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detected. Consistent with predictions derived from prospect the-
ory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) the relationship between the
value of voice and the magnitude of voice was found to be direct,
monotonic, and nonlinear. The largest increment in value
occurred when the magnitude of voice shifted from mute to some
voice. Thereafter, increments in value tended to decline in magni-
tude suggesting diminishing marginal returns on the response
measure of procedural fairness. An unexpected finding was that
the final segment of the value function was convex indicating
increasing marginal returns as the magnitude of voice shifted
from its penultimate level to its maximum possible level. The
study also investigated whether subjects’ reported expectations
of voice correspond to the value function reference point as theo-
rized in the literature. Findings suggest that self-reported expec-
tations of voice are higher than the estimated value function
reference point. q 2000 Academic Press

The positive effects of voice (i.e., when a decision maker considers the con-
cerns, preferences, and interests of participants influenced by the decision) are
well documented in the literature. The exercise of voice is associated with
increased perceptions of fairness and control in studies of performance apprais-
als (Greenberg, 1990), employee compensation (Miceli & Lane, 1991), survivors’
reactions to layoffs (Brockner & Greenberg, 1990), managerial dispute resolu-
tion (Karambayya & Brett, 1989), goal setting, (Earley & Lind, 1987), and
decision making (Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). In turn, increases in fairness
are associated with decreased turnover and increased job satisfaction, organiza-
tional commitment, trust in supervision, and task performance (Brockner &
Wiesenfeld, 1996; Greenberg, 1990; Hunton & Price, 1997; Lind et al., 1990).
Increases in perceptions of fairness and control, as well as task performance,
can also occur when participants exercise choice; that is, when a decision maker
allows participants to select the outcome (e.g., Folger & Cropanzano, 1998;
Greenberg & Folger, 1983; Hunton & Price, 1997).

Theory and research on voice and choice have also examined when and how
participant input should be solicited. From a participant’s perspective, both of
these questions are related to the value of the voice solicitation. From a perspec-
tive of when voice should be solicited, Maier (1973) argues that if fairness in the
distribution of outcomes is of central concern, participants should be involved in
the decision. Vroom and Jago (1988) suggest that when autocratic decisions
are not likely to be accepted, allowing participation is likely to increase commit-
ment to the decision. Strumpf, Zand, and Freedman (1979) document that when
representative decisions are needed (i.e., decisions affecting a large number of
different constituents) participatory decision modes should be used. With re-
spect to how voice should be solicited, the genuineness of the voice solicitation
is of critical concern. If participants feel that a decision maker fails to give
participant input adequate consideration, or if the voice solicitation is perceived
as disingenuous, the outcome is likely to be frustration and resentment (e.g.,
Baldwin, Magjuka, & Loher, 1991; Folger, 1977).
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Questions regarding the value of voice from a participant’s perspective are
the central focus of this research. Specifically we are interested in (1) the
relationship between voice magnitude and the value of the voice solicitation
(the value function for voice) and (2) the consistency of this relationship across
four countries: Great Britain, Mexico, The Netherlands, and the United States.
We also use the experimental data to estimate the value function reference
points for subjects from each country and explore the relationship between
these estimates and two other measures: (1) participants’ self-reported expecta-
tions of voice and (2) a measure of participants’ attitudes toward decision
centralization. The next section reviews studies where the magnitude of voice
solicitation has been examined. In these studies voice was solicited in an appro-
priate context, the solicitation of voice was not disingenuous, and the magnitude
of voice refers to the amount of voice that was solicited.

MAGNITUDE AND VALUE OF VOICE

A number of studies examining the impact of the magnitude of voice suggest
that more voice is better. For some researchers, magnitude refers to voice which
spans different phases of the decision-making process. Voice across decision
phases can also reflect changes in the qualitative as well as the quantitative
amount of voice. Cooper and Wood (1974) found that voice in all stages of
decision making (planning through postimplementation) resulted in more posi-
tive perceptions of involvement than voice occurring in only one stage. Earley
and Lind (1987) report that participation early in the decision process may be
beneficial when such voice involves the selection of alternatives. They argue
that choice offered later in the decision process may not be meaningful if the
options from which a participant can choose are not desirable. Hunton, Price,
and Hall (1996) report that the combination of predecisional and postdecisional
voice, compared to predecisional voice, enhances the perceived fairness of the
decision process.

Additional research suggests, however, there are conditions that can place
limits on when more voice is better. These studies document a number of
complexities regarding the conditions or combined set of conditions when voice-
based participation is likely to result in a fair process effect. Research by Folger
(1977) reports that decision makers who allow participants voice, compared to
a mute condition, are perceived as less fair when inequitable outcomes are
changed to be more equitable. However, when the inequitable allocation is
maintained, decision makers who allow voice, compared to a mute condition,
are perceived as more fair. Other research has reported that positive effects
of voice can depend on how voice-based participation is solicited (e.g., Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998). If the solicitation of voice is perceived to be disingenuous,
for example the decision maker does not give a participant’s concerns and
preferences due consideration, then the exercise of voice can result in frustra-
tion. Research by Van den Bos, Vermunt, and Wilke (1996) reports that partici-
pants who expect no voice, yet receive voice, perceive the process as less fair
and perform at lower levels than participants who neither expect nor receive
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voice. Examining the impact of higher levels of voice, when expectations for
voice were not violated, Hunton, Hall, and Price (1998) found that increases
in the magnitude of voice resulted in diminishing marginal returns. In samples
of experienced financial managers and business students, higher levels of voice
were associated with positive but declining increases on response measures of
fairness, control, and satisfaction. Recent research by Peterson (1999) contin-
ued this theme examining voice in small decision-making groups. He reported
that stricter decision rules, while allowing higher levels of voice, resulted in
lower levels of group member satisfaction. This occurred because stricter deci-
sion rules were accompanied by higher levels of substantive conflict.

In the present study, we continue the investigation of the complexities of
voice-based participation by examining the value function for voice using propo-
sitions from prospect theory. More specifically, we argue that the work by
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) on prospect theory can help explain and predict
the impact of changes in the magnitude of voice on the value of the voice
solicitation. Other justice theorists have also applied constructs of Kahneman
and Tversky to develop theory and guide research in procedural justice. Folger
(1986, 1987) incorporates the use of Kahneman and Tversky’s (1982) simulation
heuristic to explain reactions to outcomes and procedures. Consequently, this
research follows a tradition that has been established in the procedural justice
literature. Based on these considerations, Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979)
work on prospect theory is reviewed in the next section. In adopting this
framework, we do not mean to imply that voice does not have symbolic meaning
(e.g., Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). Theory and research consistent with the
relational model of procedural justice have documented that the solicitation of
voice increases perceptions of fairness because participants feel they are being
treated with politeness, dignity, and respect appropriate for full group mem-
bers (e.g., Lind, 1995; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Rather, in using a prospect theory
framework, we are simply examining the multifaceted nature of voice-based
participation.

Prospect Theory: Voice as a Commodity and the Potential Role of
Expectations

Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) suggests that individuals as-
sess the value of alternative amounts of a commodity (e.g., money and time
off from work) in relation to a neutral reference point. The rationale for this
assertion is that human perception is attuned to the detection of change in a
stimulus rather than to the absolute magnitude of the stimulus. When an
individual responds to a stimulus, the response is a function of the level of the
stimulus and the individual’s reference point. In essence, the current stimulus
is compared to the reference point and coded as falling above or below the
reference point. Stimulus outcomes that compare favorably to the reference
point are perceived as favorable outcomes while stimulus outcomes that com-
pare unfavorably to the reference point are perceived as unfavorable outcomes.
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Hence, the reference point is the amount of commodity received that the individ-
ual would consider as a neutral outcome that is neither a gain nor a loss.

In discussing the reference point, Kahneman and Tversky (1979) suggest
that it may be the level of a particular stimulus to which the individual has
adapted. Usually, this is the level of the stimulus that the individual has
experienced in the past and present and is considered the status quo. In some
circumstances, however, the reference point may be an expectation or aspiration
level (Kahneman & Tversky 1979, p. 286). This can occur where the individual
has adapted to an expectation or aspiration level that is different from the
current status. For example, an individual who expects to receive a raise of
$5,000 may use this as a reference point. In this circumstance, a raise of
$3,000 may be perceived as a loss because it falls below the reference point
(Kahneman, 1992).

Another important feature of the prospect theory value function is that as
the amount of the commodity received moves further away from the reference
point, the marginal significance or value associated with unit increments in
the amount of the commodity received declines. Thus, larger and larger quanti-
ties of the commodity are required to produce uniform changes in perceived
value. Kahneman and Tversky (1979) use a general psychological principle,
based on Weber’s (1834) law, to account for this property of diminishing mar-
ginal returns. Weber’s (1834) law states that larger amounts of a stimulus
change are needed to detect change as the magnitude of the stimulus increases.
As an example, they suggest that it is easier to discriminate between a change
of 38 and 68 than between a change of 138 and 168 (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979,
p. 278). Kahneman and Tversky propose that the same principle is consistent
with the evaluation of other commodities, such as money, and point to support-
ive research by Galanter (1962). The presence of diminishing marginal returns
means that the value function is concave above the reference point and convex
below the reference point. Consequently, the value function takes on an S shape
due to the principle of diminished marginal significance. A hypothetical value
function is shown in Fig. 1. As shown in this figure, the commodity value
function is nonlinear and monotonic, with declining changes in value as the

FIG. 1. Hypothetical value function for a commodity.
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amount of the commodity received moves further and further from the refer-
ence point.

Alternatives to Prospect Theory

The process of comparing current experiences to a standard is not unique
to prospect theory. Other researchers have used this comparison process to
explain perceptions of job satisfaction (e.g., Locke, 1969), perceptions of the
quality of life (Rice, McFarlin, Hunt, & Near, 1985), and the occurrence of job
strain (French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982). Locke (1969) suggests that the
experience of job dissatisfaction and job satisfaction are a function of the rela-
tionship between what one wants from a job and what one perceives the job
as offering. What one wants from a job is a value standard against which
comparisons are made of current offerings. Theorizing by Rice, McFarlin, Hunt,
and Near (1985) posit that the quality of life for a specific domain (e.g., family
and work) is a function of outcomes in each domain compared to a standard
(e.g., aspirations, expectations, values, and needs). The perceived quality of
life for each domain combines additively to determine the overall quality of
life. Similarly, French et al. (1982) use a theory of person–environment fit to
explain job strain. Person–environment fit involves the degree of discrepancy
between the motives of the person and the supplies offered by the job to satisfy
these motives.

Common to prospect theory and the work of Locke (1969), Rice et al. (1985),
and French et al. (1982) is the nature of the discrepancy that results from
comparing current experiences against the standard. Outcomes that fall below
the standard (e.g., based on what one wants and what one actually experiences)
are states of deficiency, while outcomes falling above the standard are states
of excess. Where prospect theory and other theorists diverge is in explaining
the functional form of the relationship between the experience-standard dis-
crepancy and outcomes such as job satisfaction and job strain. Prospect theory
predicts an S-shaped curve with diminishing (but positive) marginal returns
as the outcome moves further from the reference point as the state of deficiency
or excess increases. In explaining job satisfaction and job strain, theorists (e.g.,
Rice et al., 1985; French et al., 1982) indicate the form of the function can be
similar to that proposed by prospect theory. However, in contrast to prospect
theory they suggest that the function might also be linear (constant marginal
returns) or an inverted U (declining positive marginal returns up to a point
and thereafter increasing negative returns). Locke (1969) suggests the form of
function may vary based on whether, for example, excess deviations from the
standard are disliked (negative marginal returns) or valued (positive marginal
returns). For Rice et al. (1985) the form of the function may vary based on the
domain being considered, the outcome being appraised, the type of standard
being applied, the characteristics of the individual, or some combination of
these factors. For French (1982) critical factors include whether supplies for
one motive can be used as supplies for or reduce the supply for other motives.
Thus, different theorists agree that judgments are made by reference to a
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standard, but diverge in expectations about whether the function’s marginal
returns will be positive, negative, or zero and whether these returns will be
constant, increasing, or decreasing.

Voice Research and Prospect Theory

Treating voice as a commodity can help to explain the value of voice across
decision stages. As applied to the previously cited research (e.g., Cooper &
Wood, 1974; Earley & Lind, 1987), participants may perceive that voice should
span different phases of the decision cycle. Issues across different phases can
be of direct concern to the participants and/or the meaningfulness of later
participation may be dependent on initial participation (Earley & Lind, 1987).
Consequently, under these conditions, more voice may be accompanied by incre-
mental increases in the value of voice when initial solicitations of voice fall
within the domain of losses. When the quantitative amount of voice exceeds
expectations, more voice may be better, although accompanied with diminishing
marginal returns (Hunton et al., 1998). Qualitatively, there is less to be gained
from each increment of voice. Consequently, expectations regarding the amount
of voice that should be solicited form boundaries for judgments regarding the
value of the voice solicitation.

Research cited earlier, by Hunton et al. (1998), directly supports theorizing
by Kahneman and Tversky (1979). Hunton et al. (1998) reported that increases
in the magnitude of voice were associated with declining increases in the
value of voice. However, the research by Hunton et al. (1998) did not assess
participants’ expectations. Consequently, the role played by expectations in
the value function for voice is unknown. Other justice research, while not
designed to assess the possibility of diminishing marginal returns of voice,
has indicated the importance of expectations in evaluating the fairness of a
procedure. A study by Doll and Torkzadeh (1988) report that participation
efforts were dysfunctional when desired participation exceeded actual partici-
pation. Folger, Rosenfield, and Robinson (1983) created the expectation among
participants that a specific procedure would be used. When violations of the
expected procedure occurred, in the absence of adequate justification, resent-
ment resulted. Finally, Coalter and Price (1997) examined the impact of expec-
tations from the perspective of organizational traditions. Using a scenario
approach, they reported that mute, voice, and choice procedures were perceived
as more fair when consistent with organizational traditions. Consequently, the
value associated with different levels of voice may depend on the participants’
expectations. Voice that exceeds expectations may be perceived as a gain and
voice that falls below expectations may be seen as a loss.

The current study seeks to replicate and extend previous research examining
the value function for voice (Hunton et al., 1998). Consistent with this goal,
we expect to replicate results of earlier studies that document a nonlinear
value function for voice. Our first hypothesis is as follows:

H1: The value function for voice is monotonically increasing and nonlinear with a convex
shape below the reference point and a concave shape above the reference point.
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Our research also addresses the cross-cultural generality of the features of
the voice value function. Examining the effects of cultural influences is im-
portant in defining boundary dimensions that influence outcomes associated
with voice-based participation and in facilitating the development of a broad
theoretical framework for understanding procedural justice. Additionally, cul-
tural differences are a particularly important consideration given increasing
economic and political interdependency among countries. Our expectations are
that the nonlinear form will be similar across different cultures, but the value
function reference point will vary to the extent that different norms of participa-
tion exist across the four countries. The reasons for our expectations and our
specific hypotheses concerning cross-cultural comparisons are explained in the
next two sections.

Generality of the Voice Value Function across Countries

As described earlier, Kahneman and Tversky (1979) use a general psychologi-
cal principle (Weber’s law) to account for the property of diminishing marginal
returns in a value function. Coren, Ward, and Ellis (1994, pp. 42–43) also
suggest that Weber’s law provides a good fit with the data when examined
across a number of different sensory modalities. Additionally, research on social
psychological processes provides evidence for diminishing marginal returns in
different contexts. In examining the effects of group size, Latané (1981) cites
research where increases in group size had proportionally smaller effects (e.g.,
conformity, stuttering, and tipping). Consequently, evidence for diminishing
marginal returns appears to be robust across different psychophysical, as well
as social psychological, phenomena. To the extent that the underlying mecha-
nism for diminishing marginal returns is a basic psychological process, there
would be support for a nonlinear value function across cultures if the respon-
dents value the exercise of voice.

Other studies provide support that the exercise of voice will be associated
with fair procedures across cultures when examining preferences for dispute
resolution procedures among participants in Hong Kong and the United States
(Leung & Lind, 1986) and in the United States, Germany, Hong Kong, and
Japan (Lind, Tyler, & Huo, 1997). These studies suggest that the processes
driving procedural justice judgments are similar across cultures. Results of
the former study document that participants in both the United States and
Hong Kong who preferred an adversarial style to settling disputes did so be-
cause of the process control it offered. However, participants in Hong Kong,
when compared to the United States, did not perceive the adversarial technique
as more desirable than the nonadversarial technique. The researchers argued
that the downside of adversarial techniques, the likelihood that they exacerbate
the conflict, negated the positive beneficial use of increased process control.

The latter study by Lind et al. (1997) examined antecedents of fairness in
dyadic and third-party conflict resolution procedures across three cultures.
Testing examined whether the relational model of procedural justice (i.e., status
recognition, neutrality, and trust in benevolence; see Tyler & Lind 1992, for a
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more complete introduction to the relational model) could account for percep-
tions of fairness. Results indicated that the relational model could account for
voiced-based effects on perceptions of fairness across the four cultures. In
addition, there was considerable similarity across cultures in interpretation
of which factor (i.e., status recognition, neutrality, and trust in benevolence)
contributed to the perceived fairness of a specific dyadic versus third-party
conflict resolution technique.

In summary, Weber’s law and studies reporting that factors driving fairness
perceptions are similar across cultures suggest a nonlinear value function for
voice across cultures. Based on the available literature indicating the applica-
bility of prospect theory to explain the value of voice-based participation and the
similarity in the interpretation of voice across cultures our second hypothesis is
as follows:

H2: The voice value function is expected to assume the same form across all cultures.

Expected Differences in Value Function Reference Points

As noted earlier, Kahneman and Tversky (1979) theorize that the reference
point used in assessing the value of an outcome may be based on an individual’s
past or present experiences, expectations, or aspirations. Consequently, it
seems reasonable to expect that the voice value functions estimated in the
current study will exhibit reference points that vary according to cultural norms
of participation. Research by Hofstede (1980) has identified four dimensions
that differentiate cultures. The basic factor structure has been confirmed by
Hoppe (1998) using a different sample and in reviews of the literature
(Sondergaard, 1994). One of these dimensions, power distance, is a characteris-
tic of a culture and defines the extent that the less powerful persons in a society
accept inequality in power and consider it normal (Hofstede, 1984). Using the
concept of power distance it is possible to measure the degree of “authoritarian-
ism” of the dominant supervisory styles (Hofstede, 1980). Countries that are
high in power distance are more hierarchical and their employees are less likely
to disagree with their supervisors and more likely to perceive that decisions are,
and perhaps should be, made in an autocratic way. Consequently, individuals
from countries that rate high on the power distance index are likely to be more
accepting of lower levels of participation in workplace decisions and thus have
lower expectations of participation.

Studies examining cultural differences that pertain to participation and the
exercise of voice have been reviewed by McFarlin and Sweeney (1998). Support-
ing Hofstede’s research on country differences in power distance, McFarlin and
Sweeney (1998) conclude that voice-based procedures in the United States
increase the perceptions of the fairness of the appraisal process. However, in
reviewing the work of McEvoy and Cascio (1990), they note that autocratic
appraisal processes are more acceptable in Taiwan and that Taiwanese employ-
ees are less likely to provide input regarding their appraisals. They also cite



104 PRICE ET AL.

the work of McFarlin, Sweeney, and Cotton (1993) in support of cultural differ-
ences in participation. They note that due to culture differences, participative
management strategies have not been successful in some European countries.
Consistent with these findings, research by Stohl (1993) reported that interpre-
tation of the meaning of participation by managers was consistent with country
differences in power distance as well as uncertainty-avoidance, which is
another factor of cultural differentiation identified by Hofstede (1980). For
example, participation was viewed by managers from France, a higher power
distance country, as a centralized process emanating through hierarchical lev-
els, while mangers from Denmark, a low power distance country, view participa-
tion as a more spontaneous activity evolving from the daily interactions of
superiors and subordinates. Looking at empowerment, a strategy emphasizing
the decentralization of power, Eylon and Au (1999) report that individuals from
high and low power distance countries did not differ in job satisfaction when
empowered. However, participants from high power distance countries did not
perform as well when empowered compared to being disempowered; partici-
pants from low power distance countries did not differ in performance as a
function of empowerment.

Other research studies, while not explicitly dealing with voice or participa-
tion, provide indirect support for country differences in power distance influenc-
ing voice or the extent of participation. Earley (1999) reports that judgments
of team efficacy and performance were more strongly tied to perceptions of
high status members in high power distance countries, while perceptions of
team efficacy did not differ by member status in low power distance countries.
Earley speculates that in high power difference countries, the high-status
member may have anchored the performance goal and low-status members
fulfill the high-status member’s expectations. Country differences in power
distance were also related to preferences to gain support from those in authority
prior to taking action on an innovation (Shane, Venkataraman, & MacMilan,
1995) and lower levels of reliance on coworkers to handle disagreements (Smith,
Dugan, Peterson, & Leung, 1998). Consequently, the above set of findings
suggests that one aspect of cultural differentiation, power distance, is consis-
tently tied to variations in and reactions to participation.

In the current study, the value function of voice is examined using samples
of participants from Great Britain, Mexico, The Netherlands, and the United
States. Hofstede (1980, p. 74) reported that the largest power difference be-
tween countries examined in this study is between Mexico versus Great Britain,
The Netherlands, and the United States, with the latter three countries closely
grouped together. Kras (1995) also examined supervisory–subordinate rela-
tions in Mexico and the United States. His findings converge with Hofstede
supporting lower expectations for voice among participants in Mexico. Given
cultural differences in expectations for participation our third hypothesis is
as follows:

H3: The voice value function reference point will occur at lower levels of voice for participants
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from Mexico compared to participants from Great Britain, The Netherlands, and the
United States.1

Participant Expectations and the Voice Value Function Reference Point

In addition to the prior hypotheses, given the theoretically important role
of a reference point in understanding the voice value function, we investigate
whether participants’ expectations, unmeasured in previous research, corre-
spond to the estimated value function reference point. Because there are many
possible expectation constructs, as described in Measures of Participants’ Ex-
pectations under Method, this research issue is exploratory in nature. Therefore
no specific hypothesis is tested.

METHOD

Participants, Procedures, and Materials

Participants were students enrolled at four universities. In Great Britain
(N 5 118), the modal age was 21 or less, 67% worked at least part-time, 56%
were 2nd-year college students, and 56% were male. In Mexico (N 5 185), the
modal age was 21 or less, 47% worked at least part-time, 33% were seniors,
and 56% were female. In The Netherlands (N 5 99), the modal age was also
21 or less, 49% worked at least part-time, 58% were 1st-year students, and
71% were female. In the United States (N 5 109), the modal age was again
21 or less, 87% worked at least part-time, 41% were 2nd-year students, and
50% were male.

In each university, the experiment was conducted over multiple sessions.
Participants were randomly assigned to experimental conditions and received
one of six versions of a case scenario used by Hunton et al. (1998). In The
Netherlands, the scenario materials were administered using computers, while
in the remaining countries the materials were administered in written form.
The materials were originally written in English and then translated into
Spanish and Dutch by researchers who were native speakers of the languages
and members of the research team. Materials were translated back to English
to provide an additional check on the fidelity of the translation. The materials
could be completed in approximately 30 min.

Participants were asked to assume the role of account managers. Due to
rapid technological advances, their companies were updating their companies’
computer systems, peripheral devices, and software. Participants were told
they had seen a list of 20 different features of the new systems (e.g., type of
processor and type of printer) and told to assume that each of the potential

1 In the sample of countries we examined, rankings based on two other dimensions identified
by Hofstede (1980), individualism and uncertainty avoidance, could also be used to predict the
same ordering of reference points as provided by the power distance measure. We chose to rely
on the power distance measure since this dimension relates most directly to the concept of voice-
based participation.
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features on the list were equally important. Furthermore, budget constraints
could force trade-offs in the selection of computer system attributes. A fast
hard drive could leave less money to spend for software. Their supervisor would
make the final purchase decision from this list. Additional case information
informed the participants that they spent 85% of their work day using their
personal computer, and since their current system was outdated, acquisition
of the new computers were an eagerly anticipated event.

Manipulation of Independent Variables

Five versions of the case materials manipulated the magnitude of participant
voice (magnitude of voice condition). Participants were told either their supervi-
sor had not asked them to express their opinions and preferences for any of
the 20 choices (mute condition) or they had been asked for their opinions and
preferences for 5, 10, 15, or 20 of the 20 features of the new computer system.
Participants in these five conditions were asked for their reactions to the
manipulated level of voice. The sixth version of the case was designed to mea-
sure participant expectations of voice (expectation condition). Case materials
were the same for these participants with the following exception; they were
told that their supervisor could request their opinions and preferences for
the computer choices that needed to be made. These participants answered
questions measuring their expectations of what their supervisor might do in
soliciting input.

Dependent Measures for Magnitude of Voice and Manipulation Check
Questions

All dependent measures were assessed using 9-point bipolar scales, with a
minimum value of 1 and a maximum value of 9. Items measuring reactions to
no voice (mute condition) or when input was solicited to 5, 10, 15, or 20 of 20
alternatives were adopted from other justice studies (e.g., Earley & Lind, 1987;
Lind et al., 1990). Three questions measured perceptions of procedural fairness.
Participants indicated how unfair to fair and unjust to just the procedures
were in determining the new computer and the extent they were satisfied with
the procedures used to determine the computer system (strongly disagree to
strongly agree). These items were combined into a single scale. For outcome
control, questions asked the extent to which the respondents’ preferences deter-
mined (no extent to great extent), influenced (no influence to complete influence),
and controlled (no control to complete control) the configuration of the new
computer system. Three questions measuring anticipated outcome satisfaction
were adopted from Doll and Torkzadeh (1988). Participants were asked to
anticipate their degree of satisfaction (completely dissatisfied to completely
satisfied ) with their new computer system, their feelings toward (not satisfied
to completely satisfied ) their new computer system, and whether they will be
satisfied with their new computer system (strongly disagree to strongly agree).
Estimates of reliability, using coefficient alpha (N 5 511), for the scales of



FEATURES OF THE VALUE FUNCTION 107

fairness, control, and satisfaction were a 5 .88, a 5 .87, and a 5 .93, respec-
tively. Corresponding reliability indices for each country were similar. They
ranged across countries from .81 to .93 for fairness, from .84 to .90 for control,
and .89 to .96 for outcome satisfaction.

Two manipulation check questions measured participants’ ability to recall
the case information. Participants were asked the amount of voice requested
by their immediate supervisor and how much time they spent using their
computer in a typical workday. For the first question, measuring the magnitude
of voice, 95% of the respondents in The Netherlands, 92% of the respondents
in the United States, 81% of the respondents in Mexico, and 79% of the respon-
dents in Great Britain answered the question correctly.

For the question asking the amount of time spent working on the computer
in a typical work day, all of the respondents in The Netherlands, 94% of the
respondents in the United States, 86% of the respondents in Great Britain, and
81% of the respondents in Mexico correctly answered the question. Research
findings did not significantly differ when participants incorrectly answering
the questions were excluded from the analysis.

Measures of Participants’ Expectations in the Control Condition

Theory developed by Kahneman and Tversky (1979) specifies that values
above the reference point are coded as gains and values below the reference
point as losses. Hence, the reference point plays a key role in determining the
value assigned to a particular outcome. While the theory does not provide a
clear-cut operationalization of the conceptual reference point, Kahneman and
Tversky suggest that the reference point might be based on expectations (but
there is no evidence to confirm this conjecture). Additionally, as noted earlier
there is conceptual overlap between the reference point in prospect theory
and the potential standards used to evaluate current job outcomes in the job
satisfaction literature (e.g., Greenhaus et al., 1983). Locke (1969) suggests the
state of job (dis-)satisfaction is a function of a comparison between a value
standard (what is desired from a job) and what the current job is offering
while Rice, McFarlin, Hunt, and Near (1985) suggest aspirations, expectations,
values, and needs might be used as comparative standards in quality-of-life per-
ceptions.

Given the various possibilities set forth in the literature, in an attempt
to identify the construct that was most consistent with the reference point
participants in the control condition were asked two sets of three questions in
a counterbalanced sequence. One set asked the minimum and maximum
amount of input that would be acceptable as well as what participants would
settle for with regard to expressing their preferences. The second set asked
participants the minimum and maximum amount of input they expected their
supervisor to request as well as what would probably happen. For each of the
six questions, there were five possible answers. They included my supervisor
would request my input for none, 5, 10, 15, or 20 of the possible computer system
choices. Alternatives were scored from 1 to 5, respectively.
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An additional scale measuring subjects’ perceptions of decision centralization
was included in this condition (Hierarchy of Authority, Aiken & Hodge, 1966).
This scale assessed where the locus of authority to make decisions was located
(Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981). Participants responded to five items,
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (9). Sample items included supervi-
sors have to approve decisions and you have to ask your supervisor before doing
anything. The estimate of reliability was a 5 .83 (N 5 121). The estimates of
reliability for each country were similar in magnitude, ranging from .75 to .87.
Our purposes for collecting these data were twofold. First, following Lind et al.
(1997) the inclusion of this scale provided a means to validate that participants
differed in a culturally prescribed manner on a dimension of power distance
as described in Hofstede (1980). Second, inclusion of the scale was expected to
have explanatory value, not in explaining changes by country in the form of
the voice value function, since none are expected, but to provide support for
expected differences in the reference point due to variation in cultural norms
of participation. We expected the highest level of decision centralization for
subjects from Mexico with lower levels for subjects from Great Britain, the
United States, and The Netherlands.

RESULTS

Correlations among Measures

Preliminary analysis examined the relationships among measures of proce-
dural fairness, control, and outcome satisfaction. Correlations were .81 for the
measures of fairness and control, .82 for fairness and satisfaction, and .78 for
the measures of influence and satisfaction. Theory and research support an
association between increases in perceptions of decision control, perceptions
of procedural fairness, and outcome satisfaction (e.g., Thibaut & Walker, 1975;
Hunton & Price, 1997). However, given the high correlation among dependent
measures, and because the results did not differ by response measure, only
the results for the fairness measure are reported here.2

Tests of Hypotheses 1 and 2

Based on the predictions of prospect theory, Hypothesis 1 anticipated that
the value function for voice would be monotonically increasing and nonlinear
across the five levels of voice (mute, 5, 10, 15, or 20 choices) examined in this
study, while Hypothesis 2 predicted the same form across cultures. Initial

2 Because the fairness scale included a question that asked about satisfaction with the procedures,
a second fairness scale was constructed that omitted the satisfaction question. For this second
scale the Cronbach alpha was somewhat lower at .81 and the results of statistical analyses based
on the second scale were materially the same as the analyses based on the first scale. Given the
higher alpha for the three-item scale, results reported in the study are based on the three-item scale.
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ANOVA procedures3 in a 5 (magnitude of voice) 3 4 (country) design revealed
significant main effects for voice magnitude, F(4, 491) 5 64.3, p , .0001, and
country, F(3, 491) 5 2.9, p , .03, but an insignificant interaction effect, F(12,
491) 5 .63, p , .82. The absence of a significant interaction suggests that
the shape of the voice value function is similar for each country (confirming
Hypothesis 2) while the presence of a significant country main effect suggests
that the voice value function is shifted up or down depending on the country.
These effects are illustrated in Fig. 2, which plots the value function for voice

FIG. 2. Value functions for voice.

3 The initial testing for voice magnitude effects, country effects, and interaction were conducted
using ANOVA procedures rather than regression procedures because it was felt the ANOVA presen-
tation was more parsimonious. It should be recognized, however, that a regression model with
appropriate terms would produce the same results as the ANOVA.
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by country. Additionally, this figure is suggestive of a nonlinear voice value
function.

To complete the testing of Hypothesis 1, a regression analysis was used to
model the relationship between the two independent variables (voice magni-
tude and country) and the response measure of procedural fairness. Linear,
quadratic, and cubic forms of the voice magnitude variable were included in
the model because these were expected given the prediction of a convex shape
below the reference point and a concave shape above the reference point. Be-
cause Hypothesis 3 predicts that the voice function for subjects from Mexico
will have the lowest reference point, responses for subjects from Mexico were
imbedded in the intercept and indicator variables were used to identify re-
sponses of subjects from Great Britain, The Netherlands, and the United States.
Finally, because the prior ANOVA found no interaction, the regression model
did not include any interaction terms. The full regression model was as follows:

F 5 b1 1 b2V 1 b3V2 1 b4V3 1 b5G 1 b6N 1 b7U.

In this model F 5 the perceived fairness response variable, V 5 the voice
magnitude variable, G 5 an indicator variable identifying subjects from Great
Britain, N 5 an indicator variable identifying subjects from The Netherlands,
and U 5 an indicator variable identifying subjects from the United States.
Note that there is no indicator variable identifying subjects from Mexico and
thus results for these respondents are reflected in the estimated intercept of
the regression (b1).

The estimated regression function was significant, F(6, 510) 5 47; p , .0001,
and all coefficients were significant at the a 5 .05 level except that the indicator
variable identifying subjects from the United States was not significant. The
estimated function was as follows:

F 5 3.2525 1 .7306 V 2 .06076 V2 1 .001629 V3 2 .4376 G 2 .5152 N.

Using this estimated function we were able to test whether the voice function
was concave (as expected) or convex in the region above the reference point
implied by subjects’ responses to the fairness measure (the next section dis-
closes that subjects used reference points in the range of 3 to 5 on the voice
magnitude scale).4 To do this we determined the second derivative of the func-
tion, F9 5 2.12152 1 .009774 V. Then, the derivative function was evaluated
for each level of voice magnitude that fell in the region above the reference

4 The data that were collected did not provide a basis for examining the shape of the voice value
function in region below the reference point. This limitation occurred because subjects’ responses
were consistent with reference points in the range of three to five choices on the voice magnitude
scale of 0 to 20. Since manipulated levels of the voice magnitude variable were 0, 5, 10, 15, and
20 this yielded only one observed point (V 5 0) in the region below the reference point. To avoid
this limitation in future research it may be advisable to construct cases where the reference point
for voice is at a higher magnitude thus permitting a more complete examination of the voice
value function.
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point implied by subjects’ responses. By examining the sign of F9 we were able
to determine if the voice function was convex (F9 . 0) or concave (F9 , 0) at
a particular level of voice magnitude. At voice on 5, 10, 15, and 20 attributes,
the second derivative took the following values: F9 5 2.07, 2.02, 1.02, and
1.07, respectively. Hence, the estimated voice value function exhibited the
expected concave form at voice on 5 and 10 attributes, but changed to convex
at voice on 15 and 20 attributes. The fact that the final segment of the voice
value function exhibited a convex form was not expected.5

Test of Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the reference point for subjects from Mexico
would occur at a lower voice magnitude level than for subjects from Great
Britain, The Netherlands, and the United States. The basis for this prediction
were findings by Hofstede (1980) that power distance measures for Great
Britain, The Netherlands, and the United States were similar, but quite differ-
ent than the power distance measure for Mexico. Since previous tests have
shown that the shape of the voice value function was not significantly different
across each country (i.e., no interaction), examination of the regression coeffi-
cients for the indicator variables representing each country provides a test of
the third hypothesis. In particular, if the reference point for subjects from
Mexico is different than other countries then the regression indicator variables
identifying subjects from Great Britain, The Netherlands, and the United
States should be negative and statistically significant.

Examination of the regression results reported in the previous section shows
that the indicator variables identifying subjects from Great Britain and The
Netherlands were negative and statistically significant. However, the indicator
variable identifying subjects from the United States was not statistically signifi-
cant. These results suggest that, as predicted by Hypothesis 3, the reference
points for subjects from Great Britain and The Netherlands were different
(i.e., higher) than the reference point for subjects from Mexico. Contrary to
predictions of Hypothesis 3, these results also suggest that the reference point
for subjects from the United States cannot be declared different than the
reference point for subjects from Mexico.

To provide further evidence about these differences, the regression function

5 Because polynomial regression analyses can be sensitive to outliers several tests for the presence
and effect of outliers and influential observations were conducted to determine if the convex portion
of the voice function was produced by a few extreme observations. Using both the RSTUDENT
and DFBETA measures suggested in Belsley et al. (1980) several influential observations were
identified and excluded in several reestimations of the regression function. The revised regression
functions were not materially different than the original regression function and the final segment
of the voice function remained convex. Hence, it does not appear that outliers or influential
observations account for the unexpected shape of the final segment of the voice function. To
determine if results varied by country we ran separate regressions for each country and then
examined the sign of the second derivative for the final segment of each country’s voice function.
In all four cases, the final segment of the voice function was found to be convex. Thus, results
were similar for subjects from each of the four countries.
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was used to estimate the actual reference point for participants from each
country. Recall in prospect theory the reference point is described as the neutral
point. Outcomes above the neutral point are coded as gains while outcomes
below the neutral point are coded as losses. Assuming that the reference point
is a neutral outcome and the value of 5 represents the neutral point on the
fairness measure scale used in this study, solving for where the regression
function takes on a neutral value of “5” yielded the following estimates for
each country: for respondents from Mexico and the United States the function
assumed a value of “5” at a voice magnitude level of approximately 3 choices
and for respondents from England and The Netherlands the function assumed
a value of “5” at a voice magnitude level of approximately 4 or 5. Hence, the
neutral level of voice magnitude for subjects from England and The Netherlands
(V 5 4 or 5) was somewhat higher than for subjects from Mexico and the United
States (V 5 3).

To help explain this result, subjects’ responses to the Hierarchy of Authority
scale were analyzed. The purpose of the analysis was to determine whether
there were differences by country in degree of decision centralization (Hierarchy
of Authority Scale, Aiken & Hodge, 1966) that matched results comparing
estimated reference points. A one-way ANOVA indicated a significant effect
for country, F(3, 121) 5 3.2, p , .05. The greatest degree of perceived centraliza-
tion was in Mexico (M 5 5.8), followed by the United States (M 5 5.1), Great
Britain (M 5 4.8), and The Netherlands (M 5 4.6). Cell contrasts using Duncan
Multiple Range tests indicated significant differences between Mexico versus
Great Britain and The Netherlands, p , .05, while the difference between
Mexico and the United States was not statistically significant, p , .11. These
results are consistent with earlier findings that reference points computed
from the voice value function of participants from Mexico were lower than
participants from England and The Netherlands.

Comparing Participant Expectations with the Voice Value Function
Reference Point

The control condition was included to explore whether some measure of
participant expectations could be used to identify the value function reference
point. There were two sets of three questions measuring participant expecta-
tions. For these questions, a response of 1 indicated an expectation for no voice,
2 an expectation for 5 choices, 3 an expectation for 10 choices, 4 an expectation
for 5 choices, and 5 an expectation for 20 choices. As a preliminary step re-
sponses to the six questions were analyzed separately in a 2 (order) 3 2 (coun-
try) design to determine if responses varied by order or country. Respondents
from Mexico were not included in this analysis because their questionnaires
were administered prior to the development of these questions.

The ANOVA disclosed no significant main effects for order or country; nor
was the interaction significant for questions measuring the minimum accept-
able, the maximum acceptable, and what participants stated they would settle
for. For the question measuring the maximum expected, there was a significant
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order by country interaction, F(5, 78) 5 2.1, p , .05, and a significant main
effect for order, F(5, 78) 5 9.9, p , 01. For the question describing what would
probably happen, there was a main effect due to order, F(5, 78) 5 8.5, p , .01.
However, analysis indicted no rank reversals on the measured variables that
would prevent ignoring order in later analyses.

The lack of a main effect of country or a confounding country 3 order interac-
tion allowed data from each country to be combined and overall sample means
calculated (N 5 84). These sample means were then compared to the previously
estimated voice value function reference points to determine which, if any, of
the expectation measures best corresponded to the value function reference
point. Cell contrasts indicated that the minimum acceptable voice level which
approximated 10 choices (M 5 2.9) was significantly different from the mini-
mum expected (M 5 3.3), what would probably happen (M 5 3.3), and what
participants would settle for (M 5 3.3), which all exceeded 10 choices. Similarly,
the minimum acceptable level of voice also differed from the maximum expected
(M 5 4.4) and the maximum acceptable (M 5 4.5) level of voice that exceeded
15 choices. T values ranged from 2.7 to 13.7, with p values less than .01.

Consequently, across the entire sample, the question asking the minimum
amount of voice that would be acceptable most closely corresponded to the
previously estimated value function reference points. For this expectation mea-
sure, respondents indicated that voice that approximated 10 of the 20 choices
(M 5 2.9, SD 5 1.0) would be minimally acceptable. Given the sample mean,
sample standard deviation, and number of respondents a 95% confidence inter-
val was calculated for this expectation measure. The confidence interval for
the population mean ranged from approximately 2.5 to 3.3 on the 5-point
scale used. These lower and upper limits correspond approximately to voice
magnitude levels of 8 choices and 12 choices, respectively, and do not include
the reference points implied by responses of treatment group subjects (voice
magnitudes of 3 to 5). Thus, the actual reference points implied from the
estimated voice value functions did not match any of the self-reported expecta-
tion measures supplied by respondents in the control condition; the refer-
ence points were substantively lower than the closest matching expectation
measure.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study are consistent with previous findings reporting a
nonlinear value function for voice (Hunton et al., 1998). The nonlinear function
was replicated in samples of students from four countries. In addition, the
shape of the value function for voice did not differ across the sampled countries.
This pattern of results provides support for Hypotheses 1 and 2 in the region
of the voice function above the reference point.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the value functions for respondents in each country
were similar in several important ways. First, the largest stepwise increase
in fairness occurred when voice increased from mute to voice on 5 of the 20
alternatives. In fact, the increase in fairness that occurred from the mute
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condition to voice on 5 choices was larger than the increase in fairness from
voice on 5 choices to voice on all 20 choices. Hence, for our subjects, the majority
of the benefit gained from allowing voice occurred at a relatively low voice
magnitude. Second, each of the four sets of participants appeared to utilize a
reference point in the same general region. As shown in Fig. 2, voice levels
were perceived as unfair in the mute condition but changed to neutral or above
on the measure of fairness in the region of voice on 5 choices. While perceptions
of fairness increased in absolute terms as voice rose from 10 to 15 to 20 of 20
choices, stepwise increases were not statistically significant. Consequently, the
beneficial effects of voice did not require full participation of the participants.
These results suggest a high degree of correspondence with regard to how
fairness is interpreted across different student populations in the four countries
studied. This work also confirms findings by Lind et al. (1997), which report
an association between participant voice and procedural justice.

An unexpected finding was that the final segment of the voice value function
exhibited a convex shape, suggesting increasing marginal value. In general,
the predictions of prospect theory are that the value function will be consistently
concave in the region above the reference point and this is what Hunton et al.
(1998) found. However, Kahneman and Tversky (1979, p. 278) acknowledge
that special circumstances may produce convex regions in the portion of the
value function that lies above the reference point. In particular they suggest
that a value function may exhibit an exceptionally steep rise near a critical
value for the commodity of interest. The example used by Kahneman and
Tversky is that of an individual who needs $60,000 to purchase a house. For
this individual, because $60,000 is a critical value, the value function for money
may exhibit an unusually sharp rise as personal savings approach the value
of $60,000.

As applied to the current study, our subjects knew from the context of the
case scenario that the maximum voice possible was 20 of 20 choices. Because
voice on 20 attributes represented voice on 100% of the available choices, our
participants may have perceived voice on 20 choices to be a critical and desirable
value. In turn, the prospect of achieving voice on this maximum level appears
to have produced a convex region in the gain portion of the value function.
This suggests that, in certain circumstances, voice value functions may exhibit
convex portions (increasing marginal value) as the magnitude of voice received
moves from the penultimate level to the maximum level possible. However, it
should be emphasized that these findings are tentative in nature and that
more work is needed to confirm this property of the voice value function and
to identify the circumstances in which it occurs.

Our data suggest that excess amounts of voice increase fairness perceptions
monotonically but in a nonlinear manner. The smaller increases in valuation as
voice approached its maximal level are consistent with the asymptotic functions
describe by Rice et al. (1985) and French et al. (1982). It is also consistent with
theorizing by these researchers that excess amounts of a commodity are valued
when they are liked (Locke, 1969) or increase satisfaction in other areas (French
et al., 1982). In this regard theory and research in procedural justice suggest
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that voice is valued because it may result in more favorable outcomes as well
as increases in esteem and inclusion (e.g., Lind et al., 1990). However, the voice
functions found in the present study are quite different from the inverted U-
shaped function suggested by Rice et al. (1985), French et al. (1982), and Locke
(1969). However, one can envision circumstances when the voice value function
might exhibit negative marginal returns implicit in the inverted U-shaped
function. This could occur when increments in voice above a certain point are
disliked (Locke, 1969) or when the time devoted to exercising higher levels
of voice reduces satisfaction in other areas of an individual’s life (French et
al., 1982).

Generality of the Value Function across Cultures

As a whole our results indicate a great deal of similarity in the interpretation
of fairness and the value function for voice across difference cultures. The value
function for voice was of a similar form and increases in the magnitude of
voice were associated with increases in perceived fairness. When self-reported
measures of participant expectations were collected, they did not differ among
respondents in England, The Netherlands, and the United States. Additionally,
these self-reported measures of participant expectations did not match esti-
mates of the reference point estimated from the voice value function.

Differences that did emerge between countries were in the estimation of
the actual reference points. Participants from Mexico and the United States
appeared to utilize reference points in the range of V 5 3, while participants
from England and The Netherlands utilized reference points in the range of
V 5 4 or 5, providing partial support for our third hypothesis. Scores on the
Hierarchy of Authority (Aiken & Hodge, 1966) measure were generally consis-
tent with differences in the actual reference point. Participants from Mexico had
significantly higher centralization of authority scores and a lower estimated
reference point than did participants from Great Britain and The Netherlands.
Findings of differences in the Hierarchy of Authority scale supports cultural
differences among participants sharing elements of a similar student culture,
and the consistency of these scores with actual differences in the reference
point support the expected cultural differences. However, as noted earlier,
caution must be exercised in explaining differences in the reference point
based on Hofstede’s (1980) power distance dimension. While these findings are
consistent with cultural differences in participation reported in other studies
(e.g., McFarlin & Sweeney, 1998) and country differences in power distance
identified by Hofstede (1980), this does not mean that power distance was the
moderating variable. Countries in our sample differ on a number of other
variables including other dimensions of culture identified by Hofstede (1980).
Additionally, there seem to be greater similarities than differences in the value
function for voice among participants from the four different countries that
were examined. Perhaps the use of students as subjects served to minimize
potential cultural differences that would be more pronounced in nonstudents.
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Correspondence between the Value Function Reference Point and Self-
Reported Expectations

This research also investigated whether several alternative measures of
participant expectations for voice could account for the actual reference point
estimated through regression analysis. To our knowledge, no prior studies have
attempted to compare expectations to the actual reference point. Of the six
measures of expectations, the measure that most closely corresponded to the
reference point was the minimal amount of voice that participants found accept-
able. To this question, participants indicated that voice that approximated 10
of the 20 choices was acceptable (M 5 2.9 on the 5-point scale). This value did
not correspond to the reference points estimated from the voice value function
(3 to 4 choices). Based on these data, there seems to be a discrepancy between
what people say is the amount of voice that is needed to be fair and the amount
of voice that participants experience as being fair. Perhaps this discrepancy is
based on a negotiation strategy. That is, when asked, participants say that
they expect more voice in hope that they will get more. Another possibility is
that when individuals are asked to identify a “fair” outcome, their thought
processes focus on the outcome level that would evoke positive feelings. In the
context of a value function, a positive outcome that is in the gain domain,
above the actual reference point, would be considered fair.

Consequently, when asking participants to identify the actual reference point
it may be necessary to use a control group to identify a barely fair outcome
and a barely unfair outcome, and then use interpolation procedures to infer
the actual reference point that falls between these two points. If either of the
above explanations are correct, then measurement, rather than theoretical
issues, can explain the discrepancy between our measurement of expectations
and the theoretical reference point in prospect theory. However, we would like
to emphasize the current research may have revealed some important nuances
when examining participant expectations and the role they play in the psychol-
ogy of procedural fairness. Perhaps this article can help pave the way to explor-
ing this and other interesting issues in the domain of social justice research.

Methodological Considerations

In the present article the use of scenarios provided the opportunity to use
comparable stimulus materials to examine the value function for voice across
four countries. However, in the social justice domain, some researchers have
been critical of the use of scenarios (e.g., Lind, 1998). They have argued that
when one compares the impact of voice on attitudes and behavior in experiential
studies to the impact that voice has on people reacting to hypothetical scenarios,
one finds that people often underestimate the impact of voice when using the
latter as opposed to the former research method (see, e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988,
for a discussion of this underestimation effect). This said, however, it should
be pointed out that there is also a considerable body of research evidence
that shows convergent findings when using different research methods (for an
overview, see Lind & Tyler, 1988). Studies conducted by Van den Bos, Lind,
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and their colleagues, for example, typically show similar results of voice when
using scenario and experiential experiments (see, e.g., Van den Bos, Lind,
Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997; Van den Bos, Wilke, & Lind, 1998; Van den Bos,
Wilke, Lind, & Vermunt, 1998).

Of course, previous convergence of scenario and experiential studies does
not prove the accuracy of a methodology. This is important, in part, because
there are also studies in which sharp differences between methods were ob-
served. Most striking in this respect is the LaTour (1978) study. Interested
in conflict resolution using inquisitorial and adversarial procedures, LaTour
examined diifferences between single investigator inquisitorial, double investi-
gator inquisitorial, assigned adversary, and choice adversary procedures. Espe-
cially relevant for this study, LaTour predicted a linear effect, in which partici-
pants’ reactions—the litigants in the dispute—would be the least positive in the
single investigator inquisitorial and the most positive in the choice adversary
condition. With respect to observers’ reactions—participants witnessing the
trial—LaTour predicted a nonlinear effect. He argued that observers, like
participants, might be concerned that a single investigator could be biased
and/or would be unable to fully appreciate each side of the case. Separation of
presentations (single versus double investigator condition) should eliminate
these concerns, increasing observers’ satisfaction and perceptions of fairness.
Addition of outcome correspondence between client and legal representative
(assigned adversary condition) and the addition of choice (choice adversary
condition) were not expected to increase the favorability of observer evalua-
tions, however. This hypothesis was derived from Heider’s (1958) and Jones
and Nisbett’s (1971) discussions that observers tend to focus on the behaviors
of actors ignoring background factors related to that behavior. “While separa-
tion of presentations involves a difference in the behavior of attorneys, outcome
correspondence and choice are background factors. As a result, these latter
factors are not expected to be particularly salient features of a procedure for
observers and are not expected to impact on observer satisfaction and fairness
judgments” (LaTour, 1978, pp. 1533–1534). Consequently LaTour predicted
observers’ reactions would be less positive in the single investigator condition
than in the other three procedure conditions.

Generally speaking, findings were supportive for LaTour’s hypotheses and
revealed linear effects among participants and nonlinear effects among observ-
ers. These findings are important in that they suggest the possibility that the
current study might have uncovered a linear voice value function if experiential
methods were used. It should be noted, however, that there are some important
differences between the LaTour study and the study we presented here. First,
subjects in LaTour’s study experienced treatment effects experientially as ei-
ther courtroom defendants or observers, while subjects in our scenario study
were told to assume the events were happening to them. Second, LaTour’s
manipulations involved variations along multiple dimensions rather than vari-
ations in magnitude along a single dimension as in our study. Third, LaTour
predicted different effects for participants and observers due to the different
roles assumed by these subjects; whereas in our study the predicted nonlinear
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effects were based on the expectation of a declining marginal effect as the
magnitude of voice increased. Given these key differences in methodology,
concerns that scenario-based findings underestimate the impact of voice-based
participation will remain open until future research can be conducted to resolve
the complex issues involved.

It should be noted here that while it is possible that the methodology used
in the current study may have affected our findings, what matters most is that
the present study suggests that particular effects may occur. Although we
predicted these effects on the basis of a well-established theory, other research
methods will be needed to show that the effects reported in this paper occur
in real-world situations (e.g., by means of field experiments) and to provide an
indication of the frequency with which these effects occur in everyday life (e.g.,
by means of surveys). However, we hope to have shown in this article that our
findings may have implications for procedural justice research that are quite
surprising and that may stimulate future research avenues. As research accu-
mulates concerning the psychology of voice, as it has in this study and in other
studies (see, e.g., Lind et al., 1990; Tyler, 1987), we begin to understand the
conditions when the effects of voice are not very strong, why they occur at all,
and why they are so potent when they do occur. This knowledge in turn promises
to advance our understanding of fundamental issues in the social psychology
of justice and of the role of justice-related phenomena in basic social relations.

Conclusions

This study demonstrates the usefulness of treating voice as a commodity.
While treating voice as a commodity does not consider symbolic aspects of
voice, as with other commodities, the marginal increment in value generally
diminishes as the magnitude of voice increases. In a cost benefit analysis,
participation levels below full participation may not be warranted. Conse-
quently, this approach offers a more a precise way to understand the value
associated with different levels of voice-based participation. While this study
examined voice primarily in the region above the reference point (domain of
gains), future research might focus on the region below the reference point
(domain of losses) for a similar S-shaped function. Additionally, this research
suggests that viewing voice as a commodity is useful in examining and under-
standing the cultural differences and similarities in the value attached to voice.
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