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It has been posited that high self-esteem persons (high SEs) are more confident than low self-esteem
persons (low SEs) of their capability to provide meaningful input in a decision process. If this is
so, then high SEs should be more influenced by their perceived level of voice, relative to low SEs.
Survey data from 4 field studies showed that voice was more positively related to various dependent
variables among high SEs than low SEs. In Study 5, the authors experimentally manipulated voice
as well as participants' beliefs about their capability to provide meaningful input. As expected, voice
had a greater impact on the reactions of participants who were led to believe that they were more
capable of providing meaningful input. Theoretical implications are discussed.

In their pathbreaking work on procedural justice, Thibaut and
Walker (1975) suggested that individuals* reactions to decisions
depend not only on the outcomes associated with the decisions
but also on the fairness of the methods used to plan and imple-
ment the decisions. Subsequent to the publication of Thibaut
and Walker's book, justice researchers have examined the causes
and consequences of procedural fairness in a variety of contexts.
For example, some studies have been performed in legal settings
(e.g., Lind & lyier, 1988) and assessed individuals* reactions
to their encounters with the courts or the police. Other studies
have been conducted in business organizations and examined
employees' responses to a variety of events, including perfor-
mance appraisals (Greenberg, 1986), layoffs (Brockner et al.,
1994), pay cuts (Greenberg, 1990), pay freezes (Schaubroeck,
May, & Brown, 1994), and the introduction of a smoking ban
(Greenberg, 1994). The dependent variables also have varied
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across studies. Despite these differences, however* the results
have been highly consistent: Individuals generally showed
greater support for the decision, the decision maker, and the
institution represented by the decision maker to the extent that
the decision was implemented fairly (for reviews, see Cropan-
zano & Greenberg, 1997; Greenberg, 1987, 1996; Lind & Tyier,
1988).

Theory and research also have shown that numerous factors
influence individuals' perceptions of procedural justice. For ex-
ample, Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry (1980) identified various
attributes of the decision-making process such as consistency,
correctability, and accuracy. lyier and Bies (1990) highlighted
the role of the interpersonal behavior of the parties who imple-
mented the decision (i.e., "interactional justice") through such
observations as whether they treated the affected parties with
dignity and respect.

Of all of the antecedents of procedural justice, however, the
one that has received the greatest attention is voice, the extent
to which people are allowed to provide input in the decision
process. Evidence of the Generality of voice as an element of
procedural justice includes the following:

1. In their seminal studies, Thibaut and Walker (1975) opera-
tionalized procedural justice by manipulating participants' de-
gree of input into the decision process.

2. Greenberg and Folger (1983) coined the phrase * 'fair pro-
cess effect" (p. 235) in referring to the pervasive tendency for
people to react more favorably to decisions into which they
provided input.

3. One of the main conclusions of Lind and Tyler's (1988)
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comprehensive analysis of procedural justice was that individu-
als perceive decisions to be fairer (and react more favorably to
such decisions) when they have greater voice in how the deci-
sion is made.

Although voice or input in the decision-making process has
been shown to have generally positive effects on individuals'
reactions across a variety of settings, relatively few studies have
investigated the moderating role of theoretically derived, individ-
ual-difference variables. Most previous research on moderators
of voice effects has examined situational factors, such as the
favorability of the outcomes associated with the decisions (e.g.,
Cropanzano & Konovsky, 1995), or whether people expected
to have voice into the process (e.g., Greenberg, Eskew, & Miles,
1991). The present research evaluated the moderating effect of
individual differences in self-esteem in reaction to voice. For
the theoretically and empirically based reasons set forth below,
we hypothesize that perceived voice is more likely to influence
the reactions of people with relatively high self-esteem.

THEORETICAL GROUNDING FOR
THE PREDICTION

The prediction that self-esteem will have a moderating influ-
ence on voice is derived from expectancy theory (e.g., Vroom,
1964). According to this viewpoint, one determinant of people's
motivation to have voice in a decision process is the expectation
that their input will be influential. In other words, the more that
people are confident of their capability to provide input that
may influence important outcomes—hereafter referred to as
meaningful input—-the more motivated they will be to have
voice. For people motivated to have voice, the extent to which
they perceive that they have voice should be positively related
to the favorability of their reactions. In contrast, people who
are not as motivated to have voice should be less affected by
their perceived level of voice.

If more positive beliefs about people's capability to provide
meaningful input make them more motivated to have voice, then
it is important to identify factors that influence individuals'
beliefs about their capability to provide meaningful input. Con-
sider, for example, individual differences in self-esteem. People
who are relatively high in self-esteem (high SEs) tend to believe
that their viewpoints are correct and that their actions make a
difference. In contrast, their low self-esteem counterparts (low
SEs) are less likely to maintain such beliefs (Brockner, 1988).
If self-esteem is related to individuals' beliefs about their capa-
bility to provide meaningful input (leading high SEs to be more
motivated to have voice in the decision process), it is reasonable
that high SEs will be more influenced by the level of voice that
they experience. In sum, whereas previous research has shown
that higher levels of voice generally elicit more positive reac-
tions, this tendency should be significantly more pronounced
among high SEs than low SEs.1

EMPIRICAL GROUNDING FOR THE PREDICTION

A host of studies have yielded findings consistent with the
hypothesis that perceived level of voice should be more posi-
tively related to the reactions of high SEs than low SEs. For
example, Bazerman (1982) measured individuals' task perfor-
mance as a function of (a) the extent to which they were given

control—that is, a construct related to voice—over their task
performance and (b) individuals1 prior expectations concerning
their ability to exercise control effectively. The results showed
that control had a much more positive impact on the performance
of participants who had higher expectations of their ability to
exercise control effectively. More recently, Schaubroeck and
Merritt (1997) assessed individuals' stress levels in response to
highly demanding jobs as a function of (a) the amount of control
they had in carrying out their jobs and (b) their expectations
about being able to perform their jobs successfully. The authors
found that perceptions of control had a much more favorable
(i.e., stress-reducing) effect on participants with more positive
beliefs about their ability to perform their jobs. Although the
results of both studies are consistent with the notion that individ-
uals respond more favorably to perceived control to the extent
that they believe that they are capable of exercising control
effectively, in neither study were individual differences in self-
esteem assessed.

Other studies relevant to the primary hypothesis have exam-
ined participants' reactions to the explicit removal of voice.
More specifically, the literature on psychological reactance
(Brehm, 1966; Brehm & Brehm, 1981) is concerned with how
people respond to situations in which their freedom has been
threatened. In a typical reactance-arousing situation, people are
exposed to a persuasive communication designed to influence
their attitudes. After hearing the persuasive communication, but
prior to the point at which their attitudes are assessed, individu-
als experience a threat to their freedom: They are told that they
have "no choice" but to agree with the persuasive communica-
tion. In essence, the reactance induction reflects the removal of
voice.

In a typical reactance effect, people are less likely to agree
with the persuasive communication when their freedom has
(rather than has not) been threatened. Brehm (1966) suggested
that by disagreeing with the persuasive communication, individ-
uals who have been threatened are reestablishing their sense of
freedom. Of greater importance, Wicklund and Brehm (1968)
found that the tendency for people to be less persuaded by

1 In asserting that high SEs are more motivated to have voice because
they believe that they are more capable of providing meaningful input,
we need to consider the ways in which the outcomes associated with
their input may be meaningful. Procedural justice theorists have posited
two categories of reasons why people generally wish to have voice in
a decision process. According to the instrumental viewpoint (Thibaut &
Walker, 1975), people prefer to have voice because they believe that the
outcomes of decisions in which they express their views are more likely
to be favorable to them, relative to when they are not given voice. Others
have suggested that people prefer to have voice for value-expressive
purposes (e.g., Folger, 1993; Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990; Tyler & Lind,
1992). According to the latter viewpoint, the act of expressing voice
and having one's views considered is psychologically rewarding in its
own right, regardless of whether voice leads to more favorable decision
outcomes. Tn short, the outcomes associated with meaningful input may
be tangible or psychological in nature, or both. Lind and Tyler (1988)
suggested that these two explanations of voice effects are not mutually
exclusive, although it is likely that each explanation applies more under
some conditions than others. The present studies were not designed to
disentangle these two explanations of voice effects. Thus, high SEs may
be more motivated than low SEs to have voice as a means toward some
tangible end or as an end in its own right, or both.
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communications that were accompanied by a threat to their
freedom was more pronounced among people who felt more
confident about their judgment abilities. More directly relevant
to the present research, Brockner and Elkind (1985) found that
the expression of reactance in response to threatened freedom
was more pronounced among high SEs than low SEs. One inter-
pretation of the latter finding is that high SE persons—feeling
more confident of the correctness of their beliefs—were more
motivated to have input into the judgment process. When con-
fronted with a situation that explicitly eliminated their input,
high SEs felt greater reactance (as indicated by less agreement
with the persuasive communication), relative to low SEs.

THE PRESENT STUDIES

Whereas the results of the study by Brockner and Elkind
(1985) are consistent with the notion that high SEs are more
affected by their perceived level of voice, the results do not
constitute definitive proof. In the situation designed to elicit
reactance, people were told that they had no choice but to agree.
However, the study did not include a condition in which people
were explicitly provided voice in the process. Thus, whereas
previous research has suggested that high SEs are more influ-
enced by the removal of voice, we know of no studies that have
examined the moderating influence of self-esteem in reaction
to the explicit presence of perceived voice.

If high SEs exhibited greater reactance because they were
more motivated to have voice (which had been explicitly re-
moved), it seems reasonable that they would respond more
favorably to the extent that they perceived that they had voice
in a decision process. The above reasoning may be stated more
formally as the primary hypothesis of the present research:
Higher levels of voice are likely to elicit more positive reactions
to the extent that people have relatively high levels of self-
esteem.

This hypothesis was tested in five different studies. Studies
1-4 were naturalistic field settings. In Studies 1 and 2, the
hypothesis was examined in the context of exploring survivors'
reactions to job layoffs. In Study 3, the hypothesis was tested
in an organization that had introduced a major cost-cutting ini-
tiative. The setting for Study 4 consisted of informal social
encounters between people (some occurring in the workplace
and others outside of the workplace). Study 5 was a laboratory
experiment in which we orthogonally manipulated voice as well
as participants' beliefs about their capability to provide mean-
ingful input, hi addition, the dependent variables differed some-
what across studies: trust-support for the institution in Study
1, self-reported work motivation and desire to remain with the
organization in Study 2, organizational identification in Study
3, satisfaction with the interpersonal encounter in Study 4, and
satisfaction with the decision reached in Study 5. Despite these
differences, conceptually analogous results were expected
across studies. Indeed, to the extent that similar results emerged
across studies varying in setting and methodology, we would
have greater confidence in the construct validity and generaliz-
ability of our findings.

STUDY 1

One of the most noteworthy events in work organizations
during the past 10-15 years has been involuntary job layoffs.

Although the effects of layoffs on those laid off have long
occupied the attention of organizational scholars (e.g., Eisen-
berg & Lazarsfeld, 1938), only recently have researchers sought
to delineate factors that influence the effects of layoffs on the
work attitudes and behaviors of the "surviving" workforce
(e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1993). Several studies have
shown that survivors' reactions depend on procedural fairness
(Brockner et al., 1994; Brockner, Tyler, & Cooper-Schneider,
1992). Consistent with findings in nonlayoff domains, surviving
employees responded more favorably when procedures were
perceived to be relatively fair.

In none of these studies, however, was the role of voice (as
an antecedent of procedural justice) studied. Rather, procedural
justice in previous layoff-survivor studies was based on such
factors as advance notice, interactional justice, and perceptions
of the rule used to decide to keep certain employees and to lay
off others. Moreover, none of the previous studies conducted in
field settings investigated the moderating influence of survivors'
self-esteem on procedural justice. Thus, Studies 1 and 2 served
the dual purpose of (a) examining the interactive effect of voice
and self-esteem on individuals' reactions and (b) contributing to
the emerging literature on the determinants of layoff-survivors'
reactions.

Method

Participants

Participants included 208 production workers employed at a unionized
manufacturing facility located in the southern part of the United States.
Most were female (75%), married (70%), and had worked for the
company for at least 10 years (66%).

Procedure

Approximately 3 months prior to the time at which data were col-
lected, 210 of the facility's production employees were laid off, resulting
from the organization's decision to relocate some of the plant's opera-
tions overseas. A survey was administered to a convenience sample of
survivors, representing about 25% of the remaining production employ-
ees. The survey was completed on company time during a regularly
scheduled training and informational meeting. Prior to distributing the
survey, the researcher informed participants that they would be taking
part in a university-sponsored study designed "to help us learn more
about the effects of layoffs.*' The researcher mentioned that participation
in the study was strictly voluntary, that all responses were anonymous,
and that they would be used for research purposes only. The survey
included more than 200 questions; the measures of major concern were
embedded in the instrument.

Data that were based on other measures from the larger survey have
been reported elsewhere (Brockner, Wiesenfeld, & Martin, 1995). How-
ever, the conceptual questions raised in die previous study were rather
different from those explored in the present research. For example, the
previous research examined a situational moderator of the impact of
procedural justice, in particular, whether the wording of the survey led
participants to focus their attention on the people who retained their
jobs versus those who were laid off. Thus, unlike the present study, the
previous research did not include the independent variables of voice and
self-esteem in the research design,

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable consisted of seven items used by Brockner et
al. (1995) to measure survivors' trust in and support for the organization.
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Table 1
Summary Statistics and Correlations (Study 1)

Correlation

Variable M SD Range 1

1. Voice 1.70 1.11 1-7 (.72)
2. Self-esteem 4.53 0.56 1-5 - .01 (.63)
3. Organizational trust/support 3.89 1.21 1 - 7 .14* .14* (.74)

Note. Higher scores reflect greater levels of the variables. Coefficient alphas are in parentheses.
*P < .05.

Sample items include, "I trust local management" and "I am proud
to tell others I am a part of " Participants responded to all items on
a 7-point scale, which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Coefficient alpha was .74. Participants' responses to the seven
items were averaged into an index.

Independent Variables

Voice. Two items assessed participants1 degree of voice concerning
the layoffs: (a) "Before the layoff was announced, how much opportu-
nity did individuals have to persuade management to not lay them off?"
and (b) "Before the layoff was announced, to what extent did you have
the opportunity to express your viewpoints about layoffs to manage-
ment?" Responses were made along a 7-point scale, which ranged from
1 (very little) to 7 (great deal). Coefficient alpha was .72. Participants'
responses were averaged into an index.

Self-esteem. Three items from the Self-Esteem Scale developed by
Rosenberg (1965) were included in the survey (e.g., "I take a positive
attitude toward myself" and "'I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least
on an equal basis with others"). Responses were made along a 5-point
scale, which ranged from 1 (.strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Coefficient alpha was .63. Participants' responses were averaged into
an index.2

Results

Summary statistics for and correlations between all variables
are reported in Table 1.

The hypothesis was tested with a hierarchical multiple regres-
sion. In the first step, we entered the main effects of voice and
self-esteem. The interaction between the two was added on the
second step. As can be seen in Table 2, both main effects were
significant. The voice main effect replicated a well-established
finding in the procedural justice literature (e.g., Lind & Tyler,
1988) that showed that participants responded more favorably

Table 2
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results (Study 1)

Step 0

One3

Voice
Self-esteem

Twob

Voice X Self-Esteem

.08

.30

.16

4.23
3.93

4.38

<.05
<.O5

<.05

when they perceived that they had greater voice in the decision
process.

Of greater importance, the interaction effect also was signifi-
cant (see Table 2, Step 2). The positive sign of the beta weight
suggests that the nature of the interaction was as predicted,
namely, that perceived voice was more positively related to the
reactions of high SEs than low SEs. To illustrate further the
nature of the interaction effect, we classified participants as
relatively high or low SEs on the basis of a median split. For
each of the two SE groups, we computed the correlation between
voice and organizational trust-support. As predicted, the corre-
lation was considerably more positive among the high SEs, r —
31, p < .001, than the low SEs, r = .00.

STUDY 2

The results of Study 1 supported our hypothesis. The second
study attempted to extend the results of Study 1, both method-
ologically and conceptually.

Methodological Extensions

Participants in Study 1 were given an abbreviated version
of the measure developed by Rosenberg (1965); moreover, the
internal consistency of the abbreviated measure was modest
(coefficient a = .63). Thus, it is important to examine whether
the interactive relationship between voice and self-esteem would
emerge when the latter was assessed with the complete (and
presumably more reliable) Rosenberg measure. Accordingly, the
measure of self-esteem in Study 2 consisted of the entire 10-
item Rosenberg scale.

The dependent variable of organizational support was mea-
sured in two ways in Study 2, both somewhat different from
the scale used in Study 1. According to Mowday, Porter, and
Steers (1982), individuals may exhibit support for their employ-
ers by intending to remain with the institution (rather than look-
ing for a job elsewhere) and by working hard to help the organi-

a Overall F(2, 197) = 4.00, p < .02; total R2 = .039. b Overall
F(3, 196) = 4.17, p < .01; total R2 = .060.

2 All of the independent and dependent variable measures in Studies
1-4 were embedded in longer surveys. However, the order in which the
variables were measured differed across studies. In Study I, the voice
items appeared first, followed by five of the seven items that composed
the dependent variable, followed by self-esteem, and finally the re-
maining two items from the dependent variable. In Studies 2 and 3, the
order of measurement was voice, self-esteem, and the dependent vari-
able. In Study 4, the order was voice, the dependent variable, and self-
esteem.
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zation achieve its goals. Therefore, participants in Study 2 were
asked to indicate how much the layoffs had influenced their (a)
intention to remain with the organization and (b) level of work
motivation.

Conceptual Extension

Recent theorizing about the nature of voice has suggested
that it is not the mere act of offering input that causes people
to feel that they have been treated fairly by (and, as a result,
support) the other party. Rather, the focal persons' beliefs that
their views were considered or listened to by the other party
promote favorable reactions (e.g., Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990;
Shapiro, 1993). This is not to say that the other party has to
implement the suggestions made by the focal persons. Rather,
as long as the focal persons believe that their input was seriously
considered, they are likely to view the other party's actions as
fair (and consequently support the other party).

This reasoning suggests that it is not voice per se but the
belief that one has been listened to, which interacts with self-
esteem to influence how individuals respond. Thus, in Study 2
the measure of voice consisted of having participants indicate
how much they believed that management considered input
made by lower level organizational members.

In summary, Study 2 measured layoff survivors' stated inten-
tions to remain with the organization and their work motivation
as a function of their (a) self-esteem and (b) belief that manage-
ment listened to employees' input. We expected to find interac-
tion effects on both dependent measures. Whereas we expected
participants to exhibit both more of an intention to remain with
their employers and a higher work motivation when they felt
that management listened to employee input, we expected these
tendencies to be more pronounced among high SEs than
low SEs.

Method

Questionnaires were sent to employees of a chain of small retail stores
throughout the United States. Because many stores in the chain had been
closed during the previous 12-month period, all employees in the stores
that remained open were considered survivors of the layoff.

Participants

Completed questionnaires were received from 537 employees for an
overall response rate of 33%. Respondents were primarily female
(91%), White (83.5%), and married (70%). Average age was 37.06
years (SD = 8.59). They were either sales clerks (74%) or store manag-
ers (26%) and had a mean tenure of 4.13 years with the company. These
figures were comparable with the entire population of employees (N =
3,463) from which the sample was drawn. According to demographic
information provided to us by the organization, 86% of the population
was women and 74% was White. The average age of the respondents
was 36.40 years, and they occupied either the role of sales clerks (80%)
or store managers (20%).

Procedure

Three hundred stores in a national chain of company-owned retail
stores were randomly selected from the total store population of 773
for participation in the study. The manager of each targeted store received
a packet that included a letter from the researchers urging participation,

a letter from a senior manager in the organization also requesting compli-
ance, one survey for each employee and the store manager, and stamped
envelopes addressed to the university address of the first author, to whom
participants returned their completed surveys. The survey included more
than 100 questions, with the key measures in Study 2 included in the
instrument. (Findings based on other sections of the survey—not having
to do with the effects of voice and self-esteem—have been published
elsewhere; e.g., Brockner et al., 1997.)

Dependent Variables

Unlike in Study 1, participants were asked to estimate the extent to
which their work attitudes/behaviors had changed as a result of the
layoffs. For both dependent variables, participants reported the degree to
which each measure applied to them before/relative to/after the layoffs.
Specifically, participants were instructed to indicate their opinion "now
in comparison to how you felt one month prior to first hearing that there
would be layoffs." Eleven-point scales were used, which ranged from
1 (applied to me before the layoff) to 11 (applies to me more now than
before the layoff). The midpoint of the scale was 6 (applies to me the
same).

Work motivation. This measure consisted of three items, including,
"I try to work as hard as possible" and "I intentionally expend a great
deal of effort in carrying out my job." Participants' responses were
averaged into an index. Coefficient alpha was .87.

Intention to remain. The single-item measure was, "I have every
intention of continuing to work in this organization—rather than a differ-
ent organization or job—for the foreseeable future."

Independent Variables

Management's consideration of employee input (voice). Partici-
pants indicated how much they agreed with the following statement:
"Management listens to suggestions and complaints." To be consistent
with the scales used to assess the dependent variables, endpoints were
1 (applied to me more before the layoff than now) and 11 (applies to
me more now than before the layoff). The midpoint of the scale was 6
(applies to me the same). Unlike Study 1, the voice measure referred
to employees' perceptions of management's willingness to listen to em-
ployees' suggestions in general, not simply regarding layoffs.

Self-esteem. We used the 10-item scale of Rosenberg (1965). Par-
ticipants indicated their level of agreement with each item on a 5-point
scale, which ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).
Participants' responses were averaged into an index. Coefficient alpha
was .83.

Results

Summary statistics for and correlations between the variables
are reported in Table 3.

Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted on each of
the dependent variables. In the first step, we entered the main
effects of management consideration of employee input and self-
esteem. As shown in Table 4, significant main effects emerged
for the management-consideration item on each dependent vari-
able. As might be expected, participants expressed more of a
desire to remain with the organization and reported being more
motivated to the extent that they viewed management as having
shown more of a willingness to listen to employees' input and
suggestions.

In the second step of the regression, we added the interaction
between management consideration and self-esteem. As can be
seen in Table 4, Step 2, the interaction effect was significant on
both dependent variables (p < ,05 for work motivation andp < .02
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Table 3
Summary Statistics and Correlations (Study 2)

Variable

1. Consideration of employee input (voice)
2. Self-esteem
3. Work motivation
4. Intention to remain

M

5.11
4.58
6.75
6.01

SD

2.59
0.49
1.92
2.74

Range

1-11
1-5
i-n
i-n

I

-.01
.22**
.29**

Correlation

2

(-83)
.02
.01

3

(.87)
.49**

4

Note. Higher scores reflect greater levels of the variables. Coefficient alphas for the multi-item measures
are in parentheses.
**p < .001.

for desire to remain with the organization). The positive signs
of the beta weights are consistent with the prediction that high
SEs would be more positively influenced by management con-
sideration of input than their low SE counterparts. Tb shed addi-
tional light on the nature of the interactions, we classified parti-
cipants as relatively high SE or low SE. We then computed the
correlation between management consideration of input and
each dependent variable for both SE groups. As expected, the
correlations were more positive for the high SEs (rs - .26
and .34, for work motivation and desire to remain with the
organization, respectively; ps < .01) than they were for the low
SEs (rs = - .03 and .02, for work motivation and desire to
remain with the organization, respectively; ps were not
significant).

STUDY 3

We designed Study 3 to also examine the interactive relation-
ship between self-esteem and voice. There were three notewor-
thy differences between Study 3 and its predecessors, however:
the sample, the context, and the conceptualization of self-es-
teem. First, the sample consisted of employees in an organiza-
tion located outside of the United States (i.e., Iceland). Second,

Table 4
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results (Study 2)

Step

Work motivation

Qnea

Consideration of employee input
Self-esteem

Twob

Consideration X Self-Esteem

.52

.03

.04

Intention to remain

One^
Consideration of employee input
Self-esteem

Two"
Consideration X Self-Esteem

.32

.00

.02

F

30.35
0.32

4.01

51.22
0.04

5.85

P

<.001
<.57

<.O5

<.001
<-83

<.O2

"Overall F(2, 525) = 15.14, p < .001; total R2 = .055. "Overall
F(3, 524) = 11.49, / ? < .001; total #2 = .062. c Overall F(2, 525) =
25-68, p < .001; total R2 = .089. "Overall F(3, 524) = 19.23,
p < .001; total R2 = .099.

the context was one in which the organization had introduced
a variety of cost-cutting measures, not simply layoffs. Third,
the measure of self-esteem referred specifically to participants'
opinions of themselves as organization members. This is in
contrast to the self-esteem measures used in Studies 1 and 2,
in which participants made more global self-evaluations. In sum,
the presence of these three differences in Study 3 enabled us to
evaluate further the generalizability of the previous findings. As
before, it was expected that high SEs would be more influenced
by their perceptions of having provided input than their low SE
counterparts.

Method

Participants

Participants included 163 medical doctors employed in a hospital in
Reykjavik, Iceland. Most were in the age ranges of 45-59 years (45%)
or 30-44 years (34%); 17% were 60 or older, whereas 4% were younger
than 30. Slightly more than one third of the participants had been work-
ing in their current positions for more than 12 years, 19% had worked
in tfieir positions for 8-11 years, 18% had been there for 4-7 years,
and 28% had a tenure of 3 years or less.

Procedure

A survey was mailed to all doctors (N = 304) in the hospital, which
was in the midst of a major cost-cutting effort. Cost-cutting measures
included closing or consolidating various departments in the hospital,
as well as reducing the number of work hours for many hospital employ-
ees. The survey items were written in English and then translated into
Icelandic by a native Icelandic speaker. Then, the Icelandic survey was
back-translated into English by a native English speaker to verify its
accuracy. The Icelandic version of the survey was then pilot-tested on
20 randomly chosen hospital employees to further ensure the reliability
of the meaning of the measures. The participants who took part in the
pilot study did not participate in the final survey administration.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable was conceptually similar to (but operationally
different from) those used in the first 2 studies. Specifically, we used
the 4-item measure of organizational identification developed by Mael
and Ashforth (1992). The items were "When someone criticizes the
hospital, it feels like a personal insult," "I am very interested in what
others think about the hospital," "When I talk about the hospital I
usually say 'we* rather than 'they'," and "When someone praises Ihe
hospital it feels like a personal compliment." Participants responded to
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Table 5
Summary Statistics and Correlations (Study

Variable M

1. Voice 2.15
2. OBSE 5.93
3. Organizational identification 4.49

3)

SD

1.64
0.89
1.43

Range

1-7
i-7
1-7

1

.09

.19*

Correlation

2

(.72)
.37**

3

(.80)

Note. Higher scores reflect greater levels of Che variables. Coefficient alphas for multi-item measures are
in parentheses. OBSE = organization-based self-esteem.
*P < .05. **p < .001.

all items on a 7-point scale, which ranged from 1 {strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). Responses were averaged into an index (Coeffi-
cient a = .80).

Independent Variables

Voice. The measure of voice consisted of one of the items used in
Study 1. (The item was slightly rephrased to reflect the changes taking
place in the hospital, rather than layoffs per se.) Specifically, the measure
was, "Before the changes were announced, how much opportunity did
individuals have to express their viewpoints about the changes to man-
agement?" Responses were made along a 7-point scale, which ranged
from 1 (very little) to 7 (a great deal).

Self-esteem. To allow us to test for converging evidence on the mod-
erating role of self-esteem, we used a measure other than Rosenberg's
(1965) instrument. Specifically, self-esteem was assessed with items
from the Organization-Based Self-Esteem Scale (Pierce, Gardner, Cum-
mings, & Dunham, 1989). Organization-based self-esteem (OBSE) re-
fers to "the self-perceived value that individuals have of themselves as
organizational members acting within an organizational context"
(Pierce et al., 1989, p. 625). As such, it is more context-specific than
the Rosenberg measure used in Studies 1 and 2. Given the primary
hypothesis of Study 3—that high SEs would be more influenced by
voice because of their stronger tendency to believe that they were capable
of providing meaningful input into organizational decisions—it seemed
worthwhile to assess participants' self-esteem in the organizational
setting.

The original OBSE Scale consisted of 10 items. We selected 4 items
that were the most face valid and mat were shown in a pilot study to
be internally consistent for participants in Iceland. The 4 items were * 1
am important around here," "I can make a difference around here," " I
am trusted around here," and "I am efficient around here." Responses
were made on 7-point scales, which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). Participants' responses were averaged into an
index (coefficient a = .72).

Results

Summary statistics for and correlations between all variables
are presented in Table 5.

Once again, we tested the hypothesis with the use of a hierar-
chical multiple regression. In the first step, we entered the main
effects of voice and OBSE. The interaction term was added in
the second step. As can be seen in Table 6, both main effects
were significant. Of greater importance, the interaction effect
was also significant. The positive sign of the beta weight sug-
gests that the perceived level of voice was more positively related
to participants who were relatively high in OBSE. This finding
was corroborated in subgroup analyses. Among participants

with relatively high OBSE, there was a significant relationship
between voice and organizational identification, r - .30, p <
.01. In contrast, there was no relationship between voice and
organizational identification among participants with low
OBSE, r = .03.

STUDY 4

Studies 1-3 took place in organizational settings, which en-
abled us to examine the relationship between voice and a number
of related self-reported work attitudes and behaviors. All three
studies replicated previous findings (e.g., Greenberg & Folger,
1983; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Shapiro, 1993) and showed that peo-
ple responded more favorably when they believed that they had
greater voice in a decision process and that their views were
considered. Extending previous research, voice was found to
be more positively related to the reactions of high SEs than
low SEs.

To test further the generalizabUity of the previous findings,
Study 4 examined the moderating influence of self-esteem on
voice in a different context. Participants were asked to describe
a recent encounter that they had with another person. They also
completed measures of the extent to which they had voice in
the encounter and self-esteem (as independent variables) and
their satisfaction with the encounter (as the dependent variable).
We expected that the positive relationship between voice and
satisfaction would be more pronounced among high SEs than
low SEs.

Method

Context
Participants were told that the study was focused on people's thoughts

and feelings regarding their daily encounters with others. Participants

Table 6
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results (Study 3)

Step

One"
Voice
OBSE

Twob

Voice X OBSE

0

.15

.55

.18

F

4.33
21.16

4.04

P

<.05
<.00I

<.05

Note. OBSE = organization-based self-esteem.
'Overall F(2, 160) = 13.64, p < .001; total H2 = .146. "Overall
F{3, 159) - 10.62, p < .002; total R1 = .167.
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were asked to think and write several sentences about an encounter that
they recently had with another person. The encounters that they described
ranged widely, from exchanges between employees and their managers
to conversations between high school students. For example, 1 person
described his reactions to the following situation: "The other person is
employed by me and we had a disagreement over the number of hours
he works." Another participant wrote, "I spoke to my boss about a
concern I had with my work; he was very responsive." A 3rd person
wrote, "I met my friend at the movie theater and went to see a film.
We both wanted to see a different film so one of us had to compromise.''

Procedure

Respondents were obtained from three independent samples. In one
sample, participants were high school students in a large city in the
northeast region of the United States who were asked to complete a
71-item questionnaire during school hours. Completed responses were
obtained from 100 male and 90 female respondents. Respondents' ages
ranged from 14 to 19 years (M = 15.7 years). In a second sample,
participants were randomly approached in various public areas near a
university in the same large northeastern city and asked to complete the
same 71-item questionnaire. Completed surveys were obtained from 47
male and 98 female respondents. Of the 145 participants, 105 were
students. Respondents' ages in the second sample ranged from 16 to 75
years (M = 24.3 years). In the third sample, participants also were
randomly approached in various public areas near a university in the
same large northeastern city. They were asked to complete a slightly
abbreviated questionnaire consisting of 58 items. Completed responses
were obtained from 57 male and 114 female respondents. Of the 171
participants, 105 were students. Respondents' ages in the third sample
ranged from 16 to 61 (M = 243 years).

The measures relevant to the current study were embedded in the
survey. All of the items were assessed with the use of 9-point scales,
which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). Although
the surveys differed somewhat across all three samples, the items rele-
vant to the present research were identical for all three samples. Despite
demographic differences between the samples, there were no obvious
theoretical reasons to believe that the predicted findings would vary
between samples. Of course, whether the findings differed between sam-
ples is an empirical question, one which will be addressed in the Results
section.

Dependent Variable

In Studies 1 - 3 the exchange relationships we examined were between
employees and their employers; hence, the dependent variables consisted
of participants' perceptions of organizational attitudes or behaviors. In
Study 4 the exchange relationship was interpersonal. Thus, the dependent
variable consisted of participants' satisfaction with the treatment they
received from the other person in their social encounter. The two items
included were: (a) "I am satisfied with the other person's behavior
during our encounter" and(b) "The other person behaved fairly toward
me during this encounter.'' Responses to the two measures were averaged
into an index. Coefficient alpha was .89.

Independent Variables

Voice. An index of voice was constructed based on participants'
responses to the following two items: (a) "I was allowed to express
my views during this encounter" and (b) "I was prevented from ex-
pressing my thoughts and ideas during our conversation.'' The second
item was reverse-coded. Coefficient alpha was .71. These items were
modeled after those used in previous research (e.g., Lind, Kurtz, Mu-
sante, Walker, & Thibaut, 1980; Lind, Lissak, & Conlon, 1983).

Self-esteem. The survey included five items taken from the Coo-
persmith (1967) Self-Esteem Inventory, including "I 'm popular with

persons my own age" and "I often wish that I were someone else";
responses to the latter item were reverse-coded. Participants' responses
to the five items were averaged into an index. Coefficient alpha was .70.

Results

Summary statistics for and correlations between all variables
are presented in Table 7.

Test of Hypothesis

The hypothesis was tested with the use of a hierarchical multi-
ple regression. In the first step, we entered the main effects of
sample (as a control variable), voice, and self-esteem. As can
be seen in Table 8, Step 1, the only main effect to attain signifi-
cance was voice. As might be expected, voice was positively
related to satisfaction with the encounter (p < .001).

In the second step, we entered the interaction between voice
and self-esteem. As shown in Table 8, Step 2, the interaction was
significant (p < .05). Moreover, the beta weight was positive,
suggesting that the relationship between voice and satisfaction
was more pronounced among high SEs than low SEs.

To illustrate further the nature of the interaction between voice
and self-esteem, participants were classified as relatively high
SE or low SE. For each of the two SE groups, we then computed
the correlation between voice and satisfaction. Unlike the sub-
group analyses in Studies 1-3, voice was significantly related
to participants' satisfaction with their encounters among high
SEs (r = .62) and low SEs (r = .47). As predicted, and in
a manner parallel to that found in Studies 1-3, however, the
relationship between voice and satisfaction was more pro-
nounced among high SEs than low SEs (Fisher z = 2.06,
p < .05).

Evaluating the Effect of Sample

The first step of the regression analysis reported in Table 8
revealed that the sample effect was not significant. We also
evaluated whether sample moderated the impact of the other
two independent variables. In addition to the two-way interac-
tion already described in Table 8, Step 2, we added the interac-
tion effects between sample and each of voice and self-esteem.
Neither of these effects approached significance (p > .10).
Finally, we added the triple interaction effect on the next step
of the regression equation: Sample X Voice X Self-Esteem.
The triple interaction effect enabled us to evaluate whether the

Table 7
Summary Statistics and Correlations (Study 4)

Correlation

Variable M SD Range

1. Voice 6.85 2.09 1-9 (.71)
2. Self-esteem 6.30 1.47 1-9 .12* (.70)
3. Satisfaction with the

encounter 5.50 2.67 1-9 .58** .07 (.89)

Note. Higher scores reflect greater levels of the variables. Coefficient
alphas are in parentheses.
*p < .05. **p < .001.
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Table 8
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results (Study 4)

Step

One
Voice
Self-esteem
Sample

Two
Voice X Self-Esteem

0

.58
-.003

—

.41

F

250.94
0.01
—

4.32

P

<.O01
<.94

—

<.O4

Note. Dashes indicate that the sample was treated as a categorical
variable with three levels. The first sample served as the base category,
and two dummy variables were included in the regression to represent
the second and third samples. Relative to the base category (or first
sample), the second sample's beta was 0.05 (p > ,19); the beta of the
third sample also was 0.05 (p > .19).

findings of primary importance in Study 4—that is, the interac-
tion between voice and self-esteem—was moderated by sample.
In fact, the triple interaction was not significant (p > .40).

In sum, the finding of primary importance in Study 4, namely,
the interaction between voice and self-esteem, was obtained
across three different samples. Moreover, the strength of the
findings did not differ as a function of sample.

STUDY 5

The results of Studies 1-4 are consistent with the hypothesis
that voice is more likely to affect the reactions of high SEs
than low SEs. Although the studies provide evidence of the
moderating influence of self-esteem on voice in a variety of
settings, the basic design of each study was identical. That is,
the cross-sectional nature of all four studies leaves the findings
open to a variety of common alternative interpretations. For
example, the findings may have been an artifact of a common-
methods bias. In rebuttal to this possibility, we emphasize that
the primary findings were interaction effects that showed that
voice was more strongly related to the reactions of high SEs
than low SEs. For an alternative interpretation based on common
methods to be viable, it would somehow have to explain why
the relationship between voice and participants' reactions was
more or less pronounced, depending on their level of self-es-
teem. Nevertheless, the common-methods explanation cannot
be discounted entirely, making it important that the interaction
between voice and self-esteem is evaluated with the use of a
research design that is not based on common methods.

Even more serious is the fact that the basic design in each
study was correlational. As a result, it is difficult to evaluate
the causal impact of voice and self-esteem on the dependent
variables. To address this possibility, we needed to examine the
moderating effect of self-esteem on voice in the context of a
research design with greater internal validity.

Finally, we have suggested that high SE persons are more
influenced by voice because they believe that they are more
capable of providing meaningful input, relative to their low SE
counterparts. Although previous research has established that
high SEs are more likely than low SEs to believe that they are
more capable of providing meaningful input, we have not di-
rectly examined the moderating influence on voice of the con-
struct believed to be responsible for the effect of self-esteem.

that is, participants* beliefs about their capability of providing
meaningful input.

In Study 5, we attempted to respond to all of these shortcom-
ings of the previous four studies. A laboratory study was con-
ducted in which we measured participants' satisfaction with a
third party's decision about whether to include them in a desir-
able activity. Two independent variables were manipulated or-
thogonally: (a) voice and (b) participants' beliefs about their
capability of providing meaningful input. Half of the partici-
pants were allowed to have input into the third party's decision
about including them in the activity (voice condition), whereas
the remaining half were not (no-voice condition). Moreover,
half of the participants were led to believe that they were highly
capable of providing meaningful input into the activity (higher
capability condition), whereas the remaining half were not
(lower capability condition). We predicted that the effect of
voice on satisfaction with the decision would be moderated by
participants' perceptions of their capability of providing mean-
ingful input. That is, the tendency for people to be more satisfied
in the voice than no-voice condition should be more pronounced
among those who were led to believe that they were more capa-
ble of providing meaningful input into the activity.

Method

Overview

After completing some preliminary tasks and measures, participants
were led to believe that they would be asked to work at one of two
activities for the duration of the experiment. One activity was known to
be boring, whereas the other one was believed to be more enjoyable.
After receiving information about the two activities, participants were
informed that they either were or were not highly capable of providing
meaningful input to the more enjoyable activity. The subsequent manipu-
lation of voice consisted of varying whether people were allowed to
give their reasons for why they should be allowed to work on the more
enjoyable activity. All participants were then informed that they were not
selected to take part in the more enjoyable activity. Finally, participants
completed a questionnaire that included the primary dependent variable
of how satisfied they were with the decision about whether they were
chosen to take part in the more enjoyable activity.

Participants

Participants were 77 undergraduates at a northeastern U.S. university
who partially fulfilled course requirements for having taken part in the
study.

Procedure

Participants were run in groups of 6-12 persons. On arrival at the
laboratory, they were seated in a room that appeared to be arranged to
allow for a group discussion. Once seated, participants were told that
diey would spend 5 min on a letter-circling task. They were then given
a sheet of paper containing randomized letters and were instructed to
circle each occurrence of several target combinations. Previous research
has verified that participants experience this task as quite boring
(Heuer & Penrod, 1986).

Participants were then informed that the study was being jointly con-
ducted by researchers at their college and educators at a local high school
to formulate a strategy for dealing with escalating violence at local high
schools. The experimenter explained that half of the participants would
be selected to participate in a group discussion to be led by a local high
school representative. To heighten their interest in taking part in the
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group discussion, participants were told that their views as recent high
school graduates were particularly necessary to help bridge the genera-
tion gap between educators and students. The other half of the partici-
pants spent the remainder of the experiment on a monotonous letter-
circling task similar to the one that they had just completed. The experi-
menter explained that admission to the group discussion activity was
limited in order to allow for an examination of (a) the strategies used
by the high school representatives in choosing discussants and (b) the
effect of the representatives' selections on the group discussions. The
group discussion activity also was portrayed as more desirable in that
those taking part would be provided with refreshments (coffee and
cookies), whereas those doing the letter-circling task would not.

At this point, participants were escorted to private rooms in which
they completed a 35-item measure entitled High School Conflict Skills
Inventory. The measure was based on an instrument used to differentiate
contrasting styles of handling interpersonal conflict (Rahim, 1983). We
modified the wording of the items to refer to styles of dealing with high
school students. Participants were told,

This test is designed to measure your level of proficiency at resolv-
ing conflict among high school students. For each question, please
indicate whether you think the statement reflects a good approach
or a bad approach for a teacher or principal to take toward conflicts
among high school students.

Sample items included ' 'I generally try to satisfy the needs of the stu-
dents involved'' and * 'I give in to the wishes of my students.'' Responses
were made on 5-point scales, which ranged from 1 (good approach) to
5 (bad approach).

After collecting the questionnaire, the experimenter left participants
alone for approximately 10 min while she supposedly scored their an-
swers to the conflict skills test. This act served to allow for the manipula-
tion of people's beliefs about how capable they were of providing mean-
ingful input in the upcoming group discussion. At random, half were
given feedback on their tests intended to lead them to believe that they
were highly capable, such as the following comments: " \bu scored in
the 95th percentile. This is a very high score, the highest I've seen since
we've been conducting this experiment" (higher capability condition).
The remaining half were told, "This is a very typical score, almost
exactly the average score of everyone who takes the test*' (lower capabil-
ity condition). All participants were told that the high school representa-
tive who would be deciding whether to admit them into the group discus-
sion would not be provided with this feedback about their capabilities.
Instead, they were told this information would be used by the experi-
menter to study the representative's selection strategy.

Participants were then handed an Interview Question Form, in which
the voice manipulation was embedded. All participants were asked to
indicate their age, year in school, major, number of siblings, and whether
they had been arrested in high school. At random, half of the forms
included a final question asking participants to explain why they felt
that they should be assigned to the group discussion (voice condition).
Moreover, when the experimenter handed the questionnaire to partici-
pants in the voice condition, she noted that they were given an opportu-
nity to elaborate on their qualifications for die group discussion and that
this might be a good place to mention their feedback from the Conflict
Skills Inventory.

For the remaining half of (he participants (i.e., those in the no-voice
condition), the question that asked participants to explain why they
should be selected into the group discussion was omitted. The experi-
menter also noted that they had not been asked about their test scores
or to elaborate on their qualifications for the group discussion.

Participants were then left alone for 5 min while the representative
from the high school supposedly reviewed the Interview Question Forms.
The experimenter then returned to participants with a handwritten deci-
sion from the representative about whether they had been chosen to take
part in the group discussion. All participants were informed that they

had not been selected for the group discussion. Previous research has
consistently shown that the salience of procedural fairness is much
greater when outcomes are unfavorable rather than favorable (Brock-
ner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). Our decision to hold outcome feedback con-
stant at an unfavorable level was thus in the service of increasing the
salience (and hence, possible impact) of the voice manipulation.3

Participants were then given a final questionnaire that included manip-
ulation checks and the dependent variable. To check on the manipulation
of voice, participants were asked to indicate how much they agreed with
the following statement: "The high school representative allowed me
to explain my qualifications for managing conflict among high school
students."

The capability-manipulation check consisted of two items: (a) "I
am highly qualified to participate in the group discussion" and (b) "I
have information that should be used in deciding whether to include me
in the group discussion." Ratings of these two questions were substan-
tially related (r = .51, p < .001) and averaged into an index.

Responses to all manipulation check items were made on 9-point
scales, which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree).

The dependent measure of satisfaction with the high school represen-
tative's decision consisted of two items: (a) "How satisfied are you
with the representative's decision?" and (b) "How satisfied are you
with the procedure employed by the high school representative to decide
which of the students to assign to the group discussion?'' Responses to
both questions were made on 9-point scales, which ranged from 1 (not
at all satisfied) to 9 (very satisfied). Responses to the two items were
highly correlated (r = .60, p < .001) and were averaged into an index.

After completing the final questionnaire, participants were fully de-
briefed and thanked.

Results

The manipulation checks and the measure of satisfaction were
subjected to 2 x 2 (Voice x Capability) analyses of variance.

Manipulation Checks

Voice

The only effect to emerge was the main effect of voice, r(64)
= 4.00, p < .01. As predicted, participants in the voice condition
felt that they had been given more of an opportunity to explain
why they should be selected for the group discussion (M =
5.22) than those in the no-voice condition (M = 2.87).

Capability

The only effect to approach significance was the main effect
of capability, r(64) = 1.48, p < ,09. Participants in the higher

3 The experimental design of Study 5 included two additional indepen-
dent variables: (a) the status of the high school representative and (b)
the respectfulness with which participants were informed that they had
not been chosen for the group discussion task. Half of the participants
were informed mat the representative was a local high school principal
with a PhD in psychology (high status), whereas the other half were
told that the representative was a high school sophomore (low status).
Furthermore, half of the participants received the following message
from the high school representative: "I have not selected you for the
group discussion task. Please don't take my decision personally. T am

very respectful of all students. Unfortunately, I am forced to choose''
(high respect). The other half were simply told, "I have not selected
you for the group discussion task" (low respect). These two factors
were investigated for purposes tangential to the scope of the present
studies. Moreover, neither factor had an impact on the results presented
below. Consequently, they will not be discussed further.
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capability condition rated themselves as somewhat more capable
(M = 5.32) than those in the lower capability condition (M =
4.82).

One possible reason that the capability manipulation check
yielded only marginally significant findings is that it consisted
of fairly general questions that may not have been sensitive to
participants' awareness of their conflict skills feedback. The
results on a second measure are more convincing in this regard.
Among participants who were given voice, 56% of those who
were led to believe that they were highly capable of providing
meaningful input in the discussion reported their conflict skills
feedback to the representative. In sharp contrast, only 7% of
those in the lower capability condition did so. A chi-square test
revealed that these percentages differed at the .02 level, x2O»
N = 77) = 5.66. When combined with the marginally significant
results on the manipulation check item, this finding suggests
that participants in the higher capability condition were aware
of being more capable of providing meaningful input in the
group discussion than those in the lower capability condition.

Satisfaction

The only effect to emerge was the predicted interaction be-
tween voice and capability, F ( l , 68) - 8.35, p < .01. Inspection
of means (and corresponding simple effect analyses) revealed
that in the higher capability condition, those who had voice felt
more satisfied than those who did not have voice (Ms — 5.87
vs. 4.00 in the voice and no-voice conditions, respectively; sim-
ple effect, £[68] = 2.80, p < .01). In contrast, voice had no
effect on the satisfaction ratings of participants in the lower
capability condition (Ms = 4.91 vs. 5.57 in the voice and no-
voice conditions, respectively; simple effect, r[68] = 1,12,
p> .25).

Discussion

In providing converging evidence to support the primary hy-
pothesis, the results of Study 5 are noteworthy in two respects.
First, unlike Studies 1-4, an experimental design was used,
which lends internal validity to the findings. Second, one of the
independent variables consisted of the aspect of self-esteem that
was hypothesized to have a moderating influence on voice, that
is, people's beliefs about their capability to provide meaningful
input. As predicted, people who were induced to believe that
they were highly capable of providing meaningful input were
much more satisfied when they were given voice rather than
denied voice. In contrast, the satisfaction level of people in the
lower capability condition was unaffected by their level of voice.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Taken together, the present findings strongly suggest that per-
ceived voice has different effects on people of varying levels of
self-esteem. This point is underscored by the fact that there were
numerous contextual and methodological differences between
the five studies. Studies 1 and 2 examined survivors' reactions
to job layoffs, Study 3 investigated employees' reactions to
cost-cutting, and Study 4 explored individuals' reactions to a
variety of interpersonal encounters. Although all four of the field
studies included voice and self-esteem as independent variables,

the constructs were operationalized in somewhat different ways
(e.g., global self-esteem was used to assess self-esteem in Stud-
ies 1, 2, and 4, whereas organization-based self-esteem was
used in Study 3). Furthermore, the dependent variables differed
across studies. Studies 1 and 2 investigated survivors' organiza-
tional support (but somewhat differently in the two studies),
Study 3 examined employees' organizational identification,
Study 4 looked at individuals' satisfaction with an interpersonal
encounter, and Study 5 measured participants' satisfaction with
a resource-allocation decision. Four of the studies were con-
ducted in the United States; Study 3 was conducted in Iceland.
Finally, in contrast to Studies 1-4 (which found evidence of
the interaction between voice and self-esteem in a variety of
real world settings), Study 5 was a laboratory experiment that
was high in internal validity. Despite these many differences
between studies, similar results emerged, thereby lending con-
vergent validity to the hypothesis.

Implications for the Procedural Justice Literature

In showing that self-esteem has a moderating influence on
voice, the present studies offer several extensions to the proce-
dural justice literature. First, although people's perceptions of
procedural fairness are affected by a number of factors, voice
probably has been the most widely studied determinant of proce-
dural fairness. Although many other researchers have investi-
gated moderating influences on voice, they have tended to exam-
ine situational factors (e.g., Cropanzano & Konovsky, 1995;
Heuer & Penrod, 1986; LaTour, Houlden, Walker, & Thibaut,
1976; Leung & Lind, 1986; Shapiro & Brett, 1993). The present
studies are among the few to examine the moderating effect on
voice of a theoretically derived individual-difference variable.4

Second, the present research is not the first to examine the
relationship between procedural justice and self-evaluations
(e.g., Gilliland, 1994; Koper, van Knippenberg, Bouhuijs, Ver-
munt, & Wilke, 1993). However, previous theory and research
have tended to examine the effects of procedural justice on
individuals' self-evaluations. For example, a basic tenet of rela-
tional models of procedural justice (Folger, 1993; Lind & Tyler,
1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992) holds that individuals1

self-esteem suffers when they believe that they have been treated
in procedurally unfair ways.

However, the present research is the first to examine how
individual differences in self-esteem moderate the impact of
voice on individuals' reactions. Although we have found that
voice is more strongly related to the reactions of high SEs than
low SEs, we do not mean to suggest that high SEs will be more
influenced than low SEs by all aspects of procedural fairness.
For example, in a recent study Vermunt, Blaauw, van Knippen-
berg, and van Knippenberg (1998) found that procedural fair-

4 Researchers have examined the impact of individual-difference vari-
ables such as political ideology (e.g., Rasinski, 1987) and socioeconomic
status (e.g., Tyler & McGraw, 1986) on preferences for procedural jus-
tice versus distributive justice variables. In addition, Leung and Lind
(1986) investigated the role of gender, and Lind, Huo, and Tyler (1994)
examined the effect of both ethnicity and gender on individuals' prefer-
ences for dispute resolution. However, these studies did not consider the
role of individual differences (and, in particular, the role of self-esteem)
as a moderator of the effects of voice on individuals' reactions.
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ness information was more strongly related to the reactions of
low SEs than high SEs.

It is important to emphasize that the procedural information
studied by Vermunt et al. (1998) did not pertain to voice. Rather,
it referred to interactional justice, that is, the perceived quality
of the interpersonal treatment that participants had received.
Participants in the Vermunt et al. study recently had been ar-
rested and were being detained in police stations or jails. While
they were detained, the participants rated the extent to which
they had been treated with respect and consideration by their
custodial officer. Vermunt et al. found that the perceived respect
and consideration shown by the custodial officer was more
strongly related to perceptions of outcome fairness among low
SEs than high SEs.

Our findings and those of Vermunt et al. (1998) ultimately
may contribute to a more refined analysis of the interactive
relationship between procedural fairness and self-esteem. Under
some conditions, high SEs may be more affected by factors
known to affect procedural fairness, whereas under other condi-
tions low SEs may be more affected by factors affecting proce-
dural fairness. To specify the nature of the moderating influence
of self-esteem on the various determinants of procedural fair-
ness, it is important to identify the key properties of each deter-
minant and how self-esteem may be relevant to those properties.
The present studies were predicated on the notion that the proce-
dural element of voice makes salient people' s beliefs about their
capabilities to provide meaningful input. Given that self-esteem
is related to such beliefs, self-esteem was expected to have a
moderating influence on voice such that high SEs would be
more affected than low SEs by their perceptions of voice.

Other procedural fairness factors besides voice (e.g., the in-
teractional justice factors studied by Vermunt et al., 1998) may
not make salient people's beliefs about their capabilities to pro-
vide meaningful input. If so, then the tendency for high SEs to
be more affected than low SEs by such factors should be less
pronounced. Or, if high SEs are more affected by such factors,
it could be the result of a different psychological process than
that which occurred in the present studies.

Implications for the Self-Esteem Literature

Justice researchers have distinguished between distributive
fairness and procedural fairness. The former refers to the fair-
ness of the decision outcomes (i.e., the "what" of justice),
whereas the latter refers to the fairness of the procedures used
to plan and implement decisions (i.e., the "how" of justice).
Previous research has demonstrated that self-esteem has a mod-
erating influence on distributive fairness factors. For example,
Brockner (1985) found that high SEs were more likely to work
harder in response to being overpaid, relative to low SE persons.
Our research shows that self-esteem moderates the effects of
the procedural justice factor of voice. Moreover, the moderating
effects of self-esteem in reaction to distributive justice and pro-
cedural justice factors may be due to a common mechanism:
the tendency of high SEs to believe that they are more capable
than low SEs.

More generally, many studies in the self-esteem literature
have shown low SEs to be more susceptible than high SEs to
the influence of a variety of external and social cues. Brockner
(1983, 1988) referred to the frequently observed tendency for

low SEs to be more easily influenced as the plasticity hypothesis.
Our research offers an important qualifier to the plasticity hy-
pothesis because the reactions of high SEs varied more as a
function of voice than did the low SEs.

Our research also suggests more general principles that may
serve to identify boundary conditions for the plasticity hypothe-
sis. Under some conditions, high SEs may be more motivated
(or primed) to perform than low SEs because of the greater
self-confidence of high SEs. For example, we posited that high
SEs may be more motivated to have voice because of their
greater tendency to believe that they are capable of providing
meaningful input. Another situation in which high SEs may
be more motivated to perform because of their greater self-
confidence is when they are faced with a difficult or challenging
task, such as living up to the performance standards implied by
being overpaid (Brockner, 1985). When high SEs are more
motivated to perform certain behaviors, external factors that
influence whether people are allowed to perform those behaviors
(e.g., factors that affect their level of voice) should have more
of an impact on high SEs than low SEs. The latter assertion is
based on the premise that when people are motivated to perform,
whether they actually do so will have a greater impact on their
reactions relative to when the motivation to perform is not as
high. Once again, future research is needed to test this reason-
ing. For now, it can be concluded that the present studies identify
a boundary condition for the pervasive tendency of low SEs to
be more influenced by external cues relative to high SEs.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Although our research provides converging evidence in sup-
port of the primary hypothesis, it does have a number of limita-
tions. We call attention to these limitations so we may simultane-
ously suggest avenues for further research. For example, the
construct validity of some of the measures used in the present
research is questionable. The Self-Esteem Scale used in several
of the studies were abbreviated versions of previously validated
measures. In addition, several of the other variables consisted
of single-item measures, such as the voice measure used in
Studies 2 and 3. Although the construct validity of some of the
measures is questionable, it is worth reemphasizing that the
present findings emerged across multiple settings. For example,
when the entire Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale was used
in Study 2, we found results analogous to those found in Study
1 (in which an abbreviated version had been used). Moreover,
the measure of voice used in Study 4 was modeled after those
that have been used in previous studies in the procedural justice
literature. Finally, in Study 5 the independent variables were
operationalized through experimental manipulations and still
yielded support for the hypothesis. Nevertheless, future research
needs to be based on measures with proven construct validity.

Furthermore, the interaction between self-esteem and voice,
although statistically significant in Studies 1-4, accounts for a
relatively small amount of variance (1 -2%) . The small effect
sizes in Studies 1-4 may have occurred because the cross-
sectional methodology allowed for the possible impact of many
extraneous variables. Consistent with this possibility, the key
interaction effect in Study 5, which was conducted under con-
trolled conditions, accounts for a much larger portion of the
variance (10%). In short, the present studies clearly demon-
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strate the statistical significance of the interaction between voice
and self-esteem, but further research is needed to evaluate its
psychological significance.

CONCLUSION

Although the shortcomings noted above require that further
research be done, taken together, the present studies provide
significant extensions to both the procedural justice and self-
esteem literatures by showing that self-esteem has a moderating
influence on people's reactions to voice.
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