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“Just as ancient peoples needathove all, a common faith to live by, so
we need justice

Durkheim (1930/1998, p. 382)

“Justice’, as we shall use the term, means thévagbrocess of
remedying or preventing that which would arousedtese of injustice”

Cahn (1949, p. 13)
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The three studies that are presented in chaptezsahd 4 and the conceptual model
that is proposed in chapter 3 of this dissertadom the main pieces of a global research
program that tries to give answers to the questlmw and why do managers correct
injustice in the workplace?’As such, they have already been presented atnatienal
conferences, and been published or about to baspell in French- and English- speaking

international journals (see Appendix B).
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GENERAL ABSTRACT

Traditional organizational justice research hasudoented the impact (in)justice
perceptions have on a host of employees’ attitashesbehaviors. This perspective has been
named thereactive perspectiveof organizational justice. Other works show what a
organization has to do to be considered as behawiagust way. This orientation has been
called theproactive orientatiorof organizational justice. Proactive justice sasdare scarcer
especially concerning the way supervisors manage gubordinates’ justice perceptions.
Given the impact managers have on their subordiratevork, in this dissertation | attempt to
better understand the dynamics of their just arjdsifehaviors.

Reactive justice studies have well documented tifleence managers have in the
shaping of their subordinates’ perceptions. Manabare the power tworrectorganizational
injustices at work. In particular, a robust findirggthat a manager behaving interactionally
fairly can compensate for unjust formal procedwaed unfair reward allocations. However,
to the best of my knowledge, no study has spedtlficavestigated theseorrective justice
behaviors of the managefom a proactive point of view. Thus, | aim to umstand ‘How
and why do managers correct injustice at wofrkP address this global question in four
complementary ways.

In a first study, | investigated the antecedentsmainagers’ tendency not to use
interactional corrective justice behaviors. Intéi@tal justice perceptions concern the extent
to which employees feel they have been treated patliteness, respect, and compassion
(interpersonal justice) and whether they believeythave received adequate, timely, and
personalized explanations (informational justic€iven the positive effects of both
interpersonal and informational facets of intei@adl justice, it is puzzling that managers

often, when they have to announce a decision tieat know will have a negative and / or
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unfair impact on their subordinates, distance thewes and act in interactionally unjust ways
— a phenomenon referred to as the “Churchill effedy first study tested this Churchill
effect and distinguished its interpersonal and rimftional dynamics. | conducted an
experiment (n=118) that showed that on the one hla@dnformational injustice component
was linked to situational factors (managers avoigethg explanations when they view the
situation itself as being unjust). On the otherdyahe interpersonal component was predicted
by interindividual factors (managers behaved uhjubly avoiding showing politeness,
respect, and compassion when they lacked adequzite sompetencies).

Thus, the results confirmed the existence of thar€Hill effect, showing that the
more unjust the managers found a situation, the li&sly were they to correct it, using
informational justice. Moreover, the less asserthve managers, the less likely were they to
correct the injustice using interpersonal justiBesides, manager’s identification with their
firm had a negative impact on their interpersonatl anformational justice behaviors.
Identification also had a moderating effect on ridlationship between managers’ procedural
justice judgments and their informational justiceh&viors so that this relationship was
stronger for high identifiers. However, the exparithalso showed that managers might use
other kinds of corrective justice strategies tharriactional justice behaviors.

| conducted a second exploratory study (n=35) émiifly managers’ other corrective
justice strategies. This study helped reveal atbfne unstudied strategy to correct injustice
at work. This strategy consisted of allocating stimmg extra, belonging to the company, not
for its formal or intended use, to restore justitm example, managers might distribute
benefits such as free time, personal use of equipre&tra training or bonuses to victims of
injustice). It occurred “under the radar” (withaabre senior managers’ or other employees’

knowledge). Thus, | labelled this strategyiavisible remediestrategy.
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In this second study | compared this strategy ¢odtitner managerial corrective justice
strategies that emerged from the data. Managers mere likely to use invisible remedies to
compensate for organizational distributive injussi¢hat resulted from the deficiencies in the
formal reward system (i.e. lack of bonuses and ipaseases, low salaries, promotions that
were refused...) rather than to correct other tygesjastices. They were more likely to react
in this way when injustices violated their sense@dity rather than their sense of equality or
need. Finally, their primary motivation appeared#oto restore justice in the workplace even
if they knew that these attempts mainly mitigategative reactions in the short run without
fundamentally solving any real source of injustit¢he long run.

In order to better understand this invisible cotivee justice strategy, | built a
conceptual model linking the organizational justiterature and sociological studies about
organizational theft. This work allowed me to malesearch propositions concerning the
forms invisible remedies might take in the workglaand the conditions under which
managers are most likely to use them. In particulgrroposed that the more important
morality is for a manager, the more likely he oe $ to use invisible remedies to correct a
work injustice.

| labeledRobin Hoodisnthe use of this strategy by the managers an&tien Hood
effect the impact invisible remedies can have on empkysabsequent behaviors. This
impact was proposed to be favorable for the managerunfavorable for the firm. Further, |
proposed that invisible remedies can reduce thativegreactions resulting from distributive,
procedural and interactional injustices due torthbility to address employees’ instrumental,
relational and moral motives.

Finally, in a scenario study (n=187) preliminaryaqtitative support was found for
aspects of the proposed model, namely the impataricdistributive and interpersonal

injustices and of managers’ moral identity in potidg the managers’ allocation of invisible

10
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remedies. The research showed that an interacitwelen distributive and interpersonal
injustice experienced by a subordinate predictethagars’ Robin Hoodism, and that the
moral identity of managers moderated this intecsctiManagers who were low moral
identifiers did behave as modern organizationaliRétoods to correct either distributive or
interpersonal injustices experienced by their sdinates. However, only managers who were
high moral identifiers corrected interpersonal stices in this way even at a high level of

distributive justice.

11
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

G.1.1. ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE RESEARCH

The favorability of a promotion decision is a siggant predictor of the recipient’s
organizational commitment and intention to quithtigafter the allocation. But the justice
judgment about this outcome, or about the procedbe¢ was followed to attain it,
significantly predicts organizational commitmentrnover and job satisfaction not only
during this short-term post-allocation phase bgb adeforethe decision andne year later
(Ambrose & Cropanzano, 2003). “The traditional ek in organizational justice work has
been on [such] demonstrations of the basic jugtitenomena” (Blader & Tyler, 2005, p
331).

As an introductory definition, | propose that whedividuals assess the fairness of an
event at work, they are evaluating whether or hist évent is morally appropriate or ethically
proper (Cropanzano, Ste& Nadisic, 2008). Since Adams’ seminal article (Adarh965)
organizational justice research shows that fairnesdters for many people in many
situations. His equity theory proposed that, tosbee that they're treated fairly, people
sometimes even accept to have their own outconvesréal (Adams, 1963). With regard to
the fairness of the procedures and social intemastiresearch has also shown a “fair process
effect” (Folger, Rosenfield, Grove & Corkran, 1978)focuses on the “positive effect that
people’s procedural fairness perceptions have em fubsequent reactions” (Van den Bos,
2005, p. 274). This fair process effect is arguab&/most replicated and robust finding in the

literature on organizational justice and one of test frequently observed phenomena and

! As is usual in the organizational justice literatu use the two terms justice and fairness ihtengeably.

13
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among the basic principles in the organizationahaveor and management literature
(Greenberg, 2000).

As for managers who are in a proactive positionjctvimeans that they allocate
working means and rewards to their subordinatesicgl matters too. In a case vignette study
on managers who had to make bonus allocationsast pvoved that justice motives per se
figure prominently in the way managers resolvectmn problems (Meindl, 1989). Finally,
third-party observers can also react to violatiohgustice: numerous customers who were
made aware of a report on Nike’s employment prastimn Third World countries, which
showed that employees had quite often been phiysi@atl sexually abused, withdrew their
support from the company. As a result, Nike’s sdiesreased and its stock prices went down
significantly (Ellard & Skarlicki, 2002).

Employees’ justice judgments have been traditignstildied in organizational justice
research in situations in which an authority figarekes some sort of decision that impacts
one or more members of a collective. This is whstige is “almost always examined in a
hierarchical decision-making context” (Colquitt, €@nberg, & Scott, 2005, p. 595). The
underlying model that researchers have in ming ikbows: a supervisor allocates resources
to subordinates. This allocation conforms with sadigributive rule, generally the equity
rule, and is a result of a formal procedure, thebgbe assess in order to assure that this
procedure is fair. When the allocation is concketelade and communicated, a social
interaction occurs between the supervisors andr teeiployees. It is then that the
interpersonal and informational characteristic$hts social process make the employees feel
interpersonally and informationally more or lesslyareated.

Four types of justice judgments exist. First, ergp makedistributive justice
judgmentswhen receiving rewards in excharfge the work they have done. These rewards,

whether they are constituted by pay, bonus, benadit other, can be considered as
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“distributive justice antecedents” that affect mgrtons of distributive justice (Ambrose &
Arnaud, 2005, p. 66). The judgment itself followsmachanism based on the contribution (or
equity) rule (Adams, 1965). That is the employessudate a ratio of the amount they receive
and the inputs they make and then compare thesopal ratio to a referent other. The
employees feel that they are treated with fairnedisey find that the two ratios are equal.
Employees can react positively even if their outeasmunfavorable, provided that their inputs
have been correspondingly reduced, or, if theiniafave remained stable, provided that the
referent person’s ratio remains similar.

People also makerocedural justice judgmentst is generally assumed that there are
seven antecedents to procedural justice (Ambrogenfaud, 2005, p. 66; Thibaut & Walker
1975, 1978; Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal, Karuza &, Fi980; Colquitt, 2001): the
opportunity to express one’s views, the opportutothave some influence on the outcomes,
the consistency with which the procedure is applied suppression of bias in the decision
making process, the accuracy of the informatiorddse the decision, the right to appeal the
outcome and lastly the ethicality of the procedureese antecedents are deemed second
order antecedents: it is when they receive outcogeh as pay or bonuses... (which are first
order antecedents) that the employees make theaegural judgment. When these seven
antecedents are present, employees feel that tbeequre is fairer than when these
antecedents are absent. However, there could be sarration in the number of procedural
justice antecedents. In this respect, there has éeearning that procedural justice must not
be assimilated to its antecedents (Mikula, 2008, & lot of studies have proved that these
seven antecedents are relevant to many allocasindssituations (Colquitt, 2001, Jouglard-
Trischler & Steiner, 2005).

A last aspect of justice concerns interactionatiges(Bies & Moag, 1986) — the

perceived fairness of a supervisor's treatment, ciwhconsists of two dimensions:
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interpersonal and informational justice judgmeni&reenberg, 1993a; Colquitt, 2001).
Employees who experience an interaction with ahaity try to determine its informational
fairness, by seeing if the following five antecedeare present. candid communication,
thorough explanations, reasonable explanationselyincommunication and personalized
communication. They make their interpersonal jesfiedgment by seeing if four further
antecedents are present: politeness, dignifiedntes#, respect, and absence of improper
remarks and comments.

Note that some conceptualizations of justice (foareple the group-oriented
conceptualizatiorfs of justice) consider only two global justice judgments: thetijes
judgment about the allocation and the justice jueigihmabout the process, which is often
simply called procedure, in a broad sense (i.ecompassing both the judgment regarding
formal procedures and the judgment regarding in&brmterpersonal and informational
justice). This view acknowledges that the procelduméerpersonal and informational justice

judgments are closer to each other than to thellisve justice judgment (see table 1).

TABLE 1:

Correlations between the Different Types of Justice
Corrected Distributive | Procedural justice Interpersonal | Informational
population justice (in a strict sense) | justice justice
correlations
Distributive justice 57 42 46
Procedural justice .63 .58
(in a strict sense)
Interpersonal .66

justice

Adapted from Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter & [§01)

2 The group-value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988), thdat®nal model (Tyler & Lind, 1992) and the group
engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2003).
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Gl.2. THE IMPACT OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE AT WORK

Why is it important to study justice judgments? Boganizational justice researchers
the answer is usually: because of their strongceffat work. A large body of research has
shown that more favorable effects result when eggas feel justly treated versus when they
feel unjustly treated (Colquitt, Conlon, Wessonrt®o& Ng, 2001). Two positive effects of
justice can be distinguished, according to the nyge of justice considered: the fair process
effect and the fair distributive effect.

The fair process effector the positive effect that a fair procé$ms on recipient’s
subsequent attitudes and behaviors, is now a wellhtiented phenomenon (Folger et al.,
1979; Greenberg 2000, Van den Bos, 2005). It hasstl become the standard on which one
evaluates the interest of organizational justiceeaech. Along the same lines, before the
introduction of procedural justice (Thibaut & Waltkel975, 1978; Leventhal, 1980;
Leventhal et al., 1980; Greenberg & Folger, 1988pther important effect had been proved:
the positive effect that distributive justice hassubsequent attitudes and behaviors (Adams,
1965) labelled théair distribution effect This effect has been pointed out only recentipdL
& van den Bos, 2002; Skitka, Winquist, & Hutchins@803, van den Bos, Vermunt, &
Wilke, 1997). Notice that the fair process effentahe fair distributive effect pertain to
recipients’ (or observers’) positive reactions aisis the allocator, who is in an
organizational context, a manager or the firm.

However, whatever the interactional, proceduratistributive nature of the justice
effect, its importance is not fully accounted farlang as one considers it without reference
to its context. It has been stated that the efigcitself is “obvious — indeed, mundane”

(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 2005, p. 527). There isofimer important and robust finding in the

® Which may correspond to the fairness of a formatedure or the fairness of an informal interactamd its
interpersonal and informational components).

17



The fair hand of managers

organizational justice literature: thateractive effect which refers to the tendency for
outcome favorability to interact with procedurairfiess or interactional fairness to influence
employees’ work attitudes and behaviors. Mainly,takes the following form: “High
procedural fairness reduce[s] the effect of outcdawerability on employees’ support for
decisions, decision makers, and organizationstiveléo when procedural fairness [is] low.”
(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 2005, p. 526). When emp&syexperience a negative outcome, if
the procedure or the interaction is fair, thens thill mitigate their negative attitudes and
behaviors. A similar interactive effect with respéx outcome favorability and distributive
justice, was found in experiments (van den Bosl.etl897; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002).
Whatever the kind of justice considered, the welttdmented interactive effect shows that
fairness can mitigate negative reactions that ctmllow a negative outcome.

Three integrative theories of organizational justibave tried to explain the
mechanisms by which justice judgments impact altisuand behaviors, i.e. the fair process
and fair distribution effects (Colquitt, Greenb&gZapata-Phelan, 2005). Each explanation
gives a different account for why people react songly to justice and injustice in the
workplace. Thegroup-oriented conceptualizations of justisaggest that justice is valued
because it indicates a full membership in the wgrdup and hence helps employees to foster
self-esteem (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992yler & Blader, 2000, 2003}-airness
Theoryrelates the unfavorable event to an identifialolerse of responsibility (for example
the supervisor or the organization as a whole).sThuhen people process their “would”
(would | have been better off if the event thatreatly impacts me had not happened?),
“could” (could the managers responsible of thidestaf fact have acted differently?) and
“should” (should they have behaved differently?igments, their justice judgment is

critically useful. It gives employees clear infortioa about whom to blame for their negative
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outcomes (Folger & Cropanzano, 2001). Finally, fbe heuristic conceptualizatiofis
procedural or interactional justice may be the hafsihe whole justice judgment for people
who do not have enough information to process ttiisiributive justice judgment about an
outcome they receive (Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & der&d”ark, 1993; van den Bos, Vermunt,
& Wilke, 1997; Lind, 2001), the reverse also holg&ople use their distributive justice
judgments as a cue to assess their global justdgment when they lack information about
the process. More generally, employees’ justicajuent’s role is important as it reassures
them and allows them to cope with stressful ungeg#uations (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002;
Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).

All three theories help explain the interactioneetfbetween the favorability of the
outcome and justice. For the group-oriented con@jzations, justice reduces the effect of
short-term outcome valence because employees gigee nmportance to long-term
relationships. For Fairness Theory, the interacteiationship is due to the fact that high
justice means that there is no one to blame aneftive no injustice, thus no antagonistic
reactions, even in presence of an unfavorable evamtheuristic conceptualizations, when
receiving a negative outcome, people may feel daiceasind they may fear being in a out-of-
control condition. Depending on which informatios available, individuals process their
distributive, procedural or interactional justicedgment. If the outcome, procedure or
interaction is seen as fair, this makes peoplekthine situation is stable and under control.
This reassures them and helps them to accept gative outcome.

Thus, justice is important because it has faveraflects on employees’ behaviors at
work through the fair process effect and the fastribution effect. Justice is especially
important when outcomes are negative, a phenomémomvn as the interactive effect

between outcome favorability and fairness. Jusicaiso important because its absence can

* Fairness Heuristic Theory (Lind, Kulik, Ambrose,d® Vera Park, 1993; Van den Bos, Vermunt, & Wilke,
1997; Lind, 2001) and Uncertainty Management Thehipd & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind,
2002).
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have deleterious effects at work. According to ©anlMeyer, and Nowakowski (2005),
people can react to injustice at work in threeedéht ways. They can decrease their “good”
behaviors (like organizational citizenship behasjacompliance, or performance), increase
their “bad” reactions (absenteeism, turnover, aylewt), or even start to behave in “ugly”
ways (by sabotaging or implementing organizatioatdliatory behaviors).

Finally, one robust and intriguing result of jastiresearch is that the different types of
justice not only interact with outcome favorabilityit also the one with the other. Scholars
have found that the justice judgment regardingpioeess (the formal procedure as well as
the informal interaction) interacts with distribegi justice (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996).
Specifically, unfavorable reactions are stronges$tenv both forms of fairness are low,
Negative responses are greatly reduced when obetlrof procedures or outcome is judged
as fair. Thus, by being interactionally just a ngeracan mitigate unfavorable reactions that
could arise due to unfair outcomes. However, aslll show in chapter 1, managers are
unlikely to behave interpersonally fairly when tHegve to implement and announce an unfair
decision.

The three integrative theories of justice have psgpl an explanation to account for
this interactive effect between the fairness ofigribution and the fairness of a process
(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 2005). First, for the réatl models of justice when authorities are
procedurally just, employees give less importanctn¢e fairness of their short term outcomes
and remain confident that in the long run, theteiasts will be fairly taken into account by
their managers. Second, according to Fairness yhalger & Cropanzano, 2001), the
effect of outcome fairness on employees’ reactag®ends on the degree to which they hold
the decision maker accountable for the decisiofaiAprocess means that the manager is not
responsible for the unjust outcomes. For exampie,egternal factor, such as loss of

customers, can mean employees earn less throufguhiof their own (Greenberg, 1990a).
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Employees view their manager as more responsibla tbstributively unjust outcomes when
the manager exhibits lower procedural or interactiofairness. Third, according to
Uncertainty Management Theory (Brockner & Wiesehf@005), employees use procedural
fairness judgments to make sense of the eventstuatisns that have a high degree of
uncertainty (Lind & van den Bos, 2002). A highééwf procedural fairness can either make
an outcome seem more distributively fair, or careggmployees a sense of global control and
reassurance concerning the general rules and &gy of their firm.

From a moral perspective of justice (Folger, 208diger & Cropanzano, 1998, 2001),
procedural injustice (and interpersonal injustioepiarticular) raises moral concerns more
strongly than other aspects of justice becausenstttutes a lack of dignified treatment from
a clearly identified source. Although unfair outasrare an inevitable part of organizational
life, employees feel they deserve to be treatedh wignity and respect. Therefore, when
procedural (and in particular interpersonal) arsdridtiutive injustices coincide, employees are
more willing to retaliate against their managernsaf8cki & Folger, 1997).

The moral perspective shows that justice is ingodras an end in itself. Thus, one
might treat people fairly simply because it is thyht thing to do. As | will show in chapter 4,
the interactive effect between the justice of thicome and the justice of the process can also
occur with respect to managers’ justice corredvigbaviors. The moral view of justice will be

used to predict the shape of this effect.

G.1.3. THE CORRECTIVE JUSTICE ROLE OF THE MANAGER

Traditional organizational justice research haestigated the impact of justice on a

host of employees’ attitudes and behaviors andoeggl the reasons why they react so

strongly to fairness and unfairness. This perspectionsisting of studying what effects the
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fairness of outcomes, procedures or interactiomatinent has on employees’ reactions and
the motives that explain these reactions, has heemed thereactive perspectiveof
organizational justice (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 200Related work shows what a manager
has to do to be considered as behaving in a jugt(B@bocel & Zdaniuk, 2005; Chen, 1995;
Deutsch, 1985; Martin & Harder, 1994). Studieshaf brganizational features and managerial
behaviors that are likely to be considered juss been termed thgroactive orientationof
organizational justice (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 200The proactive justice perspective,
especially regarding procedural and interactionatige, has received less research attention
than the reactive justice perspective. Surprisingtyy few proactive studies have focused on
the way supervisors manage their subordinatesicpisiudgments (for exceptions see
Greenberg, 1988, 1990b). Given the impact managave on their subordinates (Yukl,
2006), it would be worthwhile to try to better unstand the dynamics of their just and unjust
behaviors, in order to be able to help managerbetmave in ways that are likely to be
regarded by their subordinates as fair.

Reactive justice studies have well documented tifleence managers have in the
shaping of their subordinates’ judgments. For edampkarlicki and Folger (1997) showed
that managers have the powertrect organizational injustices at work. They hypothediz
and found that employees reacted the most negativietn the justice of the outcome and the
justice of the process were at a low level. Theso gbroposed that interactional justice
demonstrated by the manager could be a substitut@rfjanizational procedural justice.
Indeed, the results showed that a manager behavi@gctionally fairly could compensate
for unjust formal procedural rules. More preciselyhen experiencing low levels of
distributive and procedural justice, employees grdain retaliatory behaviors at work only
when interactional justice was also at a low lewelother words, the results showed that

managers could correct distributive and proceduyattices by being interactionally fair and

22



The fair hand of managers

thus prevent retaliation and revenge by their sdibates. Other studies provide consistent
evidence that managers’ interactional justice beiawan compensate for low distributive
and procedural injustice (Cropanzano, Slaughter &Hsochi, 2005; Goldman, 2003).
Research has even shown that managers trained totdr@actionally fair helped their
subordinates to better react to a distributive gtigg and to experience less insomnia
(Greenberg, 2006). Managers are also likely tomisans other than interactional injustice to
provide justice to their subordinates. They mighitigate a negative outcome using
discretionary and informal decision making powespexially in the numerous cases when
there are no formal rules to guide them (Bladery8en, 2003).

Little research has empirically investigated théces taken to correct and mitigate
perceived injustice at work. These behaviors hagenbdiscussed in various ways. Reb,
Goldman and Cropanzano (2006) referredrémedial actions When these actions are
implemented at the organizational level to corigpistices provoked by the manager, they
are calledorganizational remediesCorrecting injustices by compensating the viciign
referred to azompensatory justicand correcting injustices by punishing the perpetré
known asretributive justice(Darley & Pittman, 2003)Restorative justicdnas been widely
used to refer to an action aimed at restoring asesesf justice through renewed value
consensus between the victim, the perpetrator lrmavhole community (Umbreit & Coates,
2006; Wenzel, Okimoto & Feather, 2006; Zehr, 2002}this sense, restorative justice can be
distinguished from retributive justice, which invek imposing a punishment, in the form of
adjudication or revenge.

From a more general social psychological pointiefw a recent work has attempted
to conceptualize the dynamic process and the meshanthat underlie the repair of a
relationship between two parties in which a traesgion has occurred (Dirks, Lewicki &

Zaheer, in press). The model proposed by these@uttientified different factors that can
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damage a relationship after a transgression hasrreck trust, negative affect and negative
exchange. Propositions were made concerning thepofvsymbolic actions like apologies

or substantive actions like incentives to repaicheaf these factors. This work shows the
importance to attempt to correct a transgressiander to prevent its negative consequences.

The corrective justice behaviors of the manager& promising area in which to run
proactive studies about organizational justicethim present dissertation, | refer to the range
of actions aimed at correcting injustices in therkptace ascorrective justice a label first
introduced by French (1964) to describe a way akisg “to remedy mistakes in the
allocation of rewards and penalties” (French, 1$64112).

More precisely, | studied in the present dissestathanagerial corrective justice.
Correcting an injustice can involve correcting thensgression that wake sourceof the
injustice. This would be the case if a managercalied different tasks to a subordinate
because the current tasks they are handling haam lngustly allocated to them (see chapter
2). Alternatively, correcting an injustice can alswolve correcting itsconsequenced-or
example, a manager that shows interpersonal jusiiceibordinates can help better react to
negative outcomes and experience less insomnia(Beeg, 2006). In addition, correcting an
injustice can involve the use of material meanshsas financial compensation, or symbolic
means, such as the justification provided for gustrdecision.

Therefore, | definemanagerial corrective justice behavio@s the material and
symbolic strategies used by managers to correlserethe sources or the consequences of
injustices experienced by their subordinates akwimjustice is pervasive at work and often
independent of direct managers’ behaviors (Fr@&6®2 The organization doesn’t often try to
correct these systemic injustices that remain andyte negative effects (Beugré & Baron,

2001; Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1992). Therefates of particular interest to study
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managerial corrective justice behaviors regardimgstices experienced by their subordinates

and produced by the organization itself.

G.l.4. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Given the importance of employees’ (in)justice jomnts, the important role that
managers can play in shaping their subordinatesiciel judgments, and the current gap in the
literature regarding managers’ proactive, correcjistice behaviors, | posed the following

question:

How and why do managers correct injustice at work?

This global question can be expressed in three rumgsed research sub-questions

(Q1, Q2 and Q3):

Recent calls have been made to identify and enaliyitest theantecedent®f just
and unjust managers’ behaviors (Colquitt & Greegp2003). The few studies to date in this
area mainly concerned the determinants of interaatijustice behaviors (Folger & Skarlicki,
1998; Korsgaard, Robertson & Rymph, 1998; Gillilaadschepers, 2003). One paradoxical
result shown by these studies is that, in spitehef efficiency of interactional justice in
correcting other forms of injustice, managers werkkely to use it. In chapter 1, | sought to
add to this body of work investigating interactibrifairness as a dependent variable

(Folger & Skarlicki, 2001) by identifying and tasgi antecedents of managers’ unfair

® This expression puts the emphasis on the factwhat is under study is the justice behaviors.det,fin the
organizational justice field, the real dependeniades are always fairness judgments about thesawviors
(usually employees’ judgments) and thus cannotbiadss behaviors by themselves.
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interactional behaviors, that make bad times wadrstead of correcting the injustices
experienced by their subordinates.

Four factors were tested: the distributive and @docal unfairness of the situation to
which the managers had to react, their level of ampand assertiveness and the extent to
which they identified with their organization. Inldition, this research tested whether both
aspects of interactional justice (interpersonati¢ges and informational justice) had distinct

antecedents. In sum, this first study attempteghwer my first research question:

Q1: What factors prevent managers from using intergonal and informational

justice to correct injustices at work?

However, managers’ behaviors toward their subotdsat work go far beyond their
mere use of interpersonal and informational treatmreor instance, managers might use their
discretionary and informal decision making powgBlader & Tyler, 2003) to correct
injustices in other, more concrete, ways - a pdggithat to date has not been included in the
concept of interactional justice. It is of greatemest to identify these other corrective

behaviors and their antecedents. Hence, my seesednrch question:

Q2: In what other ways do managers correct unfaigseat work?

In chapter 2, | answered this second research iqunebly identifying a strategy

whereby managers actions consist of allocating fumg extra, belonging to the company,

not for its formal or intended us#® restore justice (for example, managers may Higiei

benefits such as free time, personal use of equipre&tra training or bonuses to victims of
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injustice). Because this often occurs “under thdara (without more senior managers’ or

other employees’ knowledge), this strategy wasredeto as amvisible remediestrategy.

My third and last research question was specifidatused on a better understanding

of this strategy:

Q3: Given managers’ use of invisible remedies, wlaak the antecedents of this

strategy?

| answered this last question in two different walyirst, in chapter 3, | developed a
conceptual model in order to better understand spexific managerial corrective strategy.
This work allowed me to make research propositmerning the forms invisible remedies
might take in the workplace, the conditions undéicly managers are most likely to use
them, and the impact invisible remedies can havenoployees’ subsequent behaviors.

Second, in chapter 4, | tested, firstly, whethke trobust phenomenon of the
interactive effect between the justice of the psscand the justice of the outcome predicted
managers’ use of invisible remedies, and, secondigther the moral identity of managers

moderated the effects of the justice of the proaeskthe justice of the distribution.

G.1.5. ANOTE ON METHODOLOGICAL STRATEGY

G.1.5.1. THE “METHODOLOGICAL FIT "

Research methods used in this dissertation needbetoconsistent with the

characteristics of each specific research quesionEdmondson and McManus (2004), this
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methodological fitis an “implicitly valued attribute of high-qualitfield research in
organizations” (Edmonson & McManus, 2004, p. 1).c@ese too often “the use of
quantitative data and statistical inference com&ts an assumed default approach” (p. 4.),
these authors proposecantingency frameworkonsisting in three distinct research patterns.
In each pattern, the current state of theory amskareh has to be congruent with
methodological choices in order to ensure thesedwoponents being mutually reinforcing.
In their typology the state of prior theory ande@sh can be seen as an independent variable
as it is a fixed context “over which the researdies no control” (p. 5).

In mature theoriesresearchers have accumulated knowledge ovendisamt period
of time, such that there is general agreement daggrsome well-developed constructs,
relationships between them, and theoretical meshanithat explain these relationships.
Well-tested measurement scales are widely usedag@mjects. Research in such an area is
focused on refining existing theories using higldgused questions. Often, quantitative data
coming from surveys or experiments is useful td fesmal hypotheses logically derived
from theory and prior research. Methods of analgstsusually based on statistical inference.

In contrast,nascent theorys characterized by the study of phenomena abbithy
little is known. In some cases, no previous themxigts, so working in this area consists in
part of presenting possible new relationships axmlamations. Research questions in such
areas are often open-ended. The research procefiensinductive and involves qualitative
data collected by ethnographic immersion or expioyainterviews. Methods of analysis are
often based on thematic content analysis, with eotions proposed to try to make sense of
the data. Tentative answers address how and whstigne and thus need not always be
formally demonstrated.

Intermediate theorylies between the above two extremes. It conceemative

constructs that lack conceptual development andsumea or involves different models
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coming from separate bodies of work that have nbeen integrated. Research in this area
usually explores alternative explanations of theadad propose new relationships between
new and established constructs. Open-ended inquaynarrow domain is usually combined
with testable hypotheses. New measures of constiaret often tested and qualitative and
quantitative data are often analysed with, respelsti content analysis or exploratory
statistics. Although research at the intermedisieorty level aims to provide provisional
theories that are able to integrate separate afeasowledge, “the blend can be difficult to
integrate” (p. 21).

For Edmonson and McManus (2004), in every areatefrést one can find theories
that are “anywhere on the continuum”, from nasdennhature. (p. 8), depending on the kind
of specific questions one is concerned with. Ithis congruence between the state of past
work and the methodological choices (the reseavestipn and the research design) that help
a study make “a compelling new contribution to literature” (p. 25).

The Edmonson and Mc Manus (2004) contingency fraonkewas used to build my

methodological strategy.

G1.5.2. THREE CONTINGENT METHODOLOGICAL CHOICES

Following Edmonson and McManus’ (2004) advice, Vén&ied to make my research

methods congruent with the current state of thd fiegarding each of my research questions.

G.1.5.2.1. Chapter 1: An experiment to investigatethe antecedents of managers’
tendency not to use interactional corrective justie behaviors
My first research question regards the antecedainteanagers’ unlikeliness to use

interactional corrective justice behaviors. Inté@@l justice is nhow a mature concept.
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Researchers have accumulated knowledge aboutdhgract, since Bies and Moag (1986)
formally introduced it. The splitting of interactial justice in two components, interpersonal
and informational justice, is more recent. Howewtehas already received empirical support
showing that both constructs have independent dddie effects on employees’ reactions
(Greenberg, 1993b, 1994, Colquitt, 2001). A nowelydaccepted scale has been developed
to measure interpersonal and informational jus{i€elquitt, 2001). The importance of
interactional justice behaviors in correcting disitive and procedural injustice is also well
accepted (Cropanzano, Slaughter & Bachiochi, 2@B8ldman, 2003; Greenberg, 2006;
Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Regarding the proactiew of interactional justice, only a few
empirical studies have so far tested situationt¢@atents of managers’ interactional justice
behaviors (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998; Gilliland & Bepers, 2003; Korsgaard, et al., 1998,
Patient & Skarlicki, in press) though there hasnbeenceptual work in this area (Masterson,
Byrne, & Mao, 2005; Patient & Skarlicki, in pressih addition, the “Churchill effect”
explaining why managers may be motivated to digahemselves from their subordinates
when communicating them bad news, has been profgbségker, 1993) and tested (Folger &
Skarlicki, 1998). A conceptual paper has linked @rirchill effect with interactional justice
(Folger & Skarlicki, 2001).

Thus, it appears that the field is now ripe foreash regarding the antecedents of
managers’ interactional (in)justice behaviors: WhHattors are likely to be the main
determinants of managers’ interactional (in)justibehaviors? Do interpersonal and
informational justice behaviors have different lgndf antecedents? Do situational and
interindividual antecedents have a distinct impattinterpersonal and informational justice
behaviors? These questions are important. Inddesly allow predictors of managers’
interactional justice behaviors to be identifiedo Tate, interactional justice behaviors

represent the only managerial corrective stratéggied in the justice literature. Thus, it is a
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good starting point in my study of the forms antieaadents of managers’ corrective justice
behaviors.

Due to thematurity of the extant theory, hypothetical and deductigpraach seem
well suited to the investigation of these questiohscording to Edmonson and McManus
(2004, p. 10) “the most compelling test of a themiyy be experimental”. Specifically, | used
an experimental methodology to test formal hypatkesoncerning the antecedents of
managerial interactional (in)justice behaviors.

The contribution of this work was twofold: (1) nesonceptual refinements were
proposed that differentiated situational from imtdividual antecedents and that predicted
distinct effects on interpersonal and informatiojugtice behaviors, and (2) these predictions

were tested using an experimental methodology amctiping managers.

G.1.5.2.2. Chapter 2: An exploratory study to invegate additional ways managers
correct injustice at work, including their antecedents

| have found some support (see chapter 1), fohjipetheses proposed regarding the
antecedents of interactional corrective justiceavers, which may practically help to make
managers behave more fairly at work. However, #sellts also showed that managers were
likely to be interactionally unfair when applyingn ainjust decision on their subordinates.
Why? Because they tried to protect their socidl 3¢lus, interactional justice might not be a
widely used managerial corrective strategy.

An important follow-up question becomes: Do managese other corrective justice
strategies? To date, organizational justice rebeaschave studied corrective justice at the
organizational level. Reb, Goldman and Cropanza®00g) for instance defined an
organizational remedy as “an action carried outabyorganizationwith the intention of

creating in the mind of an aggrieved worker thegjuént that the perceived injustice has
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been atoned for.” (p. 34). They studied which axtiovere implemented at the organizational

level to correct injustices provoked by the manatfecontrast, to the best of my knowledge,

corrective justice strategies (other than intecanzti justice strategy) have not been studied at
the managers’ level.

This state of prior work is characteristic ohascent theoryNo previous theory exists
about the phenomenon | was studying. Thus, thisareb question could not lead to formal
theory-driven hypotheses. It had to be open-endedtlae method had to be inductive and
based on qualitative data. | used an explorativihoau®logy involving qualitative interviews
of 35 managers in one firm. They were asked to rdesdhe kind of behaviors they
implemented after one of their subordinates haedeepced injustice at work. They were also
asked to describe their motives and the conseqadahey thought their reactions brought.
The interviews were content coded and analysedyusiNivo 7® software. Based on this
analysis, | presented a tentative typology of marsgcorrective justice strategies at work
and identified an under-researched corrective egiyatthat | named Robin Hoodism. |
proposed tentative connections between this siyategl some antecedents linked to the

situation or to managers’ characteristics (seeten&).

G.1.5.2.3. Chapter 3 and 4. The conceptual model dRobin Hoodism and a scenario
study investigating its antecedents

One of the more interesting findings of the expiom study was the identification of the
managerial corrective justice strategy of Robin #Hem: allocating something extra to their
subordinates in ordeo restore justice (for example, benefits such as fime, personal use
of equipment, extra training, or bonuses). Becdahsestrategy occurred “under the radar”
(without the knowledge of more senior managers theroemployees), | referred to this

approach as amvisible remediesstrategy. My final research question was addresged
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understanding this strategy and its antecedentau®e the concept of invisible remedies was
relatively new, conceptual development was requireccordingly, | integrated different
areas of knowledge (including previous work relgtto organizational theft, organizational
justice, and moral identity). In chapter 3, | prepd relationships between this new construct
and other well established concepts (such as lligive justice, interpersonal justice and
moral identity). Prior work corresponded to what nithson and McManus term
“intermediate theory”. Thus, using a “mixed methlogdy” seemed appropriate. In chapter 4,
| used a scenario study involving a new Robin Hewdscale to test the relationship between
managers’ invisible corrective justice strategitimoral identity and the types of injustice

that the managers tried to correct.
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CHAPTER 1: UNDERSTANDING THE CHURCHILL EFFECT: WHAT FACTORS
PREVENT MANAGERS FROM USING INTERPERSONAL AND

INFORMATIONAL JUSTICE TO CORRECT INJUSTICES AT WORK ?

1.0. ABSTRACT

In the present study, | investigated the antecadehimanagers’ unlikeliness to use
interactional justice as a corrective strategyenattional justice perceptions concern the
extent to which employees feel they have been ddeatith politeness, respect, and
compassion (interpersonal justice) and whether thelieve they have received adequate,
timely, and personalized explanations (informatigoatice). Given the positive effects of
both interpersonal and informational facets of raté@onal justice, it is puzzling that
managers often, when they have to announce a dedisat they know will have a negative
and / or unfair impact on their subordinates, distathemselves and act in interactionally
unjust ways — a phenomenon referred to as the ‘@iileffect”. | tested this Churchill effect
and distinguished its interpersonal and informagiatynamics.

| conducted an experiment (n=118) that showeddhahe one hand the informational
injustice component was linked to situational fastmanagers avoided giving explanations
when they viewed the situation itself as being s)juOn the other hand, the interpersonal
component was predicted by interindividual factgr&nagers behaved unjustly by avoiding
showing politeness, respect, and compassion whey ldcked the social competency of

assertiveness).
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Besides, manager’s identification with their firracha direct negative effect on their
interpersonal and informational justice behaviddentification also had a moderating effect
on the relationship between managers’ procedusticgl judgments and their informational
justice behaviors so that this relationship waenger for high identifiers. The results also
showed that managers might use other kinds of ciree justice strategies than mere

interactional justice behaviors.

1.1. INTRODUCTION

When employees have their salaries reduced by 1589, may feel unjustly treated
and react in an antagonistic way by quitting oalstg from the firm. But if they receive a
sincere justification in a sensitive and respeatfay/, these reactions can be very significantly
mitigated (Greenberg, 1990a). Feeling that onerbeasived adequate information and has
been shown interpersonal sensitivity and respeghen a procedure is implemented that can
have an effect on one’s outcomes, especially whenimpact is unfavorable — is named
interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 1986).

More precisely, the concept of interactional justitas been shown to include two
different constructs: interpersonal justice andoinfational justice (Bies & Moag, 1986;
Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993a; Shapiro, ButtkeBarry, 1994;). Interpersonal justice
pertains to the form of the social interactionse(tvay things are said) and relates to
politeness, respect, dignity, and the absence afgdéing comments, e.g., sexist or racist
remarks (Colquitt, 2001). Some researchers alsoeadotional support and the absence of
intimidation or manipulation (Greenberg, 2006).oimhational justice pertains to the content
of social interactions (what is said to the empés)ei.e. the information given about the

procedures used to take decisions. It relates talidacommunication, thorough and
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reasonable explanations about procedures, detaiteldtimely communication, efforts to
tailor communication to the employees’ specificadgeand efforts to take the necessary time
to give the explanations and to remain accessibt#qiitt, 2001; Greenberg, 2006). It has
been shown that both constructs have independemtaalditive effects on employees’
reactions (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter & N@QZ2, Greenberg, 1993b, 1994).

Regarding the source of interactional justice, Byi(1999) proposed a model of
multifoci justice in which interactional justice wdnypothesized to exist at both supervisory
and organizational levels. Rupp and Cropanzano2R00nfirmed that separate foci existed
for interactional justice. In particular, they shexvthat supervisory interactional justice is a
much more important predictor of criteria relevemboth supervisors and organizations than
organizational interactional justice.

Organizational justice research (Bies, 2001) hasunhented effects of interactional
justice (mainly supervisory interactional justicel a host of employees’ attitudes and
behaviors beyond the impact of distributive just{tiee fairness of the outcomes received,
Adams, 1965) and procedural justice (in its regWéccurrent usual meaning: the fairness of
the formal procedures used to determine an outchenenthal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker,
1975). A meta-analysis has distinguished betwees ¢ffects of interpersonal and
informational justice. Interpersonal justice strigneelates to agent-referenced evaluation of
authority and relates moderately to job satisfactgystem-referenced evaluation of authority,
individual organizational citizenship behaviors ([BI€) and negative reactions. On the other
hand, informational justice strongly relates tostriagent-referenced evaluation of authority,
system-referenced evaluation of authority and islenately related to outcome satisfaction,
job satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCBlgthdrawal, and negative reactions

(Colquitt et al., 2001).
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In spite of the benefits of interpersonal and infational justice, one study found that
managers can schedule an unexpectedly short arabtimte to announce and explain to their
subordinates a dismissal (Folger & Skarlicki, 1998) survey of 543 human resource
managerd showed that interactionally unjust behaviors migriayoffs were usual (Gilliland
& Schepers, 2003). 25% of the respondents recodrid they had already escorted laid-off
employees from the premises immediately after mfog them of the layoff. Moreover, 33%
indicated they had a different employee clear up tdrminated employee’s work area to
prevent sabotage.

These behaviors are not limited to dismissals. Tragypen in organizations’ everyday
life (Dejours, 1998; Dubet, 2006). Managers in geaof their firm’s recruitment process
sometimes do not even inform candidates that tmeynat selected and thus leave them to
wait in vain for a second interview, without evevigg information or an apology (Bies &
Moag, 1986). Managers have also been found torsistthemselves from subordinates while
communicating to them their annual performanceewsi (Korsgaard, et al. 1998; Taylor,
Tracy, Renard, Harrison & Caroll, 1995). Others iateractionally unjust in conditions of
budget request rejections (Bies & Shapiro, 1987).

The above examples show that managers’ interadiyonmjust behaviors are
especially likely to happen when the decisionsriocaince are unfavorable. The paradox is
that it is in difficult or uncertain situations thateractional justice most strongly shapes
employees’ work attitudes and behaviors (BrockneW&esenfeld, 1996; Lind & van den
Bos, 2002; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; van den Bod.idd, 2002). So why do managers add
interactional injustice to situations that are adhg difficult? Or more colloquially: why do

“tough times make tough bosses”? (Folger & SkaritR98).

® The low response rate characterizing this sur2@94) may be due to the fact that respondents whaeel
fairly could be more prone to answer and thus miggte been overrepresented in the sample. Bediues,
highly sensitive subject under inquiry in this studay have led even participants who did not belairly to
distort their responses in a socially desirabledtion.
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Organizational justice research has largely coegistf studying the effects a certain
kind of outcome, procedure or treatment has on eyegls’ justice judgments, attitudes and
behaviors - the reactive perspective of organipaligustice (Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001).
Other research investigates what a manager has to de considered as behaving in a just
way (Bobocel & Zdaniuk, 2005; Chen, 1995; Deutst®85; Martin & Harder, 1994), by
studying the organizational features and managbehhviors likely to be considered just -
the proactive orientation of organizational just{Greenberg & Wiethoff, 2001). Calls have
recently been made to also study the antecedentthese organizational features and
managers’ behaviors that promote justice percept{@olquitt & Greenberg, 2003). So far,
relatively few attempts have been made to iderdifig empirically test these antecedents.
This approach could better allow one to understeowd to create fairer organizations. Indeed,
this line of research is not focused on the reastto “what” does a manager nor on “how” a
manager can behave justly, but on “why” he mayuse |

Interestingly, the research conducted in this anaaly concerns the determinants of
interactional justice: Folger and Skarlicki (19%Bjowed the impact that expected blame by
managers for a negative decision had on their sulese behavior. Korsgaard, Robertson and
Rymph (1998) tested the effect of subordinatesab&r on managers’ interactional justice.
Gilliland and Schepers (2003) showed that orgaiiaat features also had an impact on just
behaviors. Finally, Patient and Skarlicki (in pjessidied individual difference variables and
showed that the level of moral development and émypalso affected interactional justice.

The aim of the current study is to add knowledgth&orecent body of empirical work
that considers interactional fairness behavior édeg@endent variable” (Folger & Skarlicki,
2001). It consists of identifying the impact ofusitional as well as interindividual variables
on the interpersonal and informational componeritsnanagers’ interactional (in)justice

behaviors.
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Specifically, | am going to study in this chapterrecruitment situation. First,
recruitment processes are important managemenegses to master for a firm (lgalens &
Roger, 2007). Second, job applicants are stronfjéci@d by justice, interactional justice in
particular (Gilliland, 1993; Gillland & Hale, 200%teiner & Gilliland, 1996). Third and last,
recruitment situations are representative of moemegal management situations and
understanding the social-psychological processé®di to justice behaviors in this particular
setting can then be used to understand other mareagesituations (Folger & Skarlicki,
2001). The situation | am going to study is a commmeanagement situation in which a
manager has to announce a negative or unjust dedikat has already been made at the

organization’s level.

1.2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES

My hypotheses are based on three main bodies eamgs The first concerns the
“Churchill effect”. the most used paradigm to idgntsituational factors predicting
interactionally fair and unfair behaviors (Folger Rugh, 2002; Folger & Skarlicki, 1998;
Folger & Skarlicki, 2001). | compare this paradigm“moral outrage repair” (Bies, 1987),
which makes opposing predictions, and try to rettenigoth views. The second body of
research | rely on concerns the effect of intexitilial differences on interactional justice
behaviors. Most research in this area is concefodder & Pugh, 2002; Masterson Byrne &
Mao 2005; Patient & Skarlicki, 2005; c.f., PatieatSkarlicki, in press). Third, | apply
research on employee identification with the orgamnon to better understand the
mechanisms underlying interactional (in)justice dabrs. Organizational identification has

been shown to have an important impact at worHKudiaog on justice perceptions (Hogg &
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Abrams, 1988; Hogg & Terry, 2001; Okimoto, in preasOlkkonen & Liponen, 2005). To

my knowledge, it is the first time this kind of easch is used in a proactive study.

1.2.1. THE IMPACT OF THE SITUATION : CHURCHILL EFFECT AND MORAL OUTRAGE REPAIR

The term “Churchill effect” comes from the telegraffinston Churchill sent to the
Japanese ambassador in London to declare war an dap941. The letter, which was polite
and respectful in tone, caused great protest artten@ritish population. Churchill justified
himself by saying: “When you have to kill a marncdsts nothing to be polite” (Churchill,
1950, p. 611). In fact, the reaction of the Britstows that theres, at the very least, an
emotional cost to being interactionally just withnseone to whom you are communicating a
negative outcome or action. The Churchill effed¢ere to the British public’s preference for
distancing themselves, and having their leaderadts himself from, a party that they are
communicating a negative and severe outcome t@é¢F01993).

When managers implement a decision procedure #mainbgative consequences for
an employee, they know that they are inflictingfetihg on the employees. A challenging
situation is created in which the social identitggsboth the supervisor and the victims are
threatened, and in which each side will want toséstace” (Goffman, 1971). The employees’
self-esteem is threatened by the unfavorable evEmé managers self-impressions and
reputation are threatened by the manager’s asswtiaith the negative outcome they have to
communicate. Managers can choose to implement biveocstrategies: an approach strategy
or an avoidance strategy (Folger & Pugh, 2002).

The approach strategy consists of behaving interaadty fairly by trying to sincerely
justify the decision and at the same time showeaeispnd compassion. Bies (1987) refers to
this as a moral outrage repair strategy, wherebpagers are motivated to demonstrate

respect and concern and to provide social accquatsexplanations or apologies) in order to
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reduce the “moral outrage” of the harmed employiéus is the approach strategy chosen by
Churchill when he declared war on Japan. In cofti@s avoidance strategy consists of
psychologically and physically distancing onesetini the victim, by giving minimizing
explanations and by showing no sensitivity or respee. by being interactionally unjust.
This is the alternative strongly favored by thetiBh public when they criticized their leader’s
letter. The Churchill effect refers to this avoidarstrategy.

Using interactional justice, although likely to dedo more favorable employee
behaviors, can expose managers to employee negaticéons. In addition, managers may
worry that providing explanations will make them nmovulnerable, and that showing
compassion can be taken by employees as accepspgrmsibility and moral blame. For these
reasons, managers might think that helping vicsange face can, in fact, endanger their own.
In these conditions, the Churchill effect is fostéby managers’ desire to protect one’s social
self (Folger & Skarlicki, 2001). This avoidanceastgy can also lead to a denial of the
situation and the derogating of the victims. Theadax is that by trying to protect
themselves, managers produce even stronger negagiggons from employees than if they
had chosen an approach strategy (Bies, 2001; SkiagliFolger, 1997), thereby making bad
times even worse. For instance, it is in the ided the firm to avoid legal wrongful-
termination claims. And what research has showhasthe very strongest reason why people
choose to file such claims is when they feel thayehbeen treated in an insensitive \a@ayhe
time of terminatiorwhatever happened during the whole job relatigngbind, Greenberg,
Scott & Welchans, 2000).

Folger and Pugh (2002) describe the Churchill éféeeca non-rational ego defense
strategy. However, in at least some cases, managershe approach strategy of moral
outrage repair and behave interactionally fairlizisTleads to an important question: Which

situational factors make the Churchill effect varsbhe moral outrage repair more likely? |
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believe that a clear and important characteridtihe situation can help answer the question:
is the situation unjust or unfavorable? Indeedauaofability and injustice have been shown to
be two different constructs, conceptually as wedl empirically (Skitka, Winquist &
Hutchinson, 2003).

For Folger and Pugh (2002), the Churchill effectiispecial case of the just world
theory (Lerner, 1980). According to this perspestithird-party observers often distance
themselves from victims who unjustly suffer in artie avoid distress prompted by a situation
threatening a belief in a just world. To maintamstbelief, people often deny the injustice
itself, and find a way to believe that victims degetheir fate and as a consequence they do
not merit an approach strategy. The Churchill ¢ften be viewed as a just world effect that
concerns people who are not only observers but edsp be responsible for the unjust
outcome that affects the victims, creating a “thteahe belief in a just self” (Folger & Pugh,
2002, p 171).

Other researchers have proposed similar analysiggaivh (1974) identified the same
self-protection strategy as the Churchill effectoauign participants in an experiment in which
they had to unjustly treat an innocent victim. Rep(1998) showed that managers adopt ego
defensive strategies of believing that the harmeedrpced by their subordinates is the
employees’ fault or simply due to misfortune, ratthan to their own responsibility.

Only when managers are faced with unjust situatsimsuld they be motivated to
protect their “just social self’ by distancing theelves from a victim. In unfavorable (but not
unjust) situations, managers will not feel suchaager to their fair ego and therefore should
be more likely to follow the moral outrage repéainagegy. Thus, | propose that the Churchill
effect and the moral outrage repair are not comttay phenomena, and instead have
different boundary conditions. This means that inkhthe incidents | quoted in the

introduction involved events considered as unjust@ot only as unfavorable.
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Notice that in the organizational justice fieldirfeess is defined as a subjective justice
judgment based on some objective antecedents (Aml&Arnaud, 2005). Thus, when | talk
about the (in)justice of the situation, | meanantftwo different things. First, this term relates
to the objective characteristics of the situatioat tusually make one judge it unjust, that can
be called the justice antecedents (Colquitt, 20B&parding the outcome, this means that it is
not in line with the contribution of the recipiem comparison with a referent standard.
Researchers refer to this rule as the equity rAl@as, 1965). Regarding the process,
researchers refer to the procedural rules idedtifiy Thibaut and Walker (1975) and
Leventhal (1980): voice, consistency, no bias, eateuinformation, possibility to appeal and
respect of ethical norms. In this chapter, | wdkuhe generic term of “proper procedure” to
refer to a process that respects these rules anidl use “improper procedure” to refer to a
process that doesn’t respect these rules. Seconmeh walking about the (in)justice of the
situation, | take the perspective of the manageo ydges it. This judgment might be
different from the objective presence or absendd@fistributive and procedural antecedent
rules that | have mentioned. Rather, it is the estthje way managers frame the situation as
unjust or simply unfavorable that should influentteir interactional justice behaviors.
Besides, it is worth asking what kind of injust{cistributive or procedural) managers will be
likely to more be sensitive to and would as a cquneace predict their interactionally unfair
behaviors.

According to the deontic model of justice (Folg&§98, 2001), procedural justice
more strongly raises moral concerns than distieujustice, thereby provoking stronger
reactions to injustice. According to fairness tlye@olger & Cropanzano, 1998), a fairness
judgment involves three counterfactuals: “Wouldé thituation have been more favorable if
the current event “wouldn’'t” have happened? “Coulté person responsible for this event

have acted differently? And, finally, “should” thmerpetrator have behaved differently?
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Because procedural fairness gives information altle&itperpetrator’s behavior, it is more
likely to lead to “could” and “should” counterfaetis. Thus, | propose that when managers
frame the situation as procedurally versus distilely unjust (for example, because the
procedure is biased or based on inaccurate infasnjathey will be more likely to
demonstrate interactionally unjust behaviors.

The situational factors that have to date been shtmnvimpact interactional justice
(subordinate behavior (Korsgaard, et al. 1998)aoizational context (Gillland & Schepers,
2003), and managerial blameworthiness (Folger &rligksa 1998)) related only to the
informational component of interactional justiceedduse an unjust decision is not easy to
explain and justify, managers may use fewer samtabunts such justifications, when the
decision is likely to be regarded as unjust. Likssyi Masterson, Byrne and Mao (2005)
proposed that informational justice behaviors an&eld to the content of a message and
should therefore be predicted by situational rathan interindividual antecedents. Therefore,
| expect that a managers’ procedural justice judgnad the situation will impact the

informational component of their interactional jastbehaviors.

Hypothesis la: Situations consisting for managers in implementamgl communicating
inequitable decisions made by improper procedurad lwad to lower managers’
informationally justice behaviors.

Hypothesis 1b: The impact ofsituations consisting for managers in implementargl
communicating inequitable decisions made by impropecedures on these managers’

informational justice behaviors is mediated by nggana’ perceptions of procedural justice.
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1.2.2.THE IMPACT OF MANAGERIAL INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES : EMPATHY AND
ASSERTIVENESS

Regardless of the situation, several individudieténces have been proposed for why
some managers may be more prone than other managdistance themselves from their
subordinates. First, a manager’s level of moralettggment (Kohlberg, 1981) has been
suggested, in accordance with the deontic modgistice (Cropanzano, Goldman & Folger
2003; Folger, 1998, 2001; Folger, Cropanzano, &d@wan, 2005) by Patient and Skarlicki
(2005) to have an impact. However, the importancéhis variable is questionable since,
according to one study, 86 % of managers operattheatconventional level of moral
development (Weber, 1990).

Four other variables have been suggested as predictanagers’ interactional
behaviors: empathy (Patient & Skarlicki, 2005; Masbn et al., 2005), agreeabledess
(Masterson et al., 2005), self-esteem (Patient &8iki, 2005), and the managers’ ability to
repair the relationship (Folger & Pugh, 2002). Eheariables do not concern the intrinsic
moral motivation to be fair, but rather the soseialls, which make the just behavior possible.
In a medical setting for example, it has been shithanit is not sufficient for physicians to be
motivated to show empathy, compassion, and respebeir patients when announcing them
unfavorable outcomes to succeed. They also needetsocially competent (Stuart &
Lieberman, 2002).

In the same way, managers may not have the atwlibe interactionally fair in terms
of social skills. Social skills or social competencan be defined as the availability and
competent use of cognitive, emotional, and behaliskills that lead to successful social
interactions. They include such abilities as emypatiollaboration, conflict management,

assertiveness, and leadership (Pohl, Bender, &rhaoh, 2005). Empathy and assertiveness,

" which belongs to the “Big Five” personality taxamp (McCrae & John, 1992).
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in particular, are two important components of abcompetence (Pohl et al., 2005; Sanz de
Acedo Lizarraga, Ugarte, Cardelle-Elawar, Iriate, Sanz de Acedo Baquedano, 2003)
because they are at the root of emotional and Isagiderstanding (Broome, 1991;
Thompson, 1998).

Empathy refers to congruent emotional responsesabher person’s emotional state
(Davis, 1983; Eisenberg & Strayer, 1987). An impnottaffective component of empathy is
empathic concern: feelings of warmth and concemafovictim (Davis, 1980). Empathic
concern is linked to prosocial behavior (McNeelyM&glino, 1994) and interactional justice
behavior (Patient & Skarlicki, in press). | referdmpathic concern as empathy in the present
chapter.

Wolpe (1958) defined assertiveness as “the proppression of any emotion other
than anxiety toward another person” (Wolpe, 197381). Assertiveness was also defined in
reference to one’s standing up for legitimate sgi#lberti & Emmons, 1970) and has often
been used interchangeably with aggressiveness g&afa Galassi, 1978). For example,
thirteen of the thirty items of the largely usedtiRes assertiveness schedule significantly
correlate with semantic differential ratings of eeggiveness (Rathus, 1973). Later, Bellack
and Hersen (1977) emphasized that assertivenessedéss to the respect of others’ rights
and proposed positioning it at the midpoint of atowium whose poles are submission and
aggressiveness. In this sense, assertiveness abilitg to respond in interpersonal relations
without anxiety and without expressing aggressioarger with undue force (Arrindell, van
der Ende, Sanderman, Oosterhof, Stewart, & Lingsir®99). More recent scales are
consistent with this view, for example the scaleifderpersonal behavior (Arrindell & Van
der Ende, 1985). Assertiveness relates positivebetf-esteem and self-confidence (Rabin &
Zelner, 1992), the courage of one’s convictions,dhility to defend one’s rights and interests

and to express positive feelings (Arrindell, et 4099). It also predicts others’ acceptance
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and support and reciprocal and satisfactory relatigps generally (Sanz de Acedo Lizarraga
et al., 2003).

In sum, empathy helps a person better understdredsotvhile assertiveness allows a
person to better express oneself to the othersl (Bohl., 2005). In consequence, when
managers have to communicate a negative outcontieeto subordinates, empathy allows
them to understand what the subordinates feelstargdto better appreciate the demands of
the situation, while assertiveness makes possibtetliem a direct, open and honest
expression of this understanding. Empathy and &sseess are both necessary for many
social tasks, for example mediation and negotiaifanz de Acedo Lizarraga et al., 2003).

Because Gillland & Schepers (2003) were not veugccessful at predicting
interpersonal justice behaviors in their surveyhofman resource managers, they suggested
that “psychological explanations” could be morefukéor the task than the organizational
variables they studied. In a similar way, when tlgpothesized interindividual variables
(concern for others, empathy and agreeablenessintecedents of interactional justice
behaviors, Masterson et al. (2005) proposed thainraffect would be on the interpersonal
component of interactional justice behaviors rathiean on the informational justice
component because interpersonal justice pertainBetovay things are said and not to the
content of the message.

In the same line of thinking, as empathy and as®sess pertain to the capability of
taking the other’s emotions into account and exgdngsone’s position, | expect a high level
of these social skills to have an impact on intespeal justice behaviors. Indeed, it is
plausible that showing personal sensitivity toe¢lRperience of subordinates relies on personal
competencies while giving a justification doesnfthus both empathy and assertiveness
should be independently linked to interpersonaigasehaviors.

Hence my second hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2a Managers’ social skills (empathy) are directl{ated to their interpersonal
justice behaviors so that the lower the managengllof social skills (empathy), the less
interpersonally fair their behavior.

Hypothesis 2b Managers’ social skills (assertiveness) are tiyecelated to their
interpersonal justice behaviors so that the lowes tnanagers’ level of social skills

(assertiveness), the less interpersonally fair thehavior.

1.2.3. THE MANAGERS’ IDENTIFICATION WITH THE ORGANIZATION : POSITIVE AND

NEGATIVE CONSEQUENCES.

| argue that an additional antecedent to managateyactional justice behaviors that
merits investigating is the managers’ identificatmith their organization. First, relational
models of justice have shown the importance of aoiclentity processes in explaining
reactions to (in)justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyl& Blader, 2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992).
Identification with the group moderates reactiomsjustice, even for third parties (Okimoto,
in press, a). Second, research shows the posithgaadt of employees’ organizational
identification on their behaviors at work (Hogg &wams, 1988; Hogg & Terry, 2001),
especially on organization focused behaviors sushextra-role behaviors toward the
organization (Olkkonen & Liponen, 2005). Interao@b justice behaviors are positive
behaviors at work aimed in part at fostering coapen and as such should be positively
impacted by organizational identification with thiem. On the other hand, managers who
identify strongly with their firm might be willingo behave consistently with it when the firm
is treating their subordinates unfairly or unfavaya. In this case, interactional justice might
be negatively impacted by organizational identifma with the firm. Thus, it is worth

examining, on the one hand, the direct impact onagers’ interpersonal and informational

48



The fair hand of managers

justice behaviors of their organizational idenafion. On the other hand, identification
should also be examined as a possible moderatdhefelationship between the justice of a
situation and informational justice behaviors, amdthe relationship between interindividual
differences and interpersonal justice behaviors.

Identification with the organization is defined th& perception of belongingness to
the organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), and igasled as a relatively enduring state
(Haslam, 2001). Identification forms an individwsaicial-identity, viewed as “that part of an
individual's self-concept which derives from hisdwledge of his membership of a social
group (or groups) together with the value and eomaii significance attached to that
membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). Organizationdéntification has been shown to
negatively relate to employees’ turnover intentjcarsd positively to extra-role behavior and
job satisfaction (Riketta, 2005).

Group identification has also been shown to moedeta relationship between justice
judgments and subsequent favorable attitudes ahavimgs like cooperation at work (Tyler
& Blader, 2000; Tyler & Smith, 1999). Moreover, @toto (in press, a) showed that not only
victims react more strongly to (in)justice whenyttserongly identify with the group, but also
third-party observers. Note that in a situationwhich subordinates are unjustly treated,
managers may be viewed as third parties belonginfpeé same group. This means that the
more managers identify with the organization, th@erstrongly they should react when they
think their employees experience an injustice.

Still, the direction of their reaction is not sghtforward concerning their interactional
justice behaviors. As this kind of behaviors isalguseen as positive toward the employees
and the organization (Bies, 2001), a strong idimatifon should lead to highly fair
interactional justice behaviors. However, if manag®ainly identify with the organization,

they are likely to react favorably toward the orgation but not necessarily toward their
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subordinates. Indeed, according to Olkkonen andongp (2005), organizational

identification is a multi-foci construct. These laoits have shown that identification with the
organization as a whole predicted extra-role beajratoward the organization whereas
identification with the work-unit predicted extrale behavior toward the work unit. In case
their subordinates experience a procedural oriligive injustice or an unfavorable outcome
stemming from the organization, the managers nbgHikely to react unfavorably toward the
employees. Indeed, they might categorize them asutugroup. According to Tajfel (1972),

observing poor treatment of outgroups elicits wedkgorable reactions toward the victims
and stronger favorable reactions toward the inqgrofior example even stronger
identification.

Thus, managers who strongly identify with their amigation, when having to
announce to a subordinate an unjust or unfavordétgsion for which the organization is
responsible (or likely to be held responsible), migrefer to defend their organization by
being interactionally unjust toward the employeéud, | propose that in such a situation
managers’ identification with the organization wikkgatively relate to their interpersonal and

informational justice behaviors.

Hypothesis 3a:Managers with higher (versus lower) identificatigith the organization will
show less informationally fair behaviors when hgvio announce unfavorable and/or unfair
organizational decisions.

Hypothesis 3b:Managers with higher (versus lower) identificatisith the organization will
show less interpersonally fair behaviors when hgmannounce unfavorable and/or unfair

organizational decisions.

Hypothesis 1 states that because of the Churdfeitte managers will be more prone

to behave informationally unfairly when they thitilat their subordinates have been treated
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procedurally unfairly. The psychological mechanigmolved relates to the motivation to
protect one’s social just self. Because manageis highly identify with their organization
are likely to view the organization as an extendelf, they can be motivated to protect their
organization’s image as well as their own. Themefdne Churchill effect should be stronger

for managers who identify more strongly with thaiganization.

Hypothesis 4a:The negative relationship between managers’ prgedgustice judgments
regarding a situation and their informational jostibehaviors is moderated by their

identification with their organization.

Hypothesis 2 states that managers’ level of sa&idls (empathy and assertiveness) is
negatively related to their interpersonal justie@dwviors. Indeed, whatever the unfavorability
or unfairness of the situation for their subordésatmanagers with a low level of social skills
are less able to take their employees’ perspeutittecompassion nor to communicate them
clear respect. In case they strongly identify wtlithir organization, they will be prone to take
their organization’s perspective. This will makeeevmore difficult for them to take their
employees’ perspective or willing to express fabteamotions toward them. Thus, they will
not be likely to treat their subordinates with casgion, nor to communicate respect to them.
This means that a strong identification with threnfshould strengthen the negative impact of
their low level of social skills (empathy as wedl @assertiveness) on their interpersonal justice

behaviors.

Hypothesis 4b:The positive relationship between managers’ enypaitid their interpersonal

justice behaviors is moderated by managers’ ideatibn with their organization.
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Hypothesis 4c: The positive relationship between managers’ assedss and their
interpersonal justice behaviors is moderated by agears’ identification with their

organization.

1.3. METHODS

1.3.1. RARTICIPANTS

The sample was 118 MBA students of a business sdno®aris, France, who
voluntarily chose to participate in the experimémt extra-credit. On average, participants
were thirty years old, and thirty percent were fEmaAll participants had previous
professional experience (on average 5.2 yeargsy-six percent had experience leading teams

within organizations (on average, 2.3 years, 8bbaiinates).

1.3.2. FRROCEDURES

Participants made an appointment for a one-howi@esUpon first arriving at the
session (where multiple students completed the sasasures in a classroom), participants
read several letters from managers of the busisebsol informing them of their task.
Specifically, participants were told to enact tlaerof assistant recruitment managers for a
new internship program at the business school,varé told the following: characteristics
and aims of the internship program, requirementhefpost to be filled, CV and cover letter
for two (fictitious) applicants who had ostensilalgplied for the internship position, and, in
all cases, the decision already made by the busip@snanent recruiting manager regarding
which of the two applicants had been selected, anidh had been rejected (see appendix

C.3.). Participants were told that their task cstegl of writing one rejection letter (for the
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rejected candidate), and one acceptance letteti{@selected candidate). Participants were
thus put in a position where they had to implemanty communicate, a decision taken by a
higher-level manager within the organization — anpwn situation within firms and a
common situation in which interactional justicesisidied (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt,
Greenberg & Scott, 2005).

Several steps were taken to include the plausgibdit the task, including asking
participants to sign a confidentiality agreemeaelljrig them that their letters could really be
sent to the candidates, and making sure candidadesot realize that multiple people were
working on the same situations, for instance bygi$ivo different scenarios, each involving
a different pair of candidates (see appendix OQ.3'Bhe gender of the person who was
rejected was reversed across the two scenari¢so Fandomly ordered the candidacies in the
files to address possible order effects.

Subjects were randomly assigned to one of threalitons (see appendix C.2.):
Condition 1.Equitable outcome and proper procedure (contrdéihe profile of the chosen
candidate clearly matched the characteristics efpibsition to be filled while the profile of
the rejected candidate did not. Thus, the subjeadisto write a rejection letter to the weaker
candidate and an acceptance letter to the seleatetidate; Condition 2nequitable outcome
and improper procedure by mistake (because of animdtrative error) the profile of the
chosen candidate clearly did not match the chaiatts of the position to be filled, the
participant thus had to write a rejection lettetiie candidate who was clearly best suited for
the job and an acceptance letter to the candidhte was clearly less suited. This decision
was attributed to an administrative mistake, by awhihe less suitable candidate was
inadvertently selected; Condition [Bequitable outcome and improper procedure on psepo
(because of nepotism}the profile of the chosen candidate clearly diot match the

characteristics of the position to be filled, thetipant thus had to write a rejection letter to
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the candidate who was clearly best suited for dbegnd an acceptance letter to the candidate
clearly less suited. This decision was attribu@ahépotism, the less suited candidate (who
got the job) having been unfairly selected by tlenpanent recruiting manager of the
institution because she knew him and favored hegdrdless of who else applies”. Condition
2 was designed so that the procedural justice nflgsice, consistency, accurate information,
and possibility of appeal were not respected. Thels¢ée mainly to the “could” counterfactual
in fairness theory, i.e., the perpetrator couldenbghaved differently. In condition 3 | added
the violation of the no bias rule and the violatiohgeneral ethical norms, both of which
make the “should” counterfactual in fairness themrgyre salient. This allowed me to obtain
different levels of proper vs. improper procedusghjch could result in greater variance in
managers’ procedural justice judgments, which wadanldurn better allow me to test my
hypothesis H1b involving procedural justice.

After having completed the letters, subjects wesked to rate the distributive and
procedural fairness of the hiring decision. Threseks prior to the letter exercise, participants
had completed on line measures of empathy, asseebs and identification with their
organization (their business school, that they woulrite the letters on behalf of).

Demographic information was provided by the MBA asBion office.

1.3.3. MEASURES

1.3.3.1. Manipulation checks

The manipulation checks “after looking at the jpbsting and the candidates’
materials, to what extent do you feel that the cdatd (name and file number) was well
suited for the job?” (see appendix C.3.7.) showsdyaificant difference between candidates
perceived qualifications for the position, in theected direction (t=6,016 et p<0,001). Less

gualified candidates were indeed perceived as bleisg qualified for the position offered
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(m=2,62), and better qualified candidates wereeddgerceived as more suited to handle the

internship (m=4,14).

1.3.3.2. Independent variables
1.3.3.2.1. The adherence of the situation to rutédsequity and procedural justice

Depending on the condition to which they were ranlyoassigned, one third of the
subjects had to announce a proper decision (whicduld be seen by an observer as
distributively and procedurally fair), another thia wrong decision due to a clerical mistake
(which should be seen by an observer as distriblytiunjust and moderately procedurally
unjust) and the last third a wrong decision madeumpose on the basis of nepotism (which
should be seen by an observer as distributivelysirgnd very procedurally unjust).

Participants’ distributive and procedural justisgdgments were measured using the
Colquitt’s 2001 scales (see appendix C.3.8.). leuans were used to assess distributive
justice, for example “is the decision consisterttwvtine candidate’s qualifications?” or “does
the decision reflect the candidate’s experienca®@hBach alpha reliability was=0,95.

Seven items were used to assess procedural juBadicipants were asked to assess the
procedures, which had been used by their busimgsmbkto make the decision to recruit or
not recruit the candidate for the internship jobr Example “have those procedures allowed
the candidate to show his (her) value?” or “haweséhprocedures been free of bias?”
Cronbach alpha reliability was=0,89.

Their judgments differed significantly between ttneee situations in terms of both
distributive (F=72,562, p < 0,001) and proceduualtice judgments (F=29,879, p<0,01). The
situation in which the most qualified candidate Hmeen offered the position was judged
distributively fairer (m=14,61) in comparison toetlsituation in which the more qualified

candidate was by mistake not chosen (m=6,14) or amatsen because of his or her
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connections (m=6,27). Similarly, the situation irmieh the most qualified candidate was
chosen was judged to be more procedurally fair @nt5) than the improper-by mistake
(m=15,478) and improper-on purpose (m=11,600) 8doa. Thus, between conditions 2 and
3, there was a significant difference only in phol justice and not in distributive justice.
1.3.3.2.2. Assertiveness

Assertiveness was measured using two subscalegrofd@ll and Van der Ende’s
(1985) scale of general assertiveness (see appéntli?.): initiating assertiveness (9 items)
and positive assertion (8 items). | followed thesghors’ advice not to use their overall
assertion scale of 50 items whose multidimensio@dlre is likely to invalidate research
findings. | chose initiating assertiveness becaists relevance for my research purpose and
positive assertion because of its particular abititadequately defining and operationalizing
the assertion construct (Arrindell & van der Entiég5).

Initiating assertiveness relates to expressingsoapinion and contains such items as
“offering an opinion that differs from that of tiperson you are talking to” or “telling a group
of people about something you have experiencedsitive assertion refers to the display of
positive feelings and includes such items as figllsomeone that you like him/her” or
“telling someone that you are very pleased withaitniing you have done”.

Thus, the social skills measured by these two sales account for the ability to
clearly communicate news even if these news ardikedy to be welcome by the employees
while at the same time not distancing nor derogatire recipients and trying to maintain a
positive affective relationship with them. The mlémassertiveness scale and its sub-scales
have been validated with North American, Dutch, Brehch subjects and also in samples of
executive managers (Arrindell & van der Ende, 198%indell et al. 1999). | will refer to the
two subscales | use as simply “assertiveness” & c¢hrrent chapter. Cronbach alpha

reliability wasa=0,95.
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1.3.3.2.3. Empathy

Empathy was measured using the seven-item empeadicern subscale of Davis’
(1980; 1983) interpersonal reactivity index (sepeaqalix C.1.1). Items included: “when | see
someone being treated unfairly, | sometimes da®t ¥ery much pity for them” (reversed) or
“l often have tender, concerned feelings for pede$s fortunate than me”. Cronbach alpha
reliability wasa=0,73.
1.3.3.2.4. Identification with the organization

The six-item identification scale used was adagtech Okimoto (in press, a) and
Okimoto and Tyler, (2007) (see appendix C.1.3.)bj&ets rated rate their agreement with
statements such as “the values of (the name obtistness school) are similar to mine”,
“when someone praises (the name of the busines®idhfeel proud” and “being a student
in (the name of the business school) is a largeqgfavho | am”. Cronbach alpha reliability

wasa=0,86.

1.3.3.3. Dependent variables
1.3.3.3.1. Informational and interpersonal justiceCoding

Two coders (researchers in organizational justineependently coded the letters
written by the MBA students for interpersonal antbrmational justice (see appendix C.4.).
The two-item interpersonal justice scale and threetlitem informational justice scale were
based Colquitt's (2001) scales and adapted toriabysis of letters. For interpersonal justice,
coders rated (1) politeness and courtesy of thertetand (2) the respect and dignity shown to
the candidates. Cronbach alpha reliability of ipégsonal justice scale waz=0,88.
Informational justice was measured by coders ratinghe thoroughness of the explanations
given (i.e., whether precise reasons were giveexfiain the decision), and (2) whether the

communication was tailored to the candidate (Whether the writers made references to the
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candidates’ profiles or if they gave personalizeldiee about areas for improvement, etc.)

Reliability of informational justice scale was0,72.

1.4. RESULTS

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviationsaaralations.

TABLE 2:

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Biét\Estimates

Mean| SD |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Situation (equity, no | 2.00 | .80 n.a.
bias or mistake=1,
inequity, procedural
mistake=2, inequity,
procedural bias=3)
2. Distributive justice 232 1.39 -72*F (.95)
3. Procedural justice 235 1.01 -.65f .72 ()89
4. Empathy 3.79| .50 10 -.04 .05 (.713)
5. Assertiveness 428§ 1.24 -.25% Nl 260 -.01.95)
6. Identification 3.73 | .67 .04 .05 .08 08 .14 (.86)
7. Interpersonal justice | 3.65 | .73 .16 -17 -.16 .04 27 -30% (.88
8. Informational justice | 2.67 | .80 | -.20* 26%* | .26**| 03| -.10 -23* | .39% (.72)

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

Hypothesis l1a predicted a direct effect of theasgitun on informational justice, such

that managers having to implement and communicatkeasions which involved unfair

procedures and an unfair outcome would use lessniational justice. ANOVA analysi$-€

3.03,p<.05) showed that informational justice was siguaifitly different between condition 1
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(M= 2.97) and the two other conditions (conditior{(N2=2.53) and condition 3 (M=2.55)).
Subjects in the two conditions with the inequitaletcomes and differing degrees of
procedural impropriety wrote rejection letters cwaerized by less detailed and less tailored
explanations. See Table 3. A post-hoc test showeesignificant mean differences between
conditions 2 (inequitable outcomes and improperisi@et by mistake) and 3 (inequitable

outcomes and improper decision on purpose). Alsretwere no differences in interpersonal

justice across the conditions.

TABLE 3:

Cell Means for Informational Justice Behaviors

Coaaoin 1 Condition 2 Condition 3
M SD M SD M SD F
Variable
Informational Justice
2.97| .84 2.53 91 2.55 .61 3.03*
Behaviors
Note * p < .05.

Hypothesis 1b predicted that the relationship psepo between situation and
informational justice will be mediated by managepgrceptions of procedural justice. As
shown in Table 4, full mediation was observed at p063. To demonstrate a mediated

relationship, | used the regression proceduresmesended by Baron and Kenny (1986). The
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situation affected managers’ procedural justicegjodnts, =

-.65, p < .001, and

informational justice behaviors, = -.20,p < .05. Finally, when | regressed informational

justice behaviors on both situation and manageratedural justice perceptions, procedural

justice perceptions remained significant at p =3,06= .25, while situation became non-

significant, =-.04, n.s. Thus, Hypothesis 1b was only suppaatep = .063 (which is below

the conventional level of statistical significance)

TABLE 4:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses focBdaral Justice and Informational Just

Procedural Justicg Informational Justice Behay

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Control variable

Gender 21 .05 .05 .00 -.01

Age -.04 -.08 .07 .06 .08
Independent variable

Situation -.65%** -.20* -.04
Mediator

Procedural justice perceptions t25

R .05 44 .01 .05 .08

F 2.44 (24777 31 1.47 2.02

Change in R .39 .04 .03

Note T p<.10, *p< .05, *p < .01, ** p< .001

ice

iors

Hypothesis 2a predicted that managers’ empathyteselgositively to their

interpersonal justice behaviors. As shown in Tdhlélypothesis 2a was not supporteds

.06, n.s.. Hypothesis 2b, which predicted that mgare& assertiveness relates positively to

their interpersonal justice behaviors, was supplortes .23,p < .05.
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TABLE 5:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for

Interpersonal Justice

Interpersonal Justice

Variable Stepl | Step?2
Control variable

Gender A1 .06

Age .06 .06
Independent variable

Empathy .06

Assertiveness 23*

Identification with organization =27

R .01 16

F 57 2.86*

Change in R 14
Note * p < .05

Hypothesis 3a, which predicted that managers’ itleation with their organization
relates negatively to their interpersonal justiebdwiors, was supported=-.27,p < .05. See
Table 5. As shown in Table 6, there was also sugpoHypothesis 3b, which predicted that
managers’ identification with their organizationlates negatively to their informational

justice behaviors, = -.24,p < .05.
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TABLE 6:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for

Informational Justice

Informational Justice

Variable Stepl | Step?2
Control variable
Gender .05 .03
Age .07 .08
Independent variable
Identification with Organization -.24%
R .01 .06
F .28 1.85
Change in R .05
Note * p < .05

Hypothesis 4a, which stated thié relationship between managers’ proceduralgesti
perceptions regarding the situation and their mftional justice behaviors would be
moderated by managers’ identification with theigamization, was supported,= -.29,p <
.01. See Table 7. As shown in Figure 1, manageoEquural justice perceptions regarding a
situation only positively affected their informat@l justice behaviors when they were low
(versus high) in organizational identification. Met however, that the shape of the
interaction was not the one that | hypothesizgatoposed that high identifiers would behave
more informationally unfairly than low identifiesshen the procedure was unjust. Instead, |
found that high identifiers behaved informationallyjustly regardless of the injustice of the
procedure. As for low identifiers, they behavedimniationally unfairly only in negative and

unfair situations and informationally fairly in retgve and fair situations.
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TABLE 7:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses foorimiational Justice for

Interaction between Organizational Identificatiovd &rocedural Justice

Perceptions
Informational Justice

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step
Control variables

Gender 05 | -04 | -02

Age 07 10 10
Independent variables

Identification with organization o7 _ o5

Procedural justice perceptions 3 35k
Interaction
Identification with organization x

I . -.29%*

Procedural justice perceptions '

2
R 01 15 23
F 26 | 334 | 451
Change in R 14 08

Note * p < .05, *p < .01.
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FIGURE 1:

Interaction of Managerial Organizational Identifioa and Procedural Justice Perceptions in

Informational
justice
behaviors

Predicting Managerial Informational Justice Behawio
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Hypothesis 4b stated thahe relationship between managers’ empathy and thei

interpersonal justice behaviors would be moder&tgdnanagers’ identification with their

organization. This hypothesis was not supported {@ele 8).

TABLE 8:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses foerimérsonal Justice fo

Interaction between Organizational Identificatiod &mpathy

Interpersonal Justice

Variable Stepl | Step2 Step
Control variables
Gender 11 08 | .07
Age 06 09 08
Independent variables
Identification with organization L 30% | - 31%
Empathy 07 | .07
Interaction
Identification with organization x
Empathy 05
2
R 01 09 | .10
F 57 | 232t | 1.89
Change in R 14 04

Note T p<.10, *p< .05, *p < .01
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Hypothesis 4c stated th#te relationship between managers’ assertivenasghasir
interpersonal justice behaviors would be moderdtgdnanagers’ identification with their
organization. There was support for Hypothesis #p & .069,
shown in Figure 2, managers’ low level of asseness related negatively to their
interpersonal justice behaviors more strongly wheey were high (versus low) in

organizational identification, as hypothesized (hoer there was support for H4c only at p =

= -.23. See Table 9. As

.069, which is below the conventional level of istatal significance).

TABLE 9:

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analyses fogrmgrsonal Justice fo

Interaction between Organizational Identificatiord 8Assertiveness

Interpersonal Justice

Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step
Control variables
Gender 11 07 | -02
Age 06 05 10
Independent variables
Identification with organization g% | 30wk
Assertiveness _o3% | .18
Interaction
Identification with organization x
Assertiveness 23
2
R 01 15 19
F 56 | 3.42% | 3.50%
Change in R 14 04

Note t p<.10, *p<.05, *p<.01
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FIGURE 2:

Interaction of Managerial Organizational Identifioa and Assertiveness in Predicting

Interpersonal Managerial Interpersonal Justice Behaviors
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1.5. DISCUSSION

In this study, | investigated predictors of intdracal justice behaviors. This line of
research is important, as organizations will bdaebedble to encourage managerial justice
behaviors in the workplace if one has a better tstdeding of factors predicting them.

| found that a situational antecedent predictedrmftional justice behaviors and an
interindividual antecedent predicted interpersonadtice behaviors. Namely, situations
characterized by an inequitable outcome and andpgsrprocedure (whether by mistake or
on purpose) resulted in managers behaving infoonaliy unfairly whereas a lack of
assertiveness managers behaving interpersonabyriynfl also found that identification with
the firm related negatively to managers’ interpeedoand informational behaviors.
Identification also moderated the relationship lesw the situation and the managers’
informational justice behaviors.

However, the link between managers’ proceduraligasjudgments and their
informational justice behaviors did not vary witteir level of organizational identification in
the way | had expected. The effect of identificativas, in fact, much stronger than |
hypothesized, changing the nature of the prediefiéect. | proposed that high identifiers
would be more likely to behave informationally unfa than low identifiers when the
procedure was unjust. Instead, | found that higkniifiers were likely to behave
informationally unjustly regardless of the injustiof the procedure. This means that high
identifiers tried to protect their organization a®n as the situation was unfavorable for the
victims, whether the situation was fair or unf@mly low identifiers made the hypothesized
distinction between negative and unfair situatiofe which they also behaved
informationally unfairly) and negative and fair wations (in which they behaved

informationally fairly). The above suggests thaentfication with the firm made the
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Churchill effect so strong that it applied in anfavorable situation whether it was fair or
unfair. I made a theoretical distinction betweea @hurchill effect that | predicted to apply
when the situation was unjust and the moral outragair that | predicted to apply when the
situation was unfavorable but just (HypothesisThis distinction that | showed to apply for
my whole sample was in fact only true for managets® did not identify with their
organization.

Notice that this result is consistent with hypote8a and 3b in which | proposed and
found that managers’ identification with their ongaation would make them behave

interpersonally and informationally unjustly whatevhe (in)justice or the negative situation.

1.5.1. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

This research makes several contributions to orgéional justice theory. First, my
results help to better understand the mechanismwhigh the Churchill effect, an important
cause of interactional injustice, operates (Fold€93, Folger & Pugh, 2002; Folger &
Skarlicki, 1998; Folger & Skarlicki, 2001). Thissearch sets boundary conditions on the
Churchill effect, in terms of whether a decisiomegative and just or negative and unjust. A
situation leads to the Churchill effect and its atlary, managers’ interactional unjust
behaviors, only if the situation as unjust, and enprecisely procedurally unjust. However,
the mediating role of managers’ procedural jusfickgments (H1b) was not supported at the
conventional level of statistical significance. 3might be due to the fact that subjects knew
they would not meet the victims, but only writeedtér to them. Thus, they might have been
less motivated to use their procedural justice mueligt to shape their behavior in comparison
to a condition in which they would have been inwalvin a real social interaction. Other

dynamics could also have been at work. Subjects bveiaved informationally unfairly may
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have wanted to play down to themselves how proediguanfair the situation was. In any
case, further studies using different researclgdesshould test again this hypothesis.

Building on recent research (Patient & Skarlicki, press), | also showed that
interactional unjust behaviors can be predicted ooy by the situation but also by
interindividual managers’ characteristics. My réswghed a new light on managers’ tendency
to be interactionally unjust by showing that itnist only managers’ desire to protect their
social just self in unjust situations that is atkst but also their social ability to cope with
unfavorable situations. Such abilities as precwradrjustice behaviors have to date received
little research attention although they can be whakes specific justice behaviors concretely
possible (Ambrose & Schminke, 2007).

Second, this research advances our understanditigeaynamics of informational
and interpersonal justice, which were shown toregpectively, more sensitive to situational
and individual difference factors. On the one hamdggative and unjust situation prompted
managers’ unjust informational behaviors. On theepthand, a negative situation, whether
just or unjust, lead to managers’ interpersonalstige behaviors for managers low (versus
high) in assertiveness. These different antecedfmtsnformational versus interpersonal
justice behaviors provides further support for safdag interactional justice into its
informational and interpersonal components (Cotg@d01; Greenberg, 1993a; Masterson et
al., 2005). In this respect, | did not find supplart hypothesis H4c at the conventional level
of statistical significance. This hypothesis préefic that managers’ identification would
interact with their assertiveness to predict theterpersonal justice behaviors. However,
assertiveness might be a context-independent malierdual characteristic. In this case,
identification would only be able to interact witbntextual variables, like the justice of the

situation. This would explain why assertiveness idedtification did not interact at p < .05.
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My hypotheses involving empathy were not suppotteh and H4b). No relationship
was found between empathy and interpersonal jubttaviors (H2a) and identification did
not interact with empathy to predict interpersgnatice behaviors (H4b). It is possible that a
situation involving face-to-face communication @& written communication) of negative
news would be necessary to prompt the vicariougmpcing of another person’s emotional
state, and the feelings of warmth and concern Her \ictim that are characteristic of the
empathic concern dimension | focused on. Futurearet should attempt to replicate my
findings when the communication of the outcomeatefto-face.

Third, while other research shows that at leastame circumstances managers may
try to correct injustices at work (see chapter3 and 4), this study, on the contrary, show that
managers, when facing an injustice stemming froseir thrganization and experienced by
their subordinates, are more likely to make badksiworse by adding interactional injustice
to the already unjust situation.

Fourth, | extend understanding of the deontic madgustice (Folger, 1998, 2001)
and fairness theory (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998 1P@¥ testing it in a proactive justice
study. In terms of their distributive and procedufastice judgments, the subjects
distinguished between the three experimental cmmdit The right decision was seen as
distributively fair. The wrong by mistake decisi@md wrong on purpose decisions were
judged as equally distributively unfair. In contrabe participants made clear and significant
distinctions between the three conditions concermireir procedural justice judgments, the
right decision was judged as the most fair andatteng decision due to nepotism was judged
as the least fair, with the wrong by mistake caoditying in between.

Participants appear to have distinguished betwieerinree conditions on the basis of
their “would”, “could” and “should” counterfactualsin the condition they judged

distributively and procedurally fair (condition 1pnly the “would” counterfactual was
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relevant: the situation “would” have been better thoe candidate if he or she would have
been better suited to the position. In the condiparticipants judged distributively unfair and
procedurally slightly unfair (condition 2), the “wihl” and “could” counterfactuals applied in

the following way: the situation “would” have beéwtter for the candidate if the clerk
“wouldn’t” have made a mistake and this clerk indieeould” have acted otherwise.

However, because the mistake was not on purpogembral dimension and “should”

counterfactual were not very relevant here. In @stf in the condition where the outcome
was judged unfair and the procedure very unfaimddmn 3), all three counterfactuals

applied: the situation “would” have been betterthie manager “would” have behaved
differently and the manager “could” and “should”drally) have behaved differently. It is

because of the accountability invoked by the “cbudehd “should” counterfactuals, by

characteristics of the procedure, that subjectstedamore strongly to the injustice of the
process rather than to the injustice of the distrim.

A fifth contribution of this work lies in showingfahe important role in justice
behaviors of managers’ identification with the origation. Whereas usually organizational
identification is seen as having primarily positiensequences for the organization and for
employees (and other stakeholders, such as custpmdnave shown that managers who
identified more strongly with the organization darsome situations be more interactionally
unjust. This means that managers who viewed thveirds an extended self, when having to
react to an injustice produced by this firm, chasé to behave fairly toward the employee
who experienced this injustice. These managerfitnhigve thought that they had to choose
between their organization and the victim. Althougly could have remained loyal to their
organization while being at the same time intecadily fair toward the employees, they
might have felt an emotional contradiction betwéesse two attitudes. This is plausibly the

reason why these high identifiers reacted morengtyoto the Churchill effect and also to
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their lack of social skills. Participants high organizational identification could also have
been motivated to sustain a representation of asteé and legitimated in-group and might
have thought that the unjustly treated victim cordgresented a threat in this respect. By
being interactionally unjust with the victim, thepuld have tried to maintain a positive

organizational identity.

1.5.2. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

One of the strengths of my study is that it invdlveal experimented managers
reacting to a situation they thought was real.ddition, many studies to date have assessed
justice effects using cross-sectional data. My erpental design supports a causal argument
- that differences in the way managers perceivdaingess of a situation impact their justice
behaviors.

| propose that if firms want to encourage managetsractional justice behaviors in
difficult times, they should persuade the managérthe procedural justice relating to the
outcome communicated. One way is to involve marsagethe decisions they are going to
implement and communicate about. This could helgoster fair decisions based on fair
processes. First line managers are indeed sengitive justice of the decisions they have to
implement and communicate to their subordinateseé@iverg, 1988; Greenberg, 1990b).
Another possibility could be for upper managershi@ case of ambiguous decisions that can
be seen as unjust or just depending on their r@oflLind & van den Bos, 2002), like in the
case of a pay decrease (Greenberg, 1990a), totéeadhonally just with their first-line
managers. By giving sincere social accounts anaisigorespect to the managers themselves,

upper managers can make them more likely to juklgelécisions as procedurally just.
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In addition, organizations should avoid selectingnagers to communicate the
negative outcome who lack assertiveness or who tmidgntify too closely with the
organization versus with the employee. Besideslistuhave shown that assertiveness can be
efficiently taught (Bouvard et al., 1999; Korsgaatdl., 1998; Lin, Shiah, Chang, Lai, Wang,
& Chou, 2004; Nota, 2003; Sanz de Acedo Lizarragd.£2003).

On the other hand, it could be argued that intemaat justice can be used
manipulatively and to cloak procedural and/or disitive injustice, thereby mitigating
antagonistic reactions from subordinates and, facgf making them better accept what is
unacceptable. However, | believe that interactigusiice can not be used manipulatively in
the long run because of a frustration effect (Breeck& Wiesenfeld, 1996; Folger, 1977,
Shapiro & Brett, 1993; Tyler, 1987). Second, int&nal justice is only one of several cues
used to assess the justice of a decision. Nonstheleacknowledge the need to be cautious
about the way my results might be used in the fd about the ethical questions that can be
raised.

A final implication of my results relates to the pact on justice behaviors of
organizational identification and the “good soldlisyndrome. It is in part because they
identified strongly with their in-group that somenagers reacted unjustly toward victims of
that in-group. So one should be cautious aboutbhe& consequences of a too strong

organizational identification, which is usually sess having positive consequences.

1.5.3. LMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

Given the impact rejected candidates might havehenorganization (Gilliland &

Hale, 2005), the results of this study can be \@&idor recruitment researchers and

practitioners. Moreover, the Churchill effect hayitbeen proposed to apply to various
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situations (Folger & Skarlicki, 2001) and the thetaral mechanisms | have described being
not specific to a kind of managerial decision, ragults should also apply to a wide range of
other managerial situations. It is possible, howewbat recruiting managers consider
candidates in a different way than already recduémployees. Thus, the conclusions | have
drawn should be confirmed by future field studigsing real tasks, and actual managers with
their current employees.

Another limit of the present work concerns the féwt | did not have real victims
who communicated their real justice judgments. Tjuisstion is common in proactive studies
in which the focus is on justice behaviors, whiehds the subjects play the role of managers
or allocators and not the one of recipients. Jashdhe other proactive studies (Korsgaard et
al, 1998; Patient & Skarlicki, in press) | answetbi$ question by having coders rating the
justice behaviors of the subjects. It would beriegéng for future studies to build up designs
in which two kinds of subjects would participatetia¢ same time: allocators and recipients,
which would make it possible to link antecedentsatibcators’ justice behaviors with
recipients’ justice judgments.

More generally, further proactive research is cafier on the antecedents of justice
behaviors, whether distributive, procedural, oreiiattional. This body of research can
provide valuable insights into how to produce famnerkplaces. Further, this research can
help to bridge the domains of organizational jestasd behavioral ethics (Cropanzano &
Stein, in press). Whereas these two disciplinesgaddhave much in common, in particular
because they often focus on similar behaviors astrtbe them with a concern for moral
standards, the reactive focus of most organizatiusdice research to date has limited the
potential rich connections between the two fieldaderstanding the antecedents of justice

behaviors could be an important step toward bettderstanding ethical behavior at work.
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Finally, notice that among the 118 participantsh@8 to announce an unjust decision
to the victim (because of a mistake for 39 of thenbecause of nepotism for 39 of them).
Virtually all of them accepted to complete thiskiasith only 6 of them refusing, and having
asked for more information during the experimerfotee handling the task. This means that
most of these managers, even those who tried teeaothe injustice by being more
interactionally fair, went along with administeriag unjust decision.

However, many of the participants used in theitelst some type of informal
corrective justice strategy: they offered suppbst éncouraging the candidate to reapply),
future help (they said that the candidates wilkcbatacted if there is any other opportunity),
an alternative positive outcome (for instance, fir@éning) or even an alternative position
(direct help to find another job). Unfortunatellyis not possible to know to what extent these
proposals were sincere, as no concrete steps alega by participants to make these offers
really available. Perhaps some of participantsrioffealternatives thought that their proposal
would engage or bind their organization. The extenivhich managers use these kinds of
informal corrective justice behaviors, distinctrfranteractional justice behaviors, should be
further investigated. | conducted a second qualéagxploratory study in order to answer that

question (see chapter 2).
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CHAPTER 2: BEYOND THE CHURCHILL EFFECT, DISCOVERING THE

INVISIBLE: THE MANAGERS’ OTHER CORRECTIVE JUSTICE S TRATEGIES.

2.0. ABSTRACT

The principal objective of the study presentedhis tchapter was to identify other
corrective justice strategies that may be used bpagers in addition to their interactional
corrective justice strategies. An exploratory stwdth 35 managers lead to the identification
of a new strategy used by managers to correct tiopusat work. Because this strategy
consisted in allocating something extra, belongioghe company, not for its formal or
intended use, to restore justice (for example, marsamay distribute benefits such as free
time, personal use of equipment, extra trainingaruses to victims of injustice) and because
it occurred “under the radar” (without more senioranagers’ or other employees’
knowledge), | name this strategy avisible remediestrategy. The study presented here
explored this strategy in comparison to the othanagerial corrective justice strategies that
emerged from the data. The results show that managere more likely to use invisible
remedies to compensate for organizational injustidee to the deficiencies of the formal
reward system (i.e., lack of bonuses and pay iseainappropriately low salaries,
promotions that were refused...) rather than to cbrother types of injustices. Managers
were more likely to react in this way when injusviolated their sense of equity rather than
other justice rules. As invisible remedies, mansgesually diverted organizational
allocations from their formal use. Thus, they adlimtl benefits like free days off or extra
bonuses in order to compensate for the injustigpereenced by their subordinates. Finally,

their first motivation appeared to be the restoratf justice in the workplace even if they
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knew that these attempts mainly mitigated negate@&ctions in the short run, without

fundamentally solving any real injustice in thedamn.

2.1. INTRODUCTION

The first chapter showed that managers often failuse interactional justice in
situations where employees experience distributveprocedural injustices, despite the
known corrective effects of interactional justiceehaviors. Indeed, when having to
communicate an unjust decision, managers faileghrtivide sufficient explanations — a
behavior which has been described as “Churchilatff Besides, if they lacked social skills,
they also distanced themselves interpersonally ftbenemployees. Moreover, those who
identified with their organization were even makely to show these two distancing effects.
However, because many managers tried to corredhjihgtice in other (informal) ways, it is
important to investigate/hich other corrective justice strategies managaeslikely to use in
the workplace This is the focus of this chapter. As explainedhe previous chapter, this
kind of research question is characteristic of scaat theory (Edmonson & McManus, 2004)
and is therefore better addressed through quaktatiethods, and through semi-structured
exploratory interviews in particular.

Thus, an exploratory study was conducted to ingasti how managers react to and
deal with their subordinates’ injustice experience3his exploratory study lead to the
identification of invisible remedies and their sitional and motivational antecedents.
Furthermore, it also shed light on the way managesatuate the consequences they have on
their subordinates’ attitudes and behaviors. Thessuilts formed the foundation of a
conceptual model (chapter 3), parts of which weresequently tested and confirmed (chapter

4).
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2.2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODS

Thirty-five managers were interviewed in a Frenabidtics firm between December
2006 and March 2007. Five hundred and fifty empésyavork in this firm, which is
specialized in logistics of book publishing. Itamais to stock, sell and carry books to
booksellers for its parent company as well as fbheopublishers. The managers were invited
by the president’s assistant to participate in wdystabout injustice at work. All invited
managers met individually with me, who acted asrinewer.

When meeting with me, each manager was welcometiwas explained the study’s
objectives as: “to better understand employeedinfge of injustice at work” as part of a
research program. They were informed that partimpawould consist of answering four
questions and was entirely voluntary. Managers vetse assured that their name would
never be quoted in any document. No one declinesh$aver the questions.

All the managers and their deputy managers at srairdepartment levels were asked
to participate. Only 6 team and department managewsd not participate for practical
reasons. Thus my sample of managers represent &B.the first and second line managers
of the firm. 58.9% were male and 41.1% were fema&lgo worked in the factory and 26%
managed administrative functions. The subordindtes five directors, the general manager
and the president were not asked to participatiedrstudy.

Managers were asked four main questions: 1) tallreae or several events that had
been experienced by their subordinates and thasuberdinates had found unjust, 2) how
they (the managers) reacted to this injustice, [Btwvas their motivation to react as they did
and 4) how their subordinates reacted to their efagnanaging the injustice (see Appendix

D.1.). Question 2 is central to the main object¥¢he study, which was the identification of
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managers’ corrective justice behaviors. Questiowas added in order to contextualize
question 2 and to make managers give their ansimerslation to a real recent situation
experienced and not in a general way. Moreovesglldwed me to identify the kinds of
injustices that could predict specific types of mgers’ corrective behaviors. The intent of
question 3 was to take the opportunity of a quialigaexploratory design to get some insights
about the motives that managers thought they hadrtect injustices. The aim of question 4
was to get a feedback from the managers about iieirs on the effects of their reactions,
which would also help me to better understand thexall process of corrective justice in the
workplace and of the strategy of invisible remediegarticular.

The questions were open and did not ask specificatiout interactional justice
behaviors or any other kind of corrective stratégyorder to avoid leading participants.
Moreover, participants did not know when they anmsdethe first question about the
experience of an injustice by their subordinated the further questions would concern the
way they reacted to it as managers. This was donerder to prevent managers from
choosing incidents that they felt they succeededdnage well.

The interviews lasted from 15 minutes to 2 hour@ binutes on average). After
discussions with the firm's president and a numtfeemployees, it was decided that the
interviews would be conducted without an audio rdeoin order to make participants more
comfortable when recounting sensitive informatibmprioritised honest replies over fully
accurate transcripts, as the focus of this study twaexplore which types of incidents and
types of remedies occurred, rather than the wawhich these instances were described.
However, precise notes were taken, using the jgaatits’ own words wherever possible.
Immediately after each interview, these notes vienesferred into a word file with the help

of a dictation software (the Dragon Naturally Speglsoftware®). The resulting scripts were
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checked again for accuracy before the analysisrbdgalso took notes of some important

demographic data for each respondent, for exarhpie position in the hierarchy.

2.3. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

All 35 managers’ interviews were coded in a qutliea data analysis software
(N'Vivo 7®). The 35 managers recounted 74 incideftmjustices. These incidents represent
the unit of analysis. For each incident | codedhp) types of injustice experienced, 2) the
types of remedies chosen by the managers, 3) thieation for choosing these remedies, 4)
subsequent subordinates’ reactions. These foundberepresent the main categories or
“nodes” in the coding tree structure (or codingesok) | used (see appendix D.2.).

While the coding scheme was informed by my fouermiew questions and by
preconceptions from the organisational justicerdiigre, | also allowed the final coding
scheme to emerge from the data. This process dmulgtrmed qualitative content analysis
(Bryman & Bell, 2003), as categories are emergianigad the data and underlying themes are
analysed. The processes through which the theneesxémracted are left implicit (as opposed
to quantitative content analysis where detailedirgpdchedules are provided). | constantly
revised the themes that arose from the analyses.

This process was supported by N'Vivo 7®, whicloak to create nodes in different
ways. For example, the four types of injusticest(dutive, procedural, interpersonal and
informational aspects) that were used to code roglents were directly derived from the
literature (Colquitt, 2001) and were therefore teda priori. By contrast, the managers’
corrective justice behaviors emerged from the eegemnt with the data. Sub-nodes
representing the modalities of this main node ofexdive justice behaviors were generated

each time | coded a new incident. Each sub-node #eeved to guide the coding of the
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remaining incidents. After a certain number ofatemns, no new sub-nodes appeared, which
meant that | had reached theoretical saturatiobéHuan & Miles, 1994). As saturation was
reached, | made sure that each document was codbdthe final and complete coding
scheme. Finally, | also linked so-called “attrisiteo each incident (for example, the
hierarchical position of the participant who delsed the incident).

The coding process that | followed is typical faratjtative exploratory research (see
for example Bryman and Bell, 2003), and resultsamplex data structures. Specifically, the
incidents that formed my main unit of analysis a independent, as most managers
recounted more than one incident. Furthermore, eacident may have been addressed
through several corrective strategies, and a mamagg have identified several motivations
for choosing any one strategy. Thus, the behawoded here are also highly interdependent.
While this means that statistical tests cannot sedfuto compare the resulting groups of
behaviors, it does not represent a problem foikiheé of analysis presented here, the aim of
which was to gain in-depth insights into a phenoomem its natural ecology. Therefore,

quantifications are provided only for descriptivelallustrative purposes in the following.

2.3.1. DENTIFICATION OF INVISIBLE REMEDIES

Importantly, the coding strategy outlined abovew#d me to identify a corrective
strategy that the justice literature had not presip identified. This strategy consisted in
allocating invisible remedies to correct injusticBecause this strategy is both interesting and
novel, it will be the main focus in the presentatiof the results. | present the invisible

remedies managers used, their event antecedeets, ntlanagerial antecedents, and their

® Even non-parametric tests such as Chi-Squareasstsne independent observations and cannot beautest
differences between the type of correlated datbrésalt from the analyses used here.

82



The fair hand of managers

consequences on subordinates’ attitudes and bebatiovork (as managers viewed them) in

comparison with the other more traditional cornexstrategies that emerged.

2.3.1.1. Invisible remedies as a form of correctivieistice behavior
| identified eleven different strategies that masraguse when they react to an
injustice experienced by their subordinates. Trstisdegies are listed in Table 10. Examples

for each of these categories can be found in Thble

TABLE 10:

Managerial Corrective Justice Strategies

Items representing managerial corrective justice st rategies N %
Used informational justice 46 128,4%
Tried to fix the problem, at the origin of the injustice 24 14,8%
Engaged in invisible remedies 17 [10,5%
Appealed to a better future 15 1[9,3%
Refused to react to the injustice 12 [7,4%
Used procedural justice 11 6,8%
Asked for help to correct the injustice 10 16,2%
Used authority to ask perpetrators to respect the rules 8 4,9%
Used interpersonal justice 8 4,9%
Managed the way people react to injustice 8 4,9%
Criticized the decision by upper management 3 1,9%
Total 162 |100,0%

(n= number of incidents in which each strategy basn used, the total of 162 is superior to 74 asagars use

different strategies to manage the same incidents)
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In more than 10 % of the cases (17 incidents), mensaused invisible remedies to try
to correct an injustice. This was the third mostiegpread strategy after “informational
justice” and “trying to concretely fix the problenvhich is at the origin of the injustice” and
just before “appealing to a better future” and Usefd to react to the injustice”. The
informational justice strategy (which mainly consd in justifying what happened) has
already been studied by organizational researcdmsiswas the theme of my first study (see
chapter one). The strategy consisting in erasiegctincrete source of the injustice has been
studied by the managerial literature as a tradaliananagerial problem solving behavior,
which can be used to deal with unjust or only uofable events (Yukl, 2006). The strategies
that appeared at the forth and fifth positions #mat consisted respectively in telling that
things should be better in the future or in refgsio react to the injustice are two modalities
of a same more global strategy, which is well-knownthe trust as well in the justice
literatures and simply consists in doing nothingr(m, Kim, Cooper, & Dirks, 2007; Mikula,
1986). The focus of this chapter, the use of itlesiremedies, is a strategy that has not yet
been identified by the organizational justice htere and that may be used precisely when
managers do not have the power or the will to yeadase the injustice at its source. Thus, |
decided to focus on the analysis of this invisitiberective justice behavior rather than on the

other forms of corrective strategies.
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TABLE 11:

Examples of Managerial Corrective Justice Strategie

Items representing corrective justice Examples

strategies

Used informational justice Justified the decision

Tried to fix the problem, which was at the origin of |- Asked the employee who was at the origin of the
the injustice injustice in order to then stop his behavior

- Gave an easier task to a subordinate to replace a
task this employee viewed as unjust because it was
too difficult for him

See items in table 12 and examples in table 15
Engaged in invisible justice
Appealed to a better future
- Waited for things to change because the upper
manager would retire soon (in three years)

- Stated the problem would be taken into account
when the same kind of decision is taken in the future
Refused to react to the injustice
- Waited until employees forget about the problem

- Stated that he had no power to do anything and that
things had to be accepted as they were

Used procedural justice - Collected information about the process to check if
there was really an injustice

- Implemented a precise schedule to improve the task
allocation process

Asked for help to correct the injustice
- Asked upper management to react to the injustice
- Was helped by a coach to behave less unjustly
Used authority to ask people to respect the rules
- Reminded employees of the rules and asked that
people respect them

- Punished people who committed injustices

Used interpersonal justice - Comforted or reassured the subordinate
- Apologized
Managed the way people reacted to injustice - Asked the subordinate to stop complaining and to

react more positively

- Asked the subordinate to talk about the incident
directly with the other manager who was the source
of the injustice

Criticized the decision toward upper management|- Sent a letter to upper management to criticize the
decision

2.3.1.2. Invisible remedies: A list of eleven behars
In my data, | identified eleven different behavi@s part of the invisible remedies
strategy. They are listed in table 12 below. Thesbaviors are classified as invisible

remedies in that they are ways of compensatingnvictfor an injustice by giving them
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something extra, which is not formally intended tbrs use, without telling it to upper
management nor to other employees who do not leinefn it. Thus, these remedies are

allocated “invisibly”, or “under the radar”.

TABLE 12:

Invisible Remedies

Invisibles remedies N %
Allocated free days off or was more flexible in the allocation of time off|6
26,1%
Allocated a higher bonus 6
26,1%
Recruited temporary workers to help 3
13,4%
Allocated a higher salary increase 1
4,4%
Allocated small gifts (free lunches, chocolates, flowers) 1
4,4%
Allocated more training 1
4,4%
Helped subordinates be promoted 1
4,4%
Improved the subordinates' status 1
4,4%
Gave personal help to the subordinate to handle their job 1
4,4%
Applied a formal allocation rule with flexibility for fringe benefits 1
4,4%
Improved working conditions 1
4,4%
Total 23 |100,0%

(n= number of incidents in which this kind of reipdhas been used, the total of 23 is superior to

17 as managers sometimes use several differesibieviremedies to manage the same incidents)

However, the particular behaviors | have identifrady be specific to the setting in
which the study has been conducted. There mayhs tarms of invisible remedies in other
contexts, depending on the type of firm and thel lahresources that managers have at hand.

Typically, in a manufacturing firm material objeats finished products may be given to
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subordinates to compensate for an injustice. Howewethis research setting, the firm
provided a service (logistics) and did not prodacg material objects. Managers in this
setting appeared to mostly allocate benefits theewormally planned (days off, bonuses,
recruitment of temporary workers...). What madertladibcation an allocation of invisible

remedies is that they did not allocate these benaéicording to the formal rules of the firm
but informally, in order to compensate for injusscwithout the agreement of upper
management. For example, a bonus is typically dedno be allocated for excellent work
performance, but | found that it may instead beegito someone who has suffered an
injustice (other examples can be found in table. THjus, what makes these allocations

“remedies” is the purpose intended by the allogatranager.

2.3.2. STUATIONAL ANTECEDENTS OF INVISIBLE REMEDIES

As in chapter one, | was interested in identifyimg kinds of antecedents of managers’
corrective justice behaviors, namely situationatl andividual antecedents. This section
concerns situational antecedents linked to the achenistics of the injustices. The first
interview question concerning the injustices exgered by participants’ subordinates
allowed me to gain insights on four themes thatpresented here: the kind of injustice, the
type of antecedent event, the justice rule that wiglsted and the source of the injustice. In
order to better understand the specificity of ifblessremedies, | systematically compare this

strategy to the other corrective justice strategies

2.3.2.1. Invisible remedies and types of injustices

As a first step, | investigated which types ofustjce experienced by a subordinate

(distributive, procedural, interpersonal and infational) was linked to the use of invisible
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justice remedies in my sample. Table 13 presentsvanview of the frequencies of type of

injustice remedied by invisible remedies versugpthanagerial corrective strategies.

TABLE 13:

Types of Injustices and Invisible Remedies Strategy

Other managerial
The strategy oficorrective justice
invisible remedies |strategies
n % n %
Distributive injustice 17 100,0% 108 |71,1%
Interpersonal injustice 0 0,0% 21 [13,8%
Procedural injustice 0 0,0% 13 [8,6%
Informational injustice 0 0,0% 10 16,6%
Total 17 100,0% 152 (100,0%

The results show that invisible remedies in thigdg were always used to correct a

distributive injustice rather than other types aojustices. In comparison, other types of

managerial corrective strategies (excluding invesilremedies) addressed distributive

injustice, but also interpersonal, procedural, afolmational injustices.

2.3.2.2. Invisible remedies and types of antecedestents

In a second step, | focused on the specific typegvents that constituted the

distributive injusticesthat were addressed through corrective strategiesdentified the

following ten categories.
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TABLE 14:

Types of Distributive Antecedent Events and InvsiBemedies Strategy

The strategy of invisible remedies|

Other managerial corrective

justice strategies

N % n %

Allocation of tasks 3 17,6% 36 33,3%
Allocation of bonus and pay increase 6 35,3% 25 23,1%
Allocation of cooperation in doing work 0 0,0% 15 13,8%
Allocation of time off and duration of work |1 5,9% 12 11,2%
Allocation of salary 5 29,4% 7 6,6%
Allocation of working means 0 0,0% 4 3,7%
Allocation of fringe benefits 1 5,9% 4 3,3%
Allocation of promotions 1 5,9% 2 1,9%
Allocation of offices 0 0,0% 2 1,9%
Allocation of sanctions 0 0,0% 1 1,3%
Total 17 100,0% 108 100,0%

The allocation of tasks was the most frequent @kext for distributive injustices
overall (though not for distributive injustice addsed through invisible remedies). This may
be due to the fact that in this firm, one of theectasks of managers was to distribute the
weekly workload among the production line workdregarding invisible remedies, they
were used relatively more often to correct injuetitinked to bonuses, pay increases, salaries
and promotions in comparison to the use of otherective justice strategies. Notice all these

antecedents were rewards. This means that, atileasy sample, invisible remedies first

served to compensate for poor rewards that wemedeas unjust.

Examples of event antecedents that constitutedhilisive injustices and the specific

invisible remedies used to correct them are ginetalble 15.
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TABLE 15:

Illustrations of Invisible Remedies and Event Artdents

Invisible remedies

Examples of
event antecedents

Illustrations

Allocated free days off or was more
flexible in the allocation of time off

Allocated higher bonus

Recruited more temporary workers

Allocated a higher salary increase
Allocated small gifts (free lunches,
chocolates, flowers)

Allocated more training
Helped subordinates be promoted

Improved the subordinates' status

Gave personal help to the subordinates|
to handle their jobs

Applied a formal allocation rule with
flexibility for fringe benefits

Improved working conditions

- Bonus
- Time off and duration
of work
- Salary

- Pay increase

- Salary

- Tasks

Pay increase the year
before

Salary

Promotion
Salary
Salary

Tasks

Fringe benefits

Salary

- Subordinates were given free days off to compensate for them having worked very hard during the strike
without having been paid more.

- Young mothers were given free days off on the ground they needed this flexibility more than other employees.
- The manager thought his subordinates were not paid and appreciated enough in relation to the hard work
they did. So he allocated time off to them flexibly in compensation.

- Managers who could not allocate a salary increase despite subordinates deserving it allocated them bonuses
from their own budget in compensation.

- Employees felt unjustly treated because they had to work in more difficult conditions without receiving any pay
increase. Thus the manager allocated them a special bonus for dust to compensate, even if they did not work
in more dust.

- The manager thought his subordinates were not paid and appreciated enough in relation to the hard work
they did. So he hired temporary workers to alleviate their workload.

- The manager could not rely equally on all subordinates in his team, and therefore gave much more work to do
to only some of them. To compensate for this injustice in the allocation of tasks, he hired temporary workers to
help the employees who got too much work.

The employee had not received a salary increase despite her deserving it. This made her manager promise to
allocate her a salary increase the year after. The year after, the manager allocated her a salary increase that
was larger than deserved in order to compensate for the injustice of the former year.

The manager thought subordinates were not paid and appreciated enough in relation to the hard work they did.
So she allocated them little gifts.

The subordinate did not get the promotion he applied for despite deserving it. His manager decided to allocate
a very expensive and interesting training to him in compensation.

The manager thought her subordinates were not paid enough compared to the hard work they did. So she tried
to help them to be promoted in compensation.

The manager thought her subordinates were not paid enough compared to the hard work they did. So she tried
to help them to get a higher symbolic status in compensation by changing the titles of their jobs.

The manager could not rely equally on all subordinates in his team, and thus gave all the work to do to only
some of them. To compensate for this injustice in the allocation of tasks, he gave personal help to the
employees who got too much work.

People were informally given the right to get more free books than officially allowed to compensate for some
restrictions they found unjust in the choice of the book titles.

- Created a new job and hired a new worker so that the workload would be lower for her subordinates who

were not justly paid for the work they did
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2.3.2.3. Invisible remedies and types of justiceiteria that were violated

The different types of justice judgments have bskown to be based on specific
justice rules (Colquitt, 2001). For distributivesfice, the main rule used in work settings is
the equity rule, especially for rewards (Adams, Z9leindl, 1989). However, other rules
like equality and need might be used as complememtdes depending on the kinds of
outcomes that are allocated and the context in lwkhe allocation takes place (Deutsch,
1985). Other researchers have even found that amédentify 17 distinct distributive justice
rules (Reis, 1984).

| present here the kinds of rules that were wvemlain the distributive injustices
described by the participants and their link to tugrective justice behaviors used. The
comparison between the invisible remedies strateglythe other corrective justice strategies
is provided in order to support the discussiorhefgpecific function of this strategy.

Participants recounted distributive injustices tled@ited to the norms of equity, need,
equality, and some additional issues (mainly ttepeet of the firm’s formal norms, which
appeared to be a rule that if violated, produceeéraeption of injustice, especially in relation
with each employees’ job requirements). Equity wees distributive justice norm that was
violated in most distributive injustices in my sam@g\otice however that equality was quite
often quoted as a violated rule, at least in comparwith its weak importance in the justice
literature (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Thishinlge due to the specificity of this work
setting in which the equal allocation of tasks wasy important for workers. Thus, most
corrective strategies refer to problems with equatther than equality or need. However, an
even higher percentage of invisible remedies apoetr be linked to injustices that violate
the sense of equity in comparison to the use oérotiorrective justice strategies. As the

equity rule is often linked to the allocation ofmaads, this finding suggests that managers
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may view invisible remedies as an informal rewarstam with the aim to redress the official

reward system when the latter doesn’t work effittien

TABLE 16:

Types of Distributive Justice Criteria Violated andisible Remedies Strategy

Other managerial
The strategy of corrective justice

invisible remedies strategies

n % n %
Equity 14 82,4% 39 [36,1%
Equality 2 11,8% 38 [35,2%
Need 1 5,9% 12 |11,1%
Other 0 0,0% 19 17,6%
Total 17 100,0% 108 |100,0%

2.3.2.4. Invisible remedies and injustice sources

A further issue of interest is how the injusticesamating from different sources are
corrected. In this study, participants identifidaree different sources of the injustices
experienced by employees: the firm or upper manageémhe line manager, and the

coworkers.

92



The fair hand of managers

TABLE 17:

Injustice Sources and Invisible Remedies Strategy

Other managerial

The strategy of corrective justice

invisible remedies strategies

n % n %
Manager 5 29,4% 83 54,6%
Firm or upper management 12 70,6% 38 25,0%
Coworkers 0 0,0% 31 20,4%
Total 17 100,0% 152 |100,0%

Invisible remedies were more often used to corirgastices stemming from the firm
or upper management rather than from other sourcesomparison to the use of other
corrective justice strategies. This is in line witle previously suggested functions of invisible
remedies: Managers addressed an unjust outcomengignfrom a formal reward system

through an informal reward system.

2.3.3. MANAGERIAL ANTECEDENTS OF INVISIBLE REMEDIES

Apart from the situational antecedents linkedhe kinds of injustices experienced,

factors linked to each manager and his or her irolle organization are also important to

consider. Knowledge on these antecedents mightitédei a better understanding of the

underlying mechanism of the strategy of invisildenedies.
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2.3.3.1. Managers’ motivations

My third interview question referred to managersbtivation for their reaction
(question 2) to the subordinates’ injustice expexge (question 1). Eight different types of
motives for correcting an injustice emerged in gasple (see Table 18 below). Examples for

each of these categories can be found in Table 19.

TABLE 18:

Invisible Remedies Strategy and Managers’ Motives

Other managerial
The strategy of|  corrective justice
invisible remedies strategies
N % n %
Because it was the right thing to do 10 28,6% 70 |23,5%
Relational motives 8 22,9% 65 |21,8%
Work performance instrumental motives 3 8,6% 51 [17,1%
To avoid problems 5 14,3% 46  [15,4%
To help the subordinate 4 11,4% 32 [10,7%
Thought there was no injustice 0 0,0% 13 4,4%
To make the subordinate accept the decision |2 5,7% 11 3,7%
To appear as being just 3 8,6% 10 |3,4%
Total 35 100,0% 298 [100,0%

(n represents the number of incidents for whichagtipular motive was claimed. Notice that any one
incident may be managed using several differeateflies and each strategy may be used for different

motives)

Managers first reacted to an injustice as theybéichuse they thought it was the right

thing to do, which may be viewed as a moral motvex motive to restore justice. The two
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other most frequent motives were relational (ilemked to the fostering of a satisfying
relationship) and instrumental (i.e., linked to wperformance of the subordinates).

When comparing the motivation for using invisiblenredies vs. other corrective
justice remedies, | found that invisible remediegsavmore frequently used for moral reasons
and less for instrumental reasons. Thus, usingiiole remedies was seen not only as a way
to motivate employees or to appear just, but alsetestablish justice in the workplace as an
end in itself. However, it needs to be stressed these are self-reported motives, and

answers may of course have been affected by retrogp bias and social desirability bias.

TABLE 19:

Illustrations of Corrective Justice Motivations

Managers' motives Bxamples

- To handle one’s role as a manager,
Because it was the right thing to do - To be just

- Because respect is important in itself

- To have better relations with the subordinate
Relational motives - To show recognition

- To maintain a good social climate

- So that employees do not give up their task
Work performance instrumental motives - To maintain motivation

- Because injustice is inefficient

- So that people stop complaining

- To have peace

- So that the employee suffers less

- To help the employee wait until the problem
is fixed

- To help the subordinate progress

- Things are just

- People always like complaining

- To make the subordinate understand the
decision is justified

- So that the person understands and accepts
the situation

- Showing the image of someone who is just
- Showing that rules are respected

To avoid problems

To help the subordinate

Thought there was no injustice

To make the subordinate accept the decision

To appear as being just
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2.3.3.2. Managers’ hierarchical position

Furthermore, | found that invisible remedies appdato be used more often by
managers at a departmental level rather than teaed, land more often by managers rather
than deputy managers. Thus, the position in theatdby may also determine whether

invisible remedies are likely to be used (see tabléelow).

TABLE 20:

Invisible Remedies Strategy and Managers’ HieraadhPosition

Other managerial

The strategy of|  corrective justice

invisible remedies strategies

N % n %
Department head 8 47,1% 29 19,1%
Deputy department head 2 11,8% 31 20,4%
At the department level 10 58,8% 60 39,5%
Team manager 6 35,3% 49 32,2%
Deputy team manager 1 5,9% 43 28,3%
At the team's level 7 41,2% 92 60,5%
Total 17 100,0% 152 |100,0%

This may be due to the fact that invisible remedagsleast in this sample, were
benefits diverted from their formal use. Using thdmnefits necessitates the mastering of
formal allocation procedures, which is usually imothe power of deputies and more likely to

be in the power of managers at the department.level
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2.3.3.3. Managers’ type of activity

On the other hand, both managers of administragaens and managers of manual
labour teams appeared to be equally likely to usasible vs. other corrective justice
strategies (see table 21). As both types of teaenfonn quite different duties, this finding

suggests that the phenomenon of invisible remediay be generalizable to different

contexts.
TABLE 21.:
Invisible Remedies Strategy and Managers’ Activity
Other managerial
The strategy of|  corrective justice
invisible remedies strategies
n % n %
Productive function 12 |70,6% 107 |70,4%
Administrative function 5 29,4% 45 129,6%
Total 17 100,0% 152 (100,0%

2.3.4. GONSEQUENCES OF INVISIBLE REMEDIES FROM THE MANAGERS ’ POINT OF VIEW

The consequences of managerial corrective jusetaviors were not the main focus
of this study (this question would have requirecbthar kind of methodology, using
employees instead of managers as subjects). Honewawving the way the managers viewed
the consequences of their corrective behaviors ggeat interest in order to understand how
managers evaluate their own efficiency, and to tstded the managers’ interpretation of and

motivation for invisible remedies better.

97



The fair hand of managers

2.3.4.1. Invisible remedies and their general congeences on subordinates’ attitudes and
behaviors
The fourth and final interview question asked mamagbout the consequences that
they believed their way of managing the injustibad on their subordinates’ reactions. Seven
different types of consequences emerged from ttezviews. The consequences identified
are listed in table 22 below, which also providesogerview of how frequently each of these
reactions occurred as a consequence of invisibheedees vs. other corrective justice

strategies. Examples for some of these categoaiede found in Table 23.

TABLE 22:

Invisible Remedies and their Consequences (as \ddwyeVlanagers)

The strategy of
invisible remedies|Other managerial corrective

justice strategies

n % N %

Positive attitudes and behaviors from employees 14 |43,8% 101 42,3%
Negative attitudes and behaviors from employees |10 [31,3% 58 |24,3%
No impact 3 194% 31 |13,0%
Injustice was fixed 0 1[0,0% 16 16,7%
Ambiguous consequences 3 194% 14 5,9%
Employees learned to react differently to the injusticel0  |0,0% 10 4,2%

In the long run, the injustice disappeared by itself 2 16,3% 9 [3,8%
Total 32 |100,0% 239 (100,0%

(n represents the number of incidents related toheeonsequence quoted for each strategy used.
Notice that each incident may be managed usingrakgdferent strategies and each strategy may be

perceived as having different consequences)
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Overall, participants of this study found invighiemedies to be as effective as other
strategies in producing positive attitudes and tigins from employees. However, managers
appear to have recognized that invisible remedi@sot really fix injustices in a strict sense
(“injustice was fixed”: 0%), contrary to the othstrategies (“injustice was fixed”: 6,7%).
Managers were conscious that invisible remedie® wealy a way to make people accept to
live with the injustice they experienced becauseythhad received something in
compensation. For example, being unfairly passed for a promotion cannot be rectified by
receiving a training, but the training may makesdisier for the employee to live with the
unfairness. Moreover, invisible remedies appeamdhave relatively more ambiguous
consequences than the other strategies (9,4% Vv&/3U4s. And typically, invisible remedies
did not help employees to learn how to react diffdly when they would experience an
injustice (0%) which was sometimes the case wilteotorrective justice strategies (4,2%).
Of course, the consequences recounted by the nm@nagey be in sharp contrast to the

consequences perceived by the employees themsearead; were not investigated in this

study.
TABLE 23:
Examples of General Consequences of Invisible Resed
(from the Managers’ Point of View)
Some general consequences of invisible Examples
remedies

- Dissatisfaction

Negative attitudes and behaviors from employees |- Fatalism

- Decision refusal

- Difficulty to evaluate the consequences
- The impact is not clear

- Employees do not seem to give much
importance to the problem

- The subordinate recognizes he should
have complained on another basis

- The subordinate recognizes he should
not have reacted so aggressively and
apologizes

- The workload makes people forget
about the problem

Ambiguous consequences

Employees learned to react differently to the
injustice

In long run, the injustice disappeared by itself
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2.3.4.2. Invisible remedies and their specific pdsie consequences on subordinates’

attitudes and behaviors

When analysing the items that have emerged as caingpdpositive attitudes and

behaviors from employees” more closely, invisitdenedies in this study appeared to cause

different consequences in comparison to other cbwes justice strategies (in managers’

opinion). Positive consequences of corrective ¢eststrategies included psychological

comfort for the subordinates, less injustice andthation felt, maintained quality of work and

performance, satisfaction, and others (Table 24vbgbrovides an overview of positive

consequences and their frequencies).

TABLE 24:

Invisible Remedies and their Positive Consequefae¥iewed by Managers)

The

strategy

invisible remedies

of

Other managerial corrective

justice strategies

N % n %

Psychological comfort for subordinates 2 6,7% 34 16,3%
Less injustice and frustration felt 1 3,3% 30 14,4%
Maintained quality of work and performance 4 13,3% 27 12,9%
Satisfaction 5 16,7% 27 12,9%
Decision acceptance 3 10,0% 25 12,0%
Maintained a good social climate 1 3,3% 19 9,1%
More motivation 2 6,7% 12 5,7%
People did not complain any more 1 3,3% 10 4,8%
Good relationship between the subordinate and the manager 6 20,0% 9 4,3%
Positive effects only in the short run 4 13,3% 8 3,8%
Motivated people to go on telling problems to their manager 0 0,0% 6 2,9%
Subordinates thanked the manager 1 3,3% 2 1,0%
Total 30 100,0% 209 100,0%

(n represents the number of incidents concernegbloh positive consequence quoted for each straisey.
Notice that each incident is usually managed usiwngral different strategies and that each strateay

generally different positive consequences)

100




The fair hand of managers

Invisible remedies were seen by managers to bealglgsto maintain a good social
climate, less able to improve people’s overall ipgstperception, less able to diminish
frustration, and also less able to produce psydhicéd comfort in comparison to the other
corrective justice behaviors. They were also seeess able to motivate people to go on
telling their managers about the problems they hadt, their positive impact was found to
be relatively short-lived.

However, invisible remedies were found to be molde ato maintain a good
relationship between the superior and the subatelimacomparison to the other corrective
justice behaviors. This may be due to the fact tiatnvisible remedy is clearly attributed to

the supervisor, and not to the organisation as@evh

2.4. DISCUSSION

In summary, as shown in Tables 14 and 15, manaigettss study were most likely to
use invisible remedies to compensate for distnveutirganizational injustices that occurred
due to the deficiencies of the formal reward sys{ee lack of bonuses and pay increases,
inappropriately low salaries, promotions that wesised...). Managers were more likely to
react in this way when injustices violated theinse of equity rather than other justice norms
(see Table 16). As invisible remedies, managersllysdiverted organizational allocations
from their formal use. Thus, they allocated besdikte free days off or extra bonuses in order
to compensate for the injustices experienced by thibordinates. The principal motivation
for the use of invisible remedies appeared to bedltoration of justice in the workplace (see
Table 18) even if managers knew that these atteorgysmitigated negative reactions in the

short run without fundamentally solving the undextyinjustice(s) (see Table 22).

101



The fair hand of managers

The present study takes a unique perspectivet-etlamanager who is reacting to an
injustice experienced by a subordinate. This petsgehas received little research attention
to date in the organizational justice literaturbeTmain theoretical contribution of this study
is the discovery of the strategy consisting for agers in allocating invisible remedies to
correct injustices and the identification of soraetative links between this concept and some
of its antecedents and consequences.

The present study also has implications for orgatiomnal practice. The present study
suggests that managers intuitively know how impurttis to correct injustice at work. For
organizational practice, corrective justice repnésean important part of organizational
reality. My work is a first attempt to answer t@theed to acknowledge the central role of the
manager as having the power to correct the imgacijustices. On a more general level, this
study suggests that in organisational life, it mayalways be the source of an injustice that is
also involved in correcting it. Up to now, we kndittle about the effects of corrective
practices at different levels, and with differeegdees of formality.

Of course the findings presented here are derinad & small sample of 35 managers
in only one organisation, and the effects found rbaycontext sensitive. Future research is
needed to establish whether the tentative relatipasfound here are generalizable to
different contexts. The approach chosen here natga suffer from social desirability bias,
and with respect to motivations and consequencasagers may have been reporting their
own theories rather than true processes. Trianguolatf the data is therefore necessary to
gain more confidence in the validity of the res(fts example, interviews with employees
who experienced the injustice, and observation)wéi@r, the qualitative exploratory
interview approach has enabled me to gain deepghtssinto the managers’ perceptions and
interpretations, and importantly has allowed medentify a new phenomenon (invisible

remedies).

102



The fair hand of managers

The exploratory study presented here suggests nilaatagers might use invisible
remedies to alleviate unfairness at work. Havinigigg preliminary insights into this specific
corrective justice strategy, | went back to therldture to search for theories or empirical
studies that would be close to this new conceptthaticould help me to better understand its
dynamics. The results of this literature search el presented in the following chapter. My
goal was to develop theoretically founded proposgithat could constitute a model of the
use of invisible remedies (chapter three). Theprediminary empirical test could be applied

to this model (chapter four).
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CHAPTER 3: THE INVISIBLE HAND OF MANAGERS: ANTECEDE NTS AND
CONSEQUENCES OF MANAGERS USING INVISIBLE REMEDIES T O CORRECT

WORKPLACE INJUSTICE

3.0. ABSTRACT

Research suggests that supervisors often haveetistrto allocate to their
subordinates benefits including free time, persosal of equipment, extra training or bonuses
for uses other than those for which they were fdgmatended. Study 2 showed that the
correction of injustices is one motivation for sutlanagerial behavior. Thus, allowing the
employees to take company-owned time or items teteefit from extra training or bonuses
can be aninvisible remedy endorsed by managersname Robin Hoodism the strategy
consisting for managers in allocating invisible eghes to correct injustices. In this chapter, |
offer several research propositions concerning diiferent forms this corrective justice
strategy might take in the workplace and the comast under which managers are most likely
to use it. | then describe the impact of such bemayand | define th&obin Hood effecas
the impact that invisible remedies can have on eygas’ subsequent attitudes and
behaviors. Finally, | propose that invisible rengsdican reduce the negative reactions
resulting from distributive, procedural and intdracal injustices due to their ability to
address employees’ instrumental, relational andahmiotives. | conclude with managerial

and theoretical implications.

3.1. INTRODUCTION

The taking of resources from their firms by empkyéor their personal use is usually

seen as being deviant workplace behavior (Robir&dBennett, 1995). From a different
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perspective, Greenberg and Scott (1996, p. 120)estgd that organizations “may well be
expected to be the victims of modern-day Robin Kbotdhe present chapter elaborates on
this idea and suggests that managers can sometichess Robin Hoods, taking resources
from their organizations and reallocating themhteit subordinates, for the sake of justice.

People can react to injustice at work in at |elastd different ways (Conlon, Meyer, &
Nowakowski, 2005). They can decrease thgiod behaviors (organizational citizenship
behaviors, compliance, or performance), increase bad reactions (absenteeism, turnover,
or negligence), and even start to behaveugly ways (by sabotage or organizational
retaliatory behaviors). Given the negative imp&eise reactions can have on organizations,
when an employee feels unjustly treated, it is @dgoolicy for managers to try to correct the
injustice. Actions taken to correct injustices aret only likely to mitigate negative
consequences, but they also have the potentiaégltrin other unintended consequences,
making them important to study.

Employees’ perceptions of injustice are common riganization. For instance, they
might concern a pay cut or a smoking ban that apergenced as unjust (Greenberg, 1990a;
1994) or a too great gap between high objectiveslan means (Vermunt, 2002). For Frost
(2006), emotional pain in general and injusticeparticular are likely to be a normal by-
product of organizational life. However, the orgaaion doesn’t often try to correct these
systemic injustices that remain and produce negaéffects (Beugré & Baron, 2001;
Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1992).

How do front-line managers react to the perceptioat an employee has been
mistreated? They are said to be in a dual posifi@rmunt, 2002). They are expected to
remain loyal to their firm and not blame the firor injustices that it invokes for employees.
At the same time, they have to foster their sulmaigis’ cooperation and try to behave fairly

toward them. Under these conditions, managers muglet their discretion and informal
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decision making power (Blader & Tyler, 2003) to reat injustices that were not caused by
them but that could still have negative consequerae the work of their subordinates,
without conflicting with their organization and fiegrmal policies.

Recent research has begun to empirically invastitiee actions taken to correct and
mitigate perceived injustice at work labellemedial actiongReb, Goldman & Cropanzano,
2006). When these actions are implemented at thanarational level to correct injustices
provoked by the manager, they are calbeganizational remediesCorrecting injustices by
compensating the victim is referred to @smpensatory justiceand correcting injustices by
punishing the perpetrator is known astributive justice (Darley & Pittman, 2003).
Restorative justicdnas been widely used in reference to action aiateéstoring a sense of
justice through renewed value consensus betweenithim, the perpetrator and the whole
community (Umbreit & Coates, 2006; Wenzel, Okim&t&eather, 2006; Zehr, 2002). In this
sense, restorative justice can be distinguishea iretributive justice, which corresponds to
the imposition of punishment, in the form of adgation or revenge.

In the present chapter, | refer to the range dbastaimed at correcting injustices in
the workplace asorrective justiceThis label was introduced by French (1964) whedufis
term to describe a way of seeking “to remedy misaln the allocation of rewards and
penalties” (p. 412) on the basis of Aristotle’stimgs (see also French, 1964, p. 403).

The present chapter concerns a specific type okciive justice strategy used by
managers. As many writers have argued, managess afie special kinds of allocations to
complement employees’ formal remuneration (Heni§811 Ditton 1977; Mars & Nicod,
1981; see chapter 2). These allocations can takétm of authorization to take items home
(e.g., small tools, raw materials, finished smabducts), borrowing tools, personal use of
machines, or granting employees time off (Greenlge@cott, 1996). They can also consist

of allocating formal benefits (e.g., bonuses, iragh not for their intended formal purpose but
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for justice restoration motives. These allocatidras’e been described as representing a
significant part of aninvisible-wage systemwhose aim is usually to compensate for
injustices, for instance due to too low wages @itt1977, p. 45). Higher level managers are
usually outside of this reallocation system (Marsli&od, 1981).

| defineinvisible remediesis managers’ allocations to their subordinatesoofething
extra, belonging to the company, not for its fornoal intended use, for the purpose of
restoring justice (hence the temamedy, usually without more senior managers’ or other
employees’ understanding of the motivation (hernlce terminvisible). | define Robin
Hoodism as the strategy consisting for manageilatating invisible remedies to correct
workplace injustice. The allocation of invisiblenredies is meant to have favorable and
unfavorable effects on employees’ attitudes andabiens at work. | define thRobin Hood
effect as the consequences of managers’ allocations wkilile remedies on their
subordinates’ reactions, those who benefit fronséhemedies as well as their coworkers.

| provide a conceptual model to account for theeedients and to a lesser extent for
the consequences of managers’ allocations of imeisemedies (see figure 3). First, | review
empirical evidence about invisible remedies, wh&itows how managersallocate them.
Second, | discuskiow employeeseact to invisible remedies, and then show howsdhe
remedies can produce a favorable effect and otfietanded negative consequences. Third, |
explain why managersengage in this specific kind of corrective justisehavior. Last, |
provide theory regardinghyinvisible remedies might be effective in corregtinjustices for
employeesBy so doing, | provide a framework that take®iatcount both a reactive (how
and why people react to corrective justice atteinpted a proactive view (how and why

people produce corrective justice attempts) (Greemll987; Greenberg & Wiethoff).
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3.2. EVIDENCE OF THE EXISTENCE AND FORMS OF INVISIB LE REMEDIES

3.2.1. BYPIRICAL EVIDENCE

Numerous sociological studies (mostly ethnograghiclies) report that managers use
invisible remedies toward their subordinates (seee@berg & Scott, 1996 for a review).
Managers were found to often allow or even encaugagployees to take free time, materials
or products for their personal use. For exampletileeworkers (Sieh, 1987), cashiers in
supermarkets (Altheide, Adler, Adler & Altheide, 78) and workers in a gypsum factory
(Gouldner, 1954) were allowed by their managersai@® raw materials, small objects or
finished products, or could borrow tools or accesxchines for personal use during their
working time. In some cases, managers were eveardfta have organized an entire parallel
distribution system. Post office workers (Bradfold®76), employees of large chain stores
(Altheide et al., 1978), workers in a bakery (Dittd977), employees of chemical plants
(Dalton, 1959) and toll-collectors (Zeitlin, 197Mere allocated free time, small products,
small sums of money and even products specificaliypufactured to be informally allocated
to employees. Certain activities, such as longsheres jobs (Ditton, 1977) or even entire
industries, such as the hotel and restaurant ind(glars & Nicod, 1981) work on the basis
of such an informal allocation system.

These works also show that invisible remedies carelan important organizational
function. Ditton (1977) labelled this process asiransible wage system. Henry (1981) and
Zeitlin (1971) described this process as a wayllotating “hidden economic rewards” or a
“controlled larceny system”, respectively. Howelarelled, it allows a significant part of the
reward system to be redistributed and, accordinpeése authors, serves a corrective justice

function of compensating, in these studies, foraegattpat are deemed as too low.
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I've also begun to explore this issue. In chapter iBvestigated how managers (n =
35) reacted to and dealt with their subordinategistice experiences (74 incidents quoted).
Their responses allowed me to identify differematgtgies that managers are likely to use
when they react to an injustice felt by their sulboates. Allocating invisible remedies was
the third most frequently used strategy after “gsinformational justice” and “trying to
concretely fix the problem at the origin of theusijice”. In this study, invisible remedies
consisted of different behaviors consistent with tesults that emerged from sociological

studies, including: “allocating free days off’, latating more bonuses”, “allocating little
gifts like free lunches”, “allocating extra traigi) “helping subordinates being promoted”.
These behaviors were efforts to compensate a vifdiman injustice by giving him or her
something extra not for its intended purpose, aitbout revealing the real reason to upper
management or coworkers (i.e., to offset a perceivgustice). In this study, managers
appeared to allocate benefits that were formallgnpeéd (days off, bonuses, training,
promotions) rather than material objects. What nihe@ allocationinvisible was that they
diverted these benefits from the original organaredl purpose they were designed for. For
example, a bonus was formally intended to be alémt#or excellent work performance, but

was instead informally given to a subordinate whd previously suffered an injustice (e.g.,

he or she did not receive the promotion he or gpeaed) by the supervisor.

Proposition 1: Managers engage in invisible remedies to cornggstice at work.

Based solely on the existing studies, invisible edras can take four different forms

(Greenberg & Scott, 1996; see chapter 2). Firshagars can allocate free time to employees,

which is often under the managers’ control. Thisnedy could be considered minor

workplace deviant behavior (Robinson & Bennett,3)9%&nd likely to go unnoticed. Second,
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managers can allocate formal benefits (e.g., baussning) that tend to have been initially
derived for a different purpose. These benefitsadge under managers’ control and the real
purpose behind the allocation is also unlikely ¢onoticed. A third form of remedy involves

the borrowing of tools, or personal use of machifdgs form appears to be relatively less
used because they are more visible and under a fowral organizational control. Fourth

managers can allow subordinates to take materjactsbhome, which also tends to be less
frequent, and usually for objects of small values discussed above, the choice of invisible
remedies is likely to be a function of which arelenthe managers’ control and least visible

to higher level executives.

Proposition 2 Managers are more likely to use invisible remediet are under their control

and that are least visible to upper managemenotred employees.

3.2.2. NVISIBLE REMEDIES ARE MANAGERIAL REMEDIES

Of course, managers can reallocate resources ftwesmther than justice restoration.
They might, for example, want to reward their sualmaites for remaining silent about the
manager’s own indiscretions. Allocating invisibknmredies can be a way of persuading the
subordinate not to divulge inappropriate behaviprshe manager, making the subordinate an
accomplice, an effect known as “parallel devian@€mper, 1966). In the present chapter,
however, | only focus on invisible remedies tha eatended to correct injustices. There are
also cases in which employees might deliberatddg feee time or help themselves to objects
belonging to the firm for their personal use toreot injustices they experience without
informing their managers. This behavior is a widead and well-known reaction to injustice

(Greenberg, 1993; 1996), and is more generally eteas theft. However, the present chapter
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focuses on the invisible remedies consciously atkat by managers to correct injustice and
the impact of these remedies on their subordinéties Robin Hood effect). Besides,
researchers who have conducted qualitative stualieshis phenomenon conclude that it
should be clearly distinguished from theft becaofsthe motive behind it, its organizational
usefulness and its limits (only certain categodgegoods are concerned) that are maintained
by strong informal norms (Dalton, 1959, Ditton, Z9Horning, 1970). For Ditton, a manager
would not likely be prosecuted for allocating awigible remedy because he or she can justify
it. However, this behavior is likely to violate @mgjzational rules and as such is likely to
represent a risk to be reprimanded for a managerimplements it (Ditton, 1977, pp. 47, 48
and 53).

Invisible remedies allocated by managers to corm@gastices represent a form of
organizational justice remedy that has not yetiveceempirical quantitative study. Research
on organizational justice remedies generally cams#uations in which a manager decides
how to correct an injustice caused by an individualally a lower level manager (Reb et al.,
2006). My perspective, in contrast, considers tpposite situation: How can lower level
managers correct an injustice caused by the orgtoizor upper managers? From this point
of view, the following question becomes relevanthal/ can managers do when their
subordinates experience an organizational injuatice

On the one hand, numerous injustices at work ayertzethe control of the managers.
Some injustices can occur at the systemic levéhefglobal organization (Beugré & Baron,
2001; Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1992). For instan employees might experience
injustice by learning of a pay cut or a smoking ram their company president (Greenberg,
1990a; 1994). On the other hand, in addition to tdmek of treating their subordinates
interactionally well, managers also have an impdrfanction of informal decision making

(Blader & Tyler, 2003). Thus, front-line managerayrwant to react to the organizational
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injustices that were not caused by them, but wiceoh have negative consequences on the
work of their subordinates, by using their inforrdakision making power.

Could managers use regular organizational remedies@xample, can they decide by
themselves to allocate formal material compensatidhey rarely have the power to use
monetary distributions without being officially ammtable for them (Bies, Shapiro, &
Cummings, 1988). Can they offer an apology in thea of their company or top executives?
Although this may have a positive effect, it iselik to be insufficient if the harmdoers
themselves do not apologize and if this kind of édgnis not appropriate to the context. Can
they punish the harmdoers? Clearly they cannoleast officially, since they have less
hierarchical power than the perpetrators. As a egmsnce, managers may have to find
another managerial remedy.

Voicing their subordinates’ concerns to upper manag levels might facilitate a
solution (Bourguignon & Chiapello, 2005), but itragrely done due to the loyalty that the
manager is duty bound to show to formal organiratigolicies (Vermunt, 2002). According
to the empirical findings presented here, anothessible answer to this dilemma is for
managers to correct injustices by allocating imlesbenefits to their subordinates. However,
as invisible remedies are invisible, managers k@ lkely to under-report their allocation for
fear of reprimand, or to keep them invisible. Tmght explain why only deep qualitative
interviews and ethnographic sociological studiegehbeen able, so far, to identify such a

phenomenon.

Proposition 3 Managers are likely to under-report their usewisible remedies.
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3.3. THE ROBIN HOOD EFFECT: HOW DO EMPLOYEES REACT TO INVISIBLE

REMEDIES?

Considering the possibility that invisible remediescur, an important question
becomes: What is the impact of the Robin Hood éffecthe organization, its managers and

its employees?

3.3.1. THE JUSTICE LITERATURE AND THE IMPACT OF MANAGERS ' CORRECTIVE JUSTICE

ATTEMPTS

3.3.1.1. The corrective role of the manager’s intactional justice behavior

Skarlicki and Folger (1997) hypothesized that erypds reacted the most negatively
when both distributive fairness (the fairnesshaf butcomes received, Adams, 1963) and the
process fairness were at a low level. They alspgsed that interactional justice (the justice
of the interpersonal treatment and the justificaigiven, Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt,
2001) provoked by the manager could be a subsftibuterganizational procedural justice (the
fairness of the procedures used to make the deceml implement it, Leventhal, 1980;
Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980) . Indeed, they foudihat a manager behaving interactionally
fairly could compensate for unjust formal procedlurales. More precisely, when
experiencing low levels of distributive and procedujustice, employees engaged in
retaliatory behaviors at work only if interactionjaktice was also at a low level. In other
words, the results showed that managers could atadistributive and procedural injustices
by being interactionally fair and thus reducinglettory behaviors by their subordinates.

Further studies provide evidence that managergractional justice behaviors can
compensate for low distributive and procedural stige (Cropanzano, Slaughter &

Bachiochi, 2005; Goldman, 2003). Research has skewn that managers who were trained
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to be interactionally fair helped their subordirsate better react to a distributive injustice and
experience less insomnia (Greenberg, 2006).

Although this stream of research shows how a mamean be effective in correcting
injustice, it only focuses on interpersonally andformationally fairness. Being
interpersonally fair is also a corrective strateglentified by Frost (2006): being
compassionate toward their subordinates is a ssitdegay for managers to handle the “toxic
emotions” produced by organizational stress andistiges. Robin Hoodism however,
provides another way for managers to correct iigast one that is not included in the

concept of interactional justice.

3.3.1.2. Invisible remedies used in services recoyeettings

In one study that took place in a services recowsiting, Sparks and McColl-
Kennedy (2001) found that invisible remedies caneha positive effect on recipients’
satisfaction with service recovery. The contextoined a hotel customer complaining
because of a service failure with respect to distive (the client was charged for things he or
she did not use) and procedural (the slowness efs#rvice) injustice. When the service
employee proposed a token amount of compensatioedify these injustices (offering a
couple of drinks vouchers) by saying “I'm not suped to do this, but I'm doing a special
favor for you” and by emphasizing that his or hgpeyvisor wouldn’t agree with it (Sparks &
McColl-Kennedy, 2001, p. 217), high levels of cus&y satisfaction with the service resulted.
However, this positive effect only occurred whee #tmployee offered a remedy of small
value. In contrast, when monetary compensationredfewas judged to be excessive,
consumers expressed lower satisfaction unlesdlteaton was in compliance with a formal
policy. In the later case, recipients might havesidered that the remedy’s value was too

high compared to the level of injustice they hagesienced.
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The results suggest that by correcting injust&tesnming from the organization by
discretionally allocating something extra belongitagthe company to the victim of the
injustice, (i.e., by allocating an invisible remg¢da manager could produce a favorable

attitude by the recipient.

3.3.2. MULTIFOCI JUSTICE AND RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS

In order to derive propositions concerning the wayployees react to invisible
remedies, it may be beneficial to consider twoastre of research. First, different types of
(in)justice sources have been distinguished: irtiqdar, the direct supervisor and the
organization (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel & Rup10 Second, social exchange theory
proposes that employees can be in an exchangenslaip with their employer where the
contributions of the two parties remain largely pmsfied and the exchanges are mutual but
not simultaneous (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Rupfs ttolume). Over time, each party
develops an obligation to reciprocate. Interesyinghhe agent-system model has integrated
these two streams of research. More precisely,niodel states that employees are involved
in two distinct patterns of social exchange relaiups: one with their immediate supervisor
and another with their organization (Bies & Moag8&; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, &
Ng, 2001; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Masteisewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000).
This model derives that employees will tend topemtate the (un)fair treatment they receive
toward the source from which it comes (see also &fmn1961). Thus, the fairness of the
relationship with the manager is more likely to ampsupervisor-referenced outcomes while
the justice of the relation with the organizatis more likely to impact organization-
referenced outcomes. Empirical research has swgghtite model, showing that interactional
justice is more likely to be seen as coming frone’srsupervisor and is therefore more

closely linked to attitudes and behaviors direcé¢dne’s supervisor, such as supervisory
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citizenship behaviors, whereas procedural justise perceived as coming from the
organization, and is therefore more closely linkedittitudes and behaviors directed at the
organization, such as organizational citizenshipp@nzano et al., 2002; Masterson et al.,
2000).

The multifoci model of justice has built on this d&b to propose that each source of
justice can produce all the different types of igestijudgments (Byrne, 1999; Rupp &
Cropanzano, 2002). Interactional justice was shtwexist at the supervisor level as well as
at the organization level. Similar effects were eslied, for procedural justice, which
appeared to be either supervisor-focused or orgaoirfocused. Again, supervisor-focused
procedural and interactional justice predicted suipery citizenship and organization-
focused procedural and interactional justice ptedicorganizational citizenship. One
conclusion of this research is that the sourceustige has more explanatory power than the
type of justice on employees’ attitudinal and bebaal outcomes (Rupp & Cropanzano,
2002).

Building on this line of reasoning, since Robin ld®m represents a means
implemented by managers to correct injustices, mparsa are more likely than the
organization to benefit from subordinates’ positigactions to it. In contrast, the organization
is likely to be seen not only as the transgressibralso as the source that did not attempt to
correct the injustice it created. The fact that aggrs react by allocating invisible remedies
may even emphasize the absence of remedy comingtfre organizational level and make
the injustice even more salient. As a consequeheepverall organization may suffer from

employees’ reactions to invisible remedies.

Proposition 4: Invisible remedies positively impact employeestitades and behaviors

toward their managers, supervisory citizenshipartipular.

117



The fair hand of managers

Proposition 5 Invisible remedies have a negative impact on eggds’ attitudes and

behaviors toward their company, organizationatetitship in particular.

3.3.3. Hbw DO OTHER EMPLOYEES REACT TO INVISIBLE REMEDIES ?

Invisible remedies can also negatively impact timpleyees who do not receive them
in case these remedies become visible for them,ifi.they are told or understand by
themselves the real remedial motive that is unldeir &llocation. It is plausible that invisible
remedies directed toward some employees creatadsalf unfairness among the co-workers
who discover them. One the one hand, according aoshand Nicod (1981), members of
minority groups may be discriminated against thiotige allocation of invisible remedies.
Indeed, because these remedies are invisible, #neynot allocated through a formal
procedure. Thus, privileged groups may receive nnorisible remedies than discriminated
groups, who would not have the opportunity throaglty formal mechanism to complain.
Therefore, they might feel unjustly treated. On tffeer hand, Rousseau, Ho, and Greenberg
(2006) proposed that official idiosyncratic arramgmts (named I|-deals) between an
employee and the manager might be seen as unjust-wprkers who do not benefit from the
arrangement and who do learn about it but not abmiexact terms of the agreement in a
complete and precise manner. As far as invisibigedies are concerned, they are usually not
clearly explained to every co-worker (Greenberg &t§ 1996, p. 127) as this might make
them too visible. The paradox is then that invisibbmedies, whose purpose is to restore
justice, can create new feelings of injustice amoogorkers in case they become visible to

them.
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Proposition 6 Coworkers who do not benefit from invisible renesdand learn about them

are likely to deem that these remedies are unfair.

3.4. WHEN ARE MANAGERS MOST LIKELY TO ENGAGE IN INV ISIBLE

REMEDIES?

As noted above, managers in firms typically stand dual position (Vermunt, 2002).
They have to simultaneously manage their firm's deds and their subordinates’ needs.
When an organizational injustice occurs, it migatdecause of incompatibility between what
the firm asks and what the subordinates want. Rstance, managers may receive tough
assignments and lack the means to complete thegar&ag their relationship to their firm,
managers are duty bound do their best and not @mplbout these kinds of injustices.
Regarding their relationship to their subordinatesnagers are expected to be fair. Robin
Hoodism appears as a way to respond to this paradexagers try to correct injustices
experienced by their subordinates stemming fromotiganization without openly criticizing
formal organizational policies. In these conditiom&nagers’ willingness to allocate invisible

remedies depends on the distance between the wgooétheir dual position.

Proposition 7. The more the managers view the organization &airythe more they are

motivated to use invisible remedies.

3.4.1. THE FIRM’S ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND ROBIN HOODISM

Proposition 7 contends that it is to the extent thaisible remedies have a justice
restoration function, that they are expected tanbee important in situations considered to be

less just. Notably, they should occur more in firmisose structure is considered as being
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more unjust. Larger firms are generally consideasdeing less fair, at least interactionally
(Schminke, Ambrose, & Cropanzano, 2000). Indeedara®rganization grows, it becomes
more difficult to treat individuals with dignity dnrespect and to demonstrate that they are
valuable to the group as a whole. Moreover, as isiaeases, the use of political sources of
power is likely to become more widespread and ohetntal to interactional fairness. Higher
centralization is also associated with lower pracabfairness (Schminke et al., 2000), with
larger and more centralized organizations deemedgidy rule-driven and bureaucratic. In
these organizations, rather than trying to chamgesystem, managers are likely to work
“under the radar”. In small firms, on the other @hafewer things are invisible to upper
management, and this may deter managers from ursiigjple remedies.

Research also suggests that employees are moregwtidl take objects from large
organizations than from small ones (Greenberg &ttS@996). A questionnaire-based study
showed that while 50% of respondents did not agritle pilfering from small firms, only
34% disapproved of pilfering from large ones (Shi@870). Of course, these results concern
employee theft, which is clearly different from RolHoodism. These results may still give
some insights into the conditions in which a managay be more likely to take objects or
benefits from the company in order to divert theonf their formal use and allocate them to

their subordinates as invisible remedies.

Proposition 8 The larger the company, the more likely its mamagwill use invisible

remedies.

Proposition 9 The more centralized the company, the more likedymanagers will use

invisible remedies.
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3.4.2. MANAGERS’ INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND ROBIN HOODISM

In addition to situational differences, managensiividual differences can also impact
their tendency to allocate invisible remedies. There the managers are motivated to act
justly, the more they tend to correct injusticesd ahe more they are likely to allocate
invisible remedies. Justice research has identifiede main motivations for managers to
behave in a fair way: instrumental (Greenberg & €ghl982), socio-emotional (Patient &
Skarlicki, 2005), and moral motives (Folger, Crapamo, & Goldman, 2005, Turillo, Folger,
Lavelle, Umphress, & Gee, 2002). Individual difieces may be associated with each of

these motives.

3.4.2.1. Managers’ material instrumental orientatiom

Managers may be instrumentally motivated to belfavky in the workplace. Because
they believe that “justice works” (Greenberg & Coh&982, p. 457), managers are motivated
by the rewards associated with appearing to betéatheir employees and thus generally
“manage impressions of organizational justice” @itgerg, 1990b). Fairness can be a means
for managers to improve their subordinates’ pertoroe at work and to improve the
realization of their own objectives. Thus, corregtinjustice by allocating invisible remedies
may be for managers a strategy to show their fagrire order to achieve their own objectives
of work performance. According to Barrick and Mou(1991) and Salgado (1997),
managerial work performance can be operationaligethe construct of conscientiousness.
Indeed, conscientiousness was shown as being rgspr@dictor of performance across all
job criteria and across all occupational groupsriiBla & Mount, 1991). More precisely,
conscientiousness was shown to be composed of éparate factors: achievement striving
and duty (Jackson, Paunonen, Fraboni, & Goffin,61@&ckson, Ashton, & Tomes, 1996).

Achievement striving is linked to a more self-ceate commitment, for instance, an
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individual’'s concern for the advancement of hiher career. It characterizes “good actors”.
In contrast, duty is linked to a more other-orieght®@mmitment, for example an individual’s

concern for the welfare of the organization. Itratgéerizes “good soldiers” (Moon, 2001, p.
534). Achievement striving has been shown to beetated with escalation of commitment,

which is a decision making process in which peapklf-interest is pursued even to the
detriment of the organization (Moon, 2001). To #xent that allocating invisible remedies
may help managers to maintain their subordinatesiperation, which enables them to

achieve their personal performance goals, | magddlowing proposition:

Proposition 10 Managers’ level of achievement striving is pogly related to their use of

invisible remedies.

Because “good soldiers” may be willing to help th&ilbordinates and at the same
time be reluctant to impose invisible costs on rttegganization, no proposition is made

concerning the link between managers’ level of dutg their use of invisible remedies.

3.4.2.2. Managers’ socio-emotional motivations

When a manager wants to correct an injustice, hesher can apply different
techniqgues. The organizational justice literatui@s hdentified one of them: behaving
interactionally fairly, which mitigates negative ations to distributive and procedural
injustices (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). However, ghechnique can be difficult to implement.
It consists of showing respect to the subordinatedapting to their needs when
communicating and being honest with them when givimorough justification of the decision

that they view as unjust, all behaviors that maraded difficult to implement when they
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have to communicate about an injustice: “tough sirftend to] make tough bosses”, at least
as far as interactional justice is concerned (Fofg&karlicki, 1998).

Patient and Skarlicki (2005) proposed that lowdf-esteem relates to more unjust
interactional behaviors. Having to announce andifjusinfair news to one’s subordinates
threatens the communicator’s self-esteem and eetatdears of social rejection. Low self-
esteem individuals, because their self-evaluasamegative, anticipate equally negative social
evaluation and are more likely to expect failune.these conditions, they tend to protect
themselves rather than behave interactionallyyfairi contrast, high self-esteem managers
are likely to be more confident that they will seed, they are less affected by negative
feedback, and tend to respond to it by trying hardlbey do not fear being associated with
the unfair decision itself, and this makes themdtém behave interactionally fairly when
announcing an unjust decision.

As a consequence, when trying to correct an irgastow self-esteem managers are
more likely to use invisible remedies compared ightself-esteem managers. In this way,
they can correct an injustice and protect theiiadamage in the eyes of their subordinates

without taking the risks involved in trying to jifgta decision that is viewed as unfair.

Proposition 11 The lower the managers’ self-esteem, the moedylithey are to use invisible

remedies.

3.4.2.3. Managers’ moral motivations

In contrast to the former motives, managers mag bks intrinsically motivated by
justice. This means that their efforts are intentiedsatisfy internalized moral standards
(Tetlock, 1985). According to the moral perspectofejustice, people for whom morality

matters will be more likely to deal with justicesigs in social situations and, accordingly, to
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strongly react to injustices (Folger, 1998, 200d/gEr et al., 2005). Morality has indeed been
shown to influence managers’ justice behaviors i¢Rat& Skarlicki, in press) and to
moderate the relationship between workplace fagriaes performance (Colquitt, Scott, Judge
& Shaw, 2006). Research also shows that peopleal wsaction is to retaliate against the
source of an injustice (Kahneman, Knetséh, Thaler, 1986; Turillo et al., 2002). In
particular, moral identity, defined as the impodampeople attach to morality as a component
of their self-concept has been shown to be an itapbrdeterminant of the congruence
between moral judgment and moral conduct (Aquin@e&ed, 2002).

Aquino, Reed, Lim, Felps, and Freeman (2006) fotlvad employees’ moral identity
positively relates to the taking of resources fritr@ organization in an unjust situation. The
authors found that higher moral self-identifiersrgvenore prone to act in a way that was
likely to impose invisible costs on the organizatiafter an injustice had occurred. More
precisely, employees who self-identified themselasshigh on moral identity were more
likely to react to organizational injustices byitakproperty from work without permission or
by falsifying receipts or time sheets to obtain enoroney for business expenses or overtime.
Interestingly, when no injustice was at stake, lomeral identifiers were in fact more prone
than higher moral identifiers to behave in suchay.wSkarlicki, van Jaarsveld and Walker
(2007) also found that moral identity moderatedrélationship between unfair treatment by
customers and employee’s retaliation. This positelationship was more pronounced for
employees high versus low on moral identity. Regtla@nd Ceranic (2007) also showed that
moral identity interacted with moral judgment tegict when managers would be likely to
invisibly give free time off to an excellent workir avoid an injustice. High moral identifiers
were shown to be more likely to use this invisibéenedy, but only if they tended to use
consequentialist (versus formalist) moral reason@®gnsequentialists were defined as more

likely to make ends-based decisions, whereas fastaalended to give more importance to
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formal standards of moral behavior. In contrastmfalist high moral identifiers were less
prone to use this kind of remedy to correct anstige. These different results are not
inconsistent with the results found with anotheeragionalization of the concept of morality,
namely the level of moral development. Provideddhse no strict and salient ethical rules
prohibiting theft in their firm, workers who scorédyher on their level of moral development
were as likely as workers who scored lower on theral development level to steal in order
to correct a distributive injustice (Greenberg, 200

As a consequence, managers for whom morality issnmaportant may be morally
outraged by the injustice experienced by their eyggs and may want to punish their
employer. In other words, they may use Robin Hauodés a means of restoring justice for
moral reasons. In contrast, managers for whom rtpragl more important may be more
likely to use invisible remedies when an injustiseat stake and less likely to engage in
deviant behaviors when there is no injustice torestircompared to managers for whom
morality is less important. Stated differently, aese the motive underlying invisible justice
entails correcting justice violations, managers vidrom moral concerns are higher (versus

lower) are more likely to be motivated to corregtstices.

Proposition 12 The more important morality is for a manager, ith@re likely he or she is to

use invisible remedies to correct a work injustice.
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3.5. THE MOTIVATIONAL MECHANISM OF THE ROBIN HOOD E FFECT:

WHY DO EMPLOYEES REACT FAVORABLY TO INVISIBLE REMED IES?

The same three motives used to understand why reaea@nt to behave fairly have
also been used to identify why subordinates reaatjtistice. Thus, current justice research
has identified instrumental, relational and moraiires to explain why victims value justice.
First, employees have an interest in receiving favi@ outcomes. Because they generally
think that their contributions are valuable, thew slistributive justice as ensuring the receipt
of favorable outcomes. Likewise, according to th&trumental model of justice (Thibault &
Walker, 1975, 1978), procedural justice is a shwt,tat least in the long run, individuals will
be allocated valued resources. In this respeatghenjustly treated means that they will not
get what they think they deserve.

A second motive pertains to people’s socio-emotioe@ds. The relational model of
justice (Tyler & Lind, 1992) proposes that emplaye@lue being considered as full-fledged
members of their work groups. In particular, beimdairly treated may question their identity
and importance as group members. Finally, peopenastivated by morality. The moral
perspective of justice contends that people givpontance to fairness as an end in itself
(Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001; Crgpawo, Goldman, & Folger, 2003;
Folger, 1998; Folger, 2001; Folger, et al., 200®ople do not like injustice simply because

they think it is wrong to be unjust.

3.5.1. THE SYMBOLIC MEANING OF ORGANIZATIONAL REMEDIES

On the basis of the above taxonomy, Reb, GoldmdrCaopanzano (2006) explained
why organizational remedies have a favorable impattemployees. They defined an

organizational remedy as “an action carried outabyorganization with the intention of
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creating in the mind of an aggrieved worker thegjuént that the perceived injustice has been
atoned for.” (Reb et al., 2006, p. 34). They dmtiished three types of remedies and showed
that each of them corresponds to one of the thieteves of justice because they respond to
three fundamental human needs. “Instrumental rezsédnay take the concrete form of
monetary payoffs. These remedies address the peedritrol, which the authors associate to
an instrumental motive. They are particularly addpto restore distributive injustices
(employees’ subjective judgments of the fairnesshaf outcomes they receive at work;
Adams, 1965), and, to a lesser extent, proceduojadtices (employees’ subjective judgments
of the fairness of the procedures that lead toettedcomes; Thiba Walker, 1975, 1978;
Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980)ushinstrumental remedies are a form of
compensatory justice.

“Socio-emotional remedies” consist of a symbolifirafation of social standing and
take the concrete form of public apology or an arption. They address the need to belong,
a relational motive. They are suitable responseprtmedural and interactional injustices
(employees’ subjective judgments of the fairnessth& interpersonal and informational
interactions that can occur when outcomes areathogc Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 2001,
Greenberg, 1993; Shapiro, Buttner & Barry, 1994).

Last, “punitive remedies” consist of making harmogsuffer to atone for the injustice
they have caused, and may take the concrete forreomfe monetary penalty or other
disciplinary actions. Punitive remedies addressniwed for meaning; that is, the moral need,
and are especially appropriate when an interadtiofastice has occurred. These are often
referred to as retributive justic©kimoto (in press, b) presented a similar taxonoig
identified material compensation, apologies andighuments as the main means of justice

restoration.
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This taxonomy has been patrtially tested. In a felddy, as well as in a laboratory
experiment, people preferred an “instrumental reghdd a “punitive remedy” when a
procedural injustice had occurred, and a “punitemedy” to an “instrumental remedy” when
an interactional injustice had occurred (Reb et 2006). Other research suggests that the
substantive benefit from a remedy has less impoetahan its symbolic meanirfigFor
instance, a socio-emotional remedy, such as anogpo{admitting responsibility and
expressing remorse) is able to atone for a perdedistributive injustice and to decrease
negative reactions toward the harmdoer (Ohbuchméda & Agarie, 1989; O’'Malley &
Greenberg, 1983). For Ohbuchi and colleagues (12820), an apology can be instrumental
in promising “a full restitution of harm”, speak telational motives in “restoring self-esteem
and social identity”, and have a moral function ‘ipgnishing the harmdoer”. Similarly,
Okimoto (in press, b) found that monetary compeosatan be an effective way of
addressing relational concerns resulting from ptaca and interactional injustices. In five
experiments, he showed that giving monetary congigns with a benevolent intent could
reaffirm victims’ perception of membership valuadgmrotect their group identity. Thus, this
material remedy resulted in positive reactions tavibe organization because of its relational
benefits. The same results were found for unjustigted customers (Okimoto, 2006).

More complex patterns among the variables have bken found. Consumers’
reactions to service recovery strategies showedhtanactive effect of material and socio-
emotional remedies: consumers experienced moneefsrand satisfaction when they were
provided with both monetary compensation and anoggyoin comparison to when they
received only an apology (Goodwin & Ross, 1992)siimmary, organizational remedies
have the potential to alleviate employees’ negatreactions caused by distributive,

procedural and interactional injustices. Remedreseffective because they address victim’s

° To more clearly disentangle the concrete form énedsymbolic meaning of a remedy, | refer to instental
remedies as material remedies and use the termnimsttal only to account for a type of motive.
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instrumental, relational and moral motives. Eveoutih certain remedies are more linked to
certain types of motives, usually their symbolieaning makes them able to respond to all

the three types of a victim’s motives.

3.5.2. WHY DO INVISIBLE REMEDIES WORK ?

Invisible remedies are a special form of organaradl remedies at a managerial level.
Invisible remedies take a material form. In thisywthey correspond to Reb et al.’s (2006)
definition of instrumental remedies. Referring t&i@oto’s analysis (in press, b), invisible
remedies can have an instrumental, as well asaiaehl and a moral function, which
consequently enables them to atone for distributpi®cedural as well as interactional
injustices. Invisible remedies can be viewed bytinis as compensation for an injustice (an
instrumental function), as a way of restoring theaif-esteem and their social identity (a
relational function) or as a way of punishing thaiganization (a moral function).

First, empirical research has indeed shown thangalesources from the workplace is
as a way for victims of making up for injusticecaese it addresses instrumental as well as
moral motives. Underpaid employees may want to Wagys of increasing their outcomes in
order to make up for the imbalance between what thiee from and what they give to their
employer, which pertains to an instrumental motiVaking resources allows feelings of
inequity to be reduced and distributive justicééore-established (Greenberg, 1990a).

Taking resources can also serve as an act ofagdaliby disgruntled employees who
also feel interactionally mistreated, and respopgibnishing their employer by means that
are available to them. In a study by Greenberg g),9these two motives were clearly
disentangled, and both explained why people engageaking resources from their

companies.
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Second, taking resources is also likely to be paese to a relational motive. Little
justice research has investigated how employeesusah strong relational links with other
groups in an attempt to compensate for their lackeoognition by their firm. However,
informal work groups are powerful sources of idgn{Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). To
receive the social rewards provided by fellow groogmbers, one has to conform to strong
group norms (Etzioni, 1975). These norms may cditdtahe norms of the firm’s dominant
coalition (Cyert & March, 1963). In particular, gq@ norms often condone taking resources
(Greenberg, 1997; Greenberg & Scott, 1996). It lsn argued that “in many jobs, it is
considered abnormabtto steal” (Greenberg & Scott, 1996, p. 128) arad tealing is a way
of “enhancing one’s status within one’s work grouf@reenberg, 1997, p. 93). As a
consequence, even if theft is different from tHecaltion of invisible remedies, one can view
taking resources as a reaction to injustice witheav to finding a compensating source of
valued membership in informal peer work groups eisig if it is endorsed by their manager.
Similarly, by using Robin Hoodism, managers mightceed in reaffirming employees’
membership value that has been harmed by the aagéom. Interestingly, in so doing, they
replace the sense of belonging to the organizdyothe sense of belonging to the managers’
work team.

In summary, invisible remedies are proposed to faapesitive impact on employees
because the invisible remedies can correct justaations by addressing fundamental needs
of the employees that were harmed by the injus8eging that invisible remedies can correct
injustices is consistent with my definition of cective justice as a way of seeking to “remedy
mistakes in the allocation of rewards and allocetioFrench, 1964, p. 412). This is not to
say that invisible remedies can completely regpareeptions of justice, especially toward the

organization. Even after receiving an invisible egly, an employee can still deem the
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organization unfair. Instead, invisible remediesclion as a kind of compensation allocated

by the manager of the unjustly treated employee.

Proposition 13 Invisible remedies correct injustice perceptidrecause they respond to

employees’ instrumental, relational, and moral epgés’ motives.

Proposition 14 Invisible remedies are able to correct distribeiti procedural and

interactional injustices.

3.6. DISCUSSION

According to Adams (1965, 1963), employees assesequity of the exchange with
their firm by taking into account not only theirlag, but also a host of other outcomes. In
particular, as “positively valent outcomes”, hentigeed “fringe benefits” and “a variety of
formally and informally sanctioned perquisites” @ds, 1965, p. 278). This chapter proposes
that when the exchange with the organization isved as distributively, procedurally or
interactionally unjust, the manager may restorgigasby allocating specific kinds of
outcomes referred to as invisible remedies. Howeiteis more the exchange with the
manager that benefits from this strategy that | ednRobin Hoodism rather than the

exchange with the firm as a whole.

3.6.1. THE ROBIN HOOD EFFECT AND THE FAIR PROCESS EFFECT

Building on earlier writings on the motives of just (Cropanzano, Byrne et al., 2001),

| have proposed that invisible remedies have thernp@al to address employees’ material,

relational as well as moral needs that are violdtgdan injustice. | have also offered
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propositions concerning the antecedents of the gen&ngaging in Robin Hoodism,
including individual differences and situationattiars, Another group of propositions regards
the consequences of invisible remedies: How do eyegls react to them? On the basis of
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), the agentsysiodel (Bies and Moag, 1986;
Masterson et al., 2000; Colquitt et al., 2001) dremultifoci model of justice (Byrne, 1999;
Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002), | propose that invisibéenedies are likely to encourage
employees to react favorably toward their manadaus their reactions toward their
organization can result in negative consequencesidBs, invisible remedies can create
feelings of injustice among co-workers who do nendfit from them (Mars & Nicod, 1981).
These consequences of invisible remedies on emgdoyeehaviors have been named the
Robin Hood effect. This means that the Robin Hoffelce refers at the same time to good
feelings about the manager and bas feelings totiierdompany (and bad feelings among the
coworkers). Finally, some of the forms of invisiblemedies, which were identified at the
beginning of the chapter, are likely to be a fumettof what activities are under managers’
control.

As with the well-known fair process effect (Van dBons, 2005), the Robin Hood
effect may foster perceived justice in the workplatlowever, the two mechanisms are
different in the way they operate and in their @anpgences. The fair process effect
corresponds to theositive impact fair procedurescan have on employees’ reactions. In
contrast, the Robin Hood effect refers to the posind negative impacinvisible remedies
have on subordinates’ subsequent behaviors. Indesghtive consequences are likely to
result as well for the organization. To cite arerasting analogy, according to the legend,
those who benefited from Robin Hood were likelyheve increased antagonism toward the

heads of state that oppressed them.
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3.6.2. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

Invisible remedies may have some advantages: theyide the manager with
increased flexibility to repair injustice withoutiteaucracy (Dalton, 1959), they are likely to
be faster to implement, and more convenient thamdbrewards (Altheide et al., 1978) and
not as costly as a formal system (Zeitlin, 1971hisTmay explain why, even if upper
managers are normally out of this invisible readkimn system, in certain industries, they
seem to be aware of “much of what goes on” withreatting in any way to it, which “helps
to institutionalize its practice” (Mars & Nicod, &9, p. 67). Interestingly, because Zeitlin not
only described an example of this system but alsd to defend it, his article was rejected
for publication in theHarvard Business Reviefar moral and ethical reasons (Zeitlin, 1971).
In addition to this moral problem, invisible remeslialso imply the drawbacks that have been
described in this chapter, a factor that might alisage organizational authorities from using
them. An important point here is that invisible emires are likely to benefit the individual
manager more than the firm as a whole. Indeed, #agtverse reactions from employees are
mitigated, their negative fairness judgments towhrdsource of the injustice — the company
or upper management — remain unchanged, or pednapggeater and this is expected to have
a negative effect on their citizenship behaviorgaia the firm. This is why usually firms are
unlikely to encourage the use of invisible remedied are likely to reprimand the managers
who use them. This means that managers allocatingilble remedies do it at their personal
risk. Another drawback is that invisible remedias create more new injustices than the ones
they purport to solve.

Thus, managing invisible remedies can be paradbx@@mn the invisible be managed?
To some extent, this could be possible through ngakihe invisible more visible.

Empowering front-line managers and visibly alloegtithem discretionary budgets for
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invisible actions may be a way of recognizing atiizing the power of invisible remedies
not only for the managers’ but also for the comparbenefit. This could be a fast and
powerful remedy for unjust events. In this respdw, mechanism of invisible remedies may
be analogous to the “invisible hand” (Smith, 178284, p. 485). Like a market, a formal
organization might better work itself out without averabundance of rules. However, as far
as systemic injustices are concerned, there isn@raghction in imagining a systemically
unfair firm wusing invisible remedies as a systeniycdair practice. Moreover, fair
organizations are more likely to use visible orgational remedies such as official monetary
compensation, public apologies or disciplinary @tti Thus, invisible remedies may be
viewed for low-rank managers as a way of reactirigenw “the visible hand of [upper-]
managers” (Chandler, 1960) produces too many dgshmal injustices. By reintroducing
into the organization the kind of flexibility ty@€ of the “invisible hand” of the market, these
low-rank managers may want to correct organizatiamastices with a view to achieving
greater efficiency. However, the question of whettie “invisible hand of managers” is

globally more favorable or unfavorable remains wown.

3.6.3. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

The theoretical implications of this work are tHode. First, whereas most
organizational research tends to focus on the eyapk (the victims of injustice) or third
party perspectives, the Robin Hood effect consideesactors’ (the manager’s) perspective.
This perspective is not intended to be prescriptinoek. Rather, it simply aims to describe
and explain a phenomenon that occurs in work gstithus enabling researchers to expand
understanding of how people address justice comcerrthe workplace. Second, this work

proposes new links between organizational justsearch and important sociological works,
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which have often been categorized as works aboytloy®e theft. In particular, this

perspective uses the concept of corrective justicpropose that managers’ allocations of
benefits taken from their firm can be an attemptdstore justice by allocating the only
remedy over which they have some control. The fiaonke presented here draws on the
typology of justice motives to account for the powethis invisible remedy. This provides a
theory to understand why taking resources fronrra fian restore not only distributive but
also procedural and interactional justice, evernfpirical findings are so far limited to

distributive injustices. Third, this chapter defnesome boundary conditions to this
phenomenon using situational as well as managedsidual differences antecedents, and it
attempts to predict which forms invisible remedreay take. This might help to clearly

distinguish Robin Hoodism from other phenomena sascthe “parallel deviance” mechanism
(Kemper, 1966).

Research is needed to empirically test propositmffered in this conceptual model
and to investigate the ultimate effect of invisilbEmedies on the organization overall. It
would also be of interest to distinguish betweege tklative explanatory power of the
instrumental, relational and moral motives that @mtount for employees’ reactions to
invisible remedies as well as for the manageriappnsity to use them. In addition, future
studies could identify and investigate the effexidairness perceptions of managers publicly
criticizing their unfair organizations. Future rasgh could also aim to delineate more
precisely the importance of justice restoratiomaagason for managers allocating invisible
remedies in the workplace.

Some anecdotes about life in organizations (\Mdletl999) suggest that invisible
remedies are common. However, organizational thdmy so far under-researched this

phenomenon which can have a significant impact rapleyees’ attitudes and behaviors in
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the workplace. | hope, by this chapter, to begimiscussion to better understand the
importance of, and mechanisms for, invisible reragdi
The next chapter presents a study whose objeatageto empirically test aspects of

the model of invisible remedies.
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CHAPTER 4: WHO ARE THE MODERN ORGANIZATIONAL ROBIN HOODS?
SITUATIONAL AND INTERINDIVIDUAL FACTORS PREDICTING  MANAGERS’

ALLOCATIONS OF INVISIBLE REMEDIES.

4.0. ABSTRACT

Managers often make efforts to restore workplac&@iuress by using “invisible
remedies” under the radar of senior executives'ramgss, including providing mistreated
employees with special favors, giving them time, oif other benefits under the manager’s
control (see chapter 2). These corrective justefeabiors have been termed Robin Hoodism
(see chapter 3). The research presented heretigates when Robin Hoodism was more
likely to be chosen by managers, and whether masagerality could predict these actions.
An experimental scenario study with 187 managessetk firstly whether an interaction
between distributive and interpersonal injusticgoezienced by a subordinate predicted
managers’ Robin Hoodism, and secondly whether tbehidentity of managers moderated
the combined impact of distributive and interpeedonjustice. Results showed that managers
who were low moral identifiers did behave as mod&ganizational Robin Hoods to correct
either distributive or interpersonal injustices erpnced by their subordinates. However,
only managers who were high moral identifiers atted interpersonal injustices in this way
even at a high level of distributive justice. Thetaral and managerial implications conclude

the chapter.
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4.1. INTRODUCTION

Organizational justice research shows that empkygae react to injustice at work in
at least three different ways (Conlon, Meyer, & Ndwwski, 2005). They can decrease their
good behaviors (organizational citizenship behaviomsnpliance, or performance), increase
their bad reactions (absenteeism, turnover, or negligerarg}, even start to behave ugly
ways (by sabotage or organizational retaliatoryalvedrs).

Noticeably, there is an interaction between théigasof the outcomes received and
the justice of the process on employees’ attitualesd behaviors at work so that they react
most negatively toward their organization when bibin outcome and the process are unfair
(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). This interactive esff is especially strong for the
interpersonal justice component of the fairnesthefprocess (the respect, politeness, dignity
and emotional support shown by the managers, Bib%&g, 1986; Greenberg, 2006) as this
is the most likely to raise moral concerns (Fol@&01).

Given the negative impact employees’ reactions réaiu treatment can have on
organizations, it is a good practice for managersyt to correct injustices experienced by
their subordinates. Chapter 2 has found that masageyaged in different corrective justice
behaviors, including the use of “invisible remediesder the radar of senior executives’
awareness, such as providing mistreated employglkspecial favors, giving them time off,
or other benefits under the manager’s control. @taedden corrective justice behaviors that
seem to be common have been termed Robin Hoodessrclmpter 3).

However, only scarce research has investigatefatiters that predict managers’ just
behaviors in general, including their correctivetice behaviors and their Robin Hoodism in
particular. Knowing when and why managers engagehis kind of corrective justice

behaviors would be useful not only to understand predict but also to improve the way
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leaders manage the relationship with their subatds | argue that corrective justice
behaviors are likely to be predicted both by sitral factors -- including the type(s) of
injustice experienced by the subordinate -- and bisthe managers’ individual differences.
As suggested in chapters 2 and 3, the extent tohwhanagers see themselves as being moral
human beings seems to be one of the individuahlibas that could have a strong explanatory
power on managers’ reactions to unfairness (Pa&e8karlicki, 2005, in press; Masterson,
Byrne & Mao, 2005).

Propelled by these concerns, | investigated whemagers used the specific
managerial corrective justice strategy of Robin #iem. Specifically, |1 simultaneously
investigated both individual differences in manageense of morality and the variability of
the situation regarding the distributive and ineegonal injustices experienced by the
subordinates as predictors of Robin Hoodism. | &erdfore following the interactionist
model, which asserts that behavior is affectedhgyinterplay between person and situation
(Cervone & Shoda, 1999a; 1999b; Mischel, 1968)ti@darly concerning moral behaviors
(Murphy, 1993; Trevifio, 1986, Greenberg, 2002).

| begin by reviewing the work on the interactiorieef between the justice of the
distribution and the justice of the process; | tdescribe the concepts of Robin Hoodism and
moral identity in more detail. Moral identity is afen here as a construct able to
operationalize morality and to predict managerstaxiive behaviors. The construct of moral
identity has indeed emerged as a viable constnustcial and developmental psychology for
explaining moral functioning (Aquino & Reed, 200R}hen present an experimental scenario
study that investigated whether managers, whendbgagct injustices, show the same kind of
interactive relationship that the literature hasenitdfied so far between the justice of the
distribution and the justice of the process, and éxtent to which their moral identity

moderates this interactive relationship.
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4.2. THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

4.2.1. THE INTERACTIVE EFFECT BETWEEN DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE AND INTERPERSONA L
JUSTICE

Organizational justice researchers have identifigffierent aspects of perceived
justice at work. Employees’ justice perceptionsaemgass their subjective judgments of the
fairness of the outcomes they receive at work (Aslal865) and of the justice of the decision
procedures that lead to these outcomes (LeveniB&0; Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980;
Thibaut& Walker, 1975, 1978). The justice of the processtisn seen as being composed of
the fairness of the formal procedures and of therpersonal treatment and information that
employees receive (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, ROGreenberg, 1993; 2006; Shapiro,
Buttner & Barry, 1994). Each of these two broadetymf judgments is made based on
distinctive rules and has been labelled distrilutand procedural justice respectively. The
concept of procedural justice is often used in thisad sense to encompass the three
subcomponents of formal procedural justice, intespeal justice and informational justice
(Blader & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992).

Individuals feel unjustly treated when they pereeispecific justice rules to be
violated. The main rule of distributive justicethre workplace is the equity rule, which makes
people feel justly treated if the outcomes theyenee are seen to correspond to their
contributions, and if their perceived ratio of atlmitions and outcomes is similar to the ratio
received by comparison others (Adams, 1963). Fatamcte, American and Chinese
employees perceived a bonus to be distributive|ysirbecause it didn’t measure up to what
employees thought was the level of their contriimgi (Chen, 1995). Each of the different
aspects of procedural justice is also based onifgpegles. Concerning formal procedural

justice for example, a decision procedure mighséen as unfair when it is not designed to
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give the opportunity for input or “voice”. As ariustration, appraised employees felt unjustly
treated when they were not granted bidirectionahroaoinication with their manager during
the appraisal process (Greenberg, 1986). Regaidiogmational justice, people tend to
perceive injustice on that dimension for examplh&y are not given appropriate excuses or
justifications for unfavorable outcomes (Shaw, Wid Colquitt, 2003). Finally, employees
experience interpersonal injustice when a decisi@ker makes derogatory statements or
more generally when they perceive a lack of respamliteness, or dignity (Bies & Moag,
1986). Intimidating or manipulating subordinatesnot giving them emotional support also
has been proposed to lead to interpersonal ingugisigments (Greenberg, 2006).

The justice of the outcomes received and the jasifcthe process have main effects
on employees’ reactions. Interestingly, these twmedsions also interact to predict
significant attitudes and behaviors at work. Theenaction between the justice of the
distribution and the justice of the process ismapartant, robust and well-grounded finding
(Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). This interaction e¢aka specific shape (see figure 1). There
are three ways of describing this interaction. tFinhen outcomes are unfair, a fair process
significantly mitigates unfavorable reactions. Setiowhen outcomes are fair, an unfair
process is not given much importance and is natam@ predictor of employee’s reactions.
Third and last, it is when outcomes and the proeessoth unfair that employees show the

strongest unfavorable reactions.
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FIGURE 4:

The Interactive Effects of Distributive and Interpenal Justice on
Employees’ Reactions toward the Firm

Negative
reactions Low Interpersonal Justice
-
High Interpersonal Justice
| |
I I
Low High
Distributive Distributive
Justice Justice

Three theoretical explanations have been propasaddount for the interactive effect
between the fairness of a distribution and then&sis of a process (Brockner & Wiesenfeld,
2005). The first explanation relates to the relalomodels of justice (De Cremer & Blader,
2006). Employees control fewer resources than themnagers and are likely to feel
dependent on them. This makes them concerned wighrdining if their managers and more
generally the organization in which they work mag tusted. One indicator of a party’s
trustworthiness is their procedural fairness. Thuben authorities are procedurally just,
employees give less importance to the fairnessheir tshort term outcomes and remain
confident that in the long run, their interestsiwik fairly taken into account by their
managers.

The second explanation is given by Fairness Théleojger & Cropanzano, 2001).

According to this theory, the effect of outcomerriass on employees’ reactions depends on

142



The fair hand of managers

the degree to which they hold the decision makeowaatable for the decision. A fair process
means that the manager is not responsible fordadeobitcomes. In this case, unfavorable and
unfair distributions are seen as caused by back tlue to unexpected environmental or
market changes; For example an external factorh g loss of customers, can mean
employees earn less despite having worked as Isandual (Greenberg, 1990a). People view
their manager to be more responsible for the badomes of the exchange when he or she
exhibits lower procedural fairness.

The third explanation might have the power to suoisihe two others (Brockner &
Wiesenfeld, 2005). For Uncertainty Management Thie@employees give importance to
procedural fairness to make sense of the eventatfeet them in situations that have a high
degree of uncertainty, which is the case in nungersark situations (Lind & van den Bos,
2002). This means that a high level of procedtaimhess may make employees think that
even if their current outcome seems distributivehfair, in fact procedural fairness either
makes them change their mind and think the outasrfer or at least may give them a sense
of global control and reassurance concerning tinemge rules and functioning of their firm.

Each of these three explanations can be drawn @anweiplaining the role of the
interpersonal component of procedural justice.tFinen supervisors show consideration
(which heightens the subordinates’ interpersonatiga judgment), this makes employees
think their manager is trustworthy. Second, whemleyees see their managers trying to
appear fair by communicating with respect and casijoa about a negative decision, this can
make people think that their manager is not respt$or their negative outcome, and they
may attribute it to circumstances or other sourtetead. Third, a manager behaving
interactionally fairly provides also emotional soppto his or her subordinates, which helps
them to find the psychological resources to coph Wie injustice and overcome uncertainty

(Greenberg, 2006).
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Moreover, from the moral perspective of justicel¢feo, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano,
1998, 2001), interpersonal justice raises moraceors more strongly than other aspects of
justice because it constitutes a lack of dignifisshtment from a clearly identified source.
Although negative or unfair outcomes are an in®&@apart of organizational life, all
individuals consider being due by virtue of theuntanity to the right to be treated with
dignity and respect. Therefore, when interperscauadl distributive injustices coincide,
employees tend to be particularly willing to redtdi against their managers (Skarlicki &
Folger, 1997).

Empirical work has shown that interactive effectetween distributive and
interpersonal justice are common. For example, fimna in which the employees had their
salaries reduced by 15%, a fair interaction with Bresident showing respect and explaining
the reasons for the situation made employees ledimgnto steal the firm. In contrast,
employees who where unfairly treated by their \Rzesident were more prone to steal their
company as a consequence of their pay loss (Gregnb@90a). In the same way, nurses
whose salaries were reduced by 10% were less lilkelgxperience insomnia when their
managers behaved interpersonally fairly towardsitf@reenberg, 2006).

Whether this effect occurs among managers, howdner,received limited research
attention. The perspective of a manager is espgdmeresting to study. Managers are in a
unique position because (a) they can observe antasif employee mistreatment, and (b)
they often have the opportunity to restore unfasndo my knowledge, no empirical study
has so far tried to answer how managers reactetaitributive and interpersonal injustices
experienced by their subordinates from the orgaioiza

However, some studies have tried to identify whidhd of interactive pattern
managers show when they personally feel distrieliand interpersonally unjustly treated

by their own subordinates or by lower status par{i@hen, Brockner & Greenberg, 2003).

144



The fair hand of managers

Even if this is far from being the same questitwe, tesults could provide some insights useful
for my current research. Indeed, as | am interestedtlentifying how managers correct
distributive and interpersonal injustices expereshby their subordinates, knowing how they
react to these two kinds of injustices when thegeelence them by themselves might give
some preliminary elements on which to build my hHipeses. A pilot study and two full
studies showed that in cases in which lower stpfuBes like subordinates had the power to
shape the allocations of higher status partiesrik@agers (in a real negotiation as well as in
a lab in which managers were said it is their sdibates who would allocate them rewards)
managers showed a contrary interaction betweerom&@nd interpersonal fairness (Chen et
al., 2003). High interpersonal fairndssightenednstead of reduced the influence of outcome
favorability on desire for future interaction witlhe lower status party (see figure 2).
Managers had positive reactions only toward sulpatds who were interpersonally jasid
allocated them favorable outcomes. When subordinalecated unfavorable outcomes by
being interpersonally just, this did not reducdrtheanagers’ negative reactions. The authors
explained that managers’ motivation was to maintla@ir social status and power. Thus, they
were only likely to favor interactions that did nbreaten their social self. In the case their
subordinates were at the same time interpersoffallyand distributively unfair this made
them think that the subordinates were not resptnéds the outcomes and this could have
threaten their own self-esteem. Thus, managers gewe importance to outcome fairness
rather than to process fairness. Even if thisanaion holds well, it also might be the case

that managers simply tend to be more outcome @tent
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FIGURE 5:

The Interactive Effects of Distributive and Interpenal Justice on
Managers’ Reactions toward their Subordinates

_ _
Low Interpersonal Justice
High Interpersonal Justice
I I
I I
Low High
Distributive Distributive
Justice Justice

In short, it appears that interpersonal justicen@st likely to interact with distributive
justice in predicting reactions to injustice, besmunterpersonal justice is the most central to
moral concerns. It also appears that managersikely lto show a different interactive
relationship compared to their subordinates. Itamsito be tested whether corrective justice
behaviors of managers are also predicted by amastien of interpersonal and distributive
justice. If an interaction occurs, what would be #pecific shape? Do managers take
corrective actions only when both types of injustare experienced by their subordinates?
This would be the case if managers are fully awétbe interactive pattern their subordinates
show. They would indeed try to restore justice amhen their subordinates react negatively.
Do managers attempt to correct the injustice onhenvdistributive injustices arise? This
would be the case if they give more importance utccames rather than to interpersonal

interactions. Do they take corrective actions wirgarpersonal justice is at stake whatever
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the fairness of the outcome? This would be the dabey are particularly sensitive to moral
concerns. | investigated these issues with redpeche particular type of corrective action,

namely Robin Hoodism.

4.2.2. FoBIN HOODISM

How do front-line managers react to the perceptiat an employee has experienced
an injustice stemming from the organization it¢BEugré & Baron, 2001; Sheppard, Lewicki
& Minton, 1992) or from upper management (Greenp&f94). In chapter 2, | investigated
how managers (n = 35) reacted to and dealt witin fubordinates’ injustice experiences (74
incidents were quoted). | found that direct managesed their discretion and informal
decision making power to correct these kinds ofistiges that -- while not caused by the
managers -- could have a negative impact on th& wfaheir subordinates.

Different terms have been used to label genemaledial actions taken to restore
justice at work. One common label is restorativaige. However, restorative justice has also
been widely used in specific reference to actioneg at restoring a sense of justice through
renewed value consensus between the victim, thpeprator and the whole community
(Umbreit & Coates, 2006; Wenzel, Okimoto & Featt#)06). Thus, | prefer to use the more
general and neutral term of “corrective justiceineal by French (1964) and defined in the
introduction to account for behaviors aimed atecting for the consequences that a victim of
injustice suffers.

In study 2 (see chapter 2), managers used diffatestiegies to correct work injustice.
A specific strategy, which was the third most freqlly used strategy after “giving
explanations” (which refers to an informational tjos behavior) and “trying to fix the

problem at the origin of the injustice” consisted“allocating invisible remedies”. | defined
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this strategy as “managers’ allocations to thelrosdinates of something extra, belonging to
the company, not for its formal or intended use tie purpose of restoring justice (hence the
term remedy, usually without more senior managers’ or oth@plyees’ understanding of
the motivation (hence the terimvisible)”. This phenomenon was named “Robin Hoodism” in
chapter 3 because it reminds of the actions ofdlkehero Robin Hood, who tried to remedy
injustices perpetrated against citizens by an aigughority in non-sanctioned ways.

Concretely, Robin Hoodism can take the form of ari#ation for subordinates to take
items home (e.g., small tools, raw materials, fiatd small products), borrowing tools,
personal use of machines, or granting employees tifh(Greenberg & Scott, 1996). It can
also consist of allocating formal benefits (e.@nbises, training) not for their intended formal
purpose but for justice restoration motives.

Many illustrations of invisible remedies were given chapter 3 involving textile
workers (Sieh, 1987), cashiers in supermarketshéidie, Adler, Adler & Altheide, 1978)
workers in a gypsum factory (Gouldner, 1954), PoSiice workers (Bradford, 1976),
employees of large chain stores (Altheide et &78), workers in a bakery (Ditton, 1977),
employees of chemical plants (Dalton, 1959) and-clectors (Zeitlin, 1971). These
allocations have been described as representiignéicant part of annvisible-wage system
the aim of which is usually to compensate for itiges, for instance unfairly low wages
(Henry, 1981; Ditton 1977; Mars & Nicod, 1981, s#s0 chapters 2 and 3).

Managers might have different motives to act asenodrganizational Robin Hoods.
They might be motivated to avoid the negative éffgroduced by the injustice to maintain
their subordinates’ work performance. In this respeorrective fairness can be a means for
them to improve their subordinates’ performancevatk and as a consequence, to improve
the realization of their own objectives. Thus, ecting injustice by allocating invisible

remedies might be a strategy that managers emplogmonstrate their fairness in order to
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achieve their performance targets. This motivéages to the instrumental motive, which is
said to be one strong justice motive (Thibaut & Kéal 1975, 1978).

In contrast, managers may also be intrinsically ivateéd to correct injustice just
because they think it's the right thing to do (skapter 2 and chapter 3). According to the
moral perspective of justice, people for whom mtyahatters will be more likely to deal
with justice issues in social situations and, agdewly, to strongly react to injustices (Folger,
1998, 2001; Folger, Cropanzano & Goldman, 2005,0R@003). Morality has been shown to
influence managers’ justice behaviors (Patient &ar8éki, in press) and to moderate the
relationship between workplace fairness and permce (Colquitt, Scott, Judge Shaw,
2006). Research also shows that people’s usudiords to be willing to punish the source
of an injustice (Kahneman, Knetsch, Thaler, 1986; Turillo, Folger, Lavelle, Umphregs,
Gee, 2002). Interpersonal injustice in particulas lbeen shown to be perceived as a moral
transgression, much more than distributive or ptaca injustices. Indeed, it more clearly
shows that the moral transgression is made on parpod allows to identify the perpetrator
without ambiguity (Folger, 2001). In line with thimterpersonal justice has been found to be
a strong antecedent to third parties’ punishingalvrs (Turillo et al., 2002).

Thus, managers for whom morality matters less migbtrect injustices for
instrumental reasons, while managers for whom nigrahatters more might correct
injustices for intrinsic reasons. This means thahagers might show a different interactive
pattern between the justice of the distribution &#mal justice of the process on their Robin
Hood behaviors depending on the importance theyoputorality. In particular, managers
who put more importance on morality are likely &®act more strongly to interpersonal
injustices, which are considered as stronger mwoeaisgressions. In my research, | used

moral identity to operationalize managers’ morality
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4.2.3. MORAL IDENTITY

Moral identity is a personality variable that idended to explain moral behavior.
Moral behavior can be defined as behavior thatilgext to generally accepted moral norms
of behavior (Trevifio, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006)e$e norms usually consist in acting in
the service of human welfare (Aquino & Reed, 200&)ich sometimes implies to act at odds
with one’s material and relational self-interestl@er, 2001).

For the cognitive-developmental model, it is conepétmoral reasoning that explains
moral behavior (Piaget, 1932, Kohlberg, 1971, R&8%9). However, people’s behavior is
not always consistent with their moral cognitiofi$is is why researchers have called for
complementary approaches considering social-psggiual motivators of moral conduct like
self-regulatory mechanisms (Blasi, 1984). Morahiity has been found to be able to propose
such a complementary approach. It is a social igenthich refers to a mental representation
that a person holds about his or her moral charg@gquino & Reed, 2002).

According to this perspective, the extent to whicherson views certain moral traits
as being central to his or her self-concept makesalmbehavior consistent with moral
judgment. This consistency is based on the needh®individual to be true to himself or
herself (Erickson, 1964). Without moral identityea a competent moral reasoning doesn’t
necessarily lead to moral action, especially whestscare attached to this action. People may
have identical views about what is moral or immdrat act in very different ways because
they vary in the priority they attach to their moself relative to other aspects of their
identity.

Aquino and Reed (2002) define moral identity agl&cnception organized around a
set of moral traits. Each person has a unique mdesitity consisting of specific traits, but

some of these traits are usually shared by mogilpes a central set shaping their moral self-

150



The fair hand of managers

definition. These common traits form an associatiegvork with the more specific traits of a
particular person. Thus, only a subset of thesentomtraits has to be activated in order to
invoke a person’s moral identity, which is the nweththat Aquino and Reed (2002) used to
build the scale of moral identity that | used irstbstudy.

On the basis of the dual nature of identity as tedan the very core of one’s being”
and meaning being true to oneself in action (Enoksl964), Aquino and Reed (2002) have
proposed that moral identity is composed of twocsalponents: a private and a public
dimension. The private dimension is named inteza#ibn and corresponds to the degree to
which moral traits are central to the self-concdpte public dimension taps the degree to
which these traits are expressed publicly througkraon’s actions in the world and is named
symbolization. However, internalization has beeovainto have more significant effects than
symbolization. Internalization indeed refers to itmdividual’s self-conception, and, as such, it
seems much more representative of moral motivdtian does symbolization (Reynolds &
Ceranic, 2007) in accordance with Rest’s view thatstrength to act morally originates from
within (Rest, 1986)

Aquino and Reed built a scale of moral identity Q2 that they showed to be
internally consistent, stable in its underlying téac structure, construct valid and
nomologically valid, predicting psychological anaral behaviors (selfreported volunteering
and actual donation behavior). Further studieshiage used this scale have shown that moral
identity indeed predicts moral behaviors like hglpen to out-group members even when
these were responsible for transgressions agaxggbup (Reed & Aquino, 2003).

Closer to the concept of Robin Hoodism, Aquino, dReem, Felps and Freeman
(2006) found that employees’ moral identity postwrelated to the taking of resources from
the organization in an unjust situation. Higher ah@elf-identifiers werenore proneto react

to organizational injustices by taking propertynfrevork without permission or by falsifying
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receipts or time sheets to obtain more money faeinass expenses or overtime. Notice that,
when no injustice was at stake, high moral idesisfiwereless likely than low moral
identifiers to behave in such a way. Skarlicki, \vl@arsveld and Walker (2007) also found
that employees who were high moral identifiers waoge likely than low moral identifiers to
retaliate after having experienced unfair treatinfsyncustomer.

These results showed that what is considered nmalgiven situation might depend
on the interpretation of the event. Along the sdimes, Reynolds and Ceranic (2007) showed
that moral identity interacted with moral judgmeéntpredict when managers would be likely
to invisibly give free time off (which is an invide remedy) to a very efficient worker to
avoid an injustice. High moral identifiers were gmoto be more likely to use this invisible
remedy (but only if they also tended to use consetjalist versus formalist moral reasoning).

What is the impact of moral identity on the way m@m@ers correct injustices
experienced by their subordinates? What is padrtulnteresting to find out is whether high
and low moral identifiers show different interaetipatterns relative to distributive and
interpersonal injustices suffered by their subaaitbs. Do low moral managers try to correct
injustices by behaving as modern organizationaliiRétmods? In which case, are they more
likely to be concerned by outcomes and thus tendotoect mainly distributive injustices?
For managers high on moral identity, does any gwssion appear as important, which
would mean that a high level of distributive justimay not be able to compensate for a low
level of interpersonal justice? Thus do manager® wre high moral identifiers correct

interpersonal injustices even at a high level sfrihutive justice?

4.2.4. IMMARY AND HYPOTHESES

Based on my review of the interactive effect betweestributive and interpersonal

justice, and of the concepts of Robin Hoodism amdaiidentity, | propose that distributive
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justice and interpersonal justice experienced byleordinate will interact in a specific way to
predict managers’ corrective justice behaviors.tharmore, | predict that this interactive
effect will depend on managers’ level of moral seéntity.

As reviewed, managers as victims of injustice sltbaespecific interactive pattern in
which they placed more importance on the outcorag teceive than on the process (Chen et
al., 2003). It is not clear whether managers ararawf the different patterns of justice focus
among their employees. More specifically, managaght not be aware of the importance of
behaving interactionally fairly and they might rkwtow that a fair interaction can reduce the
negative impact of unfair outcomes on their subwatiis’ behaviors. Empirical studies have
indeed shown that managers commonly i behave in interactionally just ways when
communicating unfair news to their subordinates @®apter 1). When communicating unfair
or negative news, managers are even likely to keelhess fairly than when communicating
fair or positive news. This reaction has been arpth with self-protective motives as it is
less threatening to distance oneself from suborenavho experience an injustice. An
alternative explanation is simply a lack of awasmnen the part of managers of the
importance of interpersonal fairness.

Based on the arguments and findings described abloygoposed that usually
managers do not give much importance to interpatsonustices when trying to correct
distributive injustices experienced by their sulwates. Therefore, | did not expect that a fair
interpersonal interaction experienced by subordmatould reduce their managers’ tendency
to correct a distributive injustice. In other wordsproposed that managers would try to
correct distributive injustices whatever the leg€interpersonal justice experienced by their
subordinates. | expected this effect to hold imehelently of whether a manager was a high or

a low moral identifier.
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Low moral identifiers, who are likely to correcjustices for instrumental reasons and
who tend to give more importance to outcomes shoaicect distributive injustices even at a
high level of interpersonal injustice. For high mladentifiers, | predicted the same result but
the reason might be somewhat different. Managersavl high moral identifiers should give
importance to any injustice and might not be liklyhink that one can really compensate the
other. For instance, research on moral mandatatk&SR002) shows that when an outcome
is judged to be unjust, people whose moral values®ong in relation with that outcome do
not think that a fair process is able to legitimateunfair outcome. Thus, they tend to react
negatively even if the process is fair. This metiiad managers are likely to want to correct
distributive injustices even at a high level ofeitersonal justice, but for moral reasons rather
than due to a lack of awareness of the fact thetinvé do react less unfavorably when
interpersonal justice interacts with distributingustice.

Regarding the way managers react to interpersoséte, | predicted the same kind
of effect for high moral identifiers. Managers wlaoe high moral identifiers are more
sensitive to moral transgressions, and theref@eako likely to want to correct interpersonal
injustices even at a high level of distributivetjos. This effect may not hold for low moral
identity managers who may not give importance terpersonal injustices and who may
think that if the outcome is just, then there isneed for corrective action.

| therefore formulated the following hypotheses areling Robin Hoodism as a

specific form of managerial corrective justice:

Hypothesis 1 A three-way interaction between outcome fairn@s®rpersonal justice, and

moral identity predicts managers’ tendency to ergadrobin Hoodism.
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Hypothesis 1a For individuals low on moral identity, high digutive justice results in low
levels of Robin Hoodism at both high and low levels interpersonal justice and low
distributive justice results in high levels of Roldioodism at both low and high levels of
interpersonal justice.

Hypothesis 1b For individuals high on moral identity, high dibutive justice combined
with low interpersonal justice results in high Isvef Robin Hoodism, and low distributive
justice results in high levels of Robin Hoodismbath low and high levels of interpersonal

justice.

4.3. METHOD

In the present study, | provided managers with enado describing an employee
mistreatment and | asked them to report how theuladvoespond to the situation. In the
scenario, | manipulated both outcome fairness (kgglsus low) and the interpersonal fairness
(high versus low) of the treatment by a seniorceffiof the company toward one of the

manager’s subordinates.

4.3.1. RARTICIPANTS

Participants consisted of 187 managers enrollehiMBA program in Paris, France.
Their average age was 29.8 (SD = 8.1) years arydhie an average 5.8 (SD = 4.9) years of
managerial experience. Of the total participan®%%3were female and 67% were male.
Three participants declined to participate in #search, bringing the final total to 184.

This study consisted of a 2 x 2 factorial desigthvparticipants randomly assigned to

either outcome fairness (high versus low) or intespnal treatment fairness from upper

155



The fair hand of managers

management (high versus low) conditions. Partidparere asked to read a scenario in which
I manipulated the outcome and interpersonal fagregerienced by a fictitious employee,
whose name was Marc. Participants were asked toresshe role of Marc’s manager. To
provide participants with a variety of situationtieve an employee might be mistreated, |
randomly assigned participants to read one of tiéerent scenarios: Marc was not selected
as team lead for a major project (Scenario 1), Maas denied a promotion (Scenario 2), and
Marc did not receive a bonus (Scenario 3). Theettseenarios are presented in full in

Appendix E.2..

4.3.2. MEASURES

4.3.2.1. Manipulation checks

In order to test whether my manipulations were @ife, | assessed participants’
perceptions of the mistreatment. | measured ppaits’ perception of distributive justice
using one item, with a response set ranging from-(3): “Compared to his coworker(s) in
the scenario, Marc was (1) more qualified, (2) ¢¢ma(3) less qualified than his coworker(s)
(check one).” | measured the interpersonal justice manipulatismgi one item: “The
President treated Marc with sensitivity and respétrticipants responded to this item using
a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from stronglgafree (1) to strongly agree (7). See

appendix E.3.1..

4.3.2.2. Moral Identity
| measured Internalization using the scale develdpeAquino and Reed (2002). The
subjects moral traits were invoked by the presemtaif the nine moral traits that have been

shown to have the ability to invoke most people'srah identities (caring, compassionate,
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fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, lest and kind). Five items like “being
someone who has these characteristics is an inmpgotat of who | am” or “I would be
ashamed to be a person who has these charac&risduersed) taped the degree to which
the person’s moral traits were central to the seffeept. The items used a 5-point Likert-type
scale, with the response set ranging from 1 (styotigagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items

were summed to form the measure (see appendix E.1.)

4.3.2.3. Justice Restoration by Robin Hoodism

Robin Hoodism was measured by a five item-scaleldged on the basis of study 2
(see chapter 2). Participants were asked to resguotiek following questions: “How likely is
it that in response to this situation you would.a) (Provide the employee some alternative
form of compensation”; (b) “Give the employee a Brbanus from your own budget”; (c)
“Think of a fringe benefit to make up for the emye’s loss”; (d) “Give the employee some
unofficial time off”; and (e) “Try to improve thengployee’s working conditions.” The
response scale ranged from 1 (very unlikely) toéry likely). The items were summed to
form the measure such that higher numbers signifly levels of justice restoration by Robin
Hoodism (allocation of invisible remedies to cotreorkplace injustice). Notice that subjects
could also choose among 32 other behaviors sattab bias their choice in favor of Robin
Hoodism (see appendix E.4.). These 32 items wereddveloped on the basis of study 2 (see

chapter 2).

4.3.2.4. Control Variables
| proposed to control for age and gender in myyaislbecause these variables have
been shown to be related to moral identity (Reedig&ino, 2003). Age and gender were self-

reported, with gender coded 0, and 1 for malesfam@les, respectively.
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4.4. RESULTS

| first tested whether there was a difference ispomse between the three different
scenarios. | dummy coded the scenarios into threepg (1, 2, and 3) and conducted a
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with grp as the independent variable and my
measured variables as the dependent variablegeshks revealed no differences with regard
to any of the measured variables: internalizati@ E46) = .62, ns, gender F(2, 146) = .01,
ns, age F(2, 146) = .25, ns, justice restoratid) E46) = .27, ns. Therefore, | aggregated the
data into one group, and conducted the analysie@entire sample.

| then tested whether my manipulations were effectiParticipants in the low
interpersonal justice condition rated the manipakatheck significantly lower (M = 5.00, SD
= 2.18) than the participants in the high interpegd justice condition (M = 7.12, SD = 3.30),
F(1, 183) = 33.24, p < .01. Participants in the ldistributive justice condition rated the
distributive justice manipulation check significgntower (M = 1.79, SD = .61) than the
participants in the high distributive justice caimmh (M = 2.35, SD = .57), F(1, 183) = 51.85,
p <.01). | concluded that the manipulations predutheir intended effects.

The means, standard deviations, correlations, amhb@ch’s alphas are given in
Table 1. My hypothesis stated that a three-wayracteon among distributive justice,
interpersonal justice, and moral identity predictednager's Robin Hoodism tendencies.
Following Aiken and West (1991), | centered the ahoidentity predictor, and used
hierarchical regression analysis to test for aiB@ant interaction. Gender was found not to
be significant in the regression equation and viiesefore not included in the subsequent
analysis. | entered age and the main effects ip $t¢he two-way interactions in Step 2, and

the three-way in Step 3. As shown on Table 2, Hreetway interaction among outcome
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fairness, interpersonal fairness and internalipati@s significant ( = -.64, p < .05). The
shape of the interaction is shown on Figure 3. tHeurtests showed that the two-way
interaction between distributive justice and ineggmnal justice was significant at a high level
of managers’ moral identity (= -.42, p < .05) and not significant at a low leekmanagers’

moral identity ( =.091, n.s. ).Thus my hypothesis was supported.

TABLE 25:

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Mean | SD | 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Distributive Justice

2. Interpersonal Justice _ .06

3. Gender .66 47 .07 .01

4. Age 29.86| 3.64-.06 | -.12| .17*

5. Internalization 29.89) 4.01-.04| .01 | .04 | -.00| (.74)

6. Robin Hoodism 11.88 4.90.21* -.22* -.03 | -.06 | .19* (.83)

Note N = 184; Gender is coded female (0), male (1); &s#lities are given in parentheses along the diagon
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TABLE 26:

Hierarchical Regression Results Predicting Manademdency to Engage in Robin Hoodism

Variable Step 1 95% CI Step2 95% CI Step|3  95% ClI
Age -.19* -39, -.07 -17 -.37,-.01 -.16 -.35, .03
Distributive Justice (DJ) -2.39**| -3.73,-1.04 -3 |-18.62,1.97| -18.18f -32.56, -3.81
Interpersonal Justice (IJ) -3.27* -4.64,-1.91 9%6. | -17.20, 3.24| -16.30t -30.27, -2.3¢
Internalization (1) 20%* -.04, .37 .02 -.24, .28 10 -.40, .18

DJ x 1J -3.29**| -595,-64 | 16.00| -3.94,35.94
DI x| .25 -.08, .58 D7 10, 1.05

1J x| A7 -.15, .50 A8* .02, .93
DIx I x| -.64* -1.30, -.01

F 11.05** 8.11* 8.01*

Partial F 3.58* 3.70*

Df 4 7 8

R square 19% 23 26%*

Adjusted R 17 217 23

Change irR? 19% .04* .03+

Note N =184; *p <.05, * p<.01
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FIGURE 6:

The Interactive Effects of Distributive and Interpenal Justice on
Managers’ Robin Hoodism at Low and High Levels ajrial Identity
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4.5. DISCUSSION

The first contribution of the present study wad thexplored the effects of employee
mistreatment from the perspective of the managanaders are in a unique position because
(a) they can observe occasions of employee mistezat and (b) they have the opportunity to
restore unfairness, and (c) they often do so iovert way hamed Robin Hoodism.

My second contribution was to assess whether theway interaction between
distributive and interpersonal elements on reastiorinjustice can also be found with respect
to the corrective actions of managers of injusticéims.

A third contribution consisted in exploring whetheroral identity moderated the
effect of the two-way interaction between outconmel anterpersonal fairness on Robin
Hoodism tendencies. Said differently, | tested Wwheta three-way interaction among
outcome fairness, interpersonal treatment, and Inndeatity predicted managers’ corrective
actions.

My hypotheses were supported. The results showetdntioral identity qualified the
two-way interaction between distributive and intggmnal justice that had been observed in
previous justice research. For managers low on Imdeatity, Robin Hoodism tendencies
increased as both interpersonal and distributigége went up (i.e., two main effects). This
suggests that it is not only for a moral motive &lsb for performance motives that managers
might use Robin Hoodism. This also shows that marsagrere not likely to take into account
the mitigating effect that interpersonal justice ¢teve on distributive injustice and tended to
correct distributive injustices whatever the legklnterpersonal fairness experienced by their
employees.

For managers who were high on moral identity, havethe shape of the interaction

was different. They reacted more strongly to inkespnal injustices: Low interpersonal

162



The fair hand of managers

justice resulted in high justice restoration by RoHoodism at both high and low levels of
distributive justice. Consistent with the moral ggctive of justice, these results suggest that
violations of interpersonal justice violate moraldasocial norms in a way that are not offset
by improvements in distributive justice.

This study has several strengths. First, | studiednique perspective — that of a
manager who was observing an employee (a suboellihaing mistreated by a senior officer
of the company. The manager’s perspective hasvetdittle research attention to date in the
organizational justice literature. Second, thismsong the first empirical studies to explore
the tendency for managers to demonstrate behaakimgo modern day organizational Robin
Hoods, attempting to restore justice using “invsitemedies” that are often under the radar
of the senior executives. Third, the results shotixatl managers were likely to use invisible
remedies to correct distributive injustices (asoabown in chapter 2) but also to correct
interpersonal injustices (as proposed in chapteF@)rth, | provided three different situations
for the managers to consider, and the results w@nsistent across all three scenarios. This
provides greater confidence in the study’s findirgiéth, most research to date has assessed
justice effects using cross-sectional data. My adenexperiment design supports a causal
argument - that differences in fairness impactsgagestoration.

For organizational practice, management of injestinn general and corrective justice
in particular represent an important part of orgational reality. My work is a first attempt to
answer to the need to acknowledge the centralafalee manager not only as perpetrator and
as victim of injustice, but also as third partyttbften has the power to correct the impact of
injustices. Besides, as a corrective justice gisatRobin Hoodism is a common managerial
phenomenon. It is worth to be better understooid iadikely to have a significant impact on

organizations, which is not always a positive ddg.acting as Robin Hoods, managers can
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indeed mitigate employees’ negative reactions tdwahemselves, but probably not the
negative reactions towards the organization i{galfproposed in chapter 3).

Although a scenario study permits me to draw caichs regarding how managers
react to fairness violations as a function of madantity, quantitative field research is
necessary next step to assess whether there aeticsial factors that might enhance or
reduce managers’ reactions, and to ensure thenektealidity of my findings. Future
research would also need to study other third gmrtiVill there be the same interaction
pattern for other types of third party reactionise lcustomers, or suppliers? Finally, | appeal
for research that would investigate the effect obiR Hoodism in different types of situations
on the employees’ reactions rather than on theifadhat predict whether Robin Hoodism

occurs, which was my focus in this research.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

G.D.1. FOUR MAIN CONTRIBUTIONS TO ORGANIZATIONAL JU STICE

RESEARCH

The present work makes four main contributions fganizational justice reserach.
First, | chose groactiveinstead of a reactive perspective. | focused emtlanagers’ justice
behaviors and their antecedents instead of studgimgloyees’ justice judgments and their
consequences. The proactive view complements heltdactive view in the sense that it can
give clear directions regarding how to foster teéwering of justice in the workplace.

Second, | analysed what managers diter their subordinates had experienced
injustice instead of studying how they shaped tamiployees’ justice judgments at the origin.
Injustice is pervasive at work and often independghmanagers’ own behaviors. Thus,
managers have to react to injustices that they havgroduced. Given the negative impact
injustice can have on organizations, when an enggldgels unjustly treated, it is a good
policy for managers to try to correct the injustiEer instance injustice leads to a lower level
of organizational citizenship behaviors and marmagan reverse this trend. Two important
follow-up questions become: What factors predicewmanagers try to correct the injustices
experienced by their subordinates? What are therets strategies that managers use to
correct these injustices? The important role marsagave at work is already well recognized
by the leadership literature (Yukl, 2006). By atpgimg to answer these two questions, my
objective was to better understand the importaficarml mechanisms for, the managers’ role

In correcting injusticehat is currently under-researched.
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The third main contribution concerns the way mansigaction is conceptualized in
the organizational justice field. Most often distriive and procedural justice are seen as
stemming from the organization while only interan@l justice is linked to the manager’'s
behavior (see Blader & Tyler, 2003 and Rupp & Crgamo, 2002 for exceptions). My
results showed that managers were not only faiaulme they showed respect and justified
their decisions (they even showed in fact the opg@dendency) but also because they used
their informal and discretionary decision-makingveo as a powerful source of justice and of
corrective justice in particular.

Fourth, while most organizational justice researchjuantitative, | used different
methodologies to better address the specific reBegquestions | posed. In particular, in
chapter 2, | used a qualitative study to exploeedarrective justice strategies that managers
might use in the workplace in addition to theirditeonal interactional justice behaviors. |
followed Tripp and Bies’ advice (2007) to conductatitative research in order to discover
new principles linked to the justice phenomenahla way, | strove to expand the literature’s

conceptual grasp of proactive justice.

G.D.2. FROM THE CHURCHILL EFFECT TO ROBIN HOODISM

The four chapters that are presented in this datsamn give four complementary
insights into the research question of how and maypagers correct workplace injustice.

The first study presented in chapter 1 concernsréweagers’ ability to interactionally
correct injustice. According to the reactive litew® on organizational justice, interactional

justice is an efficient way for managers to corregistice at work (Skarlicki & Folger,
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1997). However, according to the proactive literatan organizational justice, interactional
justice is unlikely to be used by managers to @brirgustice because of the existence of the
Churchill effect (Folger, 1993). My results confedh this effect and showed that when
managers had to implement and communicate a dedisai didn’t respect the equity rule
and that was procedurally improper, they were nikety to behavanformationallyunjustly
rather than informationally fairly. The distribugily and procedurally unjust a decision, the
less informationally fairly the managers behavele Tesults also showed that managers
tended to behaviaterpersonallyunfairly especially when they were low on the abskill of
assertiveness, whatever the injustice of the sitmat

Further, | found that identification with the firmelated negatively to managers’
interpersonal and informational behaviors. Morepvédentification moderated the
relationship between the inequity and the procddunaropriety of the situation and the
managers’ informational (in)justice behaviors. Ladentifiers behaved informationally
unfairly in negative and unfair situations and hedthinformationally fairly in negative and
fair situations. However, high identifiers were dik to behave informationally unjustly
regardless of the injustice of the procedure. Bhiggests that low identifiers acted in a injust
manner to protect their self image, but high idess tried to protect their organization in a
situation that was unfavorable to the victims, wleethe situation was fair or unfair.

These results suggest that managers are unlikelgrtect injustice at work. However,
there is another possibility. In the experimestalation | used, participants did not have any
concrete means to react to the injustice at thepasal, except their pens to write a letter. In
spite of this limitation, in unjust cases, manytjggrants tended to push their organization to
correct the injustice by promising to the victinhgitt the injustice they experienced would be
compensated or even fixed. They used some typefofmal corrective justice strategies:

they offered support (by encouraging the canditateapply), future help (they said that the

167



The fair hand of managers

candidates will be contacted if there is any otigrortunity), an alternative positive outcome
(for instance, free training) or even an alterraposition (direct help to find another job).

These behaviors suggest that managers might useratrans to correct injustice than
only their interactional justice behaviors. Thessutts sparked a second study to investigate
what other means managers might use to correcttioguat work. This study was presented
in chapter 2. | asked 35 managers in one firm txidege an event that they found unjust and
that was experienced by their subordinates. ThHexy had to describe how they reacted to
this injustice. This study made it possible to tifgnan under-researched corrective justice
strategy that | name®&obin Hoodismand that consisted in allocating invisible remedie
Thus, even if managers may nosibly correct injustice by being interactionally faihely
might correct the injusticevisibly.

In study 2, three other main corrective strategie®rged that were not investigated
further as they were already well known in therditare. Theinformational justicestrategy
mainly consisted in justifying what happened and e first strategy quoted by managers.
This was in contradiction with my findings in studyabout the Churchill effect. | elaborate
on this seeming inconsistency below. The stratemysisting infixing the injustice at its
sourceappeared to be the second most frequently usatggy:Robin Hoodisnwas the third
most common corrective behavior. Notice timerpersonal justicavas one of the strategies
used least often by managers.

Results also showed that managers were more lilcelyse invisible remedies to
compensate for organizational distributive injussicdue to the deficiencies of the formal
reward system rather than to correct other typasjos$tices. They were more likely to react
in that way when injustices violated their sensee@fiity rather than other justice rules. As
invisible remedies, managers often diverted orgsinal allocations from their formal use.

Their first motivation was the desire to behavelyagven if they knew that these attempts
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mainly mitigated negative reactions in the shor, nithout fundamentally solving any real
problem at its source in the long run. Finally, @fiehe important favorable consequences of
this strategy was that it fostered a favorabletieiahip between the manager and the
subordinate.

These results formed the foundation of a concephael to explain the strategy of
invisible remedies. This model was presented inptha3. | theoretically explored which
forms invisible remedies would take in the workglatproposed that managers can allocate
free time and formal benefits (e.g., bonuses, itnginthat tend to have been initially derived
for a different purpose. Another form of remediegolves the borrowing of tools, or personal
use of machines. Managers can also allow subostintt take material objects home. |
proposed that the choice of invisible remedieskisly to be a function of which means are
under the managers’ control and least visible ginvéi-level executives.

| also investigated in chapter 3 which situatioaald interindividual antecedents
would characterize the use of this corrective geststrategy that the literature had not
identified before. | proposed that the more the agans view the organization as unfair, the
more they are motivated to use invisible remeddssmore centralized and larger companies
are likely to be seen as more unjust, this leadar@opose that those features would make
managers more likely to appeal to Robin Hoodisalsd proposed that managers’ orientation
towards performance, their motivation to protedirttsocial self, and the importance they
give to morality would positively impact their tegrety to allocate invisible remedies.

Further, | explored what | called tiiobin Hood effectwhich consists of the positive
consequences of the use of invisible remedies tisvdhe manager, and its negative
consequences towards the organization and froncalerkers who do not benefit from

them. At the end of chapter 3, | identified the gisylogical mechanisms that could explain
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why invisible remedies work by emphasizing how thagdress employees’ material,
relational and ethical motives.

The fourth chapter consisted in a last scenaridystesting some important aspects of
the model of invisible remedies. | first studiedigvhkind of injustices would predict Robin
Hoodism. Specifically, | tested whether the welblm interactive effect between the justice
of the distribution and the justice of the procapplied to managers’ allocation of invisible
remedies. Second, | explored the three-way interattetween managers’ moral identity and
these two types of injustices on their invisiblereotive behaviors.

| found that managers used invisible remedies twecb distributive as well as
interpersonal injustices. Moreover, these two kinflsnjustices interacted to predict Robin
Hoodism. | also found that this interaction tookliferent shape depending on managers’
moral identity. Low moral identifiers mainly atteteg to correct distributive injustices and to
a certain extent interpersonal injustices. High ahadentifiers also corrected distributive
injustices. Moreover, they were much more likelyctorect interpersonal injustices at a high

level of distributive justice than low moral idefigrs.

G.D.3. AN ANALYSIS OF MY RESULTS

A close comparison between the results and theogrtopns of these different studies
and conceptual works shows some interesting firgdirigrst, in the exploratory study

presented in chapter 2, in contradiction with tkpegimental study of chapter 1, managers

170



The fair hand of managers

were likely to use informational justice as a cotine justice strategy. Second, only managers
who had a high level of assertiveness and a loel levidentification with their organization
behaved interpersonally fairly in study 1 (chaglgmwhen reacting to a negative situation,
whatever its injustice. In the same way, in studycBapter 2) in which the participants
reacted to an injustice experienced by their subatds, they were very unlikely to use
interpersonal justice. Third, managers used inkasibmedies to correct distributive injustices
in study 2 (chapter 2). They also appealed todtnetegy to correct interpersonal injustices in
study 3 (chapter 4). Notice that in chapter 3,dpmsed that invisible remedies are able to
correct any type of injustice. Even some participat the study presented in chapter 1 tried
to correct the injustice using means close to aisiinle remedy. Fourth, moral motives were
shown to be important in predicting Robin Hoodisnsiudy 2 (chapter 2) and moral identity
indeed impacted the use of this corrective jussicategy in study 3 (chapter 4). This was
consistent with the proposition made in chapterh&t the more important morality for
managers, the more likely they are to use thigegya Fifth, managers were likely to use a
corrective justice strategy, consisting in trying fix the problem at its roots in study 2
(chapter 2). Some participants also tried to ugedtrategy in study 1 (chapter 1). Sixth and
last, in study 2 (chapter 2), many managers didhingtinstead of correcting the injustice
experienced by their subordinates, which was disochse of most participants involved in
the study presented in chapter 1. | will returnth@se results after a reminder of the

characteristics of the different studies.
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G.D. 3.1. (HARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDIES

Each of the three empirical studies involved marmgéo had to react to an injustice
experienced by their subordinates. The conceptaalehproposed in chapter 3 took also this
perspective. However, each situation had specifiaracteristics and was studied using
specific methods.

In the first study, managers had to communicatecstn that was either unfavorable
or unjust. Thus, even if they were not at the origf the injustice, they were closely
associated with it. Besides, participants in thisdg could only react to the injustice by
writing a letter to the victim. This did not leatleem many choices in the case they wanted to
correct that injustice. The design was experimeantdl the large number of subjects (n = 118)
allowed me to analyse the results using statistiatence.

In the second study, managers described eventsh#tthbeen experienced by their
subordinates and that they found unjust. Each efitiberviewed managers described an
injustice that had really happened at work, moswhbich originating at the organizational
level. Thus, they were usually not directly at #wirce of the injustice and could react to it
using all the possibilities of the real world. Hoxee, contrary to study 1, | could not observe
the real behaviors of the participants. The stories thdd twould have been biased for
multiple reasons, including a social desirabilitgtime. Moreover, the design was explorative
with open-ended questions that were asked to al simadber of participants (n=35) in only
one firm. Thus, the results should be taken onlfaesitating the discovery of characteristics
of new phenomena and new links between constratter than as robust results that could

be compared to other studies in order to chedkey are generalizable.
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The third chapter provided a conceptual model dmiefore propositions based on
previous research and respecting an internal thieareonsistency. As such, they have to be
empirically tested in order to be confirmed.

In the third empirical study presented in chaptendnagers had to face a hypothetical
injustice experienced by one of their subordinated produced by their own manager, the
President of the firm. In this case also, they wekdirectly associated with the injustice. In
the scenario, their subordinate asked them, ince-ta-face encounter, to react to this
injustice. The scenario study gave them the pddgiltdo choose among 37 behaviors those
that they would have implemented if the situaticerevreal, five of them corresponding to the
concept of Robin Hoodism. The large number of pgrdints (n=187) makes me confident
about the robustness of the statistical analysesveider, because of the scenario design,

quantitative field research is necessary nextste@msure the external validity of my findings.

G.D.3.2. DSCUSSION OF CONSISTENCIES ANDINCONSISTENCIES IN MY RESULTS

G.D.3.2.1. Consistent results

Despite differences in the kinds of unjust situagidaced, in the ways managers could
react to them, and in the methodologies used, semdts appear to be consistent through the
different empirical studies and the conceptual rhode

First, managers were unlikely to ugs#erpersonal justiceto correct an injustice
experienced by their subordinates. In study 1, rpeesonal justice was not related to
unfairness. Managers were equally interpersonalilyih the unfavorable and in the unjust
situations. In other words, managers did not usspersonal justice to correct the injustice of
the situation. In study 2, interpersonal justiceswae of the less often used corrective justice

strategies.
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Second, managers were likely to uswisible remediesto correct an injustice
experienced by their subordinates. In study 1s#téng did not include the possibility to use
this kind of behavior. However, even in this cas@ny participants tried to use informal
remedies to correct the injustice. Some particpavien clearly used invisible remedies to
correct for the injustice (by proposing to the ddatk to offer him some compensation for the
injustice, for example a free trainiffy In study 2, managers used invisible remediethas
third most widespread corrective strategy. The eptial model presented in chapter 3
proposed that invisible remedies are able to coeeery kind of injustice. Along the same
lines, study 3 (chapter 4) showed that managersmumty used invisible remedies to correct
distributive and interpersonal injustices.

Third, managers sometimes tried to realyrect the injustice at its sourcén study
1, the setting did not formally include the poddipito use this kind of behavior. However, in
unjust situations, some participants tried to fig problem (for instance, they proposed to the
candidate that the organization would offer him/aeother internship to replace the one that
he/she could not get because of the injustice$tudy 2, the strategy consisting in fixing the
problem, which was at the origin of the injustia&s the second most widespread strategy.

Fourth, the importance given to morality by managgypeared as an important factor
to explain their Robin Hoodism. Study 2 showed tbaé of the most salient motives of
managers to use this strategy was the desire tbedoght thing. In chapter 3, the conceptual
model also proposed that the more managers argigens morality the more they are going
to use invisible remedies. Finally in study 3 (deap!), managers’ moral identity interacted
with distributive and interpersonal justice to potdhis corrective strategy.

Finally, some managers were also likely to do maghabout the injustice. In study 1,

the candidates were not aware of the injusticey @@ managers knew that the situation was

% However, this remedy is not strictly an invisiseemedy according to my definition. Indeed, in tlase the
candidate asked for this promise to be implemertedyould have asked it to the management of tteeriship
Program. Thus, this remedy could not remain inlgsib the hierarchy.
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unjust. Therefore, they could simply behave a$ef situation were just, which almost all of
them did. Only six of them refused to participatetiie experiment when the situation was
unjust. In study 2, “appealed to a better futuaaid “refused to react to the injustice” were
the most common strategies chosen after allocatiigible remedies. Both simply consisted
in doing nothing.

These results were consistent through the diffesttties despite the use of different

designs and methodologies. This strengthens thé&éngal to generalizability.

G.D.3.2.2. Inconsistent results

Only results concerning informational justice wewa consistent across study 1 and
study 2. This might be due to the characteristidh® kinds of injustices that the participants
had to deal with, but also to the different kindsettings and methodologies used.

In study 1, managers behaved less informationalislyf in unfavorable and unjust
situations than in unfavorable but just situationbkjch corresponds to the Churchill effect.
Thus, in study 1, informational justice behaviorg dot appear as a usual corrective justice
strategy. By contrast, in study 2, managers uséornvational justice as the first most
widespread corrective strategy to react to an iige€xperienced by their subordinates.

One explanation might be linked to the differentels of managers’ involvement in
the injustice across the two studies. In studyéy twere closely associated with the injustice,
whereas in sstudy 2, they usually described sdoatiin which the organization was
concerned. Thus, it might be the case that thethlesssnanagers are associated with an unjust
decision, the more likely they are to use inforimaail justice.

Another explanation might be related to the faett iih the second study, | collected
data on the basis of managers’ declarations. Itr&st) in study 1, managers’ behaviors were

directly observed through the analysis of the tsetthey really wrote. It might be the case that
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either managers really think they clearly justifeaatl gave information about a decision while
the victim or an observer would have a differeninam, or that managers just wanted to
appear as able to justify injustices in the eyethefinterviewer.

This difference deserves future research. Howetvehould be noted that study 1 and
study 2 responded to different research objectiaed were conducted using different

methods.

G.D.3.3. APRELIMINARY TYPOLOGY OF MANAGERIAL CORRECTIVE JUSTICE STRATEGIES

The strategies that | studied in the present deen can be organized according to
the two criteria that | used in my definition of nagerial corrective justice strategies (see the
introduction). The first one refers to the kindbahavioral action: Do managers act to achieve
real tangible change (by giving a real material pensation or by really trying to fix the
problem) or do they only react in a symbolic way [istifying the incident or trying to show
compassion and respect at this occasion)? The dexraerion refers to the focus of the
managers’ reaction. Does the reaction target thé cause of the injustice (in which case
managers either justified what the perpetratoradittied to fix the injustice) or is it focused
on the final consequence of the injustice (in tase managers either helped the employee to
cope with what he or she experienced or gave asilohe remedy to compensate for it)?

Thus, the four strategies can be organised in Mo matrix:
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TABLE 27:

Preliminary Typology of Managers’ Corrective Justitrategies

Managers’ type of behavidReg| Symbolic

Focus of managers’ behavior

Cause 1. Fixing 3. Justifying
(problem solving) (informational justice)
Consequence 2. Compensating 4. Accompanying
(invisible remedies) (interpersonal justice)

I mainly studied the corrective justice strategiesresponding to quadrants 3 and 4 in
chapter 1 and to quadrant 2 in chapters 2, 3 aMb4t strategies appeared to some extent in
most of the chapters. In particular, in chaptest@ytegies corresponding to quadrants 1, 2 and
3 appeared most frequently.

| was interested in the present work to studyftlims and antecedents of managerial
corrective justice strategies. The different styege investigated alre likely to have distinct
consequences on subordinates’ attitudes and bebaw®r example invisible remedies
probably have more favorable consequences on tldtyquf the relationship with the
manager than informational justice. Fixing the peab might have a positive impact on
employees’ attitudes toward the company, which seemt to be the case of invisible
remedies (see chapter 3). Interpersonal justiceoie likely than the other remedies to help
subordinates to find means to correct the injudbgehemselves, by helping them to better
cope with the situation (see Greenberg's 2006 studywhich managers helped their
subordinates not to experience insomnia). Thegendiconsequences should be studied by

further studies in the more trational reactive aesle paradigm.
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G.D.4. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

My work extended the burgeoning field of the proacperspective on organizational
justice. Managers tried to correct injustices edgrmed by their subordinates. | have
attempted to better understand the way they behanddhe factors that could explain these
corrective reactions.

The first chaptemade several contributions to organizational jestieory. First, the
results help to better understand the mechanisnhigh the Churchill effect, an important
cause of interactional injustice, operates. A situraleads to the Churchill effect only if the
situation is distributively and procedurally unjustalso showed that interactional unjust
behaviors can be predicted not only by the sitmabat also by interindividual managers’
characteristics. It is not only managers’ desireptotect their social just self in unjust
situations that was at stake but also their s@bdity to cope with unfavorable situations.

Second, this research advances our understanditige olynamics of informational
and interpersonal justice, which were shown torbspectively, more sensitive to situational
(the injustice of the decision) and individual @$seness) difference factors. These different
antecedents for informational versus interpersqurgtice behaviors provide further support
for separating interactional justice into its infational and interpersonal components.

Third, | extended understanding of the deontic roflgustice and fairness theory by
testing them in a proactive justice study. Par#inis appear to have distinguished between
the three experimental conditions on the basisheifrt“would”, “could” and “should”
counterfactuals.

A fourth contribution of this first study lies inhewing of the important role in

managers’ justice behaviors of their identificatisith the organization. Whereas usually
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organizational identification is seen as havingmarily positive consequences for the
organization and for employees, | showed that marsagsho identified more strongly with
the organization can in some situations be moreractionally unjust. This means that
managers who viewed their firm as an extended sdlén having to react to an injustice
produced by this firm, chose not to behave faioydrd the employee who experienced this
injustice.

Finally, in this first study many of the particita used some type of informal
corrective justice strategies. This phenomenon ideal the rationale for investigating the
other kinds of corrective justice behaviors, distifrom interactional justice behaviors, used
by managers.

In the second chapter, | identified the correciivaice strategies used by managers,
among which the specific strategy of Robin Hoodisonsisting in allocating invisible
remedies. The comparison between Robin Hoodisnttemdther corrective justice strategies
allowed me to build some tentative links betweas tloncept and some of its antecedents and
consequences. As a consequence, this made mengliepose a global conceptual model in
chapter 3 attempting to better understand the itapoe of, and mechanisms for, invisible
remedies.

The theoretical implications of chapter 3 were ¢fioéd. First, this work proposed new
links between organizational justice research anportant sociological works, which have
often been categorized as works about employee thgfarticular, this perspective proposed
that managers’ allocations of benefits taken frogirtfirm can be an attempt to restore justice
by allocating the only remedies over which theyehasme control.

Second, the framework presented built on the tygpolof justice motives to account

for the power of invisible remedies. This providadtheory to understand why taking
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resources from a firm can restore not only distieubut also procedural and interactional
justice.

Third, this chapter defined some boundary conditiea this phenomenon using
situational as well as managers’ individual differes antecedents, and it attempted to predict
which forms invisible remedies might take. This htidnelp to clearly distinguish invisible
remedies from other phenomena in which informabcations are not based on justice
restoration motives.

As for chapter 4, its first contribution was tottesme aspects of the conceptual model
presented in chapter 3. This was among the firglireal studies to explore the tendency for
managers to demonstrate behaviors akin to modegn alganizational Robin Hoods,
attempting to restore justice using invisible reraedhat are often under the radar of the
senior executives.

Specifically, this study showed that the two-wateraction between distributive and
interpersonal elements on reactions to injustice aBo be found with respect to the
corrective actions of managers of injustice victilyg this way, | confirmed that, as proposed
in chapter 3, invisible remedies can be used toecodifferent forms of injustices, namely
distributive and interpersonal injustices.

A third contribution consisted in showing that mlacdentity moderated the effect of
the two-way interaction between distributive anteipersonal fairness on Robin Hoodism
tendencies. This confirmed the proposition of cbha@ according which the importance
managers give to moral identity predicts their sitvie corrective justice behaviors.

More generally, the present dissertation has agpilee organizational behavior
perspective to management, which is still a new wagnalyse organizational phenomena in
France (Robbins, Judge, & Gabilliet, 2006). To datganizational justice theory has only

begun to been investigated in France (El AkremsrN@amerman, 2006; Steiner, 1999), and
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it has only recently been applied to strategy (Kirfvlauborgne, 1996; Monin, Ben Fathallah
& Vaara, 2005), and human resources managemenbugke, 2003; Manville, in press;

Tremblay & Roussel, 2001).

G.D.5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

My work shows that managers do correct injusticevatk. Knowing how and why
can help managers to improve the performance of #teempts, thus producing favorable
consequences on their subordinates’ attitudes atdviors at work. In addition to this
instrumental consideration, the study of this pmeaoon at work is also a matter of adding
knowledge to the understanding of organizationaikst In this perspective, morality can also
be viewed as an end in itself.

Studies 1 and 2 showed that managers were unlikelyspontaneously use
interpersonal justice. Paradoxically, reactive aigational justice studies have shown that
interpersonal justice has a positive impact on silibates on account of its power to correct
distributive and procedural injustices. According $tudy 1, managers’ low level of
interpersonal justice behaviors was due to a latclsazmial competencies or to a strong
identification to the firm. One implication is thairganizations should avoid selecting
managers to communicate the negative outcome vehkaalssertiveness or who might identify
too closely with the organization versus with thepboyee. However, studies have shown that
assertiveness can be efficiently taught. This ¢anes a second managerial implication.
Fostering managers’ interpersonal justice behaseens to be a very promising avenue to
improve managers’ competencies to correct injusticee workplace.

Another managerial implication of study 1 is thaamagers should not be asked to

communicate about decisions that they think aresinjndeed, unjust decisions are likely to
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produce the Churchill effect. | therefore proposat tif firms want to encourage managers’
informational justice behaviors in difficult timethey should persuade the managers of the
procedural justice relating to the outcome commaieid. One way is to involve managers in
the decisions they are going to implement and comicate about. Another possibility could
be for upper managers in the case of ambiguousidasithat can be seen as unjust or just to
be interactionally fair with their first-line manaig. By giving sincere social accounts and
showing respect to the managers themselves, uppeagers can make them more likely to
judge the decisions as procedurally just. Howetlegse implications should be taken with
caution, given the manipulative possibilities tlvay involve.

A last implication of study 1 is that one shoulddatious about the “good soldier”
syndrome. It is in part because they identifiecorsgty with their in-group that some
managers reacted unjustly toward victims of thagroup. A too strong organizational
identification, which is usually seen as havingifis consequences is also likely to have bad
consequences.

In studies 2 and 3 (chapters 2 and 4), managersdighoot justify or fix an injustice
at its source often decided to correct it by usimgsible remedies. This means that they
intuitively knew how important it is to correct ugtice at work. It is plausible that if they had
formal means available to them, they would haveldeem. Instead, they decided to engage
in a less overt strategy, probably at the expehseea own firm.

In chapter 3, | proposed that invisible remedies bave some advantages: they
provide the manager with increased flexibility &pair injustice without bureaucracy, they
are likely to be faster to implement, more conventaan formal rewards, and not as costly as
a formal system. Invisible remedies also imply dn@wbacks that have been described in this
chapter, a factor that might discourage organimaticauthorities from using them. An

important point here is that invisible remedies kkely to benefit the individual manager
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more than the firm as a whole. This is why usufifiys are unlikely to encourage the use of
invisible remedies and are likely to reprimand th@nagers who use them. Another drawback
is that invisible remedies can create more newstigas than the ones they purport to solve.

Invisible remedies can be seen as a fornorgfanizational slack(Cyert & March,
1963). If managers are not allocated enough fomeans and if they need them in their day-
to-day management, they discretionally create mii@inal means they need and use them.
Therefore, empowering front-line managers and atiog them discretionary budgets for
invisible actions may be a way of recognizing atilizing the power of invisible remedies to
help them correct systemic injustices that an degdion cannot be aware of. However, there
is a contradiction in imagining a systemically unfirm using invisible remedies as a
systemically fair practice. Moreover, fair orgarieas are more likely to use visible
organizational remedies such as official monetagmpensation, public apologies or
disciplinary action. Thus, invisible remedies slibrtdther simply be viewed as an emergent
way for low-rank managers of reacting when the wppanagement produces too many
injustices that prevent the usual job to get done.

One important finding of study 3 is that managessduinvisible remedies to correct
interpersonal injustices stemming at the upper mament level. This result, which is in line
with the propositions of chapter 3, extends thelitaieve results of chapter 2. This might
seem counterintuitive that managers were willingampensate for an injustice experienced
by their subordinates due to a lack of respecteirtupper manager by giving them some
unofficial time off or a fringe benefit. Howevet, is the way they chose to react. Thus,
organizations should be aware of the negative itnbat interactional justice stemming from
the highest level of the hierarchy can have, ndt on the base-rank employees’ attitudes and

behaviors but also on their low-rank managers’ wafygacting.
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A further interesting implication is that managensre not likely to take into account
the mitigating effect that interpersonal justicenchave on distributive injustice. This
interaction between the justice of the distributeord the justice of the process is well known
by justice researchers. For instance, in study Hadter 4), the negative reactions of an
employee who was the victim of distributive injesti probably were mitigated by the
interpersonal justice showed by the president. Hewenanagers seemed to be not aware of
this effect. This is consistent with studies 1 @dh which | found that managers were
unlikely to use interpersonal justice. Obviouslyamagers were far from understanding the
favorable impact interpersonal fair behaviors camehin the workplace. As a result, in stdy 3
(chapter 4) they tended to correct distributivaustices whatever the level of interpersonal
fairness experienced by their employees.

Interestingly, this shows that managers were awarehe negative effects of
interpersonal injustice (they attempted to corrglt but not of the positive effects of
interpersonal justice (they still tried to corrédstributive injustice when interpersonal justice
was at a high level).

A last managerial implication of study 3 (chaptégrig the importance or moral
identity. One might think that managers who se#ftiffied as highly moral would have been
reluctant to take materials or to not obey formialcation rules. This seems true as long as no
injustice is at stake. However, as soon as thdiplinates faced an injustice, higher moral
self-identifiers were more likely to react in wayisat imposed invisible costs on their
organization because this could help to correctirthestice. Thus, firms might be wrong in
emphasizing morality as a trait of their cultureomter to improve compliance. Or, at least,
they should not depend on exploiting the moralityheir employees if the organization itself
is unable to practice just and fair processesfadh if future studies show that my results are

generalizable, then the more salient the morakesssthne less likely the managers obey rules

184



The fair hand of managers

when an injustice is experienced. Thus, giving morgortance to morality in a firm should
go hand in hand with organizing formal means taexrthe systemic injustices that might
happen. Another solution, which might however beagaxical (as discussed above), consists
in formally giving more slack to managers so theyt can correct organizational injustices

informally at their level without having to invidipbdisobey to formal rules.

G.D.6. LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

G.D.6.1. LUMITATIONS

One of the strengths of study 1 is that it involvedl experienced managers reacting
to a situation they thought was real. In additiorgny studies to date have assessed justice
effects using cross-sectional data. My experimestg¢algn supported a causal argument - that
differences in the way managers perceived the dagrof a situation impacted their justice
behaviors. However, the conclusions | have drawoulshbe confirmed by future field
studies, using real tasks, and actual managersthathcurrent employees.

Another limit of study 1 concerns the fact thatitl dot have real victims who
communicated their real justice judgments. Thisstjoa is common in proactive studies in
which the focus is on justice behaviors, which ke#te subjects play the role of managers or
allocators instead of the one of recipients. Jashdhe other proactive studies | answered this
guestion by having coders rate the justice behawbthe subjects.

As far as study 2 is concerned, all the relatiomsnél between variables remain

tentative because the study involved only 35 marsaddis is the usual limit of a qualitative
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exploratory study, which is designed to allow idigimg new phenomena and relationships
but cannot at the same time promise generalizabilit

Chapter 3 consists of a conceptual model. This meidmat all the proposed
relationships between variables remain to be tastéte real world.

Study 3 (chapter 4) had tested some aspects o€dheeptual model of invisible
remedies. Although this scenario study permitted tma&raw conclusions regarding how
managers reacted to fairness violations as a fumati moral identity, quantitative field
research is necessary next step to assess whatrer dre situational factors that might
enhance or reduce managers’ reactions, and toeetimiexternal validity of my findings.

Finally, a general limit when applying the findingsthe present studies is that one
should be cautious that corrective justice is regtdumanipulatively in the field. Interactional
justice in particular could cloak procedural anddistributive injustice, thereby mitigating
antagonistic reactions from subordinates and, facgf making them better accept what is

unacceptable.

G.D.6.2. GMING FULL CIRCLE

The present dissertation has made me go throeghle. First, | used the literature on
organizational justice, and the several proactiuglies that have been conducted so far in
particular, to develop a model of the antecederitgnanagers’ interactional (in)justice
behaviors. | empirically tested this model usingeaperimental design. This allowed me to
show that even if interactional justice has the @ow be an efficient corrective justice

strategy it was unlikely to be used by managers.
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Then, | delved into the results of this first stuoly using an explorative qualitative
study. | analysed the results of this study usingiw® and this helped me to identify the
corrective justice strategy of Robin Hoodism.

This lead me back to theory to see to what exteist iew phenomenon could be
understood by crossing the literature about orgdinzal justice with the one that concerns
theft at work. This made me build a theoretical latcounting for this strategy.

Then, | partially tested this model using a quatitie scenario study and found that
types of injustices and the moral identity of masragnteracted to predict Robin Hoodism.

In sum, theory helped me to build a first modeljclih tested using an experimental
design. Then, a qualitative design allowed me teeh@ew insights concerning the research
question | investigated. | again used theory in glement to my qualitative results to
elaborate a second model accounting for the idedtiphenomenon and finally | tested it
partially using an experimental scenario designusTH followed a complete cycle going
through all the four steps of literature reviewedhy building, and qualitative and quantitative

inquiries in an order created by my findings.

G.D.6.3. FURTHER STUDIES

Future research should investigate the relatiosshgiween the different corrective
justice strategies that this work has identifiecheOntriguing question is for example the
extent to which some strategies are used in cortibmar as alternatives. Managers who are
more likely to use invisible remedies might alsoldéss likely to use interpersonal justice. A

related point consists in understanding the dynsrmoicthe choice of a corrective justice
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strategy. Do managers first try to solve the pnwblgt its origin and only if they do not
succeed appeal to invisible remedies?

My studies always involved managers who either identially knew that the
situation was unjust (in study 1, chapter 1) oreadr with their subordinates about the
injustice of the situation (in studies 2 and 3peedively in chapters 2 and 4). An interesting
question that could help to better understand mensageactions could consist in studying
situations in which managers and subordinates tdagree on the injustice of the situation.

Methodologically, it would be interesting for futustudies to use designs in which
two kinds of subjects would participate at the saime: allocators and recipients. That would
make it possible to link antecedents of allocatgustice behaviors with recipients’ justice
judgments.

More generally, further research using the proactigrspective of justice is called for
on the antecedents of corrective justice behaviehgther visible or invisible. This body of
research can provide valuable insights into howprtmduce fairer workplaces. Further, this
research can help to bridge the domains of orghoim justice and behavioral ethics.
Whereas these two disciplines indeed have mucbrmuon, in particular because they often
focus on similar behaviors and describe them witlorecern for moral standards, the reactive
focus of most organizational justice research te tas limited the potential rich connections
between the two fields. Understanding the antedsd#rcorrective justice behaviors could be
an important step toward better understanding &ktlhiehavior at work for justice researchers
and the importance of organizational justice fvcztl researchers.

Finally, reactive studies are common in justiceea@sh. However, no studies to date
have investigated how employees react to manageesbf corrective justice strategies other
than interactional justice behaviors. To what eiethe Robin Hood effect negative towards

the firm and positive toward the manager? Is thverable impact of Robin Hoodism on the
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relationship between the manager and the suboedioaly a short-term effect? Does the
strategy of “fixing the problem at its roots” pra@umore favorable effects in the long run?
Future research would need to study these questidres cycle from reactive to proactive

research would then go again toward its reactive en
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APPENDIX B: CONFERENCES PRESENTATIONS AND
PUBLICATIONS OF THE WORKS PRESENTED IN THIS
DISSERTATION

APPENDIX B.1.: GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1) The review of organizational justice researclienam the general introduction was the
basis of a new conceptualization of the justiceivestthat was presented at a French-
speaking international conference and publisheal\&®rking Paper by HEC.

- Nadisic, T. 2006 November)Pourquoi les salariés accordent-ils de I'importaricéa justice
organisationnelle ? 17°™ congrés annuel de I'Association francophone de Gén des
Ressources HumainesReims, France.

- Nadisic, T. 006, Thierry Nadisic. The motives of organizationaistice Cahier de
rechercheHEC CR835/2006

2) This work has been improved and presented atemational organizational justice
conference. It is going to be submitted in ordebéopublished as a chapter in a book
specialized in organizational justice.

- Nadisic, T. 2008 June)Motives and meta-motives of organizational justieeesented at the
5™ International Round Table on Innovations in Organizational Justice: Beyond Doing
the Things Right, Doing the Right Things Lisbon, Portugal.

- Nadisic, T. (to be submitted)The integrative model of justice: Are the justicetines
hierarchically integrated?In S. W. Gillland, D. D. Steiner, & D. P. Skaic (Eds.),
Innovations in Organizational Justice: Beyond Dointhe Things Right, Doing the Right
Things. Greenwich: IAP.

APPENDIX B.2.: CHAPTER 1

1) The conceptual model of study 1 was presentedR”h. D. workshop at the University
of Arizona, and, after having been improved it wassented at an international
conference specialized in social justice.

- Nadisic, T. 2006 May). Antecedents of managers’ interactional justice hitra: literature
review and theoretical proposition®resented at thé"®ummit del Sol Tucson, Arizona;
USA.

- Nadisic, T. 2006 August). Antecedents of managers’ interactional justice hétra: a
conceptual modelPresented at th&1" International Social Justice Conference Berlin,
Germany.

2) The experiment operationalizing the conceptuatdeh was designed and its
preliminary results analyzed under the guidancBafid Patient, Assistant Professor
at the Universidade Catolica Portuguesa, Portugdlveith the assistance of Angelo
Fanelli, Assistant Professor at HEC Paris. Thesémpinary results were presented in
an international OB workshop and at a French-spegakiternational management
conference.
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- Nadisic, T, Fanelli, A. & Patient, D2007, May). An experiment about the antecedents of

managers’ interactional justice behaviors: Preliraig results Presented at therd
International Workshop on Organizational Behavior, HRM and Corporate Social
Responsibility, Toulouse, France.

- Nadisic, T, Fanelli, A. & Patient, D.2007 June).Les antécédents des comportements de
justice interactionnelle des manageiRresented at th&6"™ conférence de I'Association
Internationale de Management StratégiqueMontréal, Canada.

3) The final results of the experiment were analyaeder the guidance of David Patient,
Assistant Professor at the Universidade Catolicaugoesa, Portugal and presented at
an international management conference.

- Nadisic, T. 2008. Situational and interpersonal antecedents of therchill effect Presented
at theEuropean Academy of Managementl jubljana, Slovenia.

4) The conceptual model was published in a Frenghagement journal.

- Nadisic, T. R008. Pourquoi les managers ajoutent-ils de l'injwstia I'injustice ? Les
antécédents de l'effet ChurchillRevue Francaise de Gestior,83 :221-250. (Ranking: 4
CNRS, HEC, 2 ESSEC).

5) The empirical paper will be submitted to an intéioreal management journal.

- Nadisic, T, Patient, D. & Fanelli, A. (to be sdat review). Unfair managerial interactional
behaviorsJournal of Management(Ranking: 2 CNRS, HEC, 1 ESSEC).

APPENDIX B.3.: CHAPTER 2

1) | presented the design and preliminary findingshef exploratory study presented in
the second chapter in the Ph. D. program of thevéssity of Graz as an invited
speaker. After | redesigned and conducted the studyote a paper presenting the
preliminary results in English with the assistanE®larion Fortin, Assistant Professor
at Durham University, UK, and under the guidanceDahiel Skarlicki, Professor,
Edgar Kaiser Chair of Organizational Behavior & thiversity of British Columbia,
Vancouver, Canada. These results were presentea atternational management
conference.

- Nadisic, T. 2005 November)lnvisible justice Presented at the Ph. D. Program of the Institut
fur Psychologie, Sozialpsychologie, Karl-Franzemsversitat, Graz, Austria.

- Nadisic, T., Skarlicki, D. & Fortin, M.2007, August).Corrective andinvisible Justice: An
exploratory studyAcademy of Management meetingsPhiladelphia, USA.

2) An empirical paper adding to the results used mpbér 2 additional results involving
the subordinates’ point of view and comparing mansigand subordinates’ point of
view will be finished with Marion Fortin, Assistafrofessor at Durham University,
UK, under the guidance of Daniel Skarlicki, ProtessEdgar Kaiser Chair of
Organizational Behavior at the University of Biiti€olumbia, and will be submitted
to an international journal of human resource manant.

- Nadisic, T., Skarlicki, D. & Fortin, M. (to berfished). Corrective and Invisible Justice: Do

managers and subordinates live in two differentlde® Human Resource Management.
(Ranking: 2 CNRS, HEC, 2 ESSEC).
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APPENDIX B.4.: CHAPTER 3

1) The conceptual model presented in chapter 3psesented in a Ph. D. workshop. A
revised version was presented at a French-speakitegnational management
conference. A final version was presented at aermational organizational justice

conference.

- Nadisic, T. 2005 April). Invisible justice.Presented at thé" HEC-INSEAD Forum,

Fontainebleau, France
- Nadisic, T. 005 September)La justice organisationnelle invisible et le managmst de
linjustice par I'encadrement intermédiaire16°™ congrés annuel de [I'Association

francophone de Gestion des Ressources Humain&aris, France.

- Nadisic, T. 2006 November). Invisible Organizational Justice: A conceptual miode
Presented at thé" International Round Table on Innovations in Organizational Justice:
Justice, Ethics, and Social ResponsibilityTucson, Arizona, USA.

2) The conceptual model was then published as atehan a book specialized in
organizational justice.

- Nadisic, T. 2008. The invisible hand of managers and the Robin HoffdcE Antecedents
and Consequences of Managers Using Invisible Rexsddi Correct Workplace Injusticén
S. W. Gilliland, D. D. Steiner, & D. P. SkarlickEds.), Innovations in Organizational
Justice: Justice, Ethics and Responsibilitgreenwich: 1AP.

APPENDIX B.5.: CHAPTER 4

1) The scenario study operationalizing the conadptoodel was designed with the
assistance of Marion Fortin, Assistant Profess@wham University, UK, and under
the guidance of Daniel Skarlicki, Professor, Edgaiser Chair of Organizational
Behavior at the University of British Columbia, \@uver, Canada. | presented it at
the University of British Columbia as an invitedegger and in an international
management conference.

- Nadisic, T. 2008 May). Robin Hoodism and moral identitPresented in the UBC Speaker
series of the Sauder School of Business of the éJsity of British Columbia, Vancouver,
Canada.

- Nadisic, T, Skarlicki, D. & Fortin, M.2008 July). The moral hand of managers: situational
and individual antecedents of managers’ use ofsiblé corrective justice strategies
Presented at th&uropean Group for Organisational Studies Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

2) The scenario study was integrated as a fouutdlysn a four studies paper focused on
the link between moral identity and reactions jastice and is currently under review
in an international journal specialized in orgati@aal behavior.

- Aquino, K., Skarlicki, D., Freeman, D., Nadisic, & Fortin M. (under reviey The Lives of

Others: How Moral Identity Influences Third-Parti&motional, Cognitive, and Behavioral
Reactions to Injusticérganizational Behavior and Human Decision ProcesséRanking: 2

CNRS, HEC, 1 ESSEC).
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APPENDIX B.6.: GENERAL DISCUSSION AND SYNTHESIS IN FRENCH

1) | presented a paper based on the general disnuasd on the French document
synthesizing the present dissertation as an ingpeghker at the Paris 12 University.
This paper will be submitted to a French journahirman resource management.

- Nadisic 008 June).How and why do managers correct injustice at wolkr@sented at IAE

Gustave Eiffel, Université Paris 12 Créteil.
- Nadisic, T, (to be submitted). L’effet Robin d&sis: Une stratégie managériale de correction
des injustices au travaiRevue de Gestion des Ressources Humaii@anking: 3 CNRS, 1

ESSEC).

APPENDIX B.7.: SYNTHESIS

The different works included in the present disg#esh have been:
a. Presented at 2 Ph. D. workshops,

Presented at 3 Universities as an invited speake

Presented at 10 international conferences,

Published as 1 Working Paper (as single author),

Published as 1 bookchapter (as single author),

Published in 1 journal (as single author), (Ragk 4 CNRS, HEC, 2
ESSEC),

g. Under review in 1 journal (as fourth author)afRing: 2 CNRS, HEC, 1
ESSEC),

h. To be submitted to 1 journal (as single auth@anking: 3 CNRS, 1 ESSEC),

i. To be submitted to 1 journal (as first auth@RBanking: 2 CNRS, HEC, 1
ESSEC),

j.  To be submitted as a bookchapter (as singlecayth

k. To be finished and sent to 1 journal (as first agth(Ranking: 2 CNRS,
HEC, 2 ESSEC).

- 0 a0 T
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APPENDIX C: MATERIALS USED FOR THE EXPERIMENT

APPENDIX C.1.: SCALES USED BEFORE THE EXPERIMENT

C.1.1. Scale for empathy (empathic concern)

The following questions ask how you feel when yea another person in a difficult situation.

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
When | see someone being taken advantage adl | fe 1 2 3 4 5
kind of protective towards them.
When | see someone being treated unfairly, | 1 2 3 4 5
sometimes don’t feel very much pity for them.
| often have tender, concerned feelings for petgds 1 2 3 4 5

fortunate than me.

I would describe myself as a pretty soft-heapeison.
Sometimes | feel very sorry for other people whey
are having problems.

Other people’s misfortunes do not usually distudba 1 2 3 4 5
great deal.

| am often quite touched by things | see happen. 1 2 3 4 5

[
NN
w w
SN SN
U1 Ol

Notice that items 2 and 6 are reverse-scored.
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C.1.2. Scale for assertiveness (initiating assemgs and positive assertion)

In a social situation, many people find it difficab react in the way they really want
to. For instance, they may find it hard to refuge@uest, to ask for help, or to show approval
or disapproval.

Below you will find a list of some such situatiomdl, of which involve social
interactions.

We should like you to work through all the quessio®n each occasion, we should
like you to record the first response that comemited. Please do not skip any questions, and
complete the questionnaire as quickly as you can.

We would like you to indicate in the columpeecedingeach of the situations (items)
how nervous or tense you would feel if you behawethe way described. It is possible to
answer in any one of the following ways:

1 2 3 4 5
not at all somewhat rather very extremely

For instance, if you feglther tense when you start a conversation with a stramgeicate
this by putting a mark in thiaird column in the following way:

1121 3|a]|s 1. Starting a conversation with a stranger.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Starting a conversation with a stranger.

N

Telling a group of people about something you hexmerienced.

&

Offering an opinion that differs from that of therpon you are
talking to.

Acknowledging a compliment about your personal apgece.

Telling someone that you like him/her.

Telling someone that you are fond of him/her.

Acknowledging a compliment on something you haveedo

Starting a conversation with a man/woman you fitichetive.

©|l®| N g s

Saying that you enjoy the experience of being tio&d you are
liked.

10.

Putting forward your opinion during a conversatwith strangers |

11.

Joining in the conversation of a group of people.

12.

Maintaining your own opinion against a person whe b very
pronounced opinion.

13.

Saying that you enjoy people telling you that they very fond o
you.

14.

Giving your opinion to a person in authority.

15.

Telling someone that you are very pleased with sleimg you
have done.

16.

Explaining your philosophy of life.

17.

Going up to someone in order to make their acqancs.
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C.1.3. Scale for identification with the organipati

QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questions ask about your opinionsardqng HEC

Rate the extent to which you agree with the folhgvatatements.

%‘{:;‘3‘\26 gK;;;\,,\\J
| talk about HEC as a good university to be in. 1 6 | 7
The values of HEC are similar to mine. 1 6| 7
| am proud to tell people | am a member of HEC. 1|2 6 | 7
| would recommend HEC to a friend. 1 6| 7
When someone praises HEC | feel proud. 12 6 | 7
Being a student in HEC is a large part of who | am. 1 6| 7
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APPENDIX C.2.: TABLE OF THE CASES FOR THE EXPERIMENT

Three cases were submitted to 118 MBA studentse @awas given to 1/3 of the students,
Case B to 1/3 and Case C to 1/3.

So that they did not see that all of them haveivedethe same cases, two different files were
given to them. 1/2 had to work on file 1 and 1/2fiten2.

Case A Case B: Case C:
Just Unjust by mistake Unjust on purpose
File 1 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3
Offer Offer AEA23 Offer AEA23 Offer AEA23
AEA23
- Alexandre Masala (115} Alexandre Masala (1153} Alexandre Masala (115
is chosen is not chosen is not chosen
- Marthe Boisvert (119) |- Marthe Boisvert (119) |- Marthe Boisvert (119) i
is not chosen is chosen chosen
Ass
numbers: |1 to 20 and 21 to 40 and 41 to 60 and
201,00 205,00 203,00
213,00 211,00 209,00
219,00 217,00 221,00
225,00 229,00 227,00
231,00 232,00
307,00
Color: Pink Yellow Red
File 2 Case 4 Case 5 Case 6
Offer Offer PPU11 Offer PPU11 Offer PPU11
PPU11
- Claire Coueffe (377) is- Claire Coueffe (377) is Claire Coueffe (377) i
chosen not chosen not chosen
- Yannick Ternal (221) is- Yannick Ternal (221) is- Yannick Ternal (221) iS
not chosen chosen chosen
Ass
numbers: |61 to 80 and 81 to 100 and 101 to 120 and
204,00 202,00 121,00
216,00 208,00 206,00
228,00 220,00 212,00
311,00 226,00 218,00
302,00 224,00
308,00 233,00
306,00
Color: Green Blue Orange

N

[

U7




The fair hand of managers

APPENDIX C.3.: FILES GIVEN TO THE CANDIDATES AT FOR THE
EXPERIMENT

C.3.1. Confidentiality agreement

CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT
For Managerial Communication Study

In order to participate in this study, you will Bleown confidential information that will allow
you to complete your task: writing two letters fgplcants for internship positions. The
confidential information includes: requirementsspgecific internship positions, personal
details regarding applicants for internship possioand, in some cases, details regarding
administrative and other internal processes at IRRAS.

It is essential that details regarding the aboweaia confidential. HEC Paris takes the
privacy of our students and employees very senodsie trust that our students and
employees place in us would be seriously violatgdu were to share, with anyone, any
personal information regarding other studentspfmrmation regarding HEC employees or
internal processes.

Of course, we also guarantee the confidentialityaefr own responses. The results of the
study will only be seen and analysed by the prisdipvestigator, Dr. Angelo Fanelli, Dr.
David Patient, and as part of the doctoral dissertaesearch of Thierry Nadisic.

Thank you for helping to maintain these high stadsi@f confidentiality. Please complete the
form below BEFORE OPENING the folder with the matks:

I"# $% 1&" #
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C.3.2. Letter from the Professor teaching the GB<l
Paris, June 7

Subject: Your participation in managerial commutiarastudy.
Dear Ting-Yu HUANG,

As your professor of Organizational Behavior, I'skimg you to participate in a study on
managerial communication and leadership stylesr Yatticipation in this exercise is
completely voluntary and is equivalent to 4% extedit towards the final grade. You are
also free to withdraw from participating in thiseegise at any time. Your participation in the
study is appreciated as it brings several benefits:
- It helps us generate scientific results to useass in order to illustrate the topics of
management styles and management communication;
- We'll be able to give you individual and confideth feedback about your managerial
and communication style;
- Itis part of a real task contributing to HE@/kster Internship Program
- Finally, this study will also provide importargsearch insights into managerial
communication.

This project is conducted by Thierry Nadisic, Pssia in Management Baris 13 University
and PhD student &EC, together with the collaboration of Angelo Fandfrpfessor aHEC,
and Professor David Patient from the

. Professors Nadisic and Fanelli will be both
present at the debriefing session we’ll have ore 2.

Please notice that all the results will be compyeai@onymous and your name will never be
quoted in any document.

In order for the results of this study to be megfuh it is important for participants to engage
in a real task and to take it seriously. In yowse;ahis will involve writing two letters, which
can convey either good news of bad news. It is iraportant that you write the letters by
hand and as naturally and spontaneously as possible

Your task will consist of acting as a temporaryistasit recruiter for aew Master Internship
Program (see the enclosed letter by Hervé Crés) launchddBgyin 2006. You will be

asked to write two letters to two students who hewalied for internships, and to tell them if
their application was successful or not. It is asesthat a few of you will work on the same
files, in which case only one of the letters wntteill selected to be sent. By participating in
this experiment, you accept that your letter magdr@ to the receiver applicant (of course,
your name will not be quoted). More informationMaé& given to you in a letter from Valérie
Leroy, the manager of the program, and in a Iétten Prof. Thierry Nadisic.

Thank you for your participation in this study.
Kathryn Clutz

MBA HEC
kathryn clutz@vyahoo.fr
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C.3.3. Letter from the responsible of the Mastéenmship Program
Paris, June, Friday"8

Subject: Details regarding your recruitment asaigtzb

Dear HEC MBA Student,

First, 1 would like to warmly thank you for parti@ting today in the role of a temporary recruitment
assistant at HEC. A recruitment assistant playisnportant role. We have now one part-time
recruitment assistant who manages all the opesatilating to training, securing internships for
Master students from HEC and from 3 other partokogls and universities, the relations with firms,
and the relations with the candidates. Unfortuyatee do not have sufficient manpower to send
personalized letters to all the candidates. Thesysed to send form letters to them. However, we
would prefer to send more personalized letterse@afly to rejected candidates that are not subaless

in getting internships and who are already likelyoé disappointed. So your Profesd€gth ryn

Clutz and one Professor of one of our partner univessifThierry Nadisic, from Paris 13 University,
suggested that we contact you to see if you cgnuseprepare personalized letters for the candidate
and that this work might also be useful in the seuhat you're currently taking.

Here is some more detailed information about o@ratons. HEC and the other partner universities
and business schools receive details from orgdoimategarding available internships for Master
students. We have built a student résumé databgesetnership with these other business schools,
engineer schools and universities (which are femttoment: ESSEC, Ecole Centrale, and CELSA-
Paris 4 University). All the students who are ia ttatabase have gone through a selection intetaiew
evaluate the seriousness of their candidacy ateh,ahe elements in their curriculum have been
checked. Each university or school belonging topdwenership electronically posts the internship
announcements received from firms. Students whinatres database can then see the available
internships on line and apply to them by e-maitindpy sending us a motivation letter (we already
have their résumé in the data base).

For each available internship, there are genesaNsgral student applications. After analysing the
candidacy letters, the résumé, and the intervieevprgviously had with the students, we choose the
most qualified candidate for each internship, amatact all of the applicants (successful and
unsuccessful) in writing. This process ensurestti@tnternship generally goes very well, thouga if
student is having major difficulties in an interigglanother student can be found to replace him or
her.

This is where you come into action. We are goingravide you with files of two candidates: one
who was accepted and one who was rejected fortamship. As a recruitment assistant, you have to
write to the candidates a letter to inform thent thay have been chosen or that they have not been
chosen for the job they applied for.

| would like to ask you to try to adapt the lettgoal write to each particular situation. Firstdiimg an
internship is very important for students. Secdndk really crucial for the firms to recruit stuuts
suitable for the job. For HEC, it is critical that have a high quality process to ensure that both
students and firms continue using our servicesnKlyau in advance for the professionalism you are
going to show as a recruitment assistant.

Valérie Leroy
HEC, Responsible for tHdaster Internship Program

231



The fair hand of managers

C.3.4. Letter from the Director of the businessosth

Paris, October 10, 2006
Letter to the Professors of HEC

Subject : Creation of the “Master internship program” at HEC

Dear faculty Member,

| have the pleasure to announce the creation of an important new project in HEC: the
“Master internship program”. Our general aim consists in contacting firms to inform
them about our different specializations in business administration and management
and also to tell them how they can hire HEC students for internships. At least for the
first two years, the program is implemented only for the “Grande Ecole”.

The first project that we are going to implement in the second semester of 2006
consists in the creation of a database to link high quality Master students with
internship positions at firms. This project is implemented in collaboration with Ecole
Centrale, ESSEC and CELSA-Paris IV University. The students of these schools and
universities are eligible to participate in the project.

We commit to:

1- Provide firms with candidates for internships, which are of the highest quality
and whose qualifications are well suited to the internship offered

2- Implement procedures to recruit students, check the quality of students, and
ensure the suitability of students for particular internship positions (through
interviewing applicants and verifying the information that is in their résumés)

3- To use our recruitment procedures equally on behalf of all candidates,
regardless of their business school or university

4- To offer to students from the participating schools internships that are well
suited to their qualifications and interests

We hope that in this way HEC will become even a closer partner of the firms, and be
seen as answering an important need. Thank you for informing both your students
and firms you are in contact of our high quality internship program.

Hervé Cres
Directeur délégué
HEC
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C.3.5. Letter describing the task

C.3.5.1. Case 1.A.
Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 201

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to | Rodrigue CHASTENETDE-GERY

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasvsuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You walh at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internshipthedequired qualifications.

The candidaté Alexandre Masala || reference 115 | has been chosen as being the

most suitable for offer | AEA23 | by the HEC recruitment assistant for Master

Internship Program

Marthe Boisvert reference 119 who was the only other candidate who has

applied for the same offer was not chosen.

Please write to the candidaité\lexandre Masala | | reference 115 | a personalized

acceptance letter and tMarthe Boisvert reference 119 | a personalized rejection

letter. You will find the cover letters and résuni@isboth candidates in the enclosed file.

Ass 20:

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numi

After you have written your two letters, please @ath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offier niumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please completge 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.

Thierry Nadisic
Paris 13 University, HEC PhD Program
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C.3.5.2. Case 1.B.

Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 21.

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to Julien HAYE

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasvsuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You walh at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internship tedrequired qualifications. You will also
find the cover letters and résumeés for both candglia the enclosed file.

The candidate Alexandre Masala (reference 115) was first chosen as being the most
suitable candidate for Offer AEA23.

Unfortunately, a mistake was made by an employee at HEC who accidentally sent
the wrong file (the one from Marthe Boisvert (reference 119)) to the recruiting firm.
Unfortunately, because of HEC'’s mistake, the firm has already contacted the
candidate, met her, and decided to hire her.

It would be very difficult to change the situation now. So please write a personalized
acceptance letter to Marthe Boisvert (reference 119) and a personalized rejection
letter to Alexandre Masala (reference 115).

Valérie Leroy
Responsible for the Master Internship Program
HEC

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numl Ass 21.

After you have written your two letters, please @ath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offier nfiumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please completge 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.
Thierry Nadisic

Paris 13 University,
HEC PhD Program
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C.3.5.3. Case 1.C.

Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 20.

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to | Rahul CHOPR#

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasvsuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You walh at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internship tedrequired qualifications. You will also
find the cover letters and résumeés for both candglia the enclosed file.

The candidate Marthe Boisvert (reference 119) was chosen for the Offer AEA23 by
our HEC recruitment manager for the Master Internship Program. She knows the
candidate personally and believes that Marthe is the best person for the job,
regardless of who else applies.

Alexandre Masala (reference 115) who also applied for the same
internship was not chosen. It would be difficult for HEC to change it now.

So please write a personalized acceptance letter to Marthe Boisvert (reference 119)
and a personalized rejection letter to Alexandre Masala (reference 115).

Valérie Leroy
Responsible for the Master Internship Program
HEC

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numl Ass 20:

After you have written your two letters, please gath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offerfumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please compldtee 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.

Thierry Nadisic
Paris 13 University
HEC PhD Program
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C.3.5.4. Case 2.A.
Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 21|

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to | Boyan GRIFFEN

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasasuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You wél/a at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internshipthedequired qualifications.

The candidat¢ Claire Coueffe reference 377 | has been chosen as being the

most suitable for offer | PPUL11l | by the HEC recruitment assistant for Master

Internship Program

Yannick Ternal reference 221 | who was the only other candidate who has

applied for the same offer was not chosen.

Please write to the candidalté:laire Coueffe reference 377 | a personalized

acceptance letter and t&annick Ternal reference 221 | a personalized

rejection letter. You will find the cover lettersdarésumés for both candidates in the enclosed
file.

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numf Ass 2

After you have written your two letters, please gath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offerfumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please compldtee 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.
Thierry Nadisic

Paris 13 University
HEC PhD Program
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C.3.5.5. Case 2.B.

Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 21«

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to Yuding JIE

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasvsuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You walh at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internship tedrequired qualifications. You will also
find the cover letters and résumeés for both candglia the enclosed file.

The candidate Claire Coueffe (reference 377) was first chosen as being the most
suitable candidate for Offer PPU11.

Unfortunately, a mistake was made by an employee at HEC who accidentally sent
the wrong file (the one from Yannick Ternal (reference 221)) to the recruiting firm.
Unfortunately, because of HEC’s mistake, the firm has already contacted the
candidate, met her, and decided to hire her.

It would be very difficult to change the situation now. So please write a personalized
acceptance letter to Yannick Ternal (reference 221) and a personalized rejection
letter to Claire Coueffe (reference 377).

Valérie Leroy
Responsible for the Master Internship Program
HEC

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numl Ass 21«

After you have written your two letters, please gath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offerfumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please compldtee 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.

Thierry Nadisic
Paris 13 University
HEC PhD Program
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C.3.5.6. Case 2.C.

Thierry Nadisic
To the recruitment assista] Ass 20!

Jouy en Josas, June 14

Note to | Vincent FABRE

You will write letters to two candidates, one whasvsuccessful and one who was
unsuccessful in obtaining an internship. You walha at your disposal a job description with
the tasks that are asked for in this internship tedrequired qualifications. You will also
find the cover letters and résumeés for both candglia the enclosed file.

The candidate Yannick Ternal (reference 221) was chosen for the Offer PPU11 by
our HEC recruitment manager for the Master Internship Program. She knows the
candidate personally and believes that Yannick is the best person for the job,
regardless of who else applies.

Claire Coueffe (reference 377) who also applied for the same internship was not
chosen. It would be difficult for HEC to change it now.

So please write a personalized acceptance letter to Yannick Ternal (reference 221)
and a personalized rejection letter to Claire Coueffe (reference 377).

Valérie Leroy
Responsible for the Master Internship Program
HEC

Please sign your letter as followsor Mathilda August, recruitment assistant numlf Ass 20

After you have written your two letters, please @ath of them in an envelope and write on
the top of each envelope the number of the offier fiumber of the candidate and your
assistant number.

Then, when you have finished this, please completge 3 short questionnaires that you
will find at the bottom of this file.

Thanks for your participation.

Thierry Nadisic
Paris 13 University
HEC PhD Program
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C.3.6. Scenarios

C.3.6.1. Scenario 1
A perfect internship for travel freaks (Bangalore,India)
Offer AEA23

Location: India | Bangalore

We at Hitiki are travel freaks. Hitiki means comntyrnn a Polynesian language. The aim of
Hitiki is to create an online multilingual travalige, using some new and advanced Internet
technologies. Hitiki is preparing for market launntSeptember 2007. As an open travel
project the venture has only a partly commerciakgeound.

In India Hitiki is supported by the major Indianrfad Greynium.com, an Internet and IT
company with about 120 employees.

To support our team we are looking for web savainges to:

- develop travel related content, especially wgtof informative and entertaining articles
- support Hitiki users and understand their needs,

- look at what our competitors are doing, i.e., keéresearch

- implement marketing strategies

In addition to a dedicated and independent workfleavexpect:

- passion for the Net and ideally some online miogxperience (e.g. your own blog),
- excellent skills in English and preferably oneremBuropean language.

- enthusiasm for writing and travel, preferably esence in tourism

- creativity, dedication to the project.

At Hitiki you will have the opportunity to:

- get to know how an Internet company works,

- work independently,

- obtain experience in an open minded internatitegan (seéttp://blog.hitiki.con), and
- live in Bangalore, the “funkiest town and Silicgalley of India”

Company name: Hitiki

Branch: Internet, online travel guide

Location: Bangalore, 4th Floor, Shanthishree Cempt 17/1, Rupena Agrahara,
Hosur Road, Bangalore — 560 068, India

Start: ASAP - Duration: min. 6 months - Salatgpends on qualifications

Please send your application to:
HEC Grande Ecole — Master Internship Program

August@hec.fr
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Mathilda

De: “Marthe Boisvert” <marthebv@orange.fr>
A “Mathilda August” <august@hec.fr>
Envoyé : lundi 28 mai 2007 23:12

Objet : Dear Sir, dear madam

Paris, May 28

Application letter
Reference of the offer: AEA23

Dear Sir, dear madam,

I've the pleasure to apply for the offer you puldid on the Internet concerning a position in
Hitiki.

Indeed, | have the experience of working in anri@Bonal environment and | really like it.
I've worked in Geneve. Plus, I'm able to make asitehusing Flash. Thus, | could help the
firm to develop its website. Besides, I'm passieradiout the arts, which | think makes me
quite creative when I'm in a situation which neeusto act accordingly. Finally, I'm
specialized in communication and Marketing, and dnave pleasure to use these skills for
Hitiki.

Hoping that you will have a close look at my caadil

Warm regards

Marthe Boisvert

Résumé reference 119

16 bis, rue des Rossays

91600 Savigny sur Orge

France

Phone: 06 18 58 04 66

E-mail: Marthebv@orange.frboivertm@hec.fr
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Reference : 119
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Mathilda
De: “Alexandre Masala” <masala.alex@free.fr>
A “Mathilda August” <august@hec.fr>
Envoyé : mardi 29 mai 2007 21:21
Objet : Reference of the offer: AEA23
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Reference: 115

2D % 4;‘/&
| <<:"
$ )D'*)*
+ - (* A
*/(
A
0% - (
% (
8&.
F(( - ( [
-1 D ( ( 1
@ /-D )
& 3
7 & 3 — G6
? . % ( H%
8 ( 27 6 6 1
& 3 9 | (I
5 3 8 3 BA 2 (
% ()
7 *($
? 2 % (
& ,2
5 3 % (* ) )
7 6 A A ( 1/
2 ( % (
? 6 AA 2 ( % (
&% 91  $%D
$% D ( *%D
D

245



The fair hand of managers

% 3 +
2( 3 A+ 2 9 =
A- % ( * 636 >&
/11 )))
+ (0 (
+ )
)
2 3" (
2( 3 A % - ( 6
A- + (*
* &*
5 3#
53" 4
A- 8(72 * *
D (1% -1 1
&-@ 1=l 1@* *
*>& * )
J * & *
* & *
)
J + * 8 08 (
( & (
1/ )
5 33 * (
7 & 33 A
A (2?2 =
5 33 A J H7
533 , o, .
A- % ( * /
5 3 ( E }
2( 3 A
A - ( E -
5 3 A 8++
2( 3 AT % (
A-7 (* ( (
+ )

246

$6



The fair hand of managers

+A- | (

*/
% *8* 3 >1D 12 1 Sl N1
7 | %BlL %B1
%(D: 7 D1

3))

9 ((

(
>
-

E
> E

&&

(* 17 (* 1- (1A 1)
9
A (& 12 2 6 1 2 A&15 1
+ 1/ (1

247



The fair hand of managers

C.3.6.2. Scenario 2

Be part of the most exciting internet web 2.0 startip!

Offer PPU 11

Location: PARIS 75003 and Philadelphia

Who we are: the most innovative social shopping eiter started!

Who you are : a curious, autonomous, dynamic studenarketing looking for a trainee
position within your school curriculum (stage contienné); you must have a very good
knowledge of US internet environment (blogs, treei3 as well as being aware of what's
hype, fun, trendy in consuming products.

What you will have to do: US market research, matdethe site, contact the bloggers, the
press, the merchants, the partners.

What we will offer: the excitement of a start ugearning experience and the real possibility
of a full time job after the internship is over.

The minimum duration of the internship is 3 mon#stayting in July and can be extended,
depending on your school's requirements.
Please send your application by e-mail to:

HEC Grande Ecole — Master Internship Program

August@hec.fr
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