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Revisiting the Instrumentality of Voice: Having e in the Process

Makes People Think They Will Get What They Want

Abstract

Research on procedural justice has found that processes that allow people voicpui)ere
perceived as fairer, and thus elicit more positive reactions, than prodesseés hot allow
people voice. Original theorizing attributed these effects to beliefdatrovision of voice
enhances the likelihood of receiving desired outcomes, but subsequent research bkyg gener
argued that non-instrumental mechanisms actually underlie reactions to vometrésicto past
research, we show that giving everyone voice does, in fact, lead them to belieketlzaet
more likely to win a competition. However, this instrumental belief does not acaouhef
effects of voice on perceived fairness. Results suggest that although voitedéeeshave
important instrumental meaning, this instrumentality does not actuallyiexyty people value

having a voice in the process.
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Revisiting the Instrumentality of Voice: Having a Voice in the Process
Makes People Think They Will Get What They Want

Manipulating whether people are given a voice in the processes and decidiaffetha
them is by far the most common procedural element examined in research on tiodopsyaf
procedural justice (DeCremer, 2004; van den Bos, 1999). The considerable attention given to
voice is primarily due to the potent reactions it elicits. People demonswatepositive
reactions to decisions, decision makers, and other entities represented by psosbdarthey
experience procedures that they regard as procedurally fair¢ceteras théair process effect
Blader & Tyler, 2005; Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler &igla
2000) and voice has been shown to be a critical element of those procedural faigressisid
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975; van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt & Wilke, 1997). As such, voice is central
to these positive reactions.

The very earliest studies and discussions of voice, including the seminal wbinkolayt
and Walker (1975) and Walker, LaTour, Lind, and Thibaut (1974), attributed people’s positive
reactions to voice to an increase in people’s perceptions of their likelihood eimgaaitcomes
they desire. Their argument emphasized that people value voice because it phevidas
opportunity to shape their outcomes in contexts where they lack full control over those
outcomes, i.e,. people value voice because they regard it as instrumental to achieanges
they desire. Although various research efforts have explored (and questionedjita®hthis
explanation (Leung, Tong, & Lind, 2007; Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith & Huo, 1997), previous
work has notirectly assessed the extent to which voice shapes people’s expectations that they
will receive desired outcomes, thus leaving open questions about whether voadly het

perceived instrumental value. Given the importance of understanding peoptéian®o voice,
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revisiting the potential instrumentality of voice is critical for underditag the psychology of
voice and justice.

Revisiting questions about the instrumentality of voice is also worthwhifeibewoice
effects are now most typically examined in contexts composed of a fixed piewfoes In
such fixed-pie situations, giving everyone voice cannot possibly improve everyone’s esitcom
(i.e., objectively, voice cannot have instrumental value in such situations, sincerevesrgiven
equal opportunity to state their viewpoints). Nevertheless, recent research tlatesttisat in
situations in which competition is made easierdibrivals, people are actually more likely to
believe that they will win. Windschitl, Kruger, and Simms (2003) dubbed ghaied
circumstance effecOn average, people believe that they will do better than others at easy tasks
and worse than others at difficult tasks (Kruger, 1999; Moore & Small, 2007). En<isor, of
course, because easy tasks are easier for everyone, and thus, an indivkélibbsdi of
winning is not actually enhanced when circumstances that make winning seeneasdske fare
made available to everyone. Only one runner will win the race, even under thavoosble of
conditions. In this paper we ask whether these shared circumstancecaifelbtdp explain
reactions to voice. Do people value having a voice in the process because theyhmzdlievelk
make them more influential than others in the final outcome?

The shared circumstance effect and voice

Testing the shared circumstance effects of voice provides an opportunityrtimexa
some fundamental—but untested—assumptions about the psychology of voice. As noted, early
procedural justice researchers argued that people value the opportunity preygertiee
procedures—and thus regard those procedures as more fair—because such procediges provi

them an opportunity to influence their outcomes. This argument is based on the premise tha
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because most procedures do not allow people full control over their outcomes (i.e., they do not
allow decision contrdl, people would instead value having at least some influence during the
process that determines outcomes (referred poaess contrgl Process control—which has
essentially become synonymous with voice—was, in turn, regarded as a keyeatf

procedural fairness (i.e., it was believed that processes would be regarded émmmthe

extent that they allowed greater levels of influence over outcomes). $fatrag these

discussions to the language of the shared circumstance effect, we can peyctss control, or
voice, was essentially described by early procedural justice resesaashenhancing people’s

sense that prevailing (i.e., receiving the outcomes one desires) amald#, which in turn led

them to regard procedures that allowed for voice as more fair.

However, subsequent research on voice and on the fair process effect has attempted t
debunk the notion that the effects of voice on procedural justice judgments—and on reactions to
those judgments—are due to voice’s instrumental value (Lind, Kanfer & Earley, i€ &

Tyler, 1988; Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith & Huo, 1997). Various streams of research has@ argu
that the impact of voice on procedural justice cannot be accounted for by peopletatexec
that voice helps to achieve desired outcomes. This, in turn, has led these studiesaetiterese
to conclude that voice must hawen-instrumentasignificance (Lind, Kanfer & Earley, 1990).
This non-instrumental value derives from a number of factors, including the positittenal
message conveyed by the provision of voice (Tyler & Lind, 1992), the uncertainty reduction
function served by voice (van den Bos & Lind, 2002), and voice’s ability to meet people’s
expectations about what constitutes just or moral treatment (Folger & Campar2001), among
others. While these factors vary in terms of how they describe the non-instabsesds of

voice and process fairness, each of these approaches incorporates the nowoesejshd
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understanding that the impact of voice on people’s justice judgments and theiremeral g
reactions cannot be explained by an instrumental interpretation of why voieesmatt

Adopting a shared circumstance approach to the issue of voice, however, highlights
fundamental gap in research that challenges the instrumental explanatiorecdffexts. In
particular, although the essence of an instrumental understanding of voiceviEdbat
procedures enhance people’s beliefs that they will prevail in achieving agdbey desire, to
the best of our knowledge no research has directly assessed these belie$s nbhetudies we
know of have examined whether or not giving everyone a voice in the allocation & scarc
resources actually increases their belief that the final allocatibfawar them. As a result, no
studies have sufficiently examined whether such outcome expectations explaffetts of
voice on either perceived process fairness or on people’s more generahsedigstead, studies
have used less direct approaches, such as creating experimental conditioasijhalate the
viability of an instrumental influence (e.g., providing voice either beforeter afdecision has
ostensibly been made; Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990) or statistically mappiagedyof
procedural elements (voice, neutrality, consistency, treatment with tesmpelon to people’s
overall justice judgments in order to examine which elements have a signifitaence when
all are considered simultaneously (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989; Tylera&i&i, 2000;
Tyler, Degoey & Smith, 1996).

While these and other approaches are certainly informative, it is stiilahgo research
has adopted a more straightforward approach—that of varying whether people have voice and
then asking them to report their perceived likelihood of achieving a favorable ouidoene.

absence of such evidence is problematic because it suggests that research on the

! It is noteworthy that studies adopting this apphodo not typically assess perceived influence outtomes one
desires. Instead, they assess the presence ofasme@rocedural element and then use this assasasa proxy
for these judgments.
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(non)instrumentality of voice may not have adequately examined the issue.t&océnsurrent
research has not determined whether findings on the noninstrumentality of vdiestare
understood as indicating that (a) voice doesactially affect people’s sense that they can
impact their outcomes (and thus, a shared circumstance analysis of voice is otiae)y or
(b) voicedoesimpact perceived influence over outcomes, yet this does not explain why people
value voice. In other words, it remains unclear whether prior research neiggrding the
instrumentality of voice are due to (a) people generally seeirgifigtrumental value in voice
procedures in the first place, or (b) people not caring about the instrumental value of voice
procedures as much as they care about the other, non-instrumental implications.ofhisic
highlights that some old questions from research on the psychology of justice caafltfbmm
some new, more direct approaches.

In the study we present, we address this shortcoming and use a shared-cireumstanc
approach to examine the influence of voice on people’s expectations about the outcomes they
will receive. In so doing, we hope to clarify a number of questions about instrunyesualit
voice. First and foremost, we will examine whether voice actually shape®iseaxpectations
that they will receive outcomes they desire. If so, we hope to determine whiettzerthese
outcome expectations explain why voice is such an influential element in assessfiprocess
fairness. Furthermore, we hope to learn whether or not these outcome expeatatoms for
the impact of voice on people’s more general reactions to procedures.

Method

Participants in our experiment took part in a creativity contest. Some of thengwen

voice—in the form of an opportunity to explain why their work was more creative tha’'ethe

while others were denied this opportunity. The primary dependent measures were
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(a) expectations about the outcome—in this case, having their ideas selditadjasmong the
more creative, (b) perceived process fairness, and (c) genetamsdo their experience (i.e.,
reactions to the experimenter and the experiment itself).

Participants Participants were 129 undergraduate students at Carnegie Mellon
University who participated in exchange for course credit.

Procedure When participants arrived, they were told that the study was examining the
effect of competition on creativity and that they would all engage in a creasiv@and then have
their creativity evaluated. Participants were also told that the hddbsé tpresent—those judged
as more creative—would win a five dollar prize. The other half of the participaats win
nothing.

Next, they took the test, in which they were given five minutes to write down as many
uses as they could think of for a cardboard box. After they had finished writing dowrd#aesiy i
participants were told, “...since creativity is such a complex phenomenon to evasasech
has shown that it's often useful when judging someone’s creativity to try and tandettseir
thought processes. Therefore, we normally ask participants to explain how they went about
working on these tasks and why they think their answers should be considered creative.”

Participants in the voice condition were further told, “In other words, wgaang to ask
you to use this form to provide your input about why your ideas should be judged as more
creative than others’.” Participants in the no-voice condition were instehdHawever, we've
decided that we are going to skip that part because we’d like to ask you to use the hime
in today’s session to work on something else. So, rather than providing input about why your

ideas should be judged as more creative than others, we are going to ask you to inggead te
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about your hometown.” We used this approach to ensure that the voice/no voice distingtion wa
explicit (van den Bos, 1999).

After participants took another four minutes to complete this writing assignament
experimenter collected their written materials and ostensibly took tayta grade them. A
second experimenter administered the post-test questionnaire, which coritdimed a
manipulation checks and dependent measures. At the end of the experiment, partieigants w
informed that we had not actually graded their creativity tests and thawthag all receive the
five dollar prize. Participants were then debriefed, paid, thanked, and dismissed.

Measures

Manipulation checksThe voice manipulation check consisted of a one-item measure
asking respondents whether they were given a chance to explain their work andcamsdéoa
why it was creative (yes/no).

Expectations of winning the prizZéive items assessed participants’ judgments that they
were likely to have their performance selected as the most creative. itféras were: (1) How
high a score do you think the judge will give you on the creativity task? (1 to 8), (2)d&kat
think the probability is that you will win the prize? (0% to 100%), (3) Please dstthe
percentage of other participants in this experiment that will have crgatbates lower than
yours (0% to 100%), (4) How certain are you that the judge will select yarkrag among the
most creative? (1 to 8), and (5) How confident are you that the judge will find inaxaarff(1
to 8).

Responses to each item were standardized prior to combining them into an aggregate

measure. This five-item measure had strong reliabtity.0).



Instrumentality of Voice 10

Procedural justiceFour items assessed participants’ procedural justice judgments. These
items were designed to tap into both decision making and treatment aspects ofrplgusiitte
(Blader & Tyler, 2003). They included: (1) How fairly would you say you wegated in
today’s session? (2) Do you feel that your work on today’s creativity taskng tp be
evaluated fairly? (3) Did you feel that you were treated appropriatebglayts session? and (4)
How respected did today’s session make you feel? All items were answeredigbktAgpint
rating scales. This scale demonstrated good reliabality.80).

General reactions to the experien&even items assessed participants’ reactions to their
experience. Those items were: (1) What are your feelings towardpberegnter? (2) How
much do you like the experimenter? (3) Do you think the experimenter did a good job running
today’s session? (4) Would you recommend to your friends that they participbie study? (5)
Would you be willing to participate in another study exactly like this one?d®)iduch did
you enjoy participating in this session? and (7) If you were to pattcipanother session like
today’s, how much effort would you put into the task? All responses were using eight-point
scales. This measure demonstrated good reliability.§7).

Results

Means, standard deviations, and the interscale correlation matrix anet@daserable 1.

Manipulation checkAll of the 75 participants in the voice condition (100%) answered
“yes” to the voice manipulation check, whereas only 3 of 54 participants in the no voice
condition (6%) answered in the affirmative. This difference is signifigarfl) = 117,p < .001,
and suggests that the manipulation was effective.

Does voice shape the expectations of winning the pAzarfe-way analysis of variance

was used to test the prediction that participants’ perceived likelihood of winningzadqor
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most creative input would be significantly shaped by whether or not they re@eeixece
opportunity. The results confirmed this prediction, insofar as those receiving voiEe we
significantly more likely to expect that they would wM_(= .21) than those who did not receive
voice M, =-.29),F (1, 127) = 12.71p< .001,,2 = .09. This result confirms a key, but
previously untested premise of instrumental theories of procedural justeéurtiiermore
consistent with a shared circumstances analysis of voice.

Do expectations of winning the prize account for the effects of voice on procedural justice
judgmentsNext, we explored the question of whether or not the effects of voice on people’s
procedural justice judgments are explained (i.e., mediated) by the impachasioa
expectations of winning the prize—as would be predicted by instrumental theoriesedymad
justice. In order to test this, we first examined whether voice actffdigted procedural justice
judgments—as would be expected based on the long history of procedural justice timaings
identify voice as a key element of process fairness. As expected, thosegeeeice were
significantly more likely to evaluate processes as Mir(6.88) than were those who did not
receive voiceNl = 6.48),F (1, 127) = 4.24p < .05,?2 = .032.

We then conducted a series of regression analyses (Baron & Kenny, 1986) to determine
whether this effect is mediated by participants’ expectations of whatmet they would win.
These analyses revealed that although the results met two prereqorséssiig mediation—as
shown above, voice had a significant influence on both procedural justice (the main effect
expectations of winning (the mediator), the data did not satisfy the third pretequisi
particular, expectations of winning were unrelated to procedural justice gundgifi = .02, ns).

This indicates that such expectations do not mediate the effect of voice on procesdicel |
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judgments and suggests that expectations of wirghongptexplain why voice leads to more
positive assessments of procedural justice.

Do expectations of winning the prize account for the effects of voice on general
reactions?Next, we tested whether or not expectations of winning explained the effectseof voic
on participants’ general reactions. To examine this, we first explored eviwethot there was a
main effect of voice on general reactions. Results indicated that the provisioneofwsinao
voice) did in fact lead to more positive reactioRg1, 127) = 5.38, p < .05 = .04; low voice
M = 5.42; high voicéVl = 5.89). However, as was the case with procedural justice judgments,
expectations of winning were not significantly related to general reagffonsll1, ns). Once
again, the mediator was unrelated to the outcome variable, which seems to thdicate
expectations of winning do not explain the impact of voice on general reactions to the
experience. This again confirms our prediction (which was based on non-instrumashedd of
voice) that expectations of winning do not explain voice’s impact on people’s geretaims.

Do procedural justice judgments account for the effect of voice on general readilens?
conducted an additional analysis to determine whether or not the effects of voareeoal g
reactions were due to the implications of voice on participants’ proceduraéjjustgments.
Given that expectations of winning did not mediate these effects, we conducted lifss ama
an attempt to gain insight into why voice actuallg impact reactions. In particular, we sought
to verify whether or not, as procedural justice research would suggest, voice stagped pe
reactionsecauseeople regard voice procedures as more fair than no-voice procedures. The
results of these mediation tests confirmed that the effects of voicdlgramédiated by
participants’ procedural justice perceptions. As shown above, voice was sighjfretated to

general reactions and to procedural justice. Furthermore, procedura yasicsignificantly
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related to general reaction8 £ .56,p < .001,adj R = 33%), and thus, all conditions for testing
mediation were satisfied in the data. Most importantly, the significardteffe’oice on reactions
(8=.20, p <.05) became non-significaftx .10, ns) when procedural justice judgments were
included in the analysis (Solkek 2.03, p < .05). Therefore, as the procedural justice literature
suggests, people’s reactions to voice procedures can best be understood by focusing on the
implications of voice for people’s justice judgments.
Discussion

The results of this study make an important contribution to our understanding of the
psychology of voice. They confirm that voice shares important features withfathans that
prompt the shared circumstance bias. In particular, providing people voice leadsiceenha
perceptions on their part that they will be able to attain outcomes they-d#smakes these
outcomes seem easier to attain. Of course, when voice procedures arentbynsigilemented
across people (as they were in this study, and as they often are in k@ ieiror for all people
to believe that voice enhances their chances of winning. The significancefoidhig should
not be underestimated, as it confirms an assumption underlying the instrumental ehodel
procedural justice that has gone untested (to the best of our knowledge) in the moreehan thre
decades since those models were first developed. Namely, it provides eviggnaece does
indeed have perceived instrumental value. Previous research did not expiic#iger this, and
thus, the current results represent an important contribution to our understanding efrtaeant
of instrumentality and voice.

While confirming the instrumental model’s argument that voice has instrumahie,
the results of this study make an equally important contribution by showing thasvoice

instrumental value does not explain its impact on procedural justice judgments or @aispeopl
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reactions. In this regard, the results confirm the non-instrumental approachestiupabc
justice, which argue that fair process effects are not due to people’srabeut receiving
outcomes they desire. Voice procedures are not regarded as fair prosgdphgdbecause they
help people attain outcomes they value. Moreover, our results suggest that prqusticeal
judgments are not simply assessments of the extent to which procedures seeim pikeduce
the outcomes people desire. The potent reactions to the experience elicitecelappeiar to be
linked to people’s concern with process fairness (indeed, they are explained lopntesy and
notwith concerns they may have over the outcomes they receive.

However, it is important that our study not simply be seen as further confirméttmn o
importance of the non-instrumental models of procedural justice. The finding thatneutc
expectations (which were shaped by voice) did not influence people’s reactions should not be
interpreted as meaning that these reactions have no impact. Instead, itssinggessearchers
may find it worthwhile to explore variables treat shaped by outcome expectations. For
instance, self-efficacy judgments could vary as a function of whether petgnecattcomes that
are the target of their strivings. Similarly, decisions about how much to investon@@ra
course of action, and decisions about whether to remain with a group, may likewispdzelsha
outcome expectations. In general, researchers should look to other vahabbesg tikely to
have linkages to outcome expectations, and should examine whether or not the effeces of voic
on these other variables can be explained by people’s outcome expectations. dirbaythe
case that both instrumental and non-instrumental models for procedural justice pabdde
explanations for fair process effects, but that their applicability deperitie @ependent

variable in question.
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As a whole, the results of our study provide important clarification of previous work on
instrumentality and voice. They simultaneously support the instrumental arginaevdite
enhances the perceived attainability of desired outcomes, as well as tftadl gaceepted
perspective that instrumentality concerns do not explain the psychology of@arcndings
also suggest some potential new directions for research. As such, they hegiartezse two
perspectives in a novel, but important way that adds new insight to old questions about the

interface of voice and instrumentality (Lind & Tyler, 1988).



Instrumentality of Voice 16

References

Baron, R. M. & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statisticaleratisns.Journal of
Personality & Social Psychologyl,1173-1182.

Blader, S. L. & Tyler, T. R. (2005). How can theories of organizational justiceiexpla
the impact of fairness? In J. Greenberg & J. A. Colquitt (Edangdbook of organizational
justice(pp. 329-354). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Brockner, J. & Wiesenfeld, B. M. (1996). An integrative framework for explaining
reactions to decisions: Interactive effects of outcomes and procedsyebological Bulletin,
120,189-208.

DeCremer, D. (2004). The influence of accuracy as a function of leader’'s beasol&
of trustworthiness in the psychology of procedural jusiesonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 30,293-304.

Folger, R. & Cropanzano, R. (2001). Fairness theory: Justice as accountability. In J
Greenberg & R. Cropanzandvances in Organizational Justi@ep. 1-55). Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Kruger, J. (1999). Lake Wobegon be gone! The "below-average effect" and the
egocentric nature of comparative ability judgmeddtsirnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 7,7221-232.

Leung, K., Tong, K.-K., & Lind, E. A. (2007). Realpolitik Versus Fair Process:
Moderating Effects of Group Identification on Acceptance of Political fd@cs.Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology,, %76-489.



Instrumentality of Voice 17

Lind, E. A., Kanfer, R. & Earley, P. C. (1990). Voice, control, and procedural justice:
Instrumental and noninstrumental concerns in fairness judgndentsial of Personality and
Social Psychology, 5952-959.

Lind, E. A. & Tyler, T. R. (1988)The social psychology of procedural justikw
York: Plenum Press.

Moore, D. A., & Small, D. A. (2007). Error and bias in comparative social judgment: On
being both better and worse than we think we &ernal of Personality and Social Psychology,
92(6), 972-989.

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975Rrocedural justiceHillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Tyler, T. R. (1989). The psychology of procedural justice: A test of the group-value
model.Journal of Personality & Social Psychology. BB80-838

Tyler, T. R. & Blader, S. L. (2000Cooperation in groups: Procedural justice, social
identity, and behavioral engagemeRtiladelphia: Psychology Press.

Tyler, T. R., Boeckmann, R. J., Smith, H. J. & Huo, Y. J. (199@¢ial justice in a
diverse societyBoulder, CO: Westview.

Tyler, T. R., Degoey, P. & Smith, H. J. (1996). Understanding why the justice of group
procedures matters: A test of the psychological dynamics of the group-vadiet dournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 81,3-930.

Tyler, T. R. & Lind, E. A. (1992). A relational model of authority in groups. In M. Zanna
(Ed.),Advances in Experimental Social Psychology,12%-191. New York: Academic Press.

van den Bos, K. (1999). What are we talking about when we talk about no-voice
procedures? On the psychology of the fair outcome effeatnal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 35,60-577.



Instrumentality of Voice 18

van den Bos, K. & Lind, E.A. (2002). Uncertainty management by means of fairness
judgments. In M. Zanna (EdAdvances in Experimental Social Psychologyl. 34, pp. 1-60).

New York: Academic Press.

van den Bos, K., Lind, E. A., Vermunt, R. & Wilke, H. A. M. (1997). How do | judge my
outcome when | do not know the outcome of others? The psychology of the fair procdss effec
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, ¥@34-1046.

Walker, L., LaTour, S., Lind, E. A. & Thibaut, J. (1974). Reactions of participants and
observers to modes of adjudicatidournal of Applied Social Psycholog};,,295-310.

Windschitl, P. D., Kruger, J. & Simms, E. (2003). The influence of egocentrism and
focalism on people’s optimism in competitions: When what affects us equaltysaffe more.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology(35389-408.



Instrumentality of Voice 19

Table 1

Means, standard deviations, and interscale correlation matrix.

Mean Std dev 1 2 3
1 Expectations of winning .00 0.85 -
2 Procedural justice 6.71 1.10 .02 -
3 General reactions 5.69 1.13 A1 .58 --

n=129.



