..........................................................................22

CHAPTER 2 — HYPOTHESES .................................................................. 25

The Mood Congruence Mechanism ..................................................... 25

The Strength of Negative Affect.........................................................27

Outcomes - Retaliation and Retribution ................................................28

Interactive Effects ..........................................................................30

CHAPTER 3 — METHOD.........................................................................37

Power Analysis .............................................................................37

Sample and Procedure ....................................................................38

Independent Variables ....................................................................39

Affective State ....................................................................39

Organizational Justice — Social Justice .........................................40

Organizational Justice — Structural Justice .................................... 42

Dependent Variables ......................................................................43

Restoration and Retaliation .....................................................43

CHAPTER 4 — RESULTS ........................................................................ 46

Controls .....................................................................................46

Independent Variables ....................................................................48

Correlations ................................................................................ 49

Manipulation Checks ..................................................................... 51

Hypothesis Tests .......................................................................... 52

Post Hoc Analyses ........................................................................ 57

vi



CHAPTER 5 — DISCUSSION .....................................................................59

General Discussion....................................................................... 59

Limitations of the Current Study .......................................................66

Contribution...............................................................................69

Contributions to Practice ................................................................. 70

Future Directions for Research ......................................................... 71

Conclusions ............................................................................... 72

APPENDIX.........................................................................................74

MEASURES ....................................................................................... 92

REFERENCES .................................................................................... 95

vii



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE I - Correlations ........................................................................... 75

TABLE 2 — Means and Standard Deviations.................................................... 76

TABLE 3 — Cell Means for the Variables in the MANOVA.................................. 77

TABLE 4 — The Effect of Affect on Perceptions of Social and Structural Justice... ......78

TABLE 5 — The Effect of Affect on Perceptions of Distributive and Procedural

Justice ....................................................................................... 79

TABLE 6 -— The Effect of Affect on Perceptions of Interpersonal and Informational

Justice ........................................................................................ 80

TABLE 7 — Beta Weight Comparison ............................................................ 81

TABLE 8 — Cell Count for Retaliation and Restoration Behavior............................ 82

TABLE 9 — Cell Count for Retaliation and Restoration Behavior by Affective

Condition .................................................................................... 83

TABLE 10 — The Effect of Affect and Justice Conditions on Intention to Retaliate or

Restore ....................................................................................... 84

viii



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE 1 — Web page depicting the bidding screen .......................................... 86

FIGURE 2 — Web page depicting the structural justice manipulation ........................ 87

FIGURE 3 — Graphical display of affective manipulation check result ..................... 88

FIGURE 4 — Web page for the retaliation versus restoration options ........................ 89

FIGURE 5 — Web page depicting the restoration behavior.................................... 90

FIGURE 6 — Web page depicting the retaliation behavior..................................... 91

ix



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

“Sofar we have had nothing to say about the emotional behavior ofmen, and

thus have left out much that makes them human ” (Homans, 1961).

Homans, in his discussion of human interactions, focused on the perception that

something was either fair or unfair and how this judgment impacted human behavior. He

recognized that emotional states have an impact on human cognition (Homans, 1961).

Inconsistent with this declaration by Homans, research in organizational justice has taken

a cognitive direction (of. Adams, 1965; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001;

Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). This dissertation will take the cognitive view ofjustice and

expand it by exploring the role of affective states in the process leading to the formation

ofjustice perceptions. ‘

Perceptions of fairness or unfairness are part of many interactions throughout the

day. These perceptions of fairness are part of our everyday life from the time we are

children. For example, any interaction with a child is colored by that child’s perception

of fairness. Anyone who has ever played a board game with a child knows that the child

has a sense of fairness that is facilitated by being pleased with the outcome (i.e. winning

the game). Ifthings don’t go the way the child would like, s/he becomes angry, possibly

throws a temper tantrum, and claims unfairness. Many people are familiar with a child’s

typical cry of“That’s not fair.” This view of fairness and unfairness also follows us into

an organizational setting. Consider a salesperson that is compensated on a quota system.

The outcome for this salesperson is determined by a number of factors. The effort of the

sales person, the territory or accounts that are assigned by the manager, the support given

by the company to the sales process, the training provided by the company, and many



other variables determine the final outcomes. It is possible that the salesperson doesn’t

make his/her quota and therefore doesn’t get the outcome (pay) that s/he wanted. This

can lead to emotions directed at the organization or a person, and perceptions of fairness

or unfairness directed at the organization or an individual. If the manager assigns

accounts that are imbalanced with other salespeople’s accounts or it‘the company doesn’t

provide the necessary training it can cause the salesperson to be angry or disappointed

and have feelings ofunfairness. These feelings and attitudes may spark some withdrawal

behavior or deviance in the organization. Finally, consider a faculty member at a

research university. As tenure increases for this faculty member it is more likely that

newer individuals will be hired in at increasing salary and benefits. This can cause an

emotional reaction (anger, disappointment), an attitudinal reaction (unfairness), and a

behavioral reaction (testing the academic job market).

Combining research on affect, justice and reactions to injustice (e. g. retaliation

and restoration), I construct a theory ofthe impact of affective state on perceptions of

justice and the ensuing retaliation or restoration. I will review the justice literature,

examining the categorization ofjustice into social or structural elements. Next I will

review the relevant literature on affective states, focusing on mood congruence theory.

And finally, I will review the literature that examines the outcomes of retaliation and

restoration.

Following the literature review, I will develop several hypotheses with regard to

the relationship between affective states and perceptions ofjustice, perceptions ofjustice

and restoration and retaliation, and finally the interaction between affective state and

justice perceptions. I will then describe the method that will be used to test these



hypotheses. This is followed by a section detailing the results ofthe tests of the

hypothesized relationships and a discussion ofthese results.

Organizational Justice.

Organizational justice or fairness is a concept that has been around for many years

(Adams, 1965; Aristotle, trans. 1934, pub. 350 BC; Homans, 1961). The question of

fairness is one that has been important to many, not just organizational scholars for many

years. Ultimately a philosophical question (Colquitt et al., 2001), the study ofjustice is

marked by a question ofwhich philosophy should prevail. Organizational scholars have

adopted the past research as the prevailing philosophical system upon which we base the

question of“what is fair?” Over the years the question ofwhat is fair has focused on two

separate aspects of fairness; first is the outcome that is ultimately received fair, and

second, are the procedures that are employed to derive the outcome fair. More than this

basic categorization of fairness, past research has developed fine-grained distinction of

fairness.

Distributive Justice. Early ideas ofjustice began with the examination ofthe

fairness of outcomes. While initial theories of distributive justice were based on the

comparison ofan individual’s outcome with others that s/he considered to be in a referent

group, later theories soon extended these ideas to include inputs (Homans, 1961). Rather

than merely comparing the outcome with the outcome received by a referent, the focal

individual also includes the inputs provided by the individual compared with the inputs

that they provided. That is, the focal individual compares the ratio ofthe inputs to the

outcomes ofhimself and the referent, ifthe ratio is equal, the distribution is just. If,

however the ratio is skewed one way or the other the focal individual will perceive an



injustice. Adams (1965) formalized this idea of distributive justice into equity theory.

Equity theory is characterized by the comparison ofthe ratio of inputs to outcomes, the

perception of inequity when those ratios don’t match, equity distress will follow when the

ratios do not match - regardless ofwhether one is at an advantage or disadvantage,

greater distress will lead to greater attempts to restore equity or withdraw from the

situation. Most current research in distributive justice follows Adams (1965) initial idea

of equity theory. Adams’s contention was that individuals would undertake a social

comparison of“what I got, versus what they got.”

Equity is not the only focus that research has taken when it comes to distributive

justice. Leventhal (1976) identified equality and need as possible decision rules for

distributions. Equality would split the outcome equally among the actors regardless of

the inputs. The equality rule takes the input portion out ofthe equation and rather gives

an equal distribution to everyone involved. When distributions are based on need,

individuals are given a share ofthe outcome based on how much they need rather than

how much they have contributed to the process. Studies have also looked at the context —

whether an organizational setting or a family setting - and the motives — whether self-

interest or altruism — as triggers of distribution rules in organizations (Conlon, Porter, &

McLean-Parks, 2004; Deutsch, 1975). This distinction is important to make in justice

research, as the definition of distributive justice can change the intention and behavior of

the individual that perceives it.

In this paper I am adopting a view of distributive justice consistent with that

proposed by Colquitt (2001). An outcome is perceived as distributively fair if the

“allocation ofthe outcome is consistent with the goals ofthe particular situation”



(Colquitt, 2001, pg. 389). Taking the equity rule into account, as most incarnations of

distributive justice do, (Adams, 1965; Leventhal, 1976), distributive justice is then

receiving outcomes that are commensurate with and distributed in accordance with one’s

contributions to the system. The focus ofthe outcome has been the subject of many

individual studies and has been included in two recent meta-analyses (Cohen-Charash &

Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001).

Procedural Justice. Ideas of fair process (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker,

1975) followed after the description of distributive justice, and justice became a two

dimensional construct. Procedural justice is concerned with the process used to come to

the outcome. Fair process has developed to include consistent procedures, procedures

free ofbias, the ability to correct the procedure, representation of all interested parties,

voice, accuracy, and ethicality ofthe procedure (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker,

1975). Procedural justice is assessed by comparing the process that one receives to the

procedural rules mentioned above (Colquitt, 2001). Ifthe process conforms to the

procedural rules above then it is considered procedurally just. Initial views of procedural

justice included many ofthe factors involved in the interaction between people.

Subsequently these criteria were separated and have since developed the ideas of

interactional justice.

Interactional Justice. Bies added the idea that interactions with others are a

separate form ofjustice which he labeled interactional justice and differentiated from

procedural justice (Bies & Moag, 1986). Interactional justice is concerned with the

interpersonal treatment of individuals by authority figures. This interpersonal treatment

includes the manner in which the focal individual was treated - was it with dignity and



respect? Was it polite? Were complete and accurate explanations given (Bies & Moag,

1986)? Interactional justice showed independent effects on outcomes and has been

included as an important explanatory variable in a number of studies (Colquitt et al.,

2001)

Interpersonal and Informational Justice. Interactional justice was further

examined and it was determined that there were two separate dimensions. The two

dimensions, informational justice - dealing with what is communicated — and

interpersonal justice — dealing with how it is communicated, have been shown to have

independent effects (Colquitt, 2001). For this reason it is proper to examine these two

dimensions separately.

Interpersonal justice is concerned with an individual in authority treating

individuals with dignity and respect, while informational justice has to do with candid

and thorough communication (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1996). Not only do these two

dimensions predict organizational outcomes differentially, but they are also

philosophically different; therefore it has been argued that the construct of organizational

justice should consider all four forms ofjustice to be complete (Colquitt, 2001; Conlon,

Meyer, & Nowakowski, forthcoming). An example ofthe differential predictive ability

ofthese dimensions can be found in work on wrongful dismissal claims (Lind,

Greenberg, Scott, & Welchans, 2000). The authors in this study found that interpersonal

fairness was an important predictor ofwhether suits would be filed for wrongful

termination, while informational fairness was not predictive. Individuals were more

likely to file a claim against the organization if they had been treated in a manner that

was perceived as unjust interpersonally, specifically, if they were not treated with dignity



and respect. These two dimensions ofjustice are similar in that they both are determined

by interaction with others. They are significantly different in that informational justice is

determined by the speed and clarity ofthe delivery of information, whereas interpersonal

justice is determined by the way the focal individual interprets his treatment by others.

Different justice perceptions can be classified based on the focal determinant

(Greenberg, 1993), that is, justice can be classified based on whether the focus ofthe

interaction is systemic or structural as opposed to being social or interpersonal.

Greenberg (1993, 1996), following prior work in this area (Lind & Tyler, 1988), divides

justice into structural or social forms ofjustice. Structural justice has to do with justice

that is related to organizational level phenomenon. This would include distributive

outcomes and the procedures in place to distribute those outcomes - the dimensions of

distributive and procedural justice. Social justice refers to what is typically labeled as

interactional justice — informational and interpersonal justice from the four dimensional

view ofjustice. Structural justice includes all aspects ofthe relationship that flow from

the system involved (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993).

Distributive justice is dependent on the system ofthe organization as are the procedures

that are in place to determine the distribution. Structural justice violations are those that

would be classified under previously tested relationships based on equity theory (Adams,

1965). These violations are viewed as unfair outcomes that flow from the processes that

are contained within the organization. There is no single offending party. For this reason

any attempt to “fix” the unfairness will be directed at restoring equity and the object of

this action will be the organization.



Social justice includes the aspects ofjustice that flow fiom the interaction with

others, including interpersonal and informational justice dimensions (Colquitt, 2001;

Greenberg, 1993). Social justice is concerned with the interaction and the fairness ofthat

interaction (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 2001). Aspects ofthe interaction that are

important to this social dimension are therefore, the dignity and respect aspects as well as

the thoroughness and timeliness of the information provided. The object ofthis

attribution is an individual, the authority figure or organizational agent that was involved

in the interaction. Therefore, any attempt to “fix” the unfairness in a social justice

violation will be targeted at the individual who caused the violation.

It is clear that individuals respond to the different forms ofjustice in different

ways (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001). There are also several theories

that supply mechanisms for these justice perceptions to be formed. I will now examine

the mechanisms for forming justice perceptions.

Self-interest Model and Relational Model ofJustice. Early justice literature

proposes two explanations for variations in procedural justice, the self-interest model and

the relational model (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Many ofthe early justice theories were built

on the assumption that individuals will try to maximize personal gain (Leventhal, 1980;

Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The self-interest model suggests that individuals are

concerned with the fairness of procedures because they want to maximize their own

personal gain, while the relational model suggests that individuals are interested in the

fairness ofprocedures to help determine their standing in a group. This is similar to the

split in justice as a system level and relational construct. As the self-interest model of

justice is concerned with an individual’s outcomes and the procedures used to obtain



these outcomes, it would support the structural justice idea. The relational model would

support a social justice view. The relational model ofjustice looks at an individual’s

standing in a group. This is a concept that is focused on interpersonal relationships rather

than outcomes. With the above evidence I will consider the dimensions of distributive

and procedural justice as structural aspects and the dimensions of interpersonal and

informational justice as social aspects.

Fairness Theory. Fairness theory asserts that in an unjust or unfair situation some

level of accountability or blame must be assigned. There are three elements to fairness

theory (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). First, there must be some unfairness or injurious

situation. Second, this unfairness must be attributable to an individual’s discretionary

behavior. And finally, this unfairness must violate an accepted moral tenet or an

accepted view of fairness. These three distinct aspects must be in place for there to be

accountability (Schlenker, 1997). Fairness theory employs counterfactual thinking as the

comparison to determine whether there has been an unfair situation that could lead to

accountability. In order to determine whether there is an injurious situation, an individual

will compare what did happen, and what would happen if some aspect ofthe situation

had been different. This is what is know as the Would counterfactual. The Could

counterfactual is comparing what an individual actually did and what the individual could

have done in the situation. Finally, in the instance of comparing what actually happened

to the moral standard, the individual determines what Should happen (Folger &

Cropanzano, 2001). These different ways of conceptualizing a situation are called

counterfactuals because they are, in reality, counter to the facts. That is, when an

individual invokes the Would, Could or Should, they are looking at the situation counter



to the facts of the situation. In a situation that is perceived to be unfair an individual

would examine what would have happened differently had s/he followed a different

course of action, what could have happened differently, and what should have happened

differently.

Fairness theory can be integrated with the other models of organizational justice.

Fairness theory asserts that the question of fairness or justice is important to individuals

because social relations are important (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). While the outcome

ofthe social exchange can easily be examined and compared to ascertain its fairness, the

procedure is somewhat more difficult in that the benefit (or detriment) is socioemotional

in nature. Justice is therefore, important in that it is symbolic of either a material or

socioemotional benefit conveyed on the individual. Regardless ofthe outcome, fairness

theory is concerned with the accountability, not the dimension that has been affronted

(Folger & Cropanzano, 2001).

Fairness Heuristic Theory. Fairness heuristic theory contends that individuals

make decisions about fairness as a proxy for trust in deciding whether to cooperate in

social situations, and that individuals use a number of cognitive shortcuts in making the

decision to cooperate or not (Lind, 2001; Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & Park, 1993). Fairness

heuristic theory links the social interaction to the justice judgment. This theory builds on

previous work that views the relational aspects ofthe justice process — the beliefthat

one’s relationship with the group was sound — as the most important aspects in the justice

equation (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Fairness heuristic theory is built on

the idea that many of our daily decisions encompass a firndamental social dilemma - will

an individual serve the group with the potential for greater reward than individually

IO



possible, or will the group exploit the individual, so therefore the individual should avoid

contributing to the group and rather should pursue his own interests (Lind, 2001). Lind

argues that individuals solve the dilemma by employing a fairness heuristic. Fair

treatment will lead individuals to respond with cooperation and work toward the good of

the group. Fair treatment allows for the mental shortcut, to assume trust and forgo

personal desires for the good ofthe group. Based on the perception of fair treatment,

individuals will employ a mental short-cut and work for the good ofthe group (Lind,

2001). This being said, fairness heuristic theory provides the switch to move from an

individual focus to a group focus — perceptions of fair treatment — which Lind refers to as

the “pivotal cognitions” (Lind, 2001).

Unlike fairness theory, fairness heuristic theory is concerned with the different

manifestations ofjustice perceptions. Each ofthe dimensions of organizational justice

are used to make an overall judgment of fairness, which is then used as a heuristic in the

decision process ofwhether to pursue individual or group concerns (Lind, 2001). In

order for fairness judgments to be usefiil as a heuristic device, they need to be formed

rather quickly and they should be relatively stable. Lind argues for strong primacy

effects for fairness judgments. People consistently use fairness as a heuristic for enabling

their relationships as well as for decision making in organizations (Lind, 2001).

Reactions to injustice.

A great deal of research has focused on the outcomes of organizational justice.

When outcomes and processes are perceived to be fair, the consequences ofjustice are

positive; examples include organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and citizenship

behavior (c.f. Colquitt, 2001). Recent work has focused on the outcome after a perceived
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injustice. Most ofthese outcomes are not positive [examples include aggression,

workplace deviance (Conlon et al., forthcoming), sabotage (Ambrose, Seabright, &

Schminke, 2002), and organizational retaliatory behavior (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997)] and

are meant to harm either an individual or the organization.

Greenberg (1993; 1996) furthers our understanding ofthe reactions to injustice by

identifying two types of responses, restoration and retaliation, which are concepts that are

fiirther developed by Ambrose and her colleagues (2002). Restoration refers to an

attempt to increase the outcome received to make up for an inequitable situation.

Retaliation refers to an attempt to punish the offending party, regardless ofwhether the

act remedies the injustice. There is a problem with differentiating between the two

motives in that the outcome — the behavior that is undertaken — can sometimes be very

similar. The behavior is often a deviant act. While the behavior can be similar, the

motives are much more complex and somewhat distinct. Greenberg (1996) found that if

individuals were treated in a structurally unjust manner they attempted to restore equity

only iftheir deviant act actually would restore equity. However, if individuals were

treated in a socially unjust manner they retaliated, even if the retaliation provided no

value to them. This is important to organizations that are attempting to impact the

potential for deviance. Ifthe injustice comes from a social interaction, there is essentially

no way to curb the deviant activity, short ofnot violating social justice. However, if the

injustice stems from the system it would be possible to ensure that the deviance would

not restore equity or better, to provide a more productive way to restore equity.

Affect and injustice. Affective state has been relatively ignored in the justice

literature (Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999). Homans focused early scholars on the

12



importance of affective state in his earliest worlc “So far we have had nothing to say

about the emotional behavior of men, and thus have left out much that makes them

human” (1961); however, much ofthe work that is done in the justice arena includes only

the cognitive aspects ofjustice. In his classic description ofthe distributive justice rule

taken from Aristotle (trans. 1934), Homans included anger as a key component driving

behavior in response to injustice. Homans’s original description of distributive justice

was that ofa process of perceived unfairness, which leads to anger, which drives a

behavior. Not long after Homans’s articulation of distributive justice Adam’s (1965)

introduced the concept of equity as the determinant of perceptions ofjustice. In the time

since Adams, scholars have abandoned the idea of affect in the justice judgment,

choosing to focus on the cognitive aspects ofthe judgment. Recent work in affect and

emotion has brought the issue to light again (Brief& Weiss, 2002; Elfenbein & Ambady,

2002).

Many ofthe recent theories ofdeviance and justice have proposed that the

operation ofemotion is a byproduct ofthe interaction (Allred, 1999; Hegtvedt & Killian,

1999), or proposed emotion as a mediating variable between justice and behavior

(Martinko, Gundlach, & Douglas, in press; Weiss, Suckow et al., 1999). Building on the

above arguments, I will argue for the importance ofunderstanding affective impacts on

justice judgments. I will argue for the primacy of emotion and include emotion as a

mediator ofthe relationship between justice violations and organizational justice

perceptions. Including emotion as a mediator, I will make differential predictions for two

outcomes, retaliation and restoration, as they operate through the two classifications of

organizational justice (Ambrose et al., 2002; Greenberg, 1996).
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Aflect.

Affect is a general term used to refer to the overall category of “feeling.” This

general idea of affect can be broken down into the more fine-grained distinctions of

emotions, moods, and affectivity. I will briefly review research in the general topic area

of affect before examining the specific distinctions of affectivity (trait-like affect), mood,

and emotion.

Affect has been an important consideration for scholars through the years. Even

during the cognitive revolution in psychology affective states have been recognized as a

dominant factor in human decision making (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999). For some time

it was thought that affect was an overriding factor that would disrupt the cognitive

process, that rational decision making was derailed by the influence of affect (Cacioppo

& Gardner, 1999; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Recently it has been put forward that

these affective states have an effect on all cognitive and behavioral responses to stimuli

and that many decisions that are made, while they may be cognitive in nature, are

influenced by affective antecedents (Cacioppo & Gardner, 1999; Scher & Heise, 1993).

In order to better understand the affective components ofdecision-making we

need a better understanding ofthe broad concepts involved. Affectivity is a relatively

stable individual difference reflecting the tendency to experience corresponding moods

and emotions (Watson, 2000). That is, those that are high in negative affectivity are more

likely to experience negative moods and emotions. Mood is a pervasive and generalized

state with no direct target. Mood is an affective reaction that is disconnected from its

causal object (George & Zhou, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Conversely, emotions

are directly connected to the object ofcause and the reaction is focused at the cause

14



(Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002). This differs from mood in that emotion does have a

connection to the target.

Affectivity. Affect at work has historically been equated with job satisfaction

(Brief& Weiss, 2002). Original work by Hersey (1932) showed a statistical relationship

between the daily affect levels ofworkers and the behaviors that they undertook at both

work and home. Workers that had more positive affect were more satisfied at work and

had happier home lives. Hersey’s work narrowed the study of affect to the view ofjob

satisfaction or dissatisfaction. At a meso level of analysis, Roethlisberger and Dickson

(1939) noted that the environment ofthe organization and the social interaction between

the individual and groups within the organization were important factors in the

development of affective outcomes. With that as the background for research into the

affective nature ofwork, the study of affect was absent from the organizational literature,

but for a few studies, for many years. In the 19905 the study of affective phenomena

became important once again as affect was seen as a major component ofthe decision

making process in organizations. In fact Judge and Hulin (1993) commented that,

“Individuals appear predisposed to respond to the job and other environmental

characteristics in an affect based manner. . .”. The study of atfectivity then is the study of

these predispositions. Affectivity is a trait-like disposition (Weiss, Nicholas, & Daus,

1999) which is fairly stable over time. Affectivity is the general outlook that a person

brings to bear on all situations that are encountered in daily life. Affectivity has generally

been divided into positive and negative sub-dimensions (Erez & Isen, 2002).

Negative affectivity has been linked to health complaints, stress (Watson &

Pennebaker, 1989), job satisfaction (Judge & Hulin, 1993), and decreased creativity
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(James, Brodersen, & Eisenberg, 2004). On the other hand, positive affectivity has been

linked in the literature to the components of motivation (Erez & Isen, 2002), job

satisfaction (Weiss, Nicholas et al., 1999), and attachment to groups and the choices that

flow from these attachments (Lawler, 1992).

Watson and Pennebaker (1989) found a correlation between negative affectivity

and health complaints — but not actual health problems — but no relationship between

positive affectivity and health complaints. That is, positive affectivity did not have the

opposite effect ofbeing negatively related to health complaints. This evidence that

negative affectivity has an effect on both psychological and physical outcomes in the

individual is important, but becomes much more interesting when coupled with the

evidence that positive affectivity does not have the opposite effect, rather that positive

affectivity has no effect. Judge and Hulin (1993) hypothesized that affectivity effected

job satisfaction through the mediating mechanism of subjective well-being. The authors

used the Neutral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weitz, 1952) which has not received

much validation in the literature. Despite the questionable nature ofthe measurement

instrument, the authors found that affective disposition was a significant predictor of

subjective well-being and that subjective well-being was a significant predictor ofjob

satisfaction. That is, if one scores high in negative affectivity, s/he will be less pleased

with his/her life, and have lower satisfaction in the workplace (Judge & Hulin, 1993).

James and colleagues (2004) build a theoretical framework, based on work in creativity,

that proposes a structure such that the stable trait affective disposition will affect the

emotion that is experienced by the individual. Building on work by Frijda (1993), the

authors argue that the general pleasantness or unpleasantness that an individual
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experiences is important in the way an individual will experience emotion and the

performance outcome that flows from this experience.

Erez and Isen (2002) examined the link between trait affect and the components

ofexpectancy motivation — valence, instrumentality, and expectancy (Vroom, 1964).

The authors showed that positive affectivity moderated the relationship between level of

reward and valence by cuing positive material in the brain and increasing the valence of a

moderately attractive reward. Positive affectivity also moderated the relationship

between level ofperformance and reward, such that, the reward will be more salient at a

moderate level ofperformance than at a low level ofperformance. Finally, in a similar

moderating relationship, positive affectivity leads individuals to more clearly see the link

between levels of effort and performance (Erez & Isen, 2002). In a similar VIE study,

positive affectivity and VIE beliefs were significant predictors ofjob satisfaction (Weiss,

Nicholas et al., 1999).

Affectivity is generally measured using the Positive And Negative Affect

Schedule (PANAS) self report measure (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The short

form ofthe PANAS includes 20 items, ten items assess the level of positive affectivity

and ten items assess the level ofnegative affectivity.

Mood. Moods comprise cycles in feelings (Brief& Weiss, 2002). Moods are

transitory states. Studies that do examine mood at work are typically focused on the

impact that mood can have on a variety ofoutcomes at work (Weiss, Nicholas et al.,

1999). Mood has been connected to organizational outcomes such as; creativity (George

& Zhou, 2002), cooperation (Hertel, Neuhof, Theuer, & Kerr, 2000), and the intensity of

emotions and influence on task performance (Neumann, Seibt, & Strack, 2001). Mood is
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generally considered to have a longer duration than emotions, but is not a stable trait as is

affectivity.

Most commonly studied in the lab setting, mood is either measured prior to the

study or manipulated as part ofthe study. Mood is generally measured in the same way

as affectivity, using the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). The difference in using the

PANAS to measure mood rather than affectivity is in the instructions given at the

beginning ofthe instrument. Subjects are asked to rate “to what extent do you feel this

way in general” to get a determination of stable affectivity. To examine mood states the

directions are changed to read “to what extent have you felt this way in the past week.”

George and Zhou (2002) in a study that connects positive mood with creativity, used the

PANA8 to measure positive and negative mood and found alpha levels of .91 and .79 for

positive and negative mood. The authors used the “past week” instructions to be

consistent with literature on mood (Watson, 2000; Watson et al., 1988) and to be sure that

they were measuring the transitory state, rather than the stable trait. The authors found

that the mood ofthe individual was related to creativity, but moderated by the recognized

reward and clarity of feelings for creativity, such that individuals in negative moods were

higher in creativity when the reward and the feelings were salient (George & Zhou,

2002). Those in a positive mood were lower in creativity when the saliency ofthe reward

and the clarity of feelings were high.

A second group of studies manipulates mood as a part of the experimental design

(Hertel et al., 2000; Neumann et al., 2001). This manipulation can be done either with a

video (Hertel et al., 2000) or with a recorded voice (Neumann et al., 2001).

Manipulations that use film have both visual and auditory components. The video is
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either an amusing or a sad video, with a soundtrack to match. The recorded voice is

either a positive voice or a negative voice, that is, the voice read the same script in both

instances but in a tone to reflect either positive or negative mood. Both manipulations

were successfiil in eliciting the desired mood. Hertel and colleagues (2000) found that

there were no main effects of mood on cooperative behavior, but rather, that mood

affected how the decision was made whether to cooperate or not. Positive moods elicited

feelings of security and a tendency to imitate the behavior of others — if others cooperate,

the subject in the positive mood would reciprocate. Those that were in a negative mood

had a lower feeling of security and would therefore increase cooperative effort in the face

of lower effort by other participants. This increased cooperation was to make up for the

decreased effort of others. Conversely, if the others were cooperative, the subject in the

negative mood was less likely to cooperate and was more willing to free ride on the

efforts of others. In a study that manipulated mood with a recorded voice, Neumann and

colleagues (2001) found that the manipulated mood affected subsequent emotions. The

authors found the mood that was elicited with the recorded voice affected subsequent

emotions that were elicited as part ofthe study, but not emotions that were previously

attached to a different target. This is consistent with previous work that found that

emotions that were attributed to a source did not affect judgments about other objects

(Keltner, Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993 ).

Emotion. Emotions are short-lived, momentary reactions to stimuli (Morgan &

Heise, 1988; Zajonc, 1980). Emotions can influence the cognitions or judgments made

by individuals. This affective judgment is then used as a foundation for many ofthe
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decisions that are made by the individual (McAllister, 1995). This affective judgment is

difficult to revoke once it is formed and colors the decisions that follow (Zajonc, 1980).

Recently organizational scholars have turned to emotions as explanatory variables

in many different instances (Brief& Weiss, 2002). This new focus on affective causality

has brought affect and emotion into prominence as a driving factor in decisions. Even

decisions that appear completely cognitive in nature, are generally elicited by emotion

(Scher & Heise, 1993). The importance ofthe emotional (or “hot”) dimensions of

decisions should not be overlooked. Emotions are an incentive to act in a way that is

contrary to short term self interest (Hegtvedt & Killian, 1999). Emotions can be

important in the decision making process as well as in other aspects of everyday life. As

the opening quote from Homans (1961) states, emotions are much ofwhat makes us

human. These emotional reactions are hard-wired, immediate responses (i.e. biological

c.f. Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) that follow directly behind the events that illicit them.

In addition to their biological nature, emotions are also focused on a target and fairly

short-lived and intense (Brief& Weiss, 2002). Emotions are in response to stimuli that

focus the emotion on the target object and prime the intensity ofthe emotion.

One view of emotions in organizational research splits the phenomena into two

dimensions (Russell, 1978). Generally, the dimensions are defined to include a good-bad

(or pleasant-unpleasant, happy-sad) aspect and an arousal element (high-low arousal) to

define the different emotions (Morgan & Heise, 1988; Russell, 1978). The good-bad

dimension is fairly straightforward. This dimension is concerned with the general

valence ofthe emotion, which is either positive or negative (Kemper, 1987; Russell,

1978). Similarly, arousal is a straight-forward dimension -— how much the individual is
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activated, or likely to pursue a course of action based on the emotion (Russell, 1978).

These two dimensions combine to form the circumplex model of emotion.

Measurement issues are important in the study of emotions. Organizational

researchers have used several different measures in the study ofemotion, scales that look

at specific discrete emotions (Kuppens, Van Mechelen, Smits, & De Boeck, 2003),

questionnaires that focus on specific emotions — the BARQ, Behavioral Anger Response

Questionnaire (Linden et al., 2003). Much ofthe recent work that is focused on emotion

involves manipulating emotion in the experimental design by having subjects recall and

write about an emotional event (Bless & Fiedler, 1995; Gasper, 2004), or merely

recalling recent events (Lee & Schafer, 2002). Alternatively, the discrete emotion is

included in the study merely as an outcome (Hegtvedt & Killian, 1999; Lowenstein,

Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001; Weiss, Suckow et al., 1999).

Many recent studies have also included survey measures of emotion. Lerner and

Keltner (2001) used a survey measure and determined that fearfiil individuals were risk

averse in their choices whereas angry individuals were more risk seeking. That is, the

authors found that regardless ofthe framing ofthe decision, fearful individuals avoided

uncertainty and angry individuals “embraced” the risk (pg. 149). Heise (1989), used

mathematical modeling to connect the display of emotions to the assessment of one’s

character. Using computer modeling of decisions based on a large database of possible

outcomes, Heise showed that the individual that displays the proper emotion (e.g. shame

over a deviant act) will have an effect on the appraisal given by others. In a similar study

— that is, one focused on the attribution that can be connected to emotion — Tesser and

colleagues (1989) examined the misattribution that individuals can place on others based
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on the felt emotion. The authors found that with highly emotionally aroused individuals,

the misattribution was much more pronounced than with those not highly emotionally

aroused.

Recently, the measurement of emotion has moved toward that of affect and mood.

An extended version ofthe PANAS is available to assess more specific emotional states,

rather than the more broad affective states. The Positive and Negative Affect Scale —

Extended Version (PANAS-X) is an instrument with 60 adjectives which subjects rate the

level of agreement with their descriptive nature ofthe subject’s general outlook. Each of

the adjectives is targeted at a sub-dimension of either positive or negative affect. The

positive/negative aspects of emotion have been found to be reliably measured and

account for most ofthe variance in affective terms (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). The

affective factors, as mentioned above, are overarching and general categories. The

PANAS-X is used with a momentary instruction (Watson & Clark, 1994), that is, the

instructions ask the subject to respond how they feel “at the present moment.” The use of

survey items to determine emotional levels appears to work well. This is a difference

fi'om more physiologically focused studies ofemotion that use fi’ontal alpha

electroencephalograph asymmetry to measure the usage different lobes ofthe brain to

measure emotion (Wacker, Heldmann, & Stemmler, 2003). Similarly, studies have used

other physiological responses in the measurement ofemotion including; heart rate,

systolic and diastolic blood pressure (Pauls & Stemmler, 2003) and measures of

spontaneous skin conductance responses (Bradley, Codispoti, Cuthbert, & Lang, 2001).

Mood Congruence.
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It has been suggested that mood is an important driver of cognitive processes,

fi'om decisions as mundane as the reaction to television commercials (Kamins, Marks, &

Skinner, 1991) to something as ominous as the decision to pursue a course ofrevenge in

the workplace (Tripp & Bies, 1997). Mood congruence theory suggests that the valence

of an individual’s mood and cognitions are similar (Blaney, 1986; Bower, 1981). That is,

individuals who are in a positive mood are more likely to have positive cognitions and

individuals who are in a negative mood are more likely to have negative cognitions. This

mood congruent effect is one that has been found in a number of experiments that

generalize to a wide population (Mayer, Gaschke, Braverman, & Evans, 1992). For

example, this effect has been found in experiments that induce mood (Forgas & Bower,

1987), in quasi-experimental studies — as one study examined the effect in moviegoers

that had seen either a happy or sad movie (Forgas & Moylan, 1987), and for the general

population in a non-self-relevant judgment when coupled with a natural mood (Mayer et

al., 1992). According to mood congruence theory, individuals attend to information and

events that better match their mood (Bower, 1981), rather than information and events

that contrast with the current mood. Although mood congruent recall has been shown to

be a stable and consistent effect, two studies that examined the recall of advertising after

the Super Bowl found that high intensity of mood obscured this effect (Newell,

Henderson, & Wu, 2001; Pavelchak, Antil, & Munch, 1988).

Most ofthe research on mood congruence suggests that individuals recall

information that is congruent with their mood, which drives the congruent cognitions

(Blaney, 1986; Bower, 1981). While research generally supports the idea that people will

think in a way that is congruent with mood, some research has shown that certain
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individuals actually activate incongruent thoughts (Smith & Petty, 1995). Smith and

Petty found that two specific individual differences — self-esteem and negative mood

regulation — impacted whether an individual acted in a way that was congruent with

his/her prevailing mood. Self-esteem is the general feeling of one’s self-worth

(Brockner, 1988), negative mood regulation is the ability to control negative moods

(Smith & Petty, 1995). Smith and Petty found similar effects for both individual

differences. Those with high self-esteem or with a greater ability to regulate negative

mood, were more likely to display incongruent thinking to the prevailing mood in the

case ofa negative mood induction. That is, those individuals with a feeling of more self

worth or a feeling that they had control over negative moods were more likely to think in

a manner that was positive after a negative mood induction. Individuals with high self-

esteem were more likely to induce incongruent thinking in the negative mood induction

condition, but were just as likely as low self-esteem individuals to think in a mood

congruent way in the neutral condition.
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CHAPTER 2 — HYPOTHESES

fire Mood Congruence Mechanism.

Building on theories of affective influence on cognitive states, I use mood

congruence as the mechanism for affective impact on the cognitive assessment of

organizational justice. Mood congruence theory states that the individuals cognitions will

be congruent with the affective state carried into the situation (Blaney, 1986; Bower,

1981). Mood congruence operates through the memories recalled during a particular

decision. Ifthe affective state is a negative one, negative memories will be recalled, and

those will impact the cognitions ofthe individual (Bower, 1981). People in good moods

are more optimistic in their judgments and choices whereas people in bad moods show

more pessimism when engaged in the same tasks (Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp, 1978;

Wright & Bower, 1992). Mood congruency effects have been shown to impact problem

perception (Thayer, 1987), thoughts, and memory retrieval (Blaney, 1986; Rusting &

DeHart, 2000).

During positive affective states positively valenced information becomes

activated and thus, individuals retrieve positively valenced material more easily from

memory and are more likely to have positively valenced cognitions. During negative

affective states, individuals make association with negatively valenced memories and

cognitions.

Mood congruence theory can be applied to the impact of affective states on the

cognitive perception ofjustice. Consistent with the general effects for mood on memory

and perception (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), affective state will have an effect on the

perceptions ofjustice. Those who are in a positive mood will have more positive
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perceptions ofjustice. Those who are in a negative mood will have more negative

perceptions ofjustice (Byrne, Rupp, & Enrich, 2003).

The affective state that an individual is experiencing will impact both behavioral

and attitudinal responses (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Affective conditions, specifically

naturally occurring emotions in a classroom setting (Byrne et al., 2003), have been shown

to have an effect on justice perceptions. Byrne and her colleagues found that discrete

emotions (happy, proud, angry, resentfirl) had an impact on judgments of fairness of a

grade received on a test in a classroom setting. The affective state colored the cognitive

appraisal of fairness (Scher & Heise, 1993). Research on moods and cognitive appraisals

has shown that positive moods result in more favorable judgments and negative moods

result in more unfavorable judgments (Byrne et al., 2003; Mayer et al., 1992).

These effects will be consistent with the categorization proposed above. That is,

structural injustices will be related to distributive and procedural justice perceptions and

social injustices will be related to interpersonal and informational justice perceptions.

H1: Those in a negative affective state will perceive lower levels of distributive

and procedural justice following a structural injustice than will those in a positive

affective state.

H2: Those in a negative affective state will perceive lower levels of interpersonal

and informational justice following a social injustice than will those in a positive

affective state.
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The Strength ofNegative Aflect.

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996), as well as past research (Hersey, 1932), support

the idea that negative emotional states have a more pronounced effect on outcomes than

do positive emotional states. For example, Hersey (1932) measured daily mood levels

and daily production levels in factory workers and found that negative moods had a much

stronger negative effect on production compared to positive effects from positive moods.

In an examination of conflict in organizations, anger was found to be the strongest

predictor, compared to other emotions, including frustration and betrayal, ofboth the

cognitions of revenge and the final behavior of revenge that was carried out (Allred,

1999). Over two-thirds ofthe subjects that provided responses to the survey reported

feeling anger following an event that had a “negative effect” (pg. 31). Similarly, Bies &

Tripp (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Tripp & Bies, 1997) found that negative emotional states

dominated in reports from participants about responsibility for actions at work. Negative

feelings have adaptive value and spur people to a course of action. Positive feelings do

not have these same biologically obvious reasons to exist (Fredrickson, 2003).

Therefore, negative feelings are more salient and should be more likely to cause

individuals to act in response to them than positive feelings.

Taken together, the conceptual argument and the empirical evidence suggests that

negative emotional states will be more salient and the effect will be stronger than the

effect for positive emotions. While positive emotional states can facilitate a more broad

thought-action repertoire (Fredrickson, 2003), negative emotional states will cause

focused thinking and actions that will be stronger than the more broad positive emotional

states (Allred, 1999; Taylor, 1991; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). A negative emotion or
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affective state will have more impact than a positive one (Allred, 1999).

H3: Across participants, negative affective states will have a stronger effect on

perceptions ofjustice than will positive affective states.

Outcomes —— Retaliation andRetribution

Injustice in organizations invariably leads to a number of negative outcomes,

about which various volumes have been written (e.g. Cropanzano, 2001; Greenberg &

Cropanzano, 2001). The outcomes that have been examined include an extraordinary

range ofpossible outcomes spanning from tardiness to homicide. In an attempt to

classify these deviant acts, Bennett and Robinson (2000; 2003; Robinson & Bennett,

1995) call for collapsing into larger categories, rather than continuing to pursue many

more specific outcomes. Their suggestion is to classify acts based on the focal target — an

organizational deviance or interpersonal deviance — and the severity — severe or minor. 1

This classification is adopted by Ambrose and colleagues (2002) in their examination of

sabotage. However the difference between restoration and sabotage is that sabotage is

always harmful in an organization while restoration could be positive for the organization

and the members ofthe organization, as well as for the individual who pursues that

course of action (Allred, 1999; Ambrose et al., 2002; Bennett, 1998; Robinson &

Bennett, 1997).

Similar to this previous work, I adopt a view that reactions to injustice will vary in

their target - organization and individual. This distinction between organizational and

interpersonal deviance is similar to the distinction between the restorative and the
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retaliatory motives and the distinction between social and structural justice. Restoration

and retaliation are the motives for organizationally or interpersonally deviant acts. As

previously stated, restoration is an outcome that is pursued to restore equity in a situation.

This is a positive economic outcome for the individual in the transaction in that the

restoration of equity returns them to the status that they desire. This has an impact on

both the attitude and behavior ofthe individual. Retaliation is pursued to harm an

offending individual. There is no economic benefit to the individual who follows a

retaliatory path; rather, there is an intended detriment to the offending individual.

Greenberg (1996) found that if individuals were treated in a structurally unjust

manner they attempted to restore equity only if their deviant act actually would restore

equity. That is, if the injustice stems flom the organization or the system — a structural

injustice — the individual attempts to behave in a way that influences distributive or

procedural justice, in the Greenberg study the behavior was to attempt to influence

distributive justice, to restore equity. Building on this view of restoration, two particular

studies have addressed the restorative motive. First, Greenberg (2002) examined the

restorative motive by underpaying clerks in a customer service setting and allowing them

to either restore equity or retaliate. Individuals that felt they could restore equity by

stealing change flom the organization pursued this activity, while individuals who

thought the stealing would affect individual managers, therefore being retaliatory, did not

steal. That is, in the study, Greenberg gave the participants one oftwo frames, either a

structural injustice flame or a social injustice flame. This distinction was supported by

Ambrose and colleagues in their examination of sabotage in the workplace (Ambrose et

al., 2002). Individuals who felt that sabotage would restore equity targeted the sabotage
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at the organization. However, if individuals were treated in a socially unjust manner —

thereby violating interpersonal or informational injustice — they retaliated, even ifthe

retaliation provided no value to them. This retaliation was directed at individuals within

the organization.

Therefore, retaliation will be pursued in the event of a social injustice and

restoration will be pursued in the event ofa structural injustice (Ambrose et al., 2002;

Greenberg, 1996).

H4: Those that experience a structural injustice will pursue more restoration than

retaliation.

H5: Those that experience a social injustice will pursue more retaliation than

restoration.

Interactive efi’ects.

Much ofthe past research in the area ofjustice focuses on the cognitive or

economic viewpoint that is largely espoused in the literature. Bies (2001; Bies & Tripp,

2001), argues for a view ofjustice that includes, not just the cognitive aspects ofjustice,

but also the behavioral intentions of revenge, and the passion — the affective states that

lead to the responses to injustice in the workplace. The sense of injustice is a “hot and

passionate” experience (Bies, 2001). Tripp and Bies (1997) focus on the process of

revenge as both a functional and dysfunctional process in an organizational setting. In a

review ofthree experiments focused on revenge, they report that in a study ofMBA

students (Bies & Tripp, 1996), when a negative emotion was coupled with revenge
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cognitions, there was a tendency to make “overly personalistic attributions” (Tripp &

Bies, 1997, pg 149) about the behavior. That is, in the instances where revenge actions

were pursued coupled with bitter, angry, or mad emotions, the participants made personal

attributions about the situation and blamed individual authority figures for the offense.

Tripp and Bies also found that revenge was seen as good when the perpetrator was

attempting to restore justice and was seen as bad when the perpetrator was retaliating for

being wronged. Revenge for restorative purposes, to restore equity, was seen as a good

pursuit of revenge, whereas, revenge for the purpose of retaliation was seen as a bad

pursuit of revenge.

Recent work in the area of sabotage (Ambrose et al., 2002) and revenge (Tripp &

Bies, 1997) is very instructive to differentiating the outcomes of a justice perception that

includes an affective component. Ambrose and colleagues (2002) examine the impact

that perceptions ofjustice have on the retaliation and restoration motives in sabotage.

Examining accounts of sabotage, Ambrose and colleagues (2002) found that there was a

clear link between distributive injustice and sabotage that was aimed at restoring equity

with the organization. There was also a link between interactional injustice and attempts

to retaliate against the individual who acted unjustly. The authors also found a “hot”

component to the acts of sabotage that were based on interactional injustice. Ifthe

motive were retaliation, the saboteur would pursue the act, regardless ofwhether it would

provide him/her with a benefit, and even in some cases where there could be damage to

the saboteur. This is similar to research in ultimatum bargaining which shows that

individuals will follow a self-destructive path to retaliate (or punish) another party that
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has wronged them (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1995), particularly when they are angry

(Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996).

A positive affective state leads to more creative thinking (James et al., 2004) and

the consideration ofmore options (Fredrickson, 2003). This increase in problem solving

ability could lead directly to some attempts to restore equity in the interaction. That is,

when an individual is in a positive affective state, they may be more inclined to pursue

more divergent solutions to problems. Rather than following the singular preferences

that are predicted by previous work (Ambrose et al., 2002; Greenberg, 1996), the

restorative outcome for structural injustice and the retaliatory outcome for social

injustice, those in a positive mood will pursue more divergent thinking and a broader

range of outcomes. Positive mood has been found to lead to a broadening ofperception

and the enhancement of idea generation (Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002), as well as more

divergent thinking (James et al., 2004). It has also been proposed that complexity ofthe

affective state will increase creativity (Sundarajan, 2000). That is, when the background

mood does not match the emotion that is present, creativity will be higher. This is similar

to the mismatch between the positive affective state and the social injustice. The positive

affective state would suggest a mood congruent response of restoration, but the social

injustice calls for a retaliation response, this would lead to more creativity in finding

solutions. In a study of negative and positive creativity, Clark and James (1999) found

that following an organizational injustice, individuals were likely to be creative directed

toward the negative goal ofundermining the organizational goals, or a retaliatory

response.
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As restoration leads to a positive outcome — restoring equity within a situation — it

is a congruent response for someone in a positive affective state. Therefore, the

individuals in a positive affective state will maintain the main effect ofthe previous

research and in the case of a structural injustice will pursue restoration. However, I

predict that the positive affective state will also have a strong enough effect on social

injustice, that in the event of an interaction between a positive affective state and social

injustice, the positive affective state will drive restoration attempts. Individuals will be

broad-minded in the situation and will pursue restoration as well as retaliation, in

instances that would only predict retaliation under previous theories.

Conversely, the negative affective state will drive retaliation both directly and

operating through the two categories ofjustice. Negative affective states are related to

revenge (Tripp & Bies, 1997), spitefiil decision making (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996),

and blaming judgments (Lerner & Keltner, 2000). Tripp and Bies found that some

revenge was focused at an offending party. This revenge was linked with very “hot”

emotional states, such as anger, and was said to explode out ofthe interaction with the

offending individual (Tripp & Bies, 1997). Revenge in this case was aimed at an

individual and was meant to harm the individual, regardless ofthe cost. A similar

outcome was found in a decision making study, in which anger was a precursor to

making a spitefirl decision, which would harm both parties, rather than a decision which

would benefit both parties (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996). Taken together, these studies

inform how affective states, anger in particular, impact decision-making. A negative

affective state is going to have an impact on retaliation. Lerner and Keltner (2000) report

that negative affective states also lead to blaming. An individual who is in a negative
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affective state will often assign blame to an individual for negative outcomes. So even in

a structural injustice situation, the offended individual will assign blame for the injustice,

and therefore, the structural injustice will lead to more retaliatory behavior for individuals

in a negative affective state, due to the blame. Therefore, affective state will impact

cognition — whether an occurrence is perceived as just or unjust — and the interaction will

impact the outcome of retaliation or restoration. Negative affective states are indicative

ofa more narrow focus (Fredrickson, 2003), less creativity (James et al., 2004), and

spiteful decisions that may be harmful to both parties (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996). An

examination ofthe interaction of anger and unfairness in the rejection of ultimatum offers

shows that individuals, when faced with an ultimatum offer, may react with anger and

perceptions ofunfairness and in return reject the offer — regardless ofwhether it was a

beneficial offer (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996). This would lead individuals to pursue a

retaliatory path, irregardless ofthe type of injustice.

The interaction between social injustice and negative affective state will predict

retaliation as in previous research. In the event of a structural injustice and a negative

affective state, the negative affective state will operate to assign blame and will drive

revenge thoughts, and retaliatory behavior.

Examining the restoration motive, one can make the inference that individuals

who have a positive affective state will more likely be involved in attempts to restore

justice, rather than attempts to harm the offending party. Those in a positive affective

state are likely to be focused on creative solutions to problems (James et al., 2004). This

would lead individuals to be more likely to persist in finding an alternative solution to an

unfair situation.
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For example, if someone is in a positive affective state and a structural injustice

occurs (doesn’t receive an expected bonus), that individual will be more likely to engage

in restorative behaviors - trying to get the bonus, slowing work, etc. — and less likely to

retaliate against the organization — sabotage, badmouthing, etc. - than some one who is in

a negative affective state. The individual in the negative affective state, when faced with

a structural injustice, will engage in more retaliation and in less restoration, than those in

a positive affective state. In the situation of a social injustice (manager treats the

employee in a manner that violates dignity and respect), the employee that is in a positive

affective state will be more likely to try and repair the relationship — i.e. follow a

restorative path - while the employee that is in a negative affective state is more likely to

respond with badmouthing the boss to others or another response designed to hurt the

boss — the retaliatory path.

Based on the above arguments, therefore;

H6: Affective state and injustice will interact such that, following any injustice,

those in the positive affective state condition will engage in a) more restoration

and b) less retaliation than those in the negative affective state condition.

This study was designed then to examine the interaction ofjustice perceptions and

affective reactions using the mechanism of mood congruence. These two distinct

concepts are hypothesized to interact to impact two different classes of outcomes —

restoration and retaliation. These two outcomes are important to organizations in that

restoration is pursed with the motivation to improve outcomes, processes, or interactions
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with the organization. Organizations can benefit flom this type of interaction with an

individual as this improvement can directly impact the profitability ofthe organization.

The second type ofoutcome is retaliation. The motivation is only to harm the

organization at which the activity is directed. Organizations do not benefit flom this

particular interaction.

By better understanding how justice perceptions and affective reactions impact

these two different outcomes, organizations can better manage interactions with

individuals. By managing the perceptions of fairness and the affective reactions

organizations can improve the outcomes, processes, and interactions that drive their

business.
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CHAPTER 3 - METHOD

Power analysis. There are four components to the statistical power ofany

analysis (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003); including, 1) the power ofthe test, or the

probability of rejecting the null hypothesis, 2) the a ofthe test — as on increases, the

power ofthe test increases, 3) the sample size — as n increases, power increases, and 4)

the magnitude ofthe effect in the population. These four aspects are highly intertwined,

so much so that by setting three the fourth is determined.

According to Keppel (1991), the formula for determining the appropriate number

of participants necessary is:

2
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Where n’ refers to the necessary number of subjects, estimated in the equation in a trial

and error process until the proper amount is determined. The flactional portion ofthe

equation is a representation ofthe population variance. In this case — absent empirical

data on this subject -- I used Cohen’s estimate ofa medium and a large effect size of .06

and .15 (Keppel, 1991, pg. 72). Performing the calculation provides the value:

¢A = V06"! ¢A = .15]?!

¢.. = J(.06)(28) or 46.. =J(.15><12)

¢.. =1.296 ¢A =1.34

Using the Pearson-Hartley chart (Keppel, 1991, pg. 515) which corresponds to an a=.05

(of—7,216 and (#E7,88, respectively for the large and medium effect sizes), I found that

for a sample size of 28 (for a large effect) or 12 (for a medium effect) participants per cell

the power was equal to .80, an appropriate level for behavioral research. This is a wide

range in which to work. For that reason I approximated an effect size that was between
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the medium and large effect sizes, based on work in the area of affect (of. Richins, 1997,

R-squared values range flom .28 to .68 for emotions predicting consumption decisions)

and used .10 as the likely effect size. The calculation using that effect size indicated a

power level of .80 with 17 subjects per cell. That gives a final value for the necessary

number ofparticipants as n=(17)8, or 136 participants in the experiment.

Sample andProcedure. Participants were upper-level undergraduate students

enrolled in business classes at Michigan State University. They received course credit for

their participation. A 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design varied affective state (negative v.

positive), structural justice (just v. unjust) and social justice (just v. unjust).

Participants were seated at a computer terminal for the entirety ofthe simulation

and all instructions and surveys were administered through a web-based interface.

Participants were told that they were participating in two separate experiments to satisfy

the research requirement ofthe class in which they were enrolled. The first experiment

was presented as a short pilot study ofa measure of affective state, and the second an

online bidding task. For the first task participants were asked to write about an event that

happened to them in the recent past — within the past week — and then complete the

PANAS. This was presented as a separate study to avoid any ofthe participants linking

the affective manipulation with the justice questions.

Participants were then told that they would be completing an online bidding task,

similar to Priceline.com, for TravelDeals.com — a fictitious company created for the

experiment and based on prior research in an online bidding context (Humphrey, Ellis,

Conlon, & Tinsley, 2004). They were told that they needed to reserve a hotel room in

Chicago for a pleasure trip over a two-day period. The participants were told that they
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would have 500 dollars to spend over the two days. They were told to bid competitively

on the hotel room so that they have cash left over for entertainment and expenses. They

were also given information that a typical four-star hotel in the area of Chicago that they

were targeting generally costs between $189 and $249 per night. Prior to the actual

bidding task, the website provided information to the participants to manipulate the

perception of social justice.

Following the information on the task, they received specific instructions for

completing the bidding. They then entered their bid into the system (see Figure 1). At

this point the structural justice manipulation was implemented (see Figure 2). Following

the bidding task the perceptions ofjustice were measured.

Independent Variables.

Aflective State. Affective state was manipulated by having all the participants

write about an affective event that happened to them within the past week. This method

has been used in previous research to successfirlly induce an affective state (Bless &

Fiedler, 1995; Gasper, 2004; Lee & Schafer, 2002) and recalled affective state has

recently been found to be nearly as strong as an affective state during the experience

(Kahneman, Krueger, Schadke, Schwarz, & Stone, 2004). Specifically, the participants

were instructed to “Think of a situation that caused you to have a very negative reaction

(angry, sad, etc/happy or positive) in the past week. With this situation in mind, write a

description ofthe situation and write about how you felt at the time that you were going

through the situation. That is, first, describe what caused the feelings, and follow that

with a description of the feelings that you felt. Please write about this situation for the

next ten minutes.” Affective state was then measured using the PANAS with the
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instructions that read “how do you feel right now” to capture an affective state.

Participants were asked to respond to the 20 adjectives on a 1 to 5 Likert-type scale with

1 being I “very slightly or not at all” have felt this state and 5 being I have felt this state

“very much.” Manipulation checks were performed to be sure that the appropriate

affective state was induced, corresponding to the desired manipulated state.

The online bidding task was then presented to the participants. They were

provided with information about the desired location in Chicago and some indicative

pricing for this area. At this point the organizational justice manipulations were

presented.

Organizational Justice - Social Justice. Social justice was manipulated with a

screen of information flom the fictional, “VP ofCustomer Service” for the

TravelDeals.com system. Prior to the task being initiated, one oftwo screens was

presented to the participant, based on the condition. The first condition contained no

social injustice and reads,

A messagefiom our Vice-President

Thankyoufor using our serviceforyour travel needs. We at TravelDeals.com

are aware that there are a number ofoptions thatyou may have to accommodate

your travelplans, we are glad to have your business.

Our system employs the most sophisticatedAI (Artificial Intelligence) on the

back-end ofour search process to increase the possibility ofsuccessfor our

customers. We truly value your opinion andfeel thatyou are an importantpart

ofour customer base.

We sincerely hope that you will be successful using our system to procure a hotel

room in the Chicago area.

Thankyou againfor using TravelDeals.com.

Sincerely, Peter Mears, VP Customer Service.
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Those in the condition that received social injustice were provided the information that

follows,

A messagefiom our Vice-President

We at TravelDeals.com are aware that there are a number ofoptions thatyou

may have to accommodate your travelplans, we are happy to have your business.

Ihefocus ofour system is on business travel. You initially indicatedforyour

occupation thatyou are merely a student. mule we will lookfor a roomforyou,

yourpriority with us is low.

We will do our best to accommodate your travel to Chicago, IL, in the event that

we cannotfinda suitable roomforyou, we suggest that you travel by car to

Chicago and return the same day. Yourpersonal information sugests thatyou

should be able to drive to Chicago, as it is only 220 miles and will take no longer

than 3 hours and I5 minutes.

TravelDeals.com, The best in the business!

Sincerely, Peter Mears, VP Customer Service.

Pilot testing was conducted to determine whether the manipulation was effective

in making the subject perceive the social injustice. The pilot test consisted ofpresenting

the scenario for the participants, followed by providing them with either the just or unjust

message, above. The sample used in the pilot study was a similar sample to that which

was used in the actual study. The participants in the pilot study were students enrolled in

an upper level business course. Subjects participated in the study voluntarily. In return,

the subjects were given extra credit in the class.

The pilot test showed that the participants’ perceptions were affected differently

in each ofthe scenarios. As measured by the scales for interpersonal and informational

justice, those that were in the negative social justice condition responded with

perceptions of social justice that were much lower than those in the positive social justice

condition (means = 2.25 and 3.71, respectively). This difference in perception was
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significant (F=50.11, cfl 1,30, p<.01). The analysis holds for the actual participant data.

Those that were in the negative social justice condition responded with perceptions of

social justice that were much lower than those in the positive social justice condition

(means = 2.40 and 3.26, respectively). This difference in perception was significant

(F=45.15, £1,149, p<.01).

Following the social justice manipulation, participants were presented with a web

page on which they entered their bid for a room in Chicago. The webpage (see Figure 1)

again presented information about the pricing for typical rooms in the specific area of

Chicago that was of interest for the participants. At this point the structural justice

manipulation was presented.

Organizational Justice - Structural Justice. Structural justice was manipulated

by simulated crashes in the travel booking system. In the just condition, participants

went through the task with no crashes ofthe system. Upon reaching the end ofthe

bidding process, these individuals were given a message that they had not been successful

in their attempt to procure a hotel room.

In the unjust condition participants also placed a bid for a hotel room. After that

they received an error message detailing the system failure (see Figure 2). They were

then returned to the beginning ofthe task to begin the bidding process again. In this

second attempt the website appeared to crash a second time just as the participants

completed the bidding screen for the second time, returning the same message as the

previous crash. Participants once again returned to the beginning ofthe bidding task and

upon reaching the end ofthe bidding process, after entering their third bid, these

individuals were also given a message that they had not been successfiil in their attempt
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to procure a hotel room. The bids ranged flom $25 to $350 across the three time periods.

The mean bid for time one was 132.81 with a standard deviation of44.82.

All participants failed to get a room using the system, regardless ofwhether they

were in the just or unjust condition.

Justice was measured with the four-factor scale validated by Colquitt (2001) to

capture a richer dimensionality ofthe construct. Once collected, the four factors were

collapsed into the distinct categories of social or structural justice.

Dependent Variables.

Restoration andRetaliation. Retaliation and restoration were captured in two

distinct ways. First, at the conclusion of each bidding session, participants were given a

choice of concluding the study and exiting the experiment, contacting an official flom the

fictitious company (TravelDeals), or posting information with a third party complaint

service (see Figure 4). These three choices were provided upon concluding the bidding

task by allowing each ofthe participants to follow any or all ofthese options in the form

ofthree web links. The first link provided an opportunity to post comments to the

TravelDeals.com technical support website (see Figure 5). The second link was to a

third-party complaint website that would post the complaint to a fictitious Internet

advisory board (see Figure 6). The last link was to conclude the study.

By following the link to the official from the fictitious company, the participants

were following a restorative path, attempting to restore equity after the injustice. The

link stated that the process allowed individuals to provide feedback to TravelDeals.com

to improve the service provided to customers or to provide comments about the service

that they received. This allows for the individual to restore equity, in that oftentimes
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individuals view the ability to have voice as a restorative behavior (Allred, 1999). The

customer service website flamed the feedback as a constructive means to improve the

process for future visitors to the website. This was an opportunity for the participants in

the study to positively impact the situation.

Following the link to the third party complaint site allowed for retaliation, as there

is no benefit to the individual. The complaint website provided the opportunity to record

negative comments about the company or the experience which was to be posted on a

public website for others to read. This option provided only the opportunity to hurt

TravelDeals.com. This particular option was flamed as the opportunity to prevent others

flom having a bad experience or to provide comments in a forum that was flee flom the

company’s domain.

Please see Figures 4, 5, and 6 for the screens that elicited responses for retaliation

and restoration.

Participants had the option of following the restorative path, the retaliatory path,

both paths, or neither path. In the event that the participants chose to conclude the study,

neither retaliation nor restoration behaviors were recorded. Table 8 contains a

breakdown ofthe number ofparticipants that followed each ofthese potential paths,

broken down by condition.

Regardless ofwhether participants followed restorative or retaliatory behaviors,

they were asked to record their intentions at the conclusion ofthe study. This survey

captured the intent ofthe participants in the study in regard to the dependent variables of

restoration and retaliation. Participants were asked to respond to scales based on work

flom Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) measure ofworkplace deviance as part of the
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restorative or retaliatory response. Sample items from Bennett and Robinson’s scale

include; Have you said something hurtful to someone at work, Have you publicly

embarrassed some one at work, Have you taken property flom work without permission,

Have you neglected to follow your bosses instructions. The scales were modified to

register customer deviance, rather than workplace deviance. By collecting these two

distinct forms ofthese outcomes I can compare the behavioral outcome (following the

link and providing information) and the behavioral intention (the survey items).
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS

Controls. Three different variables were used as controls in the study. The first

control variable is gender. There is the possibility that gender differences could have

explanatory value in this study. Gender has been shown to have an effect in both the way

one negotiates and even the willingness to negotiate (Babcock & Laschever, 2003).

Recent studies have shown that men are more willing to promote their own interests than

women. Babcock and Laschever (2003) suggest that this difference could lead to

significant differences in the outcomes that are pursued by men and women. In this study

it could lead to men more aggressively pursuing the outcome ofthe hotel room. For this

reason, gender was included as a control. The gender that was reported by the

participants was nearly evenly split, with 80 participants indicating they were female and

70 participants indicating they were male.

Two other variables which were included as controls are related to the self

efficacy ofthe participants. Bandura (1997) provides several ways in which individuals

build self-efficacy. The first is through experience with the particular task. Experience,

coupled with success, will build the self-efficacy of individuals in a task. Another way

that individuals increase self-efficacy is through familiarity with the task. These two

variables are obviously related and were assessed with two questions administered prior

to the completion ofthe task. The first question assessed the familiarity that each

participant had with purchasing hotel rooms over the internet. If individuals have more

or less familiarity with making purchases over the internet they could be more or less

efficacious. This variable was measured with a single item and a Likert-type scale flom 1

to 5 that asked how often the participant had made a travel purchase (flight, hotel, rental
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car) over the internet with 1 being “never” and 5 being “more than 3 times.” The mean

was 3.34 with a standard deviation of 1.70. This mean equates to making purchases

between two and three times. A similar single item question assessed the comfort that

individuals felt toward'purchasing items over the internet. This could have an effect on

the efficacy that the participant will take into the transaction. This variable was also

measured with a single item and a Likert-type scale flom l to 5 that asked how

comfortable the participant was making a travel purchase (flight, hotel, rental car) over

the internet with 1 being “very uncomfortable” and 5 being “very comfortable.” The

mean ofthis item was 3.65 with a standard deviation of 1.24. This mean equates to a

feeling between neutral and comfortable. These two items give some indication ofthe

self-efficacy ofthe participants. I controlled for self-efficacy with these two variables as

an individual’s self-efficacy has been shown to impact both motivation (Quinones, 1995)

and performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998).

The final variable that was considered as a control was the first bid that was

entered into the system. There is an accepted relationship between outcome favorability

and perceptions ofjustice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). This

relationShip was shown to hold in a similar context in a study by Humphrey and

colleagues (Humphrey et al., 2004). As all participants arrived at a negative outcome in

this study, the amount ofthe first bid could have an impact on the dependent variables.

For those individuals that put in a large first bid, the outcomes could be exacerbated as

opposed to those individuals who entered a lower first bid. For that reason the first bid

entered into the system was used as a control.

47



Independent Variables. The justice scales used in this dissertation have been

previously validated (Colquitt et al., 2001). In this study the specific alpha levels for the

particular scales were: Distributive justice or = .86, 5 items; Procedural justice or = .72, 6

items; Interpersonal justice on = .91, 4 items; Informational justice on = .82, 5 items.

The measure ofprocedural justice, if all 7 items ofthe Colquitt (2001) scale are

used, does not make the typically accepted value of or = .70. Item total statistics show

that the alpha level increases to .72 if one item is dropped — item 6 which states that the

individual had the opportunity to appeal the decision. Since there was really no

opportunity to appeal the decision in the study, I felt the item was not germane to the

scale and could be dropped with no negative repercussions. While this is a trade-off, the

positive impact of a more valid scale outweighs the negative impact of dropping an item

that seems to be indeterminate in this study.

The final test of reliability for the justice items was done for the collapsed scales

of structural and social justice. The scale for structural justice (on = .81) is the

combination ofthe five item scale for distributive justice and the six item scale for

procedural justice. The scale for social justice (on = .90) is the remainder ofthe justice

items that comprise the interpersonal and informational justice scales, totaling nine items.

The PANAS is also a widely accepted scale used in numerous studies since its

conception in 1988 (Watson et al., 1988). In the study conducted here the PANAS had

good reliability for both dimensions ofthe scale, negative affect a = .88, and positive

affect or = .92. Each dimension ofthe PANAS contains ten items.

Finally, the scales developed for this study that are intended to measure the

retaliatory or restorative intentions of participants were based on work in the
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organizational deviance literature (Ambrose et al., 2002; Robinson & Bennett, 1995).

Items developed are meant to examine deviance directed at an organization, or individual

within an organization, by an outsider. In essence this is an application of organizational

deviance by a customer, an organizational outsider. The scales look at two separate

motivations, taken flom the deviance literature (Ambrose et al., 2002), the first being

retaliation and the second being restoration.

The scale designed to measure retaliatory intentions had an alpha level of .88, 7

items. The scale that was designed to measure the restorative intensions ofthe

participants had an alpha level of .74 with 6 items. Both ofthe scales met an acceptable

level of reliability and all ofthe items were retained.

Correlations. The correlations for the included variables are shown in Table l

and the related means and standard deviations are shown in Table 2. The controls had

several relationships that were revealed in the correlations. Gender was related to both

measured positive affect before the task and retaliation intentions after the task such that

males were more likely to have a positive affective state as well as the intention to

retaliate. Not surprisingly, internet use to purchase travel in the past is significantly

correlated with comfort using the internet to purchase hotel rooms. As both ofthese

items are dimensions ofan individual’s efficacy in this particular situation it would be

surprising if there was no correlation between the two. Previous internet use was also

positively related to restoration intentions and negatively related to retaliatory behavior.

Comfort using the internet for purchases is negatively correlated with distributive justice

perceptions.
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Continuing the examinations ofthe correlations, I find that the first bid is

negatively correlated with measured positive affect and is positively correlated with the

affective manipulation. This is a perplexing, but not unexplainable outcome. These

correlations indicate to me that while the manipulation has some impact on the state

affect, it is also possible that there is a significant hold over oftrait affect that is driving

the relationship. That is, while manipulated positive state had a positive correlation with

bid — i.e. those that were manipulated to a positive mood had higher bids - the greater the

positive mood, the lower the bid, as indicated by the second correlation.

The justice measures are all correlated, as I would expect. Procedural justice is

also negatively correlated with the affective manipulation such that those in the negative

affect condition perceived higher procedural justice than those in the positive affect

condition. The measured perceptions of interpersonal justice and social justice are

negatively correlated with retaliation intentions. The measure of structural justice is

negatively correlated with the affective condition, that is, those that are in the negative

affect condition perceive more structural justice.

The measures ofpositive affect and negative affect are negatively correlated (-.25,

p<.01). The measured positive affect is positively correlated with the affective

manipulation and the measured negative affect is negatively correlated with the affective

manipulation. All ofthese correlations are as expected.

The intention to retaliate is correlated with the intention to restore. Intention to

retaliate is positively correlated with the behavior to retaliate and the intention to restore

is positively related to the behavior to restore, although this relationship is only

marginally significant, but in the expected direction. The final correlation of interest is
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the negative correlation between retaliation and restoration behaviors. It seems that

participants were likely to pursue one or the other, but not both.

Manipulation checks. To check the manipulation of affective state within the

experiment, I used ANOVA techniques (see Figure 3). I compared the means ofthe

actual affective state as reported by the PANAS measure (Watson et al., 1988) within the

manipulated condition. Those participants that were induced to have a Positive Affective

(PA) state scored significantly higher in the measure ofPA with a mean of 3.33 as

compared to a mean of3.07 for in the Negative Affect (NA) condition [F(1,148)=5.79,

p<.05]. Similarly, those participants that were induced to have a Negative Affect state

scored significantly higher in the measure ofNA with a mean of 2.08 compared to 1.62

for those in the PA condition [F(1,149)=15.89, p<.01]. This data is presented in Figure 3.

I also checked the justice manipulations using ANOVA techniques. I compared

the reported means in response to the justice measures (Colquitt, 2001) ofthose in the

unjust conditions with the means ofthose in the just conditions to determine whether the

manipulations had an effect on the perceptions that were reported. Those participants in

the structurally just condition reported means scores of 2.49 and 2.53 on distributive and

procedural justice, respectively — compared to 2.14 and 2.09 for those in the structurally

unjust condition, [F(1, 149)=5.97, p<.05] for distributive justice and [F(1,149)=15.72,

p<.01] for procedural justice. These values indicate that the manipulation of structural

justice was successfirl. The manipulation of social justice was also successful. Those

participants in a socially just condition reported means of 3.50 and 3.07 for interpersonal

and informational justice, respectively, while the participants who were exposed to the

socially unjust condition reported means of 2. l6 and 2.58 for interpersonal and
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informational justice, respectively - [F(1, 149)=84. 12, p<.01] for interpersonal justice and

[F(1,149)=12.04, p<.01] for informational justice.

Hypothesis tests. As an initial test, I ran a MANOVA ofthe entire model that is

examined in this dissertation. This MANOVA demonstrated significant multivariate

effects. Using Wilk’s multivariate Lambda, I found that there were three significant main

effects, one for each ofthe manipulations in the study which is consistent with the finding

above. The main effects are as follows: affect condition [25.84, F(10, 132)=2.42,

p<.01], social justice manipulation [7t=.55, F(10, 132)=10.84, p<.01], and structural

justice manipulation [7t=.85, F(10, 132)=2.41, p<.01]. None ofthe interactive effects

reached statistical significance. The significance ofthe main effects is indicative ofthe

success ofthe manipulations. Table 3 presents the cell means for the variables of interest

that were examined in the MANOVA.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using stepwise regression equations. In the first

step I entered the control variables - gender, whether the participant had used the internet

to purchase hotel rooms in the past, and the comfort level ofthe individual in using the

internet to purchase hotel rooms and the first bid amount. In the second step I entered the

affect manipulation for Model 1, or the actual measured levels of positive and negative

affect for Model 2. The justice perceptions ofthe participants were then regressed on

these variables. These regressions are presented in Tables 4, 5, and 6.

The regression equations in Table 4, Model 1 do not reach significance. The

controls do not have any predictive value on the constructs of social and structural

justice. The affective manipulation doesn’t have a statistically significant effect on social

justice, but it does have a moderately significant effect on structural justice perceptions.
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That is, those that are in the positive affective condition are likely to have lower

perceptions of structural justice than those that are in the negative affect condition. This

relationship should be interpreted with great caution as it is not statistically significant

and is in the opposite direction ofthe prediction.

However, as Table 4, Model 2 shows, the measured negative affective state is a

significant predictor of social justice perceptions. However, the finding is opposite the

prediction and counter intuitive and shows that more negative affect leads to greater

perceptions of social justice.

Table 5 presents the breakdown within structural justice, again I present two

models, one for the affective state manipulation and one for the measured positive or

negative affect. Since there were no effects for structural justice, it is not surprising that

the two components that make up structural justice are also generally without effect,

other than an effect for comfort booking rooms over the internet. There were also two

moderately significant effects, one in each model. There is a moderate effect for the

affect manipulation on procedural justice, that is, those that are in the positive affect

condition are likely to have lower perceptions of procedural justice. In Model 2, those

with higher measured negative affect were more likely to perceive the procedures as

more just as well. These effects are only moderately significant and should be interpreted

with caution as the possibility of error is definitely higher when interpreting these results.

Table 6 breaks down the effects on social justice into the two components of

informational and interpersonal justice. Once again Model 1 lacks significance, the affect

condition does not impact perceptions of interpersonal or informational justice. And

once again the counter-intuitive result is present in Model 2. Negative affect has an
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effect on both perceptions of interpersonal and informational justice. Once again this

effect is such that those with more negative affect are more likely to perceive the

interaction and the information as just.

These regression equations are evidence that neither Hypothesis 1 nor Hypothesis

2 is supported.

Hypothesis 3 states that across participants, negative affective states will have a

stronger effect on perceptions ofjustice than will positive affective states. The beta

weights were compared using the following formula (Gujarati, 1995, pg. 255):

$3 ’fiaz-(flg ’fl4)

”(£3 ’fl4)

 

or, substituting the values for the standard error:

(fl3 " £4)

t/Vflws) + V3f(fl4) — 2COngfld

t: 

This formula compares the B weights flom a single regression equation and flom a single

sample, such that ifthe t value reaches significance, the difference between the two [3

weights is statistically significantly different. The regression equation was used was a

“pure” regression equation - an equation that regressed the justice perceptions on PA and

NA with no other variables. The control variables are not included in this equation as

they would absorb some ofthe variance in the two variables of interest. The

standardized Beta weights are used as the measured are all on an equal 5-point Likert-

type scale and are therefore equivalent. The absolute values ofthe Beta weights are used

to compare the magnitude ofthe difference, rather than the distance between the Beta

weights.

I applied the test to two ofthe four dimensions ofjustice; distributive justice and
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interpersonal justice. There was no need to complete the comparison for procedural

justice as the Beta weight for positive affect is greater than the Beta weight for negative

affect. Thus the test is pointless, as simply looking at the Beta weights tells us that the

effect of negative affect is not as great as the effect of positive affect. Similarly there is

no reason to complete the test for informational justice as the Beta weight for negative

affect is in the opposite ofthe predicted direction. The equations for the other two

dimensions ofjustice follow.

 

Distributive justice:

176: (.17-.14)

' Won—zoom)

Interpersonal justice:

.37 _ (.08 — .07)
 

_ 7.018 +.019— 2(.005)

The Beta values and t statistics for each ofthese equations is listed in Table 7.

The equations for distributive and interpersonal justice did not reach significance,

indicating that there was no difference in the impact ofthe sign ofthe affective state on

the perceptions of either distributive or interpersonal justice. As indicated earlier,

procedural justice and informational justice were not tested. Given the evidence

presented above I can say that Hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Hypotheses 4 states that those participants that experience a structural injustice

will pursue more restoration than retaliation. In a similar line ofthinking, hypothesis 5

states that those that experience a social injustice will pursue more retaliation than

restoration. I used a contingency table analysis to examine whether the two groups

differed in the amount of restoration. Table 8 provides the count values for each ofthe
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cells in the study design. The count values support hypothesis four, as those participants

that experienced a structural injustice did pursue more restoration than retaliation. Of

the participants that experienced a structural injustice, fourteen pursued a behavioral

restoration, three chose a retaliatory behavior, and four pursued both behaviors. Ofthe

participants that experienced a social injustice, twenty-six pursued restorative behavior, I

chose to retaliate, and 3 participants chose both behaviors. This was not significantly

different flom the expected values for this contingency table [x2(df=6)=6.21, ns].

However, I also completed a focused chi-squared analysis that examined the differences

between those that experience only structural injustice or only social injustice and

whether they pursued only restoration or only retaliation to determine if there were

significant differences in those variables. This chi-squared analysis approached

significance [x2(c#E1)=2.45, p=.12]. The low number of individuals that pursued a

retaliatory behavior alone is contributing to the lack of significance in this chi-squared

number. For that reason I added the individuals who pursued both behaviors to the totals

for each column of retaliation behavior and restoration behavior. I then completed a

second focused chi-square analysis. This analysis yielded a similar result [x2(a9E1)=2.33,

p=.12]. Therefore, using the contingency table analysis and the cell count values I find

very limited evidence to support hypothesis 4 and no evidence to support hypothesis 5.

Hypothesis 6 was tested in a similar method to the two previous hypotheses. I

used a contingency table analysis (see Table 9) and the Chi-squared statistic to determine

whether the behavioral reactions to the interaction of injustice and affective state

condition are statistically significant. Hypothesis 6 states that affective state and injustice

will interact such that, following any injustice, those in the positive affective state
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condition will engage in a) more restoration and b) less retaliation than those in the

negative affective state condition. None ofthe Chi-squared values were significant for

hypothesis six. This indicates that the expected values for the contingency table were not

statistically significantly different than the actual values. Focused Chi-squared tests were

not completed on this data due to the low numbers, particularly in the retaliation cells.

Contingency table analysis requires that the majority ofthe cells contain a number greater

than 5 for an accurate analysis. Since many ofthe focused Chi-squared analyses that

could be done would include one or two cells with a value below two the extended

analyses would be inconclusive.

Post Hoc Analyses

I examined the behavioral intentions that were collected after the experiment

concluded. I used regression analysis to examine the relationship between the intention

to retaliate or restore and the affective conditions and the justice conditions within the

experiment, see Table 10. In the first step I entered gender, previous use ofthe internet to

book hotels, and comfort level using the internet to book hotels and the first bid for

controls. The second step included affective condition and structural and social justice

conditions, while the final step included the interaction term for the appropriate justice

condition with affect condition. Consistent with the earlier regressions I also completed a

second model which included the measured affect rather than the affect condition. In

step three the appropriate interaction terms - the justice condition by positive and

negative affect — are reported. Looking first to model 1 and the intent to retaliate, there

was a significant effect for gender, males were more likely to have retaliatory intentions

than females. In the second step there was a significant effect for the social justice
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condition. Those that were in the condition that violated social justice were more likely

to have retaliatory intentions. The overall equation was significant [F(7, 141) = 2.61,

p<.05].

Model 2 paints a very similar picture for retaliation intentions. There is no

change in the information reported in step 1 ofthe regression equation as no changes

were made to that step. Males are more likely to have retaliation intentions. Similarly,

the social justice condition has the same impact in model 2 as it did in model 1, that is

those participants in the condition that violated social justice were significantly more

likely to have retaliation intentions than those that were in the condition that did not

violate social justice. Again, the overall equation was significant [F(9,139) = 1.94,

p<.05].

When examining the intent to restore I entered the same variables with the same

order, again specifying two models to examine the affect condition in the first and the

measured affect in the second. There was a moderately significant effect for prior use of

the internet to book hotels, with those that had experience buying hotel rooms on the

internet more likely to have intentions to participate in restorative behavior. While many

ofthe relationships were in the predicted direction, none reached statistical significance.

The entire equation was not significant for intention to restore [F(7,141) = 1.12, ns].

Model 2 followed a similar pattern. Again, the entire equation was not significant

[F(9,139) = 1.39, ns].
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION

General Discussion. What impact do affective states have on perceptions of

justice? Byrne and her colleagues (2003) argue that justice may be an amplifier or an

attenuator in regard to emotions and affect. That is if one enters a situation that may

provide fairness information and is in a negative affective state, the perception of

unfairness or fairness can either focus (Baron, 1993) or deflect that affective state. If I

enter an online purchasing situation such as the situation described in this study and I am

angry, if I perceive the situation as fair the anger could be deflected and I could leave the

transaction less angry. Ifon the other hand if I perceive the situation as unfair, that may

serve to increase and focus my anger.

I did not examine discrete emotions in this study, but rather focused on the

general affective state. Unfortunately the prediction of hypothesis one, that negative

affective state would lead to lower perceptions of distributive and procedural justice was

not supported. Those that are in a negative mood do not perceive the same situation as

less fair distributively and procedurally, than those who are in a positive mood.

Comfort with purchasing products with the internet was a predictor of lower

distributive justice. This is likely due to the fact that those that are sawy internet users

felt that the bids that were made were significant enough for them to be accepted.

Individuals that are comfortable purchasing things over the internet are likely to be more

knowledgeable about pricing and how to enter a competitive bid that has a higher

likelihood ofbeing accepted. Since none ofthe bids were accepted regardless ofhow

high they were that could explain the effect on distributive justice.
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The fact that no one in the study received a positive outcome is one aspect ofthis

study that may have had a greater impact on the perceptions of structural justice,

particularly the perceptions of distributive justice, than I initially thought. Everyone in

the study was rejected when trying to book a room, regardless ofbid amount and

condition. While distributive justice could be interpreted as being met even ifthe

outcome that was desired was not received, it rarely happens. Rather, if an individual

doesn’t get the outcome that s/he desires, the situation is interpreted as unfair. The

reason that I chose to reject everyone is that a consistent outcome in justice research is

that those that receive a positive outcome perceive the situation as fair. In this study I

thought that this would merely add noise. As it would not be predictive, there should be

no reason to include a positive outcome in the study. However, it appears that this

negative outcome for everyone was very important in the justice equation and even

became more important than the procedural injustice, which was manipulated. It may be

that distributive justice should have also been manipulated.

Hypothesis two asked whether there was a difference between the effects of

positive affect and negative affect on interpersonal and informational justice. There was

no difference, that is, the equation did not reach statistical significance. The affective

condition that the participants were in had no impact on the judgments they made

conceming interpersonal or informational justice. Both groups, those in the negative

affect condition and those in the positive affect condition, perceived low levels of

interpersonal and informational justice. Interesting, however, is that the measured

negative affect did impact perceptions ofboth interpersonal and informational justice.

60



This impact was opposite the hypothesized direction. More measured negative affect

lead to greater perceptions of interpersonal and informational justice.

This significant finding reveals that those with higher negative affect are more

likely to perceive the interpersonal interaction and the information provided as just. This

is a surprising finding. One would expect that if I enter an interaction in a bad mood I

will judge the interaction as less fair, but the data show the opposite.

One explanation that I have for this is that the individual’s expectations are very

different based on affective state. There has been some research that has examined the

interactive effects ofthe strength ofthe interpersonal interaction and the affective state.

Those individuals that were in a negative affective state were only impacted by strong

arguments while those that were in a positive affective state were impacted equally by

weak and strong arguments (Bagozzi, 1993; Bless & Fiedler, 1995). In a similar fashion,

those individuals in this study that were in a negative affective state may not have been

impacted by justice manipulations, as one could argue that the manipulations are

probably weak arguments. However, those that were in a positive affective state were

more likely to be impacted by the justice manipulations as the manipulations would not

need to be nearly as strong to impact the judgment about the fairness for these

individuals.

Individuals that are in a negative affective state are likely to expect less out ofthe

interaction - particularly the interpersonal or social aspects of the interaction - and will

therefore be more likely to judge the interaction as fair. An individual develops

expectations flom various sources, direct experience, indirect experience, and other

beliefs (Bell, Ryan, & Wiechmann, 2004). If a participant’s expectations are low for the
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fairness ofthe interaction, it will be much easier to hit that threshold of fairness and

therefore get a higher rating. This expectation can be shaped by the affective state,

particularly if that state is manipulated. Participants can anticipate that they will not be

treated fairly and that will have an impact on the behaviors and their judgments (Shapiro

& Kirkman, 2001). Ifa person feels that they may be treated unfairly and they are treated

in a neutral way, they will judge that as higher on a justice scale than those that enter the

transaction with an expectation of fair treatment.

Therefore, those individuals that entered the experiment with the expectation that

they would not be treated fairly - which could have been manifested in the negative

affective state — were pleasantly surprised and did not receive a terribly strong affront to

fairness. However those that entered the experiment in a positive affective state more

easily had their expectations, which were likely to be more demanding in terms of

fairness, violated and therefore reported lower perceptions of fairness.

Hypothesis three was not supported, negative affect was not a more important

predictor ofjustice perceptions than was positive affect. This prediction did not hold

true for any ofthe dimensions ofjustice. This is not in line with theory that negative

emotions have a stronger effect than do positive emotions (Allred, 1999; Fredrickson,

2003; Kamins et al., 1991) on cognitions. This also contradicts previous theory that a

person in a negative mood will feel more strongly about the injustice than will the person

in the positive mood (Byrne et al., 2003). Much ofthis theory draws on evolutionary

concepts that show that negative emotions exist to effectively move humans out ofharms

way, and therefore requires an effort (Fredrickson, 2003). Studies in this area look at

specific emotions of disgust, fear, and anger. These emotions lead to specific responses
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that protect flom ingesting bad food, preparing the body to flee, or preparing the body to

fight for example. Ifthe participant is in a positive mood they are less likely to push back

and escalate the situation (Barry, Fulmer, & Van Kleef, 2004; Camevale & Isen, 1986).

Positive affective state leads to a more creative and open mindset (Fredrickson, 2003).

This creative and open mindset could lead the participants to question the outcome,

procedures, and interaction and think of possible other outcome, procedures, and

interaction or to examine the relationship in greater depth. In this study the positive

affect did not have a significantly different effect than the negative affect.

Hypothesis four was not supported, but data indicate that the hypothesized

relationship may exist. Hypothesis five was not supported when analyzed with the

contingency table. The outcome of retaliation did not reach significance when the

specific relationships were examined. That is, individuals may be more likely to have the

intent to restore after a structural injustice but are not more likely to have the intent to

retaliate after a social injustice. The intent to retaliate or the intent to restore are

important aspects ofthis study. As I will discuss further in the Limitations section, it may

have been problematic to have the individual who created the study and intended to

analyze the results in the room while the participants completed the instrument. In

addition to this, some ofthe participants were also in classes that were being taught by

the experimenter. This may have led to impression management tactics on the part ofthe

participants. Individuals may not have pursued behaviors that they normally would have

due to my presence at the experiment. However, the same individuals may have felt

more comfortable admitting to the intention to do the behavior.
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Hypothesis six was not supported. There was no interaction between affective

state and injustice that was evident in this study. It has been shown that mood

congruence is a general effect and that individuals color their subsequent cognitions

based on the prevailing mood they take into a situation (Mayer et al., 1992). Affective

states have been shown to have an effect on various cognitive processes including

attention, learning, and memory (Muramatsu & Hanoch, 2005). The mood congruence

view would say that in the above experiment, affective state would elicit similar

memories and therefore color the entire transaction. In this experiment it is possible that

previous experience with the type of system contained here had an overpowering effect

on the individual’s perceptions of fairness. For structural justice, comfort using the

internet was an important predictor, with those that were less comfortable seeing both the

outcome and the process as less fair. The converse is true then also, those that are more

comfortable see both the process and the outcome as more fair — based on the previous

experience that they have with similar online bidding systems. This previous experience

allows them to shortcut the cognitive process. There is no reason to include the affective

state into the heuristic (Muramatsu & Hanoch, 2005), as they already have a strong

heuristic that the process is fair. The affective state is not attributed to the issue, but

rather to the meaning ofthe issue (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999) — those that are

comfortable with the process of making a purchase over the internet view the process as

more fair. Mood congruence operates in a way such that memory is recalled that is

congruent with the mood and that is what will impact the cognitive process (Blaney,

1986). In this experiment the affective state was primed by the manipulation. According

to the manipulation check, the proper affective state was achieved, although it was not
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strong. After the manipulation ofthe affective state, the participants were introduced to

the online buying simulation. While there were questions about the amount ofexperience

and the comfort level ofthe participants with online buying experiences, there were no

questions about the previous affective experiences that participants had with online

purchasing. The online system may have inadvertently primed a second affective state.

As most ofthe participants reported that they had used an online system to purchase a

hotel room (97 of 150 reporting that they had done so twice or more times), and most also

reported a high comfort level with online purchasing (96 of 150 reporting they were

either comfortable or very comfortable purchasing goods or services over the Internet),

this could be an alternative explanation for the lack offindings in this experiment.

I examined the bids for the rooms further to see ifthey were different across

affective states. An ANOVA showed that the first bid - a bid that was made by all

participants, regardless of condition — was different for members ofthe two different

affective conditions. Those that were in the negative affective condition had a mean bid

of $125.48, while those in the positive affective condition had a mean bid of $141.07.

This difference was statistically significant [F(1,149)=4.66, p<.05). Individuals that were

in a better mood were willing to pay more for a hotel room. When this result is coupled

with the previous theory and empirical support that negative emotions lead to lower

perceptions of distributive and procedural justice (Byrne et al., 2003) it becomes quite

important to the situation. Those consumers that come to the transaction with a negative

affective state will be more likely to provide a lower bid and will be more likely to

perceive the transaction as unfair. This is a pattern that may be difficult to overcome for

organizations that are participating in these types ofultimatum or even negotiated
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transactions. Managing the affective state ofthe party coming in to the transaction would

seem to be quite important ifthat affective state can have an impact on the economic

outcome and the perceptions of fairness ofthe outcome and process.

Limitations ofthe Current Study. The first limitation ofthis study that must be

acknowledged is the fact that this is a lab study that was completed by undergraduate

volunteer subjects. While they were given instructions that they should take the activity

as seriously as they would if they were actually purchasing a hotel room for a trip with

their significant other, they did in fact know that they were participating in a lab study.

And while this study is important to the researcher, it would be a stretch to assume that it

was important to many ofthe participants. A second issue with the nature ofthis study

was that the participants in the study were junior or senior level students. Students do not

have the life experience that individuals in organizations have and could therefore have

reacted differently to the manipulations than would the working individuals for whom the

theory was created. Finally, I asked participants in this study to react and make

judgments and pursue behaviors based on a simulated transaction. So after losing a bid

for a hotel room for 125 dollars that were not real, individuals pursued more restoration,

regardless of any other variable. Ifhowever there were real dollars involved or real hotel

rooms, the participants could have had different reactions. Had they thought that the

social justice manipulation came flom an actual individual at a real company they would

likely have a different reaction. Rather than the fairly tame reaction they had to what

they assuredly attributed to the researcher that was standing in flont ofthem during the

task. It was much harder for the participants in this study to make judgments. In essence

it was harder for them to care.
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It is possible that individuals who participated in the study were concerned about

the image that they were giving in the study, and even though they were guaranteed

anonymity, acted in a way that was meant to manage impressions. That is, these students

did not want to give the impression that they were complaining and therefore, likely did

not retaliate in the experiment when given the same opportunity in an actual experience

wouldn’t hesitate to retaliate against the organization. This belief is furthered by the fact

that even those participants that were insulted pursued restorative behavior, but indicated

on the final questionnaire that they did have retaliatory intentions. One possible reason

for this is that the participants knew that the response that was written would be read by

someone that could feasibly attach their name to the words that were written. So while

the participants had an opportunity to “flame” the individuals who were responsible for

the website, they did not have the anonymity that most flamers enjoy. Not only were the

participants not anonymous, but the individuals that represented the travel website were

for all intents and purposes not anonymous. 1 introduced the study in every case and was

present during the entire time the participants completed the instrument. So while

individuals that flame an unknown entity or an unknown person that is connected with a

real internet site with which they are displeased, in this case the creator and

representative ofthe website was in the room. There is a strong cultural norm that would

discourage retaliation in this instance. Everyone has been told by his/her mother at one

time or another, “Ifyou don’t have anything nice to say, don’t say anything at all.” It

may be that a similar norm was in operation during this experiment.

Another limitation in this study is the decision not to distinguish between the

various forms ofpositive or negative emotions. While this is not unreasonable, given that
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this is an initial experiment into a very broad phenomenon, firture work should certainly

consider the possibility that specific emotions will have very different influences on the

cognitive and behavioral outcomes examined here (DeSteno, Petty, Rucker, Wegener, &

Braverman, 2004). Initial research in this area would support the notion that different

specific emotions will have very different influences on perceptions and behaviors

(Byrne et al., 2003).

The measurement ofjustice, while validated in the literature may be masking the

effect of emotion. When participants read the justice items it primes them to think if the

cognitive decision about whether this is a fair or unfair outcome/process, etc. This is a

limitation ofthe construct of organizational justice as it is defined in the literature. The

best way to remove this limitation would be to develop an expanded view ofthe construct

ofjustice. Justice should be expanded to include an affective side, as well as the existing

cognitive side.

Another line ofwork that could have explanatory power in this experiment looks

at the moderating effect of personality on the effect of emotions (Forgas & Ciarrochi,

2001). This work says that affect is infused into the situation and that this infusion makes

individuals view the situation in a mood congruent manner similar to the work ofBlaney

(1986). Forgas however shows that an individual difference measure - Openness to

Feelings - is a moderator in the operation of mood congruence. Forgas and Ciarrochi

(2001) found that individuals who are high in Openness to Feelings (OF), those that are

more likely to give credence to the affective information that is present in the situation,

are more likely to exhibit mood congruent information while those that are low in

Openness to Feelings are actually likely to show opposite effects. Applying that logic to
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this situation, those that are high in OF are likely to exhibit mood congruent feelings — if

the positive affective state was primed, they will perceive higher levels ofjustice — if the

negative affective state was primed, they will perceive lower levels ofjustice. However,

those that are low in OF will react the opposite way — ifthe positive affective state were

primed, they will view the transaction as less fair — if the negative affective state were

primed they will view the transaction as more fair. The researchers propose this effect is

a result ofthose that are not open to their feelings act in a way that is contrary to mood

congruence because they do not trust their feelings and therefore act against them (Forgas

& Ciarrochi, 2001). This effect could explain the lack of consistent mood congruence in

this study. Positive moods elicited feelings of security and a tendency to imitate the

behavior of others — if others cooperate, the subject in the positive mood would

reciprocate. Those that were in a negative mood had a lower feeling of security and

would therefore increase cooperative effort in the face of lower effort by other

participants. This increased cooperation was to make up for the decreased effort of

others. Conversely, if the others were cooperative, the subject in the negative mood was

less likely to cooperate and was more willing to flee ride on the efforts of others.

Contribution. This research is important to both the study of affect and the study

ofjustice. Particularly this research suggests that justice perceptions are not impacted by

affective states. While affect has been shown to be an important factor in many decisions

(DeSteno et al., 2004; Forgas & Ciarrochi, 2001; Kahneman et al., 2004; Kamins et al.,

1991), it appears that they have a very complex influence on justice judgments.

There has been an absence of emotion as a determining factor in the justice

literature that I attempt to address in this paper. Previous views ofjustice have been
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entirely cognitive (Adams, 1965; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Tyler & Blader, 2002), and

the measurement ofthe construct has followed suit and also focused on the cognitive

aspect of fairness judgments (Colquitt, 2001). While emotion is immediate and

automatic, it does not necessarily impact the perception ofjustice — as we know and

measure it today. As I propose in the section on Future Research, it may be that scholars

need to add to the dimensionality of organizational justice by including those affective

components to the justice equation.

Contributions to practice. What does this study tell those that are involved in

online commerce? First, as the data on the first bids indicate, those that are in a positive

mood are more willing to make a higher bid. Data show that those in a positive mood

made a bid that was an average of $15.49 higher than those in a negative mood. Ifan

online retailer or other online sales agent could manipulate the mood ofthe clients, a

positive mood would facilitate higher profits and would be worth the online organization

manipulating the mood of potential clients. There are a number ofways that these online

organizations could impact the affective state oftheir clients. One ofthese ways is in use

at a number ofwebsites already. Many ofthese sites greet patrons by name and provide

personalized preferences to these clients. This personalization could have a positive

effect on the affective state ofthe clients. The organizations could also give gifts or use

other methods of ingratiation to impact their bottom line. Ifthe organization announces

that it gives a $5 gift to every person upon acceptance oftheir bid and that makes people

happy and they increase their bid by $15, the organization will directly impact their

bottom line. Each transaction could improve for the organization.
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Future Directionsfor Research. Over the years the justice literature has become

more specialized and flagmented. Scholars interested in the organizational justice

question have looked at very specific questions and outcomes — such as the relationship

between justice and sabotage (Ambrose et al., 2002), the relationship between justice and

theft (Greenberg, 1993), the relationship between justice and selection procedures

(Gilliland, 1993, , 1994) — just to name a few. While this has been an interesting and

prolific area for many individuals, as theorists we need to continually add to the

knowledge base. The intent of this paper is to link organizational justice and affective

states. Distinctions have been shown in three factor models ofjustice (Bies & Moag,

1986), as well as between the factors of distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and

informational justice (Colquitt, 2001). A better understanding ofthe operation of affect

in the justice process may be important and helpful to prediction ofbehavior in

organizations. Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) remind us that emotion in the workplace

impacts outcomes that are important to the organization, such as satisfaction and

production. Brief and Weiss (2002), argue that emotions are important aspects that drive

behavior. Understanding the operation of emotions in the realm ofjustice would be a

positive addition to theory and research on behavior and motivation for action in

organizations.

Cognitive and Affective Justice. While in this particular study I did not find that

emotion impacted perceptions ofjustice I would still argue that there are emotional

impacts on justice perceptions. It may be that much like the operation oftrust

(McAllister, 1995), justice perceptions come in both cognitive and affective flavors. That

is, we make distinct cognitive justice judgments and have distinct affective justice
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reactions. Cognitive justice is the justice that is at work when an individual looks at the

typical justice ratio of inputs compared to outcomes and compares that to a referent other.

Cognitive justice is what is measured by the justice measures that have been accepted in

the literature (Colquitt, 2001). This would also have an impact on the study presented

here. The measures are cognitive in nature rather than affective. Affective justice would

be the feeling that something is fair. Affective justice looks past the ratios and responds

that something is fair because it makes us happy, not because the input/output ratio

equals that ofthe referent group. Affective justice could explain why Adams found that

individuals who were over paid did not find that to be unjust. It has been explained in the

past as a cognitive adjustment, but it could be that we see that as fair, because it feels

good. We know it’s not right, but it feels good and that makes it affectively just. For

example, cognitive justice made many people think that the Rodney King verdict was

plausible, affective justice made people riot. Affective justice can be skewed much more

easily than can the mathematical basis of cognitive justice. Affective justice should be

very susceptible to input flom emotional stimuli, whereas cognitive justice — as shown

here — should be more impervious to this influence.

Individuals in this particular study appear to be very influenced by the

mathematical calculation of fairness. This may be due to the importance ofthat

economic outlook, or it may be that the items that we currently use to determine a

perception of fairness focus us on the economic impact.

Conclusions. The interplay of affect and justice judgments appears to be more

complex than what was proposed in this paper. The two are not entirely independent as

evidenced by the effects for actual affective state — in the absence of effects for affective

72



manipulation. There is some influence on the judgment that one makes about the fairness

of a situation that comes flom actual affective state. It may be that naturally occurring

affective state, or underlying mood, is a more important driver ofthe justice judgment. It

may be that naturally occurring emotions are more important drivers ofthe justice

judgment. It may be that trait based affect is most important to perceptions ofjustice.

More examination ofthis problem is warranted.

A final conclusion is that the justice construct may be more complex than what is

accepted in the literature. It may be that there are more dimensions than we currently

consider. The paradigm ofthe four factors ofjustice is a fairly recently accepted

definition. Distributive and procedural justice are fairly cognitive dimensions. These

dimensions were not affected by the positive or the negative affective states that were

aroused in this study. However, one could argue that the dimensions of interpersonal and

informational justice are much more affectively driven. The dimensions of interpersonal

and informational justice were also the only dimensions in this study that were

significantly impacted by affective state, although in the opposite direction ofthe

prediction.

This evidence when taken together points to the possible existence of an

affectively driven form ofjustice. Future research should examine this possibility.
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TABLE 2

 

 

 

Means and Standard Deviations

Mean Std. Deviation N

Gender .47 .501 150

lntemet Use 3.34 1.698 150

Internet Comfort 3.65 1.242 150

Bid 1 132.81 44.820 150

Distributive Justice 2.2997 .88292 150

Procedural Justice 2.2780 .76069 150

Interpersonal Justice 2.723 5 1 . 101 19 150

Informational Justice 2.7917 .88420 150

Structural Justice 2.2889 .69528 150

Social Justice 2.7624 .88980 150

PA 3.1944 .67705 150

NA 1.8642 .73425 150

Affect Condition 1.4702 .50077 150

Retaliation Intentions 2.0814 .95040 150

Restoration Intentions 2.7075 .8642] 150

Retaliation Behavior .2185 .41463 150

Restoration Behavior .6755 .46975 150    
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TABLE 4

The Eflect ofAflect on Perceptions ofSocial andStructural Justice

 

 

 

 

MODEL 1

Social Justice Structural Justice

Hierarchica Independent Variable [3 AR2 [3 AR:z

1 Step

1 Gender .00 091‘ -.05 .06

lntemet Use .17 -.14

Internet Comfort .17 -. 18

Bid 1 -.09 .05

2 Affect .03 .00 -.19T 031‘

Full Model F (5,80) = 1.68 F (5,76) = 1.58

Statistics Total R2 = .10 Total R2 = .10
 

 

Note: n= 85 for social justice. n = 81 for structural justice. The B reported is the

standardized coefficient.

Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01

 

 

 

 

MODEL 2

Social Justice Structural Justice

Hierarchica Independent Variable [3 AR2 [3 AR2

1 Step

1 Gender .00 .091" -.06 .06

lntemet Use .17 -.13

lntemet Comfort .17 -. 18

Bid 1 -.09 .04

2 Positive Affect .14 .09* .15 .02

Negative Affect .30** .08

Full Model F (6,78) = 2.97* F (6,75) = 1.10

Statistics Total R2 = .19 Total R2 = .08
 

 

Note: n= 84 for social justice. 11 = 81 for structural justice. The [3 reported is the

standardized coefficient.

'l'p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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TABLE 5

The Eflect ofAfleet on Perceptions ofDistributive and Procedural Justice

 

 

 

 

MODEL 1

Distributive Justice Procedural Justice

Hierarchic Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

al Step

1 Gender -.08 .07 -.02 .04

lntemet Use -.07 -. 15

lntemet Comfort -.24* -.06

Bid 1 .01 .06

2 Affect -. 13 .02 -.191' 031'

Full Model F (5,76) = 1.48 F (5,76) = 1.06

Statistics Total R2 = .09 Total R2 = .07

 

 

Note: 11 = 82. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01

 

 

 

 

MODEL 2

Distributive Justice Procedural Justice

Hierarchic Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

al Step

1 Gender -.08 .07 -.02 .03

lntemet Use -.07 -. 15

Internet Comfort -.24* -.06

Bid 1 .01 .06

2 Positive Affect .11 .02 .14 .05

Negative Affect -.06 .201

Full Model F (6,75) = 1.23 F (6,75) = 1.03

Statistics Total R2 = .09 Total R2 = .08

 

 

Note: it = 82. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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TABLE 6

The Eflect ofAflect on Perceptions ofInterpersonal andInformational Justice

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MODEL I

Interpersonal Informational

Justice Justice

Hierarchica Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

1 Step

1 Gender -.05 .06 .00 . 101'

lntemet Use -.14 .17

lntemet Comfort -. 18 .16

Bid 1 .05 -.12

2 Affect .14 .02 -.01 .00

Full Model F (5,80) = .95 F (5,80) = 1.80

Statistics Total R = .06 Total R2 = .10

Note: n= 85. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

1p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01

MODEL 2

Interpersonal Informational

Justice Justice

Hierarchica Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

1 Step

1 Gender -.05 .06 .00 .101

lntemet Use -.14 .17

Internet Comfort -. 18 .16

Bid 1 .05 -. 12

2 Positive Affect .16 .11* .09 . 051'

Negative Affect .33** .23*

Full Model F (6,78) = 258* F (6,78) = 236*

Statistics Total R2 = .17 Total R2 = .15
 

 

Note: n= 84. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

1p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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TABLE 7

 

Beta weight comparison

Positive affect B Negative affect B t statistic

Distributive justice -. 14 -. 17 1 .76

Procedural justice -.1 1 .07 n/a

Interpersonal justice -.07 .08 .37

Informational justice -.02 .08 3 .33 

Note: The B reported is the standardized coefficient.
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TABLE 8

Cell countfor retaliation andrestoration behavior

 

  

Restoration Retaliation Both Neither

Behavior Behavior Behaviors behavior

No injustice 19 4 3 7

Social injustice only 26 1 3 4

Structural injustice only 14 3 4 7

Both mes of injustice 27 9 6 13

Totals (n=150) 86 17 16 31
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TABLE 9

Cell countfor retaliation and restoration behavior by aflective condition

 

 

No Social Structural Both

Injustice Injustice Injustice

No Behavior Negative 3 1 6 6

Affect

Positive 4 4 4 4

Affect

Restorative Negative 13 16 6 14

Behavior Affect

Positive 6 10 8 13

Affect

Retaliatory Negative 3 0 1 4

Behavior Affect

Positive 1 1 2 5

Affect

Both Negative 1 2 3 l

Behaviors Affect

Positive 2 1 1 5

Affect  
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TABLE 10

The Eflect ofAflect andJustice Conditions on Intention to Retaliate or Restore

 

 

 

 

MODEL 1

Retaliation Restoration

Intentions Intentions

Hierarchica Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

1 Step

1 Gender .20* .05 -.02 .05

Internet Use .10 .171'

lntemet Comfort -.04 .10

Bid 1 .06 .07

2 Affect .08 .07* -.08 .01

Social Justice Condition 25* -

Structural Justice - .03

Condition

3 Affect x Social .17 .00 - .01

Affect x Structural - -.45

Full Model F(7,141) = 2.61* F(7,141) = 1.12

Statistics Total R2 = .12 Total R2 = .07
 

Note: n = 148. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

1p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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MODEL 2

 

 

 

 

Retaliation Restoration

Intentions Intentions

Hierarchica Independent Variable B AR2 B AR2

1 Step

1 Gender .20* .05 -.02 .05

lntemet Use .10 .171'

lntemet Comfort -.04 .10

Bid 1 .06 .07

2 Measured Positive -.02 .06* .03 .01

Affect

Measured Negative .01 .11

Affect

Social Justice Condition .26* -

Structural Justice - .02

Condition

3 PA X Social Justice -.28 .00 - .02

PA X Structural Justice - -.50

NA X Social Justice .32 -

NA X Structural Justice - .85

Full Model F(9,139) = 1.94* F(9,139) = 1.39

Statistics Total R2 = .11 Total R = .08

 

Note: it = 148. The B reported is the standardized coefficient.

Tp<.10, *p<.05, **p<,01
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FIGURE 1

Web page depicting the bidding screen
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FIGURE 2

Web page depicting the structuraljustice manipulation
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FIGURE 3

Graphical Display ofAfl'ect Manipulation Check Results
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FIGURE 4

Web pagefor the retaliation versus restoration options
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FIGURE 5

Web page depicting the restoration behavior
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FIGURE 6

Web page depicting the retaliation behavior
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MEASURES

PANAS (Watson & Clark, 1994)

Instructions: This scale consists of a number ofwords that describe different feelings and

emotions. Indicate to what extent you are experiencing this feeling right now, that is, at

the present moment, using this scale:

1=Very slightly or not at all

2=A little

=Moderately

4=Quite a bit

5=Very much

Interested Distressed Excited Upset

Strong Guilty Scared Enthusiastic

Hostile Proud Irritable Alert

Ashamed Inspired Nervous Determined

Attentive Jittery Active Aflaid
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Justice Measures (based on Colquitt, 2001)

Procedural Justice

The following items refer to the process used by TravelDeals to determine an outcome.

To what extent:

Have you been able to express your views and feelings during the bid procedures?

Have you had influence over the outcome arrived at by those procedures?

Have the TravelDeals bid procedures been applied consistently (i.e. did they

treat you the same way they treated others)?

Have the bid procedures been flee flom bias?

Have the bid procedures used accurate information?

Could you have appealed the outcome arrived at by those procedures?

Have the bid procedures conformed to ethical and moral standards?

Distributive Justice

The following items refer to TravelDeals's response to you. To what extent:

Does TravelDeals's final decision reflect the effort you put into the transaction?

Is TravelDeals's final decision appropriate for the work you have put into the

transaction?

Does TravelDeals's response to you reflect what you have contributed to the

transaction?

Is TravelDeals‘s response to you justified?

Is TravelDeals's response to you fair?

Interpersonal Justice

The following items refer to TravelDeals. To what extent:

Has TravelDeals treated you in a polite manner?

Has TravelDeals treated you with dignity?

Has TravelDeals treated you with respect?

Has TravelDeals reflained flom improper remarks and comments?

Informational Justice

The following items refer to the authority figure who enacted the procedure. To what

extent:

Has TravelDeals been candid in his/her communication with you?

Has TravelDeals explained the procedures thoroughly?

Were TravelDeals’s explanations regarding the procedure reasonable?

Has TravelDeals communicated details in a timely manner?

Has TravelDeals seemed to tailor his/her communications to individuals’ specific

needs?
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Customer Deviance (based on Ambrose et al., 2002; based on Robinson & Bennett,

1995) - Retaliation

During this task did you want to:

Say something hurtfirl about someone flom this company

Report behavior of a specific individual to an authority to get them in

trouble

Act or speak rudely toward someone flom this company (or send a rude

written message)

Attempt to publicly embarrass someone flom this company

Harm the reputation of this company

Report the company’s actions to a third party monitor

Steer business away flom this company

Tell others about a bad experience with the company

Customer Deviance (based on Ambrose et al., 2002; based on Robinson & Bennett,

1995) - Restoration

During this task did you want to:

Attempt to obtain an outcome that you felt you deserved

Provide suggestions to improve the operation ofthe company

Contact authority figures with suggestions

Provide guidance to individuals within the company

Change the systems ofthe company

Change the way that outcomes were distributed

Blow off steam to make yourself feel better
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