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Abstract

Theeffectsofjusticeanddispositionalattributionon reactionsto negativesupervisory

feedbackwereexaminedin two studies. Study 1 showedthat criticism deliveredwith

greaterinterpersonalfairnessresultedin morefavorabledispositionalattributionsabout

thesupervisor,moreacceptanceof thefeedback,andmorefavorablereactionstowards

thesuperiorandtheorganization. Thebeneficialinfluenceofjusttreatmentwasgeneral

acrossvariousfeedbackcontexts. Study2 clarified thecausalordering:fair treatment

reducednegativedispositionalattribution,which in turn increasedfeedbackacceptance

andimprovedattitudestowardthesupervisor.Study 2 alsodistinguishedthe

consequencesof perceivedfairnessin theformalproceduresappliedto formingthe

feedback,asopposedto interpersonaltreatmentduringits delivery.
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Whenis criticism notconstructive?

Therolesof fairnessperceptionsandattributionsin employeerejectionofcritical

supervisoryfeedback

In themanagementliterature,givingemployeesfeedbackabouttheirjob

performanceis widely recognizedasanessentialelementof supervisorybehavior.

Theoristssuggestthatperformancefeedbackis integralto organizationalobjectivessuch

asprovidingemployeeswith aclearsetofexpectancies,encouraging;desiredorethical

behaviors,andsocializingtheworkforce(Hackman,1977;Robbins,1994;Ivancevich

andMatteson,1987). While it is oftennecessaryto inform employeesof deficienciesin

performance,it is well-known thatsuchnegativefeedbackis lessacceptedandperceived

aslessaccurateby recipientsthanpositivefeedback(e g , Fedor,Eder,andBuckley,

1989;SnyderandNewburg,1981). Argyris (1985; 1991)foundthatexecutiveswho

gavecritical feedbackwereoftenperceivedto bebiasedandinsensitive,evenwhenthey

consciouslytriednot to makerecipientsdefensive.This tendencyfor recipientsto be

defensiveis amajorbarrierto theeffectiveuseof negativefeedbackto bring about

performancecorrections. Not surprisingly,mostmanagersfind it unpleasantto deliver

negativefeedback(Larson,1989).

Identifying processesthat enhancetheusefulnessof negativefeedbackremainsan

imperativein managerialresearch(Baron, 1993). However,no model ofthecognitive

processthroughwhichemployeesrejectfeedbackhasbeensystematicallyexplored.The

currentpapergivesparticularattentionto theeffectof unjustinterpersonaltreatmenton

reactionsto critical feedback,andtestsamodelof thecognitiveprocessesthatlead

recipientsto discountit.

MakingSenseof Feedback:Acceptingor DenyingIts Content

From amanagerialperspective,supervisorsdelivercritical feedbackintending

recipientsto focuson thecontentof themessage.It is hopedthatrecipientswill gain

informationaboutwaysof improvingjob performance.Accordingly,muchof the

researchon feedbackhasbeenconcernedwith learningprocesses.This line of work

suggeststhatthe attentiongivenby therecipientto thecontentof thefeedback(feedback
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acceptance)affectswhetherthe feedbackwill beusedto direct correctivechangesin

behavior(KiugerandDeNisi, 1996;ilgen,Fisher,andTaylor, 1979).

Unfortunately,negativefeedbackvery oftendoesnothaveits intendedeffect In

morethan30%of studiesinvestigatingtheeffectoffeedback,performanceactually

decreases(Baron, 1993,Kluger andDeNisi, 1996) Oneexplanationfor such

counterproductiveoutcomesis that, insteadof attendingto thetask-relevantcontentof

thefeedback,recipientsfocuson what thecriticism might imply aboutthe supervisoror

abouttheirrelationshipto thesupervisor.In arecentreview,KiugerandDeNisi (1996)

proposedthatsincecritical feedbackoftenhasimplicationsfor theself, it triggersmental

processingthatis not task-focused,but is insteadfocusedon thecriticism’s meta-level

meaning.Thismeta-levelprocessdistractsrecipientsfrom makinguseoffeedbackto

improveperformance.Althoughno precisecognitivemodelof thisprocesshasbeen

presentedandtested,manymodelsappliedto relatedtopicssuggestthat aôritical

mediatorof reactionsto criticism will betheattributionsdrawnaboi~tit. Ross(1977)

arguedthat, in makingsenseof thebehaviorof others,perceiversareproneto err in the

directionof attributing,causeto thestabletraits oftheotherperson. In areviewof studies

of attributionin interpersonalconflict, Pruitt andRubin(1986)concludedthat the

negativeaffectcreatedby adisagreementmakesindividualsmorelikely to interpretan

ambiguousoutcomein termsof theother’straits. In otherwords,to respondby blaming.

Recentstudieshavefoundthatindividualsin conflictsmakenegativeattributionsabout

thetraits of theotherpersonevenwhentheyhavepartial informationaboutthe

situationalcircumstancescausingthebehavior(Morris, Larrick, andSu, 1997).

ProceduralJusticeandNegativeFeedback

Oneconditionthat seemsobviouslylikely to causeemployeesto rejectfeedback

is aperceptionthatthecriticism is unfair. Most relevantto feedback.deliveredin

workplacecontextsaretheoriesofproceduraljustice. Classicalproceduraljustice

researchinvestigatesfairnessperceptionspertainingto theformalproceduresusedby an

authorityororganization(ThibautandWalker, 1975). Clearlyan employeewho feels

that anorganizationlacksrigorousproceduresfor collectinginformationandmaking

judgmentswill bemorelikely to rejectcriticism. Howeverthis processis not thecentral
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focusof ouranalysisasit is not aprocessthattheaveragemanagercancontrol. Most

managerscannotchangeorcontroltheorganization’sformal rulesfor adjudicating

conflict.

More recentwork in proceduraljusticehasfoundthatpeople’sperceptionsof

fairnessaresurprisinglysensitiveto theinterpersonaltreatmentreceivedfrom the

authorityfigure enactingtheorganizationalprocedure.Althoughpnceduraljustice

encompassesboth thefairnessoftheformalproceduresandthemaimerin which the

authorityfigure administerstheprocedures,TylerandLind (1992)arguedthatoverall

thesemattersaredefinedby perceiversprimarily in relationalterms. Thus,perceivers

seemto giveprimaryfocusto issuessuchaswhethertheauthorityfigure consideredtheir

particularneedsandconcerns,treatedthemwith respectanddignity, andattemptedto

avoidbias. Theseassessmentsof theauthorityfigures’ behaviorareusedby individuals

to evaluatetheirrelationshipswith theauthority. Onereasonthattheinterpersonal

treatmentaspectof proceduraljusticeis particularlyrelevantto managersis thatit is

underthecontrolof theindividualmanager.Althoughoneis notgenerallyfreeto change

an organization’sformalprocedures,oneis freeto adjustone’sstyleof interpersonal

treatment.

While notspecific to reactionsto negativefeedback,this work suggeststhatfair

interpersonaltreatmentduringnegativefeedbackwill attenuatenega~&ivejudgmentsabout

thecharacteristicsofthecritic. If judgmentsaboutthecharacteristicgof‘the critic lead

recipientsto give lessattentionto thecontentof thefeedback,just treatmentmay also

havethedesirableeffectof encouragingrecipientsto give moreweight to thecontentof

thefeedback.

Hypothesis1: Criticism deliveredwith morejust interpersonaltreatmentwill evokemore

receptiveresponsesto thenegativefeedback.Thatis, recipientswill be lesslikely to

attributetheeventto thesupervisor’scharacteristics.Accordingly,recipientswill be

morelikely to acceptthetruth ofthefeedbackcontent.

Thejudgmentsthatindividualsmakeaboutthebehavioralstyleof theauthority

figure haveimportantimplications. First, it hasbeendemonstratedin thejustice
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literaturethat suchjudgmentsaffectthedegreeto which an authorityfigure’s decisions

areaccepted(Lind et al., 1993). Otherstudiessuggestthatrelationaljudgmentsalsohave

implicationsfor moregeneralattitudesandintentions A numberof studieshaveshown

thatperceptionsoffair interpersonaltreatmentareconduciveto positivereactionsfrom

therecipients(for areview,seeTylerandBies, 1990) For instance,Moorman(1991)

foundthatperceivedfairnessin interpersonaltreatmentwaspositively relatedto job

satisfactionandorganizationalcitizenshipbehavior.

In aseriesof studiesspecific to thefeedbackcontext,Baron(1993)showedthat

constructivecriticism led to lessnegativereactionsthandestructivecriticism. Thesetwo

typesof criticism differ in manydimensions,oneof which is relationalin nature(whether

thetonewith whichthecriticism is deliveredis considerateornot) However,sincethese

studiesalsovariedthespecificityof thefeedbackandtheinclusionof threats,it is unclear

whetherrelationalvariablesalonewouldproducethepositivereactk:ris that were

observed.Thus,amorefocusedexaminationof theseprocessesin thefeedbackcontext

is needed.

Hypothesis2: Personswhoreceivenegativefeedbackdeliveredwith morejust

interpersonaltreatmentwill form lessnegativeattitudinalreactions.

TestingandDevelopingtheModel

Our modelof theeffectsofjusticeconsiderationsin thespecificcontextof critical

supervisoryfeedbackis testedwith two complementarystudies,designedto explore

differentissues.In acontrolledexperimentmanipulatingdescriptionsof hypothetical

feedbackevents,thefirst study,assessestheacross-contextgeneralizabilityof the

processesproposedin thefirst two hypotheses.While this designallowsusto establish

whetherrobustcausalrelationshipsexist,thehypotheticalnatureofueexperimentmakes

it lessideal fortestingthechainof reactionsrecipientsexperiencein respondingto

negativefeedback.Thesecondstudysamplesworkers’ reactionsto actualcriticism

events,allowing usto assessthesemorerefinedrelationships.Causalmodeling

techniquesareusedto testthehypothesizedrelationshipsamongparticularjudgments

madein responseto workplacecriticism.
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Study 1. Responsesto HypotheticalCriticismEventsin Varying Contexts

From apracticalperspective,supervisorsneedto know whetheranypositive

effectsofjust interpersonaltreatmentholdonly within limited contexts,orwhetherthey

generalizeacrossawide rangeofsituations. For example,onecould imaginethatin

manycircumstances,supervisorsaregivensuchgreatdeferencethatthefairnessoftheir

treatmentwill beunimportant.

With respectto justicereactionsin general,Lind andTyler (Lind andTyler, 1988;

Tyler andLind, ‘in press)concludedthatfairnesseffectsweregeneralizableacross

differentcontexts However,in thenegativefeedbackliterature,thegeneralizabilityof

just interpersonaltreatmenthasnotbeenexamined Onewayto testgeneralizabilityis to

identify otherfactorsimportantto thefeedbackcontextthatpromoteacceptanceand

positive reactions,andto determinewhetherjust~treatmenthasan effectathigh levelsof

thesefactors. If theeffectofjust treatmentis qualifiedby theseotherfactors,it cannotbe

saidto be generalizable.Threecharacteristicsimportantto thefeedbackcontextwarrant

exploration.

Privacyoffeedback.Criticism canbegivenin public, in full view of other

membersof thesamework group,or in private. In public situations,~theimpression

managementmotive is heightenedandpeoplearemorelikely to engagein impression

managementactivities(e.g.,Arkin, 1981). Forinstance,AshfordandNorthcraft(1992)

foundthat, whenin public, individualstendto avoidfeedback-seekingbehaviorssothat

theydo not appearto lackself-confidenceandcompetence.This literaturesuggeststhat

public criticism signalsamessageof belittlementandignominyfrom theauthoritiesand

thus makesthealreadynegativereactionsevenmorenegative. In contrast,private

criticism, evenif deliveredin an unfairmanner,might beeasierto swallowbecausethe

privatenatureof themessagecanbe interpretedasthesuperior’sattemptto preservethe

reputationof therecipient. Thus,fairnesseffectsmaybeweakerfor privatethanfor

public feedback.

PowerDifferential. Organizationsmayalsomakechoicesregardingwhich

memberswill deliverthe negativefeedback. Oneimportantchoiceis whetherarelatively
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highor low level superiorwill performthetask. This choicedeterminesthepower

differentialbetweenthesuperiorandtherecipient. Ilgen andcolleagues(ilgenet al.,

1979)havearguedthatthestatusof thesourceaffectstheperceivedacceptabilityof

feedback Thiseffectmaybe relatedto oneofthemostgeneralphenomenain social

behavior Evenamongsocialanimals,thethreateningbehaviorof otherswhoseposition

in thedominancehierarchyis closeto one’sown (i.e.; rivals)is scrutinizedmorecarefully

thanthat ofotherswho aredistantin thedominancehierarchy(Chance,1967). Thus,

unfaircriticism maybemoretoleratedwhenit comesfrom ahigh-statusthanalow-status

source. In otherwords,thepositiveeffectsof fair interpersonaltreatmentmaybeless

noticeableif thestatusofthecritic is high.

Culture. Oneculturaldimensionclearlyrelevantto responsesto supervisory

feedbackis generallycalled“power distance”(Hofstede,1980). Comparedto low power

distancesocietiessuchas theUnitedStates,societiessuchasHongKong havemore

hierarchicalsocialinstitutionsandpower-holdersaregrantedmoredeferenceand

privileges. Hence,in highpowerdistancesocietiessuchasHongKong subordinatesmay

bemorewilling to toleratecriticism from superiors.Bondandcolleagues(Bondet al.,

1985)reportedthatafterbeinginsultedby a superior,Americanswerelesslikely to

accepttheinsult andevaluatedthe superiorlesspositivelythanChinese.This raisesthe

possibilitythatthepositiveeffectsof interpersonaljusticemaybeinconsequentialin

culturalcontextswhereauthorityfiguresaregrantedmuchautomaticdeference,andthus

thattherelationshipbetweeninterpersonaljusticeandfeedbackacceptancewill be

weakerin Chinesecontexts.

Wepresentthe following three-parthypothesisto testthegeneralizabilityofthe

positive influenceofjust interpersonaltreatment.

Hypothesis3a:Justinterpersonaltreatmentwill interactwith privacyoffeedbacksuch

thattreatmentwill haveapositiveeffectonly whenthefeedbackis deliveredin public.

Hypothesis3b: Justinterpersonaltreatmentwill interactwith thestatusofthesupervisor

suchthattreatmentwill haveapositiveeffectonly whenthesupervisoris low in status.

Hypothesis3c: Justinterpersonaltreatmentwill interactwith culturesuchthattreatment

will haveapositiveeffectonly whenthefeedbackis deliveredin an Americancontext.
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Method

Participants

Participantswere 135 MBA studentsenrolledin auniversity in theUnitedStates

WestCoastand 127 MBA studentsenrolledin auniversityin HongKong All

participantswereUS andHongKong citizens,respectively.Thedemographic

characteristicsofthesetwo groupsarehighly similarandarepresentedin Table 1.

InsertTable 1 abouthere

Designof theStudy

Fourvariablesweremanipulatedin thestudy,eachwith two levels. Thefirst

variablewasinterpersonaltreatment. Negativefeedbackwasdeliveredto participants

with eitherfair orunfair interpersonaltreatment.The secondvariablewasfeedback

privacy. Negativefeedbackwasdeliveredeitherin public or in private. Thethird

variablewasthepowerdifferentialbetweenthesuperiorandthe subordinate.The

feedbackcamefrom asuperiorwho waseithervery seniororonly slightly moresenior

thantherecipient.Thefinal variablewasculture: Americanor Chinese.Thestudy

employeda2 (interpersonaltreatment)X 2 (feedbackprivacy)X 2 (powerdifferential)X

2 (culture)factorialdesign,andall variableswerebetween-subject.

ProcedureandExperimentalMaterials

Participantswereinvitedto participatein thestudy attheendof aclass. The

projectwasdescribedasastudyon performancefeedback.Thescenariomethodwas

used,andparticipantswereaskedto readadescriptionoftheinteractionbetweena

superioranda subordinateandto respondto asetof questionsfollowing thedescription.

Thequestionnairetook about20 minutesto complete.

Eight versionswerecreatedby crossingthefirst threeindependentvariables.The

scenarioswerewritten in English,the languagewidely usedin thebusinesssectorin

HongKongandthemajormediumof instructionin theMBA programattheuniversity in
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HongKong~Thescenariobeganwith an introduction,which askedtheparticipantsto

assumethattheywerein theirmid 30’s andamiddlemanagerin themarketing

departmentof a companythatdesignedandsold casualclothing Theyreportedto the

MarketingDirector, asdid two othermanagersofequalrank

At this pointin thescenario,thepowerdifferentialwasmanipulated In thehigh

powerdifferential condition,thesuperiorwasdescribedasamanof about55 yearsof

age. Hehadheldhispositionfor 20 years,wasakeyexecutivein thecompany,and

reportedto theChiefExecutivedirectly. Hehadbeenthesuperiorofthesubordinate

earlier,whentheybothworkedin adifferentdepartment.In the low powerdifferential

condition,thesuperiorwasdescribedasslightly older thanthesubor~linate,andhad

workedforthecompanyfor severalyears Hewasrecentlypromot~.4andhadheldhis

positionfor afew monthsonly. Heworkedwith the subordinatebeforein adifferent

department,whentheybothheldthesamerank.

Theprivacymanipulationwasthenintroduced. In thepublic condition,the

superiorhadcalledadepartmentalmeeting,which includedall ‘the staffof the

Department.In theprivatecondition,thesuperiorcalledthesubordinateto apersonal,

privatemeetingin his office. It wasfurtherstatedthat thepurposeofthemeetingwasto

brainstormaboutinnovativeclothingproducts. In bothconditions,the superioraskedthe

subordinateto describethesubordinate’sideas.

Finally, the fairnessof interpersonaltreatmentwasmanipulated.This

manipulationwasbasedon thecurrentconceptualizationofinteractionaljustice (Tyler

andBies, 1990)andtheinstrumentfor its measurement(Moorman,1991). The

manipulationcenteredon theamountofrespectshownfor thesuborèlinateandtheextent

to whichthesuperiorwasbeingconsiderate In theunjustcondition,thesuperior

interruptedthesubordinateoften,did not takethe subordinateseriously,andmadefun of

thesubordinate’sideas. In thejust condition,thesuperiorpaidcarefulattentionto the

ideasofthesubordinate,showedrespectto thesubordinate,andwassupportivedespite

not liking thesubordinate’sideas.In bothconditions,thesuperiorlisted severalfactors

that in hisopinionwouldpreventanyonefrom buyingtheproductandmakeit difficult to

marketit.

DependentMeasuresandManipulationChecks
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After readingthescenario,participantswereaskedto assumetherole ofthe

subordinateandrespondto a setofquestions.A varietyof dependentvariableswere

usedto tapthediverseeffectsofthecriticism Itemsusedto constru~t thevariablesare

listed beloworin Appendix1

Interpretationofcriticism

Two different variableswereusedto assesshow employeesinterpretedthe

criticismevent. Thefirst variableassessedtheextentto which negativedispositional

attributionsweremadeaboutthesuperiorandwasmeasuredwith threeitems. Theother

variable,feedbackacceptance,wasmeasuredwith oneitem,which askedtheparticipant

tojudgewhetherthebehaviorof theMarketingDirectorwascausedby flaws in theideas

proposed.Eachitem wasbasedona 5-pointscale,with endpointslabeled“likely to bea

very minorcause”and“likely to beaverymajorcause”.

Attitude formation

Two variablesmeasuredattitudesdirectedatthesupervisor.Trust in thesuperior

wasmeasuredwith a5-itemscaledevelopedby Podsakoffandcolleagues(Podsakoffet

a!., 1990). Theoriginalscalehad6 items,but only 5 wereusedbec~.isetheomitteditem

wasredundant.Satisfactionwith thesuperiorwasmeasuredwith a2-item scale

developedby Bass(1985).

Two additionalvariablesweredirectedattheorganization.Altruistic intention

wasmeasuredby 4 items, whichwereadaptedfrom the altruismscaleofthe

OrganizationalCitizenshipBehaviorScale(Podsakoffet al., 1990). The original items in

this scaleconcernedtheextentto which an employeeis willing to engagein extra-role

performancebehavior.We modifiedthe itemsto measuretheextentto which an

incumbentis willing to engagein extra-roleperformancebehavior. Organizational

commitmentwasmeasuredwith 6 items,which wererandomlyselectedfrom theshort

form of theorganizationalcommitmentquestionnairedevelopedby Mowday,Steers,and

Porter(1979). Six itemswereregardedasadequatein providingareliableestimateof the

level of organizationalcommitmentexpressed.All questionswerebasedon five-point

scales,with endpointslabeled“disagree”,and“agree”.

Manipulationchecks.

9



‘The manipulationof interpersonaltreatmentwasassessedby threeitemsadapted

from previousmeasures(e.g., Tyler, 1988). Theprivacymanipulationwascheckedwith

oneitem, whichaskedparticipantsto chooseoneof fouroptionsto indicatehowmany

peoplewerein themeeting Powerdifferentialwasassessedby two items,which asked

theparticipantsto indicatethestatusof thesuperiorin relationto thesubordinateExcept

for theprivacyitem, all itemswerebasedon 5-point,agree-disagreescales.

Results

Reliability ofMeasures

Reliability ofthemeasureswasassessedby Cronbach’salp1~â.All scalesshowed

acceptablelevelsofreliability in thetwo cultures(seeAppendix 1 for details). For those

scalescontainingfew items,thecoefficientalphamayhaveunderestimatedtheinternal’

consistency.Theaverageinter-itemcorrelationspresentedprovideanotherindexfor

internalconsistency.

ManipulationChecks

Thepublic-privatemanipulationwascheckedfirst. Five Americanand 11

Chineseparticipantschosea wronganswerandwereexcluded. Thepublic-private

manipulationwaseffectivefor mostoftheparticipants.

A 4-wayanalysisofvariance(ANOVA) wasperformedon perceivedstatusof the

superior.A statusmaineffectwasfound,F(1,230)=65.3,p<.Ol, showingthatthe

superiorwasseenasmorepowerful andmoreseniorin thehigh powerdifferential than

in the low powerdifferential conditions(M=4.31 vs. 3.38). Thus, thestatusmanipulation

wasvery successful.Among all interactioneffectsinvolving cultureandstatus,only one

wassignificant. Culture interactedwith status,F(1, 230)=4.14, p<.Q5,andthemeans

indicatedthattheperceivedstatusof thesuperiordifferedmoreacrossthetwo power

differentialconditionsin theU.S. (M=3.18 vs. 4.36)thanin HongKong (M=3.59 vs.

4.26). Fortunately,this interactioneffect showedonly thatthemanipulationwas

somewhatstrongerin theU.S.

A 4-wayANOVA wasperformedon perceivedfairnessof interpersonal

treatment,andthejusticemaineffectwashighly significant,F(1 ,230)=85.2, p<.Ol. As

expected,thejust conditionwasratedasmorejust thantheunjustcondition(M=2.78 vs.
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1.83). Interestingly,therewasaprivacyeffectaswell, F(1, 230)=7.75,p<.Ol. The

privateconditionwasratedaslessunjustthanthepublic condition(M=2.45vs. 2.16).

This supportsourassertionthatfeedbackprivacyhasimplicationsfor therecipient’s

impressionmanagementconcerns,andthusinfluenceshowthefairnessofthetreatment

is evaluated.Finally, aculturemaineffectwasfound,F(1, 230)=5.86, p<.05,which

suggeststhatChineseparticipantsregardedthetreatmentaslessunjustthandid American

participants(M=2.43vs. 2.18). This finding is consistentwith theargumentthat Chinese

reactlessnegativelyto supervisorycriticismthando Americans.

Effectsof InterpersonalTreatment

A setof 4-wayANOVAs wasperformedoneachofthedependentvariables.

Hypothesis1 predictedthatrecipientsofjust interpersonaltreatmentwould bemore

receptiveto thecontentof thefeedback,andrelevantresultsarepresentedin Table2.

Consistentwith thisprediction,in thejustcondition,participantswerelesslikely to

attributethecriticism to negativedispositionsof thesuperior. Participantsweremore

likely to subscribeto theexplanationthatflaws in theirideaswereresponsiblefor the

negativefeedback.

InsertTable2 abouthere

Hypothesis2 statedfurtherthatrecipientsofjust interpersonaltreatmentwould

havemorepositiveattitudesandintentionstowardthesuperiorandtheorganization.

Consistentwith thisprediction,participantsexpressedahigherlevel oftrustand

satisfactionwith the superior,andalsoexpressedhigheraltruisticintention and

commitmentto theorganization.SeeTable3 for themeans.In sum,justiceeffectswere

foundfor all thedependentvariables.

InsertTable3 abouthere

Analysisof RobustnessAcrossContexts

Hypothesis3 containedthreepredictionsthat, if confirmed,would limit the
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applicabilityof theobservedjusticeeffectsto only certaincontexts.Evidencethatthis

hypothesiscannotbesupportedis strongestif thefactorhasasignificantmaineffect

(indicatingan influencein promotingdeferenceto the supervisor),yet doesnot

significantly interactwith thejust interpersonaltreatmentmanipulation. With respectto

thefirst potentialmoderator,feedbackprivacy,theANOVAs showedthatin theprivate

condition,participantsexpressedmoretrust towardthe superiorandshowedahigher

level of organizationalcommitment(SeeTable3 for means).However,thetreatmentby

privacyinteractionwasnot significantfor any ofthe dependentvariables,which suggests

that justiceeffectswerenotqualifiedby feedbackprivacy..

A similar analysiswasperformedto testthesecondpotentialmoderator,power

distance.TheANOVAs showedthatparticipantsin thehigh powerdifferential condition

werelessnegativetowardthesuperiorthanthosein the low powerdifferential condition.

Participantswerelesslikely to attributethecriticism to negativedispositionsof the

superior,andexpressedahigherlevel of trust andsatisfactiontowardthesuperior(see

Table3). As before,interpersonaltreatmentdid not interactwith powerdifferentialfor

anyof thedependentvariables. Thus,justiceeffectswerenot qualifiedby thestatusof

thesuperior.

Consistentthree-wayinteractioneffectsinvolving interpersonaltreatment,

feedbackprivacy,andpowerdifferentialwerefoundfor two variables:satisfactionwith

thesuperior,F(1,230)=4.38,p<.OS,andorganizationalconmiitment,F(1, 230)=5.93,

p<.OS. Nevertheless,themeansshowthatjusticeeffectswerefoundin all conditions.

Fair treatmentalwaysproducedamorepositivereactionthanunfairtreatment(i.e. there

is no cell in which unjusttreatmentresultedin morefavorableratingsthanjust

treatment).Thesignificantinteractionwascausedby aweakereffectof treatmentjustice

in two conditions:privatecriticism from alow-statussuperiorandpublic criticism from a

high-statussuperior. SeeTable4 for themeans.

InsertTable4 abouthere

Thethird potentialmoderatorwasculture, andindeedChineseparticipantswere

lessnegativeaboutthecriticism. Comparedto Americans,Chineseexpressedahigher
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level of trusttowardthesuperior,F(1,230)=139, p<01, M=2 74v~243,ahigherlevel

of satisfactiontowardthesuperior,F(1,230)=17.4,p<.Ol,M=2.49vs. 2.04,andahigher

level of organizationalcommitment,F(1,230)=917, p< 01, M=3 04vs 2 80

Chinesewerealsolesslikely thanAmericansto regardflaws in theirideasasthe

causeof thecriticism F(1, 230)=13 5, p<01 However,this effect shouldbe interpreted

in light of athree-wayinteraction,involving interpersonaltreatment,powerdifferential,

andculture,F(1,230)=7.48,p<.0i. Thoughthejusticeeffectwasstrongerfor American

participantswhenthecriticism camefrom ahigh-statussuperior,thecell meansshowed

thatfair treatmentled to higheracceptanceofthefeedbackforbothculturalgroupsin all

conditions. Therewereno othersignificantinteractionsinvolving culture. Thus,the

overallpatternofresultsindicatedthattheeffectsofjusticewerenotmoderatedby

culture. SeeTable5 for means.

InsertTable5 abouthere

Discussion

Supportfor Hypotheses

Previousstudieson thisareaof proceduraljusticehavebeencorrelational,

recordingrespondents’evaluationsofjusticeaftertheirexperience.Ourmethodology

usedexperimentalcontrolsthatenabledusto determinean unambiguouscausal

relationshipbetweenjust interpersonaltreatmentandfavorablereactionsto negative

feedback. Moreover,theexperimentcrossedjust interpersonaltreatmentwith other

manipulations,allowingusto testwhethertheeffectsofjust interpersonaltreatmentwere

robustacrossawiderangeof contexts.Thepositiveeffectsof fair interpersonal

treatmentwerewell supportedin all theexperimentalconditionsandacrossbothcultural

groups.’ Without exception,perceivedfairnesscushionedthenegati~~e impactof criticism

acrossall themeasuresstudied. While theeffectivenessof negative’fèedbackmaybe

impairedby thetendencyofperceiversto makeself-servinginterpretations(e.g.,Leung

andLi, 1989; Messicket al., 1985;Zuckerman,1979)andto discountits content,these

resultsshowthatfairnessin interpersonaltreatmentincreasesacceptanceandpromotes
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positiveattitudestowardthesupervisorandthe organization.

OtherFindings

Theresultsalsorevealedthathigherlevelsof feedbackprivacyandsuperiorstatus

resultedin morefavorableresponsesto negativefeedback.Criticismdeliveredin private

wasregardedaslessunjust, andledto ahigherlevel oforganizationalcommitmentand

trusttowardthe superior.Criticism by ahigh-statussuperiorledto lessnegative

dispositionalattributions,andto moretrustandsatisfactiontowardthesupervisor.

Culturealsoappearsto affectreactionsto feedback.Chineseparticipantsreacted

lessnegativelyto supervisorycriticism. Comparedto Americans,theyregardedthe

treatmentaslessunjust,showedmoretrustandsatisfactiontowardthe supervisor,and

displayedahigherlevelof organizationalcommitment.

Study2. TestingCausalOrdering in Responsesto ActualCriticismEvents

Study 1 indicatesthatjust interpersonaltreatmenthasarobusteffectacrossa

broadrangeof critical feedbackcontexts.In Study2, we attemptto replicatesupportfor

thefirst two hypotheses,this time, with realworkplaceexperiencescollectedfrom a

diversegroupofpeopleworking in differentcontexts.We alsodevelopamorefine-

grainedmodelof cognitiveprocesses,which givesspecialemphasisto-respondents’

attributionsaboutwhy theyreceivedcritical feedback.Thus,therolesplayedby

dispositionalattribution andacceptanceof feedbackin mediatingtherelationship

betweenjusticeperceptionsandworkplaceattitudeswill be examined.

In additionto measuresforjusticeofinterpersonaltreatment,Study2 alsoadds

measuresforjusticeof formalprocedures,thuscapturingbothaspectsof procedural

justice(e.g.,Cropanzano,1993;Tyler andBies, 1990). This formalproceduresvariable

focusesexplicitly on themethodsusedby the supervisorto derivetheconclusions

containedwithin thefeedback.Theinclusionof this additionalexplanatoryvariable

allows usto parseout theuniqueeffectsofinterpersonaltreatmentonacceptanceof

feedbackandon workplaceattitudes.
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Forthesepurposes,threetypesof dependentvariablesareexamined:attitudes

towardthesuperior,attitudestowardtheorganization~andanewvariable- improvement

effort. Sincethemajorobjectiveof feedbackis to encouragerecipientsto improve

performance,thisnewvariableis addedto assesswhetherrecipientsactuallyattemptedto

improvetheirperformanceafterwards.

TheRoleofDispositionalAttributions on SocialReactions

In prominentresearchonproceduraljustice,justiceperceptionsaboutasingle

eventaremodeledto directlyimpactbeliefsabouttheauthorityfigure, oraboutone’s

relationshipwith theauthorityfigure (seeLind andTyler, 1988;Tyleret al., 1997). No

work’ hasbeendoneon thecognitiveprocessthroughwhich theselonger-termrelational

expectationsresultfrom theevaluationof asingleeventoccurringat asinglepointin

time.

How do perceiversmovefromjusticejudgmentsaboutasingleeventto longer-

termexpectationsaboutthebehaviorof others?Researchon attributionprocesses

providesstrongevidencethatperceiversspontaneouslyform dispositionalattributions

aboutothersimmediatelyafterobservingtheirbehaviorin asingleepisode(Uleman,

1987). Thereis alsoevidencethatattributionsaboutthe stablebehavioraltendenciesof

othersserveasabasisfor predictingtheir futurebehaviors. In an adversarialcontext

involving asingleemploymentrelatednegotiation,it hasbeendemonstratedthat

disputantsform conclusionsaboutthebehavioraltraitsheldby theiropponents(Morris,

Larrick, andSu, 1997). Thesetrait attributionsthen affectpredictionsof how the

opponentswill performin differentoccupationalrolesandthechoiceof methodsto

resolveany futureconflictswith them.

Hypothesis4. Negativedispositionalattributionsaboutthesuperior’sbehaviormediate

therelationshipbetweenunjustinterpersonaltreatmentandlessfavorablefuture

expectationsof andintentionstowardthesupervisor.

A SenseMaking Process:AssessingtheAccuracyof Critical Comments

Sincewearestudyingfeedback,we areparticularlyinterestedin whether

recipientsattendto theevaluativeinformationcontainedtherein,in otherwords,whether
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task-relevantlearninghasoccurred While currentJusticeresearchhasstudiedrelated

outcomessuchasrecipients’willingnessto acceptproposalsandtheirevaluationof

outcomefavorability, it hasnot investigatedhow theyevaluatethe factualtruth of an

authorityfigure’ s statementsPrimarily,this is becausepastresearchhasnot focusedon

cognitiveprocessesInstead,it hasfocusedmostlyonmotivationalprocesses,arguing,

for example,thatproceduraljusticeaffectsone’ssenseofcontrol (ThibautandWalker,

1975)or socialstatusin the group(Tyler andLind, 1992).

How do recipientsdeterminewhethercritical remarksareaccurate?A logical

wayof assessingtheaccuracyof anotherperson’sstatementsis to reviewhow thatpersOn

arrivedathis orherconclusions.Forexample,within thescientificdomain,alongwith

presentingtheir findings,researchersprovidedetailsaboutthemethodstheyemployedto

collectandevaluatedata This informationenablesreadersandreviewersto assessthe

findings,andoften,to understandwhy theirowncurrentbeliefson therelevantissuesare

faulty. In thecontextof feedbackaboutworkplaceperformance,recipientscanalso

assessthemethodsusedby thesupervisorto derivethecritical remarks.Here,relevant

methodologicaldetailsmight bewhetherthesuperiorcollectedall relevantinformation,

consideredtheexplanationsandclarificationsmadeby therecipient,andapplied

consistentstandards.

Justiceresearchhasshownthatsuchdetailsaboutformalproceduresarein fact

very importantto perceivers.Peoplehavebeenfoundto caremoreshouttheprocedural

attributesof thedecisionprocessthanevenabouttheability to controltheprocess

outcome(Lind, Kanfer, & Early, 1990;Lissak & Sheppard,1983). A consistentfinding

acrossmanystudiesis that approvalof theattributesof thedecisionprocessincreases

acceptanceofthe decisions(Thibaut& Walker, 1975;seeLind & Tyler, 1988 for a

review),suggestingthatpeopleperceivethefindingsto bemoreaccurate.

Hypothesis5. Perceptionsofunjustformalprocedureswill decreaseacceptanceof

feedbackcontent.

Thefindings from thefirst study indicatethat thefairnessof asupervisor’s

interpersonaltreatmentoftherecipientalsohasconsequencesfor cognitiveprocesses.
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Unjust interpersonaltreatmentdecreasesacceptanceof feedbackcontent. Unjust

interpersonaltreatmentalsocausesperceiversto focuson socialinterpretationsofthe

criticism event,namely,to makemoreextremenegativedispositionalattributionsabout

thesupervisor Sincedispositionalattributionstendto beformedspontaneouslyand

thereforeprobablypriorto attributionsaboutthecontentofthefeedback,it is possible

thattheymediatetherelationshipbetweenunjustinterpersonaltreatmentandfeedback

acceptance.

Aside from providingabasisfor predictingasupervisor’sfuturebehavior,

dispositionalattributionsalsoproviderecipientswith apotentialexplanationforthe

negativeevaluation.If a supervisorhasthedispositionof beingunfairlycritical, heor

shemightbecritical evenif therecipienthasperformedadequately.Thus,thepossibility

thatonehasperformedpoorlyconstitutesonly onecausalattribution,whichmust

competewith othercausalattributionsto explaintheevent.According to thediscounting

principle(Kelley, 1972;Morris andLarrick, 1995),recipientswho makeonecausal

attributionfor thecritical feedbackbecomelessinclinedto makeany otherattribution.

Thus,recipientswho form strongernegativedispositionalattributionsaboutthe

supervisorcanbeexpectedto be lessacceptingof thetask-relevantconclusionsin the

criticism.

Hypothesis6. Negativedispositionalattributionswill mediatetherelationshipbetween

unjustinterpersonaltreatmentandtherejectionoffeedbackcontent(low feedback

acceptance).

In hypotheses5 and6, weproposedthattwo differentmechanismsaffect

recipients’acceptanceofthefeedback.Thefirst mechanismportrayscognitionas

relativelyscientificorlogical, attendingto thequality oftheformalproceduresusedby a

critic. Thesecondportrayscognitionassociallyinfluenced,evaluatingwhethersocial

causescould accountfor thecritical commentsof thecritic. While wesuggestthatboth

portrayalsaresimultaneouslyaccurate,an importantremainingquestionis what

implication,if any, theyhaveon theobjectiveofperformanceimprovement.
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Previousresearchhasshownthatfeedbackacceptanceis crucialto improvement

effort (ilgen,Fisher,andTaylor, 1979). Whenrecipientsdo not acknowledge

deficienciesin theirownperformance,theyarelesslikely to makecorrectivechangesin

job behavior. Thus, to theextentthatjusticeperceptionspromoteefforts to improve

performance,theymustfirst leadrecipientsto acknowledgedeficieuciesin performance.

Hypothesis7: Feedbackacceptancemediatestherelationshipbetweenjusticeperceptions

andeffort to improveperformance.

DifferentiatingInterpersonalTreatmentfrom FormalProcedures

Manystudieshaveshownthat’positiveperceptionsof proceduralmethodselicit a

varietyof favorablereactionsfrom recipients(e.g.,TylerandBies, 1990). As wehave

mentioned,theapplicationof fair formalproceduresincreasesacceptanceof an authority

figure’sdecisions.FolgerandKonovsky(1989)havealsodemonstratedthatthe

perceptionof fair formalprocedureshasfavorableimplicationsfor moregeneralattitudes

towardtheorganization,suchaspromotingorganizationalcommitment.

While perceptionsofjust interpersonaltreatmentandjust formalproceduresboth

havepositiveconsequences,whetherthesetwo facetsofjusticehavean identicaleffect

hasnot beenfully resolved.Tworesearchtraditionsdiffer on this i~ue.Oneapproach

regardsthesetwoproceduraljusticeconstructsasmoreor lessindependent.Forinstance,

Moorman(1991)showedthattwo distinctfactors,oneproceduralandtheother

interpersonal,emergewhenitemsmeasuringproceduraljusticearefactoranalyzed.

“Thoughtheeffectsof thesetwo typesofjusticeon variousdependentvariablesare

somewhatsimilar in direction,researchersin this traditionhavefoundmanywaysin

whichtheyaredistinctlyindependentanddifferentin magnitude(e.g.,Leung,Au, and

Chiu, 1993; Leunget al. 1996;Moorman,1991). Alternatively, researcherssupporting

thegroupvaluemodel(Lind, Tyler, andHuo, 1997;Tyler andLind, 1992;in press)argue

thatoverallperceptionsofproceduraljusticefocusprimarily on interpersonaltreatment.

In this latter tradition,pathmodelsarespecifiedso that aspectsof proceduraljustice

affectrelationaljudgments,which in turn affectvariousdependentvariables.

Sinceinterpersonaltreatmentfalls morefully underthediscretionof individual
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supervisors,while formalproceduresareusuallydictatedby theorganization,it is

reasonableto expecttheformer to exertastrongereffect on reactionsto thesupervisor,

andthelatteron reactionsto the organization.However,whetherthesetwo facetsof

proceduraljusticecanbedistinguishedmaybeafunctionof thecollLext that is studied

andthevariablesusedto measurerecipients’reactions

Different contextsdiffer with respectto whethertheauthorityis perceivedas

distinctfrom theorganization.In contextssuchascourtordealingswith police, the

authorityfigure oftenattemptsto assumetheidentity andevensanctityof the

organization.In contrast,supervisorsin work contextsoftendistinguishthemselvesfrom

‘the”organization.OnecanimaginethatexecutivessuchasJohnDeLorean,famedfor

activelycultivatingacounter-culturewithin GeneralMotors(Martin, 1992),wouldbe

perceivedasseparatefrom theorganizationby mostemployees.Thus,worksituations

maybemoreidealascontextsin whichto distinguishreactionsto interpersonaltreatment

andformalprocedures.

Sincetheeffectsofformal proceduresandinterpersonaltreatmentaresomewhat

similar in direction,the’choiceof dependentmeasuresis alsolikely to affect thedegreeto

whichtheireffectscanbedistinguished.Forinstance,thedependentvariablesusedin

previousresearchtypically pertainto theorganization(e.g.,organizationalcommitment

theft),or to both theorganizationandthesupervisor(e.g.,job satisfaction).Few studies

haveincludedvariablesthatfocussolelyon thesupervisor.Theuseof thesemore

diffuseddependentvariablesmayhelpexplainwhy theeffectsof thesetwo aspectsof

proceduraljusticeareoftennot clearlydifferentiated.Theinclusionofvariablesthat

clearlydistinguishreactionsto thesupervisorandtheorganizationmayalsoyield more

distincteffectsfor thesetwo aspectsof proceduraljustice.

This issuealsohasimportantpracticalimplications. If justiceof interpersonal

treatmentandformalprocedureswereidenticalin consequence,thenshortfallsin one

couldbe fully amelioratedby diligenteffortin theother. This might suggestthat

organizationscouldrely on fair formalproceduresto remedyall negativeoutcomesof

unjustsupervisorytreatmentof employees,orvice versa.
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Hypothesis8. Perceptionsof fair treatmentandfair procedureshavedistincteffectsin

thefeedbackcontext. Fair interpersonaltreatmentwill impactattributionsandattitudes

specificto thesupervisor,while fair formalprocedureswill impactattitudesspecificto

theorganization. ‘

It shouldbenotedthatin ourfirst study,ourmanipulationofjust interpersonal

treatmentresultedin significantdifferencesin attitudestowardboththeorganizationand

thesupervisor.Theseresultsarelikely to beareflectionofthechoiceof independent

variables. Thefirst studydid notmanipulateormeasureperceptionsofjust formal

procedures.Hence,this approachdid notallow usto parseout theuniquevariancein the

dependentvariablesresultingfrom perceptionsof interpersonaltreatment,asdistinct

from thoseregardingformalprocôdures.Moreover,sincerespondentsdid nothave

informationabouttheformalproceduresoftheorganizationor thebehaviorof other

supervisorsthere,it would havebeenmoredifficult for themto distinguishtheparticular

supervisorfrom theorganization.Thesecondstudy is baseduponrespondents’actual

work experiences,amethodologythatincorporatestheinformationrespondentshave

aboutthewider organizationalcontext. Thus,weexpectthesecondstudy to bemore

informativeregardingtheuniqueeffectsofinterpersonaltreatment.

A CausalProcessModel

Basedon thehypothesesstatedaboveandtheresultsfrom thefirst study,acausal

modelwasdevelopedto representthedynamicsunderlyingjusticereactionsto negative

feedback(seeFigure 1).

InsertFigure1 abouthere

Hypothesis4 suggeststhatnegativedispositionalattributionsaboutthe supervisor

mediatetherelationshipbetweenperceptionsof unjustinterpersonaltreatmentand

negativeattitudestowardthesupervisor.Thus,theprocessmodel specifiesa directpath

from unjustinterpersonaltreatmentto negativedispositionalattribution,andadirect

negativepathfrom thelatterto attitudestowardthesupervisor.Thi~specificationis

consistentwith resultsfrom thefirst study,whereit wasfoundthatunfair interpersonal
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treatmentcausedparticipantsto makemorenegativedispositionalattributionsandto-hold

lesspositiveattitudesaboutthesupervisor. In correlationalanalysisof thedata,it was

alsofoundthatparticipantswho mademoreextremenegativedispositionalattributions

werelesslikely to trustthesupervisor,r=- 53, p<01, andwereless satisfiedwith the

supervisor,r=- 59, p<Ol

As notedin thepresentationof hypothesis5, pastresearchhasfoundthatunjust

formalproceduresreduceacceptanceof an authorityfigure’s decision,anoutcomethat

seemsto be relatedto feedbackacceptance.Thepathmodel incorporatesanegativepath

from unjustformalproceduresto feedbackacceptance.

Hypothesis6 suggeststhatnegativedispositionalattributionsalso mediatethe

relationshipbetweenunjustinterpersonaltreatmentandrejectionof feedbackcontent,by

providingan alternativeexplanationfor thecriticism. Thus, themodel alsohasa direct

negativepathfrom negativedispositionalattributionto feedbackacceptance.This

specificationis alsosupportedby theresultsfrom thefirst study. Negativedispositional

attributionswerenegativelycorrelatedwith acceptanceof feedback,r=-.29,p<.Ol.

Moreover, interpersonaltreatmenthada strongereffectondispositionalattributionthan

on acceptanceof feedback(effectsizeasmeasuredby £~2:.181 vs. .073),suggestingthat

theformeroccurredprior to the latter.

Hypothesis7 pertainsto theeffectofboth typesofproceduraljusticeperceptions

on improvementeffort,statingthat any effectis mediatedby feedbackacceptance.

Accordingly,thereis adirectpathfrom feedbackacceptanceto improvementeffort.

Thecausalmodel is alsonotablefor theway it distinguishes~etweentheeffects

of interpersonaltreatmentandformalprocedures,assuggestedby Hypothesis8. Thereis

no paththatwouldconnectunjustinterpersonaltreatmentto attitudestoward,the

organization.Correspondingly,thereis nopathfrom unjustformalproceduresto

attitudestowardtheorganization.Sincewehypothesizethatformalproceduresaffect

attitudestowardtheorganization,but do nothypothesizeamediator,thereis adirectpath

betweenthesetwo variables.

Designof the Study

Study2 wasbasedon asurveyoffull-time employees,who wereaskedto recall

theiractualexperiencesat work. ThisapproachcomplementsStudy 1, whichasked
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participantsto respondto ahypotheticalcase.Thesurveywascondpctedsolely in Hong

Kong,asStudy 1 indicatedthattheprocesseswe focuson areonly minimally affectedby

culture.

Method

Participants

Participantswere approachedin public areasin HongKong,suchasparksand

ferries,andaskedto respondto an anonymousquestionnaire,requiringabout20 minutes

to complete.In return,theyreceivedasmall gift (a gift couponfor a dozenof cakes,

whichwasworthUS $5). Approximately68%of peopleapproachedagreedto

participate,resultingin atotal of 189 participants.Amongtheparticipants,52%were

males,and48%werefemales;53%werebetween20-30,32%werebetween31-40,and

14%wereabove40; 5%hadprimaryeducation,56%hadsecondaryeducation,and39%

hadtertiaryeducation;42%werein supervisorypositions,and58% wererank-and-file

employees.Respondentscamefrom avarietyof sectors,notablyfr~iservices(36%).

Materials

Respondentswereaskedto recallarecentincidentin whichtheyreceivedharsh

criticism from theirsuperior.Theywereaskedto respondto a setof questionsbasedon

this incident. Theyalsorespondedto somedemographicquestionsattheend.

Interpersonaltreatmentandformalproceduralfairness.Thescalesdevelopedby

Moorman(1991)for measuringinteractionaljusticeandproceduraljusticewereadapted

to measurethefairnessof interpersonaltreatmentandformalprocedures,respectively.

‘Thesetwo scaleshavebeenusedin Chinabeforewith very satisfactoryresults(Leunget

al, 1996). Theinteractionaljusticescalecontained4 itemsandasked,whendelivering

thecriticism, whetherthesuperiorwassincere,polite, treatedthesubordinatewith

dignity, andrespectedhis/herrights. Theformalproceduraljusticescalecontained5

items,andaskedwhetherthesuperiorcollectedall relevantinformation,allowed

clarificationsandexplanations,consideredtheopinionsof thesubordinate,andapplied

consistentstandards.To facilitatethepresentationofresults,thesevariableswere

reverse-codedsothathighervaluesindicatemoreunjusttreatmentand formal

procedures.
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Mediatingvariables.Negativedispositionalattributionsaboutthe supervisor

weremeasuredwith the3 itemsusedin Study 1. Feedbackacceptancewasmeasuredby

two items. Thefirst item askedto whatextentrespondentsregardedthecriticism as

reflectingtheirown poorperformanceThe seconditemwasusedin Study 1 andprobed

theextentto which respondentsregardedtheirpoorperformanceasacauseofthe

criticism.

DependentVariables.Performanceimprovementwasbased”,ontwo items. The

first itemaskedwhetherrespondentshadmadean effort to improvetheirperformance

afterthecriticism. Theseconditem askedwhetherrespondentslookedfor waysto

improvetheirperformanceafterthecriticism. Theremainingscaleswereidenticalto

thosein Study 1: trustin thesupervisor,satisfactionwith thesupervisor,organizational

commitment,andaltruistic intention. To reducethenumberof parametersto be

estimated,weusedthetrustandsatisfactionscalesasindicatorsfor thelatentconstruct’

“attitudestowardthesupervisor”,andthescalesfor organizationalcommitmentand

altruistic intentionasindicatorsfor “attitudestowardtheorganization”. Theuseof scales

as indicatorsis commonwhenestimatingcomplexcausalmodels(e.g.,Hom and

Griffeth, 1994).

Results

Model Specification

LISREL 8 wasusedto testthecausalmodelpresentedin figure 1.1 Thefit of the

modelwasgood,but themodificationindicessuggestedachangethatwould improvethe

fit significantly. Therewasa significantpathfrom attitudestowardtheorganizationto

attitudestowardthesupervisor.In otherwords,respondentswhoheldmorepositive

attitudestowardtheorganizationwerealso morepositiveaboutthe supervisor.The

resultingmodelhad agoodfit to thedata,providing supportfor thedirectrelationships

containedin thehypothesizedcausalmodel.

To checkthatourmodelwasnot too sparselyspecified,we testedfor the

remainingdirectpathsthatwerenot specified,asthesemightaffectourmediationand

1 Both themeasurementandthestructuralmodelsweresimultaneouslyestimated.Thecovariancematrix

wasusedasthe input. Following thestandardprocedure,thefactor loadingof thefirst indicatorwas fixed
as 1.
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distinctivenesshypotheses.Sincealargenumberof relationshipswc~rebeingtested,we

adopteda .01 critical value,which is conventionalin suchinstances.

We first assessedanyremainingpathsgoingfrom thetwo typesofprocedural

justiceperceptionsto thetwo mediatingvariables Neitherthepathfrom interpersonal

treatmentto feedbackacceptance,northat from formalproceduresto dispositional

attribution,producedasignificantlybetterfit andwerenot addedto themodel,/.~%2=.01,

ns, andz~2=1.15,ns,respectively.

Wethentestedany remainingpathsthatwould directlylink justiceperceptionsto

thethreedependentvariables. Thepathfrom interpersonaltreatmentto attitudestoward

supervisorwasaddedto themodel,~~2986 p<.Ol. Theotherpathsin this setdid not

significantly improvefit to this newmodel interpersonaltreatmentto improvement

effort, L~%
2

=4.10, ns; interpersonaltreatmentto attitudestowardtheorganization,

ns; formalproceduresto attitudestowardthesupervisor,L\f=.00, ns; and

formalproceduresto improvementeffort i~X2=.38,ns.

Finally, weassessedanyremainingpathsfromthetwo mediatingvariablesto the

threedependentvariables,andfoundthatnonesignificantly improvedfit. These

included:dipositionalattributionto improvementeffort, z~2=.05,ns; dispositional

attributionto attitudestowardtheorganization,~iX2=4.21,ns; feedbackacceptanceto

attitudestowardthesupervisor,~2=• 16, ns; andfeedbackacceptanceto attitudestoward

theorganization,~ 1, ns.

Thefit statisticsfor thefinal modelweregood:~2=276.7,df=161,p<.Ol,

X2/df 1.72,GFI=.86,CFI=.93. All thepathcoefficientsweresignificantat the.01 level

(SeeFigure2).

InsertFigure2 abouthere

Discussion
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Thecausalmodelinganalysisprovidedstrong supportfor ourhypotheses.The

hypothesizeddirectpathswereall confirmed. However,severalof thehypotheses

specifiedthatcertainvariableswould mediateothercausalrelationships,requiringusto

considerthenon-hypothesizedpaths In ourstatisticalmodel,thestrongestsupportfor

mediationis providedwhentwo conditionsaremet. First, thehypothesizeddirectpaths

fromthefirst variableto themediatingvariableandfrom themediatingvariableto the

final variableareboth’ supported.And second,adirectpathfrom thefirst variableto the

final variablecanbe ruledout. Fortunately,for the mostpart,thesenon-hypothesized

pathswerenotsignificant.

Theresultssupportan attributionalexplanationfor how evaluationsaboutthe

supervisor’sbehaviorin asingleeventcouldaffect longer-termattitudesandintentions

towardthe supervisor.Hypothesis4 predictedthatnegativedispositionalattributions

wouldmediatetherelationshipbetweeninterpersonaltreatmentandreactionsto the

supervisor.As thefinal pathshows,perceptionsof unjustinterpersonaltreatmentdirectly

increasednegativedispositionalattribution. Attribution to thestablenegativetraitsofthe

superior,in turn,led to lesspositiveattitudestowardthesuperior. However,weshould

alsonotethat thenon-hypothesizedpathfrom interpersonaltreatmentto attitudestoward

thesuperiorwassignificant. Nevertheless,thepathcoefficientsshowthattheeffectof

dispositionalattributionon attitudestowardthesupervisorwasstrongerthantheeffectof

interpersonaltreatment.Theseresultssuggestthatnegativedispositionalattributionwas

apartial,but important,mediatorin this relationship.Thus,the inferencesmadeby

recipientsaboutstablenegativebehavioraldispositionshelp to explainwhy fair treatment

duringtheoneeventaffectedlongertermattitudesandintentions.

Study 2 is alsoinformativeregardingcognitiveprocessesaffectingwhether

recipientsacceptthetask-relevantcontentof thefeedback.Theportrayalofrecipientsas

scientificanalystsof information-processingmethodswassupportedby thedata.As

predictedin hypothesis5, thedirectnegativepathfrom unjustformalproceduresto

feedbackacceptancewassignificant.

Thealternativeportrayalofrecipientsasanalystsof thesocialsituationwasalso

supported.Hypothesis6 proposedthatnegativedispositionalattributionswould mediate
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therelationshipbetweeninterpersonaltreatmentandfeedbackacceptance.Accordingto

thefinal pathmodel, perceptionsof unjustinterpersonaltreatmentincreasedtheamount

ofnegativedispositionalattribution,which in turnreducedfeedbackacceptanceThe

non-hypothesizedpathfrom interpersonaltreatmentto feedbackacceptancewasnot

significant,providingstrongevidenceof mediation

Importantly,it shouldbenotedthatourmodelestimatedthesimultaneous

influenceof thetwo cognitiveprocesses.Theresultsindicatethatnegativedispositional

attributionsreducedfeedbackacceptanceevenwhenthefairnessof formalprocedures

wascontrolled. Thus,recipients’socialinterpretationsof theevent,asencapsulatedin

thenegativedispositionalattributionstheymade,mustbeconsideredto fully explain

acceptanceorrejectionoffeedbackcontent.

Ourresultsalsoshowthatthesecognitiveprocesseshaveimportantpractical

consequences.Hypothesis7 statedthat feedbackacceptancewould mediatethe

relationshipsbetweenthetwo typesofjusticeperceptionsandimprovementeffort. The

final modelshowsthatfeedbackacceptanceincreasedimprovementeffort. No direct

pathsfrom interpersonaltreatment,formalprocedures,andnegativedispositional

attributionto improvementeffortweresignificant,providingstrongevidenceof

mediation.

Distinctivenessof JusticeEffects

Theresultsindicatethatthetwo facetsof proceduraljusticehaverelatively

distinctpaths,aspredictedin hypothesis8. Thefinal modelshowsthatperceptionsof

just interpersonaltreatmenthadbothdirectandindirectpathsto attitudestowardthe

supervisor,whileperceptionsofjust formalprocedureshadadirect jathtoattitudes

towardtheorganization.Therewereno significantdirector indirectpathsthatcould

connectinterpersonaltreatmentto attitudestowardthe organization.Correspondingly,

thedirectpathfrom formalproceduresto attitudestowardthe supervisorwasnot

significant,andtherewereno significantindirectpathsthroughthetwo cognitive

mediatingvariables. However,thereis a significantpathfrom attitudestowardthe

organizationto attitudestowardthesupervisor.This pathwasunexpected,anddoes

indicatethatfairnessof formalprocedurescanaffect attitudestowardthesupervisor,but
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only becauseof its effecton attitudestowardtheorganization.Overall,thetwo facetsof

proceduraljusticehavedistinctoutcomes,with interpersonaltreatmentmoredirectly

affectingattitudestowardthesupervisorandformalproceduresaffe¼,ting attitudestoward

theorganization. - ‘

GeneralDiscussion

Implicationsfor Theory

Both studiesprovideconsistentevidencethatjust interpersonaltreatmentduring

negativefeedbackpromotespositive responses.The first studydemonstratesthatjust

interpersonaltreatmenthasarobustcausaleffectthatis not moderatedby relevant

contextual,factorssuchaspowerdistance,privacy,andculture. The secondstudy

demonstratesthatthepositiveeffectofjust interpersonaltreatmentarealso robustin the

actualexperiencesofpeoplein adiverserangeof work settings.

Ourmostimportantfindings, however,go beyonddemonstratingthatprocedural

justiceconsiderationsareimportantin thespecificcontextof critica supervisory

feedback. Thetwo studiesindicatethatcognitiveprocessesplay an importantrole in

determininghow recipientsrespondto thefairnessofinterpersonaltreatment.

Specifically,theyshowthatrecipientswho attributethecritical commentsto the

supervisor’snegativebehavioraldispositionsarelesslikely to acknowledgethecontent

ofthecriticism. In otherwords,socialinterpretationsof thefeedbackeventreducea

recipient’swillingnessto acceptthetask-relevantdetailscontainedtherein. These

cognitiveconsequencesin turn affect attitudestowardthesupervisorand,importantly,

whetherrecipientsmadeefforts to improveperformance.Theseresultsrepresentauseful

additionto theproceduraljusticeliterature. Whereaspastproceduraljusticeresearchhas

focusedprimarily on motivationalprocesses,ourresultssuggestthat an examinationof

cognitiveprocessesis necessary.

Ourresultsalso addto theproceduraljusticeliteratureby helping to distinguish

its two recognizedcomponents,justiceof formalproceduresandju~4ticeof interpersonal

treatment.Study2 providesacontextin whichthesetwo considera~onshavedistinct

anduniqueconsequences.
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UnresolvedTheoreticalIssues

Thefinding of distinctresponsesto thetwo proceduraljusticecomponentsseems

to contradictearlierresearch,whereit is foundthatoverallreactionsto proceduraljustice

canbeagglomeratedinto acommonbodyof relationalconcerns(Tyler andLind, 1992,’

in press). In part,this discrepancymaybedueto differencesin specificationof variables

anddata-analyticmethods,drivenby differenttheoreticalorientationsandhypothesis

testinggoals. We suggestthatcontextualdifferencesalsohelpto explainthedisparate

findings. Theevidencemarshaledin supportof therelationalmodel is basedon actual

‘interactionswith civil servants,suchaspoliceandlegalauthorities. In contrast,thedata

in Study 2 wasbaseduponthe actualinteractionsof employeeswith’ asupervisorin their

work setting.

We offer somecontextualdifferencesthatcouldaccountfor thedifferencesin

findings. First, thedeliberatemanagementof organizationalboundariesis differentin the

two contexts.Civil servantsandpolicederiveauthorityfrom theirorganizational

membership.Civilians, in contrast,do not holdpositionsin theorganizationandthus

haveno formal authority. In this context,officials havean incentiveto makethe

distinctionin organizationalmembershipsalient,asit imbuesthemwith authorityand

otherswith an obligationto defer. At thesametime, differentmembersof civil

organizationsderivebenefitsfrom blurringdistinctionswithin theorganization.Lower

level officials benefitby beingableto assertmoreauthority,which in turnbenefitshigher

level officials, asfewer caseswill haveto be referredto them. Suchpurposeful

managementof organizationalboundariesencouragesperceiversto attributethe

behaviorsofindividual officials to theirorganizations.In contrast,in theworkcontext,

employeesdo haveformalpositionsin theorganization,andthemanagementactually

attemptsto emphasizecommonmembership(Martin, 1992). This makesit moredifficult

to associatetheunfair interpersonalbehaviorof onesupervisorwith theentire

organization,asthis mightmeanthatoneselfandall otherlower level employeesin the

organizationarealsoblameworthy.

Second,thenatureof interactionswith civil servantsandthosewith workplace

superiorsresultin differentlevelsof familiarity with thebehavioralvariationwithin the
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respectiveorganizations.Mostpeoplehavefewinteractionswith anyparticularcivil

organization.Impressionsaboutacivil organizationtendto be formedfrom amore

limited knowledgebase,andasingleexperiencewith aparticularofficial is morelikely

to influencebeliefsabouttheentireorganization,In contrast,employeesinteractwith

othersin theworkplaceon adaily basis. This providesaccessto informationaboutthe

behaviorof manypeoplein theorganization.Researchin attributiontheoryindicatesthat

perceiversareattunedto differencesin variation(Kelley, 1967),attributingcauseto

individualswhentheirbehavioris discrepantfrom thatof others,andattributingcauseto

theenvironmentwhenit is similar. With thebroadknowledgebaseaboutone’swork

setting,perceiversaremorelikely to distinguishbetweentheparticularbehaviorsOf

individualsupervisorsandtheprocedureswhichtendto beuniformly appliedin the

organization.

Thesecontextdifferencesmayhelpto explainwhysomestudiesof procedural

justicehavefailedto replicatetheeffectof relationalissueson behaviordirectedatthe

organization.Forexample,in awork context,Shapiro,Trevino,andVictor (1995)

contrastedtheeffectsofprocedural,interactional,anddistributivej Li aiceon employee

theft,andfoundthatinteractionaljusticedid nothaveasignificantel.fect. Our analysis

suggeststhattherelationalmodelmaybeconditionaluponcontext. Thus,thesystemic

examinationof therelationshipbetweenthesecontextualdifferencesandjusticereactions

representsa promisingareaof futureresearch.
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Table 1

Demographicprofilesof thetwo culturalgroups

U.S. HongKong

26.4 26.9

32.8% 34.5%

23.1% 17.2%

Age

% of Female

Married

Full-timeworking

experiences(months) 48.3 43.9
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Table2

Receptiveanddefensiveresponsesasafunctionof thestyleofinterpersonaltreatment,

feedbackprivacy,andpowerdifferentialduringsupervisorcriticism (Main effectsonly)

Treatment Location Power differential

Just Unjust PrivatePublic High Low

Feedback

acceptance 4.36 3.47 ---- ----

Dispositional ~‘

attribution 3.84 5.03 ---- ---- 3.84 5.03

Note. All effectsaresignificantat .05 level. Higherscoresindicatehigherlevelsof

feedbackacceptanceand dispositionalattribution. Groupmeansarenotreportedwhen

thereis no significantmaineffectoffeedbackprivacy,location,orpowerdifferential.
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Table3

Employeeattitudesasafunctionof treatment,feedbackprivacy,andpowerdifferential

(Main effectsonly)

Treatment Location Powerdifferential

Just Unjust PrivatePublic High Low

Trust 2.79 2.36 2.70 2.47 2.79 2.36

Satisfaction 2.54 1.95 2.54 1.95

Altruistic

intention 3.82 3.53

Organizational

commitment 3.03 2.79 3.00 2.84

Note. All effectsaresignificantat .05 level. Higherscoresindicatehigherlevelsof

altruisticintention,trust,satisfaction,andorganizationalcommitment.Groupmeansare

notreportedwhenthereis no significantmaineffectof feedbackprivacy,location,or

powerdifferential.
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Table4

Meansfor threewayinteractionsinvolving interpersonaltreatment,feedbackprivacy,

andpowerdifferential

Powerdifferential

Low High

Public Private Public Private

Treatment

Just

Satisfaction

2.41 , 2.27 2.52 3.00

Unjust 1.64 2.02 2.06 2.13

Just

Organizationalcommitment

2.94 3.02 2.94 3.24

Unjust 2.62 2.99 2.85 2.70

Note. Higherscoresindicatehigherlevelsof satisfactionandorganizational

commitment. ‘
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Table5

Feedbackacceptanceasa functionof interpersonaltreatment,powerdifferential,and

culture

Powerdifferential

High Low,

Treatment: Just Unjust Just Unjust

U.S. 5.25 3.50 4.23 3.97

HongKong 3.67 3.19 4.20 3.19
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Figure 1

Causalmodelof reactionsto proceduraljusticeduringfeedback
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Figure2

Standardizedpathcoefficientsfor thefinal model
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Appendix 1

Scalesusedin Study 1 andtheirinternalconsistency

PerceivedStatusof Superior

Alpha: U.S. = .76; HongKong .48

Meaninter-itemcorrelation U S = 62, HongKong= 32

(1)TheMarketingDirectoris muchmorepowerful thanme in thedepartment.

(2) In thehierarchyofthis organization,theMarketingdirectoris a lot moreseniorthan

me.

InterpersonalTreatment

Alpha: U.S.=.89;HongKong=.89

Meaninter-itemcorrelation U S = 74, HongKong = 73

(1) TheMarketingDirectoris kind to me.

(2) TheMarketingDirectortreatsmewith respect.

(3) TheMarketingDirectorrespectsmy rightasa subordinate.

DispositionalAttribution

Alpha~ U.S. = .84; HongKong = .70

Meaninter-itemcorrelation:U.S. = .65; HongKong = .44

(1) TheDirectorhasan arrogantpersonality.

(2) TheDirector is apersonwho lackssensitivityto otherpeople’sfeelings.

(3) Deepinside,theDirectoris aninsecure,competitiveman.

Trust

Alpha: U.S. = .81; HongKong = .75

Meaninter-itemcorrelation:U.S. = .47; HongKong= .39

(1) I feel quite confidentlythattheMarketingDirectorwill alwaystry to treatmefairly.

(2) TheMarketingDirectorwouldnevertry to gainanadvantageby deceivingworkers.

(3) I havecompletefaithin the integrity of theMarketingDirector.

(4) I feel a strongloyalty to theMarketingDirector.

(5) I would supporttheMarketingDirectorin almostanyemergency.
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Satisfaction

Alpha: U.S. = .82; HongKong = .77

Meaninter-itemcorrelation:U.S. = .69; HongKong = .63

(1) In general,I amsatisfiedwith theMarketingDirectorasa supervisor.

(2) In general,I amsatisfiedthatthemethodsof leadershipusedby theMarketing

Directoraretheright onesfor gettingthegroup’sjob done.

Altruistic Intention -

Alpha: U.S. = .66; HongKong .58

Meaninter-itemcorrelation:U.S. = .33; HongKong = .25

(1) I would assisttheMarlcetingDirectorwith his work.

(2) I would makeinnovativesuggestionsto improvetheDepartment.

(3) I would volunteerfor thingsthatarenotrequired.

(4) I wouldhelpotherswho haveheavyworkload.

OrganizationalCommitment

Alpha: U.S. = .77;Hong Kong= .70

Meaninter-itemcorrelation:U.S. = .35; HongKong= .30

(1) I wouldacceptalmostany typeofjob assignmentin orderto keepworking for this

organization.

(2) I would talk up this organizationto my friendsasa greatorganizationto work for.

(3) I wouldbeproudto tell othersthatI ampartof this organization.

(4) I reallycareaboutthefateof thisorganization.

(5) Thisorganizationreally inspirestheverybestin mein thewayofjob performance.

(6) I wouldbe willing to put in agreatdealof effort beyondthat notmallyexpectedin

orderto helpthis organizationbe successful.
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