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Abstract

This thesis examines the relationships among maiahgestice and employee attitudes,
emotions and behaviors to re-conceptualize theitivadl causal frameworks of the
justice literature. In the first chapter, | propdbkat distributive fairness perceptions do
not unidirectionally affect performance, but thiae two are linked reciprocally. Data
from two laboratory experiments support this profas. Chapter 2 builds on this idea
to argue that managers use employee performanca hsuristic for allocating
procedural and informational justice, favoring thoshose performance stands out
positively or negatively. This is backed by findingrom a field survey and two
laboratory experiments. Finally, chapter 3 usesiedd fsurvey to test whether
disagreement in perceptions of managerial integuetsjustice among managers and
employees is associated with employee job satisfactntrinsic motivation, and
emotional exhaustion. The results indicate thatgy@ual disagreement relates to lower
job satisfaction and intrinsic motivation. Howevenjgher levels of emotional
exhaustion are observed only when managerial peoosp exceed those of the
employee.

Resumen

Esta tesis examina las relaciones entre la jugtimigparte de managers y las opiniones,
emociones Yy actitudes de los empleados para reidifs marcos tradicionales de la
literatura sobre la justicia organizacional. Enpamer capitulo, se propone que las
percepciones de la justicia distributiva no afecgrrendimiento de los empleados
unidireccionalmente, pero que ambos estan relagameeciprocamente. Los datos de
dos experimentos de laboratorio apoyan esta prtmugkcapitulo 2 se apoya en esta
idea para argumentar que los managers utilizaanglimiento de los empleados como
procedimiento heuristico para asignar justicia decedimiento e informacional,
favoreciendo a los empleados de los cuales elmeéedio destaca de manera positiva 0
negativa. Esto se apoya en los resultados de unaesta de campo y en dos
experimentos de laboratorio. Finalmente, el capiBilusa una encuesta de campo para
someter a prueba si el desacuerdo en las percegcsmire justicia interpersonal entre
managers y empleados esta relacionado con laaaii@h de los empleados con el
trabajo, la motivacién intrinseca, y el agotamieatoocional. Los resultados indican
gue el desacuerdo en las percepciones tiene queomesatisfaccion con el trabajo y
motivacion intrinseca mas bajas. Sin embargo, @svehis altos de agotamiento
emocional son observados solo cuando las percegxcibel manager exceden a las del
empleado.
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Preface

This thesis focuses on a topic relevant to alma&ry®ne in the working
population: organizational justice. A large body ofsearch in this area has
demonstrated the importance of workplace justicaepléyees who feel justly treated
demonstrate a range of positive outcomes such gmsfisantly higher levels of job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, perfornearand organizational citizenship
behaviors (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; ColqGittnlon, Wesson, Porter & Ng,
2001; Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, Long, Zapata, Conl&iWesson, 2013). While the work
to date offers important insights, it is somewhatited in scope. For example, the
extent to which the reported relationships amorggigea and employee outcomes are
causal rather than simply correlational is largehclear. Similarly, justice research
tends to focus on the recipient of justice (tydicethe employee) rather than the enactor
of justice (typically the manager). How managersidie whom to treat (un)justly in the
first place or even how managers perceive their pstice actions themselves is not
well understood. This thesis addresses these gapsdeessively expanding the more
traditional causal framework in the organizatiouatice literature.

Chapter 1 explores the causal relationship betweéstributive fairness
perceptions and employee performance. In the argdonal justice literature the
characteristically positive relationship betweeasth two variables is interpreted as an
effect of fairness perceptions on performancevket® a theoretical model arguing that
instead of such a unidirectional effect, a feeddaok exists between the two variables;
they affect each other reciprocally. Using two latory experiments coupled with
instrumental variable regression, | estimate a tpesicausal effect of distributive
fairness perceptions on performance which sigmtigadiffers from the ‘effect’
obtained by OLS regressions or correlations. Wéspect to the reciprocal effect of
performance on distributive fairness perceptiorffyd that performance influences the
favorability of the outcomes an employee is alledatnd that this outcome favorability
in turn has a strong impact on employee fairnessepéions. These results imply that
variables commonly treated as consequences of eksrnperceptions, such as
performance, may also be important antecedentdhasdet perceptions. Further they
suggest that the often citesffect of fairness perceptions on performance may be

misestimated by correlations or OLS regressiond, that other empirical approaches
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are needed to better estimate the extent to whathefss perceptions cause employee

outcomes (and vice versa).

Chapter 2 (joint with Michael Bashshur) investemthow employee behavior
influences managerial justice allocations. Whileattes of research have shown that
procedural and informational justice are relatedntportant employee work attitudes
and behaviors, little is known about the anteceslehthese types of justice, especially
the role of employees in shaping how managers gnatite. Building on work in
heuristic decision making (Gigerenzer & Goldstel®96; Simon, 1956; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974), social cognition (e.g. Fiske, 1986ke & Taylor, 1984), and the
literature on job demands (Cyert & March, 1963; HBack, Finkelstein, & Mooney,
2005; Janssen, 2001; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008), wgesigthat managers use employee
performance as a heuristic in deciding how to allecprocedural and informational
justice and that they do so in a way that favorpleyrees whose performance stands
out positively or negatively. We propose that tbffect gets stronger as managerial
workload increases. Findings from two laboratorydsts and a field study of 155

manager-employee dyads lend support to these argeme

Finally, previous studies have focused on examirtiogv employees’justice
perceptions relate to their job attitudes and eonsti largely ignoring the role
managerial self-perceptions may play in this process. In @aB, | propose that
perceptions of a manager’s interpersonal justidé often differ between employees
(recipients) and their mangers (actors) and drawianilarity-attraction theory (Byrne,
1961; Byrne, Young, & Griffitt, 1966; Byrne, Clor& Smeaton, 1986; Byrne, 1971a,
Byrne, 1971b; Byrne, 1997), theory on self-otheinga agreement (Ashford, 1989;
Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Atwater & Yammarino, I9¥ammarino & Atwater,
1997), and work on role dynamics (Kahn, Wolfe, QuiSnoek, & Rosenthal, 1964;
Katz & Kahn, 1966; Katz & Kahn, 1978) to argue tkath disagreement matters for
employees’ job satisfaction, intrinsic motivationdaemotional exhaustion. Using data
from 237 manager-employee dyads, | apply polynoneigiession and response surface
analysis to explore these relationships. My findingdicate that managers evaluate
their own interpersonal justice as significantlygher than do their employees.
Disagreement in interpersonal justice perceptisniiither associated (independent of

whether manager or employee perceptions are higvéh lower levels of job



satisfaction and intrinsic motivation. Emotional haxstion, however, is only
significantly higher when the manager’s justice ceptions exceed those of the
employee.

Taken together, this thesis adds to the justieedlitire in a number of ways. First,
it demonstrates the possibility that employee qastiperceptions and employee
‘outcomes’, such as performance, are linked recgltp and may thus spiral up or
down over time. Second, it shows that appreciainegrole employees play in shaping
managerial (in)justice (e.g., through their behes)iacan help to better understand its
antecedents. Third, it highlights the importance a$o considering managerial
perspectives on justice. Such a perspective cgn égllore why (in)justice occurs in
the first place and how employees react to it.

In terms of practical implications, the results gest that justice training for
managers (e.g., Greenberg, 2006; Skarlicki & LathB®86; Skarlicki & Latham, 2005)
should include elements raising managers’ awareae$®th their justice allocation
mechanisms and of possible perceptual differencesng themselves and their
employees regarding their own justice behaviorgewise, formal mechanisms that
allow for mutual justice feedback among managerd amployees may help both

parties to understand each others’ behaviors agul thleir perceptions.
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1. THE CHICKEN AND THE EGG: AN EXAMINATION OF
CAUSALITY BETWEEN DISTRIBUTIVE FAIRNESS
PERCEPTIONS AND PERFORMANCE

1.1 Introduction

The relationship among employee justice perceptmiswork behaviors, such as
task performance, organizational citizenship betvaviOCBs) or counterproductive
work behaviors (CPWBSs) has been the focus of aiderable amount of research. The
fact that, in almost every case, these studiesrrepasignificant relationship (for
reviews, see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Coldqlanlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng,
2001) has been one of the raison d'etres for refsemr justice in the workplace. The
robust relationships between justice perceptiords employee work behaviors make
understanding justice perceptions both theoreyicadnd practically important.
Typically, these work behaviors are treatedcassequencesf fairness perceptions
(e.g., the two major meta-analyses of organizaliprstice label employee behaviors
such as task and contextual performance as “outgbaofgustice perceptions; Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, et al., 2001pwdver, this assumes that the
observed correlations in this body of researchectfla causal effectflowing from
fairness perceptions to employee behaviors. Winkret is some recognition in the
literature (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector, 200Id<sky & Cropanzano, 1991; Staw,
1975) that this is not necessarily the case, theudsion usually stops there. This paper
takes the next step to argue that, in additiorhéoetffect of perceived fairness on work
behaviors, reciprocal effects from these behaviordairness perceptions are likely.
These reciprocal effects would imply tHaedback loopbetween employee fairness
perceptions and work behaviors exist.

To theoretically explore this possibility | focush dhe relationship between
distributive fairness perceptiorsndtask performanceo develop a framework for a
feedback loop between the two variables, showingomty how distributive fairness
perceptions impact employee task performance, Isotfzow task performance can in



turn shape employees’ distributive fairness peroapt | focus on distributive justice
for three reasons; 1) equity calculations (the raa@m by which distributive fairness
perceptions are said to be made) explicitly inclumleuts, such as performance, 2)
distributive (un)fairness can be cleanly manipulatea laboratory experiment, and 3) |
expect a uniform impact of performance on fairngseptions, i.e. higher performers
are expected to have higher distributive fairnessgptions, potentially resulting in a
self-reinforcing feedback loop. | next describe ttieallenges of estimating causal
effects between fairness perceptions and task npeaface especially in the presence of
feedback loops and third variables (such as indaliddifferences) that impact both
fairness perceptions and performance. Finally,stuks the results of two laboratory
experiments which together estimate tbeusal effect of fairness perceptions on
performance (applying instrumental variable regoegsand demonstrate the reverse
effect of performance on fairness perceptions {@rshg outcome favorability as a

potential mediator).

This study revisits the foundational theory of gngational justice (Adams, 1963)
to reintroduce performance as an antecedent ofesér perceptions and more generally
suggests that there may be new and important ateetsof fairness perceptions which
the empirical literature typically treats as consates (i.e. dependent variables). As
such, this paper answers a long standing call enliterature to explore the “causal
relations between perceived justice and its caeslg Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001,
p. 309) and demonstrates the importance of thinkibgut justice as a process that
unfolds over time rather than a series of crostieswl snapshots (Ambrose &
Cropanzano, 2005; Fortin, 2008; Loi, Yang & Dieferffl 2009).

Before discussing the theoretical rationale foeadback loop between fairness
perceptions and performance, | begin with a beefaw of other areas of the literature

in which the inclusion of feedback loops enrichieglary and practical applications.



1.2 The Relationship between Fair ness Per ceptions and

Per for mance

1.2.1 Dynamic Relationships and Feedback Loopsariiterature

The inclusion of feedback loops between what wesiimed to be dependent and
independent variables has led to surprising resadtaplementing or even reversing
prior knowledge in a number of areas. For examjiles widely argued that job
satisfaction affects organizational commitment. ldeer, Saridakis, Mufioz Torres, and
Tracey (2009) ignored the directional assumptiomplicit in this argument and
employed an instrumental variable approach andlsameous estimation techniques to
investigate causality among the two variables. Theilysis demonstrated feedback
effects among job satisfaction and organizatiomahmitment such that organizational
commitment also significantly affected job satisiae. Similarly, Schneider, Hanges,
Smith, and Salvaggio (2003) investigated the cawvsktionships among employee
attitudes and organizational financial and markattqgmance. They analyzed lagged
longitudinal data to conclude that financial andrke& performance actually predicted
overall job satisfaction more strongly than theemse. Aside from confirming the well-
established finding that satisfaction leads to @igperformance, they showed that
employees who worked for successful firms were nsattesfied and that the success —
satisfaction link was the stronger of the two telahips. Similarly, Schmitt and
Bedeian (1982) used a two-stage-least-squares agpréo show a bidirectional
relationship between life satisfaction and jobsfattion, lending support to spill-over
models of satisfaction (to the detriment of compémy models). Further, Glomb and
Liao (2003), using a similar methodological appilgashowed that group level
aggression and individual level aggression recglipcnfluenced one another. In a
manner consistent with a social exchange explama@gggressive behavior by an
individual’'s work group predicted that individualaggressive behavior, while an
individual’'s aggressive behavior similarly predattde level of aggression in his or her
work group. Most recently, Lang, Bliese, Lang andilek (2011) argued that
organizational justice does not only impact empéoglepression, but that depressed
workers may also be more likely to perceive acti@ssunfair in the first place.

Applying structural equation modeling the authomalgzed lagged longitudinal data



and found that depressive symptoms negatively itepagerceptions of organizational
justice, while the (traditionally assumed) opposféect, i.e. organizational injustice
making employees depressed, was not supported.

When investigating the relationship between faisneperceptions and
performance, most researchers also seem to makieitragsumptions about causality.
It is generally assumed that when individuals fieedted (un)fairly they adjust their
performance to restore (perceived) fairness. Ewgllyi, this relationship has been
investigated in dozens of studies (for reviews, €eben-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt et al., 2001). While a positive correlatibas been established (with correlation
coefficients ranging from 0.03 to 0.45 for taskfpanance; Cohen-Charash & Spector,
2001; Colquitt et al., 2001), as | will argue nettte causal relationship of fairness
perceptions t@erformance is not yet well understood.

1.2.2 An Effect of Distributive Fairness PerceptionsPerformance

The hypothesis that employee fairness perceptitfestdoehavioral outcomes like
task performance was originally based on EquityofpgAdams, 1963). This early
work emphasized the effects distributivefairness, i.e., the fairness of waskitcomes
such as wages, bonuses, office space, etc., orvibehén this approach, fairness
perceptions are shaped by a comparison of the odtioputs (e.g., effort, abilities) to
outcomes (e.g., salary, praise) a given employeeives, in contrast to the ratio of
inputs to outcomes of a referent other. Where uméais is perceived (in the form of
either over- or undercompensation), behavior (estpaling, or reducing/increasing
effort) is seen as a way in which employees catomegperceived) equity by reducing
(or increasing) their inputs (e.g., Ambrose, Sedtiri& Schminke, 2002; Lim, 2002).
In line with this reasoning, Brockner, Greenbergodner, Bortz, Davy, and Carter
(1986) investigated how survivors reacted to lagiofthey argued that those survivors
who perceived a layoff decision as random would &eercompensated and increase
their subsequent performance while those who perdeihat decision as merit based
would see no need to alter their performance. Aralory experiment with a sample of
undergraduate students lent support to these hgpesh Greenberg and Ornstein (1983)
similarly showed that participants in a laborateefting who received a high status job

title based on merit saw the title as part of tleilcomes (a form of compensation), and

4



as a consequence still felt fairly treated and ta@ed their level of performance when
they were required to do extra work without paymémtcontrast, those who received
the high status title without an explanation loveetieeir performance when asked to do

extra, uncompensated, work.

More recently, social exchange perspectives (Bl&64) have been proposed as
an explanation, positioning improved performanca asy to reciprocate the leader for
fairness (for a summary see Colquitt, Scott, Rodelhg, Zapata, Conlon, & Wesson,
2013). From this perspective, fairness is viewedaaway to enhance the social
relationship among manager and employee and irerd@semployee’s trust towards
the manager. This in turn is suggested to indueesthployee to reciprocate even when
there are no immediate and concrete benefits sfli@havior (e.g., Aryee, Budhwar, &
Chen, 2002; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Masterson, Lewsldman, & Taylor, 2000;
Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, &ritkt 2002). Wayne et al.
(2002) for instance proposed that distributive iggsperceptions are positively related
to LMX which is in turn positively associated wigmployee performance ratings.
Based on a field sample of supervisor-employee slyitey found that while LMX
indeed significantly related to performance ratingsvas not related to distributive

justice in the first place.

Clearly, the relationship between distributive itstand employee performance
has been largely empirically supported (e.g., CeBkarash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt
et al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013) and possibledrators of the relationship are being
increasingly explored, e.g., social exchange qualitd affect (Colquitt et al., 2013),
leader-member exchange (LMX) (Burton, Sablynski,S&kiguchi, 2008), and trust
(Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 201Ppwever this does not represent a
test of the causal effect of fairness perceptionparformanceMost studies have either
measured the effect of different outcome distrimsi (e.g., over- versus
undercompensation) rather than the effect of fasperceptionsthemselves or have
used correlations or traditional regression tealesg(such as ordinary least squares) to
explore the ‘effect’ of distributive justice perd¢gms on performance. Some justice
researchers recognize that their results do natssecily reflect causal effects of one
variable on the other (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spec2001). There remains,
nevertheless, an assumption of causality in muclustice research. For example,



Cohen-Charash et al. (2001) state that “job perdmire...[is] considered to be [an]
outcome of perceived justice” (p. 278) and Colqatt al. (2001) explicitly label

performance as an “outcome” of justice perceptiorague that, given the repeated
finding of a relationship among fairness perceggiand workplace outcomes, it is time

to determine whether these robust relationshipsnaesed causal.

Even though | suggest that theausal effect of fairness perceptions on
performance may differ from the oft-reported catieins or OLS effects estimating the
relationship, based on the arguments of Equity haad Social Exchange Theory, |,

nevertheless, maintain the classic hypothesisgtétiat:

H1: Individual fairness perceptions have a positicausal effect on

subsequent performance.

1.2.3 An Effect of Performance on Distributive Faga Perceptions and

the Role of Outcome Favorability

The effect of performance on fairness perceptiangar less theoretically or
empirically developed. This is surprising given tiode of performance as a potential
input employees compare to their outputs (salaaises, praise) when making
distributive fairness judgments (Adams, 1963).datfthere is another reason to expect
performance to impact fairness perceptions. Emgqerformance is likely to impact
leader behaviottowards the employee, which in turn, should affatiployee fairness
perceptions (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector, 200lguit et al., 2001; Colquitt et al.,
2013). This idea of performance as an antecedeleftier behaviors remains untested
in the broader justice literature, but there idence in other areas for this effect. For
example, Lowin and Craig (1968) found that expentally manipulated performance
affected the leadership styles of supervisors sbhahthey supervised low performers
more closely, evaluated them as less responsiate aHower opinion of their potential
contributions and gave them less interpersonalideration. Similarly, Farris and Lim
(1969) manipulated the beliefs of group leadersuiite performance of their groups,
and showed that leaders of (what they believedefohigh performing groups were

more supportive and more helpful in facilitatingeiraction in the group.



In this study, | argue that employees, via theirfggenance, also influence the
favorability of the outcomes leaders allocate &nthand that this outcome favorability
in turn impacts employees’ fairness perceptiondofegoing into this argument in
more depth, it is important to differentiate betweritcome favorability and outcome
fairness. Although these two constructs are sonestitreated interchangeably in the
literature, they are distinguishable from one aantin particular, a favorable outcome
is defined as a positive (or non-negative) evenhsas a pay raise and an unfavorable
outcome is defined as a negative event such ag aypaA fair outcome, in contrast, is
one that is allocated in accordance to certainc@sules such as equity, equality or
need. To borrow the example of Skitka, WinquistH&tchinson (2003), “a child who
receives a slice of cake that is double in sizeédheen to her siblings... [has received] a
favorable outcome; however, unless this outcome juasfied by adherence to a
normative standard (e.g., need or merit)....this calfion is distributively unfair”
(p-311). In their meta-analysis Skitka et al. (208Bow that outcome favorability and
outcome fairness differentially relate to a hosbehaviors and perceptions.

(a) Performance causes Outcome Favorability

Given the distinction between outcome favorab#ityd outcome fairness, | do not
expect that leaders will simply be fair to high fpeming employees and unfair to low
performing employees, but instead that leaders fawlbr high performing employees.
In fact, there are a number of reasons to expeadels to treat high performers
preferentially in terms of the allocation of outoesn First, leaders may have
deontological reasons (Scott, Colquitt, & Paddd®09; Long, 2011) and view such
preferential treatment as a fair compensation lier émployee’s work. This directly
relates to Adam’s Equity Theory (1963) where equitywhich is usually used to
measure distributive justice (Scott et al., 20093 defined as the ratio of outputs an
employee obtains in relation to his or her own isp(e.g., performance). Deutsch
(1975) has likewise argued that in settings whewoglyctivity is a main goal — as in
most work situations — equity will tend to be usedthe main principle of distributive
justice. In line with this, Abeler, Altmann, Kub&, Wibral (2010) found that leaders
who adhered to the rule of equity when allocatimgnangs ex-post rated their own
behavior as more fairly than did others. Meindl§3pfurther gave lower- and middle-
level managers the task of making recommendationthe allocation of a bonus pool
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among employees. In a setting where the employees described as having low task
interdependencies, when fairness was the ovenall (eather than e.g., productivity,
solidarity or positive leader-employee relationpgrticipants were most likely (82
percent) to suggest an equitable allocation obiheus, i.e. they considered it most fair
to allocate more favorable outcomes to higher peréns. Second, being fair is costly in
terms of time and resources (Long 2011; Whitesid8aclay, 2013) and can cause
personal distress (Folger & Skarlicki, 2001). Asctsuit may make sense
(instrumentally) for leaders to allocate favoraloetcomes preferentially to higher
performing employees of whom they can expect moreeiurn in terms of profitable
ideas, higher contributions to the team performaacea useful social network. Further,
as Scott and colleagues (2009) suggest, leadersemast (or violate) justice rules to
achieve (among other things) employee complianteseéms reasonable that this
motive is also directly shaped by employee perforgeain that leaders may try to
achieve high levels of compliance by rewarding hpgrformers and punishing low
performers. Indeed there is ample evidence thabgens decide on employee outcomes
such as bonus payments or promotions at least iih @sed on their employees’
performance. In every company using a performamsed pay system the favorability
of the employees’ outcomes (e.g., their pay or Besudepends on their performance.
In line with this, Perry and Zenner (2001) obsertleat CEO bonus payments and total
compensation positively related to various perforoea measures. Likewise in a
laboratory experiment, Abeler et al. (2010) fourthtt higher effort levels were
reciprocated with higher wages by group leaderss €hidence strongly suggests that

there is a link between performance and favorabilit

As such, | posit that on average higher perfornengployees will obtain more

favorableoutcomes than their lower performing co-workers.

H2: Higher performance will be rewarded with moexdrable outcomes than

will lower performance.

(b) Outcome Favorability causes Fairness Perception

In the next step, | propose that outcome favongbdirectly affects employees’

fairness perceptions. A general problem with preaticfairness perceptions as a result



of outcome favorability is that employee self-asggsnts of how deserving they are of
favorable outcomes are not always accurate. Ividdals obtain a favorable outcome
based on their high performance, they are likelypéoceive this allocation as fair
because it is equitable (Abeler et al., 2010). Haweif individuals ‘undeservingly’ get
a favorable outcome, they may also perceive itais Greenberg (1983) finds that
people evaluate overpayment to themselves as thmeroverpayments to others, while
they perceive underpayment to themselves as leghém underpayment to others. One
explanation for this is individuals’ tendency to d&eerconfident in their own abilities
(e.g., Camerer & Lovallo 1999; Cooper, Woo, and Kuliberg, 1988; Larwood &
Whittaker 1977; Mabe & West, 1982) or simply todgocentric and focus on their own
performance or abilities while ignoring those ohets (Mattern, Burrus, & Shaw,
2010). For example, in a sample of elderly careaigy Freund, Colgrove, Burke, and
McLeod (2005), found that 65 percent of respondgridged themselves as performing
better on a driving test than their peers. Thiseemd overconfidence or misestimation
may, in the context of justice perceptions, leadpleyees to overestimate their
performance and thus perceive a too favorable agcas fair compensation for their
work and unfavorable outcomes as unfair even wheny were deservedly allocated as
a result of lower performance. Adams (1963) acasdinfor such possibilities by
emphasizing that justice judgments are based orettedver’sperceptionof inputs and
outcomes rather than the actual inputs and outcoAesuch, | argue that outcome

favorability positively impacts fairness percepson

H3: The favorability of an outcome causes an insee@n an individual’s

fairness perceptions of this outcome (distribufaieness perceptions).

This hypothesis closes the proposed feedback Idophws depicted irFigure 1
To summarize, | expect employee fairness perceptioimpact employee performance
(arrow A), employee performance to affect the fawdity of the outcomes the
employee will obtain (arrow B), and this favoratylin turn to have a direct impact on
the employee’s fairness perceptions (arrow C). Iginghe model includes ‘omitted
third variables’ potentially influencing both, permance and fairness perceptions,
independently. This possibility will be discussedmore detail in the analytic strategy

part of the next section.



Figure 1

The model: Relationship between performance andlulisive fairness perceptions
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1.3 Arrow A: The Effect of Distributive Fair ness Per ceptions

on Performance

1.3.1 Analytic Strategy

One likely reason why a causal effect of fairnesc@ptions on performance has
yet to be estimated is because it is difficult. &afly, in order to achieve consistent
estimateSand be able to make causal statements for analysésas OLS regressions a
major assumption must be satisfied; the explanatariables need to be exogenous, i.e.
they need to be uncorrelated with the error term. (Antonakis Antonakis, Bendahan,
Jacquard, & Lalive, 2010; Antonakis, Bendahan, dadg & Lalive, 2014; Foster &
McLanahan, 1996; Foster, 1997; Greene, 2003; KenriD3; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
& Podsakoff, 2012). If the exogeneity assumptiomiddated in one or more ways, e.g.,

due to problems ofimultaneityand/oromitted third variableswe obtain inconsistent

! sample estimates (such as estimated beta wemtetsjeemed consistent (or accurate) if as the sampl

size increases the estimate converges with thelgigpu parameter (e.g., Foster & McLanahan, 1996).
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estimates which are not interpretablés Antonakis et al. (2010) summarize, “the true

coefficient could be higher, lower, or even of tiadent sign” (p. 1088).

For the question of how distributive fairness pptmms impact employee
performance we are confronted with exactly thesees. As depicted iRigure 1, |
argue that there exists a feedback loop Gimultaneity between the two variables.
Even though the proposed feedback loop in the misdelediated by another variable,
the favorability of an employee’s outcomes, it aiels the exogeneity assumption and
the statistical implications are the same as inctiee of a direct reverse effect, i.e., the
coefficient estimate is not interpretable. Furthétre presence of a range of third
variables that simultaneously impact the explaryatord independent variable (in our
case performance and fairness perceptions) seemsiblg Such variables, e.g.,
personality characteristics such as negative affgctor conscientiousness, are
typically assumed to be moderators or mediatoth®feffect of justice perceptions on
performance. Some, like negative affectivity, halvewever, been shown to directly
influence both fairness perceptions and performgaae, Irving, Coleman & Bobocel,
1999; Wanberg, Bunce, & Gavin, 1999; Kaplan, Bradlaichman, & Haynes, 2009).
This suggests that aomitted variable biasexists, again potentially distorting the
estimate of the relationship (e.g., Antonakis et2010; Sackett, Laczo & Lippe, 2003)

and rendering the coefficient of fairness perceyginon-interpretable.

Usually, the most appropriate way to circumvenséproblems and obtain causal
effects is to conduct a randomized experimenthéf éxplanatory variable (distributive
fairness perceptions) can be randomized acrossiparits by randomly assigning them
to different experimental conditions (e.g., treattnand control), it by construction,
becomes exogenous (Antonakis et al., 2010). Thblgmo for studying the effects of
perceptions, however, is that randomly assigningnéasperceptionsis not possible
and this solution is inappropriate. While we camoade to treat one group of
participants fairly and another group unfairly, de@ nothave control over the resulting
fairnessperceptionsof the participants in each group which may, asuised, be
systematically influenced by omitted third suchiradividual characteristicsAppendix

A.lillustrates this problem in more detail using éxample of negative affectivity as a

% For a more extensive discussion on the exogemsitymption, see for instance Antonakis et al. (2010
or Antonakis et al. (2014).
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third variable. This implies that if third variaklexist, even if there is no feedback loop
between fairness perceptions and performance ot 1§ controlled for by an
experimental set-up (e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Willigjril999), it is still not possible to
estimate a causal effect of fairness perceptiongesformance. Instead, the presence of
third variables can lead to spurious correlatiomsorg fairness perceptions and

performance, i.e. correlations even when there isausal effect among the two.

To identify the causal effect of fairness percepgion performance, it is therefore
necessary to take another path. One methodologyhé&saproven useful in overcoming
problems of endogeneity (i.e. non-exogeneity) é&inlstrumental variabler ‘two-stage
least-square’ regression technique (e.g., AngrisPi&chke, 2008; Antonakis et al.,
2010; Antonakis et al., 2014; Greene, 2003; Kenn@dp3; Podsakoff et al., 2012;
Wooldridge, 2013), a tool which management scholmes increasingly starting to
appreciate (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2010; Carpeé&te&anders, 2002; Glomb & Liao,
2003; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2008). The undedyidea here is to use only the
exogenougi.e., the ‘good’) part of the variation in the ¢xpatory variable, (the part
that is uncorrelated with the error ter@), in order to estimate its effect on the
dependent variablg. For this, it is necessary to find another vagal the so-called
“instrument”, which must fulfill two conditions. ifst, the instrument must brelevant,
l.e., it needs to be significantly correlated with thelegenous explanatory variabte
(Cov (z,x)# 0). Second, the instrumentitself needs to bexogenousi.e., uncorrelated
to the error termg, (Cov (z, €) = 0), e.g., it must not have a dinediuence on the
dependent variabley. How instrumental variable regression can techiyicae

estimated is summarized Appendix A.2

Instrumental variable regression is mostly useiéntify causal effects in cross-
sectional field data. When aiming to analyze thepant of distributive fairness
perceptions on performance, however, it is extrgrdéficult to find an instrument in
the field that fulfills the two necessary condisoof being correlated with distributive
fairness perceptions, but at the same time uneteetiwith performance. The different
types of treatment an employee receives such asshipmyments, office space, voice, or
personal attention which could potentially serve aas instrument for distributive
fairness perceptions may also be correlated withr ggerformance (which in turn
correlates with subsequent performance; Gillilab@94), and may additionally have
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their own independent impact on performance; bdthwbich disqualify them as
instruments. In this paper, | will take a differgudth and generate an instrument for
distributive fairness perceptions in a laboratogperiment. Applying instrumental
variable regression to laboratory data is not comrbecause a randomized experiment
is usually enough to eliminate problems of endodgrend produce causal estimates in
itself. As explained before, however, this is rieg tase when aiming at identifying the

causal effect operceptionon behavior.

1.3.2 Methodology

(a) Sample

200 undergraduate students of differing disciplir@sa Spanish university
participated in a computer-based laboratory expaminThe participants were on
average 21.4 years old and 59 percent female. @@&tdent of them indicated to have

had prior work experience (mostly in part-time jpbson average almost two years.

(b) Experimental Setting and Procedure

Upon arriving at the laboratory, experiment pgoants were placed in separate
cubicles. They were guaranteed confidentialityhefit behaviors during the experiment
and their questionnaire responses. The experimsatalp is graphically summarized in
Figure 2

Figure 2

Experimental set-up

Wage Cut Fairness Perform_ance
> | pecision 3 Perceptions —> | 2nd Period

Paid <€3
Wage ™ €6

Performance
1st Period

Paid Wage €6
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In the experiment, participants had the task oihtiog a specified letter (r, s, n, i,
or 0) in a paragraghrand to correctly do so for as many paragraph®ssilple within a
five-minute time frame. This relatively simple taskas chosen to make performance
directly depend on the participants’ effort. Focleaeriod’s work, they received a fixed
(i.e., performance-independent) wage that was amemlbeforeeach period and paid

out all together at the end of the experiment.

Participants performed the letter counting taskcéw(in period 1 and period 2).
For the first period’s work everyone received a avad €6. After having finished the
first period’s work, participants faced an unamated wage cut decision. Without their
knowledge, at the beginning of the experiment tweye randomly assigned to one of
two different kinds of ‘bosses’ who were simulatgda computer algorithm (this is the
instrumental variable, to be discussed below). @h#ch boss cut the wage of half of
his employees, one of them did so according toopesidnce, i.e. cutting the wages of
the lower performing half of his employees (one ttank of this as the ‘equitable boss’
because it is an equity-based decision), while dtier one allocated the wage cut
inverselyaccording to performance, i.e. cutting the wadebd® higher performing half
of his employees (‘inequitable boss’ — the decigwmade with maximum inequity).
The second period wage for those participants wtiaolt receive a wage cut remained
equal to their wage in the first period (€6), whlarticipants who received a wage cut

were paid only €3 for their work in the second péri

After the participants were notified whether tiveguld experience a wage cut or
not, they indicated how fairly they perceived thamitcome(cut or no cut) to be. Finally,
participants performed the letter counting taskiragad filled out a questionnaire

asking them for demographic information.

® The experiment was conducted in Spanish whereetliigs letters have a similar probability of
appearing. While making participants count eackhese letters in turn in differing paragraphs tdkena
the task less monotonous, it was thus not poséiblthem to make meaningful guesses of appearances

based on different probabilities.
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(c) Measures and Operationalization

Instrumental Variable. The wage cut mechanism, i.e. the two different &iodl
bosses, was specifically created as an instrunmenfiairness perceptions to allow the
use of instrumental variable regression in orderd&termine the causal effect of
distributive fairness perceptions on performandé)( In particular, the variable ‘type
of boss’ was designed to fulfill the two conditionecessary to be able to serve as an
instrument; relevance and exogeneity First, it is relevant in that being rewarded
equitably or inequitably should strongly impact snéistributive fairness perceptions.
Second, it is exogenous in that it does not caeelath the other independent variables
of first-period performance (as bosses were alemtaandomly and independently of
performance) and outcome favorability (whether digpant received a wage cut was
uncorrelated to the type of boss as each boss @avage cut to exactly half of his
employees). Further, it is not expected to have dingct, unmediated, impact on
second-period performance. Instead, any effecheftype of boss on second period
performance would be expected to run through fasrgerceptions. Also, there is no
reason to believe that the type of boss correbaits omitted third variables such as
personality traits that might impact fairness pptioms and performance at the same

time because the type of boss was exogenously edpoandomly allocated).

Distributive Justice. Participants rated their distributive justice pgatons on a
7 point Likert scale (1 = Completely Unfair, 7 =@pletely Fair) using the four items
from Colquitt’'s (2001) measure. Coefficient alploa tlistributive justice perceptions
was 0.91.

Favorability. Outcome favorability was defined as a binary vdeabking the
value of 1 if the participant received no wage &l thus a second period wage of €6,
and taking the value of O if the participant faeedage cut and thus only received €3 in
the second period.

Performance. Individual performance was measured in terms ofriineber of
paragraphs for which a participant obtained a oorresult (on average around 16
paragraphs within the 5 minutes).
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1.3.3 Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are sumzedrinTable 1 Before turning
to the test oHypothesis la number of interesting results replicating comrfindings
in the literatures on overconfidence and fairnessfavorability bear pointing out and
give me confidence that my participants were regctin a manner similar to

participants in previous studies.

In line with the distinction that Adams (1963) mdaetween actual distributive
fairness and distributive fairneggrceptions,| found that participants were not very
good at perceiving reality (in this case actuatritigtive justice in terms of equity and
actual performance). First, my participants’ fagsgerceptions differed substantially
from the actual level of fairness with which theere treated (in terms of equity).
Participants who received a fair outcome had awefagness perceptions of 4.72 (on a
scale from 1 to 7), while those receiving an unfaitcome had average fairness
perceptions of 3.62 (slightly above the midpoirBut this was not only a simple
tendency to rate the experience as fair. 57 peroknihose who received an unfair
outcome (they were over- or undercompensated) atelut as being fair (3.5 or above,
mean fairness perceptions 4.95), but 20 percerthade receiving a ‘fair outcome,

perceived it as unfair (below 3.5, mean fairnessquions 2.43).

Second, in line with prior work on overconfident @gocentric estimations of
abilities and performance (e.g., Camerer & Lova#®9; Cooper, Woo, & Dunkelberg
1988; Larwood & Whittaker 1977; Mabe & West, 1982y participants were
overconfident in their estimation of their own merhance. In the first period 77 percent
and in the second period 64 percent rated thenmsedgehaving performed above
average. In fact, 46 percent (in period 1) and 4@#&ent (in period 2) of participants
rated themselves as having been among the top 2@mteof performers even after
having received information on their own result atite average result of all
participants. Given these replications of establisfindings, | next turn to the test of

Hypothesis 1
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics and correlations among majariables (n=200)

Correlation

M SD (1.) (2) 3) @) (5.) (6.)
(1.) Equitable boss 0.500.50 1.00
(2.) DJ Perceptions 4.171.74 0.32** 1.00
(3.) Favorability 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.52** 1.00
(4.) Performance 1 (cont.) 15.43.65 0.02 0.18* 0.03 1.00
(5.) Performance 1 (binaryl6.86 5.20 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.76** 1.00
(6.) Performance 2 (cont.) 0.500.50 0.17** 0.21* 0.02 0.78* 0.56** 1.00

*p<0.05, **p<0.01



As discussed, the existence of a feedback loopoarmihitted variables would
violate the exogeneity assumption of OLS regresfoithe main explanatory variable,
fairness perceptions. As such, an instrumentaabei(lV) regression was employed to
obtain thecausal effect of fairness perception on performance. Ascdbed in the
experimental set-up, | used the type of boss amstrumental variable for individual
fairness perceptions. Recall that to be used ds tyype of boss needs to fulfill the two

conditions for a good instrument:

First, type of boss must only influence second qakerperformance through
fairness perceptions, i.e., it must be exogenouslé/this ‘exogeneity condition’ is not
directly testable, what is testable is whethertyipe of boss is uncorrelated to outcome
favorability and first period performance — two wrayariables that might also impact
second period performance. In this respect, theeladion matrix in Table 1
demonstrates that the random assignment of bossesdeed successful as the type of
boss is neither significantly correlated with ouned favorability nor with first period
performance. Further, due to the random assignmietite type of boss, there is no
reason to suspect that it would systematicallyetate with any omitted third variables.
Finally, as the type of boss is uncorrelated tacome favorability, it should not have
any direct impact (one that does not run througiméss perceptions) on second period

performance.

The second condition is that ‘type of boss’ musveha direct influence on
fairness perceptions, i.e. it must be relevantsT$iindeed the case. The associated F-
statistic which should as a rule of thumb be abb¥dor a good instrument was 32.15
in this case (for details on critical values in i&gression depending on the number of
instruments see Stock, Wright, & Yogo, 2002).

Type of boss thus seems to be a good instrumerfidifoiess perceptions and can
be used to apply the instrumental variable metAdae regression results of second
period performance on distributive fairness perioggtare displayed imable 2(in the

column labeled “IV”).

| regressed second period performancefaimess perceptionscontrolling for
favorability andperformance at time a&s a binary variable. The rationale behind adding

performance as a binary variable is that it istah gy construction uncorrelated to the
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other explanatory variables and the type of bossmpare with Table 3.* As
hypothesized, the coefficient dhirness perceptionsvas positive and significant
(t(196)=2.74, p=0.007).This indicates that higher fairness perceptioms tte higher
employee performance in support éfypothesis 1 More specifically, fairness
perceptions which are higher by one were assocuiihda performance increase of 1.6
units. To put this into perspective, this corresito about ten percent of the average
performance in the second period and 30 perceita sfandard deviation.

Table 2

Results of IV and OLS regression analysis for segamiod performance

Variable v OoLS
Fairness Perceptions 1.60** 0.56**
(0.58) (0.18)
Favorability -2.76* -0.85
(1.26) (0.64)
Performance 1 5.12** 5.57**
(binary) (0.72) (0.61)
Constant 9.01* 12.19*
(1.77) (0.82)
n 200 200
Root MSE 4,53 4.26
R? 0.33
Prob > F 0.00 0.00

*p<0.05, **p<0.01; Robust standard errors are regubrt
in parentheses.

Next, the same regression was estimated using tine traditionally applied OLS
regression technique (“OLSTable 3. Comparing the two regressions, we can observe

that the causal effect of fairness perceptions enfopmance estimated by instrumental

* When performance was included as a continuousiiarinstead, the regression results are veryaimil
and the conclusions remain the same.

® Note that the coefficient for fairness perceptidoss not change as a function of the number dafa@on
variables included (i.e. only controlling for fa@s perceptions yields exactly the same estimakss.
confirms that the instrument is uncorrelated to dkteer explanatory variables in the regressionseiVh
estimating the effect of fairness perceptions, fabiity, and performance at time 1 on performaate
time 2 using a typical OLS regression the estimfate the effect of fairness perceptions and its
significance vary widely as a function of the modebsen (the other variables included).
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variable regression was substantially larger tha&ncbrresponding coefficient estimated
by OLS regression. This indicates that estimatimg effect by correlations or OLS
regressions would potentially have led to a sulbstiy biased result, in this case an
underestimation of the true effect of fairness eptions on performance. The
difference in effect size between the OLS and YheegressionTable 3 suggests that,

in addition to the proposed feedback loop (whicls wantrolled for by the experimental
design), there might either indeed be omitted tiwadiables impacting both fairness
perceptions and performance simultaneously, or hamothannel through which

performance impacts fairness perceptions, potgntehding to a biased effect for the
OLS regression. To statistically test for this bibgonducted a Wu-Hausman F-test
which vyielded a significant result (F(195)=4.30,.@&) implying that caution is

warranted when estimating the causal effect ofritligive fairness perceptions on
performance with techniques like OLS regressionscoirelation analysis. These
approaches will not necessarily reflect causal ctdfe- even when controlling for

feedback loops as in some experimental set-upsoimexperimental data, the bias is

likely even more substantial.

1.4 Arrow B: The Effect of Performance on Outcome

Favor ability

In my model, | next proposed that the favorabibfythe outcome an individual
receives mediates the reverse effect of performancdistributive justice perceptions.
As a first step, | explore whether performance @wlaffects outcome favorability. To

do so | conducted a separate laboratory experiment.

1.4.1 Methodology
(a) Sample

43 management students from a large universityimgefore participated in a
laboratory experiment. Participants were assuredoafidentiality and their behavior
was recorded in a way that it could not be linkedtkbto the person. On average,

participants were 21.5 years old and 67.4 percamiafe. All students had prior work
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experience with on average 11 months. 93 percepamicipants indicated that they had
held some kind of leadership position, e.g., irompany, in national service (military,

police, rescue services) or in a sports team.

(b) Experimental Set-Up

Participants were placed in cubicles that prevernkesin from observing each
other’s actions during the experiment. In the indions they were told that they would
be taking the role of either a leader or an emmoyeith each leader supervising a
group of three employees. In reality, however, dmeployees were simulated by a
computer so that all participants were in the afl@ leader. As a leader they had two
main tasks. The first was to solve calculationsoioe minute during which they thought
their employees would be working on an indepentisit. The second task was to then
observe their employees’ performance and distridO@ monetary units among them.
They were told that the experimental monetary umitd a specific exchange rate to real
money and would later be paid out to the partidipam the role of employees, i.e. the
leaders believed that the other participants’ egsiwould directly depend upon their
allocation decisions. The leaders themselves waice g fixed amount of 20 Singapore
Dollar (about 16.2 USD) for their work. After thaceof the experiment all participants
were debriefed.

(c) Measures and Operationalization

Performance. Performance was simulated by a computer prograsudh a way
that the low performer achieved a performance ¢ftdi® middle performer 24, and the

high performer 29.

Favorability. Outcome favorability was measured in terms of duantity of

money the leader allocated to each employee.

1.4.2 Results

In line with previous research (e.g., Abeler et 2010; Perry & Zenner, 2001),

results show that experimental participants inrte of group leaders allocated money
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dependent on each group members’ performance dimpbtypothesis 20n average
they allocated 24.7 monetary units to the low penfer, 33.5 to the middle performer
and 41.8 to the high performer. As such, leaddosated significantly less to the low
than to the middle performer (t(42)=11.41, p<.G)d significantly less to the middle
than the high performer (t(42)=9.70, p<.01). WHiletter performers received more
favorable outcomes, participants did not allocadeniags in line with an equitable
allocation, but significantly undercompensated ltve performer (compared to equity;
t(42)=-2.85, p<.01) and overcompensated the higiopeer (compared to equity;
t(42)=2.41, p<.05).

1.5 Arrow C: The Effect of Outcome Favor ability on

Distributive Fair ness Per ceptions

1.5.1 Methodology

The third link (arrow C), i.e. the effect of outcenfiavorability on distributive
fairness perceptions, is testable with the datenfroy first experiment. Recall that in
this experiment participants performed for two pdsi and for the second period
randomly received an outcome that was either fdler@naintaining the same wage as

in the first period) or unfavorable (receiving ageacut after the first period).

1.5.2 Results

Average distributive fairness perceptions by onteo favorability and
performance are depicted ihable 3 For ease of interpretation, performance is
dichotomized in the table, in a way that particigawho performed below average
compared to other participants with the same typebass are defined as ‘low
performers’, while people who performed above ayerare labeled ‘high performers’.
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Table 3

Distributive fairness perceptions by outcome fabiity and performance

Outcome

No wage cut Wage cut

(favorable) (unfavorable) Average

High 5.84 2.92 4.38
Performance

Low 4.32 3.60 3.96

Average 5.08 3.26 4.17

Note: Grey areas denote fair outcomes in termshidla performer obtaining a
favorable outcome or a low performer obtaining afauorable outcome.

Table 3 shows that participants who got a more favorahlecame had on
average higher subsequent fairness perception8 ¥5..26). To test this empirically,
an OLS-regression of fairness perceptions on outcdavorability was estimated
controlling for an outcome’s fairness (the kindooks) and the participant’s first period
performance. Note that this is identical to thestfistage used for the instrumental
variable regression when testing arrowTAble 4displays the results. We can see that
outcome favorability had a strong and significaasipve impact on the participants’
fairness perceptions in support Hiypothesis 3 On average, obtaining a favorable
outcome increased fairness perceptions by 1.81t{enl-7 scale)Note that when
interpreting this regression, we can in fact talk eo causal effect as outcome

favorability was randomized.

The results indicate that outcome fairness alsoaadyhly significant positive
effect on fairness perceptions. It is, however,enmirthy that the coefficient of
outcome favorability was significantly higher than the one of outcoragness
(F(196)=6.79, p<.01), indicating that in certaimtxts outcome favorability may be
more important than actual outcome fairness iniptieg fairness perceptions. As we
can observe inTable 3, the well-known finding that overcompensation iniégu
(average fairness perceptions of 4.32) was perdeagefairer than undercompensation
inequity (2.92) (e.g., Greenberg, 1983; Sweene@0l%vas also replicated in these

data. My participants even judged an unfavorahle,féair outcome as less fair (3.60)
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than a favorable, but unfair one (4.32). Graphy;dthirness perceptions by outcome
fairness and outcome favorability are contrastdéiguire 3

Table 4

Results of OLS regression analysis for fairnessgyaions

Variable
Favorable outcome (no cut) 1.81**
(0.19)
Fair outcome (equitable boss) 1.09**
(0.19)
Performance 1 0.06**
(0.02)
Constant 1.77*
(0.34)
n 200
Adjusted R-squared 0.39
Root MSE 1.36
Prob > F 0.00
*p<0.05, **p<0.01; Robust standard errors are regubih
parentheses.

Figure 3

Distributive fairness perceptions by outcome fabdity and outcome fairness

5.08
e )
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Fawvorable Unfavorable Fair Linfair
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Note: Favorable versus unfavorable: t(198)=8.660p<fair versus unfair: 1(198)=4.69,
p<.01.
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1.6 Discussion

1.6.1 Summary

This study aimed at broadening our perspective hen relationship between
distributive fairness perceptions and employee goerénce. | developed a dynamic
model suggesting a feedback loop between the twiahlas. Besides the traditionally
suggested positive effect of individual fairnesscpptions on performance dating back
to Adams (1963), | argued for an additional reagaitceffect of performance on fairness
perceptions mediated by outcome favorability. Femthit was suggested that the
relationship between these two variables mightni@enced by the existence of third
variables impacting both, fairness perceptions@erformance, at a time — an issue that
is important to bear in mind when empirically arzahg the effect of one variable on

the other.

To test this model, | started by exploring the eheffect of distributive fairness
perceptions on performance. To this end, | conduati&boratory experiment in which
student subjects taking the role of employees pmdd a task across two periods. After
the first period, half of the subjects experieneediage cut which was administered
either according to performance (‘equitable bossidition) or reversely according to
performance (‘inequitable boss’ condition). Theteafthey indicated their justice
perceptions and performed again. In order to obthm causal effect of fairness
perceptions on performance | then estimated arum&ntal variable regression taking
the type of boss as an instrument. The resultsroomf significant positive causal effect
in line with Hypothesis 1 Further, this effect significantly differed frortine one
obtained by OLS regression indicating that thisertoaditionally used technique would
have underestimated the impact of fairness pemepton task performance. Next, |
explored the possible reverse effect of performamtelistributive justice perceptions
mediated through the favorability of the outcontes émployee obtains. This was done
in two steps. In the first, a laboratory experimentvhich participants acted as group
leaders demonstrated that they allocated favotalgita the form of money) strongly
dependent upon performance in supporHgpothesis 2In the second, using the data
from the first experiment (examining the effecfjustice perceptions on performance) |

examined the effect of outcome favorability on perfance. In accordance with
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Hypothesis 31 found that employees who got a more favorablécmue had
significantly higher fairness perceptions, indepenidof outcome fairness. Taken
together, these three results strongly supporéxistence of a reciprocal effect between

distributive fairness perceptions and performance.

1.6.2 Theoretical Implications

For justice theory, this study has several impiore. By arguing for a feedback
loop between fairness perceptions and employeenpeahce, | reposition performance
from being a mere outcome of fairness perceptiorado being a potential antecedent.
Such a reciprocal relationship might lead to visiau virtuous circles, i.e. to dynamics
that reinforce themselves such that over time perdmce and fairness perceptions
spiral down for low and up for high performers. &ch, | suggest that thinking about
the process of justice and how it unfolds over tigields insights which are not
detectable when merely considering cross-sectiemabshots, and which are important
to comprehend the full scope of interrelations et fairness perceptions and
employee behaviors. This also relates to recenkvogr Barclay and Whiteside (in
press) who argue that employee aggression andrldaieess may be reciprocally
linked and thus spiral over time. It also ties itib@ increasing work on fairness as a
dependent variable, and in particular on employadghience on leader fairness (e.qg.,
Korsgaard, Roberson, & Rympd998; Oc, Bashshur & Moore, in press; Scott, Gilg&
Zapata-Phelan, 2007; Scott et al., 2009; ZapaterQK: Martins, 2013) which suggests
that there is not a one-way impact of fairness gq@rons on employee outcomes, but
that employees are to a certain extent also agi@réicipants in the fairness process.
While my study also explores the effect of an emgéo behavior, performance, on
fairness perceptions, | propose this to be medibyethefavorability of the outcomes
an employee will be allocated rather than by leddenessitself. As such, it further
adds to justice theory by suggesting that the impaemployee behavior on employee
fairness perceptions is not always mediated byféumleader behaviors itself, but can
also be mediated by other types of leader behaaod the way in which these

treatments are perceived by employees.
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1.6.3 Empirical Implications

Empirically this paper demonstrates that corretetior OLS regressions can
misestimate the effect of employee fairness peimepton performance as they do not
control for feedback loops or third variables. liststudy that would have lead to an
underestimation of the effect and thus of the falmess perceptions play in impacting
performance. The main empirical implication of tetsdy is thus that when there is a
feedback loop between fairness perception and biits oorrelates or when there are
third variables influencing both, OLS regressiond aorrelations do not reflect causal
effects. If we are interested in exploring caugalive need to adjust our empirical
methods. As discussed in the methodology part isf plper, instrumental variable
regression is one possibility for avoiding confoimgdinfluences even in cross-sectional
data (e.g., Antonakis et al., 2010; Antonakis et2014, Kennedy, 2003; Podsakoff et
al., 2012) and in cases where experiments are bletta do so. While such methods
may be more complex to apply, they substantiallgrease our understanding of
organizational justice by getting a clearer pictafehow employee behaviors and

attitudes are dynamically linked to employee fassperceptions.

1.6.4 Practical Implications

Practically speaking this study suggests that ésjgecially important to be aware
of the potential threat of employee fairness pdioap and performance turning into a
negative spiral over time. Higher performers woedshtinually improve while leaving
the lower performers behind, in effect creatingramreasingly divergent work force in

terms of fairness perceptions and performance.

While justice trainings for leaders have been ssgfte in increasing employees’
fairness perceptions in different contexts (e.gedBberg, 2006; Skarlicki & Latham,
1996; Skarlicki & Latham, 2005), this study suggesiat there might be another useful
way to raise employees’ fairness judgments: trgiire subordinates. In particular, my
results indicate that the reciprocal effect fromrfgenance on employee fairness
perceptions might be driven by employees’ selfiggrfairness judgments (see also
e.g., Greenberg, 1983) of the outcomes they obkdaking employees aware of such
biases could therefore increase their fairnessepéions and reduce an otherwise

negative effect on their performance.
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1.6.5 Limitations

The experimental approach adopted in this paperpeasrful in that it allowed
outcomes to be allocated randomly and made it plesg) use an instrumental variable
in the laboratory in order to estimateausaleffect of distributive fairness perceptions
on performance. This set-up, however, also hathitations. First, due to the feedback
loop among fairness perceptions and performancehengotential existence of omitted
third variables it was methodologically not possitb test the model as a whole in one
experimental set-up. Such an approach would notvathe to control for potential
biases and the estimated results would therefotehawve reflected causal effects —
which was precisely the aim of this paper. Secahd, behavior of students in a
laboratory experiment may differ from the behavwbemployees at their workplace. At
their job, employees may, for instance, face mastrictions in adjusting their
performance in response to their fairness perceptias for all laboratory experiments,
the results can therefore only be generalizedderain degree. Nevertheless, given the
fact that the experimental results replicated sdvesell-known findings on fairness
perceptions and overconfidence, the findings piteserere do have meaningful

theoretical and empirical implications for researchrganizational justice.

1.6.6 Suggestions for Further Research

This study suggests a rich future research agdfids, the results indicate that
there may be new and important antecedents ofefsdriperceptions which have until
now been solely treated as consequences. Whileaiieed employee performance
here, similar reciprocal relationships may exist f0CBs, CPWBs, or employee
attitudes to name just a few. Further, it will Imeportant to understand whether such
reciprocal relationships may also exist betweermnjinstice facets, such as procedural,
informational, and interpersonal justice and eme&yehaviors. Also, as the results
show, the effect of fairness perceptions on emm@operformance was different
depending on the estimation technique used andhehétird variables and feedback
loops were controlled for. It would seem importemtevisit other relationships among
justice perceptions and outcomes variables to bes@imate the effect sizes and

establish causal effects. Finally, it would be impaot to extend this research by
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examining the dynamic relationship between fairnesseptions and performance over

time and assess whether (un)fairness does ingael sownwards (or upwards).

Appendix to Chapter 1

A.1 How Omitted Third Variables can hias the Resulis Randomized

Experiment

Take the example of negative affectivity (NA), adividual difference which is
hypothesized to negatively impact fairness peroeptilrving et al., 1999; Wanberg et
al. 1999). Even though random assignment can enisatéNA is balanced across ‘fair’
and ‘unfair’ treatments, it is likely that NA ot balanced across participants with high
and low fairnesgperceptions the two conditions in which we are actually ietged
The reason is that such variables may themselwestlyi impact the formation of
fairness perceptions such that participants in gaftselect themselves into *high’ and
‘low’ fairness perceivers according to their leval NA (and to a certain degree
independent of the ‘fair’ or ‘unfair’ treatment thdiad been assigned to). In other
words, based on their level of NA participants vpérceive the treatment as more or

less fair despite the condition to which they hbgen assigned.

Figure A.1displays the underlying idea graphically. Part ¢apws how we
would like the ‘ideal’ experiment to work. In thisase we would allocate our
participants to two different conditions, ‘fair’ drfunfair’ treatment. If we perfectly
randomize these treatments across participantganeassume that high and low NA
would be approximately equally distributed acrdss two treatments. All participants
who are treated fairly would develop high fairngesceptions, while those who are
treated unfairly would develop low fairness peraap so that NA would remain
balanced across these groups. As part (b) demtesstthis will, however, usually not
be the case. For the sake of simplicity, let ughmrassume that participants with low
NA who receive fair treatment alg®rceivethe treatment as fair and participants with
high NA who receive unfair treatment algerceivethe treatment as unfaifhe
problem lies in the fact that participants with thilA who received fair treatment
might feel they have not been treated that fairyeiy that they tend to generally have
lower fairness perceptions (indicated by the dasle®) (e.g., Irving et al., 1999;
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Wanberet al. 1999), while participants low on NA who hdween treated unfairly me
not perceive the treatment to be so unfair afief@using more on the positive asp

of whai they have experience (indicated by the dottec line). As a result, certair

FigureA.1

Example for fairness perceptions of people withgh Imegative affectivi

(a) Perfect manipulation of fairness perceptionthepresence of no influenci
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variables such as NA wilnot be balanced across the conditions ‘high fair
perceptions and ‘low fairnessperceptions. Instead, more people low on NA will be
the ‘high fairness perceptions’ gro and more people high on NA will be in the ‘lc
fairness perceptions’ group. Following this line afgumentation, participants wi
lower fairness perceptions could thus either béigygants who indeed received unf
treatment, or high NA participanwho received fair treatmenSitill, this is not ¢

problem for the estimation of the effect of fairmggrceptions on performance as |
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as such third variables have no direct impact afsthe dependent variable, in our case
performance. If, however, such third variables doeha direct influence on both the
explanatory variable (fairness perceptions) anddégendent variable (performance),
the exogeneity assumption is violated. For our gptammeta-analytic evidence indeed
shows a negative relationship between NA and tastopnance (Kaplan et al., 2009).
As such, the simultaneous negative impact of NAboth fairness perceptions and
performance would lead to an overestimation of @ffect of fairness perceptions on
performance. Even without angausal relationship, the two variables would be
positively correlated through the impact of negataffectivity. For other variables
potentially impacting fairness perceptions (e.glf-esteem, conscientiousness, or even
how seriously a participant takes the experimengimultaneous effect on performance
is equally plausible. In any of these cases, thanates of fairness perceptions on
performance are biased despite using random aseignto the ‘fair’ and ‘unfair’

conditions.

A.2 Instrumental Variable Estimation

With an instrumental variable, the following twagtapproach can be applied. In
the first step, the potentially endogenous explamyatvariable x; (here fairness
perceptions) is regressed on the instrument asrsieguation (1). In the second step,
the dependent variable (here performance) is regdesn the instrument as displayed in
equation (2).

1% step: FairnessPerc; = m, + myInstrument; + v; (1)

2" step: Performance; = 6, + 8;Instrument; + u; (2),

where FairnessPerc are person’s fairness perceptionsy, is the estimate of the
regression’s constanystrumentis the value of the instrumental variable for pers

m, is the estimate of the effect of this instrumentfairness perceptions, amgd is the
equation’s error term. For equation (Rgrformancestands for person i's performance,
d, Is the estimate of this regression’s constéptis the estimate for the instrument’s

effect on performance, and is the equation’s error term.
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Dividing the coefficients; of the instrument in equation (2) by its’ coefficie
T, in equation (1), we see that the change in theumstnt appears in the numerator as
well as the denominator. As a consequence, thesteamcel each other out, and we are

left with the causal effect of fairness perceptionsperformance as shown in equation

(3)°

1 _ APerformancei/AFairnessPerci APerformance;

Briv = f[_ = 3)

1 o Alnstrument; ! AInstrument; AFairnessPerc;

In this way, instrumental variable regression aiaexamining causal effects in
the presence of potential feedback loops or omuteibbles, even in cross-sectional
data (Antonakis et al, 2010). The downside of unstntal variable estimation is that
the consistency, i.e. the average correctnessauracy of the estimates, comes at the
cost of efficiency, i.e., the precision with whitthey estimate the effect. In particular,
because they only use part of the variatiorximo explainy;, the obtained standard
errors will be larger and it is harder to obtaineffcients that reach statistical
significance (Antonakis et al., 2010; Antonakisakt 2014).

® Note that the standard errors would need to beectd when performing this 2-step estimation by
hand. This is automatically done when estimatirggriimental variable regression by Software packages
like Stata or SPSS.

32



2. DON'T GET CAUGHT IN THE MIDDLE: THE EFFECT
OF SUBORDINATE PERFORMANCE ON PROCEDURAL
AND INFORMATIONAL JUSTICE

(with Michael R. Bashshur)

2.1 Introduction

The amount of perceived justice at work relatea tange of employee attitudes
and work behaviors. Subordinates who feel justgated by their managers report
higher levels of job satisfaction, organizationammitment and trust towards the
organization. They have lower turnover intentiohggher task performance, higher
levels of organizational citizenship behaviors, aswiage less in withdrawal or
counterproductive work behaviors (Cohen-Charashp&c®r, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001).

Because of this impressive list of organizationaliglevant correlates,
considerable effort has been directed towards wstaleling how justice perceptions
form based on managerial (in)action. Until recentgss attention has been paid to
when or how managers enact justice in the firstgldhis may be in part due to an
assumption that, given the clear benefits of jestir organizations, managers as agents
of the organization engage in just behavior as tiest can and as often as possible.
However, this is not always the case. In fact, batlecdotal and empirical evidence
suggest that managers sometimes act with a distaxck of justice, ignoring
subordinates’ concerns or ideas (Brockner, 2006} damonstrating considerable
interpersonal insensitivity (Folger & Skarlicki, 98). Indeed our lack of knowledge
about how justice unfolds in organizations and hmanagers enact just behaviors has
been identified as a “critical gap” (Scott, Colqust Paddock, 2009, p. 756) in the

justice literature

In this study we focus on the effect of subordirageformance on the allocation
of procedural and informational justice by thos¢hwthe power to do sdProcedural

justice describes the justice of the procedured tseetermine subordinates’ outcomes.
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These procedures are typically evaluated in termthar consistency, unbiasedness,
accuracy, correctability, ethicality and whetheb@ulinates are given the possibility to
voice their opinions (Leventhal, 1980; Thibault &\ler, 1975). Informational justice
refers to whether adequate and timely explanatemes given for the use of these
procedures or for the allocated outcomes (e.gs Brel Moag, 1986; Greenberg, 1990;
Greenberg, 1993b). We focus on these two justicets$afirst because of their strong
relationships with important organizational outcenfe.g., organizational commitment,
performance, counterproductive work behaviors, anithdrawal, Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al. 2001), second bexamanagers tend to have relatively
high discretion in how and when they allocate thersubordinates (Scott et al., 2009),
and third because they are assumed to be allocatlpendently of subordinate
performance. While distributive justice (the justiof outcome allocations) is typically
based on an equity rule (allocations match subatdsgi relative inputs) that
differentiates among subordinates based on themtribotion (e.g., performance),
procedural and informational justice rules are Ugueot input driven, but instead tend
to emphasize equality and do not discriminate betwesubordinates. It is not
uncommon to see procedural and informational jastissessed with items such as,
“provide employees with an opportunity to exprelsirt views and opinions during
decision making” or “provide adequate explanatifmmsdecision-making, outcomes and
procedures” (Scott et al., 2009; p.758). This sstgyan expectation that procedural and
informational justice should be allocated to eves/aequally, and independently of

subordinate behaviors such as performance.

To the extent that the allocation of procedural aridrmational justice is under
managerial discretion (Scott et al., 2009), giviea potential benefits, it would make
sense that managers be highly motivated to engageocedurally and informationally
just behavior. However, this ignores one importaat; that being just, whatever the
motive, is not easy (e.g., Brockner, 2006; Folget Skarlicki, 1998; Scott et al. 2009;
Whiteside & Barclay, 2013). The job of being a ngaras taxing (e.g., Cyert & March,
1963). Having to appropriately allocate procedarad informational justice in addition
to other managerial job requirements can be ovdmihg. We build on this premise
and argue that, given the difficulty of enactingtjoe, managers instead prioritize
justice to certain subordinates. Combining work hauristic decision making (e.g.,
Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996; Simon, 1956; Tver&kahneman, 1974) and social
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cognition (e.g., Fiske, 1980; Fiske & Taylor, 1984ith work on managerial job
demands (e.g., Cyert & March, 1963; Hambrick, Fisten, & Mooney, 2005; Janssen,
2001; Ng, Ang, & Chan, 2008) we suggest that marsagse subordinate performance
as a heuristic to help decide how to allocate piocd and informational justice and
that they do so in a way that favors subordinateess performance is most salient —
the best and the worst performers. We further ssigtfeat this effect increases as
managerial job demands go up. To test these piiipusiwe examine the relationship
among performance, procedural and informationdigesn a field survey of manager-
subordinate dyads, and conduct two experimentalietuto examine how participants
allocate voice (a key component of procedural gegtiand explanations (a key
component of informational justice) to subordinaté® vary in their performance.

By taking this approach we contribute to researchomanizational justice in
three ways. First, we extend the researchvby managers may be (un)just by arguing
that beyond purely cognitive or emotional reasomsie subtle mechanisms like the use
of heuristics may play an important role. Seconeé, add to the literature ohow
subordinates influence managerial justice by id@nty a major subordinate behavior —
performance — as a significant antecedent of maisgestice; contributing to the
emerging literature on the role subordinates ptaghaping managerial justice through
their behaviors (e.g., Korsgaard, Roberson, & Rym#@98; Scott, Colquitt, & Zapata-
Phelan, 2007; Seppaléd, Lipponen, Pirttila-Backn8ahipsanen, 2012; Oc, Bashshur &
Moore, in press). Finally, we reposition performanevhich is typically used as an
outcome in justice research, as both an antecedewell as an outcome of justice and
lay the groundwork for a reconceptualization of heame of the most common

outcomes of justice perceptions may also work éecadents.

2.2 Theoretical Background

2.2.1 Motives for Being Just

The impact of just behavior in the workplace canpbeverful, so understanding
why justice occurs in the first place is cruciah{Brose & Schminke, 2009; Scott et al.,
2009). In fact, it is only recently that the enastof justice (usually called justice
“actors” as opposed to “recipients”, e.g., Scottakf 2009) have begun receiving
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attention and their motives for being just or ubhjaie being probed. In this study we

explore one source of motives for why managers emagt justice, their subordinates.

The literature exploring how subordinates can djuatice motives is relatively
recent and evolving, however, three distinct foaie aemerging; subordinate

characteristics, behaviors and needs.

In terms of subordinate characteristics, Scottle{2907) proposed a model in
which a manager’s positive and negative sentimgmtards their subordinate mediated
the relationship between subordinate charisma ateractional justice perceptions.
Based on the arguments from approach—avoidanceemiges (e.g., Gray, 1990), the
authors claimed that managers would be more likiely approach charismatic
subordinates and treat them with respect and ogseniiéeir results partially supported
this prediction. The more charismatic a subordinates, the more positively their
manger felt towards them and the more likely thiésosdinate was to report perceptions
of interpersonal justice. Similarly Zapata, Olsen Martins (2013) positioned
trustworthiness as engendering felt obligation tanst in the supervisor and argued that
via a social exchange process the more trustwatlsybordinate is, the more likely
supervisors will reciprocate this trustworthinesstieating those subordinates justly.
Indeed, results showed subordinate benevolencendegkity (two major elements of
trustworthiness) led to perceptions of informaticenad interpersonal justice

In terms of the role subordinates’ needs play imagerial justice allocations,
Cornelis, Van Hiel, and De Cremer (2012) argue kbaders are more likely to act in a
procedurally just manner towards followers with thigelongingness needs, an effect
which they show to be mediated by the leadersaetitvn (i.e. positive sentiments) to
the subordinate or the group. Further, Cornelis) M&l, De Cremer, and Mayer (2013)
find that the effect of follower belongingness neeaxh procedurally just behavior is
moderated by leaders’ empathy. More empathic lsadegict more strongly to their
followers’ needs. Finally, Hoogervorst, De Cremedavan Dijke (2013) show that
leaders treat followers with high control and belmgness needs in a more

procedurally just manner.

In terms of an effect of subordinabehavior on informational and procedural
justice, Korsgaard and colleagues (1998) show #ssertive subordinate behavior
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increases managers’ interactional justice by irgingathe likelihood that managers
consider their subordinates’ opinions and justifgit evaluations in a performance
appraisal situation. Further, in a survey manageported treating groups of high
contributing subordinates with more interpersongtice than they did other groups

during a layoff process (Gilliland & Schepers, 2D03

While these studies help highlight the role submaiths play in shaping the justice
they receive, they are limited to subordinate otiaréstics that may be somewhat
ambiguous or non-obvious to managers (e.g., balgngiss needs, trustworthiness) or
that are not equally relevant across different &infljobs (e.g., assertiveness). In this
study we examine the role of the one behavior évatry subordinate enacts and that
every manager closely tracks; performance. Overfdhewing sections we will argue
that performance is a highly salient subordinateali®r for managers and that it serves

as a decisional aid in how they allocate justicth&ar subordinates.

2.2.2 The Difficulty of Being Just

While work is moving forward on understanding maeras justice motives in
general (Scott et al., 2009; Ambrose & Schmink€®%@nd subordinates’ influence on
managerial justice in particular, less is knownwbdww well managers who intend to
be just, are able to act on those intentions. Wha@agers are not always motivated to
be just (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Brock2€Q6; Leventhal, 1980; Scott et al,
2009), when they are, they may not always findagyeto do so. Managers are often
limited in the amount of discretion they have inking justice allocations (Scott et al.,
2009), and even when their discretion is not lichijestice comes at a cost (e.g., Folger
& Skarlicki, 2001; Gilliland & Schepers, 2003; Larg011; Taylor, Masterson, Renard,
& Tracy, 1998; Taylor, Tracy, Renard, Harrison, &réll, 1995; Whiteside & Barclay,
2014).

First, there is a psychological cost to being j(Bvlger & Skarlicki, 1998).
Managers tend to experience negative emotions raedse personal discomfort when
being informationally just and communicating badveeio subordinates (one of the
requirements of informational justice is the prongptd truthful communication of

relevant information). Indeed sometimes, “instead wrestling with those
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uncomfortable emotions, many managers find it edsiesidestep the issue — and the

people affected by it — altogether” (Brockner, 200827).

Second, justice can be costly in terms of timégrefand resources. Johnson,
Lanaj & Barnes (2014) build on ego-depletion thetoyshow that, on a daily basis,
exhibiting procedurally fair behaviors is drainify managers. Similarly, Taylor and
colleagues demonstrate across two studies thatgae#ollowing a more procedurally
just assessment system invested far more time #iad than those following more
traditional (less just) systems (Taylor et al., 39%aylor et al., 1998). Managers seem
to be aware of these costs and view the proces®iofy just as risky and requiring
considerable professional commitment (Long, 201dyldr, et al., 1995; Taylor, et al.,
1998; Spreitzer & Mishra, 1999).

Thus, despite the benefits of treating subordinatesa procedurally and
informationally just manner, the accompanying regmients; e.g., ensuring adequate
due process in decisions and the timely and aceadliasemination of information, can
represent a serious burden for managers, requherg to make difficult trade-offs. We
propose that these trade-offs lead managers tectegih effortful adherence to justice
allocation rules and instead to rely on heuristacision making when prioritizing

procedural and informational justice to subordisate

2.2.3 Subordinate Performance as a Heuristic

Heuristics are mental short-cuts used to make id@sis'under limited time and
knowledge” (Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996, p.5). Wisuch heuristics have often been
critically viewed as yielding suboptimal decisiomtcomes (e.g., Tversky & Kahneman,
1974; Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982), as eaty1956 Simon formulated the
view that while peoplsatisficerather tharoptimizewhen taking decisions heuristically,
the real world is in fact characterized by promartihat allow for such simplified choice
mechanisms (Simon, 1956). Gigerenzer and Gold€i986) support this view and
show empirically that in some contexts reasonirgg“thst and frugal” (or heuristically
based) way can match or even outperform more ceatpli (and ‘rational’) choice

mechanisms.
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One prominent heuristic introduced by Tversky angheman (1974) is the
availability heuristic. The more easily people bring an eventiod the higher they
estimate the probability of such an event occurrfdge determinant of how available
an event is, is itsalience(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Whether of behavioudés,
individuals, events, or feelings, salience has aggly been shown to impact decision-
making and behavior (e.g., Chaiken & Eagly, 1983laR, 1983; Samuelson & Allison,
1994; Siemer & Reisenzein, 1998; van den Bos, 2084)Taylor and Fiske (1978)
note, “individuals frequently respond with littlaadught to the most salient stimuli in

their environment” (p. 252).

In the justice literature the role of salience asing how justly people behave or
how they react to perceived (in)justice has beegelg ignored. There are only two
exceptions. The work of Samuelson and Allison (398#bwed that people are more
likely to divide resources according to an equaiithe the more salient this rule is made
to them, while van den Bos (2001) demonstrateditttatiduals react more strongly to
perceived procedural (in)justice when uncertaiatgnade more salient to them.

In this study we suggest that the salience of thmilinates themselves impacts
managerial justice and that this salience largelyethds on subordinate performance.
Based on the arguments of Social Cognition Thedéigke & Taylor, 1984) that
behavior differing from what we know or expect afpcularly salient, we propose that
extreme performance (both good and bad) increasesulmrdinate’s salience.
Individuals tend to pay the most attention to peopt events in the tail ends of a
distribution. They pay significantly more attentitm extreme personal attributes than
they do to more average ones (Fiske, 1980), thaeluate extreme probabilities as more
informative than moderate probabilities (Keren &gdesn, 2001), and when describing

verbal probabilities, such as the “possibility”“oertainty” of an event, people focus on
the tails of the distribution (even when it is bstaped; Juanchich, Teigen, and
Gourden, 2013). Extreme performers by their veryumrga are in the tails of the
performance distribution. As a result they shoudw e more salient to their managers.
Based on this argumentation and the empirical figdhat managers give priority to
those stakeholders who are most salient (Agle, Mitc & Sonnenfeld, 1999; Mitchell,
Agle, & Wood, 1997) and the limited evidence thatience is related to justice

allocation (Samuelson & Allison, 1994), we propdkat performance will drive the
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way in which managers allocate informational andcpdural justice to their

subordinates.

The idea that subordinate performance should deader behaviors has garnered
some attention in the leadership literature. Fomangxe, rather than making
sophisticated attributions about followers’ perfarme (see Martinko, Harvey, &
Douglas, 2007) when doing performance evaluatitgesjers appear to take cognitive
short-cuts and make their evaluations primarilyeldagn the most salient cues, such as
performance itself (Ashkanasy & Gallois, 1994). @ulnate performance predicts
managers’ contingent punishment behavior (PodsakBfimmer, Podsakoff, &
MacKenzie, 2006) and the severity of poor perforoeais a stronger predictor of the
disciplinary action chosen by a manager than isitheagers’ attributions for that poor
performance (Trahan & Steiner, 1994). These resutis at a heuristic-like process

underpinning how managers evaluate and resporubturdinate performance.

In this study we argue that subordinate performdikesvise predicts managers’
procedural and informational justice behaviors. &mse, as specified earlier, the
fairness of procedural and informational behaveme also subject to managers’ cost-
benefit tradeoff and tend to be measured againstgamlity rule we predict similar

effects for both such that:

Hypothesis 1: Managers will favor subordinates whpsrformance stands
out a) positively (high performers) or b) negativélow performers) when

allocating procedural justice.

Hypothesis 2: Managers will favor subordinates whpsrformance stands
out a) positively (high performers) or b) negativflow performers) when

allocating informational justice.

2.2.4 Managerial Job Demands as a Moderator

While job demands have been defined quantitatively,, in terms of work load
and time pressure, as well as qualitatively, enith respect to role ambiguity, (e.g.,
Janssen, 2001; Hambrick et al., 2005), we follogvrttajority of researchers in the field
(e.g., Dwyer & Ganster, 1991; Hambrick et al., 200&nssen, 2001, Karasek, 1979) to
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concentrate on quantitative job demands. More §palty, we will focus on task
challenges, i.e. the complexity of the task a mandgces, rather than performance

challenges or executive aspirations (Hambrick .e28i05).

Cyert and March suggested as early as 1963 thaageas tend to be overloaded
by the complexity of their job demands and may bable to assess all stimuli relevant
to the decisions facing them. Managers under rogphdemands take mental shortcuts
and “engage in limited search” (Hambrick et al.020p.478) when making decisions.
They process a smaller portion of the relevantsfactd focus their attention narrowly
on the most relevant stimuli for their task (Ngaket 2008). We proposed that the trade-
offs of being just leads managers to use subomipatformance as a heuristic for
allocating justice in a way that favors those whe &aost salient (who stand out
positively or negatively in terms of their performua). Given that effort reduction (e.g.,
Shah & Oppenheimer, 2008; Simon, 1956; Simon, 188d)time saving (e.g., Pachur
& Hertwig, 2006; Rieskamp & Hoffrage, 2008; Simd®56; Simon, 1990) are central
explanations for heuristic use we expect that ds demands increase the use of
subordinate performance as a heuristic for allogaprocedural and informational

justice will also increase. This is summarizedhia following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: When job demands are higher, manageis favor
subordinates whose performance stands out positieelnegatively when
allocating procedural and informational justice meoso than when job

demands are lower.

In order to test these hypotheses we conducted #itglies — one field survey to
examine the relationship between subordinate pedoce and justice allocation in a
sample of managers and their subordinates andabhardtory experiments to unpack
these effects. In these studies our aim is to kstaivhether: 1) contrary to what the
justice rules for procedural and informational ieestwould suggest, there is an effect of
subordinate performance on procedural and infoonati justice such that extreme

performers are favored and 2) whether job demaratienate this effect.
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2.3 Study 1

2.3.1 Procedure

Participants were recruited through a snowball s$egpapproach (e.g.,
Eddleston, Veiga, & Powell, 2006; Martins, Eddlest& Veiga, 2002; Morgeson
& Humphrey, 2006; Zapata et al.,, 2013). Specificalmembers of an
undergraduate subject pool of a large universitySingapore were asked to
recruit one full-time working adult who worked atakt 30 hours per week.
Participants had to be fluent in English and bdinglto ask their manager to fill
out an online survey. We directly emailed potenpiatticipants details regarding
the study (e.g., purpose, timeline) including & Ito the online survey. In the
online surveys we emphasized that participation walsintary and that the
answers would be anonymous and used for reseamgog®as only. Finally, to
ensure that all participants were real, we called eonfirmed the identity of a

random subsample of 10% of the participants.

2.3.2 Sample

A total of 268 students provided the name of elgibubordinates. Of
these, 157 direct managers (58.6%) filled in thwespand worked full-time and
were thus included in the analysis. 155 of thesenagers filled out the
subordinate performance measure and the self-paieedural and informational
justice measure and thus constituted our final $amfhese managers were on
average 43.8 years old and 42.4 percent of thers ¥egnale. On average they
supervised groups of 15.2 subordinates and had\sseé the rated subordinate
for 5 years and 1 month. Managers worked in varatyndustries, i.e. 24.5
percent in the service industry, 15.9 percent enfthancial industry, 13.9 percent
in manufacturing, 9.9 percent in governmental omgions, 6.0 percent in

human services, 4.6 percent in transportation &2l 2ercent in others.
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2.3.3 Measures

Performance. Subordinate performance was rated by the manaijay the three
items from Motowidlo & Van Scotter (1994) (1-5 Liktescale, where “1” = “Not at all”
and “5” = “Completely”, alpha = .84).

Procedural justice. Procedural justice was measured with the founstéapping
this facet from Colquitt (2001) (1-5 Likert scalghere “1” = “Not at all” and “5” =
“Completely”, alpha = .88) as rated by the mandgag., “Do you apply the procedures

consistently for this subordinate?).

Informational justice. Informational justice was measured with the fiilems
for this facet from Colquitt (2001) (1-5 Likert deawhere “1” = “Not at all” and “5” =
“Completely”, alpha = .88) as rated by the mana@eg., “Are you candid when

communicating with this subordinate?”).

2.3.4 Results

The results of a polynomial regression of subor@igeerformance on the amount
of procedural and informational justice managerporeed allocating to their
subordinate are summarized Table 1 Subordinate performance is mean-centered to

avoid nonessential collinearity and increase therjmetability of the results.

The regression of procedural justice on subordipetdormance suggests a u-
shaped relationship between the two variables @t thigh or low subordinate
performance is associated with higher levels ofcedoral justice than average
performance (I=.16, p<.05; b=.10, p=.08). However, while the main effect)(ls
significant indicating that high performers recemere procedural justice in support of
Hypothesis lathe quadratic term £pis only marginally significant at the p=.08 level
indicating thatHypothesis 1kis not fully supported. The fact that it has thpexted
sign, however, hints at the possibility that lowfpemers are in fact also favored in the
allocation of procedural justice and that high parfers are favored even more strongly
than indicated by the positive main effect. The samgression with informational

justice as the dependent variable results in aagtsignificant u-shaped relationship,
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with higher levels of justice for high and low pamrhers (h=.14, p<.05; b=.12, p<.05),
supportingHypotheses 2a and b

Table 1: Regression of procedural/informationattices on subordinate performance

. Procedural Informational
Variable ) .
Justice Justice
Subordinate Performance;jb 0.16* 0.14*
(0.06) (0.06)
Subordinate Performance2)b 0.10 0.12*
(0.06) (0.06)
Constant (b) 4.08** 4.04**
(0.06) (0.05)
N 152 155
R-squared 0.05 0.04
Root MSE 0.53 0.53
Prob > F 0.04 0.04

Notes *p<0.05, **p<0.01; Robust standard errors are rigabin parentheses.

In interpreting these regressions it is importamtrécognize that they reflect
associations between the variables rather tharataffects. In fact, much of the justice
literature argues for a positive effect of procedluand informational justice on
subordinate performance (although this is genetalifed with correlational approaches
and never estimated with a quadratic model; e.ghe@-Charash & Spector, 2001,
Colquitt et al., 2001) which is opposite to the saudirection proposed in this study.
However, if the only effect at work was that oftjae driving performance then we
would expect a simple linear effect in which thghar the justice allocated the higher
the performance. The significant curvilinear effeet find in this study suggests that the

relationship is more complex than previously assiime

To avoid concerns inherent in the interpretatiosarhe source, correlational data,
we explored the effect of performance on procedaral informational justice in two
laboratory experiments. In Study 2 we test wheerformance does indeed cause
differences in how justice is allocated and in $t@dve attempt to replicate this effect
and also test whether job demands moderate thet effperformance on justice.
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2.4 Study 2

2.4.1 Sample

Participants were 31 undergraduate students f&frohi§ disciplines from a large
Spanish university who were recruited through théne recruitment system of the
research laboratory. Their average age was 21 ,yg8arpercent of them were female.
84 percent of them reported having an average explerience of 27 months of mostly

part-time work.

2.4.2 Procedure

Upon their arrival in the laboratory, participamsre seated randomly in cubicles
that prevented their seeing each other and wergeasanonymity with regard to all
aspects of the experiment. The participants wdckthtat they would take the role of
either the manager of a group of subordinates @ sidbordinate, and that they would
remain within the same role throughout the expemimén reality, however, the
subordinates were simulated by a computer algorgbnthat all participants took the

role of managers and were exposed to the samé sebardinate behaviors.

As a manager, each participant had two tasks acaditions. The first, which
served as a distractor while the simulated subatdswere said to be working on their
own task, was to correctly solve as many matheiatialculations as possible within
one minute. The second task was to observe thbordinates’ performance and then
divide 100 experimental monetary units (EMUs) ansinthem. The EMUs were
described as having a specific exchange rate tomeaey and participants were told
that the money subordinates earned would be patdabuhe end of the study.
Participants thus believed their decisions woulckatly determine the subordinates’
payment for the experiment, while they themsehasied €10 for participating in the

experiment as a manager (about 14.4 USD).

The subordinates were simulated in a way that tlexs always one low, one
middle, and one high performer in each group. Tdwe performer was described as
having achieved a performance of 11, the middldopmer of 14, and the high

performer of 17. In addition to allocating EMUs, magers had the option to allocate
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one type of justice to their subordinates in thiéedent conditions. In condition 1, the
‘voice’ condition, they had the chance to let omarmre of their subordinates suggest
which share of the 100 EMUs they thought they sthaateive before the allocation
was made, i.e. to give subordinates voice ovenliogation decision (a central element
of procedural justice; e.g., Folger, 1977, Thib&MValker, 1975; Lind & Tyler, 1988;
Lind, Kanfer & Earley, 1990). In order to avoid agVe differences in subordinate
suggestions such that one subordinate appearedyges®l another one humble, the
suggestions were simulated in a way that subornatways requested ten percent
more than an equitable allocation. In condition tBe ‘explanation’ condition,
participants could not give voice to subordinatag, instead could choose to give an
explanation (a central element of informationalipes e.g., Greenberg, 1993b) to one
or more subordinates after having allocated theayofhis design allowed us to tease
apart the effect of performance on the allocatibrvaice and explanations. Finally,
after the instructions and before the experimeattest participants had to answer a
computer-based questionnaire regarding the ingingbf the experiment, e.g., on their
tasks as a manager, the type of task their sutaietirhad (individual vs. group work),
and the payment structure. They could only prodeetthe experiment when everyone
had answered all questions correctly. At the endhef experiment the participants
completed a questionnaire on demographics and padefor their participation.

2.4.3 Results

Voice. In the voice condition 60.0 percent of the paraeifs allocated voice to
the high performer, 33.3 percent to the middle grenker, and 66.7 percent to the low
performer. This is graphically depicted gure 1 13.3 percent of the participants

chose not to give voice to any subordinate.

Participants thus allocated significantly more edig the high and low performers
than to the middle performer (t(14)=1.26, p<0.084)=2.65, p<0.01) supporting
Hypotheses land1b.
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Figure 1: Allocation of voice and explanations aliaction performance (Study 2)

=
-1

L

=
=

=
in

=
I=

NN

,..
o
Ly}
o

W low petform er
middle perform et

W high petform et

foe]
[
1

[}
(]
1

Frequency ofvoice/explanationsgiven
=

[}

Explanations. On average 43.8 percent of the participants gawexplanation to
the high performer, 18.75 percent to the middldquarer and 37.5 percent to the low
performer. 37.5 percent did not give any explamatithe frequencies with which each
type of performer received an explanation are dispicted inFigure 1 Participants
significantly favored the low and the high perfornoeer the middle one (t(14)=2.45,
p<.05; t(14)=-1.87, p<.05) mirroring the resulterr our field study and supporting
Hypotheses 2and2b.

2.5 Study 3

Study 3 was designed to replicate the results ofi\s2 with a larger sample. In
addition, in line with the suggestions of Hambraokd colleagues (2005) for examining
job demands effects, the demands placed on paitspyvere manipulated in order to
explore whether reliance on performance becomemgr in situations in which

participants have to cope with higher job demands.

2.5.1 Sample

Participants were 181 management students recruitedugh an online

recruitment system at a large university in Singap®heir average age was 21.8 years

47



and 64 percent were female. Almost all particip&d861 percent) reported having prior
work experience with an average of about 1 yeardannths in full or part-time jobs.
Further, 86.2 percent indicated that they had diréeeld some leadership position (e.g.,
in national service (military, police, rescue),arcompany, as captain of a sports team,

or in the organization of college events).

Participants were guaranteed confidentiality. Atiten checks were placed at
three different points of the experiment. All peigiants answered all three questions
correctly. Two students indicated to have already Iprevious knowledge of the
experiment and were thus excluded from the sanfdea result the usable sample

consisted of 179 participants.

2.5.2 Procedure

The overall procedure of the experiment was idahtio the one described in
Study 2. In their role as managers participantsiezha fixed wage of 20 Singapore
Dollar (about 16.2 USD). However in this study, tm#pant behavior was observed
across three periods in order to rule out the pdggithat participants might try to
balance out justice over time (e.g., distribut@infation to different subordinates over
the different rounds such that everyone receivadeséorm of information at least
once). Subordinate performance was simulated iayathat each subordinate showed a
slight (about 15 percent) increase in performamnemfeach experimental period to the
next (to simulate learning), but the ranking betwé#®e simulated subordinates did not
changé. The relative performance of each type (low, meddiigh) of subordinate are
displayed inTable 2 The order in which subordinates of different parfance types
would appear to the participant was randomizedvoidaorder effects. In order to
manipulate the participants’ job demands we varied number of subordinates
participants had to supervise. In the ‘low job dad® condition, participants were told
they were supervising three subordinates (as inlyS8). In the ‘high job demands’
conditions, they were told they were supervisingr@up of six subordinates. Tracking

YIn a pilot study we contrasted increasing and esing performance profiles and did not find any
significant difference in subsequent leader allocabehavior. As learning effects are not unusual as

we wanted to keep relative performances equal wileeé in favor of an increasing performance profile
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the performance and deciding how to allocate mar&y voice or explanations to six

instead of three subordinates should constituiglaeh work load for participants.

Table 2: Simulated performances of subordinatessgthe three experimental periods

3 subordinates 6 subordinates
S1 S6
low middle high (lowest) S2 S3 S4 S5 (highest)
Period 1 19 24 29 19 21 23 25 27 29
Period 2 22 28 33 22 24 26 29 31 33
Period 3 25 33 38 25 28 30 33 36 38

Study 2 therefore had four experimental conditiczanditions 1 (voice) and 3
(explanations) in which participants supervised raug of three subordinates, and
conditions 2 (voice) and 4 (explanations) in whitiey supervised a group of six

subordinates.

2.5.3 Manipulation check

In the survey following the experiment we askedtipgants how each of their
subordinates developed performance-wise over tiflee answer options were
‘improved’, ‘worsened’, ‘stayed equal’, and ‘dokihow’. Based on the premise that as
job demands go up it would be more difficult to mmber individual subordinates’
performance trends, we compared the frequency of'tdknows’ across the three-

versus six-subordinate condition as a proxy forélative job demands they faced.

Overall, participants did significantly worse rdoa their subordinates’
performance trends in the six as compared to e tbubordinate conditions (unpaired
t-test; t(177)= -4.7446, p<.01). This supportsrbg&on of higher job demands in the six
subordinates conditions. Specifically, averagedsgitheir subordinates, participants
were unable to recall performance trends in 7.Zquer of the cases in the three
subordinates conditions in contrast to 28.8 peroénhe cases in the six subordinates

condition.
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2.5.4 Results

Voice. We compare voice allocations across the low jamahds (three
subordinates) and high job demands (six subordhatenditions. In thethree
subordinates conditiomn average 61.0 percent of participants allocat@de to the
high performer, 50.3 percent to the middle perfarn@nd 60.0 percent to the low
performer. This is graphically depicted per periadFigure 2 12.3 percent of the

participants chose not to give voice to anyone.

Figure 2: Allocation of voice to three subordinatesa function of performance
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Broken down into the three periods, the high penfar received significantly
more voice than the middle performer only in perib@t(42)=2.20, p<.05), but not in
period 1 (t(42)=0.53, p=.31) and period 3 ( t(42B9H, p=.10)Hypothesis ldhat high
performers get favored in the allocation of voisghus only partially supported. The
low performer received significantly more voice ihthe middle performer in none of
the periods (period 1: t(42)=1.22, p=.11; period t&2)=1.53, p<.10; period 3:
t(42)=0.57, p=.28)Hypothesis lliherefore was not supported in the low job demands
condition. However, while not statistically sigw#int the trend of allocation patterns
did match the findings of the Study 2.
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When job demands increased, i.e. when participaadsto divide their attention
amongstsix subordinatesthe pattern obtained is clearer. In this caseavarage (from
the lowest to the highest performer) 58.7 percérhe participants allocated voice to
S1, 34.7 percent to S2, 32.7 percent to S3, 2&&peto S4, 30.3 percent to S5, and
56.0 percent to the highest performer S6. Thigaplgically summarized per period in
Figure 3 15.7 percent did not allocate voice to anyone.

Figure 3: Allocation of voice to six subordinatesafunction of performance (Study 3)
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Broken down into three periods, in the high job deds condition, the lowest
and highest performing subordinates were both lgiéavored in the allocation of voice
— they obtained significantly more than other sdbuates in all periods’. In contrast,

2 Only in period three did the highest performer significantly more voice than the second-highest
performer only on the 10%-significance level beeati®e second highest performer also was somewhat
favored. Still, however, the highest performer gjghificantly more voice than the third best pemfer in

line with the general pattern (t(42)=2.65, p<.01).

% Note that in the six subordinates conditions foice and explanations we tested the allocatiorath e
subordinate directly against the ones of the subate of neighboring performance as this was uguall
the most conservative test of our hypotheses adiffezence to performers who were further away ldou

in most cases be even stronger.
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there were hardly any differences in how voice \aflecated to the four ‘middle

performers™ The respective statistics can be found in panef @able 3

Table 3: T-tests (six subordinate conditions)

a) for preferential allocation of voice

Period S1>S2 S2>S3 8B4 S4<S5 S5<S6 $1S6
Period1  t=5.59, t=0.00, t=1.66, t=0.37, t=4.15, t=0.00,
p=0.00 p=0.50 p=0.10 p=0.65 p<.01 p=0.50
Period2  t=3.30, t=0.37, t=0.00, t=1.66, t=2.28, 1=0.47,
p<.01 p=0.65 p=1.00 p=0.05 p<.05 p=0.64
Period 3  t=1.40, =143, t=0.81, =0.00, t=2.92, t=0.57,
p=0.08 p=0.08 p=0.42 p=0.50 p<.01 p=0.57

Degrees of freedom = 48; S1 = lowest performingstibate, S6 = highest performing subordinate

b) for preferential allocation of explanations

Period S1>S2 S2>S3 3B4 S4<S5 S5<S6  FIS6
Period 1  t=3.95, t=0.57, t=0.57, t=0.57, t=2.19, t=0.42.
p<.01 p=0.72 p=0.57 p=0.28 p<.05 p=0.67
Period2  t=2.86, t=0.57, t=0.57, t=0.57, 1t=3.51, =0.23,
p<.01 p=0.28 p=0.57 p=0.28 p<.01 p=0.82
Period 3  t=1.70, t=1.00, t=0.00, t=0.81, t=3.14, t=1.15,
p<.05 p=0.16 p=1.00 p=0.21 p<.01 p=0.26

Degrees of freedom = 48; S1 = lowest performingstibate, S6 = highest performing subordinate

Hypotheses 1a and lbat managers favor subordinates standing outipelsitor
negatively when allocating voice were clearly supgd in the high job demands
condition When job demands were lower the trend was asgiegtjibut not significant
in most cases. This lends support Hypothesis 3that managers favor extreme
performers even more when job demands are high.

When participants in both ‘voice’ conditions wergked in the post-experiment

guestionnaire why they chose to allocate voiceathg they did, their answers indicated

* Exceptions are that the second lowest performersiightly favored in the second period, while the
second-best got slightly favored in the third perio
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that many found it especially informative to eligibice from subordinates who were

most extreme in their performance. Examples incthddollowing quotes:

“l wanted to know what the best thinks he/she dese | wanted to know

how the weakest employee felt about her own pediocm”

“l wanted to see how well they thought they did dmav much they
deserved to be compensated based on their perfaendrasked employee
1 since he consistently scored the highest and pa@brdingly. | used

employee 2, the lowest, as a benchmark as well.”

Explanations. In thelow job demands conditiofthree subordinates) on average
40.3 percent of the participants gave an explandgtahe high performer, 27.0 percent
to the middle performer, and 47.7 percent to the prformer. 29.3 percent of the
participants did not give any explanatioRigure 4 graphically summarizes the

allocation of explanations given per period.

Figure 4: Allocation of explanations to three sutbmates as a function of performance
(Study 3)
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As we can observe, participants allocated sigmtigamore explanations to the
high than to the middle performer only in the fipgriod (period 1: t(39)=2.21, p<.05;
period 2: t(39)=1.64, p=.0.5; period 3: t(39)=1.3&.21). For the low job demands
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condition, Hypothesis 2athat managers favor high performing subordinatdserw
allocating explanations is thus only partially sagpd. However, participants allocated
significantly more explanations to the low perforrttgan the middle one in each period
(period 1: t1(39)=2.91, p<.01; period 2: t(39)=2.45,01; period 3: t(39)=2.01, p<.05).
Hypothesis 2lis thus supported in all three periods.

In the high job demandcondition the pattern is again clearer than ifois low job
demands. On average (from the lowest to the highedbrmer) 47.0 percent of the
participants allocated an explanation to the lowmsformer S1, 28.7 percent to S2,
26.0 percent to S3, 24.7 percent to S4, 26.0 pertce®5, and 44.3 percent to the
highest performer S1. 29.7 percent of the partidpaid not allocate any explanation.
Figure 5displays the allocation of explanations by period.

Figure 5: Allocation of explanations to 6 subordies as a function of performance
(Study 3)
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The lowest and highest performers were each sagmifly favored over the other
four subordinates in the allocation of explanatians each period in line with
Hypotheses 2and 2b. The respective statistics can be found in pahalfbrable 3.
With higher job demands, the high performer thusnseto be even more likely be
preferentially allocate explanations, in line witlypothesis 3It is noteworthy that the

second lowest and second highest performer didpnaofit from the performance-
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dependent justice allocation as participants seeiully focus their attention on the two

most (positively or negatively) outstanding suboades.

When participants in the post-experiment questioenaere asked why they had
allocated explanations the way they did, they aggorted focusing primarily on those
subordinates who were most extreme in their perdmigce. Examples of such statements

include:

“Firstly, | want to encourage my top performerskeep up the good work.
Secondly, | want my not so good employees to utashekrshe company's
decision so that he/she will know what to strive father than being

disappointed or even angry.”

“Trying to motivate the employee who performed tbeorest, and

encourage consistent good performance from the @maplwho performed
the best. Also trying to find out from the employeeo consistently
performed the poorest if there was any help thatdbmpany can provide
so that he or she could deal with his or her woskidr.”

“I was deciding on the top/worst performer to explavhy | awarded them
the highest/lowest amount of EMUs. Since they areither ends of the
spectrum, it would make more sense to explain Wby tvere awarded
more or less than their fellow employees”

2.6 Discussion

2.6.1 Summary

Procedural and informational justice at work havepaeasitive impact on
subordinates’ work attitudes and behaviors (e.gpheD-Charash & Spector, 2001,
Colquitt et al., 2001), but they also come at & émsthe manager (Folger & Skarlicki,
2001; Long, 2011; Whiteside & Barclay, 2013; Gahid & Schepers, 2003; Taylor et
al., 1995; Taylor et al., 1998). Drawing from wayk heuristic decision making (e.qg.,
Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1996; Simon, 1956; TvergkKahneman, 1974) we argue

that managers face this trade-off by prioritizinggedural and informational justice to
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those subordinates who are most salient to theosethvho stand out positively (high
performers) or negatively (low performers) in th@erformance. Building on the
literature on managerial job demands (e.g., CyeriM&rch, 1963; Janssen, 2001;
Hambrick et al., 2005; Ng et al., 2008) we furtlxegue that as job demands go up
managers rely on heuristic decision making evenemancreasing the effect of

subordinate performance on procedural and infoonatijustice.

To test our hypotheses we conducted a field suwily managers and two
laboratory experiments with student participantee Tresults from the field survey
suggest that there is indeed a significant u-shaptationship between subordinate
performance and informational justice in that mamagallocate more informational
justice to those subordinates who are at the edlgéa® performance spectrum, i.e. high
and low performers. Further, managers allocatetifgigntly more procedural justice to
high performers, but not to low performers (who deteive more, but only at a
marginally significant level, p=0.075). The datarr the two laboratory experiments
show that the effect is indeed causal in that g@ehts in managerial roles
preferentially allocated procedural and informadibjustice to those subordinates who
stood out positively or negatively in their perf@ante in the majority of caseSt(idy 2
and 3. Notably, this effect generalized across coustrie line with our theorizing, this
effect also became more pronounced as job demaedsup Gtudy 3. While we were
not able to explicitly test whether employee salers in fact the driving factor behind
these results, our data does offer evidence thatrar performers were significantly
more salient to group leaders. Leaders were ex-puse likely to remember the
performance trend of the highest and lowest perdosimin line with our argumentation,
this tendency strongly increased from the low te thgh work load conditions (3
employees: high < middle: t(82)=1.92, p<.05; lowmiddle: t(82)=1.65, p=.05; 6
employees: S1 (lowest) > S2: 1(95)=3.12, p<.01(l8¢hest) < S5: t(95)= 2.57, p<.01).
Finally, it is also noteworthy that those subortitsawho did not stand out in their
performance (those ‘in the middle’) did not onlytaih less justice than equality would
suggest, but were allocated even less than an abtpitshare (comparing their
allocations to the ones of the top performer). émtcast, subordinates who stood out
negatively in their performance tended to be stiypmyercompensated compared to

equality or equity.
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2.6.2 Theoretical Implications

This study adds to the small, but rapidly growirigrature on the ‘actor’s’
perspective on organizational justice (Ambrose &r8imke, 2009; Scott et al., 2009)
and informs the work ohow subordinates impact managerial justice (e.g., ¢faasd et
al., 1998; Scott et al., 2007; Zapata et al., 2@ephpala et al., 2012) by suggesting a
major subordinate behavior, performance, as angedtexd procedural and informational
justice. In doing so, we reposition subordinatefqrarance from a mere reaction to
organizational justice (e.g., Colquitt et al., 20@ohen-Charash et al., 2001) to an
antecedent as well, laying the groundwork for ferttexploration of the causal
relationships between managerial justice and athbordinate behaviors which have

commonly been treated only as outcomes (e.g., OCB®/BS) .

We introduce heuristics as a possible decision ngaknechanism of managers
when deciding to whom to allocate justice. Thiseexis prior justice research wriny
managers treat their subordinates (un)justly winak tended to emphasize conscious
cognitive (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Scottakt 2009) or emotional (e.g.,
Cornelis et al., 2012; Cornelis et al., 2013; Seothl., 2007; Scott et al., 2009; Zapata
et al., 2013) motives. This approach also ties wtok by Ham and colleagues (Ham,
van den Bos, & van Doorm, 2009; Ham & van den B88,0) who argue that justice
judgements can be made both consciously and unooisgc They propose that due to
the amount of information people need to attenavib@n making justice judgments,
individuals tend to be more successful in makingueate justice judgments when the
decision process takes place unconsciously. Weestiggdifferent mechanism to cope
with the challenges associated with making jusficiyments or decisions on justice
allocations. Rather than allowing individuals togessnoreinformation, we argue that
the heuristic decision process leads manager<te fiheir attention on onlyart of the
available information when making allocation demms. Folger, Cropanzano and
Goldman (2005) argue thaesponsesto managerial (in)justice can occur in an
“unconscious and heuristic-like fashion” (p. 228)decrease the associated cognitive
demands. Our approach suggests that there areassimamiitomaticantecedentsof

managerial justice.

Finally, our findings also relate to the work omotmded ethicality’ (Chugh,

Bazerman & Banaji, 2005) which argues that theviddial’'s capacity to recognize
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ethical conflicts is bounded by the view of thef sl moral, competent, and deserving.
In this study we also suggest that managers to saxtent act ‘boundedly just’, not
with respect to limitations in recognizing justicgsues, but rather with respect to
limitations in resources (e.g., time and efforgdag them to take mental short-cuts and
use subordinate performance as a heuristic whencatlhg procedural and

informational justice.

2.6.3 Directions for Further Research

Of course, this study is only a first step. Thare a number of areas that may
prove fruitful for further exploration. It would bieteresting to test to what extent our
results are transferable to other types of juséilbecations such as the allocation of
interpersonal justice, decision rights, or respaitises. It is plausible that the higher
the risk managers need to take when allocatingcgige.g., when allocating decision
rights) the more they focus on their high perforsnmstead of also favoring the low
performers. Further, it would add to justice thedoy investigate whether other
subordinate behaviors that are commonly treatecdbusomes of justice, such as
organizational citizenship behaviors or counterpatide work behaviors may likewise
also be antecedents, challenging some of the cassaimptions typically made in

justice research.

Second, while we have focused on the role of subatel performance as a
heuristic in managers’ decision processes on how to allogatecedural and
informational justice, it may additionally affectamagerial justice through channels not
investigated in this stud§motionshave in some contexts been shown to be important
mediators or moderators of the effect of subor@irshaviors, characteristics or needs
and managerial justice (Cornelis et al., 2012; €lsret al., 2013; Scott et al., 2007;
Zapata et al., 2013). With regard to subordinatdopmance, emotions like pride or
closeness to the top performers and pity or gonliairds the bottom performers could be
relevant. Further, managers may have certtnategic reasons to favor extreme
performers in the allocation of procedural and nnfational justice. They might
preferentially allocate them to low performers whkend to get lower monetary
outcomes (Abeler, Altman, Kube, & Wibral, 2010; ie& Zenner, 2001) as a way to
prevent negative subordinate reactions (e.g., Bka& Folger, 1997). Likewise they
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may intentionally favor high performers to recipaite for their performance in line with
a social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964) or tl laucloser personal relationship to
those who will potentially climb the organizationadder in the future. While such
strategic benefits of allocating justice to extrgmeeformers were not present in the set-
up of our laboratory experiments, they may servarasinderlying explanation as to
why subordinate performance has come to be used hsuristic when allocating
procedural and informational justice. Indeed it nmay adaptive in the sense that
managers have learned to pay more attention teragtperformers’ merits and needs in
order to reap the maximal benefits in terms of ena@ging desirable and avoiding
negative subordinate behaviors (e.g., Cohen-Cha&aSpector, 2001; Colquitt et al.,
2001; Scott et al., 2009; Skarlicki & Folger, 1996ng, 2011). Alternatively, due to
the elevated salience of these subordinates managgy pay more attention to them
and thus simply have a clearer picture of the benef being just to them, even though
treating others as justly might in fact bring semibenefits. This would relate to the
finding of Ellsberg (1961) and others (see e.gm@ar & Weber (1992) for an early
overview) that individuals prefer to bet on knowrolpabilities rather than unknown
ones that might be better, similar or worse. Fnalnanagers may also have
deontological reasons (e.g., merit or need) faycalling procedural and informational
justice primarily to subordinates who stand outifpady or negatively in their
performance. Studying emotional, strategic or delogical reasons for the effect of
subordinate performance on managerial justice whalg understand possible reasons
complementing or underlying the use of subordimedormance as a heuristic in the

allocation of managerial justice.

2.6.4 Practical Implications

Our results also have practical implications fomagers. Subordinates actively
shape the justice process (e.g., Korsgaard, 498B; Scott et al., 2007; Zapata et al.,
2013; Seppala, et al. 2012). However, our findisgggest that only some subordinates
benefit from this process; in our case those wipestrmance stands out (postively or
negatively). Indeed the effect is such that perforoe seems to shift justice from one

subordinate to another instead of increasing olvjistice.
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As such, it is especially important to sensitizenagers to their reliance on
performance as a decision criterion in the all@rawf procedural and informational
justice. Justice trainings have proven successfather settings (e.g., Greenberg, 2006;
Skarlicki & Latham, 1996; Skarlicki & Latham, 2008nd could easily be amended
correspondingly. Making managers conscious of ‘nedgerformers and their own
tendency to overlook them would be an importanstfistep in preventing such

discrimination.

2.6.5 Limitations

Besides the new insights our study offers, it &las limitations. First, with regard
to the field survey, the use of a snowballing teghe for data collection always entails
the risk of having an unrepresentative sample.hin ¢ase of data on subordinate-
manager dyads it is, for instance, more likely thaiordinates who get along well with
their managers (and feel treated justly) agree tartigipate, potentially
underrepresenting those with a more problematicomslibate-manager relationship.
Further, it was important for our analysis to relatubordinate performance to
managerial self-evaluations of justice allocatiomsich would also best reflect the
managers’ intended justice behaviors. As subordipatformance was also rated by the
managers this, however, implies possible problemms tb a same source bias
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003). Fjnaas discussed, the field data
reported is correlational and does in itself nddvaldrawing conclusions about causal

effects.

Our laboratory studies were designed to addresse soimthese issues. We
manipulated subordinate performance and the adbehlavior of participants in
managerial roles rather than their perceptions wbserved, so we were able to discuss
causality and do not have an issue with same sduiese Experimental participants
were, however, students which (despite some worlperance) limits the
generalizability of these results.

Nevertheless our results were generally stablesadiwe three studies, both field
and laboratory. This suggests that the common irefthat justice improves an

employee’s performance should perhaps be tempgrételpossibility that the opposite
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Is also true. Performance also improves an emplsyestice, just not for those caught
in the middle.
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3. UNFAIR AND UNAWARE: HOW DISAGREEMENT IN
INTERPERSONAL JUSTICE PERCEPTIONS AMONG
MANAGER AND EMPLOYEE RELATES TO JOB
SATISFACTION, INTRINSIC MOTIVATION, AND
EMOTIONAL EXHAUSTION

3.1 Introduction

Most managers believe they are fair, however, mamployees report feeling
treated unfairly by their managers (Brockner, 2008) this paper, | examine the
implications of this potential discrepancy in pgrtens and propose that disagreement
around the level of a manager’s interpersonal gasis related to employee work

attitudes and emotions.

There is a long tradition in organizational justi@search studying employee
responses to perceived (in)justice at work. In slenployee justice perceptions matter.
Employees who report feeling justly treated displaypre positive job attitudes,
emotions and behaviors (Cohen-Charash & Spectd@1;200lquitt, Conlon, Wesson,
Porter, & Ng, 2001; Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, Lorgpata, Conlon, & Wesson, 2013).
However, researchers are increasingly interestest @&h the other side of this
relationship, and have begun exploring why managetsave (un)justly in the first
place. In some cases, managers report that thgusdlgt simply because it is the right
thing to do (Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 200&jganzano & Rupp, 2002; Folger,
1998; Folger, 2001; Folger, Cropanzano & Goldm&®52 Long, 2011). In other cases
managers may purposely act (in)justly for morerursental reasons such as motivating

or punishing employees (Scott, Colquitt, & Padd@&0)9).

However, despite the voluminous body of eviden@aiad the impact of justice
perceptions on recipients of justice, and the iasireg amount of work examining
justice enactors’ motives, hardly any work (e.grodkner, 2006; Zapata-Phelan,
Colquitt, Scott, & Livingston, 2009) exists on hgust managers actuallgerceive

themselves to be and none at all exists lookinghat combination of both these
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perspectives. The research on perceptual disagreesnggests that this may be an
oversight (e.g., Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; AtwatrYammerino, 1997; Bass &
Yammarino, 1991; Gibson, Conger, & Cooper, 200sbalk & Sosik, 2000; Hatfield
& Huseman, 1982; Ostroff, Shin, & Kinicki, 2005; $lo, 2001). Situations in which
managers actually believe they are acting in anuestner, while employees perceive
them as being unjust or vice versa may have difteaatecedents and trigger different

outcomes than situations where both parties asisessanager’s behavior equally.

In this paper, | focus on the outcomes of suchq@l disagreement and draw
on similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 1961; Byrnéoung, & Griffitt, 1966; Byrne,
Clore, & Smeaton, 1986; Byrne, 1971a, Byrne, 198yrme, 1997), theory on self-
other rating agreement (Ashford, 1989; Atwater &m¥aarino, 1992; Atwater &
Yammarino, 1997; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997), andrkvon role dynamics (Kahn,
Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & KahB66; Katz & Kahn, 1978) to
argue that disagreement in interpersonal justicegptions among managers and their
employees is related to unfavorable employee m@astin terms of job satisfaction,
intrinsic motivation, and emotional exhaustionréopose that disagreement is especially
onerous when the manager judges his or her behasibeing interpersonally more just
than does the employee, i.e. when the managemisif and unaware | investigate

whether this is in fact the case based on a fighdpte of manager-employee dyads.

In examining the impact of disagreement in juspeeceptions, this paper adds to
the justice literature by drawing attention to flaet that different stakeholders may
perceive the level of justice enacted quite diffidlse and that these perceptual
differences matter. While there has been extensigsearch on how employees’ justice
perceptions relate to work attitudes and behav@ehen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt et al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013), thpsiper is the first to consider the
possibility that managerial justice self-percepgicand, in particulargdisagreementn
justice perceptions among manager and employee in@gmentally explain these

outcomes.

In the following section, | will first start by imiducing the key variables
considered in this paper, discuss why manager anudogee perceptions of managerial

interpersonal justice may differ and theoreticakplain how | expect such perceptual
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disagreement to affect employee job satisfactiatrjnisic motivation, and emotional

exhaustion.
3.2 Theoretical Background

3.2.1 Perceptions of Interpersonal Justice andi@rap Attitudes and

Emotions

Justice is an accepted social standard (e.g., Edl§88; Rupp, Shao, Jones, &
Liao, in press). As such, employees expect to dmted justly, evaluate whether this is
the case, and react accordingly (Colquitt et &lQ12 Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt et al., 2013). Likewise, managers selfeassto determine whether they have
been acting justly toward their employees (Scotlgt2009), generally desiring to be
(perceived as) just (cf. Whiteside & Barclay, 20B4)d feel good about their own
justice-related behaviors (Scott et al., 2009). &/four major types of justice have
been identified in the literature (Colquitt, 20@glquitt et al., 2001), I will in this paper
focus oninterpersonal justice(i.e. the extent to which managers treat employees
politely, with dignity, respect, and propriety) fthree reasong-irst, treating employees
in an interpersonally just manner has been fountheqositively associated with a
variety of desirable work attitudes and behavi@sch as job satisfaction, trust in
management, positive evaluations of supervisiorsitipe affect, and organizational
citizenship behaviors, while being negatively agsted with undesirable outcomes
such as negative affect and counterproductive wmkaviors (e.g., Colquitt et al.,
2001; Colquitt et al., 2013; Greenberg, 1993a).08dcinterpersonal justice is said to
be the facet of justice over which managers haganrtbst control and discretion (Scott,
Colquitt, & Paddock, 2009) and, unlike the otherefa of justice, one which they can
choose to enact on a daily basis as it forms patvidually any encounter between
managers and subordinates” (Scott et al., 200¥597). Given this discretion and high
base rate, employees may hold managers more aabbeinthen they fail to act in an
interpersonally just manner as such behavior “shdnd harder to excuse because an
external scapegoat is more difficult to pinpoin8cftt et al., 2009, p. 765). Third,
interpersonal justice is one of the most intimated& of justice among manager and
employee, evoking “hot and burning” feelings in éoyees who feel that it has been

violated (Mikula, 1986; Bies & Tripp, 2001). Givehe importance and frequency of
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events containing elements of interpersonal (itijgas when employees believe that
managerial justice perceptions diverge from theivnothe implications may be

particularly serious

To explore the relationship of perceptual disagre®nto employee outcomes, |
will focus on three key dependent variables; jotis&ection, intrinsic motivation and
emotional exhaustion, all of which have either bdeoretically argued or empirically
shown to be related to interpersonal justice. Jatisfaction has been defined as “a
pleasurable or positive emotional state resultnognfthe appraisal of one’s job or job
experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300). In the justitmature, employee perceptions of
interpersonal justice have been frequently shownatee a significant positive relation
with job satisfaction (Colquitt et al., 2001). Thecond outcome, intrinsic motivation,
describes someone driven to do some activity “bseauis inherently interesting or
enjoyable” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p.55) rather thgrekternal factors like punishments
or rewards. While intrinsic motivation is a focu$ ather areas of organizational
behavior and justice researchers have repeatedliginted plausible theoretical
underpinnings such as need-motive-value theoriegnitve choice theories or self-
regulation theories for a link between justice anttinsic motivation (Colquitt &
Greenberg, 2003; Cropanzano & Rupp, 2003) therairena lack of empirical research
on the topic. An exception is a recent paper byaZahelan and colleagues who argue
for an effect of procedural and interpersonal geston intrinsic motivation (Zapata-
Phelan, et al., 2009). In particular, they sug¢fest this effect is mediated by employee
emotions which in turn affect the extent to whickask is perceived as enjoyable and
ultimately, intrinsic motivation. While they founsupport for an effect of procedural
justice on intrinsic motivation, this was not these for interpersonal justice. The third
employee attitude, emotional exhaustion, descrébstate in which the employee feels
emotionally drained, frustrated and fatigued (eMpslach, 1982; Maslach & Jackson,
1981; Gaines & Jermier, 1983). It was developedrasof the three components of job
burnout (Maslach, 1982; Maslach & Jackson, 1981J has been shown to have
particularly strong relationships to job outcomegy(, Lee & Ashforth, 1993; Lee &
Ashforth, 1996). Maslach (1976) argued early ort #raotional exhaustion can stem
from the stress of interpersonal contact, and petesonal justice itself has been found to
be associated with related variables such as sttédsdge & Colquitt, 2004),

occupational strain (Eloviano, Kivimaki, & Helkam2)01) and insomnia (Greenberg,
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1996). More recently, Cole and colleagues arguatittiere should be a main effect of
interpersonal justice on emotional exhaustionfitsetl found empirical support for this
based on a field sample of military personnel and servants from the US Air force
(Cole, Bernerth, Walter, & Holt, 2010).

In contrast to work examining the relationship betw employee interpersonal
justice perceptions and behavioral, emotional, attd¢udinal outcomes (see, e.g.,
Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al.,22@blquitt et al., 2013), hardly any
research (Brockner, 2006; Zapata et al., 2013ekpkred how just managers perceive
themselves to be and no research at all existe@rmotemanagerialjustice perceptions
may play for employee outcomes. Indeed it seenteratnlikely that there is a direct
influence of managerial justice self-perceptionseamployee level outcomes. However,
there are theoretical reasons to believe that near@gerceptions may interact with
those of their employees to predict employee ouesrn the following sections, | will
lay out where perceptual (dis)agreement among neareagl employee may stem from
and the theoretical rationales for a relationshipgdis)agreement and employee job

satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and emotionghaustion.

3.2.2 Sources of Disagreement in InterpersonaicéuBerceptions

As Gibson et al. (2009) argue, forming perceptiana way for individuals to
cope with the overwhelming amount of social stinaud focus on those that seem most
relevant. While interpersonal justice perceptions by definition composed of the
individual's perceptions of whether the treatmeaton she gives (manager) or receives
(employee) adheres to the standards of politermigsity, respect, and propriety (Bies
& Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993b)esth perceptions may differ
significantly depending on the perspective takeg.(¢he allocator versus the recipient
of interpersonal justice). In fact, empirical evide hints that managers’ interpersonal
justice self-evaluations will tend to exceed thealeations of others (receivers or
observers). Zapata and colleagues in a sample nagea-employee dyads report that
the average managerial interpersonal justice a&ligs were higher than those given by
their employees (Zapata, Olsen, & Martins, 2013).urther, Brockner (2006) asked
different groups in a change management seminaat the extent to which they

believed their manager acted in a just manner. Ghestion most reflective of
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interpersonal justice, “When managing change, |erextra efforts to treat people with
dignity and respect”, was the only one for whichnagerial self-evaluations were
significantly higher than the evaluations of thaamager by all other stakeholders (the

manager’s boss, peers, direct reports, and cosslimer

Theoretically, there are several reasons to exgisagreement in managers’ and
employees’ interpersonal justice perceptions. Amstnagers and employees may make
different attributions or draw upon different infloation when making their judgments
of interpersonal justice (Atwater & Yammarino, 19906nes & Nisbett, 1972). The
actor-observer difference (Jones & Nisbett, 193@)lans that actors tend to attribute
their actions to (momentary) external influencekilevobservers tend to attribute them
to the actor’s (stable) personality traits. Foroestthis is especially the case if their
behavior was not positive (Bradley, 1978) which dorfair managers in particular may
lead to external attributions for the unjust eveamd a lower sense of guilt or
responsibility (Scott et al., 2009). In additioneogple have differential access to
information when making justice judgments aboutirtreevn behavior versus the
behavior of others. A manager can be expected ve Inaore knowledge about the
circumstances or past experiences that drove aimdriterpersonal interaction than
would an employee. A justice event may not eveproeessed in the same way due to
its differential salience to a manager as comptodds or her employee. For a manager
a single interaction with one of many employees rhayless salient and less heavily
weighted than for the individual employee (TaylorRske, 1978; Jones & Nisbett,
1972). As Church (1997) argues, if a behavior da#snean as much to the manager as
it does to the employee he or she will not pay ashmattention to it and may even
recall it differently. Relatedly, FortinNadistic, and Cuguerd i Escofet (2011)
empirically demonstrated that when making justicdgments about their managers
versus their peers, employees drew upon diffenefairmation, e.g, applied different

justice norms.

Second, people have a tendency to overestimate tven characteristics,
abilities, and behavioral achievements (e.g., Camé&rLovallo, 1999; Cooper, Woo,
and Dunkelberg, 1988; Epley & Whitchurch, 2008; désheier & Moser, 2009;
Larwood & Whittaker, 1977; Mabe & West, 1982; Swvams1981). They tend to think
that they are better leaders than they actuallyBass & Yammarino, 1991), that they
are more pro-social than others (Sedikides, Medické, & Taylor, 2013), and that
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they start more interactions with others than ttineioway around (Webber, 1970). This
general tendency to overestimate the positive &spet oneself should also lead
managers to overestimate their own interpersonsticgl towards their employees.
Overestimation may be further exacerbated becawsgers may incorporate their
intentions to be just into their self-evaluatioegardless of whether or not they acted

upon those intentions (Brockner, 2006).

Based on these arguments, | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1. Manager perceptions of their own ripgéesonal justice will
on average exceed employee perceptions of the redsagterpersonal

justice.

3.2.3 Perceptual (Dis)agreement and the RelatipistEmployee Job

Satisfaction, Intrinsic Motivation and Emotionall&ustion

The Relationship between Perceptual Disagreement and Employee
Outcomes. Work on the relationship among perceptual disagesgbetween managers
and individual employees and employee emotions,gitudes and behaviors has a
long tradition. In the early years, researchersndbperceptual disagreement to be
related to a range of outcomes including employaesfaction (Baird, 1977; Greene,
1972; Hatfield & Huseman, 1982; Turban & Jones,898exley et al., 1980), work
morale (Browne & Neitzel, 1952), leader-member-exge quality (Graen &
Schiemann, 1978), employee performance (Greene2;1%udrban & Jones, 1988;
Wexley, Alexander, Greenawalt, & Couch, 1980), asmployee role ambiguity
(Turban and Jones, 1988). In subsequent years, t&tveand Yammarino developed
their model of self-other rating agreement (Atwagelyammarino, 1992; Atwater &
Yammarino, 1997; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997) speicify four types of managerial
self-raters: over-estimators, under-estimators,agars who are in negative agreement
(they agree with the low perceptions of their ergpk), and those who are in positive
agreement (they agree with the high perceptiorisedf employee). They suggested that
organizational outcomes will be most positive whesnagers are in positive agreement
with their employees. The implication being thatthis condition, managers understand

how they are perceived by others, they set accugasds and are realistic in their
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expectations. In contrast, outcomes are expecteé fwoorest for over-rating managers
as they are not able to correctly assess their stnengths and weaknesses, may
discount criticism, and deflect blame for their owvalures. Negative agreement
although undesirable is expected to lead to (lesgptive outcomes. While a manager
in negative agreement accurately assesses the @vavibr, he or she is unlikely to set
self-improvement goals due to low self-esteem mdiggrthe own abilities. Finally,
underestimation is proposed to relate to mixed auts. Underetimators either fail to
pursue achievable goals given their abilities dripuoo much effort in an attempt to
compensate their low self-confidence. Much of thbesequent literature on perceptual
disagreement among managers and employees hasifpanitthis model. For example,
Godshalk & Sosik (2000) showed that managers whdergstimate their own
transformational leadership behavior were ratedhaging high quality mentoring

relationships, while overestimators were ratedaasry low relationship quality.

While providing important insights on perceptuaatireement and its correlates,
these studies, due to their operationalization efc@ptual disagreement as simple
difference scores or profile similarities (BrowneN&itzel, 1952; Graen & Schiemann,
1978; Miles, 1964; Wexley et al., 1980) or by catéjng managers into rigid groups
(e.g., Godshalk & Sosik, 2000), were unable to uslimuch about different levels of
(dis)agreement and whether accounting for percégitiarences adds predictive power
above the main effects of each party’s perceptiddsly rather recently have
researchers begun to capitalize on the power afgusbth, employee and manager
perceptions, in predicting effects for perceptuasadreement by employing a

polynomial regression method.

Gibson et al. (2009) for instance suggest thatgpual differences can impede
employees (or teams of employees) from maximizhegyrtperformance as managers
and employees are less able to gather, exchangeaéy and act on information when
they disagree in their perceptions of importaningaocesses. Based on a field sample
from the pharmaceutical and medical products ingiubey used polynomial regression
analysis to show that disagreement in perceptiohggaal accomplishment and
constructive conflict among a team and its managere related to lower team
performance. In the same vein, Ostroff, Shin, andidki (2005) argued that when
managers and employees have similar perceptionsrgdnizational values, more
positive attitudes and behaviors are to be expe®aded on research showing that
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perceptions of a situation are often more relevardttitudes and behaviors than the
situation itself (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Cable & Jadd997; Endler & Magnusson,
1976) they reason that “individuals’ perceptionsvbiat behaviors are expected, valued,
and rewarded in the organization are purportedetariportant influences on attitudes
and behaviors” (Ostroff et al., 2005, p. 598). Wmeanagers and their team disagree
about this, employees lack a clear idea of whakgected of them. The results from a
large sample of employees and managers in the t@gnkector showed that
disagreement in perceptions of organizational \salamnong managers and their
employees was negatively associated with emplogigsfaction and commitment, and
positively with turnover intentions. Further, Atweat Ostroff, Yammarino, and Fleenor
(1998) investigated how perceptual (dis)agreemeganding managerial performance
related to managerial effectiveness (as rated bynanager’s supervisor) based on a
large sample of manager-employee dyads. They fdladeffectiveness was highest
when manager and employee perceptions were in ragredeand high, or when
managers underestimated their performance compgardde employee. In contrast,
overestimating managers were rated as less eféedulost recently, Humborstad &
Kuvaas (2013) drew on role dynamics theory (KatK&n, 1966) to suggest that the
extent to which managers and employees had sinmebgrectations about the
empowerment of employees, because of a negatieetedh the degree of uncertainty
employees experience at work and a positive effectemployee need satisfaction,
would result in lower role ambiguity and higherrinsic motivation. Field data from a
large manufacturing company supported their reagpim that when role expectations
were in agreement and at a high level role ambjiguds low and intrinsic motivation
high, while when managers’ expectations exceedesktlof employees, role ambiguity
was high and intrinsic motivation low. Finally, wherole expectations were in
agreement and low or when employees’ expectatianeegled those of the managers

role ambiguity was low, but intrinsic motivation svalso low.

This study extends this rich history of theoreticahsiderations and empirical
associations between perceptual (dis)agreement @gmmamnager and employee and
employee outcomes to the justice literature andméxes how (dis)agreement in
interpersonal justice perceptions among managereamployee relates to employee
attitudes. Building on Gibson et al. (2009) andr@f$tet al. (2005), | argue that in the

case of interpersonal justice, perceptual diffeesrare likely to be particularly relevant
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as both parties react to theerceptionsof justice rather than to some kind of objective
justice behavior itself in the first place. Moreparticular, | will suggest thagerceptual
(dis)agreemenamong manager and employee regarding the managégipersonal
justice will predict three employee outcomes, jalis§action, intrinsic motivation, and
emotional exhaustion, identified earlier above aiftido so beyond the main effect of

employee perceptions.

Agreement in Perceptions of |nterpersonal Justice. Typically in work on self-

other agreement, perceptual agreement is expentetias often been found to lead to
improved outcomes. In fact, as we have just sksnhias been found for a variety of
variables including one of the employee attitudesmsaered in this paper, job
satisfaction. When in agreement with the managgarténg their role within the

organization (Bernardin, 1979; Greene, 1972), thaity of communication with their

manager (Hatfield & Huseman, 1982), behaviors remngsto receive a pay raise
(Turban & Jones, 1988), or perceptions of the manatharacteristics and behaviors

(Wexley et al., 1980) employees report higher Iewélsatisfaction.

In terms of agreement in managerial and employe@eep&ons of managerial
interpersonal justice | propose that there arecthe@sons to expect a relationship to job
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and emotionathaustion. First, as Byrne and
colleagues argue, people feel more attracted twvaeth other if they perceive the
other as similar to themselves or if they shareilamattitudes (Byrne, 1961; Byrne,
Young, & Griffitt, 1966; Byrne, Clore, & Smeaton986; Byrne, 1971a; Byrne, 1971b;
Byrne, 1997). As managers’ interactional justichawor directly impacts the quality of
the manager-employee relationship (Cohen-CharaSipéctor, 2001), perceiving it in
the same way may further increase attraction argitip® sentiments among the two
parties. The quality of a manager-employee relatign has in turn been shown to
positively relate to employee job satisfaction (e@raen, Novak, & Sommerkamp,
1982; Golden & Veiga, 2008; Major, Kozlowski, Cha%,Gardner, 1995; Vecchio,
Griffeth, & Hom, 1986) and negatively to emotiomxhaustion or job depression (e.g.,
Sparr & Sonnentag, 2008; Thomas & Lankau, 2009jthiey, it has frequently been
linked to employee performance (for an overview seg, Dunegan, Uhl-Bien, &
Duchon, 2002), a traditional outcome of employedivation (e.g., cf. Ryan & Deci,
2000b).
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Second, perceptual agreement also reinforces gewlbeliefs (Byrne, 1971b;
Festinger, 1957) and reduces ambiguity and unogytamployees might otherwise
experience (Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Haslam, Oak&srner, & McGarty, 1996;
Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013). Certainly, agreemetth whe’s manger about the level
of respect you are treated with can be expecteddoce ambiguity. Lower ambiguity
has in turn been shown to be associated with hitghaesls of job satisfaction (e.g.,
Abramis, 1994; Hamner & Tosi, 1974; Jackson & Sehul985; Kahn et al., 1964,
Keller, 1975; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970) anowér levels of emotional
exhaustion (Von Emster & Harrison, 1998). FurtHewer ambiguity might also be
related to higher levels of intrinsic motivation amployees are better able to set
positive achievement goals (and increase theiinsitr motivation) rather than focusing
on avoidance goals (e.g., avoiding an appearanceincbmpetence, Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1994).

Third, Atwater and Yammarino (Atwater &Yammarind992; Atwater &
Yammarino, 1997; Yammarino & Atwater, 1997) suggest those managers who are
accurate at self-rating (whose self-perceptionsiraggreement with others), are better
at assessing their own strengths and weaknesses,apen to feedback, more realistic
in the expectations they have regarding their owhabior or the recognition they
receive, and can thus set themselves more acdwehtersioral goals. Managers who are
accurate self-raters, can thus again be expectbdve more satisfied employees who
are motivated to work and are less emotionallyrdrdifrom having to reconcile their

perspective of the manager’s behavior with the maria own perspective.

Drawing on this argumentation, | hypothesize tl®wing:

Hypothesis 2The more manager and employee perceptions of ieteopal
justice are in agreement, the higher are the eng#ty/(a) job satisfaction
and (b) intrinsic motivation, and (c) the lower tleenployee’s emotional

exhaustion.

However, given the overall positive main effect lwgh interpersonal justice
perceptions on employee attitudes | expect differesactions in terms of job
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation and emotionalhaustion depending on whether

employee and manager agree that interpersonatgugi high or low. Specifically,
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when both manager and employee agree that intempargistice is high, the employee
will experience not only the positive main effeofsinterpersonal justice (Colquitt et
al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013), but additionallye positive impact of being in
agreement. Further, as Atwater and Yammarino (19927) argue, when manager and
employee are in positive agreement regarding theagexr’s behavior, this is associated
with more positive managerial characteristics arthdviors than when they are in
negative agreement. In particular, they expect marsawho are in positive rather than
negative agreement to have a higher self-esteerhighdr behavioral aspiration levels,
to be more likely to set themselves self-improvetrgwals where necessary, and to
display more positive work attitudes, all of whishould relate to higher levels of job
satisfaction and intrinsic motivation, and lowevdts of emotional exhaustion for their
employees. When managers and their employees aegative agreement the manager
is still accurate in his/her self-assessment anthénposition to set self-improvement
goals. However, managers who are in negative agneeare also expected to display
more negative work attitudes and tend to set lopirason levels (Yammarino &
Atwater, 1997) and if they are unable or unwillityimprove, the consequences for
employee satisfaction, intrinsic motivation and éomal exhaustion should be

negative.

Overall, | therefore predict:

Hypothesis 3: When manager and employee perceptbmsterpersonal
justice are in agreement and high rather than inresgnent and low,
employees will experience higher levels of (a) gattisfaction and (b)

intrinsic motivation, and (c) lower levels of enooial exhaustion.

Disagreement in Perceptions of I nterpersonal Justice. While being in negative

agreement is less than desirable, self-aware Isachan take action to correct their
behaviors (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992). In contrasthen managers and their
employees disagree in their perceptions of integuel justice the relationship to
employee job satisfaction, intrinsic motivation aedhotional exhaustion can be
expected to be more negative. The disconnect batwle® manager and his or her
employee in how they perceive interpersonal justee lead to conflict and ambiguity

in the relationship (Atwater & Yammarino, 1997). wkever, the magnitude of this
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negative relationship is again likely to differ éepling on whether manager perceptions
of interpersonal justice exceed those of the engadypver-rater, ‘unfair and unaware’)
or employee perceptions exceed those of the maffageer-rater, ‘fair and unaware’).

As Ashford (1989) pointed out, overestimators haighat their behavior is
acceptable and fail to notice that their employdssgree with them. They can be
expected to experience high efficacy and have Iittbtivation to change their behavior.
They take no corrective action when it is in facdstnneeded. At their most pernicious,
overestimators may also discount criticism and ed¢fblame for their own failures
(Atwater & Yammarino, 1992), increasing the likeldd of conflict with their
employees (Atwater & Yammarino, 1997). Managers wiob only are perceived as
unjust but who also refuse to take the blame feirtherceived injustice are akin to the
toxic leader described by Kellerman (2004) and riegmselves find it hard to work
with their employees (Atwater & Yammarino, 1998ading to especially low levels of
satisfaction and motivation, and high levels of tyee emotional exhaustion.
Similarly, overestimating managers are more likehhave failures in communication.
As Katz, Kahn and colleagues (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinmoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; 1964;
Katz & Kahn, 1966; Katz & Kahn, 1978) argue in thaiodel of the role episode,
manager and employee each have expectations diuwottier's behavior. Employees
will usually expect to be treated interpersonallgtj(e.g., Folger, 1998; Rupp, Shao,
Jones, & Liao, in press) and will expect injusteen less when they think they have
performed well and lived up to the manager’'s exgemts. The manager may in fact
recognize the employee’s efforts and attempt toirderpersonally just to signal
approval (Scott et al., 2009). If the manager i®agrestimator, he might, however, fail
to do so without realizing it (unfair and unawar&his creates a miscommunication
among the two parties, i.e. the manager believes) 5 communicating approval, while
being perceived as unjust and (dis)approving byethployee. This leads to uncertainty
and ambiguity on the employee’s part regarding mh@&nager’'s expectations and
subsequently, lower job satisfaction (e.g., Abranii894; Hamner & Tosi, 1974;
Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Kahn et al., 1964; Kell®75; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman,
1970) and higher emotional stress (Gaines & Jermi@83; Jackson & Schuler, 1985;
Kahn et al., 1964; Von Emster & Harrison, 1998).

In contrast to overestimators, underestimators ffai unaware) believe that they
are not as interpersonally just as they are agtpaiceived to be by others. Predicting
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outcomes for underestimators is more difficult (Ater & Yammarino, 1997).
Underestimators may signal humility and modesty, they may also suffer from an
unwarranted feeling of inefficacy and a strong et change (Ashford, 1989). While
they may be pleasant to be around and can be igéfdetiders (Atwater et al., 1998),
they nevertheless tend to have emotional highsland and display low self-worth
(Yammarino & Atwater, 1997). They may either fal pursue goals or opportunities
that are achievable given their abilities or putt@® much effort in an attempt to
overcompensate for their low self-confidence (Asvaind Yammarino, 1992) and end
up actually impairing their performance (Ashford8®). A leader with low self-
efficacy may spend too much time trying to seneljivaddress the needs of each
employee and ensuring them that they have hisésgrect rather than making effective,
timely decisions. Overall however, when managees fair and unaware, employee
outcomes are not expected to be as negative as thiegnare unfair and unaware.
Perceiving the manager’s behavior as more just ttas the manager certainly may
create ambiguity and uncertainty for employees,fautand unaware managers are, by
definition, perceived as fair by their employeekeTpositive impact of having a fair
manager, however, should ameliorate some of thertainty and ambiguity employees
may experience.

Based on this, | thus hypothesize

Hypothesis 4: When manager perceptions of integueak justice are

greater than those of the employee (‘unfair andwena’) rather than when
employee perceptions of interpersonal justice aeatgr than those of the
manager (‘fair and unaware’), the employees wilhesence lower levels of
(a) job satisfaction and (b) intrinsic motivatioand (c) higher levels of
emotional exhaustion.

3.3 Method

3.3.1 Procedure

Following a snowball sampling technique (e.g., edthn, Veiga, & Powell,
2006; Martins, Eddleston, & Veiga, 2002; Morgesoi&mphrey, 2006; Tepper, 1995;
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Zapata et al., 2013), undergraduate business studemne asked to recruit an employee
who worked at least 30 hours per week and was fflueknglish to participate in an

online questionnaire. To be eligible, the emplokiad to consent to also recruiting his
or her direct manager for participation. Potenpiatticipants, i.e. employees and their
managers, were directly contacted via email and thenlink to the respective online

survey. At the beginning of the survey, it was ified that participation was voluntary

and that all answers would be kept confidential aodessible only to the researchers
conducting the study. Participants who had not deted the survey after one week
were sent a reminder email. To match employee asmghger surveys, managers were
asked to name the employee they were rating, aredwarsa. After data collection was
completed, a random sample of 10% of the particgparas called to make sure that
they were real and had in fact completed the quastire. These random calls did not

reveal any irregularities.

3.3.2 Sample

Overall, students made available the contact detdil654 employees of whom
348 direct managers consented to participate (58%shese manager-employee dyads,
237 responded to the interpersonal justice measueshe three dependent variables of
interest and were thus included in the analysie mtanagers were on average 42.7
years old and 40.9 percent of them were femaley Tvexe in charge of groups of on
average 16.85 employees. The employees had angavage of 37.0 and 62.9 percent
were female. They had a mean tenure of 4 year® amonths with this manager. Of the
manager-employee dyads, 25.3 percent worked irs¢hdce industry, 18.6 percent in
financial industry, 12.2 percent in manufacturing9 percent in governmental
organizations, 6.3 percent in human services, 4/6qnt in transportation, and 24.0

percent in others.

3.3.3 Measures

Inter per sonal justice employee. The four items of Colquitt's (2001) justice scale
(5 point Likert-type, where “1” = “not at all” antb” = “completely”) were used to
measure employee perceptions of interpersonalcgistiems included “Has your
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supervisor treated you in a polite manner?” or “iaar supervisor treated you with

respect?”. Coefficient alpha for employees’ intespaal justice perceptions was .87.

Interpersonal justice manager. The manager's perception of his or her own
interpersonal justice towards the employee was unedswith the same four items of
Colquitt’'s (2001) justice scale (5 point Likert-gjpwhere “1” = “not at all” and “5” =
“completely”) adapted to the manager’'s perspectivg,, “Do you treat this employee
in a polite manner? or “Do you treat this employe¢h respect?”. The reliability

estimate of this scale was .93.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed with a three-itestalé(5 point
Likert-type, where “1” = “strongly disagree” and ™5 *“strongly agree”) of the
Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnair@r(@ann, Fichman, Jenkins, &
Klesh, 1979; Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesl83)9The items are “All in all |
am satisfied with my job”, “In general, | don’'t &kmy job” (reverse coded), and “In

general, | like working here”. Coefficient alpha job satisfaction was .83.

Intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation was measured with a four-iteoale (7
point Likert-type, where “1” = “strongly disagreednd “5” = “strongly agree”),
developed by Grant (2008) based on the work of Ryrath Connell (1989). Following
the introductory question “Why are you motivateddim your work?”, items included
“Because | enjoy the work itself” or “Because |dirthe work engaging”. Scale
reliability was .94.

Emotional exhaustion. Emotional exhaustion was measured with a six-iteafes
(7 point Likert-type, where “1” = “strongly disagreand “5” = “strongly agree”) from
the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jacks®@81) adapted by Wharton (1993).
Items were for instance “I feel emotionally drairfesim my work” or “I feel used up at

the end of the work day”. Coefficient alpha was. .91

3.3.4 Analysis

In order to test whether and in what way (dis)agreet in interpersonal justice
perceptions among manager and employee relatdsetemployee’s job satisfaction,

intrinsic motivation, and emotional exhaustionj@#rchical polynomial regression and
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response surface analysis (Edwards & Parry, 1968jakds, 1994; 2001; 2002) were
used. As noted before, this approach is increasimgiplied in the literature to
investigate the relationships among perceptualgdesanent and outcomes, such as
employee attitudes, emotions, and behaviors (Atgiater et al., 1998; Bashshur et al.,
2011; Gibson, et al., 2009; Humborstad & Kuvaad,2®@stroff et al., 2005).

In particular, | estimate the relationship amongs)@bjreement in interpersonal
justice perceptions and the three employee outcamseg) a hierarchical regression
equation of the form:

Y = by, + byE + b,M + b3E? + b, (EXM) + bsM? + e (1)

where Y denotes the respective outcome (job satisfactiatrjinsic motivation,
emotional exhaustion)E the employee’s interpersonal justice perceptiavds,the
manager’s interpersonal justice perceptions arlde equation’s error term. In a first
step, | estimate a regression of each outcome onlythe two main explanatory
variables, employee interpersonal justice percapti) and manager interpersonal
justice perceptionsM). In a second step, | further add the squared sesimboth
variables £? and M?) as well as the interaction term between the t&oX(M). A
significant difference inR? between these two regressions suggests a nonlinear
relationship between manager and employee inteypalgustice perceptions and the
respective employee outcome (e.g. Atwater et 8081 Edwards, 2002; Gibson et al.,
2009). However, further tests using a responseaserépproach are necessary to fully

understand the nature of this relationship.

3.4 Results

The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelatid the variables are depicted
in Table 1 To improve the interpretability of the resultsamager and employee
interpersonal justice perceptions were both scaigered as suggested by Edwards
(1994).

Hypothesisl, that managerial perceptions of their own intespeal justice would
on average be higher than employees’ perceptionss wsaupported
(Mmanages4.56, Uemployees4.14, 1(236) =—8.04, p<.01).
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations amdagables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Manager perceptions of interpersonal justic 1.56 0.53
2. Employee perceptions of interpersonal jusi 1.14  0.68 0.15*
3. Job satisfaction 3.34 1.24 0.08 0.24**
4. Intrinsic motivation 5.10 1.16 0.09 0.08 0.68**
5. Emotional exhaustion 3.93 0.62 -0.02 -0.17** -0.61** -0.52**

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01



A combined polynomial regression analysis andaresp surface analysis was used to
test Hypotheses 2-4on the relationships among (dis)agreement in petesonal justice
perceptions and employee job satisfaction, inttinsotivation, and emotional exhaustion. The

regression results are summarized able 2

The addition of the interaction term for managed &mployee interpersonal justice
perceptions and the squared term of each (Moded 2)e baseline model of the main effects
of manager and employee interpersonal justice pgae (Model 1) significantly increased
the variance explained for all three outcomes §ahsfaction:AR?=0.042, p<.05; intrinsic
motivation: AR?=0.077, p<.01; emotional exhaustiahkR?=0.045, p<.05). This is the first

indication of a relationship among perceptual @isgement and the dependent variables.

However, to better understand the nature of thelsgionships and to explicitly test the
hypotheses around an effect for perceptual (disggent the response surface (Edwards &
Parry, 1993; Edwards, 1994; 2001; 2002) was grapinelcthe slopes of the surface along the

lines of agreement and disagreement were examgaaffiguresl, 2, and 3 andable 3.

To testHypotheses 2a-hat perceptual agreement is associated with highefs of job
satisfaction and intrinsic motivation and lowerdéssof emotional exhaustion, | examined the
curvature of the surface along the line of disagre® (E= —M) which runs from the corner
at the very left (interpersonal justice perceptimisthe manager are high, those of the
employee low) to the corner at the very right (ipegsonal justice perceptions of the
employee are high, those of the manager low). Tir@ature of this line is depicted by
a, = b; — b, + bs, Where b; is the coefficient for squared employee percegtidn the
coefficient of the interaction term between emp®ymnd manager perceptions, andthe
coefficient of squared manager perceptions of riesonal justice (e.g., Edwards & Parry,
1993). Wheru, # 0, the slope of the surface along the line of glisament is significantly
curved, either bowl-shapedg{ > 0) or dome-shapedq, < 0). As we can see ifiable 3 the
curvature ais significant for job satisfaction and intringiwotivation, but not for emotional
exhaustion (job satisfactiony a —0.45, p < .05; intrinsic motivation;;& —1.55, p < .01;

emotional exhaustionz& 0.55,n9). In line withHypotheses 2and2b, the negative sign of,a
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Table 2

Polynomial Regression Results for Job Satisfactimninsic Motivation, and Emotional Exhaustion

Variable Job satisfaction Intrinsic Motivation Emotional Exhaustion

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Contant 3.62** 4.04** 4.68** 5.18** 3.66** 2.52%*
Employee perception (b1) 0.21**  0.04 0.12 -0.62 -0.32** -0.18
Manager perception (b2) 0.05 -0.29 0.18 0.52 0.03 1.42
Employee perception squared (b3) -0.15* -0.27* 0.34*
Employee perception x Manager perception (b4) 0.31** 0.83** -0.52*
Manager perception squared (b5) 0.01 -0.45 -0.31
R? 0.057 0.099 0.014 0.091 0.030 0.075
AdjustedR? 0.049 0.080 0.005 0.071 0.022 0.055
AR? between model 1 and model 2 0.042* 0.077** 0.045*

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01



Figurel

(Dis)agreement in interpersonal justiperceptions among manager and employee

employee job satisfacti
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for the former two indicates dome-shaped curvature of the line of disagreement
levels of job satisfaction and intrinsic motivaticare higherthe moreemploye: and
managernterpersonal justice perceptions are in agreeriiéhnile the curvature is not
significant for emotional exhaustion it is noteworthy that tt coefficient itself is
sizable and positive which wou in accordance witHypothesis 2, indicate emdonal
exhaustion to be lower the more manager employe: perceptions of interpersor

justice are in agreeme
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Figure2

(Dis)agreement in interpersonal justice perceptiansong manager and employee
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To test Hypotteses 3-c thal job satisfactionand intrinsic motivation will b
higher,and emotional exhausticlower when interpersonal justice perceptions ar
agreement and high rather than in agreement and examine theslope of the surfac
along theline where employer and manager agr¢(E = M), whichruns from the closes
corner of the figure (both perceive interpersonstice as being low) to the furthe
corner of the figure (both perceive interpersonaltige as being higt The slopes ar

estimated sa; = b; + b, anda, = b; + b, + bs. Whena,; # 0 anda, =0 ther¢ is a
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Figure3

(Dis)agreement in interpersonal justice perceptiansong manager and employee

employee emotional exhaust
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positive or negative linear reionship amonemploye-manager perceptual agreem
and the respective outconlf a, # 0 thenthe line of agreement is curvilinear, eitl
bowl-shaped.(a, > 0) or dom-shaped (a, < 0). The tests of the significance of t
slopes indicate that ne of the slopes along the lines of agreement sigr@ficant or

curvilinear (secTable ). As sucl, Hypotheses -c are not supporte
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Table 3

Shape of the Response Surface depicting the Rekationg Manager and Employee Interpersonal Justereeptions and

Job Satisfaction, Intrinsic Motivation, and Emotabfxhaustion

Shape of response surface along lines of interest Job satisfactior Intrinsic motivation Emotional exhaustion
E = M line (Employee perception = Manager perceptio
Slope (gby+by) -0.25 -0.10 1.25
Curvature (gbs+bs+bs) 0.16 0.11 -0.49
E =-M line (Employee perception = - Manager perceptic
Slope ¢;= by-by) 0.34 -1.13 -1.60*
Curvature d,=bs-b,+bs) -0.45* -1.55** 0.55




To testHypotheses 4a;d observe the slope of the surface along the dihe
disagreement (E= —M) to see whether it is significantly increasingr fb
satisfaction and intrinsic motivation and signifitlg decreasing for emotional
exhaustion. This would indicate that situationsvimich the manager perceives his or
her own interpersonal justice as higher than thpleyee, i.e. in which the manager
is ‘unfair and unaware’, are associated with lowarels of job satisfaction and
intrinsic motivation and higher levels of emotionekhaustion than opposite
situations in which the employee perceives the manas being interpersonally
more just than the manager perceives him- or Heticdde. The slope of this line is
denoted byi; = b; — b,, Whereb; andb, are the coefficients of the main effects of
employee §;) and managermf) interpersonal justice perceptions. A one taikbeist
reveals that this is not the case for job satigfac{a; = 0.34,ns) and intrinsic
motivation (@ = —1.13, n9) in rejection of Hypotheses 4and 4b. In contrast,
emotional exhaustion is indeed significantly highehen managers perceive
themselves as interpersonally more just than thepearceived by their employees in
line with Hypothesis 4¢a; = —1.60, p <. 05).

3.4 Discussion

3.4.1 Summary

In this study | proposed that managers perceivie tiven behavior on average
as interpersonally more just than do their empleyaad that, more generally,
perceptual (dis)agreement among manager and engpl@garding the manager’'s
interpersonal justice impacts employees’ emotiond attitudes beyond the often
observed main effects of interpersonal justicepamticular, drawing on similarity-
attraction theory (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, Young, & f@it, 1966; Byrne, Clore, &
Smeaton, 1986; Byrne, 1971a, Byrne, 1971b; Byrr897), research on belief
reinforcement and reduction of ambiguity and uraiety (e.g., Byrne, 1971b;
Festinger, 1957; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Haslamk&sa Turner, & McGarty, 1996;
Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013), and theory on self4othéng agreement (Ashford,
1989; Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Atwater & Yammanjnl997; Yammarino &

Atwater, 1997), | suggested that when manager amgloyee interpersonal justice
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perceptions differ, the employee experiences loleeels of job satisfaction and
intrinsic motivation, and higher levels of emotibeahaustionin the organizational
behavior literature, manager and employee havergiyndeen found to often have
substantially different perceptions of their beloasi Heidemeier and Moser (2009),
for instance, found that manager and employee pgores of employee job
performance had a correlation of only .22, Gersaral Day’s meta-analysis (1997)
showed that manager and employee perceptions of bistKan average correlation
of .29, and Atwater and Yammarino (1992) found aredation of only .12 in
perceptions of the manager’s transformational lesde among naval officers and
their employees. This study’s results echo thasdirfgs with a significant but low
correlation of .15 (p<.05) for manager and emplogeeceptions of the manager’s
interpersonal justiceMore specifically, manager self-perceptions of ripgesonal
justice significantly exceeded those of their ergpks. Applying polynomial
regression and response surface analysis, demiastheat, as expected, perceptual
agreement regarding the manager’s interpersontitgubad a significant positive
relationship with job satisfaction and intrinsic tiwation. While the coefficient for
emotional exhaustion was in the predicted diregtibwas not significant. Further, |
proposed that more positive employee attitudes emdtions would be observed
when manager and employee were in positive agregmenwhen both perceive the
manager as interactionally just, than when theyevilrnegative agreement, i.e. both
perceive him/her as interpersonally unjust. Thelltesndicated, however, that the
slopes of the surface along the line of agreememe wnsignificant. While not what
was hypothesized there is some evidence from worikitinsic motivation that also
reports no main effect of interpersonal justicardrinsic motivation (Zapata-Phelan
et al., 2009). Alternatively it could be an issughwthe data. In this sample there
were only few managers who were ‘unfair and awaraus this area of the surface
is not very well estimated and might not accuratapture the actual relationship.
Further work may fruitfully explore the effect oéing ‘unfair and aware’. Finally, it
was suggested that when the manager perceivesdrnimmerself as interpersonally
more just than does the employee (i.e., unfairaravare) rather than the other way
around (i.e., fair and unaware), employees dispdayer levels of job satisfaction
and intrinsic motivation and higher levels of eroatl exhaustion. Results indicate

that this is indeed the case for emotional exhansfor job satisfaction and intrinsic
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motivation there was, in contrast, no such sigaiiicrelation. A possible reason for
these findings is that when the employee perceivesmanager as interpersonally
more just than the manager him- or herself, thighmistill negatively impact
employee attitudes such as job satisfaction arrthét motivation due to elevated
ambiguity or the experience of working for a mamagbo does not set accurate self
or unit goals, so that there is no significant eldéince in these attitudes between
employees who have ‘unfair and unaware’ managexs ‘air and unaware’
managers. In contrast, working for ‘fair and unasvamanagers may not be so
onerous that it becomes emotionally exhaustings tleading to a signficant

difference between the two types of managers ferahitcome.

3.4.2 Theoretical contributions

This study contributes to the literature in a nemaf ways. First, it adds to the
justice literature by drawing attention to the faloat different stakeholders may
perceive the level of justice enacted quite diffélse and that such perceptual
disagreement matters. Justice research has alnwsseely focused on employees’
justice perceptions. Research on how just manggeneeive themselves to be is at
best scarce (e.g., Brockner, 2006; Zapata et all32 A combination of both
perspectives, however, has not yet been considgrall. My findings that manager
interpersonal justice perceptions on average extieesk of employees may help
understand why some managers who are perceivedjast by their employees do
not (see a need to) change their behavior. Thisempdprther highlights the
importance of considering the possibility that ngeréal self-perceptions matter for
employee attitudes and emotions and that in pdaticdisagreementin justice
perceptions among manager and employee may inctallyerexplain these
outcomes. In particular, after replicating findingesm previous studies for a main
effect of interpersonal justice on job satisfacti@olquitt et al., 2001) and emotional
exhaustion (Cole et al., 2010) as well as the ngnHtcant main effect of intrinsic
motivation (Zapata et al., 2013), | show that isahm of the manager’'s self-
perceptions considerably increases the variancéaiexg by the regressions and
demonstrates that disagreement among manager gridyem interpersonal justice

perceptions are an important element in predictimgloyee attitudes. With attention
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among justice researchers shifting from the effectjust behaviors on justice
receivers (employees) to thmotives and conditionsmpacting justice actors
(managers) (treating justice as a dependent varialy., Cornelis, Van Hiel, and De
Cremer, 2012; Cornelis, Van Hiel, De Cremer, andy@&ia 2013; Gillland &
Schepers, 2003; Korsgaard, Roberson, & Rymph, 1888it, Colquitt, & Zapata-
Phelan, 2007; Scott et al., 2009; Seppala, LipppRettila-Backman, & Lipsanen,
2012; Oc, Bashshur & Moore, in press; Zapata, O&éviartins; 2013), my results
show that beyond motives and context it is alsooirtgmt to consider how justice
actorsperceivetheir own behaviors if we seek to understand tbelraviors and their

employee’s reactions to (in)justice.

Second, this paper links the literature on orgdmnal fit, and in particular the
concept of perceptual fit as introduced by Ostmafid colleagues (2005), to the
justice literature. Ostroff et al. (2005) arguettivaen employees and mangers do not
fit perceptually employees lack clarity on whav#éued and expected in a company.
This paper argues that perceptual disagreememtténpersonal justice perceptions
should, in a similar fashion, lead to ambiguity amtertainty on the part of the

employee.

3.4.3 Practical Implications

In terms of practical implications, this study Hights the importance of
managers and their employees being in perceptuateagent regarding the
manager’s interpersonal justice. If managers afaiuand unaware they will see no
need to alter their behavior. One powerful toolinorease managerial justice is
training programs for managers (e.g., Greenberg626karlicki & Latham, 1996;
Skarlicki & Latham, 2005). My findings suggest tlsaich training programs might
be able to increase employees’ job satisfactionimtnthsic motivation, and decrease
emotional exhaustion by highlighting for managédsirt lack of awareness of how
they are perceived by their employees and thavelgtiseeking the employees’
feedback regarding interpersonal justice may beyate improve that. Another way
to makeboth parties sensitive towards each other’s interpespustice perceptions
might be the introduction of formalized feedbaclogasses among managers and

employees regarding managerial justice much likeé 8égree feedback programs
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(e.g., Edwards & Ewen, 1996; Hazucha, Hezlett, &rt&ider, 1993; Seifert, Yukl, &
McDonald, 2003; London & Beatty, 1993; Waldman, Ater, & Antonioni, 1998).

3.4.4 Limitations

While the first study of its kind to examine perteg differences in justice
perceptions, this study is not without limitatiol®ne issue is that using a snowball
sampling technique for data collection may leadattess representative sample.
While this approach is of course powerful in that sample consists of dyads of real
working adults interacting in the workplace, itpsssible that this sample is less
likely to include manager-employee dyads that dogeo well along with each other.
Indeed the data contain few data points in the areare manager and employee
agree on the manager being interpersonally unjisivever, given the fact that the
‘unfair and unaware’ and ‘fair and unaware’ managevere relatively well
represented in the sample it suggests that em@oybe perceived their manager as
interpersonally unjust still asked him or her tatggate in the study and that
managers who saw themselves as interpersonallgtustjll consented to participate.
One possible explanation for the lack of data & tegion of negative agreement
may be that in organizations there may be few cadesre both agree that the
manager is interpersonally unjust. Managers ainfewl good about their own
behavior (Scott et al., 2009) and those who aregdezd as unjust (and realize this)
have incentives to alter their behavior (Oc, Baahs& Moore, in press). Further, if
both parties agree that the manager is interpeltgangust, the managerial behavior
might have an underlying cause such as low emplpgei®rmance or a low quality
manager-employee relationship which induces ortheofwo parties to end the work

relationship, leaving fewer of these dyads in trgaaization.

A second limitation is that despite the power ofypomial regression and
response surface analysis for testing the hypothetgese methods explore
associations rather than causal effects. In fustwelies it would be interesting to
explore whether employees who have low levels @f g$atisfaction or intrinsic
motivation or high levels of emotional exhaustioand to develop lower
interpersonal justice perceptions in the first plaesulting in a greater divergence of

justice perceptions among manager and employee.
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3.4.5 Directions for further research

This study indicates several promising directiomsféirther research. It shows
that managerial interpersonal justice perceptiomasten for employee job attitudes
and emotions, and that these are most positive whanager and employee
perceptions coincide. To foster such perceptuaegent in organizations it will be
essential to further explore how managers formrthestice self-perceptions, e.g.,
what information they draw upon, and where disagesd with the employees’

perceptions stems from.

Second, | proposed a positive manager-employe&amhip, role ambiguity
and the manager’s personal characteristics and Wwehaviors (e.g., openness to
feedback, gaol-setting) as possible mechanismsindrithe association among
perceptual (dis)agreement in managerial and emeloyderpersonal justice
perceptions and employee job satisfaction, inttinsiotivation, and emotional
exhaustion. While there is strong evidence for tke&tionship of perceptual
agreement with job satisfaction and intrinsic matien, it was beyond the scope of
this paper to test the mediating mechanisms. Utateigg these mechanisms,
however, would help understand the drivers of thretationships and may suggest
more effective interventions for preventing the @lepment of negative attitudes and
emotions. It would be especially important to explavhether the association of
perceptional disagreement and employee outcomasediated by mechanisms
associated with the relationship among managerseamgloyees such as negative
sentiments towards each other or increased ampiguaidl uncertainty experienced
by the employee, or whether perceptual disagreeitsait is simply an outcome of
manager characteristics such as self-esteem @&tgater & Yammarino, 1997).
This is of high importance since managerial charstics such as self-esteem might
independently correlate with both perceptual disagrent and manager behaviors
(e.g., goal-setting, feedback seeking) which théwesehave a direct effect on
employee job satisfaction, intrinsic motivation,daemotional exhaustion (e.g.,
Colquitt et al., 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013; LamtbeHogan, & Griffin, 2007,
McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992; Zapata-Phelan et al. 9200
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Third, as pointed out by Fairness Theory (FolgerCg€opanzano, 2001),
managerintentions and employee perceptions play an important roleshaping
employees’ reactions to injustice. In the contdxthes study, one might reasonably
assume that employees would react more negativehtdrpersonal injustice when it
is intentional (the manager is ‘unfair and awaredjher than when the manager acts
unintentionally (being ‘unfair and unaware’). Whileis may be partly offset by a
negative influence of less positive sentimentsnoréased ambiguity in cases when
managers are not aware of their injustice, the aesp surface graphs indicate
exactly the opposite. While this comparison wasthetfocus of the present study,
eliciting employees’ perceptions of intentionality order to see whether and how
they coincide with the unaware/aware categoriesladvba an interesting avenue for

future research.

3.4.6 Concluding Remarks

To conclude, this study highlights the role managperceptions of their own
justice behaviors play for employee work attitudesd emotions, such as job
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and emotionathaustion. As such, this study
constitutes a first step in understanding how marggas the enactors of justice,
evaluate their own justice actions and what impiloces this may have for employee
outcomes. Practically, it stresses that manageyaldiake time not only to elicit
how they are perceived by their employees, but &s@ommunicate their own
perceptions so that the two parties understand e#twdr better in terms of their

motives, expectations, and behaviors.
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