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Abstract 

The impact of downsizing has become a growing concern among managers who are 

increasingly being faced with negative reactions from layoff victims. A policy-capturing 

approach was used to examine whether individuals consider managerial accountability 

and interactional justice in making judgments of fairness, resentment, and retaliation 

intentions. Organizational justice and attribution theories provided the theoretical 

framework for this study. Thirty-five management students (22 men and 13 women, 

mean age = 29) from a university in western Canada participated in this study. Results 

indicated that individuals considered managerial accountability as well as interactional 

justice in determining their perceptions and reactions to layoff practices. Exploratory 

analyses revealed that individuals who have not been in an organization where layoffs 

occurred had higher intentions to retaIiate than individuls with layoff exposure. This 

study also found that individuals who have conducted layoffs were less consistent in their 

resentment ratings than participants who have not conducted layoffs. The theoretical and 

practical implications and iimitations are discussed. 
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The move toward more efficient organizations has created many chan, aes to their 

structure and function. One such change is the downsizing of the workforce. which has 

resulted in seven million permanent layoffs in the United States alone since 1987 (Cascio. 

19953. In the last five years more than 85 percent of the Fortune 500 companies have 

do\msized, and the remaining companies are planning to do so within the nest five years 

(Cameron, 1994). The impact of downsizing poses a serious concern for organizations 

and managers who are having to deal with negative reactions from the employees who 

are laid off (i.e., the victims), as well as from those who remain with an organization 

fo llo\\ing a layoff? (i-e., the sunrivors) (Richman. 1 993). Research indicates that there 

has been an escalating number of allegations and direct aggessive emotions to~vard 

managers who are ofien held accountable for the occurrence of layoffs (Kono\.sk>. Br 

Brockner. 1996). 

Organizational justice studies have shown that employees' judgments of events 

are ofien determined by their perceptions of the outcomes and the procedures utilized in 

determining the outcomes (Brockner & Wisenfeld. 1996). If a negarivs event. such as a 

la!-off. is perceived to be administered by a manager in an inconsistent manner. it may 

intensif?. an employee's negative perceptions and beha\*ioral reactions (Konol-sky 22 

Brockner. 1996). More recently. employees are becoming increasingly outraged ~xith 

prrcei\.ed violations of fair interpersonal treatment (Mikula, Petrik, & Tanzer. 1990: 

Quigiey & Tedeschi. 1996: Skarlicki & Folger. 1997). Research to date has failed to 

examine whether employees' jud-menu of managerial accountability predict their 

perceptions of interactional fairness. or the manner in which they are treated. By 



esamining whether employees' perceptions of fairness are related to a manager-s 

conduct, we may begin to understand why interactional justice often "outweighs" 

distributive (i-e., outcome fairness) and procedural justice (i.e., process fairness) in 

determining the nature of responses to perceived injustices (Folger, in press). In doing 

so, this research might establish a more complete understanding of or_panizational justice 

theories. Thus, this study will examine whether judgments of managerial accountability 

predict an employee's perceptions of fairness and whether these perceptions are related to 

employee's level of resentment and retaliatory intentions. 

Aspects of Folger's (1 987: 1993) referent cognition theory (FtCT) and Weiner's 

(1 995) attributional theory of social conduct will be used to examine the processes 

zuidins an individual's judgments of accountability. Although each theory provides a 
k - 
unique perspective on the factors motivating an individual's behavior, they share the 

common underlying assumption that individuals try to make sense of their environments 

in response to events that are unexpected. negative, or both (Brockner & Wisenfeld. 

1996). Therefore: the present study uill  demonstrate how aspects of these rheories 

complement each other to enhance our understanding of the role of accountabilir?. in 

determining emplo?;ees' perceptions of faimess and reactions to a negative event. The 

following section provides the theoretical bases for the study. 

Justice Theories 

Distributive justice refers to the perceived faimess of a given outcome. Homans 

(1  96 1)  originated the concept of distributive justice to refer to a social exchange process 

in which (a) the rewards attained would be proportional to their costs and (b) the profits 



~vould be proportional to their investments. .%dams (1 965) extended Homans (196 1 ) 

notion to develop a theory of inequity, whereby individuals form ratios of their inputs 

(i-e.. contributions) and outputs (i-e., rewards) and compare them to referent others or 

their own historical self. Adams (1965) stated that inequiw exists when an individual's 

ratio of inputs and outputs are greater or less than a referent other. Inequity can also esist 

when an individual's present outcomes do not coincide with previous outcomes- social 

standards. or expectations (Cropanzano & Randall. 1993). Feelings of inequity are 

believed to cause tension and individuals are motivated to restore equity either 

behaviorally or cognitively. For example, an employee is likely to perceive a layoff as 

unjustified when the ratio of their inputs; such as their loyalty to an organization. is not 

related to their outputs. such as the loss of a job. Inequity can increase a person's desire 

to reduce tension and re-establish equity by punishing a perceived rvrongdoer: which in 

the case of layoffs is t>-picalIy the emplope's manager or supervisor (Skarlicki. Ellard. LPL 

Kelln- 1998). 

-4Ithough distributive justice and equity theories initially gained substantial 

recognition in the scientific literature. researchers have also suggested that indi\riduals- 

perceptions of fairness were determined by more than just outcomes. -4s a result, 

research in organizational justice shifted toward examining the processes (i.e., procedural 

justice) that coincided with the outcomes (i.e., distributive justice). Thibaut and IVaiker 

(1  975) proposed that individuals view procedures as a means of enhancing their o u n  

outcomes. They examined two aspects of controI that individuals utilize in decision- 

making: process control, which refers to the extent to. which an individual has control 



over the procedures; and decision control, which refers to the extent to which an 

individual has control over a given outcome. These researchers also found that 

individuals given voice in the process increased their perceptions of procedural fairness. 

Later research by Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry (1 980) found that fair procedures involved 

more than just control or voice over the given processes. Leventhal et al. (1980) argued 

h a t  allocation decisions are fair to the degree that they are (a) consistent, (b) suppress 

bias. (c) use accurate informarion. (d) provide opportunities to correct errors. (e) are made 

with appropriate parties being represented, and (f) do not violate ethical standards. It has 

been suggested that following a negative outcome, when the procedures are perceived ro 

be fair. individuals are less likely to react negatively than if the procedures are considered 

unfair (Cropanzano & Folger- 1989). 

Procedural justice has been applied to examine several organization justice issues. 

For example, when the procedures are perceived to be fair? research has shoun that it has 

led individuals to be more accepting of smoking bans (Greenberg. 1994): pay systems 

(Miceli, 1993; hdliceli & Lane, 199 I), parental leave policies (Grover, 199 1 ). and 

disciplinary actions (Ball. Trevino, & Sims, 1991). In fact, research h a  demonstrated 

that procedural justice is a concern for employees in all aspects of organizations 

involving human resource interventions (for reviews see Folger & Cropanzano. 1998: 

Tyler & Smith, 1997). 

Organizational justice research has also examined an interpersonal component of 

fairness that has been found to be critical in determining an employee's overa1I 

perceptions of justice (Konovsky & Brocher, 1996). Bies and Moag ( 1986) coined the 



term "interactional justice" to refer to an individual's concern with the qualiy of 

interpersonal treatment they receive in a given process. Two important aspects of 

interactional justice include whether individuals are treated with sensitivity, and whether 

explanations for decisions are clearly and adequately given to those affected by rhe 

decision-making process (Bies & Moag, 1986; Folger & Bies, 1989). Management often 

sho\\.s varying levels of dignity, respect, and adequate information to their employees 

\\-hen delivering negative information (Skarlicki et al., 1998 j. These \?ar>.ing components 

can affect an employee's perceptions of interactional fairness. For esample. research has 

shown that following a negative event, employees given adequate explanations reacted 

less negatively than employees given inadequate explanations for negative outcomes 

(Konovsky & Brockner, 1996). 

Early theoretical and empirical work regarded interactional justice as a distinct 

component of justice: where procedural justice referred to the formal aspects of the 

process and interactional justice referred to the interpersonal treatment one reczi\.rd 

during a work allocation (Bies, 1987; Bies & Moag, 1986: Bies & Shapiro. 198s). >,lore 

recently, justice researchers have beCm to view interactional justice as part of the 

procedures utiiized in determining outcomes (Cropanzano & Randall, 1993; Folgsr. 

2 993: Konovshy & Cropanzano, 1991). Bies shified away from his earlier assertions to 

suggest that interactional justice is part of a broader concept of procedural justice (Tl-ler 

& Bies. 1990). -4Ithough some researchers argue that procedural and interactional justice 

should be integrated into a single form of justice, there has been a lack of empirical 

e\lidence testing the validity of this assumption (Masterson & Taylor, 19963. 



Recently, it has been suggested that procedural and interactional justice should be 

theoretically separated (Bies, in press; Cropanzano & Prehar. 1999). If the two variables 

predict different criteria, then they should be viewed as separate constructs (Cronbach & 

Meehl, 1 999,  even if they are empirically correlated (McComack, 1 956). Cropanzano 

and Prehar (1 999) tested this assumption using social exchange theory. Their research 

found that procedural justice applied more to the exchange between the individual and 

the employing organization, and interactional justice generally referred to the exchange 

beween the individual and hisher supervisor. Furthermore. their research demonstrated 

that procedural justice related more closely with the reactions toward upper mana, oemsnt 

and organizational policies. and interactional justice related more closely \r.ith reactions 

toward one's supervisor and job performance. 

This research emphasizes the importance of maintaining the distinction between 

procedural and interactional justice. Although perceptions of procedural and 

interactional justices are important for understanding organizational behaviors. for the 

purpose of the present research these forms of justice will be clearly distinguished and 

interactional fairness will be considered a distinct form of justice. In doing so. it \\-ill 

allon- anention to be focused on the particular area of interest. namel. interactional 

justice. 

Iniustice and Reactions to Lavoffs 

Organizational justice researchers have examined layoff victims' reactions to 

perceived injustices. Greenberg (1 99 1 c) examined assembly Iine workers' views on 

\\-orking for their company. Employees gave written descriptions of their views on ~ n - o  



accounts -- both six weeks before any layoffs from the company. and immediately 

following the distribution of layoff notices. The layoff notices manipulated both 

procedural and interactional justice. Levels of procedural justice had been created by the 

provision of lengthy explanations for the layoff (i-e., high procedural justice condition) or 

by the provision of very limited explanations (i.e., low procedural justice condition). In 

addition. interactional justice had been manipulated by sincere expressions of regret for 

the layoff (i-e.. high interactional justice condition) or statements without regrer for this 

action (i.e._ low interactional justice condition). This information had been supplemented 

\vith notices stating whether the individual had been laid off or that another employee had 

been laid ofi: 

FoIIo\ving the layoff. results indicated that descriptions of the company became 

increasingly negative. It had also been demonstrated that among the layoff victims. 

statements illusrrating high levels of procedural and interactional justice mitigated 

employees' negative reactions. Layoff victims receiving high levels of both procsdlrraI 

and interactional justice eshibited the lowest negative reactions to the layoffs. Overall. 

these studies lend support to the importance of procedural and interactional justice in 

mirigating negative attitudinal and behavioral reactions to negative outcomes. 

To further examine the impact of procedural and interactional justice, E;;~no\~sk\. 

and Folger (1 99 1 a) interviewed approximately 3 50 recently laid-off employees from a 

\sarist>. of corporations. Employees were surveyed on several procedural justice (e.g.. 

tapping decision-making accuracy, absence of bias) and interactional justice items (e-g.. 

rhe manner in which the layoff was communicated). Researchers found that empIoyees 
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reporting high levels of procedural and interactional justice. requested fewer government 

regulations of layoffs and were more willing to recruit for their former employer. 

In a similar study, Brockner et al. (1 994) examined whether the degree of 

advanced notice employees received impacted their desire for government regulations of 

layoffs. In contrast to the previous study. Brockner et a1. (1994) also examined the 

impact of providing employees with adequate or inadequate severance packages as a 

means of distributive justice. Findings indicated that employees increased their desire for 

government regulations of layoffs when they were given inadequate se\.erance packages. - 
such that their low distributive justice was Iow. but only when the procedures Lvere also 

perceived to be unfair. 

FoIger (1 993) also examined the impact of managers providing consistent or 

inconsistent explanations for layoffs to their employees. These explanations included 

attempts to justify the negative outcome by placing an emphasis on whether the layoffs 

had been consistent with the principles of procedural justice. and whe*ther accurate 

information had been used in determining the layoffs. Folger (1 994) found that 

employees \i-ho were pro\-ided ~vith consistent principles and adequate esplanations for 

the layoffs reacted less negatively than employees who were given inconsistent principles 

and/or inadequate explanations for their layoffs. 

Greenberg, Lind, Scott, and Welchans (1 995) examined the posi1ilre effects of 

esplanations given for an outcome perceived to be unfair. Greenberg et al. (1995) found 

that employees treated with social sensitivity during the announcements of a layoff not 

onlj- increased their perceptions of fairness, but also lowered their desire to seek legal 



action against their former employers. Ln contrast, employees who felt they were treated 

unfairly had an increased tendency to seek legal damages against a former employer. In 

interviews with layoff victims, 40% considered bringing forward a lawsui~ 23% spoke to 

a lawyer, and 7% filed a lawsuit. Furthermore, the strongest predictor of an employee's 

willingness to take some form of legal action was their perceptions that they had been 

treated without dignity and respect. 

Although procedural. interactional, and distributive justice had initially been 

examined in isolation of each other, Brockner and Wisenfeld (1996) confirmed in over 

forty laboratory and field studies the interactive effects of the different types of justice on 

an individual's reactions to a given outcome. Following a negative outcome \vhen 

procedures are perceived to be unfair individuals are more likely to view the outcome as 

unjustified than if procedures are perceived to be fair (Bies, 1987). Cropanzano and 

Folgsr (1 991) stated that "outcomes and procedures work together to create a sense of 

injustice" (p. 136). 

Until recently, researchers focused on the extent to which levels of procedural and 

interactional justice interact separately with distributive justice to determine an 

individual's perceptions and reactions to fairness outcomes. Skarlicki and Folger (1  997) 

investigated the joint effects of these three forms of justice on organizational retaliatory 

behai*iors defined as employees' attempts to respond ro unfair treatment (Skarljcki &: 

Folger. 1997). The findings f?om their study indicated that a three-way interaction 

esisted among the three forms of organizational justice. A reIationship between 

distributive justice and retaliation was found o d y  when there was low interactional and 



procedural justice. The hvo-way interaction of distributive and procedural jusrice was 

observed only at a low level of interactional justice and the two-way interaction of 

distributive and interactional justice was observed only at low levels of procedural 

justice. In other words, levels of interactional justice moderated the need for high 

procedural justice and levels of procedural justice moderated the need for high 

interactional justice. This study also found that following low distributive justice, low 

levels of both procedural aqd interactional justice led to the most frequent reporting of 

organizational retaliatory behaviors. 

Recently, there has been an increased interest among researchers in examining 

forms of workplace retaliation directed toward unfair managers (Folger b: Baron, 1 996; 

Folger b: Skarlicki. 1999; Neuman & Baron. 1996: Robinson & Bemen. 1994; Shapiro. 

Len-icki, & Devine. 1995). -4lthough the vast majoriv of research has focused on direct. 

aggressi1.e forms of retaliation? there has been a paucity of research examining the more 

indirccr, subtle forms of retaliation that may actually be more damaging to an 

organization (Neuman & Baron. 1996). For example, following a layoff. empio?.ees ma)- 

become motivated to publicly criticize their manager or spread rumors against their 

former employer. Research has suggested that employees may be more likely to choose 

to aggress in a covert manner (e.~., spread rumors) in an attempt to avoid retaliation 

(Seuman & Baron, 1 996). Furthermore, Homans (1 96 1 ) stated that individuals' attempts 

to restore justice are ofien indirect when the target of perceived injustice is more 

powefil than an individual, as is ofien the case in employment relationships. 

Consequently, it is important to examine the conditions in which employees are likely to 
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engage in the more subtle forms of retaliation that may be detrimental to the s w i v a l  of 

an organization. 

Incorporating Accountabilitv into Fairness Theories 

Although justice theories have focused on employees' perceptions and reactions 

to negative events, they have not considered the perceptions of managerial accountabilit?.. 

.4ccountability has been defined as the duty of an individual to perform up to certain 

prescribed standards by fulfilling duties. obligations, and other societal espectations 

(Schlenker, Brin. Penningon: Murphy, & Doheny. 1991). When people are held 

accountable for their actions: they can be required to explain and justie their actions. and 

their behaviors are often judged or investigated by society. In h i s  regard. zccountability 

is viewed as the mechanism through which society judges the conduct of their members. 

Members of society evaluare and either reward or punish an individual based on rheir 

judgments of accountability (Schlenker et al., 1991). 

Jud-ments of accountability are based on three critical eiements. which make up 

the triangle model of accountability (Schlenker et al.. 1994). The level of integration of 

these elements ofien determines an actor's level of responsibility. The three elemenis 

include (a) the pr-esct-iprions or rules of conduct. (b) an individual's idenriy components 

that are relevant to the situation, and (c) the Ievel of control that an individual seemed to 

have over the occurrence of an event. The elements can be described as foIlou?s. First. 

the pr-escriprions provide an individual with information on the particular way to c q f  

out one's actions and include, for example, information on laws or moral codes of 

conduct. Thus, an individual may be held accountable when the prescriptions or rules of 



I 2  

conduct are violated. Second an individual's identi& refers to the components of one's 

identity that are relevant to a given situation (e.g., the prescriptions). The nature of the 

prescriptions make rhem applicable to some individuals and not to others. For example. 

the sick or the young can often be excused from societal obligations and expec~ations 

because it does not make sense to hold them accountable for actions in which they may 

not have anticipated or have control over. However, to the extent that an individud's 

identity can be linked to an event. inferences of accountability can be construed. h d  

finally, the evenrs refer to units of action and their outcomes and an individual can be 

held accountable if they seemed to have control over an event or an event is regarded as 

intentionally commixed. For example. a manager. by virtue of that identity. is obligated 

to treat hisher ernplols-ees in a certain prescribed manner. such as treating smplo~.ces with 

dignity and respect. md the manager can be sanctioned by society for failing to folloti- 

these prescriptions. In this view. responsibility links a manager through hisher ideizric 

to the layoff event and to the nioral codes that guide this form of conduct, or the relet-ant 

PI-esci-iprions. Thus, these three elements k c t i o n  interdependently in determining an 

individual's level of accountability. 

Similarly. to understand an individual's perceptions of social fairness. Folger (in 

press) examined the moral accountability of others' actions. Folger (in press) also 

suggested three components that are essential in determining the degree to which people 

can hold an individual morally accountable. These items include (a) whether an 

individual's conduct impacts onto others, (b) whether an individual follows the principles 

or guidelines that are used to regulate their action, and (c) whether such conduct affects 



others' well being. Following a negative event an attempt is made to detsrmille \vhed~er 

an individual could have acted otherwise. I f  others perceive that an individual couId ha\-e 

controlled the occurrence of a negative event. it is more likely that their behavior \till be 

regarded as intentional (Folger, in press). Research has found that negative acts that are 

regarded as intentionally committed are viewed as more damaging (Darle). & Huff. 

1990). In turn, the more intentional a negative act is perceived, the more harm tends ro 

be attributed toward a perceived harmdoer. Such perceptions have been sho~\.n to load to 

anributions of blame and feelings of anger (Quigely & Tedeschi. 1996). To gain a bener 

understanding of these processes. the following theoretical framework has been applied. 

Theoretical Framework 

Over the years, various theories have been developed to describe the process that 

guides an individual to determine whether or not they received a favorable ourcome. - 
Folger-s (1 987) Referent CozAtion Theory (RCT) has been applied to account for the 

interactional effects of distributive and proceduraI justice on an indix-idual 's feelings of 

resentment toward a decision-maker. Folger (1987) describes two aspects that determine 

I\-hether negative reactions occur following an outcome: (a) whether an outcome 

associated uith a decision are lower than an individual anticipated. and (b) whether the 

procedures that lead to the outcome are perceived to be unfair. 

Following a negative outcome, Folger (1 987) stated that individuals engage in a 

process of counterfactual thinking where they attempt to imagine more favorable 

ourcomes. W'hen procedures are perceived to be fair, it is difficult for individuals to 

imagine alternative outcomes (Folger, 1987). However, when procedures are percei\.ed 
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to he unfair, individuals are more likely to imagine other outcomes that could and ~ o u I d  

have happened if only the decision-maker had implemented fair procedures. For 

example, employees are more likely to perceive a negative event as unjustified if the 

procedures implemented H e  seen as unfair, such as a manager's inconsistent manner in 

implementing layoffs. 

More recently, Folger (1 993) suggested that the manner in which people are 

treated also determines their perceptions of an event. -4ccording to Folger (1993): 

decision-makers are also morally obligated to provide others with fair interpersonal 

treatment. .Although the treatment of an individual does not alter a given outcome. for 

esample, a laid-off employee is still laid off. it does reflect important aspects of a 

decision-maker's conduct that can affect whether negative reactions will follo\i?. It has 

been shown that an unfavorable outcome accompanied by improper conduct has led 

recipients to feel particularly resentfid toward a decision-maker (Forger, 1993). 

Hon-elver. by treating individuais with di-pity and respect, a decision-maker fulfiIis 

his/her moral obligation and in doing so. dissociates himself7herself from the negati\,s 

outcome. In turn, diminished feelings of resentment tend to be elicited toward a decision- 

maker. In sum, RCT suggests that the link behveen the presence of both unfair outcomes 

and unfair procedures, including poor interpersonal treatment, elicits the greatest level of 

resentment toward a decision-maker. 

Further research has indicated that certain forms of conduct allow inferences of 

intent more readily than others (Folgcr, in press). It has been suggested that the degree of 

interpersonal sensitivity shoun by a manager may provide the most direct basis for 



inferring intent (Folger, in press). A manager might not have control over a negative 

work outcome or an outcome that results from the procedures enacted; however, a 

manager often does have control over the extent to which employees are treated with 

dignity and respect. and whether clear and adequate explanations are provided to those 

affected by the decision-making process (Bies & Moag, 1986: Folger 8: Bies, 1989). 

This is consistent with previous research that has suggested that interactional justice was 

a stronger predictor of behavior than procedural or distributive justice (Greenberg. 1985: 

klikula, Petrik, & Tamer. 1 990). Although Folger (1 98 7, 1 993 1 focused on the role of 

the decision-maker. the present research will examine the role of the messenger, as 

employees are more likely to infer intent from the actions of an individual that interacts 

with an employee directly (Cropanzano & Prshar, 1999: Folger. in press). 

Parallel to Folger's ( I  987, 1993) RCT, Wciner's (1 995) attributional theor>. of 

social conduct should also assist in explaining the variability in employees' reactions to 

negative events. W'siner's (1995) attributional theory has been applied to several domains 

\vithin oreanizational - settings, including personnel selection (Belec & Row-e, 1983: 

Struthsrs. Col~vill & Perry, 1992; Tucker & Rowe, 1979): personnel decisior?-rnakir.: 

(.4shkanasy, 1995: Green & Mitchell, 1979; Struthers, UTeiner. & -4llred. 1998). and 

coworker interactions (Struthers, Miller, Boudens, & Briggs, in press). Weiner's (1 995) 

theoq- describes the process individuals engage in when making inferences about the 

causes of outcomes and how these inferences affect their jud+gments of responsibilic. 

emotions, and social interactions. Consistent with Folger's (1 987, 1993) RCT, 

individuals expect and desire both the procedures they receive and The outcomes of 



events to be favorable. Consequently, individuals are more likely to engage in causal 

attributiond thinking following unfair procedures, unfair outcomes, or both (Weiner. 

1985; Wong & Weiner, 198 1). It has been found that unexpected or negative events 

heighten an individual's sensitivity to be influenced by external cues (Brockner d: 

Wisenfeld. 1996; DeNisi, Cafferty, Meglino. 1984). Thus: when unfair outcomes are 

regarded as negative and unexpected. it increases an individual's likelihood of being 

affected by procedural information. Furthermore. individuals encounterin, a unfair 

procedures can believe that favorable outcomes are not ensured in the future. For 

instance. if a manager implements layoffs in an inconsistent manner, layoff survivors. or 

those who remain with the organization, might believe h a t  they will also encounter 

unfair procedures in the future (Brockner et al., 1994). 

-4ccording to Weiner's (1995) theory, individuals tend to search for the cause 

follo~ving a negative event. Individuals often attempt to determine whether there had 

been personal or situationa1 causality involved. It is only with personal causality that 

inferences of responsibility* can be construed. This occurs as an indi\-idual's actions arc; 

often viewed as both controllable and intentionally committed. On the other hand. 

situational factors are not regarded as controllable or intentional, and as a result. an 

indi\.idual is less likely to be held accountable for negative outcomes that are attributed to 

a given situation. Both controllability and intentionality are among the general properties 

of attributions of responsibility that influence interpersonal emotions and behaviors 

(Betancourt 8: BIair. 1992). In addition, causes inferred for negative events are also 

differentiated along the locus and stability causal dimensions. That is, incii\-iduals are 



more likely to be held accountable for negative events that are attributed to something 

about them (i-e., internal locus) that is viewed as unstable over time (e-g.. effort). In 

comparison, individuals are held less accountable for negative events that are attributed 

to events that are external to them (i-e., external locus) and stable over time (e.g., low 

socioeconomic status). 

When an individual makes inferences of responsibility for a ne, oative event. 

feelings of anger are often generated against a perceived wrongdoer (Averill, 1982. 1983; 

Frijda. 1986; Weiner. 1986). Weiner (1995) states that anger is a direct result of an 

individual's perception that a moral code has been violated, and in turn. a perceived 

wrongdoer is often held accountable for the negative event. In complement to Folger-s 

(1 986) theory. Weiner (1995) found that anger is ofien a value judgment that follows 

from the belief that another person could and should have done otherwise, such as the 

provision of fair interpersonal treatment. Furthermore, anger has been found to elicir a 

tendency to retaliate with some form of aggression to prevent the perceived harmdoer 

from continuing the unfavorable behavior (Betancourt & Blair. 1992). For esarnple. if a 

manager is perceived to be responsible for unfair interpersonal treatment. an employee 

will likel?. experience feelings of anger, which in turn can lead to an increased tmdmcy 

for an employee to engage in some form of retaliation. However, it has been shown rhzr 

0 receives information that anger can be lessened if the person undergoing that feelin, 

decreases hisher perceptions of a manager's control. As an example. layoff victims may 

transfer their feelings of anger toward a manager if they learn that the layoffs resulted 

from situational factors that had been beyond a manager's control. Thus, Weiner's (1 995) 
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theory makes clear predictions about how an employee might respond to a layoff decision 

and provide information about why the reactions occur. 

The attribution framework was chosen for several reasons. First, attributions can 

play an important role in examining what an individual will perceive as fair. and might 

also provide the reasons for the perceived unfairness. Second. attributions may provide 

an explanation for the interaction between interactional and distributive justice (Brocber 

gL IVisenfeid. 1996). That is, the attribution framework might help to explain how high 

levels of interactional justice can mitigate individuals' negative reactions following an 

unfavorable outcome. Third. organizational justice theories might be considered more 

complete by examining the role of managerial accountability in determining peoples' 

perceptions and reactions to layoff practices. And finally. while there is a great deal of 

empirical research on the justice framework in layoff contexts. there is a lack of research 

15.hich esamines the link between justice and attributions. 

Fairness and ,Accountabili~ 

There has been little empirical research that has examined the role of 

accountability with regard to individuals' perceptions of fairness. Previous research has 

suggested that individuals make inferences from the procedures and interpersond 

treatment they received from a decision-maker (Bies & Shapiro, 1987. 1988). In both 

laborator): and field studies, Bies and Shapiro (1 987, 1988) examined whether causal 

accounts or explanations provided by a decision-maker contributed to an individual's 

perception of fairness. These authors found that perceptions of fairness increased when a 

manager provided explanations for a negative outcome. It was suggested that 



esplanations contributed to the appearance of fair procedures by allowing individuals to 

determine whether the messenger had suppressed hisher biases and acted according to 

the roles of social conduct (Leventhal et d., 1980). That is, the provision of explanations 

affected fairness judgments by eliminating the perceptions of a messenger's motives or 

intentions (Bies, 1987). 

Further research by Rousseau and Anton (1 988) and Rousseau and Aquino ( 1 993) 

examined whether individuals take into account the actions or responsibilities of a 

decision-maker in determining their perceptions of faimess following a negative work 

event. Employees' perceptions of fairness with regards to job terminations have been 

esamined to determine a victim's reactions to their being laid-off. Participants were 

presented ~ v i t h  hypothetical profiles in which the levels of distributive justice and aspects 

of procedural justice pertaining to a layoff were manipulated. As well. these studies 

esamined whether espIanations for negative outcomes mitigated employees' negative 

reactions toward the decision-maker. Similar to earlier findings (Bies & Shapiro. 1987. 

1988): the authors found that providing employees with adequate explanations for 

termination decisions increased their perceptions of the fairness of the outcome and 

legitimated the actions of the decision-maker. Employees who were informed that their 

layoffs had been due to economic and technological changes had increased perceptions of 

fairness of the layoff as well as the decision-maker relative to individuals who did not 

receive esplanations for the layoffs (Rousseau & Anton, 1988. Rousseau & Aquino, 

1993). Thus, it is apparent that following negative outcomes, it is in the best interest of 

managers to provide their employees with high levels of procedural justice to increase 



both the employees' perceptions of fairness of the event as well as the decision-maker's 

actions. 

A parallel can be made between the notion of interactional justice as conceived by 

Bies (1986) and the relational approaches that include the group value model (Lind & 

Tyler, 1988) and the relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind: 1990). It has been 

suggested that all of these approaches involve what has been referred to as "dignity 

concerns", which pertain to the manner in which individuals are treated (Folger, in press I. 

More specifically, they involve concerns when one's self-identity or social status is 

perceived to be threatened. For example. when a manager provides an inadequate and/or 

insincere explanation (i-e., violation of interactional justice). employees are likely to take 

this as a sign of managerial contempt and feelings of insult may result (Folger. in press). 

This can be viewed as similar to making a person feel isolated from a g o u p  that an 

individual considers important to their identity -- a manager couId be considered to be 

i-iolating aspects of recognition if status to a group member was denied (Folger. in press ). 

This suggests that the procedures are what are considered important in determining group 

members' perceptions of fairness. Although the type of demeanor or indignit?. may vary 

from the individual to the group level, w7hich is exhibited through interactional versus 

procedural justice, it has been suggested that the underlying accountability determinants 

are similar (Folger, in press). -4s a result, it seems that as procedural justice is to the 

relational approach, accountability is to interactional justice in expIaining its underlying 

psychological mechanisms. 



The Present Research 

Although previous studies have examined employees' perceptions of a manager's 

obligations and responsibilities with regards to a negative outcome (Folger, in press; 

Rousseau & Anton, 1988; Rousseau & Aquino, 19931, research has not yet examined 

whether individuals make inferences about a manager's conduct in regards to the level of 

interpersonal treatment they receive. As previous research has suggested that 

interactional justice might be the most direct way of inferring intent (Folger. in press). 

this study can assist in explaining why studies of violations of interactional justice often 

outweigh reportings of procedural and distributive injustices (Folger. in press). 

Both Folger's (1 987, 1993) referent co-pition theory and Weiner's (1 995) 

attributional theory of social conduct can be used to explain the importancs of 

accountability in predicting an individual's perceptions and reactions to layoff practices. 

-Aspects of these theories form the bases for the present study, which examined whether 

an employee's inferences of managerial accountability predicted their perceptions of 

fairness, feelings of resentment. and retaliatory intentions. Although these theories stem 

from different areas of justice. this study will examine how aspects of RCT and 

attribution theory can be used to extend justice theories to include accountability- In 

addition, even though these theories discuss the importance of intentionality, it has never 

been measured directly (Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996). The present research extends on 

previous studies by measuring employees' perceptions of fairness as well as their 

behavioral intentions. It is important to emphasize that this study does not attempt to 

determine the relative value of the organizational justice versus attribution frameworks. 
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but rather the utility of both theories for furthering our understanding of individuals' 

perceptions and reactions following a negative outcome. In this study. the levels of 

interactional justice and accountability will be varied to examine whether respondents 

take into account these dimensions in determining their perceptions of faimess, feelings 

of resentment, and retaliatory intentions. Thus, the f o l l o w ~ g  hy~otheses will be 

examined: 

HI : Interactional justice explains si_pificant variance in predicting 

individuals' faimess perceptions, feelings of resentment and 

retaliatory intentions. 

Hz: Accountability explains significant incremental variance in 

addition to interactional justice in predicting individuals' faimess 

perceptions; feelings of resentment, and retaIiarory intentions. 

Previous research on impression management has suggested that faimess can be 

socially construed and the idea that people seek to attach the label of faimess to their 

beha\*iors has become one of the most imponant implications of impression management 

(Greenberg. 1990). In accordance with impression management theories, it has funher 

been suggested that following a negative outcome, the sensitivity or sincerity of an 

individual's actions can be inferred by the explanations provided. .4n individual's failure 

to provide an explanation for a negative outcome has been found to lead others to vie~v 

one's actions as insincere or insensitive and this insincerity can be viewed as a violation 

of a "right to know"(Greenberg, 1990): especially when it is regarded as controllable or 

intentionally committed. Research has not examined -whether perceptions of managerial 



intentionality that follow from the provision of an inadequate explanation heighten an 

individual's negative perceptions and reactions. Thus, it is predicted that under 

conditions of low interactional justice, when an inadequate explanation has been 

provided, low levels of  accountability elicit individuals to have higher perceptions of 

fairness. and lower feelings of resentment and retaliatory intentions than at high leveIs of 

accountability. That is, individuals who do not hold a manager accountable for the 

provision of an inadequate explanation will react more positively than individuals who 

hold a manager accountable for hidher actions. 

When individuals are provided with an explanation for a negative outcome that is 

perceived to be sincere, it has been shown to mitigate individuals' negative perceptions 

and behavioral outcomes (Campbell, 1999). When an explanation is perceived to be 

insincere or given in an insensitive manner, however, it has been found to increase 

perceptions of unfairness (Greenberg, 1990). Previous research has suggsstsd that this 

occurs as a rssuIt of what has been referred to as "hallow justice". This concepr refers ro 

an individual's attempt of attaining tbe benefits of being recozgized as fair to avoid 

negative reactions ~vithout actually behaving fairly (Greenberg. 1990). It is conceivable 

for an adequate explanation to mitigate nesative perceptions and behavioral reactions 

following a negative event, as long as the explanation is not perceived to be manipulative. 

If. however. the explanation is perceived as manipulative, it is likely to bacMre if 

insincerity is suspected (Liden & Mitchell, 1988). Consequently. even when individuals 

are provided wi& an adequate explanation for a negative outcome, it still must be 

construed as sincere for individuals to react positively Research has nor yet examined 



whether perceptions of intentionality that follow from the provision of an adequate 

explanation heighten an individual's positive perceptions and behavioral intentions. It is 

therefore predicted that at high levels of interactional justice, low levels of accountability 

will elicit employees to have lower perceptions of fairness and higher feelings of 

resentment and retaliatory intentions than at high levels of accountability. That is. 

individuals who regard the manager's actions as intentional will react more positively 

than individuds who do not regard the manager's actions as intentionally committed. 

Thus, the following hypotheses were examined: 

Hj: At low levels of interactional justice. low levels of accountability 

elicit employees to have higher perceptions of fairness than the high 

accountability condition. At high levels of interactional justice. lo\v 

levels of accountability elicit lower perceptions of fairness 

than the high accountability condition. 

I&: At low levels of interactional justice, low levels of accountability 

elicit empIoyces to have lower feelings of resentment than in 

the high accountability condition. At high levels of interactional 

justice, low levels of accountability elicit higher feelings of 

resentment than in the high accountability condition. 

Hj: .4t Ion; levels of interactional justice, low levels of accountabili~ 

elicit employees to have lower intentions to retaliate than in the high 

accountability condition. At high levels of interactional justice, 

Iow levels of accountability elicit higher intentions to retaliate 

than in the high accountability condition. 
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Policy-Capturing 

The present study applied a policy-capturing approach to t en  the hypotheses 

presented above. In this approach, respondents are presented with a series of decision 

situations and are required to make judgments based on multiple sources of information. 

which are often referred to as cues. Multiple profiles are generated, with the levels of the 

cues varying across the set of profiles. Ideographic regression is used to analyze the 

series of judgments made on the profiles and to determine the contribution of the cue 

information in determining an individual's judgment policy. In usins this methodology. 

one can assess the number of cues used as well as the use of nonlinear policies. 

The policy-capturing methodology is based on Brunswik's (1955) probabilistic 

functionalism theory of perception. This theory postulates that experiments should be 

representative of the natural ecology of the environment in which the behavior of interest 

occurs. As a result, careful consideration should be given to the situations sample from 

an sn\.ironment to enhance their level of generalizability (McIntyre & James. 1995). 

Researchers using thls approach are most interested in examining the different weights 

that rarers assign in making their jud-gments, as well as the reliabiliv and consistencl- 

if-ith \rhich they make their judzgnent decisions (Cooksey, 1996). 

Policy-capturing anaIyses lack an external criterion and instead focus on 

manipulating several cues concurrently to determine an individual's cue weighting system 

or judgment policy. That is, policy-capturing describes the rating policy or strategy used 

by an individual rater by examining how raters use different pieces of information in 

making judgment decisions. 



The typical policy-capturing study proceeds as follows. A rater is presented kvith 

a series of decision situations called "profiles" in which the values of the attributes, or 

"cues", are varied. The rater evaluates a number of stimuli, each of which is 

characterized by one or more dimensions, having several possible levels. Ideographic 

repression techniques are then used to examine how a rater weights and combines cue 

information in making decisions. In using this technique, the judgments are regressed 

onto the cues. The resulting regression equation represents an individual's idiosyncratic 

method of combining and weighting information. The beta coefficients indicate the 

relative weighting of the predictor elements for the rater's decisions. The multiple R's 

indicate the consistency with which the rater uses the cues from scenario to scenario. The 

coal of policy-capturing is to understand a person's decision-making policy by obsewing - 
the relationship between the predictor variables or cues and the decision-making by the 

individual (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971). This technique is typically carried out for a szt 

of raters. with weights calculated for each rater based on the same profiles. Rating 

policies can then be compared across raters. 

The policy-capturing approach has been used in a variety of  organizational 

settings. Researchers have used policy-capturing techniques to study mmagers' pay raise 

and pay allocation decisions (Deshpande & Schoderbek, 1993; Sherer, Schwab, & 

Heneman, 1987): the importance of tasks within jobs (Sanchez & Levine. 1989). 

disciplinary decisions (Klaas & Wheeler, 1990): job choice decisions (Cable & Judge. 

1994; Judge &: Bretz. 1992 Rynes & Lawler, 1983), employment interviews (Dougherty. 

Ebert, 8= Callender. 1986), and the fairness of layoff processes (Heminpay, 1998; 



Rousseau & Anton, 1988; Rousseau & Aquino, 1988). Although there have been a few 

studies that have examined organizational justice and attribution theories separately using 

a policy-capturing approach, the present study is an initial attempt to examine the 

contributions of both these theories together. 

Policy-capturing techniques seem well suited to examine what information 

employeesr use in making judgments about their manager following a negative work 

outcome. More specifically, the present study applied policy-capturing methods to: (a) 

investigate the relative contribution of managerial accountability and level of 

interpersonal treatment on raters' jud-ments, (b) examine participants' interactive policies 

in making judgments: (c) explore rater reliability and consistency across profiles. and (d) 

compare raters on various individual difference variables through exploratory analyses. 

Methods 

Participants 

Sisty-seven management students from the University of Calgary volunteered to 

complete a questionnaire examining the way employees use various types of information 

to make judgments about a manager during the process of a hypothetical layoff. Four 

participants were dropped from the analysis because of missing data. These participants 

did not provide responses for the majority of the questionnaire. The remaining 

participants consisted of Master's of Business Administration (MBA) students (n = 4 1 ) 

and business school undergraduates (n = 22). Fifty-nine percent of the participants were 

male and 4 1 % were female. Participants ranged in age fiom 2 1 to 5 1 years with an 

average age of 29 years (SD = 6.72). The majority of respondents (68%) indicated that 
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they had been in an organization where layoffs occurred. while 24% had been laid off 

themselves. In addition, 68% of the respondents indicated a minimum of two years of 

supervisory or managerial experience, and 16% of respondents had been involved in 

conducting Layoffs. This sample constituted both a group of "reasonable third parties" 

(Bok, 1978): as well as individuals with business and managerial experience. 

Participants were considered to be familiar with the task domain and the type of decisions 

they made in the profiles were considered to be con-eruent with those they have made in 

their organizations (Cooksey, 1996). 

Stimulus Materials 

Context. A layoff context was chosen because the incident was familiar to 

employees in most organizations. In addition, the context had to be sufficisntly nega~ive 

to arouse participants' sense that their manager had potentially violated a moral code of 

conduct (Boon & Sulsky. 1997). Finally. it was important that the manipulations of the 

cues of interest kvouId be possible within the selected context. 

Contextual Background Information. A contextual paragraph kvas included on the 

initial instruction form to provide respondents with background information on the 

employee and the organization (see Appendix A). It was important to provide 

participants with background information to be clear about what the participants must 

know and assume about the judgment task and the cue profiles when making their 

judgment decisions. .As well. it was important to minimize the likelihood of respondents 

engaging in their own contextual developments about the employee in the profiles 

(Cooksey, 1996). Respondents were infomed that a well-established 



telecommunications company in western Canada was undergoing restrucruring. They 

were also informed of: (a) the duration the employee had worked with the organization, 

as researchers have shown that seniority often plays a role in determining who will be 

laid-off by an organization (Rousseau & Aquino, 1993); (b) the relationships the 

employee developed in the organization; and (c) the past and present performance levels 

exhibited by the employee. In particular, it was stated that the employee worked with the 

organization for eight year period, which is considered long-term, had established 

good working relations with coworkers and management, and had received above - 
average performance reviews over the last few years. 

Respondents were asked to consider this information before engaging in the rating 

task to minimize their likelihood of attributing the layoff to the performance level of the 

employee (Rousseau & Aquino, 1988). In other words. as it was stated that the employee 

had adequately performed the tasks of the job and had developed strong working 

relations. the decision scenarios that followed reflected the termination of a satisfactory 

or competent employee. This type of employee is considered the typical case when 

layoffs or terminations are due to a decline in the demand for workers stemming from 

competition or changing technology (Rousseau & Aquino, 1993). The employee's sender 

was kept neutral and a male manager was kept constant throughout the profiles. 

Cue Selection 

Organizational justice and attribution theories were examined to determine the 

cues of interest (Bies & Moag, 1986; Folger, in press; Folger & Bies. 1989; Weiner, 

1995). Cues were identified and generated based on a group of experts consisting of 



three professors and a graduate student as well as a review of the extant literature. in 

determining the number of cues, considerations were given to raters' c o = ~ t i v e  limitations 

and the potential for information redundancy. Since research in decision-making 

suggests that combinations of three or fewer cues can lead to judgments with a high 

degree of accuracy (Cooksey, 1996; Sanchez & Levine, 1989; Slovic & Lichtenstein. 

197 1 ; UIlman & Doherty, 1984), two cues were considered suffxcient to account for most 

of the variance in the ratings in this study. In particular, dichotomous levels of 

accountability and interactional justice were manipulated in the profiIes as follows: 

Accountability. The present study focused on the moral accountability of others' 

conduct in an attempt at explaining social fairness (Folger, in press). Moral 

accountability refers to the duty of a manager to perform consistent with certain 

prescribed standards by fulfilling duties, obligations, and other socieial expectations 

(Folger, in press; SchIenker et al., 1991). The manager's actions were operationalized in 

terms of whether hisher treatment touTard the employee had been regarded as intentional 

or unintentional (Folger, in press). More specifically, high levels of accountability were 

operationalized in terms of intentional or controllable managerial conduct, whereas low 

levels of accountability were operationalized in terms of unintentional or uncontrollable 

managerial conduct. 

Interactional Justice. Ln the present study, interactional justice refers to the level 

of interpersonal treatment exhibited by a manager (Bies & Moag, 1986, Kono~.sk~.  &id 

Brockner, 1996). Low levels of interactional justice were operationalized in terms of a 
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lack of respectfL1 treatment and inadequate information provided by the manager. High 

levels of interactional justice were operationalized in terms of respectful treatment and 

adequate information provided by the manager toward the employee. 

A managerial explanation can be thought of as comprising both the content of the 

message, in terms of what the manager says. and the interpersonal conduct of the 

messenger, in terms of the manager's demeanor (e-g., Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Greenberg. 

1990). The present study focused on the provision of an explanation fiom which 

inferences of dignity and respect could be construed (Bobocel, in press; Hopkns & 

Hopkins. 1999). For example, when an employee is provided with an adequate 

explanation for a given outcome, the time and effort that is taken to do so has been shou-n 

to symbolize to employees that they are being treated with di*&ty and respect (Tyler & 

Bies. 1990). Dichotomous levels of the cue variables were generated because it u-\.as 

unrealistic for raters to comprehend additional levels and it would be difficult to create 

cue levels that described a manager's conduct as "somewhat" or "partially" intentional. or 

exemplify a manager that exhibited "some" degree of interpersonal treatment. 

Profile Generation 

Twenty hypothetical profiles were written for this study. Five of these profiles 

were randomly selected, duplicated, and randomly interspersed within the 20 profiles. 

giving a total of 25 profiles. The additional five profiles were included solely to assess - 
the degree of inua-rater reliability among responses. Ten profiles were developed for 

each cue to ensure the results of multiple regression would be stable (Kline & Sulsky. 

1995). 
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Five different situations in which the employee was informed of the layoff were 

used in creating the profiles. Various sihlations were created to enhance task app.. pal and 

to minimize respondent fatigue (Slovic & Lichtenstein, 197 1). The situations were 

created by a panel of experts consisting of three professors, an outplacement consultant- 

and a graduate student with both research and practical experience in the areas of 

orgmizational dew-izing and justice in the workplace. Counterbalancing was used to 

systematically vary the order of the conditions in the experiment to distribute the effects 

of time of testing (e.g., practice and fatigue). so they were not confounded d r h  

conditions. 

Profiles of a hypothetical layoff were created by combining the variable cues into 

descriptive paragraphs. Each profile contained a level of one cue with a level of the other 

cue var?-ing across profiles. Orthogonality was established among the cues by creating an 

equal representation of the cue combinations. The resulting 25 scenarios were 

s!~sternatically varied into three different orders and participants were randomly assigned 

to one of the three orders of the profile task. This process was carried out to minimize 

order effects and stereog-pical or standardized rating processes (Rousseau & Aquino. 

1993). By varqving the order of the different situations: it was aIso anticipated that 

participants would consider reading each scenario more carefully (Judge & Martocchio, 

1995). 

-4 pre-test was conducted to determine the participants' level of profile 

comprehension, their ease of task completion, and the duration necessary to complete 

their judgements of the profiles (Boon & Sulsky, 1997). A sample profile is shown in 

Appendix B. 
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Measures 

Perceptions of Fairness. Three items were adapted and modified from Skarlicki 

and Folger (1998) to determine participants' general perceptions of fairness. The items 

were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale. Participants were asked to indicate 

whether they felt they were treated fairlv despite the outcome (1= strongly disagree. 7 = 

strongly agree). Participants also indicated whether they felt they were treated with 

dignity and respect (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). In addition. they were 

asked to indicate whether they felt they had been treated fairlv overall (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The three items were summed to compute an o\-erdl 

fairness score for each participant by taking the mean of the three items. Higher scores 

indicated greater perceptions of fairness. The internal consistency was measured by 

Cronbach's alpha for perceptions of fairness across the 35 participants for each of the 20 

profiles. For this measure. the alphas ranged fiom -50 to -98 with an average alpha of 

.S9. 

Resentment. Three items were adapted and modified from SkarIicki and Folger ( 199s i 

to determine whether participants felt resentment toward their manager. The items n-ers 

measured using a 7-point Likert-type scale. Participants were asked to indicate whether they 

~vould feel upset (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), resentment (1 = strongl\, disagree. 

7 = strongly agree), and anger (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agreej to~vard the manager. 

The three items were summed to compute an overall resentment score for each participant b> 

taking the mean of the three items. Higher scores indicated greater feelings of resentment. The 

- - internal consistency was measured by Cronbach's alpha for feelings of resentment acrcss the fi 
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participants for each of the 20 profiles. For this measure, the alphas ranged from -8 1 to 1.00 

with an a ~ ~ e r a g e  alpha of -95. 

Retaliatory Intentions. Three items were adapted and modified from Skarlicki and 

Folger (1 998) to determine whether participants were likely to engage in organizational 

retaliatory behaviors (ORB 's). The items were measured using a 7-point Liken-rype scale. 

Participants were asked to indicate whether they were rviliing to criticize ( I  = strongly disagree. 

7 = strongly agree), protest (1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree). and voice their o ~ i n i o n  

(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), against this process. The three items were summed 

to compute an overall retaliation score for each participant by taking the mean of the three 

items. Higher scores indicated greater intentions to retaliate. The internal consistency n-as 

measured by Cronbach's alpha for retaliatory intentions across the 35 par~icipants for each of 

the 20 profiles. For this measure, the alphas ranged from .68 to -97 uith an average alpha of 

.S9. 

Manipulation Checks. Participants responded to hvo items after each profiIe that 

assessed whether they were using the interactional justice and accountability cues as intended. 

The items were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale. They were asked to indicate 

whether the manager had given them a complete and adequate explanation for the cornpan>-'s 

decision, which reflected the level of interactional justice (1 = adequate esplanation, 5 = 

inadequate explanation). They were also asked to indicate whether the manager had done all 

that he could to keep the employee informed or  had intentionalIy withheld information- which 

tapped the level of accountability (1 = did all that he could, 5 = intentionally withheld 

information). 



Locus of Control. The 16-item Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS) was 

esamined as an individual difference variable (Spector, 1988) (see Appendix C). Locus 

of control is a personality variable that has been defmed as a general expectancy thar 

outcomes in life are controlled either internally or externally (Spector, 1988). Roner 

(1 966) defmes internal locus of control as an individual's belief that they have control 

over events in their lives and external locus of control is defined as an individual's belief 

that other factors. such as luck or powerful others, determine events in their lives. Items 

on this scale include. "it takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs": 

and "promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job". The items \\.ere 

summed to compute an overall locus of control score. 

It has been suggested that people with a high internal locus of control are likel:. to 

believe that they can control outcomes in their lives. If they cannot control the event. 

they tend to consider the fairness of the processes they received in regards to the 

outcome. In comparison, individuals high on estemal locus of convol are more likely ro 

\'ie\v others as responsible for events in their lives (Shapiro et a1.. 1995: Dozier & Micrli. 

1985). Thus: it was anticipated that participants with a high ex~eemal locus of control 

~vould be more likely to hold their managers accountable for their nzgativs work 

outcomes, regardless of the level of interpersonal treatment they receive (Spector. 1988). 

Items were reverse coded where appropriate. The internal consistency as measured b\- 

Cronbach's alpha for this measure was -76. 

Neuroticism. Neuroticism was measured using one of the scales of the 

neuroticism facet of the Revised NEO PI form (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Nel;roricism 



refers to the emotional stability of an individual (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The 8-item 

Angry-hostility subscale of this facet was used to measure neuroticism (see Appendis D). 

Items on this scale include, " it takes a lot to get me mad" and "at times I haire felt bitter 

and resentful". The items were summed to create an overall neuroticism score. 

Angry-hostility was examined to determine whether there were differences 

between those who are predisposed to view things negatively or tend to possess higher 

levels of anger or resentment versus those who do not posses such dispositional 

tendencies. It was anticipated that individuals scoring high on the an-gy-hostility scale 

would be more likely to hold others accountable for their actions. In doing so, it was 

expected that these respondents would have lower perceptions of fairness and higher 

feelings of resentment and intentions to engage in retaliatory forms of behavior (Folger & 

Skarlicki. 1999). The items on the scale were reverse coded where appropriate. The 

internal consistency as measured by Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .77. 

Other Variables. Participants were asked to provide responses to six demographic items 

(see Appendix E). They were asked to indicate their age and gender. They were also asked to 

indicate the number of times they had been in an organization where layoffs have occurrsii. the 

number of times they have been laid off, the number of years of supervisory or personal 

managerial experience, and whether they had conducted any layoffs. These variables were 

chosen, as it was of interest to explore whether there were differences between pmicipants 

depending on their familiarity and experience with the task domain (Cooksey. 1996). The 

items were recoded into dichotomous variables to facilitate between-groups comparisons. 



Desim and Procedure 

The present study used a two (interactional justice: fair interpersonal treatment 

versus unfair interpersonal treatment) by two (accountability: intentional treatment versus 

unintentional treatment) within-subjects design. A policy-capturing approach was used 

to understand an individual's decision-making policy. 

Business students were solicited to participate in this study during their lecture 

periods. Participants were informed that the purpose of the study was to examine the 

perceived fairness and reactions to layoff practices. Participants were given a package of 

materials containing two copies of the consent form (see Appendix F). instructions, the 

25 hypothetical profiles rating task, a 16-item Work Locus of Control Scale (brLCS), an 

8-item angry-hostility subscale of the neuroticism facet, and six demographic response 

questions. Participants signed the informed consent form that outlined the anonymity and 

confidentiality of their responses as well as their rights to a summary- of the results. 

Participants read the instructions that accompanied the profiles rating task. The 

instructions defined the nature of the taskS the scale items, and provided contextual 

information to use for the profiles. Participants were asked to imagine themselves as the 

employee in the profiles. After reading each profile, participants were a k s d  to make 

j ~ d ~ m e n t s  about their responses to the incident as it had been described. Following the 

profiles, participants completed the Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS) and 

components of the Neuroticism facet of the Revised NEO-PI form. Participants were also 

asked to provide demographic information at the end of the questionnaire. Participants 

spent approximately 35 minutes to complete the tasks. Upon completion. A1 materials 
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were returned to the researcher and participants were debriefed on the nature of the stud).. 

In exchange for their participation, a guest lecture was given to them on either emp10~-sr- 

employee relations or decision-making in the workplace. 

Results 

Prelirninarv Andvses 

Manipulation Checks. Two 2 x 2 ANOVAs were conducted on measures of 

interactional justice and accountability for each individual to examine the effectiveness of 

the manipulations of the predictor cues. Forty-one respondents regarded the 

manipulations of interactional justice and accountability as intended. mese participants 

regarded low levels of interpersonal treatment in the low condition and hi, 4-1 Isvels of 

interpersonal treatment in the high condition. As well, participants viewed lou- Icvels of 

managerial accountability in the low condition and high levels of managerial 

accountability in the high condition. Twenty-two participants (14 MBA and eight 

management undergraduate students) failed to regard the predictor variables as inrended 

and were excluded from further analyses. This process is in accordance with previous 

policy-capturing studies that have focused on analyzing a subgroup of the total sample 

(Judge & Bretz, 1992; York, 1989). It \.as considered appropriate to discard the 

participants who were not regarding the cues as intended, as validity at the indi\.idual 

level is paramount in policy-capturing studies. A series of t-tests were run to examine 

whether demographic differences existed between the individuals who regarded the 

predictor variables as intended and those who failed to do so. No significant differences 

were found at the -05 level between these two groups. 
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Cue Interrelations. For the remaining 4 1 participants (27 MBA and 14 

management undergl-aduate students) who used the cues as intended, it was also deemed 

important to assess whether they were differentiating between the cues in making their 

judgments. However. cue intercorrelations were present with the use of subjective cue 

weightings. Intercorrelations were computed between each individual's interactional 

justice and accountability subjective cue ratings. Cue intercorrelations below -70 

indicated that individuals were differentiating betsveen the cues (Pedhazer, 1982; 

Rousseau and Aquino, 1993). Seven participants (four MBA and three management 

undergraduate students) had cue intercorrelations above .70 and were excluded from 

hrther analyses. as they were not differentiating between the cues. The remaining 35 

participants (23 MBA and 1 1 management undergraduate students) with lour to moderate 

cue intercorrelations were included in subsequent analyses. Their intercorrelations ranged 

from .O3 to .70 and averaged .47. 

'4lthough the sample size had been reduced to a modest size, previous research 

has suggested that as few as ten respondents have been shown to be an adequate number 

to draw inferences about individuals' decision-making processes (Cooksex, 1996: Slavic 

& Lichtenstein, 197 1 ). As well, the number of profiles created helped to ensure that the 

results of multiple regression would be stable, as a minimum of ten profiles were created 

for each cue (Kline & Sulsky, 1995). 

Cue Weiehting. To assess the consistency with which participants were applying 

their subjective cue weighting, point-biserial correlations were computed betsveen the 

statistical, or the manipulated cue values in the profiles, and the subjectivs cue 



weightings. The mean point-biserial correlations for interactional justice, ~ b ,  = -.77 

(note: the statistical interactional justice cue is negative as it was reverse coded) and for 

accountability, = .61 indicated that participants were fairly consistent in their 

assignment of subjective vdues. The subjective cue weightings were used in further 

analyses as they allow for more variability among participants' responses and present a 

more accurate representation of individuals' judgments than the statistical cue values 

(Cooksey. 1996: Uass & Wheeler. 1990). Furthermore, the experimenter or other 

external individuals may not perceive the dimensions in a similar manner to the 

individual (Krantz & Rode, 1984). 

Order Effects. The potential for order effects across the three different \-ersions of 

the profile task was aiso examined. A one-way AVOVA was used to test for order 

effects among the predictor and criterion measures. No significant differences \v\.ere 

found at the .O5 lewl. This indicated that there were no differences in responses among 

participants beween the three different versions of the profile task. A s  a result. 

subsequent analyses were collapsed across the three different profile ordsrings. 

Demo era~hic Information 

Participants included in the analyses consisted of MBA students (n = 24) md 

management undergraduate students (n = 1 1). No significant differences were found 

bet~veen MBA and undergraduate students at the -05 level among the predictor and 

criterion measures. Thus, the results were collapsed across the two participant groups. 

Sist>*-three percent of the participants were male and 37% were female. Participants 

ranged in age fiom 2 1 to 45 years with an average age of 29 years (SD = 6.12). The 
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majority of the participants (69%) indicated that they have been in an organization where 

layoffs have occurred, and 20% have experienced a layoff themselves. In addition, 694'. 

of the respondents indicated a minimum of two years of supervisory or managerial 

experience and 14% have conducted layoffs. 

H ~ ~ o t h e s i s  Testing 

It was hypothesized that interactional justice (HI) and accountability (Hz) would 

explain si-&?cant variance in predicting individuals' perceptions of fairness, feelings of 

resentment, and retaliatory intentions. To assess the reIative weights given to each of the 

cues and the extent to which these weights might differ in regards to the type of 

judgement considered, multiple regression analyses were carried out for each panicipant 

(Boon & Sulsky, 1997). This was performed using interactional justice and 

accountability as the predictor variables and the participants' perceptions of fairness, 

fielings of resentment- and retaliatory intentions as the criterion variables. This method 

has ofien been urilized to derermins the variance accounted for by each cue, apart from 

all the other cues (Wine & Sulshy, 1995). The standardized regression coefficients (i-r.. 

beta wighrs) for the 3 5 participants are summarized in Table 1 including their 

significance levels. These coefficients estimate the weight each participant assigned to 

each of the cues in making their jud-pent decisions. The summary statistics for the 

standardized beta weights are included in Table 2. 

Accurate descriptions of participants' policies require that the cues be statistically 

independent of one another (Ullman & Doherty, 1984). In this study. cue 

intercorrelations were present with the use of subjective cue weightings. This precluded 



Table 1 

Individual Partici~ants' Standardized Beta Weights for Each Cue 

Note: *p < -05, **p c .O 1. 

Table 1 (conrii~zretrj 



Table 1 (continued). 
1. UFair refers to the interactional justice cue for fairness. 
2. ACCFair refers to the accountability cue for fairness. 
3. IJs AFair refers to the interaction between interactional justice and accountability for fairness. 
4. IJRes refers to the interactional justice cue for resentment. 
5 .  ACCRes refers to the accountability cue for resentment. 
6. IJx.4Res refers to the interaction between interactional justice and accountability for 

resentment. 
7. IJRet refers to the interactional justice cue for retaliation. 
8. .ACCRer refers to the accountability cue for retaliation. 
9. IJx4Ret refers to the interaction term betwsen interactional justice and accountability for 

retaliation. 

Table 2 

Summarv Statistics for the Standardized Beta Weights 

Cue Mean Std Dev. Range 

1 ~ ~ a i r '  -.23 1 -17 -.634 - -344 
. A C C F ~ ~ ~ '  -.727 .11 -.942 - -.428 
1jxA4~air3 -504 -58 -.600 - -1.945 
IJR~S' '  -23 0 -13 -.049 - .603 
.ACCR~S' .738 .14 287  - -921 
1 j x ~ ~ e s ~  -.3 10 -59 -1.739 - .471 
I J R ~ ~ '  228 .15 -. 121 - -482 
. A C C R ~ ~ ~  .660 .16 .I71 - .919 
[i s . 4 ~ e r ~  -.037 .77 -3.236 - 1.392 
Note. hT = 35. - 

I .  IJFair refers to the interactional justice cue for fairness. 
2. -4CCFair refers to the accountability cue for fairness. 
3 .  Ux.4Fair refers to the interaction between interactional justice and accountability for fairness. 
4. IJRes refers to the interactional justice cue for resentment. 
5.  ACCRes refers to the accountability cue for resentment. 
6. IJsARes refers to the interaction between interactional justice and accountability for 

resentment. 
7. IJRet refers to the interactional justice cue for retaliation. 
S. ACCRet refers to the accountability cue for retaliation. 
9. Ux4Ret refers to the interaction term between interactional justice and accountability for 

retaliation. 



the direct interpretation of the standardized beta weights, which can be misleading 

indicators of cue importance under conditions of cue intercorrelations (Cooksey, 1996). 

Therefore, to test Hypotheses 1 and 2, usefulness indices (UIs)  (Darlington, 1968) Lvere 

computed for each cue to obtain estimates of the degree to which participants were 

attending to the cues in their ratings. UIs represent the unique contribution of the specific 

cues to the judgment process. To compute the UI of a cue. the cue is removed from the 

regression equation and the multiple R' is recomputed based on  the remaining cues. The 

UI of the removed cue is the drop in the proportion of variance divided by the total 

amount of variance accounted for by all cues (Seitz, 1 988). 

The statistical si-gnificmce of each UI was computed to determine the cues that 

contributed significantly to each participant's rating strategy (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). As 

shown in Table 3 and 4, the number of cues used by participants varied between 

judgments. For fairness jud-ments, accountability was a significant cue for all of t l ~ c  

rating policies. However: interactional justice contributed significantly to 14 of the 35 

rating - policies. Therefore. approximately 60% of the individuals' rating policies did not 

use the information provided in the interactional justice cue in determining judgments of 

fairness. 

For resentment jud-pents, accountability was a significant cue for 9776 of ~ ! s  

rating policies, whereas interactional justice contributed si-gpificantly to 20 of the 35 

rating policies. Therefore, approximately 3% and 43% of the rating policies did not use 

the information provided by the accountabiIity and interactional justice cues- 

respectively. 
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For retaliation intention judgments, accountability was a significant cue for 9 1% 

of the rating policies, whereas, interactional justice contributed significantly to 12 of the 

35 rating policies. Therefore, approximately 9% and 66% of the rating policies did not 

use the information provided by the accountability and interactional justice cues. 

respectively. 

Although the UIs provide relative weights of the cue iriormation that individuals 

use in their decision-making policies. they do not provide information on the direction in 

which the ratings were adjusted according to the cue information. Therefore. the signs of 

the standardized beta weights were examined (see Table I). A positive standardizsd Beta 

weight indicates that participants provided increasingly higher ratings with increasing cue 

values. A negative standardized Beta weight suggests that participants assigned lo\\-er 

ratings with increasing cue values. 

The standardized Beta weights for the ratings of fairness were in the negative 

direction for the interactional justice cue (i.e., as interactional justice was reverse codedj, 

nith the exception of three individuals with ratings in the positive direction. For the 

accountability cue, all standardized Beta weights Lvere negative. For the ratings of 

resentment, the standardized Beta weights were positive for the interactional justice and 

accountability cues, with the exception of two individuals who had negative standardized 

Beta weights for the interactional justice cue. Finally, for ratings of retaliatory intentions, 

the standardized Beta weights were positive for both the interactional justice and the 

accountability cues, with the exception of a single individual with a negative standardized 

Beta weight for the interactional justice cue. 



Table 3 

Usehlness Indices (UI's) for the Cue Variables 

SS . ULijfair' Uiaccfaii Wiijres' UIaccres4 UIij retn5 UIaccretn6 
01 .45 .54** .- 3j* .75** -26 .74* 
02 .18 .82* - 1  O* .go** .l3* .87** 
03 .39+* .61** .06* .94** . - 32** .78** 
04 -13 .86** -03 .97** .07 .93** 
05 .15** .85** -1 I* .89** .29* -71 ** 
06 -38 * * .52** .19* .8 1 ** .33** .67** 
07 -0 1 .99** -00 1 .OO** .40 -60 
08 .07** .93** .- 30** .SOfS .12* .S8** 
09 -18 .82** -10' .90** .13* .87** 
10 -07 .93** .08 .92** -15 .85** 
1 1  .32* .68** -0 1 .99** -00 1 .OO* * 
12 .04 .96** -00 1 .OO* * .14* .86** 
13 .16* .84** .07* .93** -03 .97** 
13 .69** .3 1 ** .63* .36** .55* .45* 
15 -04 .96** .IS** .85** -06 .94** 
16 -09 .91** .09 .91** -06 .93** 
17 -07 .93** .07 .93* -25 -75 * 
18 .OO 1 .OO** -00 1 -00" * .05 .95** 
19 -06 .94** .08* .92** .03 .97** 
20 .12* .88** .09** .91+* .03 .97** 
21 .04 .96** .14** .86** .04 .96** 
22 -06 .94** -08 .92** -08 .92* * 
23 -2 1 .79** .34* .66* .02 .98** 
23 .17* .83** .-- 33* .78** .13 .87** 
25 .I I* .89** .12** .88** .34 -56 
26 -00 1 .OO** -02 -98 .03 .97* 
27 .32* .68** .05* .95** -03 .97** 
28 .05 * -95 * -06 .94* .17 .83* 
29 -02 .98** -00 1 .OO* * .2 1 * .79** 
30 1 1  * .89** . I  I *  .89** -18 .s2** 
3 1 .08 .92** -25 .75* .27* .73** 
32 -07 .93** .04 .96** .13** .86** 
33 . I5** .85** -1 I** A!?** .52* -48 
34 .07 .93** .15* .85** -03 .97** 
35 .02 .98** -02 .98** .03 -97'" 

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



Table 3 (coniin~res) 
Table 3 (conrinued). . 

1 . UIij fair refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue value for fairness ratings. 
2. UIaccfair refers to the UI for the accountability cue value for fairness ratings. 
3. UIijres refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue value for resentment ratings. 
1. UIaccres refers to the UI for the accountability cue value for resentment ratings. 
5. UIijretn refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue value for retaliation ratings. 
6. UIaccretn refers to the UI for the accountability cue value for retaliation rztings. 

Table 3 

Summary of Usehlness Indices (UIs) (% of Variance Accounted for) 

Cue N* Percentages (%) Mean Std. Dev. Range 

UI ijfairl 14 40 .IS -16 -00 - -69 
UI accfair2 35 100 .85 -16 -3 1 - 1.00 
UI ijres3 20 57 -12 -12 -00 - .61 
UI accres" 34 97 -88 .12 -36 - 1 .OO 
UI ijretn' 12 31 .16 -15 -00 - -55  
UI accretn6 32 91 .83 . I  5 .45 - 1-00 

Note. N = 35. * The number of participants for whom a given cue was significant ip < .OS) 
(i.e., the number of participants using a given cue in making judgments of fairness. 
resentment, and retaliation intentions). 

I .  UIijfair refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue for fairness ratings. 
2. Ulaccfair refers to the UI for the accountability cue for fairness ratings. 
3. UIijres refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue for resentment ratings. 
4. UIaccres refers to the Ul for the accountability cue for resentment ratings. 
5. UIijretn refers to the UI for the interactional justice cue for retaliation intention ratings. 
6. UIaccretn refers to the UI for the accountability cue for retaliation intention ratings. 



Hypotheses 3 , 4 .  and 5 proposed that interactional justice and accountability 

interact to predict individuals' fairness perceptions, feelings of resentment: and retaliatory 

intentions, respectively. That is, at low levels of interactional justice, it was predicted that 

low levels of accountability would elicit higher perceptions of fairness and lower feelings 

of resentment and retaliatory intentions than at high levels of accountability. -4t high levels 

of interactional justice, it was predicted that low levels of accountability would elicit lower 

perceptions of fairness and higher feelings of resentment and retaliatory intentions than at 

high levels of accountability. 

Configural analyses were conducted for each participant to determine if they were 

using the cues in an interactive manner. The interactions were tested by calculating the 

increase in R' when the interaction terms were added to the linear components of 

interactional justice and accountability. In 26% of the cases, one or more significant 

interactive components were found within the regression equations computed for each 

individual. These judgments can be examined independently for each criterion variabIs. 

For the regression equations examining fairness jud-ments, 1 1 % of participants used an 

interactive policy for one or more of the dimensions- For the regression equations 

examining resentment ratings, 14% of the participants used an interactive policy for one 

or more of the dimensions. Finally, for the regression equations examining judgments of 

retaiiarory intentions, there were no significant interaction components found. These 

findings suggest that the majority of participants used a linear policy in maicing their 

judgments of fairness, resentment, and retaliation intentions. 



Examination of the four participants who had si-&ficant interaction components 

for fairness judgments revealed a consistent pattern. In most cases, at low levels of 

interactional justice. low levels of accountability elicited higher perceptions of fairness 

than at high levels of accountability. At high levels of interactional justice, low levels of 

accountability elicited higher perceptions of fairness than high levels of accountability. 

Of the five participants with significant interaction components for resentment 

jud-merits, four seemed to follow a consistent pattern. At low levels of interactional 

justice, low levels of accountability elicited lower feelings of resentment than high levels 

of accountability, whereas at high levels of interactiond justice, low levels of 

accountability elicited Iower feelings of resentment than at high levels of accountability. 

Taken together. the patterns for jud-ments of fairness and resentment were consistent 

\vith the predictions at low levels of interactional justice; however, these patterns \\.ere 

inconsistent with the predictions at high levels of interactional justice. 

Es~loratorv Analvses 

In addition to testing the hypotheses, it was deemed interesting to examine a 

series of questions at both the ideographic and nomothetic IeveI. Three questions guided 

subsequent analyses. The fust question looked at how consistent are people in: (a) 

applying their rating policies, (b) their jud_ments of duplicate profiles: and (c) their 

application of policies as a function of individual difference variables. The second 

question examined whether policies for weightings of interactional jusuce and 

accountability differ as a function of individual difference variables. And the third 



question examined whether rater policies differ on judgment decisions (i-e., fairness. 

resentment, and retaliatory intentions) as a function of individual difference ~~ariables. 

Prior to conducting any between-subjects analyses, Fisher's r to z transformation 

was used to standardize the multiple R values and intraclass correlations. The 

standardization of these values was required because of the violation of the normality 

assumption when correlations are not transformed (Kline & Sulsky, 1995: Tabachnick & 

FidelI. 1996). 

Judment Consistencv 

Multiple R values were generated to determine how consistently participants 

assigned wei+&ts to different cue vdues. Higher Multiple R values result when raters 

assign consistent wei&tings to the cues across the profiles (Kline & Sulsky, 1995). Table 

5 contains the multiple R values for each participant. Multiple R values for Fairness 

ranged from -70 to -97 @ = -89, SD = .07); multiple R values for Resentment ranged from 

.31 to .97 (ryi = -89, SD = -12); and multiple R valuss for Retaliation ranged from .3O to 

.93 (bJ = .82, SD = -15). In general5 participants were consistent in their ratings of the 

hypothetical profiles, as reasonable multiple R values range fkom -75 to -95 or higher 

(Cooksey, 1996). Moderate to high multiple R values also suggested that participants 

Lvere not affected by response fatigue, since they e-xhibited consistency in the factors the!, 

considered across the profiles (Judge & Martocchio, 1995; Klaas & Wheeler, 1990). 

Sis participants had one or more multiple R vaIues below -75, thus the best linear 

model for their rating strategy accounted for less than 50 percent of the variance in their 

ratings. However, these participants were included in further analyses as Ionf multiple R 



Table 5 

Individual Participants' Multiple Rs. and LntracIass Correlations (ICCs) 

SS ~ u l t i ~ l e ~ '  htraclass' ~ u l t i ~ l e R '  1ntraclaas4 ~ u l t i ~ l e ~ '  ~ntraclas$ 
(Fairness) (Fairness) (Resent) (Resent) (Retal'n) (Retal'n) 

0 f 3 2 3  .80 1 .880 2 8 8  -8 I2 -774 
0 2 -895 -59 1 .927 .622 .926 .878 
0 3 -808 .623 .93 5 .68 1 -929 .640 
03 -930 -862 .900 397  374 .797 
05 -949 -868 -923 -762 -849 -8 2 6 
0 6 .8 17 -526 .766 .775 -853 -334 
07 -695 -268 .609 1 -000 -296 . I47 
08 -973 .5 72 .962 .650 392 -5 82 
09 -895 -59 1 .927 -622 .926 -878 
10 .9 18 .927 .873 .962 .83 8 -73 0 
I I -843 -726 .913 -474 -909 -3 8 1 
12 .955 .909 .94 1 -976 -913 -590 
I3 -880 -907 .936 .66 1 -65 8 -755 
14 -956 -60 1 .790 ,630 -807 -4 10 
15 .892 .43 5 -9 74 -487 .9 1 1 -674 
I6 .93 8 .95 1 .947 -878 .943 -99 1 
17 -93 7 .977 .90 1 -97 1 .783 -793 
18 .95 1 .870 -916 -900 -865 -766 
19 .914 .95 1 -953 -893 .89 1 -978 
20 .880 .90 1 -949 -66 1 .692 -708 
2 1 ,888 .43 5 -950 -487 .9 1 8 -6 14 
22 -875 .753 .920 .685 -93 7 -709 
2; -865 .9 70 .8 12 -870 -894 -779 
24 .93 9 -928 .927 -871 -9 13 .968 
25 -88 1 .875 .913 -704 .473 -688 
26 .925 .789 338 -72 1 -5 79 -878 
27 .885 .818 .949 -996 .93 8 -94 1 
28 .952 -909 399 -988 327 .882 
29 .970 .909 -939 -988 377 -882 
30 .960 -994 -936 -974 359 .977 
3 1 -899 .913 -763 -.009 363 -725 
32 -92 1 -723 .948 -344 -93 8 .926 
33 .940 -902 -934 .89 1 .53 8 -.9 15 
34 .75 5 -3 78 356 -213 -650 -6 12 
35 -754 -192 .835 -524 .760 -45 5 

Note. N = 35. - 
1. Multiple R (fairness) refers to the multiple R value for the fairness criterion variable. 
2. Intraclass (fairness) refers to the intraclass correlation for the fairness criterion variable. 
3. MultipIe R (resent) refers to the muItiple R value for the resentment criterion variable. 
3. Intraclass (resent) refers to the intraclass correlation for the resentment criterion variable. 
5. Multiple d (retal'i) refers to the multiple R value for thk retaliation intentions criterion variable. 
6 .  Multiple R (retal'n) refers to the intraclass correlation for the retaIiation intentions variable. 



values do not indicate whether individuals are paying attention to cues as intended or 

performing a task in a careless manner. Instead, it is more likely that low multiple R 

values indicate that a raters' policy is not well modeled by a linear equation (Cooksey, 

1996). 

In addition, the participants' mean ratings and standard deviations for their 

judzgnents of fairness, feelings of resentment, and retaliatory intentions are included in 

Table 6. A visual inspection of the mean ratings of fairness = 3.35. S D  = .14)_ 

resentment (%J = 4.50. SD = .50), and retaliation intentions (rvi = 3.84. SD = -86). 

suggests that the judgment ratings were fairly consistent across respondents. 

Intrarater Axeement - 

Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC's) were also calculated for the thee  

judgment ratings by examining the extent to which participants provided similar ratings 

across the five duplicate profiles (see Table 5) .  The intraclass correlation is often used to 

assess the reliability of repeated measures (mine & Sulsky, 1995). The mean intraclass 

correlations were considered reasonable for the judgment ratings of fairness (h.L = 0.69. 

SD = 2 8 ) .  resentment = 0.70. SD = -26): and retaliation intentions (E= -76. SD = 

-1 7). 

Individual Differences Amone Consistencv and Reliabilitv Ratings - 

To examine whether there were group differences in participants' consistency and 

reliability measures, a series of t-tests were run using the standardized multiple R values 

and intraclass correlations as dependent variables and individual difference factors as the 

grouping variables. I examined whether there were consistency and reliability 
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differences among respondents in terms of whether they have conducted layoffsfs, whether 

they have been in an organization where layoffs have occurred, and their supen~isory or 

managerial experience. These factors were chosen as it was expected that there might be 

differences between participants depending on their familiarity and experience with the 

task domain (Cooksey, 1996). More specifically, it was of interest to explore ~vhether 

participants who were more familiar or experienced in the given domain would provide 

more consistent and reliable jud-ment ratings. In addition. given the increased attention 

to gender differences in the workplace (Mueller & Wallace, 1996; Phelan, 1994). it was 

of interest to explore whether participants' consistency and reliability ratings differed as a 

function of their gender. 

Only one significant group difference \\-as found among the reliability and 

consistency measures. I (33) = -2.16, p < -05. Specifically, the standardized multiple R 

values for participants' resentment who had conducted layoffs &I = 1.23) was found to be 

significantly - lower rhan for those who had not conducted layoffs (K= 1.6 1 ). Results 

shoived that there were significant group differences among the consistency measures of 

resentment. See Table 7 for the correlation matrix of the indi\~idual difference i.ariables. 

Indi~eidual Differences Among UIs 

To examine whether there were group differences in participants' assignment of 

weights to interactional justice and accountability, a series of t-tests were run using the 

usefulness indices as dependent variables and individual difference factors as the 

grouping variables. I examined whether there were differences on cue weighting 

depending on whether the respondents have been inan organization where layoffs have 



Table 7 

Correlation Matrix 
- - - - 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Gender -- 
2. Age -028 

3 .  Occur -.I16 

4. Layoff -.3 S3* 

5. Supervise -244 

6. Conduct .I35 

7. I iZCS -226 

S. Neuroticism -0 1 1 

9. Fairness -. 1 19 

10. Resentment -126 

1 1. Retaliation .073 

Note. N=35. *p c -05. **p < -01. Reliability estimates are provided in parentheses for \VLCS and 
Neuroticism along the diagonal. 

1 .  Gender is coded '1' for male and '2' for female. 
2. Age is a continuous variable. 
. Occur refers to whether the individual has been in an organization where layoffs 

have occurred and is coded '1' for no and '2' for yes. 
3.  Layoff refers to whether a layoff has been experienced and is coded '1' for no and '2' for >-es. 
5. Supemise refers to whether the individual has a minimum of hvo years of supenrisoryl managerial 

experience and is coded '1' for 0-2 years and '2' for over two years. 
6. Conduct refers to whether the individual has conducted layoffs and is coded '1' for >.ss '2' for no. 
7. \ K C S  refers to the Work Locus of Control Scaie. 
8. Neuroticism refers to the an-gy-hostility scale of the Neuroticism facet. 
9. Fairness is a criterion variable. 
10. Resentment is a criterion variable. 
1 1. Retaliation (retaliation intentions) is a criterion variable. 
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occurred and whether they have experienced a layoff. These factors were examined as it  

was espected that participants with layoff exposure would assign higher ratings to 

accountability than interactional justice, as research has shown that individuals react 

more strongly to an event that is salient to them (Brockner d Wisenfeld, 1996). 

Participants' neuroticism and locus of control scores were also examined. -4s mentioned 

previously, it was expected that respondents with high neuroticism scores and high 

external locus of control scores would assign higher weightings to accountability than 

interactional justice (Folger & Skarlicki. 1999; Shapiro et al.. 1995). I also esplored 

u-hether there were any gender differences among the LII weighrings. No significant 

results were found at the .O5 level, which indicates that participants did not differ on their 

n-eighting of interactional justice and accountability as a fimction of the individual 

characteristics examined in this study. 

Individual Differences Among Criterion Measures 

In determining whether there were any group differences in the criterion 

L-ariables, a series of t-tests were run using the criterion measures as dependent variables 

and indi\ridual difference factors as the group variables. I examined m:hethrr respondents 

differed on these measures depending on whether they have been in an organization 

~vhere layoffs have occurred and whether they have experienced a layoff. .As indicated 

above, these factors were examined as research has shown that individuals are more 

likel). to react to an event that is salient to them (Brockner & Wisenfeld, 1996). It was 

espected that respondents with layoff exposure would assi_en lower ratings of fairness and 

higher ratings of resentment and retaliatory intentions. Participants' Locus of control and 
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neuroticism scores were also examined. As mentioned above, it was expected that 

respondents with high locus of control and high neuroticism scores would react more 

negatively to the event. It was anticipated that these respondents would assign lower 

ratings of fairness and higher ratings of resentment and retaliation intentions than 

individuals with a high internal locus of control and/or a low neuroticism score (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992; Spector, 1988). 1 also explored whether there were any gender 

differences among the criterion variabIes. 

Only one significant group difference was found among the criterion measures. 

Results showed a significant difference in retaliation intentions when examining whether 

participants were in an organization where layoffs have occurred, t (33) = 2.145, < -05. 

Specifically, retaliatory intentions for individuals that have not been in an organization 

where layoffs have occurred were si-gnificantly higher = 4.27) than for those who 

have been in an organization where layoffs have occurred a= 3.64). 

Discussion 

The primary objectives of this study were fourfold: First, this study examined 

whether employees take into account a manager's conduct in addition to the Ievel of 

interpersonal treatment they receive in making judgments of fairness, resentment and 

retaliatory intentions. Second, this study examined whether raters use nonlinear policies 

in determining their perceptions and reactions to layoff practices. Third, this study 

examined the consistency and reliability of raters' decision-making policies. And finally, 

this study explored whether rater policies differ as a hnction of individual difference 



variables. The findings of this study as they relate to these objectives wilI be discussed in 

t w .  

Main Findines 

Objective 1 

Linear Rating Policies. The results of this study convey a number of interesting 

insights into the participants' rating policies. Hypothesis 1 proposed that interactional 

justice would explain significant variance in predicting individuals' perceptions of 

fairness. feelings of resentment, and retaliatory intentions. The results suggest that 

individuals take into account the level of interpersonal treatment they receive in making 

their judgment decisions. That is, individuals who were given an adequate explanation 

for the layoff were more likely to have (1) higher perceptions of fairness, (2) lower 

feelings of resentment, and (3) lower intentions to engage in retaliatory forms of behavior 

than individuals who were not given an adequate explanation for the negative event. 

These findings are consistent with previous research that has suggested that procedures. 

including interpersonal treatment, matter most when outcomes are unfair or undesirable 

(Brockner & WisenfeId, 1996; Folger, in press). Thus, it  is not surprising that high levels 

of interactiond justice were an important factor that individuals considered following a 

negative event. The results also show that participants' weighting of interactional justice 

varied across the three judgments examined in this study. More participants used 

interactional justice in making their judgments of resentment than fairness, and more 

participants used interactional justice in making their judbments of resentment than 
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retaliation intentions. These results suggest that individuals select, weight, and combine 

different contextual cues depending on the type of judgment they are making. 

Hypothesis 2 proposed that accountability would explain significant incremental 

variance in addition to interactional justice in predicting individuals' perceptions of 

fairness, feelings of resentment, and retaliatory intentions. In contrast to the findings 

reponed for interactional justice. the results show there was a pervasive tendency for 

participants to weight accountability consistently high across judgments of fairness, 

resentment, and retaliatory intentions. The results also highlight the importance of 

managerial accountability during the layoff process, which is a significant contribution of 

this study. That is, individuals who held their manager accountable were more likely to 

(1) perceive unfairness, (2) feel resentful, and (3) intend to engage in retaliatory forms of 

behavior than individuals who did not hold their manager accountable. 

These findings extend previous research that has found accountability to be an 

important dimension in which individuals evaluate negative events (Folger. in press: 

Weiner. 1995). Previous findings have shown that when individuds face an unfavorable 

or unexpected outcome, they tend to search for explanations that wiIl enable them to 

assign responsibility (Wong & Weiner, 198 1). The present study has found that a 

manager can also be held accountable for their level of conduct, regardless of whether 

they were responsible for a negative outcome. Although this explanation remains 

tentative, as range restriction was not apparent among the predictor variables, it is 

suggestive that accountability offsets interactional justice in predicting individuals' 

perceptions and reactions to layoff fairness (see Table 6). 



Taken together, these findings seggest that individuals consider the explanations 

they receive as well as the social conduct of a manager in making judgments about the 

fairness of a layoff, as well as their feelings of resentment, and intentions to engage in 

retaliatory forms of behavior. These results also suggest the need to incorporate 

accountability into the existing theories of justice (FoIger, in press). 

Obiective 2 

Interactive Rating Policies. Hypotheses 3 , 4 ,  and 5 predicted interactions between 

interactional justice and accountability as individuals formed jud-ments of fairness (H?), 

resentment (&), and retaliatory intentions (H5). By taking all of the judgements into 

account for all three criterion variables, results indicated that approximately one third of 

the participants exhibited significant interaction components in their rating policies. 

Participants who employed interactive policies did not do so consistently across 

the judgment decisions, however. For example, participants may have used an interactive 

policy in ascribing judgments of fairness, but not when making judgments of resentment 

or retaliation intentions. Through visual inspection, it was apparent that certain 

characteristics were common to the individuals with interactive policies. Of the seven 

participants using interactive policies in their rating j ~ d ~ m e n t s ,  all have been in an 

organization where layoffs occurred, dl but one have conducted layoffs and/or have not 

experienced a layoff themselves, and all but two were male respondents. Future research 

should therefore examine these individual difference variables further. 

In general, however, the majority of respondents exhibited linear rating policies. 

This finding is consistent with previous policy-capturing studies that have found linear 



forms of decision-making to be used more frequently by individuals than interactive 

policies (Cooksey, 1996). However, it is possible that respondents may still use 

interactive policies in their jud,pent decisions outside the realm of this study. In other 

words, the manner in which people make decisions in this study may or may not be 

representative of how they make decisions in "real life" (Brehrner, 1984). 

Significant interactions were found for decisions of fairness and resentment for 

some of the participants; however, there may be several reasons as to why most of the 

respondents were not using the pieces of information in a nonlinear fashion as predicted. 

One reason to account for these unexpected findings may be that participants were going 

beyond the information in the profiles in making their rating decisions. Although 

contextual information was provided to participants before engaging in the rating task, it  

is possible that respondents were engaging in their own contextual development based on 

their own previous work experiences and this could have ramifications for the types of 

decisions being made (Cooksey, 1996). Furthermore, by examining the multiple R 

values. it appears that the participants with low multipIe R values were often not using 

the cues provided. 

A second possible reason for the unexpected findings may be explained by the 

simulations or artificially construed profiles that may have eIicited different jud, =merit 

processes than those in real life. It is possible that participants used less complex policies 

in policy-capturing than they would in making real life decisions. This difference might 

be due to the respondents' inability to describe their actual thought processes (Nesbitt & 

Wilson, 1977). or due to the potential c o = ~ t i v e  limitations associated with processing 
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multiple scenarios (Rousseau & Anton, 1988). Therefore. the results of this study may 

reflect the limitations of this methodology. 

Third, the lack of expected findings might also be explained by the fact that some 

of the combinations were not equivaIent for accountability at low and high levels of 

interactional justice (see Appendix G). This may have led participants to interpret the 

cues slightly differently across the profiles and assign lower ratings than expected for the 

fairness measures and higher ratings than expected for the resentment and retaliation 

intentions measures. 

Although this study set out to exclusively examine the effects of interactional 

justice, the manner in which the employee was informed of the layoff varied between 

profiles. For example, in some profiles the employee was informed of the layoff via an 

accidental email or  through the company newsletter, whereas in others the employee was 

informed of the layoff directly from the manager. This was intended to enhance the 

interactional justice component: however, it  is possible that respondents were taking into 

account the procedures in addition to the level of interpersonal treatment they received, 

thereby possibly confounding the results. 

Another expIanation for the unexpected findings might be from the order in which 

the information was presented in the profiles. Recent research (Van den Bos, Vermunt. 

& Wilkes, 1997) has suggested that information presented first, whether procedural or 

distributive, has a greater impact on reactions than information presented later on. In the 

profiles, the negative outcome involving information about the layoff was the initial piece 

of information presented to respondents, followed by information on the interpersonal 



treatment provided by the manager, and the level of managerial accountabiIity. This 

order was considered important to provide respondents with information in a way that 

was consistent with how it is actually presented to raters in a usual course of events 

(Cooksey, 1996). 

Recent research has also suggested that when a negative outcome is considered 

salient, it might encourage a tendency to offset the effects of information that is presented 

later (Van den Bos, Vermunt, & Wilkes, 1997). More specifically, it might lead to an 

inclination to externalize blame away from oneself by reducing the perceived fairness of 

the procedures or level of interpersonal treatment, as unfavorable outcomes from a fair 

procedure implies self blame. Thus, it is possible that employees attributed blame or held 

their manager accountable whether or not they were given an adequate explanation for 

the negative outcome. 

Although this may seem plausible, it is highly unlikely for three reasons. First, 

memory demands on participants were minimal. There was no time lag between the time 

that participants read the scenarios and made their judgment decisions. Second, the 

present data cannot examine participants' cognitive patterns. This means it is not possible 

to examine whether participants read the information in the profiles in the order in which 

i t  was presented before making their judgment decisions. It is possible that participants 

re-read the contextual information in the profiles while assi,aning ratings to the jud-ment 

task. And finally, if primacy effects were present it would be more problematic because 

it would indicate that respondents were exclusively paying attention to the primary pieces 

of information in the profdes (Cooksey, 1996). From,an examination of the UIs, it is 



clear that respondents were assigning weights to both interactional justice and 

accountability in making their judgment decisions. 

Obiective 3: 

Comparing Consistencv and Reliability Ratings. The standardized multiple R 

values and intraclass correlations were examined across paxticipants to assess the 

consistency with which individuals were making their judgments of fairness, resentment, 

and retaliation intentions (see Table 5). The results suggest that the majority of 

respondents who exhibited high multiple R values also had high intraclass correlations. 

The values obtained in this study were fairly consistent with those found in other policy- 

capturing studies (Boon & Sulsky, 1997). However, approximately 10 participants for 

each jud-pent exhibited high multiple R scores but fairly low intraclass correlations. For 

example. although participants 9 and 15 exhibited multiple R scores for fairness 

judgments of -90 and 39, which indicates high consistency, they exhibited low intraclass 

correlations of .44 and -59, which reflects low intra-rater reliability. This suggests that 

participants could be fairly consistent in their ratings across profiles without being 

consistent within repeated profiles. In spite of a few cases. overall participants' 

judgments were relatively stable across all jud-pent ratings. 

Comparina Multiple R values and UIs. I also compared the multiple R ratings 

with the UI values for interactional justice and accountability across participants. It was 

interesting to note that the majority of participants maintained high multiple R values, 

even when only a single UI was statistically significant. These results suggest that 

participants attained high multiple R values whether they were using one or both of the 



cues in making their judgment decisions. Moreover, from inspection of Tables 3 and 6, 

participants with low multiple R values were the same individuals who were not using the 

cues in making their rating decisions. For example, participants 7 and 25, exhibited low 

multipie R values of .30 and .47 on measures of retaliation intentions, indicating low 

consistency, and they did not attain significant UI weightings. As a whole, these findings 

illustrate the various ways of determining when participants were most consistent and 

reliable in their ratings. 

Objective 4 

Exploratory analysis was conducted on various individual difference factors to 

examine whether respondents differed in their (a) multiple R values and intraclass 

correlations, (b) WI weightings, and (c) judgment ratings. To facilitate the interpretation 

of the findings, the individual difference variables have been grouped into three 

categories: layoff exposure. personality factors, and gender. 

Lavoff Exposure. 

I examined whether participants' consistency and reliability ratings, UT 

weightings, and judgment ratings differed as a function of whether they (a) have been in 

an organization where layoffs occurred, (b) have experienced a layoff themselves. (c) 

have had supervisory or managerial experience, and (d) have conducted layoffs. 

Consistencv and Reliabilitv Ratings. It was expected that participants who had 

been in an organization where layoffs occurred, conducted layoffs, or had 

supervisory/managerial experience would be more consistent in their judgment ratings, as 

they would be more familiar with the types of decisions being made (Brehmer & Joyce, 
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1988). Instead, there was some evidence that participants who had not conducted layoffs 

were significantly more consistent than those who had conducted layoffs in their 

weightings of the cues in forming their judgments of resentment. Although explanations 

offered for this difference should remain tentative, it is possible that individuals ivho have 

conducted layoffs have more experience to draw from and may be going beyond the cues 

and using additional information in making their rating j ~ d ~ p e n t s .  In contrast. 

participants who had not conducted layoffs have less experience to draw inferences from 

and are more likely to rely on the cue information provided in the profiles in making their 

rating jud,pents. Thus, individuals who have not conducted layoffs (i-e., less 

experience) were more consistent in their judgment ratings. 

Counter to my expectations, no other significant differences were found. 

Although speculative. an explanation for these findings is that even though many 

participants may not have had direct Iayoff exposure in their own work experiences. they 

could be familiar with the task domain more indirectly as a result of their knowledge of 

others who had experienced a Iayoff outside of their particular employment setting 

(Brehmer & Joyce, 1988). It is also possible that respondents' familiarity with the types 

of decisions being made may have resulted from their experience making judgments of 

fairness, resentment. and retaliation in other organizational contexts. 

UI Weiehtinrrs. I also examined whether there were differences reported for the 

UI weightings among individuals who have been in an organization where layoffs 

occurred and/or whether they have experienced a layoff themselves. It was anticipaied 

that these individuals would be more likely to view the layoff in a negative light 
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(Heminpay, 1998). Previous research has suggested that individuals are likely to react 

to an event that is negative or salient to them (Brockner and Wisenfeld, 1996). It was 

therefore expected that individuals who have been in a similar position would react more 

negatively to a manager's conduct, regardless of the level of interpersonal treatment they 

received. Consequently, it was expected that they would assign higher weightings to 

accountability than interactional justice in their judgments of fairness, resentment and 

retaliatory intentions. Results indicated that there were no significant differences 

between either group of participants, which suggests that participants, regardless of their 

layoff experiences, regarded the event as equally important and severe. 

Judgment Ratings. I also examined whether participants differed in their 

judgments of fairness, resentment, and retaliatory intentions as a function of their layoff 

exposure. It was anticipated that individuals with layoff exposure would consider the 

event more salient and react more negatively than respondents without Iayoff exposure 

(Brockner & Wisenfeld). There was some evidence that individuals who have not been 

in an organization where layoffs occurred had significantly higher ratings of retaliatory 

intentions than individuals who have been in an organization where layoffs have 

occurred. 

Although this finding may seem counterintuitive, there are two plausible 

explanations. First, individuals who have been in an organization where layoffs have 

occurred may be more likely to understand the processes involved and recognize that it is 

possible to overcome the negative effects of downsizing. As well, this finding seems to 

support previous research that found that individuals may be less likely to retaliate when 



the target, usually a manager, is more powerful than the employee involved (Homans, 

1961). Employees who have been in an organization where layoffs have occurred may 

have been offered other opportunities within the organization or referred to other 

companies, both of which would have been denied if they engaged in retaliation against a 

former manager or organization. Overall, it is important to note that these explanations 

are all tentative and further research should consider examining when employees would 

be more likely to engage in retaliatory forms of behavior and whether the organization or 

a manager would be the most likely target of retaliation. 

Personalitv Factors 

I examined whether participants' UT weightings of interactional justice and 

accountability. and their judgment ratings of fairness, resentment, and retaliation 

intentions differed as a function of their work locus of control (Spector, 1988) and 

neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 1992) scores. As indicated earlier. it  was expected that 

individuals with a high external locus of control score and/or a high neuroticism score 

would be more likely to hold others accountable for a negative event. Consequently. it 

was anticipated that they would assign higher weightings to accountability than 

interactional justice. As well. it  was expected that they would assign lower ratings for 

fairness judgments and higher ratings for resentment and retaliation intention judgments 

than individuals with a high internal locus of control score and/or a low neuroticism 

=bests score. Counter to my expectations, no significant differences were found. This su,, 

that individuals' responses did not differ as a function of their locus of control and 

neuroticism scores. Future research, however, should still consider examining these 



personality variables further as differences may exist when using different types of 

samples or cue variables. 

Gender 

I examined whether participants' consistency and reliability ratings, UI 

weightings, and judgment ratings differed as a fbnction of their gender. As indicated 

earlier, it was of interest to explore the possibility of gender differences given the 

increased attention to gender in the workpiace (Muelier & Wallace. 1996; Pheian. 1994). 

No significant differences were found, which suggests that individuals' responses did not 

differ as a function of their gender. Future research should continue to examine gender 

differences, as they may exist among other samples or other cue variables. For example, 

as a male manager was kept constant across all of the profiles, future research should 

consider varying the gender of the manager and examine whether gender differences exist 

among respondents. 

Theoretical impiications 

There are several important theoretical implications of this study. First. this study 

was an initial attempt to examine how aspects of Welner's (1995) attributional theory of 

social conduct and Folger's (1987; 1993) referent cognition theory complement each 

other in explaining how individuals perceive and react to layoff practices. Although 

these theories have unique aspects to them, many parallels were drawn between them in 

explaining how individuals interpret a negative event. These theories have been used to 

explain the process that an individual goes through in making sense of a negative 
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outcome and they help to explain why some individuals feel resentful following a 

negative event, whereas others do not. 

Second, previous research has suggested that organizational justice theories can 

be enriched by the incorporation of accountability (Folger, in press). This study is an 

initial attempt at extending organizational justice theories by illustrating that 

accountability is an important determinant in predicting individuals' perceptions of 

fairness, feelings of resentment, and retaliatory intentions. Future research in this area 

should take accountability into account, otherwise they risk under-specified models. 

Third, this study extends both attributional research and the study of 

Organizational Retaliatory Behaviors (ORBs) into the context of organizational 

downsizing. In doing so, this study has examined factors, including interactional justice 

and accountability, that can bring about individuals' tendency to engage in ORBS. This 

study has therefore contributed to our understanding of the role of ORBs in a layoff 

context. Future research should examine additional factors that may bring about an 

individual's tendency to engage in ORB'S. 

And finally, this study found that respondents who have conducted layoffs were 

less consistent in their resentment ratings than participants who have not conducted 

layoffs. This finding suggests that individuals' use of the cue information may differ 

depending on their previous experiences. This study also found that individuals who 

have not been in an organization where layoffs occurred had higher intentions to retaliate 

than individuals with layoff exposure. This finding illustrates that individuals without 

layoff exposure may not understand the processes invoived or the consequences of 



engaging in retaliation. These findings suggest that raters may differ in their level of 

consistency and judgment ratings depending on whether they have had layoff exposure. 

Apart from these findings, this study found that participants' ratings did not differ 

as a function of the individual difference variables. As a whole, it appears that the 

findings are not unique to a particular group of respondents, as a similar pattern of results 

emerged across most of the individual difference variables. Future research should 

consider examining other individual difference factors, as there may be other variables 

that differentiate participants' judament ratings. 

PracticaI hplications 

There are many practical implications of this study that might help improve the 

practice of management during the layoff process. First, the information from this study 

can be used to inform managers in their downsizing efforts to be cautious of the manner 

in which they treat their employees, as interactional justice may be the most direct way of 

inferring intent (Folger. in press). Furthermore, employees are often concerned that a 

manager fulfills societal expectations of appropriate social conduct. Thus, managers 

conducting - layoffs need to be aware of their conduct to help minimize employees' 

negative perceptions and behavioral reactions. 

Xn addition, it is a small cost for managers to change their behavior toward 

employees, in comparison to the larger costs that are often associated with employees' 

negative reactions to layoffs. This study found that individuals who were given an 

adequate explanation for the layoff and who did not hold a manager accountable were 

Iess likely to engage in retaliatory forms of behavior. . 
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Finally, the implementation of layoffs not only has implications for the victims, but it 

also affects the survivors who remain with an organization following a layoff (Mishra & 

Spreitzer, 1998). Research has indicated that the severity of survivors' reactions is often 

dependent on the manner in which layoffs are conducted (Kets & Balazs, 1997). Research 

has shown that organizations that treat their employees fairly during the layoff process have 

a better chance of retaining the loyalty of the surviving workers (Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998). 

Thus, it is important for managers to downsize in a humane way to maintain trusting 

relationships with those who remain following a layoff (Rousseau & Anton, 1988). 

Overall, as organizations today are increasingly implementing layoffs, "the real 

question [has become] how downsizing is done, rather than whether to downsize" 

(iMishra & Spreitzer. 1998). By treating employees fairly during the layoff process and 

following societal expectations of social conduct, managers can establish more effective 

relationships with both victims and survivors of layoffs. and in doing so. it will help to 

reduce the potential for negative perceptions and behavioral reactions. 

S trenoths and Limitations 

The present study differs from the typical policy-capturing study in various ways. 

First, it focuses on individuals' perceptions of fairness, feelings of resentment, and 

retaliatory intentions instead of a single jud,pent decision that is typical of studies using 

this methodology (Sanchez & Levine, 1989). Second, three items were used to capture 

each of the rating judgments. Thus, participants' judgments were considered to be more 

reliable than would be possible with a single item measure. And third, the judgments 

made reflect personal beliefs about just and appropriate managerial conduct. It has been 
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suggested that such judgements can provide insights to managers that would not be 

possible with other types of methodologies (Rousseau & Anton, 1988). 

There are many additional strengths that can be noted from this study. The data 

were examined at both an ideographic and nomothetic level. The ideographic approach 

involved a detailed examination of participants' responses that highlights individual 

variations in cognitive processing that would have othewise remain undetected in 

nomothetic approaches that rely exclusively on aggregate data (Boon & Sulsky, 1997; 

lMcfntyre & James, 1995). This approach also enabled comparisons to be made between 

individuals on various individual difference factors. In addition, the consistency and 

reliability with which participants made their judgment decisions was also investigated. 

And finally, the hypothetical profile task enabled the assessment of various combinations 

of the cue values and estabIished greater control than is possible with other research 

designs, such as fieId studies. 

By controlling for many sources of extraneous variation, it was possible to attain 

increased cIarity in understanding individuals' perceptions and reactions to layoffs. 

However, an increase in clarity might have lead to a decrease in experimental realism. 

which is often a concern among researchers using hypothetical vignettes (Aronson, 

Ellsworth, Carlsmith, & Gonzales, 1990; as cited in Boon & Sulsky, 1997). For example, 

the use of "paper people" in the profiles instead of the use of real people in an 

organizational setting is one such concern. It has been suggested, however, that paper 

people do not lead to considerable distortions in the policies obtained and they can be 

used to predict judgments about "real people" when the characteristics of the task are 



familiar to a rater (Brehmer & Joyce, 1988). Another potential concern involved the 

number of profiles that participants were asked to read and provide ratings to within a 

given time period. Previous research, however, has suggested that different cognitive 

processes may be evoked by a task that involves several hypothetical judgments and 

making such judgments are likely to develop stable policies in their rating judgments 

over time (Cable & Judge, 1991; Ullman & Doherty, 1984). 

A number of steps were taken to minimize the concerns of external validity. In 

this study: (1) students with prior work experience were sampled, many of whom had 

been in an organization where layoffs have occurred; (2) the experimental treatments 

were considered realistic because the cues used were derived through the use of expens 

and from a review of the relevant literature: and (3) the hypothetical decisions correspond 

to decisions made by employees in organizations (Judge & Martocchio, 1995). 

Apart from these attempts, caution should still be taken in generalizing these 

findings for the following reasons. First. the management and undersraduate business 

students sampled may not reflect the judgments of the business community in general or 

a broader population. Second, it should be noted that the intercorrelations among the 

dimensions preclude definitive statements about either the importance of each cue in the 

decision process or the number of cues really used by respondents in their ratings 

(Sanchez & Levine, 1989). This follows as the UI's are considered a rough 

approximation of the relative importance of the cue and not as an index of its exact 

weight (Ullman & Doherty, 1984). Furthermore, the UIs are not sensitive to the direction 

of the relationship between the predictor variables and the criterion. Third. as mentioned 
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earlier, it is possible that respondents were paying attention to the manner in which the 

information was conveyed (i-e., procedural justice) in making their rating decisions. As 

well, although participants were asked to imagine themselves as the employee in the 

profiles, they reflected the perspectives of third parties observers, which might also have 

implications for the results obtained. 

Future Research 

This study represented an initial attempt at examining the contributions of 

attribution theory to the organizational justice domain. Clearly, the findings suggest the 

importance of incorporating accountability to further our understanding of individuals' 

perceptions and reactions to layoff practices. Future research should consider examining 

why accountability was rated consistently high across jud-gnent ratings, whereas 

interactional justice varied between ratings of fairness, resentment, and retaliatory 

intentions. As well, future research should examine the factors that determine why some 

people use more complex policies than others and the circumstances under which they 

are likely to do so, as the data cannot answer this question. 

As the present study solely focused on the effects of interactional justice and 

accountability, future research should also consider examining how other components of 

justice interact with accountability in determining individuals' perceptions and behavioral 

intentions. It is possible that employees take into account organizational layoff policies 

and their consistent use as aspects of procedural justice in making judDgnents about the 

fairness of a layoff. In doing so, individuals might consider the conduct of the individual 

implementing such policies when making judgnents of layoff fairness and their future 



behavioral reactions. Furthermore, as this study was conducted in a laboratory 

environment, future research should consider looking toward applied settings and other 

samples to test the generalizability of the findings. 

In addition, it was possible that participants were going beyond the information 

provided in the profiles in making their judgment ratings. Future research should look to 

examine whether there are additional cues not included in this study that may be 

important determinants of layoff judaments. As mentioned earlier, it is possible that 

individuals pay attention to the manner in which they are informed of the layoff. Thus. 

future studies should examine whether individuals' perceptions and reactions to layoff 

practices differ depending on the context in which they were informed of the layoff. In 

addition. it is possible that individuals take into account whether the manager is sensitive 

to the situation of the individual who is being laid-off. For example, there may be 

different reactions toward a manager if the situation of the layoff victim is/is not taken 

into account. Other variables should therefore be examined and a pre-test can be used to 

ensure that participants are using the contextual information provided. And finally. 

future research might consider examining other individual difference variables. such as 

employees' reactions in comparison to referent others. Despite the limitations of the 

policy-capturing approach, this method has proven to be a useful tool for studying 

individuals' decision-making policies. 
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Appendix A 

Instructions 

Imagine yourself as an employee in a well-established telecommunications company in 
western Canada that employs approximately 800 workers. You have been employed by 
the organization for 8 years. During this time, you have developed good working 
relations with your coworkers and manager. Over the past few years, your performance 
reviews have indicated that your performance level with the company was above average. 
You are aware that the company is considering some economic and technological 
restructuring. 

Please read the following shon situations of the interactions between yourself as the 
employee and your manager. There are 25 descriptions in total. After each situation. you 
are asked to make a series of judgments about the situations. 

Please use the scale below to answer the following questions. Indicate the number which 
most cIoseIy represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with the sentence: 

1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = slightly disagree 
3 = neither agree not disagree 
5 = slightly agree 
6 = agree 
7 = strongly agree 

Please ask if you have any questions. 

Thank you in advance for your time. 



Appendix B 

Sample Profile 

You are waiting in your manager's ofice to discuss your concerns about the company's 
restructuring. While you are waiting, you see a memo on the desk dated three week ago. The 
memo states that your position is among those with the company that will be terminated at the 
end of the month. When you asked about the memo, your manager verifies the news but does not 
tell you any details. You found out from your coworkers that your manager had known about the 
memo for some time but had failed to inform you earlier. 

1. My manager gave me a complete 
and adequate explanation for 
the company's decision 

1 2 3 
2. My manager did all he 

could to keep me informed 
1 2 3 

My manager did not give me 
a complete and adequate 
explanation for the company's 
decision. 

4 5 
M y  manager inrentiorzally 
withheld information from me 

3 5 

The items below concern your opinion of this event. 
Circle one of the numbers for each of the following items. 

1 - 3 3 4 5 
strongly disagree disagree neither agree slightly 
disagree slightly nor disagree agree 

If this were me, I would feel, ... 
3. I was treated fairly despite the outcome. 
3. anger toward my manager. 
5. resentment toward my manager. 
6. my manager treated me with digniry and respect. 
7 .  iipset toward my manager. 
8. overall, that I was treated fairly by my manager 

6 7 
agree strongly 

agree 

Here are some possible actions that you might take toward your manager. 
Please consider each of them independently. 
9. If this were me, I would criticize the way the situation was handled by 

my manager (e-g., publicly criticize the manager, write a letter to the 
organization, etc.). 

strongly 
disagree 

1 2  
1 2  
I 2  
1 2  
1 2  
1 2  

neura l  suongi y 
agree 

3 1 5 6 7  
3 4 5 6 7  
3 4 5 6 7  
3 3 5 6 7  
3 3 5 6 7  
3 4 5 6 7  

10. If this were me, I would voice my opinion against the way my manager 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
handled the process (e.g., speak to my manager, speak to my manaser's 
supervisor, speak to coworkers, etc.). 

I 1. If this were me. I would protest against the way my manager handled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
the process (e.g.. speak poorly of my company to others. spread rumors, etc.). 



Appendix C 

Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS) 

Please answer the following questions. 

Use the scale below to answer the following questions. Circle the number after 
each sentence that most closely represents the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with the sentence. 

1 = disagree very much 
2 = disagree moderately 
3 = disagree slightly 
4 = agree slightly 
5 = agree moderateIy 
6 = agree very much 

d i s a p e  very agree very 
much much 

1. A job is what you make of it. (R) 1 2 3 3 5 6  
3. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever 1 2 3 3 5 6  

they set out to accomplish. (R) 
3. If you know what you want out of a job, you can find a job that 1 2 3 3 5 6  

gives it to you. (R) 
4. If employees are unhappy with a decision made by their boss. they 1 2 3 1 5 6 

should do something about it. (R) 
5 Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck. 1 2 3 1 5 6  
6. Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune. 1 2 3 3 5 6  
7. lMost people are capable of doing their job well if they 

make the effort. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6  
8. In order to get a really good job you need to have family members or 1 2 3 4 5 6 

friends in high places. 
9. Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
10 When it comes to landing a really good job, who you know is more 1 2 3 4 5 6 

important than what you know. 
1 I .  Promotions are given to employees who perform well on the job. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. To make a lo: of money you have to know the right people. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
13. It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
13. People who perform their jobs well generally get rewarded for it. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. Most employees have more influence on their supervisors than they 1 2 3 4 5 6 

think they do. (R) 
16. The main difference between people who make a lot of money 1 2 3 4 5 6  

and people who make a little monev is luck. - - 4 

Note. (R) indicates reverse coded items. 



Appendix D 

Neuroticism Facet of the Revised NEO PI Form 

Read each statement carefully. For each statement circle the response that best 
represents your opini- 

CircIe SD if you strongly agree or the statement is definitely false. 
Circle D if you disagree or the statement is mostly false. 
Circle N if you are neutral on the statement. you cannot decide, or the statement 

is about equally true and false. 
Circle A if you agree or the statement is mostly true. 
CircIe SA if you strongiy agree or the statement is definitely true. 

1. I often get angry at the way people treat me. 
2. I'm an even-tempered person. (R) 
3. 1 am known as hot-blooded & quick tempered. 
4. I am not considered a touchy or temperamental person. (R) 
5.  I often get disgusted with people I have to deal with. 
6. It takes a lot to get me mad. (R) 
7.  At times I have felt bitter and resentful. 
8. Even minor annoyances can be frustrating to me. 

- - - - -- -- -- 

Note. (R) indicates reverse coded items. 



Appendix E 

Individual Difference Variables 

Please complete the followinp auestions: 

1. Gender M- F- 

2. Age - 
3 .  What is the number of times you have been in an organization where layoffs have 

occurred? 0 I 2 3 3+- 

4. What is the number of times you have been laid off? 0- 1- 2- 3- 3+- 

5. Years of supervisory or personal management experience- 

6. Have you ever had to lay off employees? Yes- No 



Appendix F 

CONSENT FORM 

Research Project Title: The Role of Accountability in Determining Layoff Victims' Perceptions of 
Fairness. LeveIs of Resenunent and Retaliatory Intentions: 
A Policy-Capturing Approach. 

Investigator: Deborah Miller 

This consent form. a copy of which has been given to you, IS only part of the process of informed consent. 
It should zive you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation will invoi\.e. If 
you would like more detail about something mentioned here. or information not included here. please ask. 
Please take the time to read this form carefully and to understand any accompanying information, 

The purpose of this research is twofold. The first objective is to determine whether judgments of 
managerial accountability predict an employee's perceptions of fairness- The second objective is to 
examine whether these perceptions predict an employee's level of resentment and retaliatory intentions. 
.4ccountability refers to whether the treatment of the employee by the manager is regarded as intentional or 
accidental. 

You will be asked to imagine yo~rself as an employee of an organization and read short siruations (one 
paragraph) of the interactions between you (as the employee) and your manager. There are 25 descriptions 
in total. Xfter each situation, you will be asked to make a series of judgments about the situations. AS 
~vell, you will bc asked to complete 1 short personality questionnaires and provide demosraphic 
information. I t  is expected that the entire study wilI rake approximately 35 minutes to complete. 

Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood to your sacisfaction the information 
regarding participation in the research project and agree to participate. In no way does this waive your legal 
rights nor release the investigators. sponsors. or involved institutions from their legal and professional 
responsibilities. You are free to not answer specific items or questions in interviews or on questionnaires. 
You are free to withdraw from the study at any time without pcnalry. Your continued parricipation should 
be as informed as your initial consent. so you should feel free to ask for clarification or new information 
throughout your participation. If you have further questions concerning matters related to this research. 
please contact: Deborah Miller (403) 220-8930 at the University of Calgary. 

If you have any questions concerning your participation in this project, you may also contact the 
Psychology Department Ethics Committee (T.B. Rosers: A255B: 220-6378; ernail tbroners@ucaloarv.ca). 

Participant 

Investigator 

Date 

Date 

.4 copy of this consent form has been given to you to keep for your records and reference. This research has 
the ethical approval of the University of Calgary. 

If you \vish a copy of the results of this study please indicate this by providing your name and address or 
fax number beIow: 



Appendix G 

Sample Profiles 

Memo Context 

1. You are waiting in your manager's office to discuss your concerns about the 
company's restructuring. While you are waiting, you see a memo on the desk dated 
three weeks ago. The memo states that your position is among those with the 
company that will be terminated at the end of the month. When you asked about the 
memo, your manager verifies the news but does not tell you any details. You found 
out from your coworkers that your manager had known about the memo but was 
directed by top management to keep the news from you until today. [L-L] 

2. You are waiting in your manager's office to discuss your concerns about the 
company's restructuring. While you are waiting. you see a memo on the desk dated 
three weeks ago. The memo states that your position is among those with the 
company that will be terminated at the end of the month. When you asked about the 
memo. your manager verifies the news but does not teli you any details. You found 
out from your coworkers that your manager had known about the memo for some 
time but had failed to inform you earlier. [L-HI 

3. You are waiting in your manager's office to discuss your concerns about the 
company's restructuring. While you are waiting, you see a memo on the desk dated 
three w e e k  ago. The memo states that your position is among those with the 
company that will be terminated at the end of the month. When you asked about the 
memo. your manager took the time to answer your questions and concerns. You 
found out from your coworkers that your manager had known about the memo but 
was directed by top management to keep the news from you until today. [H-L] 

4. You are waiting in your manager's office to discuss your concerns about the 
company's restructuring. While you are waiting, you see a memo on the desk dated 
three weeks ago. The memo states that your position is among those with the 
company that will be terminated at the end of the month. When you asked about the 
memo, your manager took the time to answer your questions and concerns. You 
found out from your coworkers that your manager had known about the memo for 
some time but had failed to inform you earlier. [H-H] 



Appendix G (continued) 

Accidental E-mail Context 

1. Your manager informs you in person that your position with the company will be 
terminated as a result of the company's restructuring. Your manaser however, did 
not apologize for this situation or take the time to listen to your questions and 
concerns. Earlier that day. an e-mail was accidentally sent to you from the CEO of 
the company to inform your manager to notify you of your layoff and not disclose a 
lot of details. [L-L] 

2. Your manager informs you in person that your position with the company will be 
teminated as a result of the company's restructuring. Your manager however. did 
not apologize for this situation or take the time to listen to your questions and 
concerns. Earlier that day, an e-mail was accidentally sent to you from the CEO of 
the company to inform your manager to be sensitive to you when delivering this 
information. [L-HI 

3. Your manager informs you in person that your position with the company wilI be 
terminated as a result of the company's restructuring. Your manager apologized for 
this unfortunate circumstance and took the time to listen to your question and 
concerns. Earlier that day. an e-mail was accidentally sent to you from the CEO of 
the company to your manager to notify you of your layoff and not disclose a lot of 
details. [H-L] 

4. Your manager informs you in person that your position with the company will be 
terminated as a result of the company's restructuring. Your manager apologized for 
this unfortunate circumstance and took the time to listen to your question and 
concerns. Earlier that day, an e-mail was accidentally sent to you from the CEO of 
the company to inform your manager to be sensitive to you when delivering this 
information. [H-HI 




