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ABSTRACT

The present study examines the congruence of individuals’ minimum preferred amounts of voice with the prospect theory value function
across nine countries. Accounting for previously ignored minimum preferred amounts of voice and actual voice amounts integral to testing
the steepness of gain and loss functions explicated in prospect theory, we use curve fitting to show that ratings of procedural justice fit prospect
theory’s value function specifically. Further, we investigate the form of this function across nine countries that range in power distance. Results
suggest that the form of the value function is congruent with prospect theory, showing an S-shaped curve that is steeper in the loss than in the
gain domain. Further, this pattern is similar across countries. Theoretical and practical implications of these results for both decision making
and organizational justice are discussed. Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

KEY WORDS

The provision of “voice” is among the best-established
means of enhancing procedural justice (Folger, 1977). When
individuals have the opportunity to present relevant informa-
tion to decision-making authorities—when they have voice
—they report increased procedural fairness (Brockner et al.,
1998; Van den Bos, 2005; Van den Bos & Spruijt, 2002).
This “more is better” approach has the appeal of parsimony.
Unfortunately, a closer examination of decision-making pro-
cesses calls this simple model into question.

In general, fairness decisions are made through a process
known as “principlism” (Blader & Tyler, 2001). Principlism
suggests that individuals carry internalized justice rules (as in
“rulers”) or standards (Hollensbe et al., 2008). These stan-
dards serve as criteria for evaluating the quality of our expe-
rience. Justice rules reflect a minimum preferred amount that
is then compared with perceived events. Thus, people have a
preferred minimum level of voice. When this level is
achieved or exceeded, then events are judged to be fair.
When the minimum voice level is not met, then events are
judged as unfair. The problem with this approach is that it ig-
nores three attributes of comparative judgments.

First, it is important to distinguish between standards that
are met and standards that are unmet. Research in other areas
of decision making suggests that negative events (having too
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little) exert greater influence on later judgments than do posi-
tive events (having too much) (cf. Tversky & Kahneman,
1981, 1992; Thaler, 1980). Second, even though voice is
generally a good thing (Shapiro, 1993), this does not neces-
sarily imply that every additional increase in voice provides
an equal benefit. Once individuals possess considerable
voice, subsequent additions might do less to improve
procedural fairness judgments, as has been found for other
decisions (cf. Tversky & Kahneman, 1981, 1992). Third,
cultures sometimes have different justice rules' (e.g., Van
den Bos et al.,, 2010). Whereas all cultures value just
treatment, implying similar decision processes, the events
that determine these perceptions are not necessarily
identical, implying different levels of voice. For example,
Brockner et al. (2001) found that the cultural orientation
of power distance, which is defined as “the extent to which
a society accepts the fact that power in institutions and
organizations is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 1980,
p. 45), affects preferences for voice; those with low power
distance want more voice than those with less.

On the basis of the aforementioned reasoning, an adequate
theory of voice needs to account for (i) asymmetry of posi-
tive and negative outcomes; (ii) marginal justice returns on
voice; and (iii) cultural differences in preferred level of voice

!Consistent with recent reviews of culture (e.g., Chen et al., 2009), we use
the term “cross-cultural” to include research that involves different national,
ethnic, or cultural groups.
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while maintaining a common decision process. In the current
paper, we utilize Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) prospect
theory to address these three conceptual issues (see also
Tversky & Kahneman, 1981, 1992).

Our main contributions are (i) testing directly the prospect
theory value function as it applies to voice which has been
statistically approximated but not directly tested; (ii) contrib-
uting to the decision-making literature by focusing on a
non-monetary construct using this economic model, which
is generally used for understanding monetary gains and
losses; and (iii) assessing the value function across nine
countries. Each of these contributions is further discussed
in the following sections where we review prospect theory
and relate it to voice generally and across countries.

PROSPECT THEORY

Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) suggests that
individuals assess the value of outcomes in relation to a refer-
ence point. Gains are outcomes above the reference point;
losses are outcomes below the reference point. Moreover, as
outcomes move further away from the reference point, the
perceived value associated with each increment declines; there
are diminishing marginal returns. Thus, the value function is
concave above the reference point in the domain of gains and
convex below the reference point in the domain of losses, taking
on an “S” shape. The slope of this function is steeper for the
domain of losses than for the domain of gains, as losses “hurt”
more than gains “help” (Camerer, 1995; Heath, Larrick, & Wu,
1999). There is evidence that the S-shaped function that exists
across loss and gain domains can also be applied to fairness
perceptions (Liberman, Idson, & Higgins, 2005).

Prospect theory and outcome asymmetry

Individuals’ self-held justice rules (self-based standards, Lau
& Wong, 2009) about voice create a reference point against
which experiences are evaluated; the same actual amount of
voice can be framed as a loss or a gain depending on the rule
people use as their standard. Studies suggest that voice that
exceeds preferences is perceived as a gain and voice that falls
below preferences is perceived as a loss (Hunton, Hall, &
Price, 1998; Price et al., 2001). The largest increment in
value occurs when the level shifts from mute to some voice
(Hunton et al., 1998). Thereafter, increments in value tend
to decline in magnitude. Earlier voice research does not test
the prospect theory value function specifically, but Price
and colleagues’ results show that voice preferences were best
fit by the cubic regression model, which like the S-function
in prospect theory is non-linear. Drawing on recent justice
theory that helps explain the origin of individuals’ fairness
rules and the full mathematical prospect theory value
function, we extended earlier work and proposed the voice
value function:

Hypothesis 1: The voice value function (i) is monotonically

increasing and non-linear with a convex shape in the do-
main of losses and with a concave shape in the domain of

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

gains and (ii) is steeper in the domain of losses than in
the domain of gains.

Prospect theory across countries

The framing effects related to prospect theory (Sharp &
Salter, 1997) as well as the S-shaped value function (Arkes,
Hirshleifer, Jiang, & Lim, 2010) generalize across nations.
These findings suggest similar decision processes (Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979), although it is not anticipated that all
national cultures value justice to the same degree (Li &
Cropanzano, 2009). Thus, we expected that the shape of the
value function would be cross-culturally stable. To test the
shape of the function, we included samples of participants
from nine nations: Singapore, the United States, The
Netherlands, Tunisia, Belgium, Korea, Spain, Chile, and Sweden.

Hypothesis 2: The voice value function is expected to assume the
same overall form across all cultures.

Hypothesis 2 suggested that people in different cultures
value voice in the same way. This is not to say that they value
it to the same degree. Recall that power distance is a cross-
cultural variable that may explain differences in voice. In
general, individuals in low power distance countries prefer
more voice, whereas individuals in high power distance coun-
tries are satisfied with less (e.g., Brockner et al., 2001; Kras,
1995; Price et al., 2001). According to Hofstede’s (1980)
groupings, the largest power difference between countries in-
cluded in the current study is between Sweden, The Nether-
lands, Belgium, and the United States (all lower power
distance countries) compared with Chile, Singapore, Korea,
Tunisia, and Spain (all higher power distance countries). Using
these two groupings, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 3: The voice value function reference point
(preferred voice) is expected to occur at lower levels of voice
for participants from the high power distance countries (Chile,
Singapore, Korea, Tunisia, and Spain) compared with partici-
pants from the lower power distance countries (Sweden, The
Netherlands, Belgium, and the United States).

METHOD

We designed a laboratory study with a between-subjects de-
sign to test our hypotheses. Participants included undergrad-
uate business and psychology students, the majority of whom
received course credit for participation. Students who agreed
to participate were provided with the Internet link to the task.
All participants were instructed to assume the role of
employees in companies updating their computers (for
similar designs see Hunton et al., 1998; Price et al., 2001).
Participants were told that they had seen a list of 20 different
computer system features, each of equal importance to them.
Next, some participants were asked to indicate the minimum
amount of voice (i.e., number of system features) they
would find acceptable. Then all participants were informed
of the amount of voice they were allocated, which was
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Table 1. Demographic information and measure properties reported by country

Country N % Female Modal age % With some work n Pl a Mean preferred
(years) experience voice (SD)
Singapore 394 66 <21 21.6 394 .87 8.97 (4.71)
United States 390 51 <21 60.9 389 .89 9.31 (4.85)
The Netherlands 300 72 <21 62.3 300 .93 9.36 (4.91)
Tunisia 645 66 22-24 20.4 644 92 9.91 (4.05)
Belgium 301 85 <21 5.1 301 .89 9.13 3.77)
South Korea 334 43 <21 21.9 332 .93 8.76 (4.22)
Spain 102 85 <21 23.8 100 .96 11.26 (3.92)
Chile 124 69 <21 22.0 123 .95 10.89 (4.97)
Sweden 258 68 22-24 100.0 236 .93 11.05 (5.74)

Note: PJ, procedural justice perceptions.

n is the subset of N for which data on focal variables are not missing; 7 is not significantly different from the full sample demographically. Most but not all
missing data were from the same participants (e.g., 15 Swedes did not report any demographics). For gender, one participant failed to report gender from each
of the USA, Spain, and Chile; three participants failed to report gender from Tunisia and Belgium; and 15 participants failed to report gender from Sweden. For
age, one person from Singapore, Spain, and Chile failed to report age; three people from Tunisia; four people from the USA; seven people from Belgium; and 15
people from Sweden. For work experience, one participant from each of Singapore, the USA, Spain, and Chile failed to report work experience; seven partic-
ipants from Tunisia; eight participants from Belgium; and 16 participants from Sweden.

operationalized as being allowed to have input on zero to 20
of the 20 different system features. Finally, participants
responded to outcome and control measures.

Pre-study

In our principal study we sought to operationalize the justice
rule for voice as the preferred voice minimum. Before doing
so, we first assessed whether our experimental manipulations,
including the introduction of individually measured preferred
voice minimums, involved artifacts. Pre-study participants
included 135 students from the United States (49% were
women, modal age =21 years, and 58% worked part-time). We
randomly assigned participants to cells in this between-subjects
2 (individual voice minimums: measured, not measured)x 2
(voice amount: 5-voice, 15-voice)x2 (distribution method:
paper-based, computerized) design; participants in each of the
eight conditions ranged from 15 to 19 individuals.

First, participants read the material describing the 20
computer features available to them. Next, for about half of
participants, we measured preferred voice minimums at the
individual level to assess whether measuring preferred voice
also altered individuals’ reactions to allowed voice. We used
an item that asked the minimum amount of input acceptable
to the participant, and responses ranged from 0 (no input on
any of the features) to 20 (input on all 20 features). Subse-
quently, participants were told that their supervisor asked
them to express their preferences either for 5 of the 20
features (5-voice) or for 15 of the 20 features (15-voice).
Finally, participants were asked to assess the procedural
fairness of the situation by answering three items (Earley &
Lind, 1987; Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). An example item
was “The procedures used to determine the attributes of my
new personal computer system were fair” (1=strongly
disagree, 9=strongly agree), and the scale was reliable
(a=.89). Approximately half of pilot participants did this
on paper, similar to earlier research (Hunton et al., 1998;
Price et al., 2001); half used an online version.

As expected, only one significant main effect was observed
between the two voice conditions, F(1, 127)=28.92, p < .001.

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Having more voice (15-voice) led to significantly higher percep-
tions of procedural justice (M =6.31, SD = 1.50) than having less
voice (5-voice; M=4.91, SD=1.81). There were no effects for
preferred minimum voice (when they were measured or not)
or for the type of assessment (paper or online). On the basis of
these results, which supported the use of individually measured
justice rules, we proceeded with the main experiment.

Main experiment
Participants (N =2848) included students enrolled in univer-
sity management or psychology courses in nine countries:
Singapore, the United States, The Netherlands, Tunisia,
Belgium, South Korea, Spain, Chile, and Sweden. For the
entire sample, 64.8% were women, the modal age was 21 years,
and work experience varied (63.7% had no work experience,
28.2% worked at least part-time, and 8.1% had full-time work
experience). The left side of Table 1 includes information
regarding sample size and demographics by country.
Participants were given an Internet address and asked to
complete the experiment, which took approximately 30 minutes.”
Prior to analyses reported here, we deleted 29 participants who
lacked completed measures of minimum preferred voice or
procedural justice, resulting in a final sample of n=2819.

Materials

Congruent with back-translation procedures (Brislin, 1980),
the original English materials were translated into the native
languages of countries in which English was not the primary
language (i.e., South Korea, Belgium, Spain, Sweden, and
The Netherlands). In Tunisia, where the majority of Tunisian
people have a good knowledge of French and university
courses are conducted in French, the materials were trans-
lated into French.

2Only in The Netherlands were the scenario materials administered using a
computer program loaded on specific computers.
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Voice options

Experimental materials were identical to those in the pre-
study individual-preferred minimum voice conditions with
one important difference: In the main experiment we used
more than the two voice conditions (5-voice or 15-voice)
from the pre-study, such that our data would map onto the
S-shaped value function postulated by prospect theory
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981;
1992). Following the example of Price and colleagues
(2001), we started with five amounts of voice—(voice on 0,
5, 10, 15, or 20 features) to map the steepness of the gain
and loss functions around the reference point. Then, we used
the two additional conditions of voice on 9 and 11 features to
better understand the inflection point, which we expected to
occur at voice on 10 features given the control group results
reported by Price et al. (2001). Finally, to understand the cur-
vature, we added voice in increments of two, below 9-voice
and above 11-voice. This resulted in 13 voice options: 0 fea-
ture (0-voice or no voice) and 1, 3, 5,7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17,
19, or 20 features.

We used these same 13 voice amounts to assess individu-
ally held justice rules, asking participants to indicate their
preferred minimum amount of voice by selecting one of the
13 options. Subsequently, participants were presented with
a scenario regarding the amount of voice that would be
allowed by their supervisor; these amounts were the same
as our 13 voice options. Participants’ preferred minimum
and allowed voice was used to classify each participant as
being in the domain of either gains (more allowed than
preferred voice) or losses (more preferred than allowed
voice). Finally, the procedural justice items were given, and
these items formed a reliable scale (a=.92, M =6.97).3
Country-level means for procedural justice and minimum
preferred voice are provided on the right side of Table 1.

RESULTS

Manipulation checks

Most participants answered both manipulation check items
correctly (89% identified the amount of allowed voice; 88%
identified a specific fact in the scenario queried). Results
did not differ significantly when participants who missed
manipulation check items were included or excluded, so
analyses were conducted on the entire sample.

Focal curve fitting

Curve fitting and parameter estimation using the functional
form of prospect theory’s value function provide a rigorous
way to directly assess whether voice fits the asymmetric
prospect theory value function, which previous research only

3Conceptual equivalence is a concern when using a procedural justice scale
across countries. Generally, invariance in factor structure and item loadings
across groups is indicative of conceptual equivalence (Ryan, Chan, Ployhart,
& Slade, 1999). Using Lisrel 8.80, we compared all countries simulta-
neously, and results, which are available from the first author, suggest con-
ceptual equivalence.

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

approximated using linear, quadratic, and cubic functions
(Price et al., 2001). For this reason, we used curve fitting to
address hypotheses in this paper.

The equations associated with prospect theory were
used to test Hypothesis 1. These value functions explicate
the relationship between value and outcomes as a set of
two equations (Equation 5, Kahneman & Tversky, 1986):

u(x) = xilpha
u(x) = — lambda x ((_x)beta>

(gain)
(loss)

Given the structure of the data, we added an intercept to
the functions because the midpoint of our procedural justice
scale differed from the midpoint assumed in the prospect the-
ory function. Recall that participants rated procedural justice
statements between 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly
agree), for which the midpoint is 5. In contrast, the midpoint
assumed by the aforementioned prospect theory function be-
tween equal gains and losses was zero. By adding an inter-
cept, we verified that the intercept in our model, when left
free to vary, was roughly around the middle of the justice
scale. That the intercept was free to vary meant that the cur-
vature in gain and loss domains and the greater steepness in
the loss domain resulted from fit with these functions. They
were not due to a fixed reference point as would be the case
if we had set the intercept for gain and loss functions to 5.0.

By using the value function curve, we defined the refer-
ence point as internal to each individual, which is congruent
with earlier work on the importance of expectations in deter-
mining reference points (e.g., Mellers, Schwartz, Ho, &
Ritov, 1997; Payne, 2005). Previous studies on the voice
value function have not done so. Instead, they have
employed an aggregate score from a control group as the
reference point (e.g., Price et al., 2001), which is not ideal.
Applying a reference point deduced from an average of
others’ perceptions obfuscates the individual-level relation-
ship between the reference point and perceptions. Further,
using a mean reference point tacitly assumes greater
between-group versus within-group differences.* Given the
integral part that this reference point plays in assessing the func-
tion, we directly measured each individual’s reference point—as
justice rules. Our measurement of individual-level preferred
voice minimums is another contribution of this paper.

Additionally, we included an extra parameter to gain and
loss equations to account for the range of possible values for
each individual’s unmet minimum (—20) and individual’s
exceeded minimum (20). For example, when an individual’s
justice rules are unmet by four (i.e., they prefer voice on four
more computer functions than their manager allowed), this is

“Robinson (1950) first discussed this problem with ecological correlations
and discussed “ecological fallacy,” which is often cited as a caution against
generalizing from one or a few members of a culture to all other members of
that culture (e.g., Hofstede, 1980). Within each national sample, there may
be wide variations so that it is possible that a South Korean is more individ-
ualistic than a particular American, even though research suggests that the
latter is higher on individualism than the former in general. Given these rea-
sons, we assess individual-level reference points.

J. Behav. Dec. Making, 28, 167-175 (2015)
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the same magnitude as when an individual’s rules are
exceeded by four (i.e., preferred voice on four fewer com-
puter functions than one’s manager allowed). Thus, our func-
tions are as follows:

(gain) PJ = intercept + (linear term for gain + (Avoice*™™))
(loss)PJ = intercept + (—linear term for loss % ((—Avoice)™))

Curve fitting results obtained by testing this model included a
parameter estimate and corresponding standard error associ-
ated with lower and upper 95% confidence intervals (ClIs).
In assessing whether the curve fit the data, we focused on
two things: the size of the linear term for loss versus gain,
which indicates the steepness of each domain, and whether
the exponent (alpha or beta) is significant, which indicates
curvature within each domain. Given prospect theory, we
expected the linear term for loss to be greater than the linear
term for gain, reflecting the greater steepness of the loss
domain than the gain domain. To assess whether the expo-
nent was significant, we looked at whether the CIs around
it contained 1.0; if the CIs did not contain 1.0, then the expo-
nent was significant.

Hypotheses testing
Hypothesis 1: Shape of the value function
Least squares curve fitting was used to estimate parameters.
For all reported statistics, we used an o of .05. Individuals’
voice was the independent variable, and procedural justice
perceptions were the dependent measure for both gain and
loss functions. Results from curve fitting analyses on the
sample pooled across countries are depicted in Figure 1, indi-
cating that the value function fits the current voice data well.
Beginning with results for the gain model, which was the
first function that dealt only with the region greater than the
reference point, our data show that the first component of

101

Perceived PJ
o

=25 =20 =15 =10 =5 0 5 10 15 20 25
Voice

Figure 1. Plotted best-fitting curves relating delta of minimum
acceptable and actual voice and ratings of perceived procedural
justice (PJ)

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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the gain equation, the intercept, 5.60, CI [5.26, 5.94], was
reasonably close to the middle of the 9-point procedural
justice scale (5.0), suggesting that subjects were using the
scale sensibly and that fixing the intercept at the exact middle
of the scale was unnecessary. This supported our decision to
leave it free to vary. Additionally, there was a linear effect for
gain, .32, CI [.06, .70]. We will return to this effect, which
showed steepness in the domain of gains and not linearity,
to compare it with that for the loss domain. Turning next to
the exponent alpha, as predicted the alpha of .38, which re-
flects concavity in the domain of gains, was significant, CI
[.03, .74]. In total, the gain equation had a d of .30 (equiva-
lent to ;72= .02, for transformation ref. Cohen, 1988,
pp- 280-281), meaning the gain model accounted for about
as much variance in procedural justice perceptions in the
positive domain as is shown in meta-analytic research re-
lated to prospect theory to be explained by more constrained
framing designs (Kiihberger, 1998, p. 39).

Turning to the loss model, which was the second function
that dealt only with the region less than the reference point,
results showed that the loss intercept, 8.12, CI [2.15, 14.1],
was not significantly different from the midpoint of the pro-
cedural justice scale. However, it was contained in a large
CI, which was an artifact of the curve fitting procedure; the
steepness of the loss function near the right edge exacerbated
the error in estimating the intercept. What was of particular
importance here is the linear term for the loss function,
—2.97, CI [—8.26, 2.82], which was greater in absolute value
than the .32 linear term for the gain function, indicating a
steeper curve in the loss domain as prospect theory predicts.
Further, the beta of .22, CI [—.10, .54], reflected the convex
nature in the domain of losses and was significant. Recall
that if null, the exponent beta would include 1, not O as is
commonly seen in additive models. Together, these results
suggested that the data as a whole fit the prospect theory
loss curve. The loss equation had a d of .80 (equivalent to
#*=.14), meaning the loss function accounted for more
variance in procedural justice perceptions in the negative
domain than is shown in meta-analytic research related
to prospect theory framing in gain and loss domains
(Kiihberger, 1998, p. 39).

As Figure 1 makes clear, our findings were consistent
with prospect theory: The slope of the figure was steeper
in the domain of losses than in the domain of gains, and
the figure reflected concavity in the domain of gains and
the convexity in the domain of losses. Further, supplemen-
tary analyses suggested that floor or ceiling effects did not
explain this result. The distributions in gains showed that
only 13% of responses were at the limit of the scale. There
was a similar finding in the loss domain, where only 12%
of responses were at the limit. With approximately 87.5%
of responses not being at the limit of the scale, it was unlikely
that ceiling or floor effects were driving the results.
Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Hypothesis 2: Similarity in the shape of the value function
across countries

We expected that the shape of the voice value function would
be similar across countries. For each country, we tested gain

J. Behav. Dec. Making, 28, 167-175 (2015)
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and loss curve functions separately. We then compared
each country to the overall results reported previously
by assessing whether results from the overall model fit
within the confidence intervals obtained for each specific
country.

Starting with the gain model, the intercept of the overall
model (5.60) fit was congruent with the CIs of each country
model. All but one intercept (The Netherlands, 2.65)
clustered close to the overall intercept (range 5.27 to 6.10),
suggesting stability in the gain intercept. Recall for the over-
all model a linear effect for gain was obtained (.32). For each
separate country, this linear effect fell between Cls for the
overall linear effect. Finally, recall that the estimate from
the overall model for alpha (.38) was significant, supporting
concavity in the domain of gains. This estimate fell between
the CIs for all countries, suggesting that separate countries
did not differ from this overall concavity effect. Thus, all
countries fit the overall form of the voice value function.

Turning to the loss function, we first assessed the
intercept. Recall that the intercept for the overall model
was at 8.12. This intercept fit within the CIs for all but
four countries: Singapore, 4.85, CI [3.80, 5.89], the
USA, 5.67, CI [4.00, 7.34], Spain, 5.21, CI [2.36,
8.06], and Sweden, 4.62, CI [3.32, 5.92]. Note, however,
that the Cls obtained for each of these countries did
contain the midpoint of the procedural justice scale
(5.0), and thus concerns about functional fit in these
countries are less warranted. Next, we checked to see
whether the linear effect for the overall model fell
between the Cls for specific countries.

Recall the overall linear effect (—2.97). The linear effect
for the overall model fell outside the country Cls for five
countries: Singapore, the USA, Spain, Chile, and Sweden.
Thus, we next assessed whether the linear effect for loss
showed a trend of being greater than the linear effect for gain
in each of these countries. Of these countries, the linear term
for loss was greater than that for gain in Spain (—.46 > .32),
Singapore (—.15>.07), Chile (4.33>.78), and the USA
(—.14>.07). Only in Sweden (—.14 < .17) was this not the
case. Together, this suggests that data for most but not all
countries supported greater steepness in the domain of losses
than in gains. Finally, we compared the significant beta term
obtained for the overall model (.21), which supported the
convex-shaped curve predicted by prospect theory, to see if
it fell between Cls for each country. In all cases but one, it
fell between countries’ CIs. Whereas outside the error bars,
it was only .01 away from the upper interval for Chile,
—.98, CI [2.15, .20]. Thus, the convexity of the loss shape
was congruent across countries.

To summarize, the data mostly supported Hypothesis 2,
which stated that all countries would conform to prospect
theory. Findings for specific countries, however, should be
interpreted cautiously as these are likely attributable to the
wide CIs caused by small sample sizes per country.

Hypothesis 3: Country differences in reference points

To test whether preferred voice minimums may be lower for
participants from higher power distance countries and higher
for participants from lower power distance countries, we first

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

ran a country-level simple bivariate correlation between
mean voice and Hofstede’s power distance values per coun-
try (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010; for Tunisia only,
Guimond, 2006), which provided some weak evidence for
Hypothesis 3 (r=—.22, p=.56). Next, we conducted a uni-
variate analysis of variance with a p-value of .01 to compen-
sate for family-wise error and ran all associated pairwise
comparisons of preferred voice minimums among nations.
Overall results indicated significant differences among coun-
tries, F(8, 2810)=9.37, p < .01, #*=.03. Pairwise compari-
sons among all nations suggested that the differences were
not entirely consistent with high or low power distance coun-
try groupings (see Table 2 for mean differences between
countries). The power distance results did not explain voice
level differences across countries.

DISCUSSION

The present study suggests that perceptions of procedural
justice correspond to the shape and asymmetry of the pros-
pect theory value function (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).
The justice rule also serves as an inflection point. From a the-
oretical point of view, values higher than this standard—the

Table 2. Pairwise comparisons among countries for preferred
minimum voice

Preferred minimum voice

Mean Lower Upper
Country difference SE bound bound
1. Singapore
4. Tunisia —.94% .29 —1.87 —.01
6. South Korea — — — —
7. Spain —2.29%* 51 -3.92 —.67
8. Chile —1.92%* A7 —3.42 —.42
9. Sweden —2.08%* .37 —3.28 —.89
2. USA
6. South Korea — — — —
7. Spain —1.95%* Sl —3.58 -.32
8. Chile —1.58%* A7 —3.08 -.07
9. Sweden —1.74%* .38 —2.94 —.54
3. The Netherlands
6. South Korea — — — —
7. Spain —1.90%* .53 —3.58 —-.22
8. Chile — — — —
9. Sweden —1.69%* 40 —-2.95 —.42
5. Tunisia
1. Singapore .94% .29 .01 1.87
6. South Korea 1.15%* 31 17 2.14
8. Chile — — — —
9. Sweden —1.14* .04 —-2.25 -.03
5. Belgium
6. South Korea — — — —
7. Spain —2.13%* .52 —3.81 —.45
8. Chile —1.76%** 49 —3.31 -.20
9. Sweden —1.92%* 40 -3.19 —.66

Note: Only significant differences are reported for all two-tailed tests. Mean
difference is the first listed country minus the indented country listed below
it. Actual voice is omitted from the table because it was manipulated.

*p <.05;

*p < .01,
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gain function—are especially noteworthy, as this has
received less empirical attention. Consistent with previous
research on prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979;
Tversky & Kahneman, 1981, 1992), overall results show
gains as having a concave curve related to procedural
justice. Values less than the reference point—the loss
function—show a relatively steep, non-linear decline in
procedural justice perceptions. These results provide further
evidence that prospect theory, an economic model focused
on monetary gains and losses, is of value in understanding
individuals’ perceptions of less tangible but still valuable
goods, including procedural fairness. Further, these findings
contribute to very sparse evidence in the organizational
justice literature regarding individuals’ differential weighting
of events.

A second contribution involves the assessment of justice
perceptions across nine different countries. We found evidence
for both cross-cultural similarities in the way people value
voice (Hypothesis 2), and cross-cultural differences in how
much they desire voice (Hypothesis 3). Related to the
former, prospect theory seems to hold for fairness judgments
and do so across different nations, arguably providing
evidence that the shape of this function is generalizable.
On average, the respondents who participated in our study
appear to value procedural fairness in the same way,
experiencing unmet justice rules more strongly than met
justice rules. Identification of such cross-cultural similarities
is important (Chen, Leung, & Chen, 2009).

Whereas the shape of the value function showed evidence
of cross-cultural similarity, the reference point showed evi-
dence of cross-cultural diversity. Differences were observed
when comparing the mean ratings of preferred voice mini-
mums across countries. From this follows our conclusion that
all nations do not place the same degree of emphasis on
voice, an observation that is generally consistent with other
work (e.g., Brockner et al., 2001; Li & Cropanzano, 2009).
Further attesting to the validity of our present findings
is recent research on reference points across nations
(e.g., Arkes et al., 2010). However, little evidence sup-
ported our prediction that preferred voice minimums would
be lower (higher) for participants from higher (lower)
power distance countries. Power distance, at least as
characterized by Hofstede (1980, 1984), did not ade-
quately predict the reference point for voice in the current
study. It may be simply too broad to capture the detailed
institutions of culture (Chen et al., 2009). Possibly
another cultural dimension such as the concept of “face”
(ref. Heine, 2001; Ho, 1976) may more clearly explain
cross-cultural differences in justice rules for voice.

Limitations, strengths, and future directions

The current paper focused on one aspect of procedural
justice: Voice. As such, future work could ascertain how
individuals make multi-attribute judgments of fairness on
the basis of the combination of the five additional aspects
of procedural justice (Leventhal, 1980; Leventhal, Karuza,
& Fry, 1980). This approach would be distinct from the
paradigm studied here, where individuals examined one
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dimension (i.e., voice) on the basis of different degrees of
input. The advantage of this experimental paradigm is that
such designs tend to have high internal validity, allowing
for strong theory tests (Moore & Flynn, 2008). However,
there are also limitations. Such hypothetical decisions
may not completely reflect those of real decisions. Despite
this limitation and supporting our results, existing empiri-
cal evidence suggests that framing effects based on pros-
pect theory are largely consistent across hypothetical and
real choices for money (Kiihberger, Schulte-Mecklenbeck,
& Perner, 2002).

The current approach is also limited in that it simplifies
voice. Here voice is operationalized to increase incrementally
(e.g., voice on 11 features or voice on 13 features). In
organizational situations, it may be instead that voice
occurs in a dichotomous way (e.g., voice before and after
a decision) or includes multiple types of input via multi-
ple channels. Optimistically, replication in real-world
settings will produce a pattern of voice results consistent
with laboratory results reported here, albeit with stronger
effects given that the organizational decisions frequently
studied by justice researchers have significant consequences
(e.g., layoffs).

CONCLUSION

The present study highlights the existence of a voice value
function that is congruent with prospect theory, actually
testing this function. As such, our study contributes to both
the decision making and organizational justice literatures.
Our focus across countries suggests that the shape of the
function is generalizable across cultures, whereas specific
levels of voice are not. This study provides a foundation
for and encourages additional research on the voice value
function and is initial evidence that prospect theory’s value
function should also be useful in understanding resources
more broadly than monetary resources, including organiza-
tional justice.
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