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8 Chapter 1 

The world we live in is stained with acts of social injustice. For example, 
people are and have been enslaved, imprisoned for trivial reasons, withheld freedom 
of speech, or deprived from their primary necessities of live. Furthermore, within 
societies there have been since ancient times many inequalities between people 
based on differences in their ethnic, religious, or social economic backgrounds, or 
simply based on sexual categories. Mankind generally reacts aversive to such acts 
of social injustice. The aversion to injustice can also be detected if people simply 
ask themselves the question whether s/he would like it to be treated unfairly. What 
people rather like is to experience acts of social justice. This preference is strongly 
reflected in the rules and norms that are since ages omnipresent in many societies, 
defining how people should or ought to behave. Living according to these rules is 
perceived as right, moral, ethical, and just, while violating these rules is seen as 
wrong, unethical, immoral, and unjust. Since these violations are a threat to a 
society’s rules and norms, it is justified that violators are punished in order to 
preserve social justice within a society. This is nowadays done by societal 
institutions, like courts and police forces, that settle people’s disagreements, and by 
disciplinary rules that try to reinstall appropriate human behavior.   

Thus, societies are based on how people ought to behave, thereby 
constructed in ways that reflect what is just. Reviewing social justice like this may 
lead one to believe that social justice is exclusively a set of principles derived from 
objective sources that can be equally applied to any person in any situation. Nothing 
is less true. Social justice is namely also an idea about what is right and wrong or 
about what ought to be, that exists within the minds of individuals. These 
individual, subjective judgments about what is just or unjust differ from the 
objective standards of justice that are expressed in a society’s norms and laws. It 
may, for example, seem unjustified to someone to get a fine for ignoring a red 
traffic light while driving a bicycle down a completely deserted lane in the middle 
of the night. This discrepancy between what is justified according to the law versus 
according to individual standards is on its own already very intriguing, but what 
makes it even more interesting is how people will react to experiences of just and 
unjust events in different situations. That is, the above-described person driving 
down the deserted lane may think it is highly unfair to get a ticket for ignoring the 
traffic light and becomes angry about it, whereas s/he may react mildly and think 
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receiving the ticket is justified when doing the same thing at broad daylight while 
there is heavy traffic.  

These different kinds of reactions are known from the literature that shows 
that perceived fairness strongly influences people’s behaviors, attitudes, and 
feelings in many social interactions like organizations, courtrooms, universities, 
friendships, and romantic relationships (for overviews, see, e.g., Brockner & 
Wiesenfeld, 1996; R. L. Cohen, 1986; Folger, 1984a; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; 
Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 
Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo, 1997; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Yet the 
acknowledgement that people can have different reactions to experienced fairness 
does not tell us much about how people come to experience events as fair or unfair 
and when these fairness experiences are more versus less strong. That is, in order to 
further our understanding of social justice, it is necessary to look into the processes 
and factors underlying social justice judgment processes. In the present thesis, I aim 
to do precisely that. 

In order to gain more knowledge of the processes and factors underlying 
social justice judgment processes, the work presented in this thesis focuses on how 
people come to experience and judge events as either fair or unfair. More 
specifically, the work in this thesis addresses the question of how people process 
justice-related information and how this influences their subsequent reactions. For 
ages, there have been debates between scholars who advocate a more intuitive 
approach versus a more rationalistic approach to how people distinguish between 
right and wrong (for overviews, see, e.g., Beauchamp, 2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986). 
Here, I will argue that gaining more knowledge about how these two processes 
work together and may potentially interact may significantly contribute to 
understanding how people perceive and react to fair and unfair events. 

This idea that people can process information in a more intuitive-
experiential and a more rationalistic way has been widely recognized in the 
literature. Several dual-process models postulate that these modes of information 
processing can work in parallel and that depending on the circumstances one of the 
two modes may become more dominant (e.g., Epstein, 1985; Epstein & Pacini, 
1999; Strack & Deutsch, 2004; see also Chaiken & Trope, 1999). As I will show in 
this thesis, such dual-process models can be used and expected to study what 
instigates justice judgments processes in order to get better insight in when people 
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react to social justice the way they do. Before discussing these issues in more detail 
in the following chapters, I will present in this first chapter an overview of the 
current knowledge on these topics. This overview is by no means exhaustive, but I 
do belief, that it should provide sufficient knowledge for the present purposes.  

Social Justice 

When scientists started to explicitly study social justice, the focus was 
mainly on how people decide whether the allocation of resources is fair or not. This 
area has been labeled the psychology of distributive justice. The most well-known 
distributive justice theory is equity theory (Adams, 1963, 1965; Walster, Walster, & 
Berscheid, 1978). This theory posited that whether people evaluate their outcomes 
to be fair or not depends upon the perceived match between inputs and outcomes of 
themselves and others. In other words, when a person works twice as hard as 
another person, it is perceived to be fair that s/he earns twice as much as that other 
person. On the other hand, receiving outcomes that are either too high or too low 
given own and other’s inputs, is generally perceived as being unfair (see, e.g., 
Peters, 2005; Van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997). 

But social justice goes beyond resource allocations. Thibaut and Walker 
(1975) argued that the outcome of a court trial and the manner in which the trial is 
conducted are two separate aspects that can both affect the way in which a suspect 
perceives the trial as fair. Indeed their work has demonstrated that people’s fairness 
perceptions do not only depend upon outcome distributions, but also on the 
procedures used to come to a decision. Some research in this area, usually referred 
to as the psychology of procedural justice, has even suggested that people’s fairness 
perceptions are more strongly influenced by procedural justice than by distributive 
justice (see, e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992). An illustrative example 
of a procedural justice finding is the observation that people react more positively 
and judge a procedure to be more fair when they are allowed an opportunity to 
voice their opinion during a decision making process than when they are withheld 
such an opportunity (Folger, 1977; Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, & Corkran, 1979; 
Lind & Tyler, 1988; Van den Bos, 1999). 

Since the mid 1970s, several models have been put forward in an attempt 
to account for the influence of perceived fairness on people’s subsequent 
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judgments, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Early theories argue that people value 
procedural fairness because it gives them the feeling that they can control the 
outcomes to a certain extent. This instrumental model of procedural fairness after 
all implies that one’s opinions influence the decision-making process (Thibaut & 
Walker, 1975). From the 1980s onwards, theories and research began to suggest 
that people value procedural fairness for more than merely instrumental reasons. 
For example, it was demonstrated that even when people know that the final 
decision has been made, voice can still positively affect people’s subsequent 
reactions (Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). Such findings led researchers to propose 
other, non-instrumental explanations of the influence of perceived fairness on 
people’s subsequent reactions. One of these explanations was the group-value 
model (Lind & Tyler, 1988) and the related relational model of authority (Tyler & 
Lind, 1992). These models are based on the assumption that people have a 
fundamental need to belong to a group, that they need to be respected members of 
that group, and that they know they are considered to be full-fledged group 
members when the group-authority pays them respect, for example by listening to 
their opinions (see also De Cremer & Tyler, 2005). 

Although these earlier theories and models have been very insightful, they 
all tended to analyze the psychology of fairness as a component of the social 
psychology of groups. With a few exceptions (e.g., Folger, 1986; Hafer, 2000; 
Messick, 1993; Steiner, Guirard, & Baccino, 1999; Van den Bos, Vermunt, & 
Wilke, 1996, 1997; Van Prooijen, Van den Bos, & Wilke, 2002) they have 
neglected the social-cognitive basis of justice. Recently, the uncertainty 
management model has started to fill this gap (Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). The 
model argues that people especially care for fairness when they attend to the 
uncertain aspects of their lives, and that when people are uncertain about important 
aspects of their lives, they may use information about the fairness of the treatment 
as a heuristic substitute in their judgment processes. The model further proposes 
that people’s reactions to perceived fairness and fairness-related issues are affected 
profoundly by processes of uncertainty management (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; 
Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).  

This effect, that uncertainty is an important moderator of people’s reactions 
to perceived fairness, is clearly shown in work by Van den Bos (2001). In his 2001 
article, Van den Bos shows that when people have been thinking about their 
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personal uncertainties, their reactions towards their treatment are more strongly 
influenced by variations in the fairness of the treatment than when they have not 
been thinking about their personal uncertainties. Thus, when people’s personal 
uncertainties have been made salient, fairness especially seems to matter to people, 
resulting in stronger fair process effects. Furthermore, Van den Bos, Poortvliet, 
Maas, Miedema, and Van den Ham (2005) showed that, at least sometimes, the 
uncertainty management model may better explain people's reactions to experienced 
procedural fairness and other cultural worldview defense reactions than a viable 
alternative account (i.e., terror management theory; see, e.g., Greenberg, Solomon, 
& Pyszczynski, 1997). However, although thinking of situations in which a person 
felt uncertain about him or herself may make personal uncertainty salient, these 
studies (or any other study for that matter; but see See, 2004) do not give us direct 
evidence that actually experienced uncertainty moderates peoples’ fairness 
reactions. In Chapter 2, I will therefore study and demonstrate that fairness matters 
more to people when they experience real uncertainty.   

Experiential Social Justice 

Testing whether fairness reactions are moderated by actual experienced 
uncertainty, is important because it can tell us more about the underlying processes 
that play a role in reactions to acts of social justice. Most personal uncertainties 
about for example one’s attitudes, beliefs, feelings, and perceptions are generally 
aversive (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; McGregor & Marigold, 2003; Sorrentino & Roney, 
1986) and people try to deal with them in order to render the world predictable. If 
people experience personal uncertainty, which can be felt as a particularly aversive 
self-threat resulting from awareness of inconsistent or unclear self-relevant 
cognitions (McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor, Zanna, Holmes, & Spencer, 
2001), it may well be the case that they are thinking less rationalistically and more 
based on gut feelings and intuitions. Thus, dual processing modes of information 
processing (Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Epstein, 1985; Goldberg, Lerner, & Tetlock, 
1999; Lerner, 1998) may play an important role, leading people to process 
information in experiential or rationalistic ways, and subsequently influencing the 
reactions towards the just and unjust events we experience. Therefore, I will focus 
in Chapters 3 and 4 on experiential versus more rationalistic mindsets people can 
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find themselves in and examine whether and how this affects the way in which 
people react to just and unjust events (Chapter 3) and how this is reflected in their 
judgments about innocents victims (Chapter 4). In order to do so, I will integrate the 
social justice literature with the literature that focuses on experiential versus 
rationalistic ways of processing information, namely cognitive-experiential self-
theory (Epstein, 1985, 1994). 

In cognitive-experiential self-theory it is argued that people react to their 
environment by means of two information processing systems: an intuitive-
experiential system that operates according to heuristic principles and a more 
rationalistic system that operates through a person’s understanding of logical rules 
of inference (Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999). The experiential system 
processes information automatically, rapidly, effortlessly, and efficiently, and it is 
built upon learned experiences, like the rules of deservingness that children learn 
during socialization (Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999). The rationalistic 
system, in contrast, is a deliberative, effortful, and abstract system, in which people 
weigh information carefully. Under certain circumstances, for example emotionally 
arousing situations, the experiential-intuitive system will overrule the more 
rationalistic system (Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999). Social 
intuitionist models (e.g., Haidt, 2001; Shweder & Haidt, 1993) also argue that moral 
and fairness judgments are generally the result of quick evaluations of a situation, 
and that moral reasoning plays a less important role than rationalistic models of 
morality assume. Therefore, I argue in Chapter 3 that reactions to experienced 
fairness, like the way outcomes are allocated or procedures experienced, vary in 
strength as a function of the mindset (experiential or rationalistic) people have at the 
moment they experience fair or unfair events and that especially experiential 
mindsets will make people prone to react strongly to acts of social justice and 
injustice. In order to test this hypothesis, I will introduce in Chapter 3 a new 
manipulation of experiential and rationalistic mindsets. 

Of course there is more to fairness research than the reactions to fair and 
unfair events that I study in Chapter 3. And if experiential processes play such a 
pervasive role in instigating people’s fairness reactions, as I argue in this thesis, 
these processes could potentially affect other forms of fairness and fairness-related 
issues, like how people perceive others. This is especially interesting when people 
are confronted with innocent victims and I will focus on this issue in Chapter 4. An 
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extensive line of research shows that people frequently hold victims responsible and 
blameworthy for their misfortunes (for overviews, see, e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer 
& Begue, 2005; Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978). But the question remains 
why would people do so? According to just world theory, people have a need to 
belief in a just world in which every person gets what s/he deserves (Lerner, 1977, 
1980; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). When people are confronted with others who get 
what they presumably do not deserve, the principles of deservingness are violated 
and people need to restore their belief that the world is a just place. Especially when 
things cannot be changed and justice cannot be restored, people then often tend to 
assume that victims do deserve their ill fate and are to be blamed for what happened 
to them (for extensive introductions to just world theory, see, e.g., Lerner, 1980; 
Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Montada & Lerner, 1998).  

Whereas just world belief effects have been studied quite extensively (for 
overviews, see, Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lerner & Miller, 1978), few 
studies have actually experimentally studied when people blame innocent victims 
(but see, e.g., Hafer, 2000). It would be awkward to assume that people rationalize 
that a person is to blame for his or her misfortune, especially when s/he had no hand 
in causing it. Following the line of reasoning I have outlined above, it would make 
more sense to assume that blaming reactions are experientially driven. This is 
because when people have adopted experiential mindsets, they are especially prone 
to react strongly to fairness and fairness related events. Following just world theory, 
this means that when confronted with someone who is treated unfairly by some ill 
fate, people will have the urge to restore the unfairness by, for example, helping the 
victim. In many cases, though, this is not possible, for example because you only 
hear or read about a victim. In such cases, I argue here, people will restore their just 
world belief by experientially blaming the victims for what has happened to them. 
In other words, I argue that when people have adopted experiential mindsets, their 
blaming reactions may be especially strong. I will empirically test this hypothesis in 
Chapter 4. In doing so, I will build on existing literature on just world beliefs (e.g., 
Lerner, 1998; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), and I will investigate whether experiential 
mindsets, using the paradigm developed in Chapter 3, make people prone to 
blaming victims for their ill fate. 
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Overview of the Present Research 

Thus, Chapters 2-4 will focus on the effects of experiential social justice on 
people’s reactions in order to further our understanding of social justice, by looking 
into the processes and factors underlying social justice judgment processes. Let me 
now introduce these chapters in more detail. Although the empirical chapters 
clearly build upon each other, it should be noted that they are written in the form of 
separate research reports. As a consequence, they can be read independently from 
one another, but parts of the chapters may overlap. 

Chapter 2 will focus on fairness and real personal uncertainty. When 
people are given the opportunity to voice their opinion about a decision that has to 
be made, they will judge that as more fair than when they are withheld that 
opportunity (e.g., Folger, 1977; Folger et al., 1979; Lind et al., 1990; MacCoun, 
2005; Tyler, 1994; Van den Bos & Spruijt, 2002; Van den Bos et al., 1996). I argue 
in this chapter that these voice effects are especially strong when people are 
uncertain about themselves. I therefore propose that voice and procedural fairness 
will be a more important issue to people when they experience personal uncertainty. 
The findings of two experiments support this line of reasoning. Feelings of personal 
uncertainty (vs. personal certainty) induced by task-related feedback led to stronger 
voice effects on participants’ procedural fairness judgments (Experiments 2.1 and 
2.2). The findings further reveal that the same effects occur for participants’ 
affective reactions toward the experienced procedures, especially when participants 
scored higher on an affect intensity dimension (Experiment 2.2).  

In Chapter 3, I will focus on the issue of what psychological processes are 
driving people’s reactions to fair and unfair events. Specifically, by integrating 
ideas that have been put forward in work on the justice motive (e.g., Lerner, 1977; 
Lerner & Whitehead, 1980; Montada, 2002; Montada & Lerner, 1998; Ross & 
Miller, 2002) and in cognitive-experiential self-theory (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; 
Epstein, Lipson, Holstein, & Huh, 1992; Epstein & Pacini, 1999), and by taking 
into account the assumption made in cognitive-experiential self-theory that the 
operation of experiential mindsets is intimately associated with affect-related 
experiences (Larsen, Diener, & Cropanzano, 1987; Larsen, Diener, & Emmons, 
1986), I formulate the hypothesis that especially affective-experiential processes 
will yield strong fairness reactions. Introducing a new manipulation of experiential 
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and rationalistic mindsets to the research literature, the findings of Experiments 3.1 
to 3.3 indeed reveal that people in experiential mindsets –compared to rationalistic 
mindsets– are strongly influenced by individual differences in affect intensity 
(Larsen et al., 1987; Larsen et al., 1986) and that it is indeed the combination of 
experiential mindsets and these differences that yield the strongest reactions to fair 
and unfair events.  

In Chapter 4, I will focus on the effects of experiential social justice 
processes on other forms of fairness-related reactions. More specifically, I argue 
that an interesting issue is how experiential social justice affects people’s judgments 
about people who innocently fall victim to ill fate. Therefore, I will in Chapter 4 
focus on the pressing question when people blame innocent victims for their ill fate 
by building and extending on just world research (see, e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer 
& Begue, 2005; Lerner, 1977, 1980, 1998; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; Lerner & 
Miller, 1978; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Montada & Lerner, 1998), cognitive-
experiential self-theory (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein et al., 1992; Epstein & 
Pacini, 1999), and the research put forward in Chapter 3 on experiential and 
rationalistic mindsets and fairness. Two experiments are presented. Both 
experiments show that blaming reactions differ as a function of experiential and 
rationalistic mindsets. More specifically, participants with an experiential mindset 
blame victims relatively strongly, irrespective of individual differences in general 
belief in a just world (Experiment 4.1) or the level of threat to the need to belief in a 
just world (Experiment 4.2). People who have adopted rationalistic mindsets, on the 
other hand, are influenced by these belief in a just world variables, such that 
participants blamed victims stronger as their general belief in a just world increased 
(Experiment 4.1) or when the threat to the need to maintain this belief was high 
(Experiment 4.2). Finally, the findings of the chapters will be summarized and their 
implications discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Within social settings and behavior, the norms and values of fairness and 
justice play a vital role. It is not surprising, therefore, that the issue of justice has 
received a lot of attention from scholars from a variety of disciplines, like 
philosophy, sociology, political sciences, economics, and psychology (e.g., 
Beauchamp, 2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986). Within social psychology and other 
disciplines it is convincingly shown that the experience of fair and unfair events 
may strongly influence people’s subsequent reactions (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 
1996; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Paternoster, Brame, 
Bachman, & Sherman, 1997; Tyler et al., 1997). These findings suggest that 
perceived fairness plays an important role in social behavior. It is therefore 
important to explore why fairness matters (Folger, 1984b; Tyler, 1990). In the 
current article, we will focus on this question. 

How perceived fairness can influence people’s subsequent reactions can be 
illustrated by research in which it is manipulated whether people are either allowed 
or withheld an opportunity to voice their opinion about decisions that are to be 
made (e.g., Folger et al., 1979; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Van den Bos, 1999). 
Generally these studies show that people judge a situation in which they are allowed 
to voice their opinion to be more fair than a situation in which they are not allowed 
an opportunity to voice their opinion. Research done within task behavior contexts 
shows that these voice effects especially occur if people are given or denied the 
opportunity to voice their opinion about decisions to be made, before these 
decisions are actually made (Lind et al., 1990). Furthermore, findings have 
frequently shown fair process effects; for instance, the effect that people are less 
likely to protest when they have experienced fair procedures than when they have 
experienced unfair ones (e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988), or that people indicate to feel 
less angry or sad after experiencing fair procedures, such as voice procedures, 
instead of unfair ones, such as no-voice procedures (e.g., Van den Bos, 2001b). The 
described effects are supported by a substantial body of research showing that voice 
and experienced procedural fairness can have these effects on people’s beliefs, 
attitudes, feelings, and behaviors (for overviews, see, e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 
1996; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler et al., 1997).  

To understand the frequently-replicated voice effect on people’s 
subsequent reactions, several reviews of the literature have suggested that it should 
be more carefully studied what the underlying psychological mechanisms are of this 
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effect (see, e.g., Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 
1992; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). One way of doing this is to focus on why 
fairness matters (e.g., Tyler, 1990; Van den Bos, 2001b; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002). As outlined in Chapter 1, the uncertainty management model posits that 
people especially care for fairness when they attend to the uncertain aspects of their 
lives. In this uncertainty management model Van den Bos and Lind (2002; Lind & 
Van den Bos, 2002) argue that human uncertainty plays a crucial role in the 
processes leading to voice effects and fairness judgments. Van den Bos and Lind 
(2002; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002) start with the observation that the world is an 
uncertain place. Others have made similar observations. Watts (1951) for example, 
captured this idea in his work by noting that it is a human illusion to believe that 
certainty or complete predictability is a possibility, resulting from an erroneous 
attempt to control nature. In other words, the world is unpredictable and this causes 
uncertainty. The concept of uncertainty is used in literature on behavioral decision 
making to refer to situations in which people only have probabilistic information to 
base their decisions upon (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982; Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1982). This somewhat single dimension view of uncertainty as probability 
or degree of belief has developed within social psychology in more complex 
structures, such as the concept of personal uncertainty (Van den Bos & Lind, in 
press) on which we will focus in the current paper. 

We know from the literature that there are great differences in what causes 
people to feel uncertain about themselves at a given moment and that that may 
influence people’s reactions considerably (see, e.g., Greco & Roger, 2001; 
Kahneman et al., 1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 1982; Sorrentino & Roney, 2000). 
Some uncertainties can be pleasant and engaging (Sorrentino & Roney, 2000), but 
most uncertainties about for example one’s attitudes, beliefs, feelings, and 
perceptions, are generally aversive (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; McGregor & Marigold, 
2003; Sorrentino & Roney, 1986). Furthermore, epistemic motives related to 
uncertainty are important social psychological phenomena. Festinger (1954), for 
example, based social comparison theory on the proposition that knowing that one 
is correct is a critical human motivation that drives people to make interpersonal 
social comparisons when nonsocial means are unavailable. And McGregor and 
colleagues (McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor et al., 2001) described 
personal uncertainty as a particularly aversive self-threat, referring to awareness of 
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inconsistent or unclear self-relevant cognitions. In this paper we will focus on this 
type of aversive uncertainty: personal uncertainty. 

In the literature on personal uncertainty, it is often argued that people have 
a drive to reduce these kinds of uncertainties, in order to explain the world and to 
render it predictable (e.g., Berger & Calabrese, 1975). The uncertainty management 
model for example argues, based on social psychological theories (e.g., Festinger, 
1954; Hogg, 2005; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Sorrentino & Roney, 1986; Weary & 
Jacobson, 1997; Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, & Tobin, 2001), that people have a 
fundamental need to feel certain about the uncertain world they live in and about  
their place in that world, that uncertainty can be threatening, and that people 
generally feel the urge to find a way to deal with their uncertainties (for extensive 
reviews of the uncertainty management model, see Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van 
den Bos & Lind, 2002).  

The way in which people deal with or manage their personal uncertainties 
may differ. Work by McGregor, Zanna, Holmes and Spencer (2001) shows for 
example that people manage their personal uncertainties by compensatory 
conviction about unrelated attitudes and values. Other work by Van den Bos, 
Euwema, Poortvliet and Maas (2007) reveals that personal uncertainty is an 
important determinant of how people react to socially deviating persons. The 
findings show that thinking about personal uncertainty as well as higher scores on a 
dimension measuring the extent to which uncertainty is considered to be an 
emotional threatening experience, lead people to mentally and physically distance 
themselves more from socially deviating people. This is in line with the uncertainty 
management model in which it is argued that people’s reactions to perceived 
fairness and fairness related issues are affected profoundly by processes of 
uncertainty management (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002).  

This effect, that uncertainty is an important moderator of people’s reactions 
to perceived fairness, is clearly shown in work by Van den Bos (2001). In his 2001 
article Van den Bos shows that when people have been thinking about their 
personal uncertainties, their reactions towards their treatment are more strongly 
influenced by variations in the fairness of the treatment than when they have not 
been thinking about their personal uncertainties. Thus, when people’s personal 
uncertainties have been made salient to them, fairness seems to matter especially to 
people, resulting in stronger fair process effects (see also Van den Bos et al., 2005).  
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However, although thinking of situations in which a person felt uncertain 
about him or herself may make personal uncertainty salient, these studies (or any 
other study for that matter; but see See, 2004) do not give us direct evidence that 
actually experienced uncertainty moderates peoples’ fairness reactions. Therefore, 
we would like to extend this line of research in the current chapter and take it a step 
further. We would like to do this by proposing that fairness matters to people 
especially when people are uncertain about themselves, instead of when they think 
about uncertain aspects of their lives (as was done by Van den Bos, 2001).  

As we know from the literature, fairness is important in task-related 
settings (Lind et al., 1990) and these task related settings can often lead people to 
become uncertain about their performance capabilities, which may for example lead 
to job-related uncertainty (Van den Bos, Heuven, Burger, & Van Veldhuizen, 
2006). One could ask then what would for example happen amongst students if they 
feel uncertain at a given moment because they can not live up to their own 
expectations about  performing well on simple tasks while they see others are able 
to do so. Will these students when confronted with unfairness show stronger 
fairness reactions? We propose they will and we therefore would like to examine 
whether peoples’ reactions to perceived fairness are indeed more strongly 
influenced by variations in the fairness of the procedure if feelings of personal 
uncertainty are induced.  

In order to do so, we will present two experiments in which we attempt to 
induce feelings of real personal uncertainty. We will do this in the context of 
important social behavior, namely task-relevant behavior, in which receiving voice 
is important (Lind et al., 1990). As mentioned before, self-knowledge about ones 
own capabilities and knowing that one is correct is important to people (Festinger, 
1954; Sorrentino, Brouwers, Hanna, & Roney, 1996; Sorrentino & Roney, 1986; 
Sorrentino & Roney, 2000; Swann, 1990). Furthermore, people like to perform well 
on tests, like for example brain teasers. People normally perform well on these kind 
of test, if they perceive them to be a good measure of their ability, and if they are 
positively motivated to do well on the test because of its diagnostic character and if 
it is not too difficult. However, confusion about one’s ability and anxiety over 
failure may alter their good performance and may cause feelings of personal 
uncertainty (e.g., Sorrentino et al., 1996; Sorrentino & Roney, 2000). Therefore, we 
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will induce feelings of personal uncertainty as a result of task performance 
feedback.  

 
Experiment 2.1 

In both experiments to be presented in this chapter, feelings of real 
personal uncertainty are induced before procedural justice was manipulated. To 
operationalize our manipulation of personal uncertainty, we will take advantage of 
the fact that our participants are all students who generally feel certain about the 
fact that they should be able to perform well on relative simple tasks that have a 
diagnostic character regarding their intelligence. Being told that they have no 
aptitude for the tasks, or knowing that other people perform better may cause tem to 
doubt their own abilities and have feelings of personal uncertainty (see, e.g., 
Festinger, 1954; Sorrentino et al., 1996; Sorrentino & Roney, 2000; Swann, 1990). 
To verify that being in such a situation in which they receive task-related feedback 
will indeed cause them to feel uncertain, we will simply ask them whether they feel 
uncertain in this situation.1 The procedure manipulation consisted of a widely 
accepted and often examined manipulation of procedure: Participants either did or 
did not receive an opportunity to voice their opinion about a decision that still had 
to be made (see, e.g., Folger, 1977; Van den Bos, 1999; Weiss, Suckow, & 
Cropanzano, 1999).  

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred forty-five students (39 men and 106 
women) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment, and were paid €4 for 
their participation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions of 

                                                 
1 In both Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 we also measured social and performance 

state self-esteem (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991; α's > .89) after the main dependent 
variables in order to make sure that our manipulation of personal uncertainty indeed 
induced feelings of uncertainty and not simply lowered self-esteem. In both experiments 
we found neither significant main effects nor interaction effects for the independent 
variables of our reliable measures of state self-esteem. We did find, as reported in the 
Results sections, that participants reported more feelings of uncertainty in the uncertain 
compared to the certain condition. Therefore, we conclude that in both Experiments 2.1 
and 2.2 feelings of personal uncertainty were induced as intended. 
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the 2 (personal uncertainty: uncertain vs. certain) × 2 (procedure: voice vs. no 
voice) factorial design.  

Experimental procedure. Participants were invited to the laboratory to 
participate in a study on how people perform on computer tasks. On arrival at the 
laboratory, participants were led to separate cubicles, each of which contained a 
computer, monitor, and keyboard. Participants were informed that all computers 
were connected to one another and that communication with them could take place 
by means of the computer network. All further instructions were presented on the 
computer screens. The computers were used to present the stimulus information and 
to collect data on the dependent variables and manipulation checks. 

Participants were informed that they were about to do a 10-minutes 
computer task in which their reaction times to given problems would be measured 
and that others generally experienced the same computer task as a simple task. They 
were further informed that the purpose of the study was to investigate the quickness 
and accuracy with which people are able to solve the problems in this task. Then, 
participants read detailed instructions of the task. It was explained to the 
participants to keep their hands above the keyboard throughout the task, such that 
their left and right index fingers were above the ‘x’ and ‘.’ keys respectively, and 
their left and right middle fingers were above the ‘z’ and ‘/’ keys respectively. On 
the screen four blank circles appeared in a quadrangle. After one second, randomly 
one of the circles turned black for two seconds. Participants were asked to indicate 
as quickly as possible which circle turned black by pressing the corresponding key 
on the keyboard such that, if one of the two inner circles turned black they had to 
respond with the corresponding index finger. If one of the two outer circles turned 
black, they had to respond with their opposite middle finger (i.e., if the left outer 
circle turned black they had to respond with their right middle finger and vice 
versa). The circles disappeared and a new set of four blank circles reappeared either 
when participants pressed a key or when they did not press a key for two seconds.  

After reading these instructions, participants were given the opportunity to 
practice. As a means of ensuring comprehension of the task, in the practice round 
the correct response was disclosed when participants pressed the wrong key. This 
practice round was followed by the 10 minutes work round. After completing the 
work round, participants were given a score that was supposedly based on how 
quick they had responded and on the amount of mistakes they had made (actually al 
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participants received a score of “17.36”). In the instructions, it was communicated 
to the participants that the lower their score would be, the better their performance 
but there was not given a range in-between one could score. Thus, actually 
participants did not know how well the score they received was. 

Receiving this ambiguous score was directly followed by the manipulation 
of personal uncertainty induced by task performance feedback. We were interested 
in the feelings of personal uncertainty evoked by participants’ knowledge that they 
performed, compared to others, poorly or well on a simple task. Therefore, in the 
condition in which we tried to induce participants’ feelings of personal uncertainty, 
participants read that their performance was very bad compared to the norm, that 
they belonged to the 7 percent that performed worst on the task, and that 93 percent 
of the participants outperformed them on the task. In the condition in which we 
tried to make participants feel certain about themselves, participants read that their 
performance was very good compared to the norm, that they belonged to the 7 
percent that performed best on the task, and that 93 percent of the participants 
performed worse on the task.  

To ensure comprehension of this manipulation, participants were 
subsequently asked to indicate on a dichotomous scale whether the task was in 
general experienced as a simple task or not, whether they belonged to the seven 
percent that performed worst or best, whether 93 percent of the participants scored 
better or worse than they did, and whether their performance was very bad or very 
good compared to the norm. All participants answered these questions correctly. 
Furthermore, to check whether feelings of personal uncertainty and certainty were 
induced by task performance feedback, participants were asked to what extent they 
agreed or disagreed with the following questions (all measured on 7-point Likert 
type scales, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree): “At this moment I am 
uncertain about my ability to perform well on this task”; “At this moment I doubt 
my ability to perform well on this task”; “At this moment I am uncertain about 
whether I am able to solve the given problems well”; “At this moment I doubt 
whether I am able to solve the given problems well”; “At this moment I am 
uncertain about whether I performed well on this task”; “At this moment I doubt 
whether I performed well on this task”. All six questions were combined to form a 
reliable scale to check for feelings of task-related personal uncertainty (α = .90). 
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Directly hereafter the procedure participants received was manipulated. In 
the voice condition participants were informed that the experimenter was interested 
in their opinion about a second reaction task that would be exactly the same as the 
first task and which they had to do at the end of the experiment. Therefore, they 
were asked to voice their opinion about whether they thought the second task was 
necessary and whether they would participate in the second task when given the 
opportunity. In the no-voice condition participants were informed that the 
experimenter was not interested in their opinion about the second reaction task and 
they were explicitly not given the opportunity to voice their opinion about whether 
they thought the second task was necessary and whether they would perform the 
second task when given the opportunity. 

This procedure manipulation was followed by questions encompassing the 
main dependent variables of Experiment 2.1 (procedural fairness judgments) and 
the manipulation checks of procedure. All ratings were made on 7-point scales. 
Participants’ judgments concerning the fairness of procedures used were assessed 
by asking them how fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), just (1 = very unjust, 7 = 
very just), appropriate (1 = very inappropriate, 7 = very appropriate), and justified 
(1 = very unjustified, 7 = very justified) they considered the way they were treated. 
These four items were averaged to form a reliable scale for procedural fairness 
judgments (α = .92). To check whether the procedure manipulation was induced as 
intended, participants were asked to what extent they agreed with the following 
question: “The experimenter was interested in my opinion” (1 = strongly disagree, 
7 = strongly agree).  

Results 

Manipulation checks. A 2 × 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on the scale 
that checked for feelings of uncertainty, yielded only a main effect of the 
uncertainty manipulation, F(1,141) = 9.56, p < .01, η2 = .06. Participants in the 
uncertain condition experienced more feelings of uncertainty (M = 2.94, SD = 1.29) 
than participants in the certain condition (M = 2.35, SD = 0.98). Given the fact that 
it is very difficult to measure levels of uncertainty explicitly we can conclude that 
these effects do show that our manipulation was successful in evoking feelings of 
uncertainty.  
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A 2 × 2 ANOVA on the question that checked for the procedure 
manipulation yielded only a main effect of procedure, F(1,141) = 171.09, p < .001, 
η2 = .55, indicating that participants in the voice condition thought that the 
experimenter was more interested in their opinion (M = 5.49, SD = 1.64) than 
participants in the no-voice condition (M = 1.95, SD = 1.63). Therefore we can 
conclude that our procedure manipulation was successfully induced. 

Procedural fairness judgments. A 2 × 2 ANOVA on the scale of 
participants’ fairness judgments yielded a significant main effect of procedure, F(1, 
141) = 97.26, p < .001, η2 = .41. We also found the predicted two-way interaction 
effect, F(1,141) = 6.07, p = .01, η2 = .04. As predicted, participants indicated that 
they found voice procedures to be more fair (M = 5.25, SD = 0.90) than no-voice 
procedures (M = 3.77, SD = 0.92) and that these effects were stronger in the 
uncertain condition, F(1,143) = 61.39, p < .001, η2 = .30, than in the certain 
condition, F(1,143) = 18.52, p < .001, η2 = .11. The results also indicated that 
participants in the no-voice condition found the procedures used less fair when they 
experienced uncertainty than when they experienced certainty, F(1,143) = 5.08, p = 
.03, η2 = .03. There was no significant effect of the procedure manipulation in the 
voice condition (see Figure 2.1). 
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Figure 2.1. Participants’ judgments of how fair the procedures used were as a 
function of personal uncertainty and procedure (Experiment 2.1). 
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Discussion 

As predicted, participants reacted more strongly toward variations in voice 
procedures when they experienced actual task-related personal uncertainty 
compared to participants who did not experience personal uncertainty. In other 
words, the data of Experiment 2.1 reveals the generally found voice effects, namely 
that participants indicated that they thought the procedures were more fair when 
they had received an opportunity to voice their opinion than when they were denied 
that opportunity. More interestingly, the data also reveals as predicted, that these 
voice effects were especially strong when participants experienced uncertainty. 
Furthermore, when participants felt task-related personal uncertainty, they judged 
the procedures to be less fair when they did not receive an opportunity to voice their 
opinion than when they felt personal certainty. The findings of Experiment 2.1 
therefore provide supportive evidence for our line of reasoning that real personal 
uncertainty induced by task-related feedback influences reactions to perceived 
fairness. But before drawing strong conclusions on the basis of these results, it is 
important to replicate them in a second experiment.  

 
Experiment 2.2 

In Experiment 2.2 we take the chance to refine our personal uncertainty 
manipulation. Therefore, we will try to evoke feelings of uncertainty in an even 
more natural way than we did in Experiment 2.1. In Experiment 2.2, personal 
uncertainty will be induced through real task-related interaction with another person 
being present in the task-performing component of the experiment. Furthermore, in 
order to be able to show that feelings of personal uncertainty are truly induced by 
our uncertainty manipulation, we will measure feelings of uncertainty at the end of 
our experiment instead of in-between the manipulation of personal uncertainty and 
procedural fairness as we did in Experiment 2.1. To rule out the possibility that 
measuring feelings of task-related uncertainty in-between the manipulations could 
interfere with our manipulations and our effects, we measure this variable in the 
current experiment at the end. 

Furthermore, it is important to examine whether the effects found in 
Experiment 2.1 go beyond fairness judgments and see whether experiencing voice 
or no-voice in the face of uncertainty may also influence people’s affective 
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reactions. As we know from the fairness literature, giving or withholding people an 
opportunity to voice their opinion can result in fair process effects; for instance, the 
effect  that people indicate to feel less angry after experiencing fair procedures 
instead of unfair ones (e.g., Van den Bos, 2001b). Thus, it can be insightful to 
measure people’s affective reactions to perceived fairness (Tyler & Smith, 1998; 
Weiss et al., 1999). Therefore, we follow previous justice research (cf. Folger et al., 
1979; Van den Bos, 2001b) and measure in Experiment 2.2 not only procedural 
fairness judgments but also affective reactions related to the received procedures, in 
order to investigate whether we will find the same effects on affective reactions as 
on procedural fairness judgments in Experiment 2.1.  

It is has further been shown that the way in which people differ 
consistently in their affective responses, moderates people’s reactions to perceived 
fairness (Maas & Van den Bos, 2007b; Van den Bos, Maas, Waldring, & Semin, 
2003). Voice and procedure effects are stronger for people who normally react 
affectively intense to daily life events than for people who show mild or less intense 
affective reactions to daily life events. Thus, in Experiment 2.2 we expect to find 
that especially when people experience personal uncertainty, differences in affect 
intensity (Larsen et al., 1986) will moderate people’s reactions to perceived fairness 
(Van den Bos et al., 2003). 

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred twenty-three students (28 men and 
95 women) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment, receiving course 
credits for their participation. Two weeks prior to the experiment participants filled 
out the affect intensity measure (AIM; Larsen et al., 1986). Examples of items from 
the AIM are “When I’m happy, I bubble over with energy” and “My negative 
moods are mild in intensity”. All ratings were made on 7-point Likert-type scales (1 
= never, 7 = always; α = .82). At arrival at the laboratory, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of two conditions of a 2 (personal uncertainty: uncertain 
vs. certain) × 2 (procedure: voice vs. no voice) factorial design. 

Experimental procedure. Participants (one at a time) were seated on a chair 
at a table facing a female confederate (referred to as “Other”). The experimenter 
seated herself on a chair at the side of the table and read the instructions out loud. 
Participants were told that the task they were about to complete was an important 
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indicator of flexibility of the mind and intelligence. They were asked to solve as 
quickly and accurately as possible as many problems during the completion of the 
task as possible. The importance of the task was stressed by telling participants that 
the test measured important characteristics for academic success. The better 
participant’s score on the task, the more of these important characteristics s/he 
supposedly possessed. It was further emphasized that the task was in general 
considered to be a simple task. Participants and Other were then informed that they 
would both receive a task containing three rounds; two 90-seconds practice rounds 
that were followed by a 6-minutes main working round. Within all rounds 
participants were given different kinds of brain teasers. It was once more 
emphasized that the task was generally experienced as a simple task and that the 
aim was to solve as many problems as possible within the given time. After 
answering any remaining questions, the first round started.  

After this round, personal uncertainty was manipulated by means of task-
related feedback. In the uncertain condition, participants were given in the main 
working round an amount of brain teasers that could not be solved in the given time 
and Other solved the given problems more quickly than the participant did. In the 
certain condition, participants were given in the main working round an amount of 
brain teasers that could be solved in the given time and Other worked equally fast as 
the participants throughout the entire task.  

Next, participants and Other were informed they had to do a computer task 
in separate rooms and Other was taken to another room. Then the experimenter 
asked the participant to take a seat behind the computer. The experimenter 
explained that the computer was connected to a network through which 
communication could take place. All further instructions were presented on the 
computer screen. The computers were used to present the procedure stimulus 
information and to collect data on the dependent variables and manipulation checks. 
After the experimenter left the room, the procedure manipulation was induced in the 
same way as in Experiment 2.1. The manipulation of procedure was followed by 
questions measuring participants’ procedural fairness judgments, and anger 
participants felt caused by the experienced procedure, as well as the manipulation 
checks of procedure. All ratings were made on 7-point Likert-type scales. 
Participants’ procedural fairness judgments were measured with the same items as 
in Experiment 2.1 (α = .94). The amount of anger participants held toward the 
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procedures used were assessed--similar to earlier studies (Van den Bos et al., 2005)-
-by asking participants to indicate to what extent they felt angry, furious, and 
enraged about the way they had been treated (1 = not at all, 7 = completely). These 
items were averaged to form a reliable anger index (α = .92).  

Finally, questions were asked to check whether our manipulations evoked 
what we intended to. To check whether participants felt uncertain or certain, they 
were asked the same questions as in Experiment 2.1. Because the setting of the 
experiment in which the participant actually interacted with another person (Other), 
brought about feelings of uncertainty evoked by the performance of Other, we 
added the following two questions: ‘If you think about the way you have performed 
yourself on these tasks, to what extent do you become uncertain?’(1 = absolutely 
not, 7 = completely); and: ‘If you think about the way Other has performed on these 
tasks, to what extent do you become uncertain?’(1 = absolutely not, 7 = 
completely). All eight uncertainty questions were combined to form a reliable scale 
of feelings of uncertainty (α = .93). Finally, the manipulation of procedure was 
checked in the same way as in Experiment 2.1. 

Results 

In all analyses we regressed AIM, personal uncertainty, and procedure on 
the manipulation checks and dependent variables, testing for all main effects and all 
interactions. Following Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we centralized the 
continuous AIM variable and effect-coded the variables personal uncertainty and 
procedure. 

Manipulation checks. When we regressed AIM, personal uncertainty and 
procedure on the scale that checked for feelings of uncertainty we found as 
expected a significant main effect of personal uncertainty, β = -.23, t(115) = -2.55, p 
= .01, indicating that participants in the uncertain condition experienced more 
feelings of uncertainty (M = 3.57, SD = 1.36) than participants in the certain 
condition (M = 3.00, SD = 1.11). Thus we found, similar to Experiment 2.1, reliable 
effects of our uncertainty manipulation on participants’ feelings of personal 
uncertainty, independently from the other manipulated variable (procedure). We 
further found that participants’ feelings of uncertainty were related to participants’ 
scores on the affect intensity measure. That is, we found a main effect of AIM, β = 
.21 t(115) = 2.25, p = .03, indicating that when participants’ affect intensity was 
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higher, they reported to feel more uncertain. We know from the literature that affect 
intensity especially evokes divergent reactions for people high and low in affect 
intensity in response to situations containing affective stimuli (Larsen et al., 1987). 
In line with this observation, we also found an interaction effect between personal 
uncertainty and AIM, β = .21 t(115) = 2.25, p = .03, indicating that in the uncertain 
condition participants reported more feelings of task-related personal uncertainty 
when their scores on the affect intensity dimension were higher, β = .30 t(61) = 
2.49, p = .02, whereas there was no such effect in the certain condition, β = .06 
t(58) = 0.47, ns. 

When we regressed AIM, personal uncertainty and procedure on the 
question that checked for the procedure manipulation, we found as expected, a 
significant main effect of procedure, β = .68, t(115) = 10.14, p < .001, indicating 
that participants in the voice condition though that the experimenter was more 
interested in their opinion (M = 4.94, SD = 1.42) than participants in the no-voice 
condition (M = 2.41, SD = 1.07). This effect was not moderated by the other 
independent variables. 

Procedural fairness judgments. Regressing AIM, personal uncertainty and 
procedure, with all interactions, on participants’ procedural fairness judgments 
yielded a significant main effect of procedure, β = 49, t (115) = 6.93, p < .001, and a 
significant main effect of AIM, β = -.35, t (115) = -4.72, p < .001. It further yielded 
a significant two-way interaction between AIM and procedure, β = .31, t (115) = 
4.24, p <.001, and marginal significant two-way interactions between procedure and 
personal uncertainty, β = .12, t (115) = 1.69, p = .09 and between AIM and personal 
uncertainty, β = -.12, t (115) = -1.68, p < .10. These effects were qualified by the 
predicted three-way interaction effect, β = -.15, t (115) = -2.09, p = .04 (see Figure 
2.2).  

To get a better insight into these effects, we subsequently conducted two-
way regression analyses in both the uncertain and certain conditions. In the 
uncertain condition this yielded a significant main effect of procedure, β = .39, t 
(59) = 3.72, p < .001, indicating that participants judged the procedures to be more 
fair when they did receive voice (M = 5.58, SD = 1.10) than when they did not 
receive voice (M = 4.55, SD = 1.27). Moreover, this effect was qualified by a 
significant two-way interaction effect, β = .42, t (59) = 3.91, p < .001, indicating 
that especially when participants scored higher on the AIM dimension, not 
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receiving an opportunity to voice their opinion was judged to be less fair, β = -.58, t 
(28) = -3.80, p = .001. No effects were found for participants who did received 
voice. The left part of Figure 2.2 shows these effects.  
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Figure 2.2. Participants’ judgments of how fair the procedures used were as a 
function of affect intensity (one SD above and below the mean), personal 
uncertainty and procedure (Experiment 2.2) 

 
In the certain condition, we found a significant main effect of AIM, β = -

.51, t (56) = -5.39, p < .001, and a significant main effect of procedure, β = .57, t 
(56) = 6.08, p < .001, but no interaction effect. Thus, when participants felt certain, 
they judged the procedures to be less fair as they scored higher on the affect-
intensity dimension. Furthermore, when participants received voice they judged the 
procedures to be more fair (M = 5.60, SD = 1.05) than when they did not receive 
voice (M = 3.54, SD = 0.89). The right part of Figure 2.2 shows these effects.  

Anger. When we regressed AIM, personal uncertainty and procedure on the 
scale that measured the amount of anger participants held toward the procedures 
used, we found a significant main effect of procedure, β = -.31, t (115) = -3.56, p = 
.001, and a significant main effect of AIM, β = .20, t (115) = 2.17, p = .03. These 
effects were qualified by the predicted three-way interaction, β = .20, t (115) = 2.27, 
p = .03 (see Figure 2.3).  
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To get a better insight into these effects, we subsequently conducted two-
way regression analyses in both the certain and uncertain conditions. In the 
uncertain condition this yielded a significant two-way interaction between 
procedure and personal uncertainty, β = -.29, t (59) = -2.43, p = .02, indicating that 
when participants felt uncertain they felt more anger after not receiving an 
opportunity to voice their opinion as they scored higher on the affect-intensity 
dimension, β = .45, t (28) = 2.68, p = .01. No effects were found for participants 
who did receive an opportunity to voice their opinion. The left part of Figure 2.3 
shows these effects. In the certain condition, we only found a significant main effect 
of procedure, β = -.38, t (56) = -3.05, p < .01. Thus, when participants felt certain, 
they felt less anger when they had received voice (M = 1.45, SD = 0.76) than when 
they had not receive voice (M = 2.20, SD = 1.18). The right part of Figure 2.3 
shows these effects. 
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Figure 2.3. The amount of anger participants held toward the procedures used 
as a function of affect intensity (one SD above and below the mean), personal 
uncertainty and procedure (Experiment 2.2). 

Discussion 

As predicted, we found in Experiment 2.2 that especially when participants 
experienced personal uncertainty, they showed stronger fairness reactions to 
variations in voice procedures, as a function of he way in which people differ 
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consistently in their affective responses to daily life events. Furthermore we found 
the same effects for fair process effects. Thus, peoples’ affective reactions towards 
variations in voice procedures were stronger for participants who experienced 
uncertainty as their scores on the affect intensity dimension increased.  

 
General discussion 

The findings of the two experiments presented here show that actual task-
related personal uncertainty affects reactions to perceived fairness: Inducing 
feelings of personal uncertainty by means of task-related feedback, leads to stronger 
procedural justice judgments (Experiments 2.1 and 2.2) and to stronger affective 
reactions toward the experienced procedure (Experiment 2.2). Taken together, the 
presented findings reveal what happens to people’s reactions when they experience 
voice procedures in the face of personal uncertainty. The findings hereby provide 
evidence for our line of reasoning that fairness seems to matter especially to people 
when they are uncertain, resulting in stronger fairness reactions when people indeed 
feel uncertain. 

These findings are in line with earlier uncertainty management studies in 
which uncertainty was made salient by asking participants to think about aspects in 
their lives that caused them feelings of uncertainty (Van den Bos, 2001a, 2001b; 
Van den Bos et al., 2005). Therefore, our findings strengthen the effects found in 
earlier studies on uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments. 
Furthermore, our findings provide new evidence for the important line of fairness 
research that wants to provide an answer to the intriguing question why fairness 
matters to people. The reported data suggests that especially stronger fairness 
reactions are caused by people’s states of mind that are perhaps more emotional, 
intuitive or experiential, like uncertainty. Also as noted earlier on, it is argued in the 
uncertainty management model (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002) that human uncertainty plays a crucial role in the processes leading to voice 
effects and fairness judgments and that when people feel uncertain they will react 
more strongly to variations in perceived fairness. However, it has not been tested 
before whether this is indeed true if people find themselves in situations that 
actually cause them to feel uncertain about themselves. Our findings provide 
evidence that this is the case. 
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By building upon fairness research on voice effects done within task 
behavior contexts (Lind et al., 1990) and based on social psychological theories on 
uncertainty (e.g., Festinger, 1954; Hogg, 2005; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Sorrentino & 
Roney, 1986; Weary & Jacobson, 1997; Weary et al., 2001) we have induced 
feelings of uncertainty by task performance feedback. In both experiments 
participants indicated that they felt more task-related uncertainty when we had 
induced personal uncertainty than when we had induced personal certainty. There is 
evidence in the literature that task-related feedback influences people’s performance 
state self-esteem (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991; Van den Bos et al., 2007), but effects 
of both experiments did not reveal any effects on a widely used and reliable state 
self esteem scale (Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). The effects did reveal however 
effects on questions measuring people’s feelings of task-related personal 
uncertainty. Therefore, we would like to conclude for now that our findings do 
provide evidence for our line of reasoning that fairness seems to matter especially to 
people when they actually are uncertain about how good they are performing on 
tasks. 

It should be noted here that there are a great many differences in what 
causes people to feel uncertain at a given moment and that that may influence 
people’s reactions considerably (see, e.g., Greco & Roger, 2001; Kahneman et al., 
1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 1982; Sorrentino & Roney, 2000). In the current 
research project, we looked into one of the situations that people encounter and that 
may make them feel uncertain about themselves. To be able to generalize our 
findings to more situations that cause personal uncertainty, more research is needed 
on the topic. Moreover, as we know from the literature, some uncertainties can be 
pleasant and engaging (Sorrentino & Roney, 2000), and it would be interesting to 
see what this type of uncertainty does with people’s fairness reactions. But for our 
line of reasoning, we attended to the more commonly experience following personal 
uncertainty, which are generally aversive reactions (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; 
McGregor & Marigold, 2003; Sorrentino & Roney, 1986; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002), and we showed that in task-relevant situations, personal uncertainty causes 
people to react more strongly to variations in voice procedures. 

In both Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 we replicated voice effects on procedural 
fairness that are found in an extensive and important line of fairness research on 
procedural justice (see, e.g., Folger, 1977; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Van den Bos, 1999; 
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Weiss et al., 1999); namely, that being given an opportunity to voice an opinion 
about a decision that still has to be made is judged to be more fair than being denied 
such an opportunity. Our findings that these effects are stronger when people feel 
task-related personal uncertainty, contributes to the insights the literature already 
has about when fairness matters to people. The fairness literature has also suggested 
that fairness can be seen as an affective event (Maas & Van den Bos, 2007b, 2007c; 
Tyler & Smith, 1998; Van den Bos et al., 2003; Weiss et al., 1999) and that people 
may react affectively stronger when they experience fair or unfair events, 
particularly when people are inclined to strongly react toward affective events 
(Maas & Van den Bos, 2007b; Van den Bos et al., 2003). Our findings of 
Experiment 2.2 are in line with these earlier research findings and give us more 
insight about fairness in the face of uncertainty. That is, we found that especially 
when people experience personal uncertainty, differences in affect intensity (Larsen 
et al., 1986) moderate people’s reactions to perceived fairness.  

Taken together, we think it is reasonably to conclude that the findings of 
the current research tell us something important about people’s reactions to social 
justice. In the face of personal uncertainty fairness matters especially to people. 
This suggests that not only thinking about the uncertainties in life, but actually 
being confronted with a situation that causes feelings of uncertainty, is an important 
determinant of fairness reactions. These findings may help the progress of 
understanding why voice, being one of the most important procedural fairness 
encounters people can experience (e.g., Brockner et al., 1998), and procedural 
justice matter to people . 
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People are social animals and therefore have lots of social interactions with 
each other. In much of the social settings in which they interact, events occur that 
people perceive as being fair or unfair and by which they are strongly influenced 
(e.g., Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Lind & Tyler, 1988). Indeed, various research 
studies show that fair and unfair events influence people’s fairness judgments and 
that these judgments in turn can have profound effects on people’s reactions, like 
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors (for overviews, see, e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 
1996; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler et al., 1997).  

Classic work in social psychology reveals that when persons receive 
outcomes that are worse than the outcomes of comparable others, they will judge 
their outcomes as being unfair compared to when they receive outcomes that are 
equal or similar to the outcomes of comparable others (see, e.g., Adams, 1965; 
Walster et al., 1978). Furthermore, Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, and Corkran (1979) 
were the first to describe the effect that people react more positively to a given 
outcome when they have experienced fair as opposed to unfair treatment in the 
decision process (see also Walker, LaTour, Lind, & Thibaut, 1974). These and other 
fair process effects show that not only fair outcomes matter, but that also the 
fairness of procedures leading to the outcomes matter a lot to people (e.g., Lind & 
Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Van den Bos, 1999). 

Moreover, studies also have shown that perceptions about what is fair and 
unfair have profound impact on people’s reactions. It has been found, for example, 
that experiencing fair outcome allocations as well as fair procedures lead people to 
experience more positive emotional feelings and that experiencing unfair outcome 
allocations and unfair procedures lead people to feel more angry and sad about the 
events that happened to them (e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988; Van den Bos, 2001b; Van 
den Bos et al., 2003; Weiss et al., 1999). Indeed, work in a variety of different 
disciplines has shown that experienced fairness has a large impact on human 
reactions in society, law, politics, and intimate relationships (see, e.g., Beauchamp, 
2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986; Lerner, 1980; MacCoun, 2005; Ross & Miller, 2002). 
Therefore, it can rightfully be stated that fairness perceptions can influence many 
reactions of people in daily life and that it is important for social psychologists to 
study thoroughly what drives people’s reactions to fair and unfair events. In this 
paper we will focus on people’s reactions to experienced fairness and, in doing so, 
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will try to put forward a new explanation of the social psychology of these 
reactions. 

 
The Social Psychology of Fairness Reactions 

In spite of the many fairness studies that have been conducted in social 
psychology as well as in other scientific domains (R. L. Cohen, 1986), still 
relatively little is known about the social psychological processes that drive people's 
fairness reactions. As Lind (2002, p. 419) recently put it: “Most distressing of all, 
we never explained why people should show such strong reactions to fairness 
judgments.” Other publications have noted similar observations of the fairness 
literature  (for a review, see, e.g., Van den Bos & Lind, 2002; see also Steiner, 
Guirard & Baccino, 1999). For sure, there have been many important theories and 
insights formulated in the literature (for reviews, see, e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 
1996; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Lerner, 1977, 1980; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler 
& Lind, 1992; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002) and the literature has learned a lot from 
these frameworks and the studies that followed from these accounts. That said, as 
the quote by Lind (2002) and other observations in the justice literature suggest 
(e.g., Steiner et al., 1999; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002), it may be argued that insight 
into what psychological processes exactly drive people's fairness reactions is still 
somewhat lacking from what one ideally would like to know in order to be able to 
confidently explain and predict people's fairness reactions. In this paper we will 
thus focus on the social psychology of people’s fairness reactions.  

More specifically, we will put forward an affective-experiential perspective 
on how people react to fair and unfair events. In explaining and developing this 
perspective, we will integrate insights from three conceptual frameworks and 
corresponding lines of research: (1) experiential and rationalistic theories of 
people’s justice motives (e.g., Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), (2) cognitive-experiential 
self-theory (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994), and (3) work on individual differences in 
affect intensity (e.g., Larsen et al., 1986; Van den Bos et al., 2003). We will now 
lay out the theoretical foundations of our perspective by addressing these three lines 
of work after which we will introduce our first experiment.  
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Experiential and Rationalistic Theories of Justice Motives 

From the 1960’s and 1970’s onwards,  it has been argued that people apply 
standards of justice because they have a justice motive (see, e.g., Lerner, 1977; 
Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Lerner & Whitehead, 1980). This view was different 
from other views formulated in social psychology back then, because it suggested 
that justice is something people want to achieve and not something that people as a 
mean use to achieve something else (see, e.g., Montada, 1998, 2002). In other 
words, people do not value a fair system of rules because that leads them to fair or 
favorable outcome allocations or other personal and material aims, but people value 
fairness because it is an internalized concept (Montada, 1998). This concept 
develops since from early childhood people generally learn that good behavior will 
be rewarded and bad behavior will be punished, leading people to view the world as 
a just place, where people get what they deserve (for detailed reviews see, e.g., 
Lerner, 1980, 2002; Lerner & Whitehead, 1980; Ross & Miller, 2002).  

More relevant for the current purpose is an often neglected but we think 
very important component of the social justice motive view on social justice. 
Namely that some of the more recent publications on just world theory (e.g., Lerner, 
1998; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999) argue that people may hold two different views of 
a just world: “One involves consciously held conventional rules of morality and 
rational social judgments, while the second one is characterized by preconscious 
processes with primitive rules of blaming and automatic emotional consequences” 
(Lerner, 1998, p. 249). In this way, it is argued that people may hold 
rationalistically developed views about norm-based rules regarding fairness, but 
that people also may react in experiential ways to fairness issues on the basis of 
their moral intuitions that reflect automatically perceptions of what is right and 
wrong.  

A thorough discussion of theories of the justice motive (Lerner, 1998, 
2002, 2003; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; Lerner & Whitehead, 1980) and the 
literature on which ideas about people having two different views of a just world 
are based (see, e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Epstein, 1994; Shweder & Haidt, 
1993; see also Haidt, 2001; Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004) is 
beyond the scope of this paper, but here we would like to note that, as far as we 
know, Lerner and colleagues (e.g., Lerner, 1980, 2002; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; 
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Lerner & Miller, 1978) have mainly focused their conceptual ideas on why people 
blame innocent victims (instead of how people respond to fair or unfair events they 
encounter themselves) and, more importantly, it has never been empirically tested 
how people with experiential or rationalistic views react to fairness issues. In the 
current paper, we would like to test as well as broaden the line of reasoning 
provided by experiential and rationalistic theories of justice motives and other lines 
of reasoning (e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Epstein, 1994; Shweder & Haidt, 1993; 
Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). That is, we would like to get 
more insight into the social psychology of fairness reactions by studying these 
reactions on the basis of cognitive-experiential self-theory (Epstein, 1985, 1994). 
More specifically, by building and extending on this theory as well as Lerner’s 
remarks (e.g., Lerner, 1998; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), we would like to test 
whether and under what conditions people in experiential mindsets show stronger 
reactions to fair and unfair events than people in rationalistic mindsets. 

Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory 

In correspondence with other lines of research (Chaiken & Trope, 1999; 
Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; Shweder & Haidt, 1993; Smith & DeCoster, 2000; 
Strack & Deutsch, 2004), cognitive-experiential self-theory (Epstein, 1985, 1994; 
Epstein & Pacini, 1999) distinguishes between two conceptual systems that people 
use to process information, namely experiential-intuitive and rational-cognitive 
systems. The experiential way of processing information is intuitive, preconsciously 
encodes information into concrete images or metaphors, and makes associative 
connections. In experiential modes, events are experienced passively, and people 
can be seized by their emotions. The rationalistic way of processing information, on 
the other hand, is analytic, encodes information in abstract ways, is based on 
making logical cause and effect connections, and requires intentional, effortful 
processing. In rationalistic modes, people experience events actively and 
consciously while thinking things over and making justifications for what happened 
in these events, and in rationalistic modes of information processing people are in 
control of their thoughts.  

Research has shown that people indeed can respond in two different ways 
to events they experience, depending on whether they find themselves in 
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experiential-intuitive or a rationalistic-cognitive mindset (Epstein et al., 1992). Here 
we would like to build and extend upon the ideas put forward by cognitive-
experiential self-theory, in two ways: First, to test the implications cognitive-
experiential self-theory may have for people's fairness reactions, we have developed 
a manipulation in the research studies to be presented here that varies the mindsets 
(experiential or rationalistic) people are brought in. According to our knowledge, 
such a manipulation has not been developed or studied before in the cognitive-
experiential literature and here we would like to use the manipulation to examine 
whether people's mindsets may indeed influence their fairness reactions. Second, 
cognitive-experiential self-theory also assumes that the operation of experiential 
mindsets is intimately associated with affect-related experiences (see, e.g., Epstein 
& Pacini, 1999). Here we would like to follow up this assumption by explicitly 
proposing that evidence for this supposition should be found when differences in 
the strength with which people tend to experience affect-related events would 
especially influence people's fairness reactions when they process information in 
experiential ways. 

Affect Intensity 

If experiential mindsets indeed make people's fairness reactions more 
susceptible to affect-related processes, as we argue here by building on cognitive-
experiential self-theory (Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999), then the 
intensity with which people react affectively to daily life events (Larsen et al., 1987; 
Larsen et al., 1986) should interact with people’s mindsets. Earlier fairness studies 
have shown, that these individual differences in affect intensity can moderate 
people’s fairness reactions (Van den Bos et al., 2003). Integrating the three 
conceptual frameworks and corresponding lines of research reviewed here, we 
therefore predict that individual differences in affect intensity (Larsen et al., 1986, 
1987) should moderate people’s fairness reactions especially when they have been 
brought in experiential (as opposed to rationalistic) modes of information 
processing. 

The Current Research 

In sum, we would like to get more and new insights in the social 
psychological processes of fairness reactions by integrating and extending the 
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above mentioned three conceptual frameworks and corresponding lines of research. 
We thereby argue that people who are in experiential mindsets and react intensely 
to affect-related events in daily life should show the strongest reactions to fair and 
unfair events compared to people who react affectively less intense. Furthermore, 
we propose that in rationalistic mindsets, individual differences in affect intensity 
should have less strong effects on people’s fairness reactions.  

In order to test these predictions, we developed a manipulation in which 
our participants were either brought in an experiential or a rationalistic mindset. We 
measured participants’ fairness reactions to fair versus unfair outcome allocations 
(Experiments 3.1 and 3.2) as well as to fair versus unfair procedures (Experiment 
3.3). To be able to test our argumentation that experiential mindsets indeed make 
people's fairness reactions more susceptible to affect-related processes, we 
measured participants’ levels of affect intensity (Larsen et al., 1986) at the start of 
our experiments and we predicted that differences in affect intensity would interact 
with our mindset manipulation on participants’ reactions to our manipulation of 
outcome (Experiments 3.1 and 3.2) and procedure (Experiment 3.3).  

 
Experiment 3.1 

In Experiment 3.1 we measured affect intensity, manipulated experiential 
versus rationalistic mindsets, and equal versus unequal outcome allocations, after 
which fairness reactions were measured. Following earlier fairness studies (Van den 
Bos, 2001a; Van den Bos et al., 2005), the dependent variables were participants’ 
positive and negative affective reactions with regard to the outcome they received. 
Furthermore, by building upon recent lines in fairness research that show that 
fairness reactions are susceptible to uncertainty (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van 
den Bos, 2001b; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002; Van den Bos et al., 2005), uncertainty 
was high in all conditions of Experiments 3.1 and 3.2.  

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred and seventy-seven students (96 
women and 81 men) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment, and were 
paid 4 Euros for their participation. In our experiment, participants first filled out 
the Affect Intensity Measure (AIM, Larsen et al., 1986). Then, they were randomly 
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assigned to one of the conditions of a 2 (mindset: experiential vs. rationalistic) × 2 
(outcome: unequal payment vs. equal payment) factorial design.  

Experimental procedure. Participants were invited to the laboratory to 
participate in a study on how people perform computer tasks. On arrival at the 
laboratory, participants were led to separate cubicles, each of which contained a 
computer, monitor, and keyboard. All instructions were presented on the computer 
screens. The computers were used to present the stimulus information and to collect 
data on the dependent variables and manipulation checks. 

Participants were informed that they would participate in three separate 
studies and that they would be clearly told when one study had ended and the next 
one would begin. The first study consisted of filling out the AIM. Examples of 
items are: “Sad movies deeply touch me”, “I can remain calm even in the most 
trying days” (recoded), “When I’m happy I bubble over with energy”, and “I get 
overly enthusiastic”. All ratings were made on 7-point scales (1 = never, 7 = 
always; α = .84).  

After a short brake, the second study began in which mindset was 
manipulated. Participants were either brought in an experiential or in a rationalistic 
mindset. We will first explain how we induced the experiential mindset. After that, 
we will explain the manipulation of the rationalistic mindset.  

Participants in the experiential condition read: “Various research studies 
have shown that people process information they read differently. Important and 
often used manners are having many associative thoughts while reading, connecting 
the contents to one’s own experiences, and visualizing what is described while 
reading. Based on intuition, gut feelings, impulsive creativity, own experiences, and 
associations evoked by the information read, people form their opinions about the 
information. Terms used to express their opinions are expressive and impulsive in 
nature; people say what they think and what is on their hearts.”  

Subsequently, participants in the experiential condition were asked to think 
for 45 seconds about how they thought they would read, process, and react to 
information, when in the above described state of mind, after which they were 
asked to type in what they had just thought of. Next, participants were asked to read 
a text on which they could give their view by answering some open-ended 
questions. Participants read: “We would like to ask you to read the text and answer 
the questions in the way just described to you. You could do this by reading the text 
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and reacting to it as expressively and impulsively as possible. And, by basing your 
opinion on your gut feelings and intuition about what you read. You can write down 
anything you want while expressing your point of view. The first thing that comes 
to mind is often what you are thinking and that is what we would like to know. 
There are no right or wrong answers and reactions. Thus, anything you type in will 
be the right thing, as long as it is your own, first reaction to what you are reading. 
Naturally, everything you type in will be treated confidentially and anonymously.”  

This was followed by a summary of the main points of participants’ 
instructions: “(1) React to the text and questions by typing in the first thing that 
comes to mind; (2) be as expressive as possible in your reactions; (3) be as intuitive 
as possible in your reactions; listen to your gut feelings; (4) there are no right or 
wrong answers, as every first reaction that is yours is right and you can type in 
anything you want”. These were repeated after the following text. 

Participants subsequently read and responded to a text (derived from Haidt, 
2001), of which pilot testing had shown that participants at Utrecht University could 
react to it in either experiential or rationalistic ways. Participants read:  

“Vera and Mark are brother and sister. They are traveling together around 
Thailand on summer vacation. One night they are staying alone in a cabin near the 
beach. Jointly they decide that it would be interesting and fun if they tried making 
love. At the very least it would be a new experience for each of them. Vera was 
already taking birth control pills for some time, but Mark uses a condom too, just to 
be safe. They both equally enjoy making love, but they decide not to do it again. 
They keep that night to themselves as a special secret, which makes them feel even 
closer to each other than already was the case.”  

Participants were asked to answer the following open-ended questions by 
typing in their responses: (1) “What do you think of this situation? Was it a proper 
decision of Vera and Mark to make love?” and (2) “What do you think of Vera and 
Mark?” In this way, participants could actually carry out the mindset they found 
themselves in by reacting to a story that could be interpreted either experientially or 
rationalistically.  

In the rationalistic condition participants read: “Various research studies 
have shown that people process information they read differently. Important and 
often used manners are reading and scanning the text carefully, and weighing the 
pros en cons logically and analytically. Based on logical evidence and precise 
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processing of the information read, people form their opinions about the 
information. Terms used to express opinions in this way are for example “On the 
one hand … and on the other hand.” 

Subsequently, participants were asked to think about how they would read, 
process, and react to information and to type in what they had just thought of. 
Hereafter, they were informed that they were about to read a text on which they 
could give their view by answering some open-ended questions. Participants read: 
“We would like to ask you to read the text and answer the questions in the way just 
described to you. You could do this by reading the text and reacting to it by 
pondering upon the text, weigh it, and be as analytically as possible. Try to weigh 
the pros and cons, and to think as rationalistic as possible about the contents of the 
text, before forming an opinion and expressing your reaction. There are no right or 
wrong answers and reactions. Thus, anything you type in will be the right thing, as 
long as it is your own, rationalistic and carefully-constructed reaction to what you 
were reading. Naturally, everything you type in will be treated confidentially and 
anonymously.” 

Hereafter, and after reading the text derived from Haidt (2001), the main 
points were summarized: “(1) Take your time to ponder on the text and your 
reactions to the questions; (2) try to weigh the pros and cons: Approach the text and 
think it over from all angles; (3) type in your reaction once you have thought it over 
as rationalistic and analytically as possible; (4) there are no right or wrong answers: 
Every reaction that is yours and well thought-through is right”. Then, the text 
derived from Haidt (2001) was given and the same open-ended questions as in the 
experiential condition were asked with regard to the text.  

After this, participants were informed that the second study had ended and 
that the third study would begin. In this study outcome was manipulated. 
Participants were asked to imagine the following situation: 

“In addition to your studies you have a job for a couple of hours per week. 
Both the work and your colleagues are nice. Since there is a lot of work to be done, 
you are all expected to work hard and this is exactly what everybody does. All of 
you give 100 percent and after a days work you get home tired since it is always 
busy and there are loads of work to be done. Everybody works equally hard and 
does the same kind and amount of work. In general, you do not mind working hard 
because the job is nice and you get paid reasonably well. But then life seems to be 
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getting more expensive. Your rent increased, as well as your tuition fees. Textbooks 
are getting more expensive, doing groceries cost you more and more money, and 
clothing is expensive too. Also your social life demands more and more money 
since everything seems to be getting more expensive; like going to the cinema or a 
pub to get a beer. You start wondering how to pull it off and this causes you to 
experience feelings of uncertainty. You also start wondering whether you should 
start working more and if you do so, what has to become of your studies.” 

In the equal payment condition, participants subsequently read: “Then, you 
find out by chance that none of your colleagues, who are in everything comparable 
to you, earn more than you do. You also find out that your boss decided to give all 
of you the same raise. Thus, the salary stays the same for all of you.” In the unequal 
payment condition, participants read: “Then you find out by chance that your 
colleagues, who are in everything comparable to you, earn more than you do. You 
also find out that your boss decided to give your colleagues a raise. You on the 
contrary, will not receive anything like that and you are not told why not.” 

This was followed by questions measuring the dependent variables and the 
manipulation checks. All ratings were made on 7-point scales. The main dependent 
variables were participants’ positive and negative affective reactions with regard to 
the outcome they received. For positive outcome affect this was assessed by asking 
participants to indicate to what extent they felt happy and fortunate with their 
outcome (1 = not at all, 7 = completely, α = .93). For negative outcome affect 
participants were asked to indicate to what extent they felt sad, disappointed and 
angry with their outcome (1 = not at all, 7 = completely, α = .83).  

The manipulation of mindset was checked in two ways. First, participants 
were asked at the end of the experiment whether they, while reading the text about 
Vera and Mark, thought things through thoroughly before reacting (1 = certainly 
not, 7 = certainly); weighed and pondered upon their answers before reacting (1 = 
certainly not, 7 = certainly); reacted intuitively to the questions (1 = certainly not, 7 
= certainly); reacted impulsively to the questions by typing in the first that came to 
their minds (1 = certainly not, 7 = certainly); and whether they answered the 
questions more rationalistically and analytically, or more impulsively and 
intuitively (1 = very analytical and rationalistic, 7 = very intuitive and impulsive). 
After the first two questions were recoded, all five items were averaged to form a 
reliable index to check on the manipulation of mindset (α = .85).  

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 



48 Chapter 3 

Second, participants’ answers to the two open-ended questions were coded 
by two coders, who were blind to the conditions and the aim of the experiment. The 
coders were asked to read all the answers participants gave to the two open-ended 
questions and to rate on 7-point scales how experiential and how rationalistic the 
given answers were to their opinion. This was done as follows: 

For the answers participants gave to the first open-ended question about the 
situation Vera and Mark found themselves in, coders answered five questions that 
rated the experiential quality of participants’ answers: “The answer to this question 
is given impulsively or intuitively (1 = certainly not impulsive or intuitive, 7 = very 
impulsive or intuitive); it seems that the first that came to mind is answered (1 = 
certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do agree); the answer is given expressively (1 
= very inexpressive, 7 = very expressive); the answer is more based on feelings than 
on rationalistic considerations (1 = certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do agree); 
the answer is given more on a first impulse than deliberately (1 = certainly do not 
agree, 7 = certainly do agree)”. The answers both coders gave were averaged to 
form reliable scales to check for experiential mindset (α Coder 1 = .97; α Coder 2 = 
.97) and because the scales correlated highly, we averaged them to form one scale 
to check for experiential mindsets (r = .75, p < .001; α = .97). The same was done 
for coders’ answers to the questions with regard to the answers participants had 
given to the second open-ended question about what they thought of Vera and Mark 
(α Coder 1 = .92; α Coder 2 = .95; r = .66, p < .001; α = .94).  

Coders also answered five question, to measure the rationalistic quality of 
participants’ given answers to the first open-ended question about the situation Vera 
and Mark found themselves in, namely: “The answer to this question is given well-
considerately (1 = certainly not well-considerate, 7 = very well-considerate); the 
question was well thought through before the answer was given (1 = certainly not 
well thought through, 7 = very well thought through); the question is approached 
and answered rationalistically or analytically (1 = not rationalistically at all, 7 = 
very rationalistically); you can tell from the answer that the person weighed pros 
and cons while answering the question (1 = certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do 
agree); pros and cons are given in the answer, or different points of view are taken 
and given (1 = pros and cons are certainly not given, 7 = pros and cons are 
certainly given).” The five answers coders gave were averaged to form a reliable 
scale to check for rationalistic mindset (α Coder 1 = .98; α Coder 2 = .98) and since 
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the scales correlated highly, we averaged them to form one scale to check for 
rationalistic mindset (r = .77, p < .001; α  = .97). The same was done for coders’ 
answers to the questions with regard to the answers participants had given to the 
second open-ended question about what they thought of Vera and Mark (α Coder 1 
= .95; α Coder 2 = .97; r = .73, p < .001; α = .96).  

As a check on the manipulation of outcome, participants were asked how 
fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), just (1 = very unjust, 7 = very just), right (1 = 
not right at all, 7 = very right), and justified (1 = very unjustified, 7 = very justified) 
they considered the outcome they received. These four items were averaged to form 
a reliable scale to check on the manipulation of outcome (α = .97). Finally, 
participants were debriefed, thanked, and paid for their participation. 

Results 

In all analyses, we regressed AIM, mindset and outcome on the 
manipulation checks and dependent variables, testing for all main effects and all 
interaction. Following Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we centralized the 
continuous AIM variable and effect-coded the independent variables mindset and 
outcome. 

Manipulation checks. The mindset manipulation was checked in our data 
analyses in two ways. First, regression analyses on the scale that checked for 
mindset only yielded a significant main effect of mindset, β = -.69, t(169) = -12.41, 
p < .001, indicating that participants in the experiential mindset condition reacted in 
a more experiential way (M = 5.18, SD = 0.98) and participants in the rationalistic 
mindset condition reacted in a more rationalistic way (M = 3.31, SD = 1.04).2 Since 
this effect was neither qualified by an interaction of mindset with either AIM or 
outcome, nor by the three-way interaction, this was the first indication that the 
mindset manipulation was induced as intended. 

                                                 
2 Furthermore, it was shown that participants in the experiential mindset 

condition indicated to have reacted significantly more experientially than neutral (that is, 
they scored significantly above the midpoint of the 7-point scale), t(86) = 11.26, p < .001, 
and participants in the rationalistic mindset condition indicated to have reacted 
significantly more rationalistically than neutral (thus their scores were significantly below 
the midpoint of the 7-point scale), t(89) = -6.27, p < .001. Similar effects were found in 
Experiment 3.3 in which also both experiential and rationalistic mindsets were 
manipulated as well as in de Experiments reported in Chapter 4. 
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Second, we analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that rated the 
experiential and rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the open-ended 
questions. Regression analyses only yielded significant main effects of mindset. We 
first analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that rated the experiential and 
rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the first open-ended question about 
what participants thought of Vera and Mark’s situation. Analyses on the scale 
measuring the experiential nature of the given answers, only yielded a significant 
main effect of mindset, β = -.47, t(169) = -7.07, p < .001, showing that participants 
in the experiential mindset condition reacted more experientially (M = 6.06, SD = 
0.84) than participants in the rationalistic mindset condition did (M = 4.64, SD = 
1.69). Analyses on the scale measuring to the rationalistic nature of the answers, 
only yielded a significant main effect of mindset, β = .44, t(169) = 6.41, p < .001, 
showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset condition reacted more 
rationalistically (M = 2.57, SD = 1.66) than participants in the experiential mindset 
condition did (M = 1.36, SD = 0.62). 

We also analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that rated the 
experiential and rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the second open-
ended question about what participants thought of Vera and Mark. Analyses on the 
scale measuring the experiential nature of the given answers, only yielded a 
significant main effect of mindset, β = -.42, t(169) = -6.01, p < .001, showing that 
participants in the experiential mindset condition reacted more experientially (M = 
6.04, SD = 0.78) than participants in the rationalistic mindset condition did (M = 
5.00, SD = 1.40). Analyses measuring the rationalistic nature of the answers, only 
yielded a significant main effect of mindset, β = .36, t(169) = 5.04, p < .001, 
showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset condition reacted more 
rationalistically (M = 2.09, SD = 1.34) than participants in the experiential mindset 
condition did (M = 1.31, SD = 0.53). Therefore, we concluded that the mindset 
manipulation was induced successfully.  

Regression analyses on the scale that checked for the outcome 
manipulation only yielded a significant main effect of outcome, β = .81, t(169) = 
18.33, p < .001, indicating that participants experienced the equal outcome to be 
more fair (M = 5.59, SD = 1.66) than the unequal outcome (M = 1.75, SD = 1.02). 
This indicates that the outcome manipulation was induced as intended.  
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Negative outcome affect. When we regressed AIM, mindset, and outcome 
on the scale measuring participants’ negative affective reactions with regard to their 
outcome this yielded a significant main effect of outcome, β = -.65, t(169) = -11.47, 
p < .001, and a significant two-way interaction between mindset and outcome, β = 
.12, t(169) = 2.10, p = .04. More importantly, these effects were qualified by a 
significant three-way interaction, β = .12, t(169) = 2.09, p = .04. To get a better 
insight into these effects, we subsequently conducted regression analyses with AIM 
and outcome as predictors in both the experiential and rationalistic mindset 
conditions. In the experiential condition this yielded a significant main effect of 
outcome, β = -.73, t(83) = -10.08, p < .001, and a significant two-way interaction 
between AIM and outcome, β = -.20, t(83) = -2.85, p < .01. As expected, these 
findings indicate that within the experiential mindset condition, participants reacted 
stronger negatively toward the unequal payment condition when they scored higher 
on AIM, β = .29, t(43) = 1.99, p = .05, and reacted less negatively toward the equal 
payment condition when they scored higher on AIM, β = -.31, t(40) = -2.03, p < 
.05. The left part of Figure 3.1 shows these effects.  

 

1

2

3

4

5

6

Low AIM High AIM Low AIM High AIM
Experiential                                       Rationalistic

N
eg

at
iv

e 
ou

tc
om

e 
af

fe
ct

Unequal payment

Equal payment

 
Figure 3.1. Strength of negative outcome affect as a function of affect intensity 
(one SD above and below the mean), mindset, and outcome (Experiment 3.1). 
 

In the rationalistic mindset condition, we only found a significant main effect of 
outcome, β = -.56, t(86) = -6.37, p < .001, indicating that participants within the 
rationalistic mindset condition reacted stronger negatively in the unequal (M = 4.96, 
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SD = 1.27) compared to the equal payment condition (M = 2.27, SD = 1.25). The 
right part of Figure 3.1 shows this effect.  

Positive outcome affect. When we regressed AIM, mindset, and outcome 
on the scale measuring participants’ positive outcome reactions this yielded a 
significant main effect of outcome, β = .74, t(169) = 14.89, p < .001, and a 
significant two-way interaction between AIM and outcome, β = .13, t(169) = 2.57, p 
= .01. We also found a marginal significant three-way interaction, β = -.09, t(169) = 
-1.82, p = .07. Subsequent regression analyses with AIM and outcome as predictors 
in both the experiential and rationalistic mindset conditions revealed in the 
experiential condition a significant main effect of outcome, β = .75, t(83) = 11.09, p 
< .001, and a significant two-way interaction between AIM and outcome, β = .22, 
t(83) = 3.22, p < .01. These findings indicate that participants in the experiential 
mindset condition reacted stronger positively toward the equal payment condition 
when they scored higher on AIM, β = .36, t(40) = 2.45, p = .02, and less positively 
to the unequal payment condition when they scored higher on AIM, β = -.30, t(43) 
= -2.05, p < .05. The left part of Figure 3.2 shows these effects.  
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Figure 3.2. Strength of positive outcome affect as a function of affect intensity 
(one SD above and below the mean), mindset and outcome (Experiment 3.1). 
 

In the rationalistic mindset condition, we found a significant main effect of outcome 
only, β = .73, t(86) = 10.13, p < .001, indicating that participants with a rationalistic 
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mindset reacted stronger positively in the equal (M = 4.67, SD = 1.48) compared to 
the unequal payment condition (M = 1.83, SD = 0.89). The right part of Figure 3.2 
shows this effect.  

Discussion 

As predicted, the effects of Experiment 3.1 reveal that experiential 
mindsets cause fairness reactions to be strongly influenced by individual differences 
in the strengths with which people are inclined to react to affect-related events. In 
further correspondence with our predictions, effects of individual differences in 
affect intensity had less strong effects on people's fairness reactions when they were 
in a rationalistic mindset. In fact, when participants had adopted a rationalistic 
mindset these individual differences in affect intensity had no statistically 
significant effects on their fairness reactions. That is, these participants only showed 
more negative reactions to unfair as compared to fair outcome allocations, 
irrespective of affect intensity. 

In addition, the results of Experiment 3.1 suggest that within the 
experiential mindset condition, especially negative outcome affect was strongly 
influenced by individual differences in affect intensity. Although we found the 
expected effects within the mindset conditions on both negative and positive 
outcome affect, the three-way interaction for positive outcome affect was only 
marginally significant, whereas this interaction effect was statistically significant 
for negative affect. This is not an unexpected finding, since fairness research shows 
that experienced unfairness and fairness often elicits stronger effects on negative 
affective reactions than on positive reactions (see, e.g., Mikula, Scherer, & 
Athenstaedt, 1998; Van den Bos, 2001a; Van den Bos et al., 2005). In line with 
these insights we will focus In Experiments 3.2 and 3.3 on negative affective 
reactions to fair and unfair events.  

For now we can conclude that the effects reveal that experiential mindsets 
may make people's fairness reactions more susceptible to affect-related processes, 
especially when negative affective reactions to fairness experiences are assessed. 
But, before drawing strong conclusions, it was important to carry out a refined 
replication. Because we introduced a new manipulation of experiential and 
rationalistic mindsets to test our ideas, and since, as expected, the strongest and 
most interesting effects were found in the experiential mindset condition, the main 
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aim of Experiment 3.2 was to replicate the findings that experiential mindsets cause 
fairness reactions to be strongly influenced by individual differences in affect 
intensity. Furthermore, to be better able to say something about the nature of 
negative affective fairness reactions, in Experiment 3.2 we took the differentiated 
nature of these reactions better into account by measuring multi-item measures of 
both outcome sadness and outcome anger, sadness and anger being two important 
dimensions of negative fairness reactions (see e.g., Van den Bos et al., 2005). 

 
Experiment 3.2 

In Experiment 3.2, we again measured individual differences in affect 
intensity and we used the same outcome manipulation as in Experiment 3.1. 
Because the main aim of Experiment 3.2 was to reveal that fairness reactions of 
people who have been brought into experiential mindsets are strongly influenced by 
individual differences in affect intensity, only experiential mindsets were induced. 
Additionally, to get better insight into what kind of affective reactions were elicited 
by the unequal and equal outcome allocations, we refined our measurement for 
affective reactions by measuring multi-item measures of both outcome sadness and 
outcome anger.  

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred and sixty students (113 women and 
47 men) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment, and received either 4 
Euros or course credits for their participation. Participants first filled out the AIM. 
Then, they were randomly assigned to one of the outcome conditions (unequal 
payment vs. equal payment). All participants received the same mindset induction 
procedure as in the experiential mindset condition of Experiment 3.1. 

Experimental procedure. As in Experiment 3.1, participants were on arrival 
in the laboratory led to separate cubicles containing a computer that was used to 
present the stimulus information and to collect data on the dependent variables and 
manipulation checks. In further correspondence with Experiment 3.1, participants 
were informed that they would participate in three separate studies and that they 
would be clearly told when one study had ended and the next one would begin. The 
first study consisted of filling out the AIM (α = .90). After this, experiential 
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mindset was induced similarly as in Experiment 3.1. Then, outcome (equal vs. 
unequal payment) was manipulated in the same way as in Experiment 3.1. 

The outcome manipulation was followed by questions encompassing the 
dependent variables outcome affect as well as the manipulation checks. All ratings 
were made on 7-point scales. Participants’ negative affect with regard to their 
outcome was assessed in two ways: Outcome anger was assessed by asking 
participants to indicate to what extent they would feel enraged, short-tempered, 
furious, venomous, infuriated, wound up, boiling with anger, and irate in the 
described situation (1 = not at all, 7 = completely; α = .98). Outcome sadness was 
measured by asking participants to indicate to what extent they would feel 
sorrowful, doleful, mournful, and sad in the described situation (1 = not at all, 7 = 
completely; α= .96). 

Similar to Experiment 3.1, the mindset manipulation was checked in two 
ways. First, participants were asked at the end of the experiment to indicate by 
answering the same five questions as in Experiment 3.1 whether they, while reading 
the text about Vera and Mark, reacted more rationalistically or experientially (α = 
.76).  

Second, participants’ answers to the two open-ended questions were coded 
in the same way as in Experiment 3.1. Coders’ answers to the five questions 
measuring if participants’ answers to the first open-ended question about the 
situation Vera and Mark found themselves in were experientially in nature, were 
averaged to form reliable scales to check for experiential mindset (α Coder 1 = .86, 
α Coder 2 = .90; r = .71, p < .001; α = .92). The same was done for the second 
open-ended question about what they thought of Vera and Mark (α Coder 1 = .62, α 
Coder 2 = .90; r = .60, p < .001; α = .83).  

Coders’ answers to the questions measuring if participants’ given answers 
to the first open-ended question were rationalistically, were also averaged to form a 
reliable scale to check for rationalistic mindsets (α Coder 1 = .85; α Coder 2 = .94; r 
= .74, p < .001; α = .92). The same was done for the second open-ended question (α 
Coder 1 = . 83, α Coder 2 = . 94; r =. 61, p < .001; α = .91).  

As a check on the manipulation of outcome, participants were asked the 
same questions as in Experiment 3.1: how fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), just 
(1 = very unjust, 7 = very just), right (1 = not right at all, 7 = very right), and 
justified (1 = very unjustified, 7 = very justified) they would consider the outcome 
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they received  in the scenario they just read. These four items were averaged to 
form a reliable scale to check on the manipulation of outcome (α = .98). Finally, 
participants were debriefed, thanked, and paid for their participation. 

Results 

In all regression analyses, we regressed AIM and outcome on the 
manipulation checks and dependent variables, testing for all main effects and all 
interaction. Following Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we centralized the 
continuous AIM variable and effect-coded the independent variable outcome. 

Manipulation checks. We first conducted regression analyses on the scale 
that checked whether the experiential mindset was induced equally successfully in 
both outcome conditions and independent from affect intensity. Analyses neither 
yielded an effect of outcome, β = -.04, t(156) = -0.40, p = .66, nor of AIM, β = .11, 
t(156) = 1.34, p = .18, nor a significant two-way interaction, β = -.05, t(156) = -
0.60, p = .55. Since all participants were in an experiential mindset, we tested 
whether participants scored significantly above the midpoint of the scale (meaning 
that they reacted more experientially than rationalistically). This indeed showed that 
participants reacted more experientially than rationalistically (M = 5.17, SD = 1.03), 
t(156) = 14.38, p < .001. These effects are similar to the effects found in the 
experiential mindset condition of Experiment 3.1. 

Second, analyses on coders’ answers to the questions that rated the 
experiential and rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the open-ended 
questions, also yielded that participants reacted more experientially. We first 
analyzed coders’ answers with regard to the first open-ended question about what 
participants thought of Vera and Mark’s situation. Since experiential mindsets were 
induced in all participants, we paired the scale measuring how experiential the 
given answers were with the scale measuring to what extent the answers were given 
rationalistically, in order to test whether participants indeed reacted more 
experientially than rationalistically according to the coders. As expected, this 
showed, that the answers given by the participants were more experiential in nature 
(M = 4.63, SD = 1.75) than rationalistic (M = 2.70, SD = 1.67), t(159) = 7.34, p < 
.001, d = .58. 

Similar effects were found for coders’ answers with regard to the second 
open-ended question about what participants thought of Vera and Mark. According 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 



Mindsets and Social Justice 57 

to the coders, the answers given by participants were more experiential in nature (M 
= 4.42, SD = 1.81) than rationalistic (M = 2.72, SD = 1.52), t(159) = 6.71, p < .001, 
d = .53. Therefore, we concluded that the experiential mindset was induced 
successfully.  

Regression analyses on the scale that checked for the outcome 
manipulation only yielded a significant main effect of outcome, β = .83, t(156) = 
18.73, p < .001, indicating that participants experienced the equal outcome to be 
more fair (M = 5.59, SD = 1.73) than the unequal outcome (M = 1.62, SD = 0.76). 
Therefore, we concluded that the outcome manipulation was induced as intended. 

Outcome anger. When we regressed AIM and outcome on the scale 
measuring outcome anger, this yielded a significant main effect of outcome, β = -
.73, t(156) = -14.05, p < .001, and a significant main effect of AIM, β = .20, t(156) 
= 3.79, p < .001. More importantly, these effects were qualified by the significant 
two-way interaction, β = -.12, t(156) = -2.29, p = .02. These findings indicate that 
when participants’ individual levels of AIM increased, they indicated to feel more 
angry about receiving an unequal payment, β = .39, t(78) = 3.71, p < .001 than 
about receiving an equal payment, β = .14, t(78) = 1.28, p = .20. Figure 3.3 shows 
these effects.  
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Figure 3.3. Strength of outcome anger in experiential mindsets as a function of 
affect intensity (one SD above and below the mean) and outcome (Experiment 
3.2). 
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Outcome sadness. When we regressed AIM and outcome on the scale 
measuring outcome sadness, this yielded a significant main effect of outcome, β = -
.63, t(156) = -10.67, p < .001, and a significant main effect of AIM, β = .23, t(156) 
= 3.86, p < .001. More importantly, these effects were qualified by the significant 
two-way interaction, β = -.13, t(156) = -2.13, p = .04. In correspondence with our 
predictions, these findings indicate that when participants’ individual levels of AIM 
increased, they indicated to feel more sadness when receiving an unequal payment, 
β = .39, t(78) = 3.71, p < .001 than when receiving an equal payment, β = .16, t(78) 
= 1.43, p = .16. Figure 3.4 shows these effects.  
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Figure 3.4. Strength of outcome sadness in experiential mindsets as a function 
of affect intensity (one SD above and below the mean) and outcome 
(Experiment 3.2).  

Discussion 

As in Experiment 3.1, the results of Experiment 3.2 corroborate our 
hypothesis that experiential mindsets cause fairness reactions to be strongly 
influenced by individual differences in the strengths with which people are inclined 
to react to affect-related events. Additionally, the results of Experiment 3.2 show, 
that these effects were slightly stronger for people’s outcome anger than for 
outcome sadness. For now, we can conclude that especially affective-experiential 
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processes instigate strong fairness reactions when measured by means of negative 
outcome affect. 

A critic could note that there is more to fairness research than the fairness 
of outcome distributions. It is important therefore, to demonstrate the effects that 
are predicted by the perspective we put forward here by using different fairness 
manipulations. As noted before, a major orientation of the fairness literature is on 
how people react to the perceived fairness of decision-making processes (e.g., Lind 
& Tyler, 1988), and a very well-known finding in the procedural justice literature is 
the discovery that people evaluate procedures that allow them an opportunity to 
voice their opinion in a decision-making process to be more fair than procedures 
that do not allow or deny them such an opportunity (e.g., Folger, 1977; Folger et al., 
1979). Therefore, in Experiment 3.3, we manipulated procedure by either giving 
participants voice or no voice.  

 
Experiment 3.3 

In Experiment 3.3, we again measured individual differences in affect 
intensity and we conducted the same mindset manipulations as we used in 
Experiments 3.1 and 3.2. The procedure manipulation consisted of varying whether 
participants were either given voice or no voice in deciding the duration and degree 
of difficulty of a task they had to do as part of the experiment. Main dependent 
variables were procedural anger and sadness, similar to the measures of outcome 
anger and sadness assessed in Experiment 3.2. To further examine the robustness of 
the effects reported here, in Experiment 3.3 there was no uncertainty in our stimulus 
materials, in order to be able to examine whether the effects of our affective-
experiential perspective also can be found in situations in which uncertainty is not 
strongly accentuated. 

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred and eighteen (97 women and 21 
men) Utrecht University students participated in the experiment, and could choose 
to receive either 4 Euros or course credits for their participation. Participants first 
filled out the AIM, after which they were randomly assigned to one of the 
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conditions of a 2 (mindset: experiential vs. rationalistic) × 2 (procedure: voice vs. 
no voice) factorial design. 

Experimental procedure. As in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2 participants were, 
on arrival in the laboratory, led to separate cubicles containing a computer that was 
used to present the stimulus information and to collect data on the dependent 
variables and manipulation checks. In further correspondence with Experiments 3.1 
and 3.2, participants were informed that the experiment consisted of three separate 
studies and that they would be clearly informed when one study had ended and the 
next study would begin. Additionally, participants in this experiment were informed 
that it was possible to communicate by means of the computer network and that 
they had to do a computer task at the end of the experiment of which the duration 
and degree of difficulty still had to be decided upon. The first study consisted of 
filling out the AIM (α = .86). In the second study either experiential or rationalistic 
mindsets were induced in the same way as in Experiment 3.1. Then, the third study 
began in which procedure was manipulated. 

Participants received a message via the computer network from the 
experimenter, in which the experiment was outlined again. Participants were again 
told that at the end they had to do a computer task of which the duration and degree 
of difficulty still had to be decided upon. In the voice condition, participants 
subsequently read that the experimenter was very interested in the participants’ 
opinion and therefore would be given the opportunity to type in how long they 
thought the computer task should last. These participants learned that based on their 
answers the duration and degree of difficulty would be decided. Then, they were 
asked to think that over for 45 seconds, after which they were actually given the 
opportunity to voice their opinion by typing in the minutes and seconds they 
thought were suitable for the last computer task. In the no-voice condition, 
participants read that the experimenter was not at all interested in the participants’ 
opinion and therefore would not be given the opportunity to type in how long they 
thought the computer task should last. Thus, the duration and degree of difficulty 
would not be decided upon based on their opinion. Then, they were asked to think 
that over for 45 seconds, after which they were actually denied the opportunity to 
voice their opinion by typing in the minutes and seconds they thought were suitable 
for the last computer task. 
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This was followed by questions encompassing the dependent variables and 
the manipulation checks. All ratings were made on 7-point scales. Procedural anger 
was assessed by asking participants to indicate to what extent they felt angry, 
furious, enraged, venomous, wound-up, infuriated, and boiling with anger about the 
way they were treated in the experiment (1 = not at all, 7 = completely, α = .88). 
Procedural sadness was assessed by asking participants to indicate to what extent 
they felt sad, somber, glum, doleful, mournful, and sorrowful about the way they 
were treated in the experiment (1 = not at all, 7 = completely, α = .88). 

The manipulation of mindset was checked in the same way as in 
Experiments 3.1 and 3.2. First, participants were asked at the end of the experiment 
to indicate whether they, while reading the text about Vera and Mark, reacted more 
rationalistically or experientially (α = .86).  

Second, participants’ answers to the two open-ended questions were coded 
in the same way as in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2. Answers to the five questions 
measuring if participants’ answers to the first open-ended question about the 
situation Vera and Mark found themselves in were experiential in nature, were 
averaged to form a reliable scale to check for experiential mindset (α = .96). The 
same was done for answers to the second open-ended question with regard to what 
participants thought of Vera and Mark (α = .96).   

Answers to the five questions measuring if participants’ answers to the first 
open-ended question about the situation Vera and Mark found themselves in were 
rationalistic in nature, were averaged to form reliable scales to check for 
rationalistic mindset (α = .95). The same was done for answers to the second open-
ended question with regard to what participants thought of Vera and Mark (α = .96).  

As a check on the manipulation of procedure, participants were asked how 
fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), just (1 = very unjust, 7 = very just), rightly (1 = 
not rightly at all, 7 = very rightly), and justified (1 = very unjustified, 7 = very 
justified) they would consider the procedure of the experiment. These four items 
were averaged to form a scale to check on the manipulation of procedure (α = .96). 
Finally, participants were debriefed, thanked, and paid for their participation.  

Results 

In all analyses, we regressed AIM, mindset and procedure on the 
manipulation checks and dependent variables, testing for all main effects and all 
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interaction. Following Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we centralized the 
continuous AIM variable and effect-coded the independent variables mindset and 
procedure. 

Manipulation checks. The manipulation of mindset was checked in two 
ways. First, regression analyses on the scale that checked for mindset yielded a 
significant main effect of mindset, β = -.72, t(110) = -11.12, p < .001, indicating 
that participants stated to have been reacting more experientially than 
rationalistically in the experiential mindset condition (M = 5.05, SD = 0.85), and 
more rationalistically than experientially in the rationalistic mindset condition (M = 
3.12, SD = 1.05). Since this effect was neither qualified by an interaction of mindset 
with either AIM or the procedure manipulation, nor by the three-way interaction, 
this indicates that the mindset manipulation was induced as intended.  

Moreover, as in Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, regression analyses were 
conducted on the ratings given by the blind coders. For the scale measuring the 
experiential quality of participants’ answers to the first open-ended question about 
what participants thought of Vera and Mark’s situation, this only yielded a main 
effect of mindset, β = -.76, t(110) = -12.94, p < .001, showing that participants’ 
reactions to the first question were more experiential in nature in the experiential 
mindset condition (M = 5.44, SD = 1.17), than in the rationalistic mindset condition 
(M = 2.74, SD = 1.09). Analysis on the scale ratings measuring the rationalistic 
quality of participants’ answers also only yielded a main effect of mindset, β = .66, 
t(110) = 9.53, p < .001, showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset 
condition reacted more rationalistically (M = 5.17, SD = 1.30) to the first question, 
than participants in the experiential mindset condition did (M = 2.89, SD = 1.29). 

Similarly, for the scale measuring the experiential quality of participants’ 
answers to the second open-ended question about what participants thought of Vera 
and Mark, yielded a main effect of mindset β = -.75, t(110) = -12.69, p < .001, 
showing that participants’ answers were more experiential in nature for participants 
who were in an experiential mindset (M = 5.65, SD = 1.15) than for participants 
who were in a rationalistic mindset (M = 2.79, SD = 1.33). Also a main effect of 
AIM was found, β = -.13, t(110) = -2.13, p =.04, but this effect was not qualified by 
an interaction of mindset with AIM. Analysis on the scale ratings measuring the 
rationalistic quality of participants’ answers, only yielded a main effect of mindset, 
β = .62, t(110) = 8.75, p < .001, showing that participants in the rationalistic 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 



Mindsets and Social Justice 63 

mindset condition reacted more rationalistically (M = 4.57, SD = 1.75) to the second 
question, than participants in the experiential mindset condition did (M = 2.14, SD = 
1.25). It is important to note that the effects of mindset were not qualified by an 
interaction with either procedure or affect intensity. Therefore, we concluded that 
the mindset manipulation was induced as intended.  

Regression analyses on the scale that checked for the procedure 
manipulation only yielded a significant main effect of this manipulation, β = .62, 
t(110) = 8.30, p < .001, meaning that participants experienced being given the 
opportunity to voice their opinion to be more fair (M = 5.55, SD = 1.09) than not 
being given the opportunity to voice their opinion (M = 3.69, SD = 1.28). Therefore, 
we concluded that the procedure manipulation was induced as intended. 

Procedural anger. When we regressed AIM, mindset, and procedure on the 
scale measuring procedural anger, this yielded a significant main effect of 
procedure, β = -.18, t(110) = -2.05, p = .04, and a two-way interaction of mindset 
and procedure, β = .21, t(110) = 2.32, p = .02. More importantly, these effects were 
qualified by the three-way interaction, β = .25, t(110) = 2.74, p < .01. To get better 
insight into these effects, we subsequently conducted regression analyses with AIM 
and procedure as predictors in both the experiential and rationalistic mindset 
conditions. In the experiential mindset condition this yielded a main effect of 
procedure, β = -.37, t(56) = -3.15, p < .01, and a significant two-way interaction, β 
= -.30, t(56) = -2.42, p = .02. These findings indicate, that when participants were in 
an experiential mindset, they reacted angrier toward not being given the opportunity 
to voice their opinion when they had higher scores on AIM, β = .37, t(27) = 2.08, p 
< .05, and that there was no significant difference in their anger reactions when they 
did receive an opportunity to voice their opinion, β = -.14, t(29) = -0.73, p = .47. 
The left part of Figure 3.5 shows these effects. In the rationalistic mindset 
condition, we found no significant effects, as the right part of Figure 3.5 illustrates.  
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Figure 3.5. Strength of procedural anger as a function of affect intensity (one 
SD above and below the mean), mindset and procedure (Experiment 3.3). 

 
Procedural sadness. When we regressed AIM, mindset, and procedure on 

the scale measuring participants’ procedural sadness, this yielded a significant main 
effect of procedure, β = -.29, t(110) = -3.26, p < .01, and the three-way interaction, 
β = .21, t(110) = 2.27, p = .03. To get a better insight into these effects, we 
subsequently conducted regression analyses with AIM and procedure as predictors 
in both the experiential and rationalistic mindset conditions. In the experiential 
condition this yielded a significant main effect of procedure, β = -.31, t(56) = -2.49, 
p = .02, and a significant two-way interaction, β = -.28, t(56) = -2.11, p = .04. These 
findings indicate that participants with an experiential mindset tended to react with 
more sadness toward not being given the opportunity to voice their opinion when 
they had higher scores on AIM, β = .30, t(27) = 1.65, p = .11, and that there was no 
difference in their sadness reactions when they did receive an opportunity to voice 
their opinion, β = -.22, t(29) = -1.22, p = .23. The left part of Figure 3.6 shows these 
effects. In the rationalistic mindset condition, we only found a significant main 
effect of procedure, β = -.28, t(54) = -2.12, p = .04, indicating that participants with 
a rationalistic mindset experienced more sadness in the no-voice condition (M = 
2.20, SD = 0.97) compared to the voice condition (M = 1.76, SD = 0.65). The right 
part of Figure 3.6 shows this effect. 
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Figure 3.6. Strength of procedural sadness as a function of affect intensity (one 
SD above and below the mean), mindset and procedure (Experiment 3.3).  

Discussion 

In accordance with our line of reasoning, and in correspondence with the 
results of Experiments 3.1 and 3.2, the findings of Experiment 3.3 show that 
especially strong fairness reactions are found when experiential mindsets make 
peoples’ experience of fair and unfair events susceptible to affect intensity. When 
participants had adopted a rationalistic mindset these individual differences in affect 
intensity had no statistically significant effects on their fairness reactions. That is, 
these participants overall only showed more negative reactions to unfair as 
compared to fair procedures, irrespective of affect intensity.   

 
General Discussion 

In three experiments we found supportive evidence for our line of 
reasoning that the strongest fairness reactions will be found when people who react 
strongly to affect-related daily life events adopt experiential mindsets. Thereby, this 
interesting pattern of results found in three experiments, supports theoretical claims 
made about the role individual differences in affect intensity may play in 
experiential and rationalistic modes of processing justice related information.  

These are important findings, in part because they can cast some light on 
age-old discussions (for overviews, see, e.g., Beauchamp, 2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986) 
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about whether people’s reactions to events are based on rationalistic reasoning 
processes or that affect and intuition play an important role and guide people’s 
reactions to fair and unfair events. That is, on the one hand it is emphasized in 
social intuitionist notions that people react based on their intuition and gut feelings 
to events they encounter (Haidt, 2001, 2003b; Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993). On the 
other hand it is argued by others (e.g., Pizarro & Bloom, 2003) that the fast and 
automatic intuitions social intuitionist models refer to (e.g., Haidt, 2001) are 
actually shaped and formed by rationalistic reasoning processes. Within fairness 
research, less explicit attention is paid to this debate. Implicitly, however, similar 
theoretical assumptions are made about what instigates people’s fairness reactions.  

Our work provides supporting evidence, by integrating insights from 
experiential and rationalistic theories of justice motives (e.g., Lerner & Goldberg, 
1999), cognitive-experiential self-theory (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994), and work on 
individual differences in affect intensity (e.g., Larsen et al., 1986; Van den Bos et 
al., 2003), that both experiential and rationalistic ways of processing information, 
may influence people’s fairness reactions. In further accordance with our line of 
reasoning, we show that particularly the strongest affective reactions to fair and 
unfair events tend to be found when people’s experiential mindsets make 
experienced fairness susceptible to individual differences in affect intensity. We 
have further suggested that these effects can be found for both distributive and 
procedural fairness, two important fairness concepts in the fairness literature. And 
we have shown that the effects of our affective-experiential perspective can be 
found in both situations in which uncertainty is either accentuated (Experiments 3.1 
and 3.2) or not (Experiment 3.3). Although this is a first line of studies, and 
although more research is needed to examine the robustness of the pioneering 
findings reported here, the current effects found in Experiments 3.1 to 3.3 over 
different fairness manipulations and experimental settings all show the same effects 
in support of our line of reasoning, implying that reactions to experienced fairness 
vary in strength as a function of mindset and individual differences in affect 
intensity. We hope that one implication of our studies may be that they encourage 
researchers in the fairness literature to be more explicit about their assumptions of 
fairness reactions being driven by experiential or rationalistic processes. 

Furthermore, the results of Experiment 3.1 showed that especially people’s 
negative affective reactions to fair and unfair events are susceptible to the 
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combination of experiential mindsets and individual differences in affect intensity 
as we mooted here. As explained in Footnote 23, these effects are not due to the fact 
that the story about Vera and Mark had a general negative effect on participants. 
Moreover, the results of Experiments 3.2 and 3.3 showed that these effects were 
especially strong for outcome anger and procedure anger. These are no unexpected 
findings, since in other fairness research also stronger effects were found on anger-
related reactions than for sadness-related and happiness-related reactions (see, e.g., 
Mikula et al., 1998; Van den Bos et al., 2005).  

In order to test our line of reasoning, we introduced a new manipulation of 
experiential and rationalistic mindsets to the research literature, in which we 
implemented experiential or rationalistic mindsets by having participants answer 
two open-ended questions of a story they had just read. As our manipulation checks 
showed, people indeed reacted more experientially when experiential mindsets were 
induced and more rationalistically when rationalistic mindsets were induced. It 
could be suggested that participants did so because they were explicitly asked to do 
so and that this caused the effects on fairness reactions found in the three 
experiments. Although participants were instructed to adopt either an experiential or 
a rationalistic mindset and to react accordingly to the story about Vera and Mark, it 
was highly unlikely that they would think the same instructions would count for the 
questions pertaining our measurement of their affective reactions to experienced 
fairness. First of all, because within each experiment all parts in which the 
predictors were measured (affect intensity) or manipulated (mindset and outcome or 
procedure) were clearly presented as different studies, by telling participants that 
they would participate in an experiment containing studies from different 
researchers with different interests and that therefore the layout might differ over 

                                                 
3 Coders also rated on a bipolar seven point scale to what extent they thought the 

answers given by participants to the open-ended questions concerning Vera and Mark 
were positive or negative (1 = very negative, 4 = neither negative nor positive, 7 = very 
positive). On average participants’ answers were rated around the scale mean (M = 3.76, 
SD = 1.19 for the first open-ended question and M = 3.77, SD = 0.84 for the second open-
ended question), meaning that the given answers were neither very negative nor positive 
according to the coders. Therefore, we concluded that the effects found on negative 
outcome affect are not due to a general negative feeling caused by the contents of the 
story about Vera and Mark. Similar effects were found in Experiments 3.2 and 3.3, as 
well as in the Experiments reported in Chapter 4. 
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the presented studies. Secondly, participants were not instructed to react either 
experientially or rationalistically to any information given during the fairness 
manipulations nor when reacting to these manipulations. Also, none of the 
participants mentioned to have any suspicion about the relatedness of the three 
studies. Therefore, we think it is reasonable to conclude that the effects found on 
affective reactions to fair and unfair events were the result of  the mindsets that 
were induced successfully in our experiments.  

These findings have implications for everyday life. According to cognitive-
experiential self-theory, people construct a personal theory of reality and a major 
function of this personal theory may be to make life as satisfactory as possible 
under the conditions perceived as by the individual. These personal theories thereby 
assimilate reality and direct behavior, and, more importantly for the current 
purposes, this can be done in experiential or rationalistic ways (see e.g., Epstein et 
al., 1992). We have shown that people indeed may react differently to their 
perceived reality of fair and unfair events, depending on the mindset they find 
themselves in at that given moment. That is, participants perceived equal outcomes 
and fair procedures as fairer than unequal outcomes and no-voice procedures, but 
their fairness reactions differentiated depending on their mindsets, with especially 
anger being more strongly influenced in affective-experiential conditions. Based on 
other lines of research (see e.g., Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, 1999; Weiss et al., 
1999) this may indicate that these people will behave differently accordingly since 
different affects can cause different behaviors. Of course these are assumptions that 
need to be tested in further research. It would be similarly interesting to further test 
our line of reasoning with different manipulations of both experiential and 
rationalistic mindsets. 

Current findings also support theoretical claims made about the role of 
experiential and rationalistic mindsets in justice motive theories (see e.g., Lerner & 
Goldberg, 1999; Montada, 1998). We tested our line of reasoning for both outcome 
allocations and voice procedures, two important lines of research within the fairness 
literature. Of course there is more to fairness research than outcome and procedure 
and it would be interesting to implement our line of reasoning on other forms of 
fairness and fairness-related issues. One of these issues people’s reactions to threats 
to a just world (e.g., Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), in which it is assumed that people 
belief the world is a just place and people get what they deserve. It would be 
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interesting for example to test whether people, when confronted with an innocent 
victim, blame these victims to a greater or lesser extent depending on the mindset 
they are in when confronted with that victim. This would also be a good opportunity 
to measure behavior in order to be able to test whether mindsets indeed instigate 
different behaviors. 

 
Conclusion 

In the present paper we focused on the issue of what psychological 
processes are driving people’s reactions to fair and unfair events. Herby we 
integrated insights that have been put forward in work on justice motive and in 
cognitive-experiential self-theory. Furthermore, we integrated in our work the 
assumption made in cognitive-experiential self-theory that the operation of 
experiential mindsets is intimately associated with affect-related experiences. We 
found that people in experiential mindsets – compared to rationalistic ones –are 
strongly influenced by individual differences in affect intensity and that it is indeed 
the combination of experiential mindsets and high affect intensity that yield the 
strongest reactions to fair and unfair events. This suggests that it is important to pay 
appropriate attention to people’s states of mind and level of individual differences 
in affect intensity when addressing fairness reactions. 
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When reading a newspaper article about a girl being sexually assaulted or 
being robbed going home from a late night out, one may think: “Why hasn’t she 
been more careful!” Although it seems counter-normative to blame victims for their 
ill fate, this is not an uncommon reaction. As we know from an extensive line of 
research, people frequently hold victims responsible and blameworthy for their 
misfortunes (for overviews, see, e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lerner, 
1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978). But why would people do so? According to just 
world theory, people have a need to belief in a just world in which every person 
gets what s/he deserves (Lerner, 1977, 1980; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). When 
people are confronted with others who get what they presumably do not deserve, as 
the girl in the abovementioned newspaper article did, then the principles of 
deservingness are violated and people need to restore their belief that the world is a 
just place. Especially when things cannot be changed and justice cannot be restored, 
people then often tend to assume that victims do deserve their ill fate and are to be 
blamed for what happened to them (for extensive introductions to just world theory, 
see, e.g., Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Montada & Lerner, 1998). Thus, 
based on a concern with justice and principles of deservingness, people may react 
negatively to victims and may judge them blameworthy for their misfortunes. 

But how do people arrive at these blaming judgments? For example, do 
they rationalize that victims are to blame or do they intuitively sense that victims 
violate normative rules of decency, thereby causing themselves to suffer? Lerner 
and Goldberg (1999) note that people probably follow both rationalizing and 
intuitive strategies in constructing blame judgments, but also emphasize the 
important role that intuitive-experiential mindsets play in people’s blaming 
reactions. This suggests that when people are inclined to react in intuitive and 
experiential ways to things they perceive (see Chapters 2 and 3; see also Epstein 
and Pacini, 1999), they will especially be prone to blaming innocent victims for 
their ill fate. However, according to our knowledge, the effects of experiential-
intuitive versus rationalistic evaluation processes on blaming reactions to other 
people’s misfortunes have not been tested empirically. In the present paper, we 
break new ground by investigating whether people in an experiential mindset 
(versus a rationalistic mindset) differ in their reactions to victims and whether just 
world effects on these reactions are indeed stronger when people have adopted 
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experiential mindsets. It is to a short introduction of people’s intuitive-experiential 
reactions and their relationship with just world reactions that we now turn. 

 
Belief in a Just World and Intuitive-Experiential Reactions 

As Lerner and Goldberg (1999; see also Lerner, 1998) note: “It should be 
no surprise to find that people who care deeply about justice experience strong 
emotions when confronted with a victim. The important dynamics underlying those 
emotions should take place in the experiential system and involve implicit 
cognitions, such as the moral intuitions concerning what is just and good” (p. 631). 
In this way, Lerner and Goldberg argued, yet did not empirically test, that people 
may show the strongest blaming reactions when they are reacting in intuitive and 
experiential ways toward victims. 

In coming to this statement, Lerner and Goldberg (1999) built on the social 
judgment literature (e.g., Forgas, Williams, & Von Hippel, 2003), the social 
intuitionist model (e.g., Haidt, 2001; Shweder & Haidt, 1993), and cognitive-
experiential self-theory (Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999). All these 
models from these different literatures emphasize the influence of intuitive and 
experiential evaluations of situations, especially when situations become more 
emotional, like being confronted with a victim’s ill fate.  

In cognitive-experiential self-theory it is argued that people react to their 
environment by means of two information processing systems: an experiential 
system that operates according to heuristic principles and a more rational system 
that operates through a person’s understanding of logical rules of inference 
(Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999). The experiential system processes 
information automatically, rapidly, effortlessly and efficiently, and it is built upon 
learned experiences, like the rules of deservingness that children learn during 
socialization (Lerner, 1980). The rationalistic system, in contrast, is a deliberative, 
effortful and abstract system, in which people weigh information carefully. Related 
to this, social intuitionist models (e.g., Haidt, 2001; Shweder & Haidt, 1993) argue 
that moral judgments are generally the result of quick evaluations of a situation, and 
that moral reasoning plays a less important role than rationalistic models of 
morality assume. 
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Building and extending the above mentioned models, we propose here that 
people in experiential mindsets may blame victims more for their misfortunes than 
people in rationalistic mindsets. In order to test this proposition, we carried out two 
experiments. In both experiments, participants ostensibly participated in several 
unrelated studies. In one of these studies we induced experiential-intuitive or 
rationalistic mindsets among our participants. In order to do so, we followed 
experimental procedures of social intuitionist models (see e.g., Haidt, 2001; 
Shweder & Haidt, 1993) and earlier manipulations of experiential-intuitive versus 
rationalistic mindsets (introduced and tested in Chapter 3). In the experiential-
intuitive mindset condition, we asked our participants to respond to a story they 
read on the basis of their intuitions and gut feelings. Participants in the rationalistic 
mindset condition were asked, to respond to the same story on the basis of careful 
and analytic consideration of the information given in the text. When participants 
had been brought in this way in one of these two mindsets, participants took part in 
another study that was ostensibly unrelated to the study in which we induced their 
mindsets. In the new study, participants were confronted with a victim’s ill fate and 
we assessed the extend to which our participants blamed the victims for their 
misfortunes. 

Moreover, we expect to find that the effect of experiential and rationalistic 
mindsets on people's blaming reactions will be moderated by the strength with 
which people believe in a just world (Experiment 4.1) and by temporarily 
fluctuations by which the belief in a just world is threatened (Experiment 4.2). That 
is, building on the line of reasoning presented here we predict that especially people 
in experiential mindsets will show the strongest blaming reactions, but this does not 
mean that people in rationalistic mindsets will never blame victims. From earlier 
research, we know that people will blame more when people believe more strongly 
in a just world (e.g., Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987) or when their belief in a 
just world recently has been threatened (e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; 
Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978). We therefore will examine whether 
participants in our rationalistic mindset conditions will blame more when they 
believe more strongly in a just world (Experiment 4.1 ) or when their belief in a just 
world has been threatened (Experiment 4.2). 

Building on the reasoning outlined in this paper we also argue that if 
processing in experiential ways is indeed the reason why, to a large extent, people's 
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blaming reactions are influenced--as we are hypothesizing here building on the 
work by Lerner and Goldberg (1999) and others (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein 
& Pacini, 1999; Haidt, 2001; Lerner, 1980; Shweder & Haidt, 1993)--then it should 
be the case that when people are already processing information in intuitive-
experiential ways, individual differences in the belief in a just world (Experiment 
4.1 ) or threats to this belief (Experiment 4.2) may have less impact on people's 
blaming reactions. The two experiments that will be presented here are designed to 
assess whether this hypothesis has some merit. In the General Discussion we will 
discuss the possible implications of the line of reasoning outlined here and 
empirical findings presented in this paper. 

 
Experiment 4.1  

In Experiment 4.1, we measured participants’ general belief in a just world 
(Dalbert, Montada, & Schmitt, 1987) and manipulated experiential versus 
rationalistic mindsets, after which blaming reactions were measured. Following 
earlier belief in a just world studies (Hafer, 2000; Lerner & Simmons, 1966), the 
main dependent variables were participants’ degree of blaming a person they had to 
read about and who had fallen victim to an offense deed.  

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred and thirty students (113 women and 
17 men) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment and either received 
course credits or were paid 3 Euros for their participation. Participants first filled 
out the General Belief in a Just World Scale (GBJW; Dalbert et al., 1987). After 
this, they were randomly assigned to one of two mindset conditions (experiential vs. 
rationalistic).  

Experimental procedure. Participants were invited to the laboratory to 
participate in a study on how people perform computer tasks. On arrival at the 
laboratory, participants were led to separate cubicles, each of which contained a 
computer, monitor, and keyboard. All instructions were presented on the computer 
screens. The computers were used to present the stimulus information and to collect 
data on the dependent variables and manipulation checks. 
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Participants were informed that they would participate in three separate 
studies and they were clearly told when one study had ended and the next one 
began. The first study consisted of filling out the GBJW. Examples of items are: “I 
believe that basically the world is a just place” and “I believe that people get what 
they deserve”. All ratings were made on 7-point scales (1 = never, 7 = always; α = 
.66).  

After a short brake, the second study began in which mindset was 
manipulated. We will first explain how we induced the experiential mindset. After 
that, we will explain the manipulation of the rationalistic mindset.  

Participants in the experiential condition read: “Various research studies 
have shown that people process information they read differently. Important and 
often used manners are having many associative thoughts while reading, connecting 
the contents to one’s own experiences, and visualizing what is described while 
reading. Based on intuition, gut feelings, impulsive creativity, own experiences, and 
associations evoked by the information read, people form their opinions about the 
information. Terms used to express their opinions are expressive and impulsive in 
nature; people say what they think and what is on their hearts.”  

Subsequently, participants in the experiential condition were asked to think 
for 45 seconds about how they thought they would read, process, and react to 
information, when in the above described state of mind, after which they were 
asked to type in what they had just thought of. Next, participants were informed that 
they were about to read a text on which they could give their view by answering 
some open-ended questions. Participants read: “We would like to ask you to read 
the text and answer the questions in the way just described to you. You could do 
this by reading the text and reacting to it as expressively and impulsively as 
possible. And, by basing your opinion on your gut feelings and intuition about what 
you read. You can write down anything you want while expressing your point of 
view. The first thing that comes to mind is often what you are thinking and that is 
what we would like to know. There are no right or wrong answers and reactions. 
Thus, everything that you type in will be the right thing, as long as it is your own, 
first reaction to what you are reading. Naturally, everything you type in will be 
treated confidentially and anonymously.”  

This was followed by a summary of the main points of participants’ 
instructions: “(1) React to the text and questions by typing in the first thing that 
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comes to mind; (2) be as expressive as possible in your reactions; (3) be as intuitive 
as possible in your reactions; listen to your gut feelings; (4) there are no right or 
wrong answers, as every first reaction that is yours is right and you can type in 
anything you want”.  

Then, participants read and responded to a text (derived from Haidt, 2001), 
of which research (Maas & Van den Bos, 2007b) has shown that participants at 
Utrecht University could react to it in either experiential or rationalistic ways. 
Participants read:  

“Vera and Mark are brother and sister. They are traveling together around 
Thailand on summer vacation. One night they are staying alone in a cabin near the 
beach. Jointly they decide that it would be interesting and fun if they tried making 
love. At the very least it would be a new experience for each of them. Vera was 
already taking birth control pills for some time, but Mark uses a condom too, just to 
be safe. They both equally enjoy making love, but they decide not to do it again. 
They keep that night to themselves as a special secret, which makes them feel even 
closer to each other than already was the case.”  

Next, participants were asked to answer the following open-ended 
questions by typing in their responses: (1) “What do you think of this situation? 
Was it a proper decision of Vera and Mark to make love?” and (2) “What do you 
think of Vera and Mark?”  

In the rationalistic condition participants read: “Various research studies 
have shown that people process information they read differently. Important and 
often used manners are reading and scanning the text carefully, and weighing the 
pros en cons logically and analytically. Based on logical evidence and precise 
processing of the information read, people form their opinions about the 
information. Terms used to express opinions in this way are for example “On the 
one hand … and on the other hand.” 

Subsequently, participants were asked to think about how they would read, 
process, and react to information and to type in what they had just thought of. 
Hereafter, they were informed that they were about to read a text on which they 
could give their view by answering some open-ended questions. Participants read: 
“We would like to ask you to read the text and answer the questions in the way just 
described to you. You could do this by reading the text and reacting to it by 
pondering upon the text, weigh it, and be as analytically as possible. Try to weigh 
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the pros and cons, and to think as rationalistic as possible about the contents of the 
text, before forming an opinion and giving your reaction. There are no right or 
wrong answers and reactions. Thus, everything that you type in will be the right 
thing, as long as it is your own, rationalistic and carefully-constructed reaction to 
what you were reading. Naturally, everything you type in will be treated 
confidentially and anonymously.” 

After this, and after reading the text derived from Haidt (2001), the main 
points were summarized: “(1) Take your time to ponder on the text and your 
reactions to the questions; (2) try to weigh the pros and cons: Approach the text and 
think it over from all angles; (3) type in your reaction once you have thought it over 
as rationalistic and analytically as possible; (4) there are no right or wrong answers: 
Every reaction that is yours and well thought-through is right”. Then, the text 
derived from Haidt (2001) was given and the same open-ended questions as in the 
experiential condition were asked.  

After the mindset manipulation, participants were informed that the second 
study had ended and that the third study would begin. In this study, participants 
read two stories in which a girl fell victim to an offender. Each story was followed 
by asking the participants for the degree with which they wanted to blame the 
persons in the stories for what had happened to them. The first story was about 
Jeanette who was robbed on her way back home from an evening out. The second 
story was about Jolanda who meets a guy at a party who offers to bring her back 
home with which she agrees, but before taking her home, he stops in the park and 
sexually assaults her.1 After reading each story, participants were asked to answer 
five questions on 7-point Likert type scales (1 = certainly do not agree, 7 = 
certainly do agree) measuring to which degree participants blamed the victims for 
what had happened to them; “I believe [Jeanette/Jolanda] is responsible herself for 
what has happened to her”, “I believe that [Jeanette/Jolanda] brought what has 
happened down on [Jeanette/Jolanda] herself”, “I believe that what has happened to 
[Jeanette/Jolanda] is her own fault”, “I believe [Jeanette/Jolanda] is to blame herself 
for what has happened to her”, and “I believe that [Jeanette/Jolanda] deserved what 
has happened to her.” Participants’ answers to these questions were averaged to 
form a reliable index of blaming (α = .85). 

As in Chapter 3, the manipulation of mindset was checked in two ways. 
First, participants were asked at the end of the experiment whether they, while 
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reading the text about Vera and Mark, thought things through thoroughly before 
reacting (1 = certainly not, 7 = certainly), weighed and pondered upon their 
answers before reacting (1 = certainly not, 7 = certainly), reacted intuitively to the 
questions (1 = certainly not, 7 = certainly), reacted impulsively to the questions by 
typing in the first that came to their minds (1 = certainly not, 7 = certainly), and 
whether they answered the questions more rationalistically and analytically, or more 
impulsively and intuitively (1 = very analytical and rationalistic, 7 = very intuitive 
and impulsive). After the first two questions were recoded, all five items were 
averaged to form a reliable scale to check on the manipulation of mindset (α = .83).  

Second, participants’ answers to the two open-ended questions were coded 
by two coders, who were blind to the conditions and the aim of the experiment. The 
coders were asked to read all the answers participants gave to the two open-ended 
questions and to rate on 7-point scales the experiential and rationalistic quality of 
the given answers by participants. This was done as follows: 

For the answers participants gave to the first open-ended question about the 
situation Vera and Mark found themselves in, coders answered five questions that 
rated the experiential quality of participants’ answers: “The answer to this question 
is given impulsively or intuitively (1 = certainly not impulsive or intuitive, 7 = very 
impulsive or intuitive), it seems that the first that came to mind is answered (1 = 
certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do agree), the answer is given expressively (1 
= very inexpressive, 7 = very expressive), the answer is more based on feelings than 
on rationalistic considerations (1 = certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do agree), 
the answer is given more on a first impulse than deliberately (1 = certainly do not 
agree, 7 = certainly do agree)”. The answers both coders gave were averaged to 
form reliable scales (one for each coder) to check for experiential mindset and 
because the two scales correlated highly (r = .70, p < .001), we averaged answers to 
all items to form one scale to check for experiential mindsets (α = .93). The same 
was done for coders’ answers to the questions with regard to the answers 
participants had given to the second open-ended question about what they thought 
of Vera and Mark (r = .64, p < .001; overall α = .91). 

Coders also answered five questions, to measure the rationalistic quality of 
participants’ given answers to the first open-ended question about the situation Vera 
and Mark found themselves in, namely: “The answer to this question is given 
thoughtfully (1 = certainly not thoughtfully, 7 = very thoughtfully), the question was 
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well thought through before the answer was given (1 = certainly not well thought 
through, 7 = very well thought through), the question is approached and answered 
rationalistically or analytically (1 = not rationalistically at all, 7 = very 
rationalistically), you can tell from the answer that the person weighed pros and 
cons while answering the question (1 = certainly do not agree, 7 = certainly do 
agree), pros and cons are given in the answer, or different points of view are taken 
and given (1 = pros and cons are certainly not given, 7 = pros and cons are 
certainly given).” The five answers coders gave were averaged to form a reliable 
scale (for each coder) to check for rationalistic mindsets and since the two scales 
correlated highly (r = .80, p < .001), we averaged answers to all items to form one 
scale to check for rationalistic mindsets (α = .96). The same was done for coders’ 
answers to the questions with regard to the answers participants had given to the 
second open-ended question about what they thought of Vera and Mark (r = .65, p 
< .001; overall α = .92).  

Results 

In all regression analyses we regressed the independent variables GBJW 
and mindset, with all interactions, on the independent variables and manipulations 
checks, testing for all main effects and interactions. Following recommendations by 
Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we hereby centralized the continuous 
GBJW variable and effect-coded the mindset variable.  

Manipulation checks. The mindset manipulation was checked in our data 
analyses in two ways. First, when we regressed the independent variables GBJW 
and mindset, with all interactions, on the scale that checked for mindset, the 
analysis yielded only a significant main effect of mindset, β = -.65, t(126) = -9.46, p 
< .001, indicating that participants in the experiential mindset condition reacted in a 
more experiential way (M = 5.16, SD = 0.93) and that participants in the 
rationalistic mindset condition reacted in a more rationalistic way (M = 3.50, SD = 
1.04). This finding was the first indication that the mindset manipulation was 
induced as intended. 

Second, we analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that measured the 
experiential and rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the open-ended 
questions. We first analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that rated how 
experiential and rationalistic participants’ answers were to the first open-ended 
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question about what participants thought of Vera and Mark’s situation. Regression 
analysis of the independent variables GBJW and mindset, with all interactions, on 
the scale measuring how experiential the given answers were, only yielded a 
significant main effect of mindset, β = -.59, t(126) = -8.12, p < .001, showing that 
participants in the experiential mindset condition reacted more experientially (M = 
4.85, SD = 1.53) than participants in the rationalistic mindset condition did (M = 
2.64, SD = 1.55). Regression analysis of the independent variables GBJW and 
mindset, with all interactions, on the scale measuring to what extent the answers 
were given rationalistically, only yielded a significant main effect of mindset, β = 
.55, t(126) = 7.28, p < .001, showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset 
condition reacted more rationalistically (M = 4.56, SD = 1.94) than participants in 
the experiential mindset condition did (M = 2.42, SD = 1.35). 

We also analyzed coders’ answers to the questions that rated the 
experiential and rationalistic quality of participants’ answers to the second open-
ended question about what participants thought of Vera and Mark. Regression 
analysis of the independent variables GBJW and mindset, with all interactions, on 
the scale measuring how experiential the given answers were, only yielded a 
significant main effect of mindset, β = -.40, t(126) = -4.86, p < .001, showing that 
participants in the experiential mindset condition reacted more experientially (M = 
4.62, SD = 1.63) than participants in the rationalistic mindset condition did (M = 
3.21, SD = 1.51). The same analyses on the scale measuring the rationalistic quality, 
only yielded a significant main effect of mindset, β = .39, t(126) = 4.73, p < .001, 
showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset condition reacted more 
rationalistically (M = 4.04, SD = 1.57) than participants in the experiential mindset 
condition did (M = 2.69, SD = 1.54). Therefore, we concluded that the mindset 
manipulation was induced successfully.  

Blaming. Our main dependent variables were participants' blaming 
reactions. Regression analyses on the blaming scale yielded a significant main 
effect of mindset, β = -.18, t(126) = -2.02, p < .05, and a marginal effect of GBJW, 
β = .15, t(126) = 1.74, p < .09. As expected, these findings indicate that participants 
within the experiential mindset condition blamed the victims more (M = 2.60, SD = 
0.74) than participants within the rationalistic mindset condition did (M = 2.40, SD 
= 0.74) and that there is a trend that participants blamed the victims more as their 
general belief in a just world increases. Moreover, we also found the predicted 
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significant two-way interaction between mindset and GBJW, β = .19, t(126) = 2.26, 
p =.03. As predicted, when participants were in a rationalistic mindset, they blamed 
the victims more when their levels of GBJW increased, β = .36, t(59) = 2.94, p < 
.01. In the experiential mindset condition, participants’ blaming was not influenced 
by individual differences in general belief in a just world, β = -.04, t(67) = -0.36, ns. 
In order to test whether there were significant effects of mindset for people with 
lower or higher GBJW, we conducted a General Linear Model analysis. In this 
analysis, the effect of mindset was tested for participants low in GBJW (one 
standard deviation below the mean, see Cohen et al., 2003) and for those high in 
GBJW (one standard deviation above the mean). This analysis indeed showed that 
participants with lower GBJW blamed the victims more when they had adopted an 
experiential mindset (M = 2.27, SD = 0.12) then when they had adopted a 
rationalistic mindset (M = 1.70, SD = 0.15), F(1, 126) = 8.93, p < .01, η2 = .07, 
while mindset had no effect on blaming reactions for participants with a high 
GBJW, F(1, 126) = 0.03, p = .90, η2 < .001. Figure 4.1 shows these effects. 
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Figure 4.1. Strength of blaming as a function of general belief in a just world 
(one SD above and below the mean) and mindset (Experiment 4.1). 

Discussion 

The effects of Experiment 4.1  reveal that experiential and rationalistic 
mindsets indeed affect participants’ blaming reactions. As predicted, participants 
blamed victims more for what had happened when they had adopted experiential 
mindsets than when they had adopted rationalistic mindsets. In further accordance 
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with our predictions, the results also show that participants with an experiential 
mindset blamed victims relatively strongly irrespective of individual differences in 
general belief in a just world. Participants with a rationalistic mindset on the other 
hand, blamed participants more when they held higher compared to lower general 
beliefs in a just world. Finally, the results showed, that participants with a low 
general belief in a just world held victims significantly more blameworthy when 
they had adopted experiential mindsets than when they had adopted rationalistic 
mindsets. For participants with a high general belief in a just world, mindset had no 
statistically significant effects on participants’ blaming reactions.  

These results are a first empirical indication for our line of reasoning and of 
the suggestion derived from the work by Lerner and Goldberg (1999) and others 
(e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Haidt, 2001; Lerner, 1980; 
Shweder & Haidt, 1993) that experiential mindsets may be the psychological 
mechanism that is strongly influencing people's blaming reactions. In accordance 
with this line of reasoning, findings of Experiment 4.1 indicate that when people are 
already processing information in intuitive-experiential ways that then individual 
differences in the belief in a just world may have less impact on people's blaming 
reactions. In contrast, when people are processing information in rationalistic ways, 
then people tend to blame victims more when people strongly believe in a just 
world. Thus, especially when just world belief is low, differential effects of mindset 
on blaming were found. We hasten to note here that, before we draw any further 
conclusions, it is important to try to find similar effects in a second study. In 
Experiment 4.2 we will do this by more directly incorporating people’s need to 
belief in a just world in our research: Rather than measuring participants' belief in a 
just world (cf. Experiment 4.1), we will manipulate in Experiment 4.2 whether 
participants will be experiencing a high or a low threat of their belief in a just 
world.  

Therefore, in Experiment 4.2 we manipulate the degree of threat by varying 
whether the victim is still suffering from what had happened to her or not. This is a 
technique that has been used frequently to manipulate just world belief threat (see 
e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Miller, 1978).  
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Experiment 4.2 

Method 

Participants and design. One hundred and forty-two students (108 women 
and 34 men) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment, and received 
course credits or were paid 3 Euros for their participation. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the conditions of a 2 (mindset: experiential vs. 
rationalistic) × 2 (threat: high vs. low) factorial design.  

Experimental procedure. As in Experiment 4.1, participants were on arrival 
in the laboratory led to separate cubicles containing a computer that was used to 
present the stimulus information and to collect data on the dependent variables and 
manipulation checks. In further correspondence with Experiment 4.1, participants 
were informed that they would participate in separate studies and that they would be 
clearly told when one study had ended and the next one would begin. The first 
study consisted of manipulating experiential or rationalistic mindsets. This was 
done in the same way as in Experiment 4.1. 

Subsequently, participants were informed that the first study had ended and 
that the second study would begin. In this study, threat was manipulated. 
Participants read two stories in which a person fell victim to some misfortune. The 
first story was about Jeanette who cycled back home at 4 a.m. Friends had offered 
to bring her back home, but she told them that would not be necessary since she 
cycled back home alone more often. She took a shortcut through the park when she 
is all of a sudden pushed from her bike, falls on the ground and just before she 
passes out she sees somebody running away with her purse in which she carries her 
newest cell phone, wallet and house keys. In the high threat condition the story 
ends here. In the low threat condition participants subsequently read that when 
Jeanette becomes conscious again she is helped by two men who saw what had 
happened and caught the offender and delivered him to the police so he could be 
punished. The second story was about Jolanda who is at a party where she meets a 
guy whom she drinks some wine with and they start flirting with one another. At 
the end of the party he offers to bring her back home but before doing so he stops in 
the park and tries to have sex with her which she refuses. In the end he doesn’t 
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succeed and brings her back home. Jolanda experiences this as a sexual assault. In 
the high threat condition the story ends here. In the low threat condition 
participants subsequently read that once home Jolanda’s roommates take care of 
her. She can talk about her experience with the guy and feels al lot better because of 
that. She is able to set aside what has happened to her and does not really have any 
problems with it anymore at the moment the participants read the story. Each story 
was followed by the same main dependent variables as measured in Experiment 4.1, 
namely to what degree participants blamed the persons in the story for what had 
happened to them (α = .90). 

Similar to Experiment 4.1, the induction of mindset was checked in two 
ways. First, participants were asked at the end of the experiment to indicate by 
answering the same five questions as in Experiment 4.1 whether they, while reading 
the text about Vera and Mark, reacted more rationalistically or experientially (α = 
.80).  

Second, participants’ answers to the two open-ended questions were coded 
in the same way as in Experiment 4.1. Coders’ answers to the five questions 
measuring if participants’ answers to the first open-ended question about the 
situation Vera and Mark found themselves in were experientially in nature, were 
averaged to form reliable scales to check for experiential mindset and because the 
two scales correlated highly (r = .65, p < .001), we averaged answers to all items to 
form one scale to check for experiential mindsets (α = .96). The same was done for 
coders’ answers to the questions measuring the experiential quality of the answers 
participants had given to the second open-ended question about what they thought 
of Vera and Mark (r = .68, p < .001; overall α = .95).  

Coders’ answers to the questions measuring if participants’ given answers 
to the first open-ended question were rationalistically in nature, were also averaged 
to form reliable scales to check for rationalistic mindsets and because the two scales 
correlated highly (r = .70, p < .001), we averaged answers to all items to form one 
scale to check for rationalistic mindsets (α = .97). The same was done for the 
second open-ended question (r =. 74, p < .001; overall α = .97).  

Results 

Manipulation checks. As in Experiment 4.1, and the experiments outlined 
in Chapter 3, the mindset manipulation was checked in two ways. First, analyses of 
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variance on the scale that checked for mindset only yielded a significant main effect 
of mindset, F(1, 138) = 153.18, p < .001, η2 = .53, indicating that participants in the 
experiential mindset condition indicated to have reacted in a more experiential and 
less rationalistic way (M = 5.19, SD = 0.89) than participants in the rationalistic 
mindset (M = 3.41, SD = 0.83). This was the first indication that the mindset 
manipulation was induced as intended. 

Furthermore, analyses of variance were conducted on the ratings given by 
the blind coders. On the scale that measured the experiential quality of participants’ 
answers to the first open-ended question about what participants thought of Vera 
and Mark’s situation, only a main effect of mindset was found, F(1, 138) = 31.48, p 
< .001, η2 = .19, showing that participants’ reactions to the first question were more 
experiential in nature in the experiential mindset condition (M = 6.04, SD = 0.87) 
than in the rationalistic mindset condition (M = 4.68, SD = 1.83). Analysis on the 
scale measuring the rationalistic quality of participants’ answers also only yielded a 
main effect of mindset, F(1, 138) = 31.58, p < .001, η2 = .19, showing that 
participants in the rationalistic mindset condition reacted more rationalistically (M = 
2.63, SD = 1.78), than participants in the experiential mindset condition (M = 1.37, 
SD = 0.63). 

Similarly, for the scale measuring the experiential quality of participants’ 
answers to the second open-ended question about what participants thought of Vera 
and Mark only yielded a main effect of mindset F(1, 138) = 18.63, p < .001, η2 = 
.12, showing that participants’ answers were more experiential in nature for 
participants who were in an experiential mindset (M = 5.82, SD = 1.12) than for 
participants who were in a rationalistic mindset (M = 4.75, SD = 1.73). Analysis on 
the scale ratings measuring to what extent participants’ answers rationalistic in 
nature, also only yielded a main effect of mindset, F(1, 138) = 16.32, p < .001, η2 = 
.11, showing that participants in the rationalistic mindset condition reacted more 
rationalistically (M = 2.25, SD = 1.62), than participants in the experiential mindset 
condition (M = 1.37, SD = 0.78). We concluded therefore, that the mindset 
manipulation was induced as intended.  

Blaming. Analyses of variance on the blaming scale yielded a significant 
main effect of threat, F(1, 138) = 4.02, p < .05, η2 = .03, indicating that, in 
correspondence with the expected effects of the manipulation, participants blamed 
the victims more in the high threat condition (M = 2.67, SD = 1.00) than in the low 
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threat condition (M = 2.32, SD = 1.03). In this experiment, the main effect of the 
mindset manipulation was not statistically significant, F(1, 138) = 0,88, p = .35, η2 
= .01. More important, however, we did find the predicted interaction effect 
between our mindset and threat manipulations, F(1, 138) = 7.99, p < .01, η2 = .06. 
As expected, this indicates that participants with a rationalistic mindset blamed 
victims more strongly in the high threat condition (M = 2.83, SD = 0.94) than in the 
low threat condition (M = 2.02, SD = 0.87), F(1, 140) = 12.15, p = .001, η2 = .08, 
while threat had no significant effects on blaming reactions in the experiential 
condition, F(1, 140) = 0.31, p = .58, η2 < .01. Furthermore, within the low threat 
condition, participants with an experiential mindset blamed the victims significantly 
more (M = 2.65, SD = 1.10) than participants with a rationalistic mindset (M = 2.02, 
SD = 0.87), F(1, 140) = 7.40, p < .01, η2 = .05, and mindset had no effect on 
blaming reactions for participants in the high threat condition, F(1, 140) = 1.57, p = 
.21, η2 = .01. Figure 4.2 shows these effects.  
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Figure 4.2. Strength of blaming as a function of belief in a just world threat and 
mindset (Experiment 4.2). 

 
General Discussion 

The results of these two studies demonstrate that people’s blaming 
reactions differ as a result of their being in either experiential or rationalistic 
mindsets. In accordance with our expectations, we found in Experiment 4.1 that 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 



88 Chapter 4 

participants in an experiential mindset held victims blameworthy, irrespective of 
individual differences in general belief in a just world, and that they blamed victims 
more than participants who had adopted a rationalistic mindset. In further 
accordance with our predictions, those who were in a rationalistic mindset blamed 
victims more as their general belief in a just world increased. The strongest 
differences in blaming reactions were found for participants with a low general 
belief in a just world, who blamed the victims more for their misfortunes when they 
had adopted experiential mindsets compared to rationalistic ones. Similar effects 
were found in Experiment 4.2, in which we varied the degree of threat to the need 
to maintain a belief in a just world. Participants with an experiential mindset 
blamed victims relatively strongly independent of the threat level. Participants with 
a rationalistic mindset, on the other hand, held the victims more blameworthy when 
the threat was high compared to low. Finally, as in Experiment 4.1, there were no 
significant differential effects of mindset on participants’ blaming reactions when 
the threat was high. When the threat was low though, participants with an 
experiential mindset blamed the victims more for their misfortunes than participants 
with rationalistic mindsets did. 

Taken together, the line of reasoning and the findings we presented here 
correspond with suggestions that could be derived from the work by Lerner and 
Goldberg (1999) and others (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; 
Haidt, 2001; Lerner, 1980; Shweder & Haidt, 1993). On the basis of this line of 
thought, our findings indeed may suggest that experiential mindsets may be the 
psychological mechanism that is strongly influencing people's blaming reactions. In 
further correspondence with this line of reasoning, findings of both experiments 
presented here indicate that when people are already processing information in 
intuitive-experiential ways that then individual differences (Experiment 4.1) or 
situational fluctuations (Experiment 4.2) in the belief in a just world will have less 
impact on people's blaming reactions, that are already relatively high. In contrast, 
when people are processing information in rationalistic ways then people tend to 
blame victims more when they strongly believe in a just world (Experiment 4.1) or 
when there is a strong threat to the need to maintain their belief in a just world 
(Experiment 4.2). 

An extensive line of research has shown that people tend to blame innocent 
victims and that these blaming reactions can be explained by the notion of the belief 
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in a just world (see, e.g., Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Goldberg, 1999; Lerner & Miller, 
1978). The aim of this paper was driven by the question what psychological 
processes may be responsible for people's blaming responses. Building on some of 
the most recent formulations in just world theory (Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), we 
argued that when people are inclined to react in intuitive and experiential ways to 
things they perceive that they then may be more prone to blame victims for their 
misfortunes. The findings presented here (1) support this proposition, (2) show the 
moderating role that individual and situational differences in the belief in a just 
world may have in this, and (3) are the first to empirically test and reveal the 
combined effects of experiential-intuitive mindsets and just world belief on blaming 
reactions to other people’s misfortunes. 

An interesting implication that may follow from the line of reasoning and 
research findings presented here may be that both studies presented here indicate 
that experiential mindsets cause people to blame victims more, irrespective of level 
of threat to and individual differences in belief in a just world. We further found 
that the normally found belief in a just world effects on blaming reactions were 
found when people had adopted a rationalistic mindset. We hope that these studies 
give more insight in when people blame victims and that they contribute to the 
further development of belief in a just world theory.  

 We would like to emphasize that it was not our aim and that our studies 
are not designed to add to the discussion whether blaming reactions are initially 
intuitive processes and that rationalization processes come afterwards. In other 
words, we did not have the intention to get a detailed insight in the psychological 
processes underlying intuitive and rationalistic reactions. This is an old, ongoing 
and difficult to test discussion (see e.g., Haidt, 2001; Pizarro & Bloom, 2003). 
Nevertheless we do know from social psychological literature that affective 
processes play an important role in down regulating threats to the self. Therefore it 
is not surprising to assume that people’s reactions to threatening and emotional 
situations are more likely to be based on gut feelings and intuition rather than on 
rationalistic processes (see e.g., Epstein, 1985, 1994; Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2004; 
Shweder & Haidt, 1993). 

More process-based studies may also be needed to be better able to explain 
what exactly causes the effects on blaming reactions for people with rationalistic 
mindsets. We found that with a rationalistic mindset high believers blame more than 
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low believers and a high threat to the need to maintain one’s belief in a just world 
leads to more secondary victimization than low threats. This may be caused by the 
fact that when confronted with a victim, high believes and high threats will tap 
more directly into the underlying need to belief in a just world that every person has 
(Lerner, 1980), bringing us back to Lerner and Goldberg’s (1999) assumption that 
“the important dynamics underlying those emotions should take place in the 
experiential system and involve implicit cognitions, such as the moral intuitions 
concerning what is just and good.” (p. 631). These experiential systems are able to 
dominate rationalistic ones in emotional arousing situations (Epstein, 1985, 1994), 
thereby presumably leading to the same blaming reactions as when people had 
adopted an experiential mindset. But as we mentioned before this needs to be tested 
further. 

In order to test our predictions, we manipulated experiential and 
rationalistic mindsets. One could suggest that the differing effects in participants’ 
blaming reactions were found because people were simply following the 
instructions given at the mindset manipulation throughout the whole experiment. 
We think this to be unlikely. First, because within each experiment, all parts in 
which the predictors were measured (GBJW) or manipulated (mindset and belief in 
a just world threat) were clearly presented as different studies, by telling 
participants that they would participate in an experiment containing studies from 
different researchers with different interests and that therefore the layout might 
differ over the presented studies. Second, participants were not instructed to react 
either experientially or rationalistically to any information given about the victims. 
Last but certainly not least, none of the participants mentioned to have any 
suspicion about the relatedness of the three studies. Therefore, we think it is 
reasonable to conclude that the effects found on blaming reactions were the result of 
the mindsets that were induced successfully in our experiments.  

Although the patterns of the two experiments may differ slightly, overall 
they are similar and reveal that experiential mindsets indeed may be strongly 
influencing people's blaming reactions. This is shown by the effects that induced 
intuitive-experiential mindsets cause individual differences or situational 
fluctuations in the belief in a just world to have less impact on people's blaming 
reactions. Induced rationalistic mindset, in contrast, cause people to blame victims 
more when they strongly believe in a just world or when there is a strong threat to 
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the need to maintain their belief in a just world. Therefore we would like to 
conclude that our work presented here, to furthers our insights in when people 
blame innocent victims and we hope that future research on this topic will take the 
impact of people’s mindsets into account. 

 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 





 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 

 
 
 

Chapter 5 
 
 
 

Summary and General Discussion 
 

Marjolein Maas – Experiential Social Justice Judgment Processes 



94 Chapter 5 

Social justice can be thought of as an idea that exists within the minds of 
individuals and that concerns what is right and wrong, what ought to be or not to be, 
what is fair or unfair, et cetera. This subjective quality of the justice judgment 
process makes it rather unpredictable how people will react when confronted with 
unjust events. Will someone after hearing the bad news that s/he is one of the 
people loosing their job due to reorganization react hot-tempered and think it is 
highly unfair, or will s/he react relatively calmly and see it as a welcome 
opportunity to finally find a better and nicer job while receiving a redundancy pay? 
One can imagine that many employers, who have to deliver the bad news in such 
situations, want to know in advance which of these reactions will be evoked in the 
employee they have to talk to.  

In the literature, the effects social justice can have on people’s subsequent 
behaviors have been widely recognized. This literature shows that perceived 
fairness influences people’s behaviors, attitudes, and feelings in many social 
interactions like organizations, courtrooms, universities, friendships, and romantic 
relationships (for overviews, see, e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; R. L. Cohen, 
1986; Folger, 1984a; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 
2005; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1988; Tyler et al., 1997; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002). Yet, the acknowledgement that people can have different reactions to 
experienced fairness does not tell us much about how people come to experience 
events as fair or unfair and when these fairness experiences may differ in intensity.  

The aim of the work presented in this thesis was to gain more knowledge 
of these processes and factors underlying social justice judgments and social justice 
reactions. In order to try to achieve this aim, I addressed the question of how people 
process justice-related information and how this may influence their subsequent 
reactions. In Chapter 1, I argued that gaining further knowledge about how 
experiential versus rationalistic modes of information processing work together and 
may potentially interact in helping people to distinguish between right and wrong 
may contribute significantly to understanding how people perceive and react to fair 
and unfair events. This line of reasoning was inspired by old debates existing 
between scholars who advocate either a more intuitive or a more rationalistic 
approach to how people distinguish between what is good and bad (e.g., 
Beauchamp, 2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986).  
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For centuries, scholars and lay people have been debating about what 
makes people decide what is right or wrong, and how people react to moral and 
immoral events. In these debates the question is whether people either judge 
situations and react to them rationalistically, based on pure reasoning as Kant 
(1959/1785) argued among others, or whether it is true that passion and intuition 
play an important role and guide reason, as, for example, Hume (1998/1777) 
argued. This discussion can be carried back to debates among the old philosophers, 
like Plato and Aristotle, and is still profound today (for overviews, see, e.g., 
Beauchamp, 2001; Haidt, 2007). For example, as a reaction to rationalistic models, 
Haidt (2001) deemphasizes the influence of rationality in judgments and 
emphasizes the influence of intuition: According to Haidt and others, people react 
based on their intuition and gut feelings (Haidt, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2007; Haidt et 
al., 1993). As a reaction to these social intuitionist models put forward by Haidt 
(2001), Pizarro and Bloom (2003) argue that the fast and automatic intuitions Haidt 
refers to, are actually shaped and formed by prior reasoning processes.  

Although it used to be the case that the controversy between experiential 
and rationalistic conceptions of right and wrong had a long-standing tradition of 
people favoring the site of the rationalistic approach, more recently the trend has 
become to emphasize more experiential processes as well (see, e.g., Chaiken & 
Trope, 1999; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Greene & Haidt, 2002; Greene, Sommerville, 
Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001; Haidt, 2001, 2002, 2007; Strack & Deutsch, 
2004; Wilson, 2002). Within moral psychology research, it is argued that in order to 
shed some light on puzzling patterns in moral judgments, both affective and 
cognitive processes should be taken into account. More specifically, it is argued that 
moral dilemmas may vary systematically in the extent to which they engage in 
emotional processing and these variations in emotional engagement influence moral 
judgments (Greene & Haidt, 2002; Greene et al., 2001). Nevertheless, it is also 
argued that although moral judgment seems to be more a matter of experiential 
processes and affective intuitions, rationalistic processes like reasoning can play a 
restricted but still significant role in moral judgments (Greene & Haidt, 2002; 
Greene et al., 2001).  

The results presented in this thesis may add to this more recent viewpoint 
that social behavior in general and fairness reactions in particular are indeed the 
result of both experiential and rationalistic processes, but that experiential processes 
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may play a more dominant role. That is, when the employer mentioned in the first 
paragraph has to deliver the bad news to an employee in a rationalistic mindset, the 
employer may expect that the employee will most likely react more negatively to 
loosing than to keeping the job, but that the employee might as well be open to 
reasonable explanations. On the other hand, when the employer has to deliver the 
bad news to an employee in an experiential mindset, the employee is likely to react 
more intensely toward the negative event of loosing his/her job, and is less likely to 
listen to reasons that caused the lay off. Thus, depending on the employee’s 
mindset, the employer may expect to be confronted with social justice reactions that 
either resemble the more objective standards of what is fair and what is unfair or 
that resemble the more subjective quality of what a person experiences to be fair or 
unfair. 

In this thesis I have examined various elements of the experiential and 
rationalistic processes pertaining to justice judgments and justice reactions. In the 
remaining parts of this chapter, I will first review the main empirical findings of 
Chapters 2 to 4. I will further point out the strengths and caveats of the research 
mentioned and discuss a number of implications and explain how the presented 
work may improve our insights into the processes and factors underlying social 
justice judgment processes. 

Summary of main findings 

Social justice in the face of personal uncertainty 

Experiential and intuitive reactions may vary as a function of emotional 
engagement, like for example experiencing feelings of personal uncertainty. Such 
personal uncertainties about for instance one’s attitudes, beliefs, feelings, and 
perceptions, are generally aversive (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; McGregor & Marigold, 
2003; Sorrentino & Roney, 1986) and experiencing personal uncertainty can be felt 
as a particularly aversive self-threat resulting from awareness of inconsistent or 
unclear self-relevant cognitions (McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor et al., 
2001). Following the line of reasoning outlined in Chapter 1, experiencing personal 
uncertainty may influence the manner in which people process information, such 
that feelings of uncertainty versus feelings of certainty may affect how they 
perceive and react to fair and unfair events.  
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This line of reasoning is based on the uncertainty management model (Lind 
& Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). This model argues that people 
especially care for their being treated in fair ways when they attend to the uncertain 
aspects of their lives. It is further proposed in the model that people’s reactions to 
perceived fairness and fairness-related issues are affected profoundly by processes 
of uncertainty management (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 
2002). The fact that uncertainty indeed is an important moderator of people’s 
reactions to perceived fairness is shown by the findings of the two experiments 
presented in Chapter 2.  

In the two experiments presented in Chapter 2, I manipulated actual 
feelings of uncertainty through task-performance feedback by communicating to 
participants how well they performed on particular tasks in comparison to other 
people. That is, participants either did or did not underperform on relative simple 
tasks compared to another person. This comparison was either made through 
feedback given by the computer (Experiment 2.1) or through actual social 
interaction with a confederate (Experiment 2.2). Underperformance then induced 
actual feelings of personal uncertainty, as reported by participants on the 
manipulation checks in both experiments. After being allowed or withheld an 
opportunity to voice their opinions about task-relevant issues (e.g., Folger et al., 
1979; Lind et al., 1990; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Van den Bos, 1999), participants 
judged the no-voice procedures to be more unfair than the voice procedures 
(Experiments 2.1 and 2.2), especially in the task-related personal uncertainty 
condition of Experiment 2.1. Furthermore, in accordance with other research 
findings that showed that individual differences in affect intensity moderate 
people’s reactions to acts of social justice (Van den Bos et al., 2003), the findings of 
Experiment 2.2 show that when personal uncertainty had made participants 
susceptible to individual differences in affect intensity, they reacted with both 
stronger procedural justice judgments and stronger affective reactions toward 
experienced procedural fairness.  

The assumption in Chapter 2 was that experiencing personal uncertainty 
may result in thinking less rationalistically and forming one’s judgments more on 
the basis of gut feelings and intuition. This may also explain the effect that only 
under conditions of personal uncertainty the effects of procedural fairness on 
fairness reactions was dependent on people’s individual level of affect intensity. 
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That is, especially in situations in which people may react more on their gut 
feelings, as may be the case when they experience personal uncertainty, their justice 
judgment processes may be influenced by the way they tend to react in affective 
terms to daily life events. Whether the effects of uncertainty and certainty on social 
justice judgment processes as found in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 are indeed similar 
to the effects of experiential and rationalistic modes of information processing was 
directly tested in Chapter 3. 

Experiential versus rationalistic justice judgment processes 

There is a strongly established research tradition on the nature of 
information processing in which information processing is often considered as a 
two-system processing model that explains social behavior as a joint function of 
two processes, namely experiential and rationalistic processes (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 
1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier, 1996; Strack & 
Deutsch, 2004; see also Chaiken & Trope, 1999). In order to gain more knowledge 
about how these two processes work together and may potentially interact in how 
people perceive and react to fair and unfair events, I integrated in Chapter 3 the 
insights from experiential and rationalistic conceptions of justice motives (e.g., 
Lerner & Goldberg, 1999), cognitive-experiential self-theory (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 
1994), and work on individual differences in affect intensity (e.g., Larsen et al., 
1986; Van den Bos et al., 2003).  

In accordance with the insights derived from the integration of these 
different literatures, the findings reported in Chapter 3 indeed show that how people 
process information influences their subsequent reactions to just and unjust events. 
In this thesis, I argue that gaining further knowledge about how experiential versus 
rationalistic modes of information processing work together and may potentially 
interact in helping people to distinguish between right and wrong may contribute 
significantly to understanding how people perceive and react to fair and unfair 
events. In accordance with this line of reasoning, the findings of Experiments 3.1 to 
3.3 indeed show that in both mindsets participants reacted more negatively to unfair 
than to fair events, as one would expect according to the more objective principles 
of what is fair and what is unfair. More interestingly, however, only for participants 
in experiential mindsets the effects of either outcome or procedural fairness on 
participants’ subsequent fairness reactions were dependent on their individual levels 
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of affect intensity, resulting in more differentiated affective reactions to fair and 
unfair events in the experiential mindset conditions compared to rationalistic 
mindset conditions. 

The findings of Experiments 3.1 to 3.3, reveal that social justice judgment 
processes are indeed affected by people’s state of mind. Experiential mindsets 
disclose reactions to fair and unfair events that may not be predicted or expected by 
the events alone. These fairness reactions seem to resemble the more subjective 
quality of what a person experiences to be fair or unfair events and subsequently 
lead to more differentiated reactions towards the events. In contrast, rationalistic 
mindsets may lead to fairness reactions that could be expected or predicted on basis 
of the fair and unfair events, since these fairness reactions resemble the nature of 
more objective standards of what is fair and what is unfair. 

Thus far, the focus of the presented experiments has been on fair and unfair 
events a person directly experiences him or herself. An interesting question would 
be whether experiential versus rationalistic modes of information processing also 
work together and may potentially interact in helping people to distinguish between 
right and wrong when they are confronted with fair and unfair events that happen to 
someone else. More specifically, an interesting question would be how people 
perceive and react to fair and unfair events when they are confronted with innocent 
victims. This was the main subject studied in Chapter 4. 

When people blame innocent victims 

In Chapter 4, I examined whether the extent to which we hold others 
responsible for their own misfortunes is affected by experiential or rationalistic 
mindsets. As mentioned earlier in this thesis, people care about fairness and even 
have a need to belief that, essentially, the world is a just place (Lerner, 1980; Lerner 
& Miller, 1978; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). In this just world everybody gets what 
s/he deserves. When people are confronted with others who get what they 
presumably do not deserve, the principles of deservingness are violated and people 
need to restore their belief that the world is a just place. Especially when things 
cannot be changed in favor of the victim, and therefore justice cannot be restored, 
people often tend to assume that those who fell victim to misfortunes do deserve 
their ill fate and are to be blamed for what happened to them (e.g., Lerner, 1980; 
Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Montada & Lerner, 1998). The interesting question then 
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is when people derive such judgments (see also Lerner, 1998; Lerner & Goldberg, 
1999). More specifically, do people blame victims as a result of experiential or 
rationalistic processes? 

The results of the experiments presented in Chapter 4 demonstrate that 
people’s blaming reactions indeed differ as a result of their being in either 
experiential or rationalistic mindsets. That is, participants in experiential mindsets 
held victims blameworthy, irrespective of usually found effects of individual 
differences in general belief in a just world (Experiment 4.1) or the level of threat to 
the just world (Experiment 4.2). In contrast, for those who had adopted rationalistic 
mindsets, the usually found belief in a just world belief effects were replicated. 
More specifically, participants in rationalistic mindsets blamed victims more as 
their general belief in a just world increased (Experiment 4.1) or when they 
experienced strong (as opposed to weak) threats to their beliefs in a just world 
(Experiment 4.2). Overall, the findings show the tendency that participants in 
experiential mindsets indicated to belief more that the victims were to be blamed for 
their misfortunes than participants in rationalistic mindsets. Finally, the findings 
show that the strongest differences in blaming reactions between participants with 
experiential compared to those with rationalistic mindsets tend to be found for 
participants with a low general belief in a just world (Experiment 4.1) or for those 
who only experienced a weak threat to their just world (Experiment 4.2). More 
specifically, participants with low beliefs in a just world or who experienced a low 
threat to their need to belief that the world is a just place blamed victims more when 
they had adopted experiential mindsets compared to those who had adopted 
rationalistic mindsets.  

Experiential social justice judgment processes 

Taken together, the findings reported in Chapter 4 build on and extend the 
findings of reported in Chapter 2 and 3 in the observation that indeed both 
experiential-intuitive and rationalistic modes of information processing help people 
to distinguish between what is fair and what is unfair and react accordingly, albeit 
in different ways. That is, experiential social justice judgments processes lead to 
fairness reactions that resemble the more subjective quality of what a person 
experiences to be fair or unfair. In Chapters 2 and 3 this can be best observed in the 
fact that participants’ fairness reactions differ as a function of individual levels of 
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affect intensity due to the experiential mindsets they have at that moment. In 
Chapter 4 the resemblance with the more subjective quality of what a person 
experiences to be fair or unfair can be best observed by the findings that in 
experiential mindsets people tend to blame victims irrespective of belief in a just 
world or the way in which their need to belief that the world is a just place is 
threatened. That is, reading about a girl who is robbed or sexually assaulted on her 
way home late at night, led participants with experiential mindsets to blame that girl 
for what had happened, also when their just world belief was low or when the threat 
to their need to belief that the world is a just place was relieved. In other words, 
when in experiential mindsets, being confronted with a victim may cause people to 
feel threatened in their belief in a just world, such that they generally blame 
innocent victims in order to maintain their belief that the world is a just place.  

In contrast to these effects as a result of experiential processes, rationalistic 
social justice judgments processes lead to fairness reactions that seem to be 
primarily based on whether the event is fair or unfair, since these fairness reactions 
resemble the nature of more objective standards that unfairness is generally 
perceived as something negative and fairness as something positive (but see, e.g., 
Peters, 2005; Van den Bos, Bruins, Wilke, & Dronkert, 1999). In Chapters 2 and 3 
this can be best observed in the findings that participants overall reacted more 
negatively to unfair than to fair events. In Chapter 4 this is reflected in the fact that 
participants in rationalistic mindsets show the generally observed just world 
reactions, namely that people only start to blame innocent victims more when their 
just world belief increases or when their need to belief that the world is a just place 
is highly threatened (for overviews, see, e.g., Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; 
Lerner, 1980, 1998; Lerner & Miller, 1978). 

In sum, the findings presented in this thesis advance our knowledge of 
processes and factors underlying social justice judgments and social justice 
reactions, by furthering insights in how experiential and rationalistic ways of 
processing justice-related information influences how people perceive and react to 
fair and unfair events. More specifically, the findings in this thesis show that 
fairness reactions are the result of both experiential and rationalistic processes. That 
is, when people are in a particular mindset, their reactions to fair and unfair events 
may differ, such that especially experiential mindsets, as opposed to rationalistic 
ones, lead to more differentiated reactions towards fair and unfair events. 
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Implications and caveats 

Within the literatures on philosophy, social psychology, moral psychology, 
and other disciplines scholars debate about whether people’s judgments and 
reactions are either experiential-intuitive or rationalistically based (see, e.g., 
Beauchamp, 2001; Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Greene & 
Haidt, 2002; Haidt, 2007). More recent views argue that although judgments and 
social behavior seems to be initially more a matter of experiential processes and 
affective intuitions, rationalistic processes like reasoning may also play an 
important role (e.g., Epstein, 1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Greene & Haidt, 2002; 
Greene et al., 2001; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). In this thesis, I applied these insights 
to social justice and in showing that people’s reactions to fair or unfair events can 
be formed in both a more experiential or rationalistic manner based on people’s 
mindsets, the current dissertation brings together these two seemingly unrelated 
views. Thereby the findings may provide further insights on the ongoing debate 
about what makes people decide and react to what is right or wrong. That is, the 
results presented in this thesis show that it may not be so much the question whether 
people either experientially or rationalistically judge and react to, in this case, fair 
or unfair events. Rather, both views seem to apply depending on the mindset people 
have at a given moment. 

So, people seem to be able to form justice judgments and react to fair and 
unfair events either based on gut feelings or reason. But what may be the function 
of this? Many have argued that these experiential reactions are based on processes 
that are fast, effortless, and more spontaneous, whereas rationalistic reactions are 
based on conscious processes that are slow, effortful, and require conscious 
intentions (e.g., Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Damasio, 1994; Epstein, 1985; Strack & 
Deutsch, 2004). It has been argued that compared to conscious, rationalistic 
processes, experiential reactions rely on parts of the brain that are evolutionary 
much older and are involved in basic regulatory processes (Damasio, 1994). An 
example, in which such processes may be at stake is that when people are 
confronted with threatening situations they may try to protect themselves from 
being harmed by that threatening situation. Research for example shows that 
generally people may react negatively to being overpaid (see, e.g., Peters, 2005), 
unless when participants experience a threat like when self-uncertainty is made 
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salient (Van den Bos, Miedema, & Vermunt, 2007). Hence, people in experiential 
mindsets may be more successful in dealing with such threatening situations. 
 I argue that the findings reported in this thesis indeed are supportive of this 
suggestion and indicate that under experiential conditions people may be more 
active with processes of self-regulation. For example, the results that I reported in 
Chapter 4 can be interpreted as supportive for this suggestion. In the rationalistic 
mindset conditions, the classic belief in a just world effects were obtained: 
Participants blamed innocent victims stronger for their ill fate in the high threat 
compared to the low threat conditions, or when their belief that the world is a just 
place increased. In contrast, in the experiential mindset conditions people’s blaming 
reactions were equally strong in both threat conditions. This may point to more 
active processes of self-regulation under experiential conditions. That is, even when 
either the threat to one’s just world belief or one’s belief in a just world is low, 
people engage in blaming which may help them to restore their worldview.  

Let me explain this in more detail. Although the low threat condition is 
normally regarded in just world research as a less severe belief in a just world threat 
than the high threat condition, one could argue that in effect the low threat condition 
is largely the same as the high threat condition and that in essence only the last parts 
of the stimulus materials in both conditions differ from each other. More 
specifically, the initial threat is similar in both high and low threat conditions and 
only the consequences for the victim in the low and high threat conditions differ. 
That is, in both conditions, participants read that a girl gets robbed or sexually 
assaulted and subsequently the information that the robber gets caught or the girl is 
not suffering anymore from the assault is given in the low threat condition and not 
in the high threat condition. It could be argued, then, that in both threat conditions 
peoples’ belief in a just world is threatened, but that in the low threat condition the 
threat is subsequently relieved by giving positive information about the 
consequences; nothing is wrong anymore.  
This threat relief in the low threat condition however, is not directly on the event 
that caused the threat (i.e. an innocent victim gets robbed or sexually assaulted), but 
on the consequences for the victims. Strictly speaking then, the direct threat is not 
relieved since no guarantee is given that the same unjust event will not happen over 
and over again. Rather, the threat to one’s just world belief is externally relieved by 
giving positive information about the consequences for the victim. Participants in 
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rationalistic mindsets seem to respond to this external threat relief, whereas 
participants in experiential mindsets seem to uphold their regulating the threat to 
their just world belief caused by the event. Thus, people in experiential mindsets 
immediately react to the threatening situation independent of the level of threat 
conditions (or their individual beliefs in a just world for that matter). Although 
increased blaming of innocents victims is not very desirable and perhaps even 
undesired by the participants themselves, it may be functional in that it allows 
people to uphold their worldview. 

Furthermore, the findings reported in Chapter 2 may also be supportive of 
the suggestion that people in experiential mindsets may be more successful in 
regulation processes. After all, the findings of Chapter 2 could be interpreted to be 
supportive for the suggestion that people who experience personal uncertainty and 
therefore may react based on processes that are fast, effortless, and more 
spontaneous, may be more successful in dealing with threatening situations. This is 
the case, I argue, because especially people in experiential mindsets express their 
anger after experienced unfairness. That is, personal uncertainty, as opposed to 
personal certainty, led to stronger reactions to fair and unfair events, at least when 
they were high, compared to low, in affect intensity. If one assumes that expressing 
your anger and thereby letting of steam is functional, this may suggest that 
successful regulation of threatening situations may not only depend on the degree in 
which people feel certain about themselves but also on their dispositions.  

The results of Chapter 3 may reveal the underlying processes of these 
results, as the results in this chapter demonstrate the same patterns as in Chapter 2. 
It may be the case that the state of personal uncertainty triggers experiential 
mindsets which then shapes peoples fairness reactions. Nevertheless, the data 
presented in this thesis does not provide us with direct evidence of this mediating 
role of experiential mindsets in the effect of personal uncertainty on people’s 
fairness reactions. This will therefore be an interesting venue to follow for further 
research. What the current data do show us is that mindsets people have at a 
particular moment shape how they perceive and react to fair and unfair events, in 
that experiential mindsets, as opposed to rationalistic ones, lead to more 
differentiated reactions towards fair and unfair events. 

Reviewing these results, one may notice that the effects found in the 
rationalistic mindset conditions may have similarities with effects one could expect 
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to find in a control condition since there are only effects of the fairness 
manipulations on people’s fairness reactions, such that fairness reactions are more 
negative after unfair than after fair events. First of all, I would like to argue that this 
finding may be important nevertheless, because it demonstrates that people can be 
put in a mindset in which they take off their subjective glasses and look at the world 
in a more normative manner. Judges, for example, may benefit from this 
information since it might help them to sentence based on norms and rules instead 
of intuition. Also for individuals it may be informative to know that it is indeed 
wise to count till ten and think things through before reacting to a seemingly unfair 
event. Hence, normative models of social justice judgment processes do not only 
seem to reflect normative rules, but accurately describe people’s fairness reactions 
under some circumstances. Nevertheless, it would be interesting to examine 
whether neutral or control conditions yield the same effects as rationalistic mindset 
conditions. This said, however, operationalizing a really good control condition in 
which rationalistic and experiential processes are truly absent may be very hard to 
achieve. For example, in a control condition with no explicit mindset manipulation, 
individual differences in experiential and rationalistic information processing styles 
are likely to affect how people react to fair and unfair events. Because it is my 
experience that measuring these individual differences in reliable ways is very 
difficult it hence may well be that experiential or rationalistic processes may be 
affecting the effects obtained in control conditions without knowing as a researcher 
which of the two processes has colored one's results.  

Another issue that I want to discuss here is the possibility whether 
participants reacted either experientially or rationalistically because they were 
explicitly asked to do so. Although participants were asked to adopt either an 
experiential or a rationalistic mindset and to react accordingly to the story about 
Vera and Mark, I think it is highly unlikely that they would think the same 
instructions might apply to the remaining of the experiments and the questions 
containing the dependent variables. This first of all, because participants were not 
asked to react experientially or rationalistically throughout the whole experiment. 
Furthermore, within each experiment all manipulations were clearly presented as 
different studies. Moreover, none of the participants indicated or suspected that the 
various studies that were presented to them had any relationship with each other. 
Hence, I think I have been successful in developing a mindset manipulation in 
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which the effects of the mindset manipulations carried over to the tasks in which 
people’s reactions to fair and unfair events were measured, without participants 
being aware of this carry-over effect.  

The challenge that I faced in developing the mindset manipulation, was to 
give participants the opportunity to truly adapt either one of the two mindsets. This 
was operationalized by letting participants read and react to a story about two 
persons, Vera and Mark. One can wonder whether the findings are perhaps to some 
degree caused by the fact that participants in experiential mindset conditions, 
compared to those in rationalistic mindset conditions, were more negative or held 
more negative feelings after reading the story and reacted therefore more negatively 
to the story and therefore also to the remaining of the experiments. I think this is 
unlikely. This because the content of the answers given by all participants to the 
questions about Vera and Mark were blindly evaluated by two independent coders. 
They did not evaluate the contents of the answers given in experiential mindset 
conditions to have a more negative value than the answers given in rationalistic 
mindset conditions. Nonetheless, I do agree given the considerations about the 
mindset manipulation, that it would only strengthen the presented data if similar 
effects would be found with different mindset manipulations and I would therefore 
encourage future research to follow that line of reasoning.  

Finally, I would like to consider the use and effects of affect intensity 
(Larsen et al., 1987; Larsen et al., 1986). Affect intensity did have reliable and 
significant effects on the findings reported in Chapters 2 and 3, but not in Chapter 4. 
One may expect to find that affect intensity will also have effects on belief in a just 
world research. Considering the data presented in this thesis, this may in fact be not 
the case. Both Chapters 2 and 3 show that only in the experiential mindset 
conditions the effects of affect intensity with outcome or procedural fairness are 
found for fairness reactions. Thus, one may conclude that effects of affect intensity 
are only to be found in experiential mindsets. The findings of Chapter 4 show that 
in the experiential mindset condition there is no effect of the level of threat to 
people’s belief in a just world. That is, in experiential mindset conditions 
participants blamed innocent victims, regardless of whether the threat was high or 
low (Experiment 4.2) and regardless their own level of just world belief 
(Experiment 4.1). The findings of Chapters 2 and 3 show that there is an effect of 
the fairness manipulation in the experiential mindset conditions. Thus, in both 
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Chapters 2 and 3 there are effects within experiential mindset conditions that can be 
moderated, whereas there are no such effects in the experiential conditions of 
Chapter 4. Of course this is a post hoc consideration about why there presumably 
would not be any effects of affect intensity in just world research and it is 
worthwhile testing whether this indeed is the case. 

Concluding remark 

Social justice can be considered an idea that exists within the minds of 
individuals and that concerns what is right and wrong, what ought to be or not to be, 
or what is fair or unfair. The fact that these ideas exist within individual minds, 
makes it rather unpredictable how people will react when confronted with unjust 
events. The work presented in this thesis intends to contribute to the existing 
knowledge  about these social justice judgment processes. Hereby, I have tried to 
integrate different literatures in order to further our understanding of how people 
come to experience events as either fair or unfair and when their fairness reactions 
may differ in intensity. I hope to have conveyed that the presented work emphasizes 
that fairness reactions are not simply arbitrary reactions to situations, but that taking 
modes of processing information into account may structure how people react to 
fair and unfair events. Especially experiential mindsets, possibly combined with 
other relevant social psychological variables (see Chapters 2 and 3), may have a 
strong impact on the social justice judgment process. Of course there is still much 
work to be done. Generalization of the presented findings to daily life is perhaps 
difficult because of the experimental quality of the studies presented and therefore 
more real-life research is needed. Also more experimental research based on 
integration of different literatures is needed since it will further the insights put 
forward in this thesis. That said, I would like to end by expressing my hope that the 
views and finding presented in this thesis will contribute to a better understanding 
of the processes and factors underlying social justice judgment processes in general 
and experiential social justice judgment processes in particular. 
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Sociale rechtvaardigheid kan gezien worden als een idee dat individuen hebben 
over wat goed en slecht is, over hoe dingen al dan niet zouden moeten zijn, over 
wat eerlijk en oneerlijk is. Deze ideeën kunnen op veel verschillende manieren 
getriggerd of op gang gebracht worden, zoals door het lezen van iets in de krant, het 
horen van wat een ander meegemaakt heeft, of door iets wat men zelf meemaakt of 
meegemaakt heeft. Het subjectieve karakter van sociale rechtvaardigheid maakt het 
moeilijk te voorspellen hoe mensen zullen reageren wanneer ze geconfronteerd 
worden met een gebeurtenis die als onrechtvaardig ervaren zou kunnen worden. Zal 
iemand bijvoorbeeld wanneer z/hij te horen krijgt ontslagen te zullen worden ten 
gevolge van een reorganisatie kwaad worden, het hoogst onrechtvaardig vinden en 
gaan protesteren tegen de gevolgen van de reorganisatie? Of zal deze persoon juist 
niet boos worden en het bijvoorbeeld ervaren als een moment van bezinning waarin 
de voordelen en nadelen van de baan tegen elkaar afgewogen kunnen worden en op 
basis daarvan tot de conclusie komen dat het juist een mooie kans is om met een 
afvloeiingsregeling eindelijk op zoek te gaan naar een leukere baan? 

In de literatuur worden de effecten die ervaren rechtvaardigheid kan 
hebben op het gedrag van mensen wijd en zijd beschreven. Deze literatuur laat 
bijvoorbeeld zien dat waargenomen en ervaren rechtvaardigheid het gedrag van 
mensen, hun attitudes en gevoelens kan beïnvloeden in verschillende sociale 
settings, zoals (intieme) relaties, organisaties, vriendschappen en rechtzalen (voor 
overzichten, zie, e.g., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; R. L. Cohen, 1986; Folger, 
1984a; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Furnham, 2003; Hafer & Begue, 2005; Lind & 
Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1988; Tyler et al., 1997; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Ook doen 
zich in het dagelijkse leven meer dan genoeg kleine en grote mogelijkheden voor 
waarin een persoon onrechtvaardigheid zou kunnen ervaren. Dus we weten dat in 
het dagelijkse leven de gelegenheid er is voor het waarnemen en ervaren van 
onrechtvaardigheid en dat ervaren rechtvaardigheid effecten kan hebben op de 
gevoelens, attitudes en het gedrag van mensen. Dit wetende, kan er echter nog 
weinig gezegd worden over wanneer mensen een bepaalde situatie als eerlijk of 
oneerlijk ervaren of over wanneer mensen wel of niet en in welke mate mensen 
reageren op rechtvaardigheid en onrechtvaardigheid. Met andere woorden, wanneer 
wordt de persoon in het hiervoor beschreven voorbeeld boos als z/hij ontslagen 
wordt ten gevolge van de reorganisatie en wanneer niet of in mindere mate? 
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Het doel van dit proefschrift was om meer inzicht te krijgen in deze 
processen en factoren die ten grondslag liggen aan sociale rechtvaardigheidoordelen 
en sociale rechtvaardigheidsreacties. Met het oog hierop heb ik de vraag 
geadresseerd hoe de manier waarop mensen rechtvaardigheid gerelateerde 
informatie verwerken hun reacties kan beïnvloeden. Geïnspireerd door eeuwenoude 
debatten tussen voorstanders van een meer intuïtieve of juist meer rationalistische 
benadering over de manier waarop mensen onderscheid kunnen maken tussen goed 
en kwaad (e.g., Beauchamp, 2001; R. L. Cohen, 1986), beargumenteer ik dat het 
verkrijgen van meer inzicht in de wijze waarop experiëntiëel-intuïtieve versus 
rationalistische manieren van informatie verwerken samenwerken en eventueel 
interacteren bij het maken van het onderscheid tussen goed en kwaad significant bij 
zou kunnen dragen aan het inzicht in hoe mensen eerlijke en oneerlijke 
gebeurtenissen waarnemen en ervaren. 

 
Overzicht van het proefschrift 

Het proefschrift bestaat uit vijf hoofdstukken. Hoofdstuk 1 schetst de 
theoretische achtergrond waartegen het proefschrift geschreven is. Het geeft weer 
dat sociaal rechtvaardigheidsonderzoek een kentering heeft doorgemaakt. In het 
begin lag de focus met name op hoe mensen beslissen of de verdeling van goederen 
eerlijk is of niet. Langzaamaan veranderde dit en ging het onderzoek zich meer 
richten op de procedures die tot een bepaalde uitkomst leiden. Het kan namelijk zijn 
dat de ene persoon meer betaalt krijgt dan de ander, maar als duidelijk is dat die 
persoon ook harder of meer gewerkt heeft, dan hoeft deze ongelijke verdeling niet 
als oneerlijk ervaren te worden. Dit alles heeft veel inzicht opgeleverd over de 
effecten van sociale rechtvaardigheid op het gedrag, gevoelens en attitudes van 
mensen, maar verschaft weinig inzicht in de onderliggende factoren en processen 
van sociale rechtvaardigheid en sociale rechtvaardigheidsoordelen. De huidige 
literatuur richt zich meer op dit laatste en ook het onderzoek dat in dit proefschrift 
gepresenteerd wordt.  

Onderzoeken wat de onderliggende factoren van het proces van sociale 
rechtvaardigheidoordelen zijn is echter niet zo gemakkelijk. Eeuwenlang wordt er al 
bediscussieerd wat er voor zorgt dat mensen beslissen of iets goed of fout is en wat 
ervoor zorgt dat mensen reageren op morele en immorele gebeurtenissen. In deze 
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debatten is de vraag of mensen situaties meer op rationalistische en analytische 
wijze beoordelen en er op eenzelfde manier op reageren of dat juist passie en 
intuïtie een belangrijke rol spelen en het denken en doen bepalen. Dat men op 
verschillende manieren informatie kan verwerken en daardoor ook verschillend kan 
reageren in en op situaties wordt onderkend in de huidige literatuur. Zo wordt 
aangenomen dat men op de omgeving reageert op basis van twee informatie 
verwerking systemen die parallel werken. Het ene systeem is intuïtief-experientiëel 
en gaat ervan uit dat men op basis van vuistregels, lering uit eerdere ervaringen, 
intuïtie en onderbuikgevoelens informatie snel en meer automatisch verwerkt en 
van daaruit reageert. Het andere systeem is analytisch-rationalistisch is een meer 
bewust en abstract systeem dat meer tijd neemt in het verwerken van informatie en 
het reageren daarop en gaat ervan uit dat men informatie analytisch benadert en de 
voors en tegens tegen elkaar afweegt alvorens te reageren (e.g., Epstein, 1985, 
1994; Epstein & Pacini, 1999; Epstein, Pacini, Denes-Raj, & Heier, 1996; Strack & 
Deutsch, 2004; see also Chaiken & Trope, 1999). Zoals aangegeven werken deze 
processen parallel maar kan in bepaalde situaties de ene manier van informatie 
verwerken de andere manier domineren. Terug naar het eerder aangehaalde 
voorbeeld van de persoon die ontslagen gaat worden ten gevolge van de 
reorganisatie, zou dit kunnen betekenen dat de mindset die mensen op een bepaald 
moment hebben en dus de manier waarop ze informatie verwerken van invloed kan 
zijn op hoe ze zullen reageren op het nieuws dat ze ontslagen zullen worden. 
Hoofdstukken 2 tot en met 4 diepen deze effecten uit. 

Hoofdstuk 2 richt zich op rechtvaardigheid en onzekerheid. Aangenomen 
wordt dat experiëntiële informatie verwerkingsprocessen en daaraan gerelateerde 
reacties meer op de voorgrond zullen treden als er sprake is van een meer 
emotionele situatie. Je onzeker voelen over je eigen handelen, je attitudes 
overtuigingen en gevoelens is daar een goed voorbeeld van. In hoofdstuk 2 wordt in 
twee verschillende experimenten onderzocht en gevonden dat de intensiteit van de 
oordelen over of een situatie al dan niet rechtvaardig is en de affectieve reacties op 
de ervaren (on)rechtvaardigheid in die situatie kunnen fluctueren op basis van de 
mindset die op dat moment aanwezig is. Dat wil zeggen dat wanneer er sprake is 
van ervaren onzekerheid de verschillen tussen hoe eerlijk een eerlijke en hoe 
oneerlijk een oneerlijke situatie gevonden wordt groter is dan wanneer er sprake is 
van ervaren zekerheid. Nu kan een alerte lezer opmerken dat dit deels bepaald 
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wordt door individuele verschillen in hoe men überhaupt affectief reageert op 
bepaalde gebeurtenissen. In Hoofdstuk 2 is dit meegenomen en de effecten laten 
dan ook zien dat met name wanneer onzekerheid ervaren wordt, de reacties op de 
ervaren rechtvaardigheid beïnvloed worden door hoe mensen überhaupt affectief 
reageren op gebeurtenissen in het dagelijkse leven. Met andere woorden, ieder 
persoon reageert op een bepaalde affectieve manier op gebeurtenissen in het 
dagelijkse leven, sommige mensen kunnen intensief blij of juist boos worden terwijl 
anderen veel milder reageren, dit wordt ook wel een bepaalde mate van affect 
intensiteit genoemd (Larsen, Diener, & Cropanzano, 1987; Larsen, Diener, & 
Emmons, 1986). De genoemde effecten tonen aan dat deze affect intensiteit de 
reacties op ervaren rechtvaardigheid dus alleen beïnvloeden als er sprake is van 
onzekerheid en niet wanneer er sprake is van zekerheid. Of het ervaren van 
onzekerheid en zekerheid dezelfde effecten heeft als experiëntiële en 
rationalistische manieren van informatie verwerken wordt nader onderzocht in 
Hoofdstuk 3. 

Om aan te kunnen tonen dat experiëntiële informatie verwerking andere 
sociale rechtvaardigheidsprocessen teweegbrengt dan rationalistische informatie 
verwerking, is in Hoofdstuk 3 een paradigma ontwikkeld om beide 
verwerkingsprocessen aan te kunnen zetten, zodat van de processen apart gekeken 
kan worden wat de invloed is van deze informatie verwerkingsprocessen (of 
mindsets) op de reacties op ervaren sociale rechtvaardigheid. De resultaten van de 
drie studies in Hoofdstuk 3 tonen inderdaad aan dat de mindset op een bepaald 
moment van invloed is op de manier waarop op ervaren rechtvaardigheid 
gereageerd wordt. Meer specifiek laten de resultaten zien dat over het algemeen 
genomen een rationalistische mindset leidt tot meer gevoelens van boosheid of 
verdriet als men onrechtvaardigheid ervaart dan wanneer men rechtvaardigheid 
ervaart. Deze effecten zou men ook logischerwijs verwachten als men nadenkt over 
wat voor soort reactie zou volgen op onrecht en wat voor soort reactie op 
rechtvaardigheid. Experiëntiële mindsets daarentegen laat andere reacties zien op 
ervaren rechtvaardigheid. In deze mindset laten de effecten zien dat de reacties op 
de ervaren rechtvaardigheid beïnvloed worden door hoe mensen affectief reageren 
op gebeurtenissen in het dagelijkse leven, de eerder genoemde affect intensiteit. Als 
de score op de affect intensiteit dimensie toeneemt (dus naarmate mensen 
gemakkelijk blij en boos worden ten gevolge van gebeurtenissen) nemen onder 
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invloed van een experiëntiële mindset ook de intensiteit in rechtvaardigheidsreacties 
toe. Dus hoe hoger een persoon zou scoren op de affectintensiteit dimensie, hoe 
bozer deze persoon zal worden als z/hij vindt onrechtvaardig behandeld te zijn. 

De resultaten van Hoofdstukken 2 en 3 geven meer inzicht in wanneer 
mensen in welke mate op ervaren (on)rechtvaardigheid reageren. Het gaat hierbij 
echter steeds om rechtvaardigheid en onrechtvaardigheid die ze direct zelf ervaren 
hebben. Er bestaan echter veel vormen van (on)rechtvaardigheid. Zoals reeds eerder 
als voorbeeld gegeven, kunnen ideeën van onrechtvaardigheid ook aangezet worden 
door verhalen die men hoort of iets wat gelezen wordt in de krant. Dit gaat vaak 
over zaken die anderen gebeurt zijn en het is interessant om te weten hoe mensen 
onderscheid maken tussen goed en slecht of eerlijk en oneerlijk als het gaat over 
zaken die anderen aangaan. Hoofdstuk 4 gaat hier dieper op in. 

In dit hoofdstuk wordt gekeken hoe mensen reageren op onschuldige 
slachtoffers. Reacties op verhalen van een meisje dat aangerand is kunnen 
behoorlijk variëren. Mensen kunnen denken dat de samenleving verloedert, dat de 
dader gepakt moet worden of dat het meisje gewoon niet zo een kort rokje aan had 
moeten trekken. In het laatste geval krijgt het slachtoffer de schuld van de ellende 
die haar overkomen is en waar ze naar alle waarschijnlijkheid niet om gevraagd 
heeft. Een boeiende vraag is hoe het komt dat mensen onschuldige slachtoffers, 
zoals het meisje uit het voorbeeld, de schuld geven voor hetgeen hen overkomen is. 
Als we ervan uitgaan dat mensen het idee hebben dat de wereld een rechtvaardige 
plek is waarin iedereen krijgt wat hem of haar toekomt en waarin goed gedrag 
beloond en slecht gedrag gestraft wordt, dan is het te begrijpen dat het moeilijk te 
aanvaarden is dat mensen ook iets kan overkomen wat ze niet verdient hebben en 
dat ze als het ware gestraft kunnen worden voor gedrag dat niet per definitie fout 
was, zoals onschuldige slachtoffers (e.g., Lerner, 1980; Lerner & Simmons, 1966; 
Montada & Lerner, 1998).  

Het idee van onschuldige slachtoffers komt dus niet overeen met het 
wereldbeeld van mensen wat ervoor kan zorgen dat het wereldbeeld verstoord 
wordt wanneer men met een slachtoffer geconfronteerd wordt. Over het algemeen 
genomen wil men dit wereldbeeld graag herstellen aangezien men zich dan beter 
voelt. Dit kan door een helpende hand te bieden, maar vaak is het slachtoffer niet in 
de buurt en dan kan het beeld hersteld worden door de aanname dat als zoiets 
iemand overkomt die persoon het ook wel verdiend zal hebben, want anders zou het 
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in deze rechtvaardige wereld niet gebeuren. Maar hoe gaat het geven van de schuld 
aan het slachtoffer voor de hele situatie in zijn werk, gebeurt dat rationalistisch en 
analytisch, of juist meer experientiëel en intuïtief? De studies gepresenteerd in 
Hoofdstuk 4 laten zien dat experiëntiële mindsets er over het algemeen voor zorgen 
dat mensen de schuld aan slachtoffers geven. Vaak wordt gevonden dat de mate van 
schuld die aan het slachtoffer gegeven wordt afhangt van de mate waarin iemand 
überhaupt de overtuiging heeft dat de wereld een rechtvaardige plek is of de mate 
waarin dat wereldbeeld bedreigd wordt. Wordt het slachtoffer geholpen, heeft z/hij 
geen last meer van hetgeen gebeurd is of is de dader gepakt, dan is het 
rechtvaardigheidsbeeld weer hersteld en zal de bedreiging van het wereldbeeld 
minder zijn. Deze twee effecten doen er niet toe in experiëntiële mindsets, waarin 
zowel bijhoge en lage bedreiging in dezelfde mate de schuld aan slachtoffers 
gegeven wordt. Deze mate van schuldtoekenning ligt in de experiëntiële mindset 
ook hoger dan in de rationalistische mindsets, waarin de eerder beschreven effecten 
van bedreiging en overtuiging van het rechtvaardige wereldbeeld wel gevonden 
worden. 

Samengevat laten de studies uit Hoofdstukken 2 tot en met 4 zien dat zowel 
experientiëel-intuïtieve en rationalistische manieren van informatie verwerken 
mensen helpen om onderscheid te maken tussen eerlijk en oneerlijk, goed en slecht, 
rechtvaardig en onrechtvaardig en de reacties die daarbij horen beïnvloeden, maar 
op verschillende manieren. Experiëntiële mindsets leiden tot meer gedifferentieerde 
rechtvaardigheidsreacties en laten het subjectieve karakter van (on)rechtvaardigheid 
tot zijn recht komen, rationalistische mindsets daarentegen initiëren reacties die 
overeen lijken te komen met wat men zou verwachten als men nadenkt over wat 
voor reactie zou moeten volgen op ervaren onrechtvaardigheid (meer negatieve 
reactie) en wat voor reacties op ervaren rechtvaardigheid (meer positieve reactie). 

Tot slot worden in Hoofdstuk 5 de bevindingen samengevat, als geheel 
beschouwd en bediscussieerd. Hieruit blijkt dat er studies herhaald, uitgebreid en op 
een andere manier uitgebreid zouden moeten worden om eventuele andere redenen 
die aangedragen zouden kunnen worden voor sommige van de bevindingen uit te 
kunnen sluiten. Dit neemt niet weg dat de bevindingen gepresenteerd in dit 
proefschrift ons meer vertellen over sociale rechtvaardigheidsprocessen. Ik hoop 
dan ook dat ik met dit proefschrift duidelijk heb kunnen maken dat 
rechtvaardigheidreacties niet zomaar arbitraire reacties op bepaalde situaties zijn, 
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maar dat het in ogenschouw nemen van informatie verwerkingsprocessen en de 
mindsets die daarmee samenhangen structuur kan bieden aan hoe mensen reageren 
op eerlijke en oneerlijke gebeurtenissen die ze meemaken. Met name experiëntiële 
mindsets, eventueel in combinatie met andere relevante psychologische variabelen, 
kunnen een sterke impact hebben op processen met betrekking tot sociale 
rechtvaardigheidsoordelen. Ik hoop dan ook dat de bevindingen gepresenteerd in dit 
proefschrift bij zullen dragen aan een beter inzicht in de processen en factoren die 
ten grondslag kunnen liggen aan sociale rechtvaardigheid en de reacties die daaruit 
voortvloeien. 
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goed dat ik niet direct de behoefte had AIO te worden toen ik terug kwam van mijn 
onderzoeksstage in Cambodja. Ik moest om af te kunnen studeren nog een 
kwantitatieve scriptie schrijven en mijn interesse ging uit naar zaken die aan 
rechtvaardigheid gerelateerd waren. Wilco van Dijk wees mij erop dat ik dan het 
beste met jou kon gaan praten. Dit resulteerde in mijn afstudeerscriptie en de vraag 
of ik niet de interesse had AIO te worden. Nee dus. Maar de vraag zette me wel aan 
het denken én wekte mijn interesse. Ik kan nu alleen maar zeggen dat het fijn is dat 
dit gebeurd is en ik op dit project ben aangenomen. Je zei mij toen dat sociale 
rechtvaardigheid een niet aflatend boeiend onderwerp is om te onderzoeken en daar 
heb je geen woord teveel over gezegd! Dank voor je motivatie en de inwijding op 
wetenschappelijk niveau in het domein van sociale rechtvaardigheid.  

Met alleen de hierboven genoemde ondersteuning had ik het niet gered. Er 
moeten altijd dingen gemaakt en geregeld worden en ik ben blij dat ik veel zaken 
niet of niet geheel zelf op heb hoeven lossen. Altijd stond Jos voor me klaar en ook 
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de mensen van het secretariaat, waarvoor mijn dank, en Antje, het blijft een mooie 
website, bedankt voor de gezellige samenwerking op dat en elk ander gebied. 

Maar alleen inhoudelijke en procesmatige ondersteuning als variabelen 
resulteren niet in een proefschrift. Ik zou graag ook alle collega’s van SOP willen 
bedanken voor de goede en gezellige werksfeer. Zonder anderen tekort te willen 
doen wil ik een aantal mensen bij naam bedanken. Suus, je was mijn eerste directe 
rechtvaardigheid-aio-collega in Utrecht. Het was erg fijn met je samen te werken, 
kamers met je te delen op congressen en het is nog steeds fijn om met je te lachen 
en te praten over werk en alle andere dingen. Esther je was een keifijne 
kamergenote. Ik heb veel steun aan je gehad, kan heerlijk met je lachen, we kunnen 
beiden fijn relativeren en ik vond het super prettig werken dat we gewoon kunnen 
zeggen tegen elkaar wat we vinden. En het was bijzonder vermakelijk om een thee 
collectie aan te leggen en daarbij al jouw manipulaties op te eten. Fijn dat we samen 
dingen blijven doen! Eva, bedankt voor de leuke gesprekken over van alles en het 
heerlijke lachen. Wat is het fijn om na een dag op een stoel achter de computer 
gezeten te hebben toch je buikspieren te voelen. Ruud en Henk, gezelligheid kent 
geen tijd en ik geloof dat jullie daar een goed voorbeeld van waren (en soms nog 
zijn) als jullie in de kroeg zaten. Het was zeker gezellig om al die ‘laatste’ biertjes 
voorbij te zien komen en bewonderenswaardig om te zien dat er daadwerkelijk op 
een barkruk geslapen kan worden zonder dat er bier gemorst wordt uit het glas dat 
nog vastgehouden wordt. Nogmaals, iedereen bij SOP, bedankt voor de gezellige en 
goede werkomgeving. 

Als je overstapt naar een nieuwe werkplek is het altijd de vraag of de 
werksfeer net zo goed zal zijn als daar waar je vandaan komt. En dat is het zeker. Ik 
wil mijn nieuwe collega’s dan ook graag bedanken voor hun openheid, kennis, 
interesse en gezelligheid. De gesprekken met jullie, het werk en de materie waar we 
mee bezig zijn gaven me meer dan eens genoeg energie om weer achter de 
computer te gaan zitten op vrije dagen om dit proefschrift af te schrijven.  

Die energie heb ik ook in overvloed gekregen van vrienden en familie. Ook 
naar jullie gaat al mijn dank uit. Lieve Joline, het voelt zo vanzelfsprekend dat je 
naast me staat op de dag van mijn promotie en mijn paranimf bent. Ik ben erg blij 
dat je al bijzonder lang naast me staat en dat we al zo lang van alles met elkaar 
delen, dat je zo heerlijk kunt relativeren en schaterlachen en dat wij gewoon kunnen 
zijn wie we zijn als we samen zijn. Je bent een mooi mens en ik ben blij met en 
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dankbaar voor al je steun en onze vriendschap! Ruud, ook bij jou voelt het zo 
vanzelfsprekend dat je als paranimf naast me staat. Je bent mijn maatje en de vele 
gesprekken over onderzoek, je onaflatende steun, duwtjes in mijn rug, gezellige 
biertjes, bandjes, glaasjes whisky en je kritische blik hebben mij ontzettend 
geholpen. Het is met jullie twee aan mijn zijde bij voorbaat al een mooie dag.  

De combinatie van het schrijven van een proefschrift, verhuizen, klussen en 
een nieuwe baan doet het kluizenaarsbestaan akelig dichtbij komen. Mijn dank gaat 
dan ook uit naar familie en vrienden die vaak gehoord hebben dat ik geen tijd had, 
andere dingen te doen had, of die gewoon een hele tijd niets te horen kregen. Fijn 
dat de momenten samen altijd goed waren! Ook hier wil ik graag een aantal 
mensen, zonder anderen te kort te willen doen, met naam noemen.  

Van, Annoes en Il, wat fijn dat jullie er zijn en dat we elkaar ook al zo een 
tijd kennen. Dat zomaar naast iemand gaan zitten in de collegebanken, bij een 
crediteurenbeheer bureau gaan werken en gaan schermen zoveel warmte en 
genegenheid op kan leveren. Het maakt niet uit wat of waarover ik vertel, jullie zijn 
er. Bedankt voor jullie vertrouwen, steun, directheid, altijd luisterende oor, voor alle 
fijne dingen die we samen doen en dat ik in jullie levens mag delen.  

Bassie, ik mis nog steeds onze springavonden, spelletjesavonden en 
gesprekken bij bruine biertjes of whisky thuis of in de kroeg. Dit waren echt fijne 
momenten en perfecte afwisselingen voor het werk. Ik kom snel zuurkoolschotel bij 
je eten!  

Yaël, je bent leuk, je bent een bikkel en een kei, het is heerlijk om met je te 
praten en te lachen en fijn om het over alles te hebben waar we het over hebben. 
Dat we snel een feestje mogen houden en kunnen klinken op een soepel nieuw jaar.  

Jo, Annie, Merel, Dennis en Ina, dank voor jullie warmte en niet aflatende 
interesse in hetgeen mij bezighoudt. Merel en Dennis, het was een zeer gezellige 
avond met een mooi resultaat, laten we vaker samen foto’s maken en dan het liefst 
met ingewikkelde belichting... Bedankt!  

Tineke, Sjef en Jeroen. Jullie wil ik in het bijzonder bedanken voor jullie 
steun, liefde en vertrouwen, in alles wat ik tot nu toe gedaan en bereikt heb. Zoals 
oma mij ooit motiveerde door me op het hart drukte om vooral aan de universiteit te 
blijven en daar te doen wat ik leuk vond, hebben jullie mij ook bijzonder vaak 
gemotiveerd om te doen wat ik wilde doen. Alles heeft geleid tot het punt waar ik 
nu ben en met dat punt, daar ben ik blij mee. Bedankt. 
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Tot slot: Prinsen komen niet vaak meer op een wit paard tegenwoordig, al 
was het alleen maar omdat het in deze tijd niet erg gebruikelijk meer is om je per 
paard van de ene naar de andere plek te begeven. Mocht een mens dan toch op zijn 
of haar witte paard door de straten rijden, dan wordt je tegenwoordig ongetwijfeld 
met afkeurende of niet begrijpende blikken nagekeken, tenzij het natuurlijk rond 5 
december is en de persoon een rode puntmuts en bijbehorende cape draagt. Jij 
daarentegen kwam wel op een wit paard, of eigenlijk in een wit paard, met drie 
deuren. Zonder cape, maar met leuke trui en dat is maar goed ook, ik houd namelijk 
over het algemeen genomen meer van leuke truien dan van capes. Lieve Ruud, 
bedankt voor de warmte, bedankt voor het lachen, bedankt voor de muziek, bedankt 
voor het dansen op die muziek en bedankt voor de liefde die het de moeite waard 
maakt te dromen. 

 
 
 

Marjolein, 
Utrecht, 25 november 2007. 
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