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On the Subjective Quality of Social Justice: The Role of Affect as
Information in the Psychology of Justice Judgments

Kees van den Bos
Utrecht University

This article argues that it is not uncommon for people forming justice judgments to lack information that
is most relevant in the particular situation. In information-uncertain conditions, people may therefore
construct justice judgments by relying on how they feel about the events they have encountered, and
justice judgments may hence be strongly influenced by affect information. Findings show that in
information-uncertain conditions, the affective states that people had been in prior and unrelated to the
justice event indeed strongly influenced their justice judgments. These findings thus reveal that in
situations of information uncertainty, people’s judgments of justice can be very subjective, susceptible to
affective states that have no logical relationship with the justice judgments they are constructing.
Implications for the social psychology of justice and the literature on social cognition and affect are
discussed.

Social justice is an important matter in courts of law (Lind, effects of social justice are. However, these advances may have
Kulik, Ambrose, & De Vera Park, 1993), politics (Tyler, Rasinski, been achieved at the expense of deeper insights into what may be
& McGraw, 1985), societies at large (Rawls, 1971), organizationghought of as one of the most fundamental topics in the psychology
(Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), economic transactions (Kahnef social justice: how justice judgments are formed (Ambrose &
man, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986), intimate relationships (M. J.Kulik, 2001; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Because justice judg-
Lerner & Mikula, 1994), and other important domains of social ments influence so many important attitudes and behaviors, study-
life. It is therefore not surprising that the issue of social justice has;ng how people form judgments of justice is a crucial issue for
received considerable attention from philosophers, legal SCh0|ar§nnderstanding how humans think, feel, and behave in their social
political scientists, sociolog_ists, economists, and psychologistSgnyvironments (Cropanzano & Folger, 1989, 1991; Cropanzano &
among others (for an overview, see Cohen, 1986). Greenberg, 1997; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1990). In

Over the last 25 years the bulk of work on the social psychologyis ariicle, the psychology of justice judgments is the primary
of justice has focused on establishing empirically the conses . s of attention

guences of just or unjust treatment (for reviews see, e.g., Brockner

& Wiesenteld, 1996; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998, Lind & Tyler, Bos and Lind (2002) noted that previous justice models tended to

1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler & Smith, 1998). For example, it study justice judgments as a component of the social psychology
has been shown that the belief that one has been justly treated %\f groups (e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988: Tyler & Lind, 1992) or were

judges, the police, organizational managers, or other social author- ~ i . S
ities enhances acceptance of legal decisions (Lind et al., 1993 pcllned to concentrate on cognltlvg factors in the justlcejudgment
obedience to laws (Tyler, 1990), and evaluations of public policie rocess (e.g., Folger, 1986_; Messick, 1993; Vgn de.n Bos, Lind, &
(Tyler et al., 1985), whereas the belief that one has been treated !Ike: 2001). As convincingly argued by Sinclair and Mark
an unjust manner has been shown to prompt antisocial behavidt992). there has been remarkably little research on the potential
(Greenberg, 1997), recidivism among spouse abuse defendarftd® that affect may have in the process of forming justice judg-
(Paternoster, Brame, Bachman, & Sherman, 1997), and the initinents (for exceptions, see Sinclair & Mark, 1991, 1992; Tanaka &
ation of lawsuits (Lind, Greenberg, Scott, & Welchans, 2000)_Takimoto, 1997). An important aim of the present article is to
These empirical investigations have been very important becaudéirther insights into the role of affect in the psychology of justice
as a result, social psychologists know quite a lot about what théudgments: More specifically, | focus here on the question of
whether people may use their affective feelings as input (cf.
Schwarz & Clore, 1983; see also Forgas, 1995, 2002) in the justice
Judgment process and under what conditions this is most likely to
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What Are We Talking About When We Talk About than those who are in a negative affective state would reveal that
Social Justice? justice judgments can be very subjective and hence would high-
light the subjective quality of justice judgments. | identify the
In various domains there have been controversies about whatonditions under which affect is likely to influence perceived
exactly scientists mean when they talk (and write) about sociajustice by relying on the literature on affect and cognition (e.g.,
justice. In the literature on moral psychology, for example, thereForgas, 1991, 1995, 2001, 2002; Martin & Clore, 2001; Schwarz
has been a debate between rationalist and intuitionist models & Clore, 1983; Sedikides, 1995) and by extending a recently
moral judgments (Haidt, 2001). Rationalist models state that moratleveloped theory in the psychological justice literature, the uncer-
judgments are caused primarily by processes of cognitive reasonainty management model (Van den Bos, 2001c; Van den Bos &
ing (Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget, 1932/1975; Turiel, 1983). Intuitionist Lind, 2002).
approaches, in contrast, argue that people’s intuitive feelings about
what is right or wrong cause moral judgments and that moral

reasoning is usually a post hoc construction, generated after moral Uncertainty Management
judgments have been reached (Haidt, 2001; Kagan, 1984; Wilson, ) . )
1993). The uncertainty management model is based on earlier psycho-

Related to this, in philosophy there have been, on the one handPdical accounts of justice (e.g., Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind,
ethicists who have conceived of justice as predominantly a prin+992; Van den Bos et al., 2001) and tries to explain why people
ciple that can be defined in reference to objective standards of righff2® @bout justice and how justice judgments are formed (Van den
and wrong (Hare, 1981; Rawls, 1971) and, on the other hand, thefg®S: 2001¢; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). Most relevant for the
have been theorists who have argued that justice judgments afé!f"ént purposes is the model's approach to the justice judgment
derived from feelings, not from reasoning (Hume, 1739/1951) orP"ocess. This approach is driven by the literature on human judg-
that justice is a prime example of an essentially contested concepf!eNt under uncertainty (e.g., Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982)
a concept about which it is very difficult, if not impossible, to and by the functional approach to the cognitive dynamics of justice
reach agreed meaning (Shotter, 1989). that characterizes earlier work on fairness heuristic theory (e.g.,

Compared with the domains of moral psychology or philosophy,Van den Bos, 2001a; Van den Bos et al., 2001).
social psychological and microsociological articles seem to have Following this approach, the uncertainty management model
paid less attention to the rationa-normative or subjective-argues that in the process of forming justice judgments, people
affective qualities of justice judgments. This suggests that refend to look first for justice information that is most relevant in the
searchers in these latter disciplines have tended to make onfrticular situation in which they find themselves. The model
implicit assumptions about these qualities. One of the aims of théurther proposes that it is not uncommon that people lack infor-
current contribution is to encourage researchers in these fields t@ation about the most relevant justice issues (Van den Bos &
be more explicit about their assumptions. However, there clearly-ind, 2002). The uncertainty management model predicts that in
have been some works within these domains that have argued féhese information-uncertain situations people start using other in-
one of the two perspectives. For example, Jasso (1994, 1999) af@rmation—as heuristic substitutes—to assess what is just. Thus,
Sabbagh, Dar, and Resh (1994) constructed theories in whicHhe uncertainty management model states that a crucial moderator
justice judgments are studied from well-articulated rational-Of the psychology of justice judgments is whether justice judg-
normative ideas of justice evaluations and justice functionsments are formed under conditions of information certainty or
whereas Mikula and Wenzel (2000) stressed that justice is in th&ncertainty. What I suggest here is to use this moderator idea in the
eye of the beholder (see also Adams, 1965; Lind, Kanfer, &investigation of the role of affect as information in the psychology
Earley, 1990; Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo, 1997; Van denof justice judgments. | therefore argue here that it may be wise to
Bos & Lind, 2002). study affective antecedents of justice judgments by taking into

Thus, in various scientific domains there exists ambiguity as tedccount the fundamentally different conditions under which people
what social justice is. Broadly speaking, two lines of thought canmay form justice judgments, and | propose that information cer-
be distinguished: One states that justice judgments should b&inty may be a crucial moderator for the study of affect and social
conceived of as judgments that are the result of moral reasoningystice.

a rational—cognitive process; the other argues for the role of Previous uncertainty management studies suggested that in
subjective—affective elements in the process of forming justicenformation-uncertain situations people may start using other jus-
judgments. Furthermore, it can be noted that hard data that can e information (see, e.g., Van den Bos, 1999; Van den Bos, Lind,
used to resolve this controversy between rational and subjectiv¥ermunt, & Wilke, 1997). For example, Van den Bos et al. (1997)
perspectives are scarce. As a result, Haidt (2001), for examplegrgued that when people are trying to assess whether the outcome
could only present his social intuitionist model as a plausiblethat they have received is just or unjust, they prefer to rely on solid
alternative to the rationalist models of morality, not as an estaboutcome information (such as social comparison-based equity in-
lished fact (see, e.g., Haidt, 2001, p. 815). formation; see Van den Bos et al., 1997) that gives them a clear

In the current article, | study what we are talking about when weanswer to this question. As a result, their judgments of outcome
talk about social justice by revealing that under some conditionsjustice are primarily influenced by this firm outcome information.
the affective state that people are in prior to the justice event caliVhen such solid outcome information is absent, however, people
strongly influence their justice judgments. Showing that peoplestart using other justice information. For instance, they may start
who before and unrelated to the justice event are in a positivaising the justice of the way in which they have been treated, and
affective state indeed may report more positive justice judgmentas a consequence, their judgments of outcome justice may be
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influenced by information about procedural justice (see Van derothers have received. However, do people always know the out-
Bos et al., 1997). comes of others, as most theorizing on equity theory assumes they

Thus, under conditions of information uncertainty, people maydo (for overviews, see Adams, 1965; Messick & Sentis, 1983)?
substitute one type of justice information for another to avoidVan den Bos et al. (1997) argued that they frequently do not. For
uncertainty about whether the event that they experienced was jughstance, in everyday life people often do not know the salaries of
This has been labeled thestice substitutability proces®Vhat | the people with whom they work, and even if they do, may not
propose in the current article is that affect may also be an imporhave a good idea of their contributions. If social comparison
tant substitute that people may use in the justice judgment procesmformation about outcomes frequently is not available, then in
That is, extending on the uncertainty management model (Van deaveryday life the issue of how people form judgments of outcome
Bos, 2001c; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002) and the literature onjustice is more complicated than equity theory suggests.
social cognition and affect (e.g., Forgas, 1991, 1995, 2001, 2002; Using this reasoning, one can predict substitutability effects in
Martin & Clore, 2001; Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Sedikides, 1995), the process of forming judgments of outcome justice. That is,
| propose here that especially under conditions of informationwhen people are certain about the outcome of a comparable other
uncertainty, temporary affect may serve as information used byerson, they will use this social comparison information as a basis
people as a judgment-simplifying heuristic device (cf. Schwarz &for forming outcome justice judgments and will not need other
Clore, 1983; see also Forgas, 1995, 2002), and hence, particularigformation in the justice judgment process. However, and more
under these conditions, people may consult their existing affectivémportant for the current purposes, when people are uncertain
state to infer their justice evaluations and make a judgment acabout the outcomes that comparable others have received, they will
cordingly. | therefore studied whether in information-uncertain start using other information that is available. | therefore propose
conditions, people in a positive affective state indeed may shovhere that when people receive an outcome and do not know the
more positive justice judgments than those in a negative affectiveutcomes of comparison others, they will refer to the affective
state. state they were in prior to receiving their outcome. Thus, | predict

Revealing that affective states that have no logical, direct relathat when others’ outcomes are unknown, people will judge their
tionship with the justice event may serve as input in the justiceoutcome to be more just when prior to receiving their outcome
judgment process would be important because this may highlighthey were in a positive as opposed to a negative affective state.
the subjective quality of justice judgments. Furthermore, studying Because it is known that affect manipulations can be difficult to
the role of affect-as-information substitutes is important, becausenduce (C. Sedikides, personal communication, October 2, 2001),
the concept of information uncertainty led Van den Bos and Lindand because multiple-induction manipulations are more likely to
(2002) to study the psychology of justice judgments by focusingbe successful than single induction tasks (e.g., Mayer, Allen, &
on cognitive antecedents. In this way, in the uncertainty manageBeauregard, 1995; Green & Sedikides, 1999; Sedikides, 1992,
ment model, the cognitive dynamics of justice judgments are thel995), three steps were used to induce the affect manipulation of
main causes of these judgments. Although Van den Bos and Lin&Experiment 1. Participants in the positive affect condition were
argued that their model was intended to encompass not onlfirst asked to imagine (cf. Schwarz & Clore, 1983, Experiment 1,
cognitive aspects of the psychology of justice judgments but affecSedikides, 1992, 1995) for 1 min how they would feel if they were
aspects as well, the empirical research that they reviewed and thaery happy. Second, these participants were asked two open-ended
was conducted following the uncertainty management model neveguestions that solicited their feelings when they were very happy
paid attention to the possibility of affective antecedents of justice(cf. Van den Bos, 2001c; Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000; Van
judgments. In three experiments, | tried to fill this void. Prooijen, Van den Bos, & Wilke, 2002). Third, these participants
were asked to rate on the items of the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) how they
would feel if they were very happy.

In Experiment 1, | focused on the issue of how people form Participants in the negative affect condition completed the same
judgments of outcome justice and under what conditions affect athree steps as participants in the positive affect condition, but in the
information may serve a valuable role in judging outcomes. Probnegative affect condition they were asked to think of negative
ably the most well-known and widely accepted answer to theaffect. More specifically, because pilot testing revealed that people
question of how people decide whether their outcome is just oin a sad mood (Van den Bos & Dechesne, 2003) or persons who
unjust has been provided by equity theory (e.g., Adams, 1965). lare very fearful (cf. Forgas, 1995; Green & Sedikides, 1999;
essence, equity theory proposes that people judge an outcome Brtin & Clore, 2001; Sedikides, 1995; Tiedens & Linton, 2001)
just when their own outcome-to-input ratio equals some comparare more likely to start thinking about death, and because mortality
ative or referent outcome-to-input ratio. This process is oftenthoughts would yield an alternative explanation of the effects of
driven by social comparison with other people’s outcomes andaffective state (see Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000; cf. Rosenblatt,
inputs such that people judge their outcome as just when the ratiGreenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Lyon, 1989), participants
of their own inputs and outcomes equals the ratio of inputs andvere asked to think about an affective feeling that did not remind
outcomes of comparison others (Messick & Sentis, 1983). Equitjthem about death: Participants in the negative affect condition
theory has received wide support in social and organizationalvere asked to think of their being very angry.
studies (e.g., Berkowitz & Walster, 1976). Participants in Experiment 1 completed the experiment with a

Thus, equity theory has been very influential, and one of thecomparable other person. The outcome that participants them-
theory’s basic propositions is that in order to judge whether arselves received was held constant across conditions. It was ma-
outcome is just, people have to know what outcomes comparisonipulated that the outcome that participants themselves received

Experiment 1
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was equal to the outcome of the other participant, was better thaamounts of inputs he or she provided (cf. Van den Bos, 1999, 2001b,

the outcome of the other participant, was worse than the outcom@001c; Van den Bos et al., 1997; Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000), they

of the other participant, or participants did not know the outcomeWwere asked to rate on scales fronmiuch worspto 4 (equally to 7 (much

of the other participant. Main dependent variables were particiPette) (a) to what extent Other had performed well in the work round

pants’ judgments of outcome justice. relative to the performance of the participant self, (b) to what extent Other
did his or her best in the work round relative to the participant self, and (c)
to what extent Other was good in performing the tasks in the work round

Method relative to the participant self.

o ) ) After this, participants were asked to think for 1 min about the percent-
Participants and design. One hundred sixty students (48 men and 112 546 of ottery tickets that they should receive relative to Other. Following

women§ at Utrecht University participated in the experiment and were gayjier research (e.g., Van den Bos, 2001b, 2001c; Van den Bos &

paid for their participation. Participants were randomly assigned to one Ofjiedema, 2000; Van Prooijen et al., 2002), participants were then told that
the conditions of the 2 (affective state: positive vs. negatié) (outcome  pefore the experimenter would divide the lottery tickets between them and
of other participant: unknown vs. equal vs. worse vs. better) factorialgiher, they would be asked to complete a number of questions that were
design. The design was balanced, with an equal number of participanigy e|ated to this studyand that after they had completed these questions,
taking p<_’:1rt in each of the eight conditions. . . o the study would continue, and they would receive their lottery tickets.
Experimental procedure. Students at Utrecht University were invited Affect was then manipulated. Participants were put into a positive

to the laboratory to participate in a study on human judgment. On arrival ffective state by first imagining (cf. Sedikides, 1992, 1995; Schwarz &
at the laboratory, participants were led to separate cubicles, each of whic| "1 gg2 Experiment 1) for 1 min how the;y/ woulé feel i'f they were

contained a computer with a monitor and a keyboard. Next to the monitorVery happy. Next, extending on Van den Bos (2001c), Van den Bos and
participants found pieces of paper and a pencil. Participants were tqld th%iedema, (2000): and Van Prooijen et al. (2002), thes’e participants were
Lr;ilgogﬁfﬁaii?;f wc|ct)rr1] ntﬁztr?qdbt; ;Zinasngtfhﬁ:eaggnfgie??\eet\)l(\’%?;;'.m_?: tgz%ked to write down on a_piece of paper nex_t to the computer their answers
computers were used to present the stimulus information and to meast?to two open-ended questions: (a) “Please briefly describe the emotions that

p ; P . . - tfie thought of your being very happy arouses in you” and (b) “Please write
the dependent variables and the manipulation checks. Participants con&-

pleted the experiment before participating in other, unrelated studies. Theguwr;’sasosupf;;'za:y arzzyou C Zrllég:rt]ﬁitsy(iﬁetzrk;)rrt]i)(l:isg?:g ngrzagsf: dt?o
studies lasted a total of 75 min, and participants were paid 15 Dutch’ y 'y happy. ’ P P

guilders for their participation (1 Dutch guilder equaled approximately rate on the 20 items of the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) how they would

$0.40 U.S. at the time the studies in this article were conducted). feel if they were very happy on a scale fromnagat al) to 5 (extremely.

The experimental paradigm used here closely resembled previousjusticl:e’z""rt'(:'p"jlnts in the negative affect condition completed the same three

experiments (e.g., Van den Bos, 1999, 2001b, 2001c; Van den Bos et als,t?l_phs’ gl:,\'&tsh's co.ndlltu()jn (;h:y were askefd rt]o |rrf1fag|ne bgmgl very angry.
1997; Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000). In the first part of the instructions,d € ine if hwasfflnc ude . erle ?S p;ar(tjo t ?? ect manlrp]).u stlofn ?”h 0
participants were informed that they were participating in the study with etermine 1f the affect manipulation led participants to think of either

another person, referred to as Other. The experimental procedure was thBRSItiVe Or negative affect. The PANAS consists of two subsets of items

outlined to the participants: After the experimental tasks were explainedgwatson et al., 1988), one measuring positive affect and one measuring

participants would practice the tasks for 2 min, after which time they woulgnegative affect, and both §ubsets were averaged to form reliable scales
work on the tasks for 10 min. Furthermore, participants were informed thaf®S = -73 and .88, respectively). o
after all participants were run, a lottery would be held among all partici- Aftér they had answered the PANAS, all participants were told that by
pants. The winner of this lottery would receive 100 Dutch guilders. Pushing the return button on the keyboard, the study in which they would
Participants were told that a total of 200 lottery tickets would be divided "6C€iVe lottery tickets would now continue. It was then communicated to
among all participants. Furthermore, participants were told that after thdhe participants that they had received three lottery tickets (cf. Van den Bos
work round the experimenter would divide some lottery tickets between€t @, 1997). This was followed by the manipulation of the outcome of
them and Other. Seven practice questions were posed to ensure compfether: Following Van den Bos et al. (1997), participants in the Other—
hension of the lottery. If participants gave a wrong answer to a question,equal condition were informed that Other had received three lottery tickets.
the correct answer was disclosed, and main characteristics of the lotte? the Other—worse condition, participants were told that Other had re-
were repeated. ceived one lottery ticket. In the Other—better condition, participants were
The tasks were then explained to the participants. Figures would béformed that Other had received five tickets. In the Other—unknown
presented on the upper nght part of the Computer screen. Each ﬁguréondition, participants were not told anything about the number of tickets
consisted of 36 squares, and each square showed one of eight distinfetther had received.
patternsl On the upper left side of the Computer screen, one of the e|ght This was followed by the assessment of the dependent variables and the
patterns would be presented, and participants had to count the number 8fanipulation checks. All ratings were made on 7-point scales. Main
squares with this pattern in the figure on the right side of the screen. When
participants had indicated the correct number of patterns in the figure onr———
the right side of the screen, another figure and another pattern would be *In all experiments presented here, gender was proportionally distrib
presented on the screen. In both the practice round and the work round, tt#éed among conditions. Gender had no main or interaction effects on the
number of tasks that the participant had completed (i.e., the number oflependent variables of all experiments reported here and hence was
figures that the participant had counted) in the present round would b&ropped from the analyses that are presented in this article.
presented on the lower right side of the screen. On the lower left side of the * Please remember that participants had been informed that they would
screen the time remaining in the present round was shown. participate in a series of studies and hence were expecting to complete
The practice round then began, after which the work round began. Aftedifferent sets of stimulus materials and questions. It therefore came as no
the work round had ended, participants were told how many tasks they hasurprise to the participants that they were asked to complete questions that
completed in the work round, and—in order to ensure that participantsvere unrelated to this particular study. Furthermore, to enhance the im-
compared themselves to Other—it was communicated to the participarfiression that the affect manipulation was unrelated to this study, differently
that Other had completed an equivalent number of tasks. To assess whettfermatted text was used (different font and smaller sized characters) during
participants thought of Other as a person who was comparable in théhis manipulation than in the other parts of the experiment.
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dependent variables in Experiment 1 were participants’ judgments ofind the univariate levels: multivariate(12, 453)= 111.17,p <
outcome justice: Following Van den Bos, Maas, Waldring, and Semin (in,001; for the Other—equal chedk(3, 152)= 73.76,p < .001; for
press), participants were asked how just{Yvery unjust7 = very jus), the Other—worse checl&(3, 152) = 139.42,p < .001; for the
fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), appropriate (1= very inappropriate  her_petter checl& (3, 152)= 74.51,p < .001; for the Other—
7 = very appropriatg, and justified (1= very unjustified 7= very . 0oun checkF(3, 152)=164.22,p < .001. To interpret these

justified) they considered their three lottery tickets. Because participants . . S
answers to these four items were highly correlated .83, ps < .001) effects, | performed on each manipulation check a least significant

their answers were averaged to form a reliable scale of outcome justicélifférence test for multiple comparisons between megmns:(05;
judgments ¢ = .97). Kirk, 1982), with the four conditions of the outcome manipulation
To check for the manipulation of the outcome of the other participant,serving as the independent variable. This showed that participants
participants were asked to rate on a scale frorstiogly disagrepto 7 in the Other—equal condition agreed more with the statement that
(strongly agregto what extent they agreed with the statements that they (akheir number of lottery tickets equaled the number of Other’s
received an equal number of tickets as Other, (b) received more lottery;ckeats M = 6.2, SD = 1.7) than participants in the other three

tickets than Other, (c) 'recelved fewer lottery tlcker than Other, and (d)outcome conditions\ = 1.8,SD= 1.6). Similarly, participants in
only knew how many tickets they themselves received and did not knowth oth diti d ith the stat t that
how many tickets Other received. e er—worse condition agreed more wi e statemen al

To assess whether the affect manipulation influenced participants’ afth€Y received an outcome that was better than the other partici-

fective feelings, they were asked to respond to 16 items that were specif@nt’s outcomeNl = 6.4,SD = 1.5) than participants in the other
ically constructed by Van den Bos et al. (in press) to measure affectivédutcome conditionsM = 1.5, SD = 1.2), and participants in the
reactions in justice experiments and that have been successfully used @ther—better condition agreed more with the statement that they
recent justice studies (e.g., Van den Bos, 2001b, 2001c; Van den Bos &eceived an outcome that was worse than the other participant’s
Lind, 2002; Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000; Van den Bos & Van Prooijen, g tcome M = 6.0, SD = 2.0) than participants in the other
2001): Participants were asked to indicate that when they were thinking OButcome conditionsM = 1.6, SD = 1.4). Finally, participants in

themselves bemg very hgppy or angry, to what extent they‘ felt Same!edthe Other—unknown condition agreed more with the statement that
happy, content, in a positive mood, proud, well, angry, furious, hostile, h v K h ick h h | ived and
infuriated, in a negative mood, irritated, sad, disappointed, guilty, and badt. ey only knew how many tickets they themselves received an

All answers were given on 7-point scales fromvery weak to 7 (very ~ did not know how many tickets Other receivet (= 6.1,
strong. The positive items were averaged to form a reliable scale ofSD = 1.7) than participants in the other outcome conditions
positive affective feelingsa = .95), and the negative items were averaged (M = 1.3, SD = 0.9). These results indicate that the outcome
to form a reliable index of negative affective feelings € .96). manipulation was perceived as intended.

As explained above, if the affect manipulation influenced participants’  Manipulation checks of affect.To assess whether the affect
death thpughts, mortality salience wquld imply an alternatiyg exmanationmanipulation influenced participants’ affective feelings, partici-
of the findings (Van den Bos & MleQema, 2000). Participants were Pants were asked—after both independent variables had been
therefore asked whether they were reminded about death when they wefte - s . .

induced—to indicate that when they were thinking of their being

imagining being very ha or angry, rated on a scale fromat &t al ;
to 7g(a |0%. g very happy w atal) very happy or angry, to what extent they felt themselves to be in

After this, and after they had completed the other experiments in whicH20Sitive or negative affective statéés expected, the positive and
they participated, participants were paid for their participation and werenegative subsets of participants’ affective feelings revealed only a
thoroughly debriefed. A funneled debriefing procedure was used, modeledhain effect of affect at both the multivariate level and the univar-
after the procedure recommended by Bargh and Chartrand (2000), in whiciate levels: multivariateF(2, 151) = 142.15,p < .001; for the
participants were asked what they thought the purpose of the EXperime'ﬁositive subsetF(1, 152) = 228.87,p < .001; for the negative

was, what they thought th_e expgriment was _trying to study, whether the'%ubsetF(l, 152)= 137.84,p < .001. Participants in the positive
being asked to report their feelings of happiness or anger was related i, v o dition showed higher levels of positive affddt € 4.9,
their receiving three lottery tickets, whether their being asked to report their, .
happiness or anger feelings before they received their lottery tickets inﬂu—SD =0.9) ar_]d lower Ieve_ls of negative aff_etM (=1.5SD=0.8)
enced how they reacted to these lottery tickets, whether they felt any stronf!@n those in the negative affect conditiods(= 2.4 and 3.6;
demands during the experiment to behave in a particular way, and whethé&Ds = 1.2 and 1.4). This suggests that the affect manipulation was
they felt strong demands to rate the fairness and justice of their lottery

tickets in a particular way. After this, participants were informed about the

purposes of the experiment, that all stimulus information was prepro- *A careful reader will have noted thappyandangry were included
grammed, and that after all participants had completed the experiment, 100 these items. Principal-components analyses (PCA) with varimax rotation
Dutch guilders would be randomly given to 1 participant, and they wereclearly showed two-factor solutions of the answers of participants in
asked whether they objected to this experimental procedure. Participanfsxperiments 1-3 (eigenvalues in Experiment 1: 9.68 and 2.47; in Exper-
indicated that they did not experience a direct relationship between thément 2: 10.27 and 2.04; in Experiment 3: 7.86 and 3.62), one factor
affect manipulation and their reactions to the lottery tickets nor strongreferring to positive affect and one to negative affect. PCA also yielded
demand characteristics to behave or react in a particular way during théwvo-factor solutions of participants’ answers to the PANAS items. The
experiment, and none of the participants objected to the experimentahappy” and “angry” items did not stand out in the positive and negative

procedure used in this study. This indicates that there were no ethical dactors (factor loadings for “happy” and all positive affect items in Exper-

demand characteristic problems with this study. iment 1: .79 and .83, respectively; in Experiment 2: .88 and .86; in
Experiment 3: .91 and .87; factor loadings for “angry” and all negative
Results affect items in Experiment 1: .81 and .79, respectively; in Experiment 2:

. ) o .82 and .78; in Experiment 3: .81 and .80). This showed that, as intended,

Manipulation checks of outcomeA two-way multivariate  the affect manipulation was successful in influencing participants’ general

analysis of variance on the manipulation checks of outcomeeelings of positive and negative affect (rather than just happiness and
yielded only a main effect of outcome at both the multivariate levelanger).
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successful in influencing the relative strength of participants’means indicate that participants thought that the other participant
affective feelings in ways that were intended with this had performed equally well in the work round (= 4.0,
manipulation. SD = 0.5), had done equally his or her best in the work round
PANAS ratings. As part of the affect manipulation, partici- (M = 4.0, SD = 0.4), and was equally good in performing the
pants completed the PANAS while thinking of their being very tasks M = 3.9,SD = 0.5). Thus, participants thought of the other
happy or angry. As expected, the positive and negative subsets person as a comparable person with respect to the tasks that were
the PANAS vyielded only a main effect of affect at both the completed in the experiment.
multivariate level and the univariate levels: multivariatg2, Outcome justice judgmentsMeans and standard deviations of
151) = 196.64,p < .001; for the positive subseE(1, 152) = the outcome justice scale are shown in Table 1. Participants’
118.80,p < .001; for the negative subs&t(l, 152)= 299.21p < justice judgments yielded a main effect of outconie(3,
.001. Participants in the positive affect condition showed higherl52) = 46.07,p < .001, and a marginally significant main effect
levels of positive affectNl = 4.0, SD = 0.4) and lower levels of  of affect,F(1, 152)= 3.59,p = .06, effects that were qualified by
negative affectNjl = 1.3, SD = 0.4) than those in the negative the predicted interaction effed(3, 152) = 2.69,p < .05. To
affect condition s = 3.1 and 2.7,SDs = 0.6 and 0.6). This interpret these effects, | conducted on the outcome justice judg-
suggests that when participants were completing the PANAS theynents scale a least significant difference test for multiple compar-
were, as intended, thinking of positive or negative affective statessons between meang < .05), with the eight cells of the design
and provides corroborative evidence that the manipulation of afof Experiment 1 serving as the independent variable. Table 1
fect was induced as intended. shows the results of this test. As hypothesized, results showed that
Death thoughts. Participants’ death thoughts did not yield any within the condition in which Other’'s outcome was unknown,
significant effects of the independent variables. Inspection of thearticipants in the positive affect condition judged their outcome to
means showed that, as intended, participants were not thinkinge more just than participants in the negative affect condition. The
about death during the affect manipulatiovi & 1.4, SD = 1.2). affect manipulation did not significantly influence justice judg-
Affect responses.Two judges coded whether the responsesments in the Other—equal, Other—worse, and Other—better
that participants wrote down during the induction of the affectconditions.
manipulation showed that they had been thinking about positive or Another way to describe the hypothesis of Experiment 1 is to
negative affective feelings. As expected, the two judges indepensay that in the condition in which the other participant’s outcome
dently of each other indicated (with 100% agreement between thevas unknown, participants’ outcome justice judgments would be
judges) that what participants wrote down showed that participantaffected more strongly by the affective feelings they had been
in the positive affect condition had been thinking of positive experiencing prior to receiving their outcome than in the other
affective feelings whereas those in the negative affect conditiorthree outcome conditions. Regressing participants’ outcome judg-
had been thinking of negative affective feelings. This indicates thaments on the positive and negative subsets of the affective items
the affect manipulation was successfully operationalized. and the PANAS indeed showed significant results in the Other—
Furthermore, the two judges coded whether the answers thatnknown condition R% = .25), F(4, 35) = 2.90,p < .04; and
participants wrote down in both affect conditions had anything tononsignificant effects in the conditions Other—equad & .10),
do with justice-related or death-related issues. Independent of ead#(4, 35) = 0.96,ns Other—worseR® = .10),F(4, 35)= 0.88,ns
other, the judges indicated (100% agreement) that participantsand Other—betterR? = .11), F(4, 35) = 1.07,ns These findings
responses were not related to social justice. This suggests that, ppovide supportive evidence for the hypothesis investigated in
expected, the affect manipulation did not increase the salience dExperiment 1.
justice-related or death-related issues.
Comparability measures.The answers that participants gave Discussion
on the questions that assessed whether they thought of the other
participant as a comparable person did not show any significant As predicted, the findings of Experiment 1 reveal that when
results at either the multivariate level or the univariate levels. Thepeople do not know what outcome a comparable other person has

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Outcome Justice Judgments as a Function of Affective State
and Outcome of Other Participant (Experiment 1)

Outcome of other participant

Unknown Equal Worse Better
Affective state M SD M SD M SD M SD
Positive 4.3 1.3 6.1, 1.0 2.8 15 3.2 1.5
Negative 3.1 1.6 5.9, 1.4 3.2 1.3 2.5 1.1

Note. Means are on 7-point scales, with higher values indicating higher levels of judgments of outcome justice.
Means with no subscripts in common differ significantly€ .05), as indicated by a least significant difference
test for multiple comparisons between means (Kirk, 1982).
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received, they will judge their outcome to be more just when priorprocedure (see also Van den Bos, 1999). In my own research, |
to receiving their outcome they were in a positive as opposed to dave used predominantly a different type of no-voice procedure
negative affective state. Furthermore, when people know that thée.g., Van den Bos et al., 1997; see also Brockner et al., 1998,
outcome of the other person is either better than their own outStudy 5; Hunton, Hall, & Price, 1998): In both the voice and the
come, worse than their own outcome, or equal to their ownno-voice conditions, participants were informed that there was a
outcome, their justice judgments primarily are influenced by thispossibility that participants could have an opportunity to voice
social comparison information and are not significantly influencedtheir opinion about a decision the experimenter was going to make.
by the affective state they were in. Thus, as hypothesized, th@articipants in the voice conditions were told that they received
findings of Experiment 1 suggest that especially under conditionsoice whereas participants in the no-voice conditions were in-
of information uncertainty (e.g., when outcomes of comparableformed that they did not have an opportunity to voice their opinion.
others are unknown), people may consult the affective state thelycall this latter procedure agxplicit-no-voiceprocedure (Van den
were in to infer their justice evaluations of the outcome they haveBos, 1999).
received. Before strong conclusions are drawn on the basis of these Making a distinction between no-voice information and explicit
findings, however, it is important to present the findings of ano voice is not only methodologically important but may also help
second experiment in which | tried to collect additional evidenceto further insights in the psychology of procedural justice judg-
for the line of reasoning presented in this article. ments. That is, in the case of procedures that communicate no
voice information, people have, in effect, no direct, explicit infor-
mation about procedure to rely on, whereas in the case of voice and
explicit no-voice procedures, people do have such direct, explicit
Equity theory is a theory of distributive justice, because it procedure information. Using this reasoning, we can predict sub-
focuses on the justice of outcomes that people receive. Althoughktitutability effects in the process of forming judgments of proce-
issues of distributive justice are critical in social behavior and weredural justice. That is, when people are certain about the procedure
the first to capture the attention of social psychologists, they arghey have experienced (as in the case of explicit voice or no-voice
only part of the story: Social justice concerns include questiongrocedures), they will use this explicit procedure information as a
about the justice of processes and procedures as well as questidnasis for forming procedural justice judgments and will not need
about the justice of outcomes (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996;other information in the justice judgment process. However, and
Folger, 1977; Greenberg, 1990; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, more interestingly for the current purposes, when people are un-
1992). Therefore, whereas Experiment 1 focused on judgments afertain about the way they have been treated (as in the case of
outcome justice, Experiment 2 explored the possible role of affecprocedures that communicate no voice information) they will start
as information in the process of forming judgments of proceduralusing other information that is available. Thus, | propose here that
justice. when people are forming procedural justice judgments and have
One of the key determinants that lead people to judge a particreceived no voice information, they will refer to the affective state
ular procedure as just or unjust is the concepvaite That is, they were in. | therefore predict that in the case of no-voice-
when people receive an opportunity to voice their opinion in ainformation procedures, people will judge their procedure to be
decision-making process, they generally judge the way in whichmore just when they have been brought into a positive as opposed
they have been treated to be more just than when they do ndb a negative affective state.
receive such an opportunity. In fact, several authors have noted After the affect manipulation, which was the same as in Exper-
that these voice effects are among the most important and robughent 1, participants in Experiment 2 experienced either a proce-
findings in the domain of procedural justice and in the field of dure that communicated no-voice information, an explicit no-voice
social psychology (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1987; Tyler & Lind, procedure, or a voice procedure. Main dependent variables were
1992; Van den Bos et al., 1997) and that varying participants’participants’ judgments of procedural justice.
voice opportunities is the most generally accepted manipulation of
procedural justice (see, e.g., Folger, 1977; Lind et al., 1990; VarMethod

den Bos et al., 1997). Participants and design. One hundred twenty students (31 men and 89

However, It can be_ argued that the psychology of voice anq/\/omen) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment and were paid
no-voice procedures is more complicated than what was previgy, their participation. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the
ously thought. That is, in earlier procedural justice studies, tWogonditions of the 2 (affective state: positive vs. negative} (procedure:
different types of no-voice procedures have been treated as if theyo-voice information vs. explicit no voice vs. voice) factorial design. The
were one and the same thing, whereas they are different in everylesign was balanced, with an equal number of participants taking part in
day life and may prompt different justice judgment processes. Oneach of the six conditions.
type of no-voice procedure has been used in studies by Folger Experimental procedure. The experimental procedure was the same as
(1977) and Lind et al. (1990). In both these experiments, On|yin Experiment 1 except fpr the below-mentioned po_iqts. S_tudents at
participants who received voice were informed about a possibilit)}mecm University were invited to the laboratory to parpupate ina study
that participants could have an opportunity to voice their opinionf)n how.peome perform tasks "’.md complete.d the experiment bemre.pamc'

. . . . ipating in other, unrelated studies. The studies lasted a total of 90 min, and
about an important decision the experimenter was going to mak

h . i eparticipants were paid 17.50 Dutch guilders for their participation.
and after this they were informed that they had received such an ager the lottery and the experimental tasks had been explained and the

opportunity. PartiCipan_tS in the no-voice _cpndition were not i.n- practice and work rounds had ended, participants were told how many tasks
formed about the possible voice opportunities and hence receiveley had completed in the work round and that Other had completed an
no voice information. | label this here asna-voice-information  equivalent number of tasks. After this, participants were asked the same

Experiment 2
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comparability measures that were solicited in Experiment 1 to assesshowed that participants in the voice condition agreed more with
whether participants thought of Other as a person who was comparable ithe statement that they had been explicitly informed that they
the amounts of inputs he or she provided. After this, participants werggcejved an opportunity to voice their opinion about the percentage
asked to think for 1 min about the percentage of lottery tickets that theyof tickets that they should receive relative to Othst & 5.9,
should receive relative to Other. This was followed by the affect manip-SD — 1.7) than participants in the other two procedure conditions
ulation, which was induced in the same manner as in Experiment 1. ' o L . .
Participants’ answers to the PANAS items again yielded reliable scales OGM_ =21, _S_D = 1.7). Slmllarly, participants in the explicit-no-
the positive and negative subsets (= .74 and .87, respectively). voice condition agreed more with the statement that they had been
The procedure that participants received was then manipulated: Followexplicitly informed that they would not receive an opportunity to
ing Van den Bos (1999), participants in the voice and explicit-no-voicevoice their opinion 1 = 5.7, SD = 2.0) than participants in the
conditions were informed about an opportunity to voice their opinion: In other procedure conditiond/(= 1.7, SD = 1.3). Finally, partic-
the voice condition, the experimenter allegedly asked participants, bypants in the no-voice information condition agreed more with the
means of the computer network, to type in their opinion about the percentgatement that they had not been explicitly informed whether or not

age of tickets that they should receive relative to Other. (In reality,the would receive an opportunity to voice their opinieh € 6.0
however, all stimulus information was preprogrammed.) Participants in the y PP y P o

explicit no-voice condition were informed that they would not be asked toSD = 1.4) than participants in the F)thgr procedure conditions
type their opinion about the percentage of tickets that they should receivéM = 1.8, SD = 1.4). These results indicate that the procedure
relative to Other. In the no-voice-information condition, participants did manipulation was perceived as intended.
not receive this information about voice or no voice. Manipulation checks of affect.As expected, the positive and
This was followed by the assessment of the dependent variables and theegative subsets of participants’ affective feelings that they expe-
manipulation checks. All ratings were made on 7-point scales. Mainrfienced when thinking of their being very happy or angry revealed
dependent variables in Experiment 2 were participants’ judgments opnjy a main effect of affect at both the multivariate level and the
procedural justice: Participants were asked how just (lery unjust7 = univariate levels: multivariatés(2, 151)= 142.15,p < .001; for
very jus), fair (1 = very unfaii 7 = very fai, appropriate (1= very the positive subseE(1, 152)= 228 87,p < .001; f(’)r the neg,ative
inappropriate 7 = very appropriatg, and justified (1= very unjustified D o ) o .
7 = very justifieq they considered the way they were treated. BecauseSUDSEtF(1, 152)= 137.84,p < .001. Again, participants in the
participants’ answers to these four items were highly correlatet- (.92, positive affect condition showed higher levels of positive affect
ps < .001), their answers were averaged to form a reliable scale ofM = 4.9,SD = 0.9) and lower levels of negative affedl (= 1.5,
procedural justice judgments (= .98). SD = 0.8) than participants in the negative affect condition
To check for the manipulation of procedure, participants were asked tqMs = 2.4 and 3.6,SDs = 1.2 and 1.4). This suggests that the
rate on scales of sfrongly disagrepto 7 (strongly agregto what extent  affect manipulation was successful in influencing the relative

they agreed with the statement that they (a) had been explicitly informe%trength of participants’ affective feelings in ways that were in-

that they received an opportunity to voice their opinion about the percent—tended with this manipulation.

age of tickets that they should receive relative to Other, (b) had been . . . . .
explicitly informed that they would not receive an opportunity to voice PANAS ratings. As in .Experlment 1 th,e positive and negative
their opinion about the percentage of tickets that they should receivéubsets of the PANAS yielded only a main effect of affect at both
relative to Other, and (c) had not been explicitly informed whether or notthe multivariate level and the univariate levels: multivariat€,
they would receive an opportunity to voice their opinion about the per-113) = 150.01, p < .001; for the positive subsetF(1,
centage of tickets that they should receive relative to Other. To assess14) = 84.03,p < .001; for the negative subsef(1, 114) =
whether the affect manipulation influenced participants’ affective feelings,239.48,p < .001. Again, participants in the positive affect condi-
they vyere asked to respond Fo' the same l§ items .that were measured tidn showed higher levels of positive affedtl (= 4.0, SD = 0.4)
Experiment 1 to assess participants’ affective feelings while they were,

thinking of being very happy or angry. Participants’ answers to these itemérJlnd lower levels of negative affecM(= 1.4, SD = 0.4) than

again yielded reliable scales of the positive and negative suksets (96 participants in the negative affect conditiokdy = 3.2 and 2.7,

and .95, respectively). Finally, to assess participants’ death thoughtss08 = 0.6 and 0.6). This indicates that when participants were
participants were asked whether they were reminded about death whegPmpleting the PANAS they were, as intended, thinking of posi-
they were thinking of being very happy or angry<Inot at all, 7 = a lot). tive or negative affective states and provides corroborative evi-
After this, and after they had completed the other experiments in whichdence that the affect manipulation was induced as intended.
they would participate, participants were paid for their participation and  Death thoughts. Participants’ death thoughts did not yield any
completed the same debriefing procedure as in Experiment 1 (revealing, aggnificant effects of the independent variables. As intended, par-
in Experiment 1, no ethical or demand characteristic problems). ticipants were not thinking about death during the affect manipu-
lation M = 1.2,SD = 0.7).

Affect responses.Two judges agreed (with 100% agreement

Manipulation checks of procedureThe manipulation checks between judges) that what participants wrote down during the
of procedure yielded only a main effect of procedure at both thénduction of the affect manipulation showed that participants in the
multivariate level and the univariate levels: multivariafé(, positive affect condition had been thinking of positive affective
226) = 75.80,p < .001; for the voice check;(2, 114)= 65.14, feelings, whereas those in the negative affect condition had been
p < .001; for the explicit no-voice checky(2, 114)= 91.95,p < thinking of negative affective feelings. The two judges also agreed
.001; for the no-voice information chedk(2, 114)= 114.06,p < (100%) that participants’ responses were not related to social
.001. To interpret these effects, | performed on each manipulatiojustice or death. This suggests that the affect manipulation was
check a least significant difference test for multiple comparisonssuccessfully operationalized and that as intended, the affect ma-
between meansp(< .05), with the three conditions of the proce- nipulation did not increase the salience of justice-related or death-
dure manipulation serving as the independent variable. Thiselated issues.

Results
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Comparability measures.The answers that participants gave  Another way to frame the hypothesis of Experiment 2 is to state
on the questions that assessed whether they thought of the othérat in the condition in which participants received no voice
participant as a comparable person did not yield any significantnformation, participants’ procedural justice judgments would be
results at either the multivariate level or the univariate levels.affected more strongly by their affective feelings than in the other
Participants thought that the other participant had performedwo procedure conditions. Regressing participants’ procedural jus-
equally well in the work roundN] = 4.0, SD = 0.3), had done tice judgments on the positive and negative subsets of the affective
equally his or her best in the work rounid (= 4.0,SD= 0.1), and items and the PANAS indeed showed significant findings in the
was equally good in performing the taskhg & 4.0,SD = 0.2). It no-voice-information conditionR? = .73),F(4, 35)= 23.81,p <
can be concluded that participants thought of the other person as.@01, and nonsignificant results in the explicit no-voig € .06),
comparable person with respect to the tasks that were completed F(4, 35) = 0.54,ns and voice R = .21), F(4, 35) = 2.39,ns
the experiment. conditions. These findings revealed supportive evidence for the

Percentage findings. Participants who were allowed voice hypothesis investigated in Experiment 2.

(n = 40) typed in their opinion about the percentage of tickets that

they should receive relative to the other participant. An analysis obiscussion

variance indicated that independent of the affect manipulation,

participants typed in that the lottery tickets should be divided As hypothesized, the findings of Experiment 2 show that when
equally between themselves and the other participant; 37 of thpeople receive no voice information they will judge their proce-
participants answered that they should get 50% of the tickets, andure to be more just when they had been brought into a positive as
the mean percentage was 50.43D(= 10.8). Thus, these findings opposed to a negative affective state. Furthermore, when people
are supportive of equity theory: Participants preferred to dividereceive an opportunity to voice their opinion or are explicitly
outcomes equally between themselves and the other participadienied such an opportunity, their justice judgments are mainly
(who contributed an equal amount of inputs and who hence deshaped by this information about procedure and are not signifi-
served—according to equity theory—to receive the same amourttantly influenced by the affective state they were in. Thus, as
of outputs as the participants themselves). predicted, these findings suggest that especially under conditions

Procedural justice judgments.Means and standard deviations of information uncertainty (e.g., in the case when procedures do
of the procedural justice scale are shown in Table 2. Participantshot communicate voice information), people may refer to the
justice judgments yielded main effects of procedufg2, affective state they were in to infer their justice evaluations of the
114)= 35.28,p < .001, and affect-(1, 114)= 10.78,p < .001,  way in which they have been treated.
effects that were qualified by the predicted interaction effe(2,

114)= 26.63,p < .001. To interpret these effects, | conducted on Experiment 3
the procedural justice judgments scale a least significant difference
test for multiple comparisons between meaps< .05), with the In correspondence with predictions, the findings of both Exper-

six cells of the design of Experiment 2 serving as the independeriments 1 and 2 show that when people are forming justice judg-
variable. Table 2 shows the results of this test. As hypothesizednents and do not have the most relevant information for doing so,
findings revealed that within the condition in which participants their judgments can be influenced by the affective state they were
received no voice information, participants in the positive affectin prior to forming the justice judgments: Participants who were in
condition judged the way in which they had been treated to bea positive affective state reported more positive justice judgments
more just than those in the negative affect condition. The affecthan those in a negative affective state. Before | drew final con-
manipulation did not influence justice judgments in the voice andclusions, | conducted a third experiment using the same procedure
explicit-no-voice conditions. manipulation as in Experiment 2. However, in Experiment 3 the
manipulation of affect included a control condition that did not
create substantially either positive or negative affect. This was
done because it was important to determine whether, under con-
ditions of information uncertainty, it is primarily positive affect
that leads to more positive justice judgments, negative affect that

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Procedural Justice

Judgments as a Function of Affective State and Procedure yields more negative judgments, or both positive and negative
(Experiment 2) affective states can influence justice judgments compared with the
Procedure control cpndition. N . . .

Including these types of control conditions is particularly im-
No voice Explicit no portant in the affect area with so many competing theories that
information voice Voice sometimes lead to similar predictions and sometimes lead to dif-
Affective state M SD W SD M SD ferent predictions. !:_or example,. some studies have shoyvn that
affect, whether positive or negative, leads to more heuristic pro-

Positive 5.5 0.7 2.8 1.0 4.8 1.4 cessing compared with low-affect conditions (e.g., Mackie &
Negative 2.4 14 2.8 16 5.5 1.2 Worth, 1989). Others have suggested that positive affect may

) L o __produce more heuristic processing, whereas negative affect leads
Note. Means are on 7-point scales, with higher values indicating h|ghert0 more deliberative pr in BI Bohner. Schwarz. &
levels of judgments of procedural justice. Means with no subscripts in ore delibe a. € processing (e:g., ess, c_)_ er, schwarz,
common differ significantly p < .05), as indicated by a least significant Strack, 1990). Still others hypothesized that positive affect leads to

difference test for multiple comparisons between means (Kirk, 1982). more inclusiveness, optimism, and elaborative processing (e.g.,
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Isen, 2002). Some of these perspectives may be addressed Hgath thoughts and the same debriefing procedure as in Experiments 1
considering the lack of effect of the affect manipulation in the and 2 (again yielding no ethical or demand characteristic problems).
outcome of other known conditions of Experiment 1 and the

explicit procedure conditions of Experiment 2, but the effects ofResults

the positive and negative affect manipulations still need to be
compared with the results of appropriate control conditions.

In two other ways, the stimulus materials of Experiment 3 were
improved. In Experiments 1 and 2, three steps were used to induc
the affect manipulation. Given that consistent effects of this ma-
nipulation were demonstrated, it was now time to show the sam o .
ehE)ects with a simpler manipulation. Participants in Experiment 3'001; for the no-voice-information chedk(2, 234)= 105.67,p <

were therefore only asked to rate on the PANAS how they would;:%oelc'kT; I'Q;i';p;%r:;isai te(fjfi?fcetfe’r:cpeeifeosrtn;ce)? niﬂlﬁilce hgg;”;gﬁ?g::
feel if they were very happy (positive affect condition), very angry between meansp(< .05), with the three conditions of the proce-

(negative affect condition), or not happy and not angry (control . j ; . . .
condition). The second way in which materials were improved Wasdure mampulathn_ serving as the mdep_e_ndent variable. Th|s
by noting that in Experiments 1 and 2, the checks on the manip§h°WEd that participants in the voice condition agreed more with
. L ' . - the statement that they had been explicitly informed that they
ulation of affect asked participants about the feelings participants ~ ° . . L
encountered while they were thinking of their being very happy Orrecelved an opportunity to voice their opinion about the percentage

very angry. Because it was important to demonstrate that thes th'Ekft;) mz;%g;gxg ir:)fﬁévgtkzzlrattxs ;?oc(;)etgxeio?{gi,tions
affective feelings were still being experienced when participants, =~ - - ; -
g g &Xp P P é = 2.9, SD = 2.3). Similarly, participants in the explicit-no-

answered the dependent variables, in Experiment 3 the affe . i
manipulation checks asked for the affect participants experience\(ﬁOlce condition agreed more with the statement that they had been

) . explicitly informed that they would not receive an opportunity to
throughout the time they completed the dependent vari&bles. voice their opinion K1 = 5.7, SD = 1.8) than participants in the
other procedure conditiond/(= 1.8, SD = 1.4). Finally, partic-
Method ipants in the no-voice-information condition agreed more with the

o ) statement that they had not been explicitly informed whether or not
Participants and design. Two hundred forty-three students (73 men they would receive an opportunity to voice their opinidh € 5.3,

and 170 women) at Utrecht University participated in the experiment andSD = 1.7) than participants in the other procedure conditions
were paid for their participation. Participants were randomly assigned to : P P P

one of the conditions of the 3 (affective state: positive vs. control vs.('vI : 1'8’.SD = 1.4). These re§ults indicate that the procedure

negative)x 3 (procedure: no-voice information vs. explicit no voice vs. Manipulation was perceived as intended. ]

voice) factorial design. The design was balanced, with an equal number of Manipulation checks of affect. The positive and negative sub-

participants taking part in each of the nine conditions. sets of participants’ affective feelings that they experienced when
Experimental procedure. The experimental procedure was the same asthey answered the dependent variables revealed the expected main

in Experiment 2, except for the below-mentioned points. Students aeffect of affect at both the multivariate level and the univariate

Utrecht University completed the experiment before and after participatingevels: multivariateF(6, 464)= 13.39,p < .001; for the positive

in other, unrelated studies. The studies lasted a total of 75 min, a”@;ubsetF(Z, 234)= 20.89,p < .001; for the negative subsé&i(2,

participants were paid 7 Euros for their participation (1 Euro equaled234) = 13.12,p < .001. To interpret these effects, a least signif-

igﬁ;%)ggj;ew $1 US. at the time the studies in this article Wer€icant difference test for multiple comparisons between means was

After the lottery and the experimental tasks had been explained, thgond_UCteq p < '(_)5)’ with th_e three condltlo_ns of the affect
practice and work rounds had ended, and participants had been told howanlpulatlon serving as the Indeper?(?ent varlable.. As expected,
many tasks they had completed in the work round and that Other hadparticipants in the positive affect condition showed higher levels of
completed an equivalent number of tasks, participants were asked the sarp@sitive affect 1 = 4.5, SD = 1.1) than participants in both the
comparability measures that were solicited in Experiments 1 and 2 tecontrol M = 3.9, SD = 1.4) and negative affectM = 3.2,
assess whether participants thought of Other as a person who was comm@@D = 1.2) conditions. Participants in the negative affect condition
rable in the amounts of inputs he or she provided. After this, participantsshowed higher mean ratings of negative affeM & 2.5,
were asked to think for 1 min about the percentage of lottery tickets thaigp — 1.2) than participants in both the controM (= 1.8,
they should receive relative to Other. This was followed by the affectgpy _ 0.9) and positive affect = 1.7, SD = 1.0) conditions.

manipulation, which in Experiment 3 was induced by asking participants tOThiS reveals that in correspondence with Experiments 1 and 2

complete the PANAS while thinking of their being either very happy, ver . . " . .

angr’;‘ or not happy and not ang?y_ Participantgs’ answersyaggiflyyieldﬁ&)art_lqpants in the positive affect condmc_m showed higher Ievc_els of
reliable scales of the positive and negative subsets= .84 and .91, positive affect and lower levels of negative affect than those in the
respectively). This was followed by the manipulation of procedure, whichnegative affect condition and that as intended, the control condi-
was the same as in Experiment 2, and the assessment of the depend&@n did not create substantially positive or negative affect. This
variables and the manipulation checks. Dependent variables were the sarseiggests that the affect manipulation was successful in influencing
procedural justice judgments as in Experiments2x .90, ps < .001,« =

.98). Furthermore, the same affective feelings were measured as checks eA———

the manipulation of affect, but this time participants were asked to indicate ° The items used in Experiments 1 and 2 to check for the affect
how they felt while answering the dependent variables ¢f the positive ~ manipulation were also measured in Experiment 3 and yielded the same
and negative subsets both.94). Finally, participants completed the same results as the new items. To be as parsimonious as possible, only the new
manipulation checks of procedure as in Experiment 2 as well as the saméems are discussed here.

Manipulation checks of procedureThe manipulation checks
of procedure yielded only a main effect of procedure at both the
ultivariate level and the univariate levels: multivariaf&(,

64) = 99.52,p < .001,; for the voice check&(2, 234)= 61.22,

< .001; for the explicit-no-voice check(2, 234)= 178.58p <
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the relative strength of participants’ affective feelings in ways thatTable 3

were intended with this manipulation. Means and Standard Deviations of Procedural Justice
PANAS ratings. As in Experiments 1 and 2, the positive and Judgments as a Function of Affective State and Procedure

negative subsets of the PANAS yielded only a main effect of affect(Experiment 3)

at both the multivariate level and the univariate levels: multivari-

ate, F(4, 466) = 143.89,p < .001; for the positive subsef(2, Procedure

234) = 154.65,p < .001; for the negative subsek(2, 234) = No voice Explicit

169.98,p < .001. As expected, a least significant difference test information no voice Voice

for multiple comparisons between meas< .05), with the affect

manipulation as the independent variable, revealed that particiAffective state M SD M SD M SD
pan.ts in the positive affect condition shov_ve_d higher levels of Positive 5.5 10 25 13 51, 14
positive affect ¥ = 4.0, SD = 0.4) than participants in both the Control 47 11 3.Q 15 5.2 16
control M = 2.6, SD = 0.7) and negative affectM = 2.9, Negative 2.8 1.5 2.7 1.3 49, 11

SD = 0.5) conditions. Participants in the negative affect condition

showed higher mean ratings of negative affeM & 2.9, Note. Means are on 7-point scales_, Wi_th higher vaIu_es indicating _high(_ar
SD = 0.6) than participants in both the contraVl(= 1.7 levels of Jgdgm(‘entslof procedural justice. _Means with no su_bsqlpts in
: p p s common differ significantly p < .05), as indicated by a least significant

SD = 0.7) and positive affect = 1.3, SD = 0.3) conditions. difference test for multiple comparisons between means (Kirk, 1982).
Thus, in correspondence with the affect manipulation check re-

sults, the PANAS findings indicate that participants in the positive
affect condition showed higher levels of positive affect and lower
levels of negative affect than those in the negative affect conditiofvhich they had been treated to be more unjust than those in the
and that the control condition did not create substantially positivecontrol condition. The affect manipulation did not influence justice
or negative affect. This provides corroborative evidence that thdudgments in the voice and explicit-no-voice conditions.
affect manipulation was induced as intended. Another way to frame the hypothesis of Experiment 3 is to state
Death thoughts. Participants’ death thoughts did not yield any that in the condition in which participants received no voice
significant effects of the independent variables. As intended, parinformation, participants’ procedural justice judgments would be
ticipants were not thinking about death during the affect manipu-2ffected more strongly by their affective feelings than in the other
lation M = 1.4,SD = 0.9). two procedure conditions. Regressing participants’ procedural jus-
Comparability measures. The answers that participants gave tice judgments on the positive and negative subsets of the affective
on the questions that assessed whether they thought of the othé@ms and the PANAS indeed showed significant findings in the
participant as a comparable person did not yield any significanfiO-Voice-information conditionR® = .50),F(4, 76)= 19.23,p <
results at either the multivariate level or the univariate levels.-001, and nonsignificant results in the explicit no-voigg ¢ .03),
Participants thought that the other participant had performed (4, 76) = 0.51,ns and voice * = .05), F(4, 35) = 1.03,ns,
equally well in the work roundM = 4.0, SD = 0.3), had done conditions. These findings reveal supportive evidence for the hy-
equally his or her best in the work rounid (= 4.0,SD= 0.3), and  Pothesis investigated here.
was equally good in performing the taskd & 4.0, SD = 0.2).
Percentage findings. Participants who were allowed voice piscussion
(n = 81) typed in their opinion about the percentage of tickets that
they should receive relative to the other participant. In correspon- As hypothesized, the findings of Experiment 3 show that when
dence with Experiment 2, an analysis of variance indicated thapeople receive no voice information they will judge their proce-
independent of the affect manipulation, participants typed in thatlure to be more just when they had been brought into a positive
the lottery tickets should be divided equally between themselvesffective state than when in an affective state that is neither
and the other participant. Seventy-seven of the participants arpositive nor negative. Findings further show that people who have
swered that they should get 50% of the tickets, and the meaexperienced a procedure that did not communicate voice informa-
percentage was 51.29%6D = 8.0). tion will judge the way in which they have been treated to be more
Procedural justice judgments.Means and standard deviations unjust when in a negative affective state than when in the control
of the procedural justice scale are shown in Table 3. Participantstondition. Thus, findings show that both positive and negative
justice judgments yielded main effects of procedufg2, affective states may impact people’s justice judgments. To put it
234) = 66.20,p < .001, and affect(2, 234)= 13.03,p < .001; differently, people in a positive affective state may see the justice
effects that were qualified by the predicted interaction effe¢t, of events through rose-colored glasses, whereas those in a negative
234) = 10.31,p < .001. To interpret these effects, a least signif- affective state may do so through dark-colored glasses. Interest-
icant difference test for multiple comparisons between means waimigly, a detailed inspection of the means in the no-voice-
conducted p < .05), with the nine cells of the design of Exper- information condition of Experiment 3 shows that although both
iment 3 serving as the independent variable. Table 3 shows théhe positive and the negative affect conditions differed signifi-
results of this test. As hypothesized, findings revealed that wherantly from the control condition, negative affect differed more
participants received no voice information, participants in thestrongly from the control conditionrn = .38) than did positive
positive affect condition judged the way in which they had beenaffect (4> = .13). This negativity effect suggests that in the justice
treated to be more just than those in the control condition, andlomain, negative affect has a stronger impact on people’s justice
participants in the negative affect condition judged the way injudgments than positive affect. In other words, both rose- and
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dark-colored glasses effects can be found, but the latter is strong@rdgments is missing. When the most directly relevant information
than the formef. is available, people’s affective states have weaker effects on justice
It is important to note here that it might be argued that anger igudgments; in fact, in all three experiments reported here, they had
so closely connected to the experience of injustice that there istatistically nonsignificant effects. The current findings thus have
almost a classical conditioning effect between the two, with therevealed the crucial role that affect may play in the justice judg-
result that priming anger will almost automatically lead to strongment process but also suggest that these effects are especially
thoughts of injustice. To assess the validity of this line of reason{ikely to be found in, perhaps even be limited to, conditions of
ing, data were collected among 124 students at Utrecht Universityhformation uncertainty. This discounts a general halo effect as an
using the same experimental paradigm successfully used in previgternative explanation of the findings reported here and suggests
ous research (Van Prooijen et al., 2002) to show priming effects of,5¢ by means of the uncertainty management model, building on

injustice-related thought. After having made anger salient or notine role of affect in other domains makes a novel and important
participants’ injustice-related thoughts were measured using Xpplication to the justice literature.

actly the same word-fragment completio_n _tasl_< successfully used The findings of all experiments presented here suggest that
by V_a_n Prooijen et al. (2002) Fo assess injustice-related though{ypep, people are uncertain about how to form justice judgments,
Participants were presented with a total of 20 uncompleted Dutclaqey may refer to the affective state they were in. In other words,

words and were asked to make one Dutch word of each Wor%nder conditions of information uncertainty, people may consult

fragment. Of the 20 word fragments, 6 were constructed in such fow they feel about the justice event they are evaluating and, as a

way that participants could come up with injustice-related O esult, ma experience more positive justice perceptions when in a
injustice-unrelated words. For each participant, the total number of - may J

injustice-related words was counted. Findings showed that Wheﬁositive as opposed to a negative affective state. This suggests that
\?v?tgr]\eirn}/l\:zzcseélrz;?eg?/vrtcl)crg);]r(ltj \évg,ri/lngt 2m ; rgtl)lk:el)i.tzo) ?ﬁ;}e uF\_sl)vhat is just, Qr—_to be more accurate—.wh_at they perceive to be
when anger was not saliem & 62, M = 2.3,SD = 1.0), F(1, just. These findings thus revea! that justlce judgments can pe
122)= 0.01,p = .94. Together with the fact that what participants strongly sha_ped by_the_ ter_nporanly affective Stz_ite people were in
wrote down in Experiments 1 and 2 showed that the affect maPrior to forming thejustlcgjudgmentg. Becau.se in the experiments
nipulation did not increase the salience of justice-related issues€POrted here the affective states into which people had been
this suggests that priming anger does not necessarily make injufrought had no logical, objective relationship with the justice
tice a salient issue to people. Perhaps the relationship betwedHdgments they were constructing, this highlights that judgments
injustice and anger is best conceived of as being asymmetrica@f justice can be very subjectiveThis subjective quality of justice
with injustice leading more to the activation of anger-relatediudgments can be contrasted with justice theories that conceive of
thoughts than anger leading to the activation of injustice-related
thoughts. Future research may want to investigate this implication. y ) . )

Interestingly, the negative affect condition had a weaker impact on par

Future research should also be aware of the importance of tht(l_:‘cipants’ affective feelings and PANAS ratings than the positive affect con-

Spec',f'cs of mducmg affect manlpulatlons and may want to ?Xploredition, whereas the reverse pattern was found (as shown by the results of both
the differential effects that possibly can be found when differentie analyses of variance and the regression analyses) on participants’ justice
affect manipulations are used. | hope that the research present@@igments, suggesting that perhaps people are reluctant to admit that they are
here may thus provide an impetus to the study of the relationshifeeling negative but that negative affective states nevertheless have a bigger
between affect and justice judgments. impact on their subsequent justice judgments than positive affective states.
This suggests the possibility of a positivity effect on affective feelings and a
negativity effect on other reactions, including justice judgments. What can be
concluded on the basis of the findings presented here is that both positive and

Taken together, the findings of the three experiments show thar'm_egative affect conditions were effective in causing effects on people’s justice
' udgments, both differing significantly from the neutral control condition.

when p(leople a_ref formmg J?Stlce _Judgmen;s.arld do not have théuture research may want to explore the interplay between affective feelings
most relevant information for doing so, their judgments can beand justice judgments and their possibly differential susceptibility to positive

influenced by the affective state they were in prior to forming the 5ng negative affect.
justice !udgmer_lts. _These effects were found When_ people WET€ 7 Using one’s affective responses as information in forming judgments is
evaluating the justice of an outcome they had received (EXperinot necessarily “subjective” if there are rational or functional causes of affec-
ment 1) and when they were judging the justice of the way intive arousal. If, for example, humans typically get angry in unfair situations—
which they had been treated (Experiments 2 and 3), using bothven when all of the qualities that make the situation unfair are not consciously
social comparison-based manipulations of outcome informatioravailable to the individual—then it is perfectly rational to use anger as
(Experiment 1) and non—social comparison-based manipulationgformation in deciding on the fairness of the situation. This is especially so if
of procedural information (Experiments 2 and 3). These effectdhe individual is not motiv_ated to make a more sy§tematic quical analysis. The
were also found when effects of positive and negative affective,faCt_ that there may be times when one’s affective state |§ aroused for non-
. " . . ustice-related reasons does not negate the fact that this response may be
states were compared with a control condition that did not |nst|gat¢

bstantiall it Hi ffect (E . t3 unctional some or perhaps most of the time. This being said, however, the
substantially positive or negative affect (Experiment 3). . facts that in the current experiments affective states were unrelated to the

The findings of all three experiments reported here show that insiice event people were evaluating and that there were no rational or
the justice domain both positive and negative affective states cafunctional causes of participants’ affective arousal get at the subjective quality
have an impact on people’s justice judgments but mainly do Sahat justice judgments may have and in all likelihood had in the experiments
when the most directly relevant information for constructing thesereported here.

General Discussion
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justice judgments as judgments that are primarily the result obasis of justice judgments (see, e.g., Folger, 1986; Messick, 1993;
rational—cognitive processes. The data presented here highlight théan den Bos & Lind, 2002) and has paid little attention to the role
importance of thinking about social justice as a concept that is irof affect in perceived justice. The majority of studies on affect and
the eye of the beholder. It is my hope that the current article maysocial justice have focused on the effects of justice judgments on
encourage social psychologists to be more explicit about theiaffective responses (e.g., Adams, 1965; Scher, 1997; Van den Bos
assumptions of justice being a rational—cognitive or a subjective-et al., in press; Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999). To the best
affective construct and that the psychological studies presentedf my knowledge, only some articles have explored the role of
here may contribute to the multidisciplinary field of social justice affect as antecedent of justice judgments.
by illustrating the ways in which justice judgments can be subjec- Tanaka and Takimoto (1997), for example, reported that partic-
tive judgments. All this may help to understand what we areipants judged fair behavior by positive valenced persons to be
talking about when we talk about social justice. more frequent and unfair behavior to be less frequent than fair and
Previous justice studies argued that under conditions of inforunfair behavior of negative valenced persons. Sinclair and Mark
mation uncertainty people may start using other justice informa{1991) showed that participants who prior to the justice judgment
tion—as heuristic substitutes—in the process of forming justiceprocess had been brought into elated moods endorsed more egal-
judgments (Van den Bos, 1999; Van den Bos et al., 1997). Thdtarian macrojustice principles than those in depressed moods.
findings reported in the current article are important because theffurthermore, fairness judgments of participants in depressed
suggest that affect may also substitute for missing justice informoods differentiated more between various micro- and macrojus-
mation. This may imply that in situations of information uncer- tice principles than participants in elated moods. Similarly, fair-
tainty people may form justice judgments by relying on “how-do- ness judgments of participants in Mark and Sinclair (1990, cited in
I-feel-about-it” heuristics (see Schwarz & Clore, 1983) or affect- Sinclair & Mark, 1992) who were in a depressed mood differen-
infusion processes (see Forgas, 1995, 2002). The affediated more as a function of various payment arrangements than
substitutability effects revealed here indicate that a bigger leap ishose who were in an elated mood.
possible than merely substituting one type of justice information The reason only a relatively small number of justice studies
for the other (cf. Van den Bos, 1999; Van den Bos et al., 1997).have shown some evidence for the possible influence of affect on
Interestingly, following the insights from the current article, the justice judgments process may have to do with the fact that
reanalyses of the justice substitutability studies suggest that thesesearchers did not make a distinction between situations in which
previous results were mediated by affect. That is, mediation analpeople are certain about how to form justice judgments and con-
yses were conducted on both the substitutability effects of proceditions under which people are uncertain about this. The research
dural justice judgments on outcome justice judgments (Van dempresented here reveals that information certainty is a crucial mod-
Bos et al., 1997) and on the effects of outcome justice judgmentsrator that should be taken into consideration if one wants to
on procedural justice judgments (Van den Bos, 1999), and in botleonfidently predict and find justice judgments to be influenced by
data sets satisfaction (taken as an indication of affect; outcompeople’s affective states.
satisfaction in the former study and procedural satisfaction in the Schwarz and Clore (1983) noted that attributing versus not
latter) mediated the effects, at least partially, in the uncertairattributing one’s affective feelings to external circumstances may
conditions and not in the certain conditions (whereas treatindoe an important moderator of affect-as-information processes. The
satisfaction as the dependent variable and justice judgments as toarrent article suggests that information certainty may also be a
mediator did not yield significant mediation effects). Thus, in the strong moderator of these effects. If people are certain about the
case of people using procedural justice information to make inferevents they have experienced, they are not likely to use “how do
ences about outcome justice when direct information on the latter feel about it” heuristics in judgment processes, whereas these
is not available (Van den Bos et al.,, 1997), the psychologicaheuristics are likely to play an important role when people are
process seems to be that procedural justice judgments lead tacertain about the justice of the experienced events. Because it
outcome satisfaction evaluations that subsequently influence outan well be argued that information uncertainty plays a crucial role
come justice judgments. In the case of people using outcomé other social psychological domains, such as social judgment
justice information to construct procedural justice judgments wher(see, e.g., Kahneman et al., 1982), an implication of the current
explicit procedure information is missing (Van den Bos, 1999) itarticle may be that future research will show that information
seems that outcome justice judgments lead to procedural satisfacertainty is also an important moderator for the phenomena studied
tion evaluations, which then have an impact on procedural justicén the literature on social cognition and affect (see, e.g., Martin &
judgments. These findings support the important role of affect inClore, 2001), such as affective influences on processing of infor-
the justice judgment process (cf. Scher & Heise, 1993) and maynation (see, e.g., Forgas, 1991, 1995, 2001, 2002) and on memory
stimulate future research and other reanalyses of earlier publishezffects (see, e.g., Bower, 1981). As a result of the research pre-
studies. sented here, this implication is now open for empirical investiga-
The empirical research presented here extends the uncertaintipn, and | hope this may stimulate further interest in the fascinat-
management model to be a model truly incorporating both cogniing and important area of inquiry of the role of affect under
tive and affective antecedents of justice judgments. Furthermore, itonditions of uncertainty.
has been shown here that the concept of information uncertainty, Future research may also want to explore whether in
derived from the uncertainty management model, was conducivenformation-certain situations justice judgments are primarily in-
in studying the function affect may have in the psychology of fluenced by cognitive or affective factors. That is, when people do
justice perceptions. As correctly noted by Sinclair and Markhave the most relevant justice at their service (e.g., when they
(1992), most previous justice research has addressed the cognitikaow what outcomes comparison others have received or when



JUSTICE AND AFFECT AS INFORMATION 495

they have received explicit procedure information), their justiceacteristics being an important, plausible alternative explanation of
judgments may, on the one hand, mainly be influenced by thehe results of the three experiments presented here.
cognitive aspects of this justice information (cf. Van den Bos etal., A close look at the findings reported here suggests that in the
1997) or, on the other hand, chiefly be influenced by the affectiveinformation-uncertain conditions, affect had a bigger effect on
connotations of the justice events (cf. Scher & Heise, 1993)participants’ justice judgments in Experiments 2 and 3 than in
Studying the relationship between cognition and affect in theExperiment 1. This may have to do with procedural justice judg-
psychology of justice judgments may further knowledge aboutments being more susceptible to affect information than outcome
whether justice judgments are primarily the result of cognitivejustice judgments (cf. Tyler et al., 1997). Future research may want
(e.g., Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget, 1932/1975) or affective (e.g., Haidtto investigate this implication of the current findings. In the
2001; Hume, 1739/1951) factors. Perhaps most intriguing wouldnformation-certain conditions of the current experiments, affect
be if future research would reveal that rather than viewing justicehad no statistically significant effects on participants’ justice judg-
as either a cognitive or an affective concept, the interplay betweements. Future research may want to investigate under what cir-
affect and cognition in perceived justice depends on crucial modeumstances negative affect leads people to differentiate more be-
erators (such as information uncertainty), highlighting the cogni-tween just and unjust conditions than positive affect (cf. Sinclair &
tive aspects of justice in some situations and emphasizing th#lark, 1991, 1992) and in what situations this is less likely to be
affective components of perceived justice in other conditionsthe case (cf. the current article). Future research may also want to
What the current study has revealed is that affective antecedentgxplore whether other manipulations of justice information (such
may play an important role in the psychology of justice judgmentsas ambiguity of justice events; cf. Thibaut & Walker, 1975)
under uncertainty. moderate the impact of affect as information on justice judgments.
One may wonder whether the results of the affect manipulations Because pilot testing had shown that people in a sad mood or
presented here reflect demand characteristics of the three expeiidividuals who are very fearful are more likely to start thinking
ments. There are at least three pieces of evidence that address thisout death, and because mortality thoughts would yield an alter-
concern. First, results show that participants felt generally positivenative explanation of the effects of affective state (see Van den
not just happy, and generally negative, not just angry. This sugBos & Miedema, 2000; cf. Rosenblatt et al., 1989), the affect
gests that, as intended, participants were really put in globamanipulations used here asked participants to think of their being
positive or negative affective states. A demand characteristic proeither very happy or very angry. The findings reported in this
cess, in contrast, would have led to more specific happiness- agrticle indicate that these affect manipulations did not enhance
anger-related states. salience of death thoughts, thus ruling out a terror management
Second, as hypothesized, the affective state that people were &xplanation of the current findings. Furthermore, the affect ma-
only had an effect on their justice judgments when they werenipulations used here were successful in influencing the relative
uncertain about how just their outcome or procedure had been arstrength of participants’ affective feelings in ways that were in-
not when they were certain about the justice of their outcome otended with these manipulations. All this being said, however,
procedure. If the manipulation of affect indeed had given partici-future research may want to explore the effects of other affect
pants the impression that they were supposed to use this whananipulations and other affect conditions on people’s justice judg-
forming their justice judgments, as a demand-characteristics exments, because future research may reveal that using different
planation would argue, this should have influenced justice judgaffect manipulations may yield different effects. It is therefore
ments in all conditions, at least to some extent, and not only inmportant not to gloss over relevant distinctions between different
some conditions. The fact that no influence of affect was foundaffects.
whatsoever in all conditions where the uncertainty management |t should be noted here that the present study does not provide
model predicted no effects to be foldhihereas strong, reliable a narrow test of affect as information (cf. Schwarz & Clore, 1983)
effects were obtained in the conditions of all three experimentsn the justice domain. Instead, the current article shows a confir-
where they were hypothesized to be found argues against mation of patterns of important effects that have been predicted by
demand-characteristics explanation of the findings reported heregthe affect-as-information and uncertainty-management frame-
Third, extensive, funneled debriefing interview procedures (cf.works, but these patterns of effects have implications for whether
Bargh & Chartrand, 2000) revealed that in all three experimentr not these theories hold up in the long run. Indeed, future
reported here participants did not experience a direct relationshipesearchers might productively investigate the psychological pro-
between the affect manipulation and their reactions to the lotteryesses suggested by the research findings presented here. Most
tickets they received or the way they were treated in the experinotably, work on affect infusion (e.g., Forgas, 1995, 2002), affec-
ments, nor did they experience strong demand characteristics to
behave or react in a particular way during the experiments or while———
giving their justice judgments. This indicates that demand charac- 8 Besides the nonsignificant effects that already have been discussed in
teristics were not exerting a big impact on justice judgments an@xperimen}s 1—3! it can b_e noted here tha_t_when the datq of all participants
/ho were in the information certain conditions of Experiments 1-3 were

suggests that the affect manipulations reported here may be conf- e I ) ]
taken together, no effects of being in a positive or negative affective state

parable to those by Schwarz and Clore (1983) who used, amon ey R o
. - . ere found on participants’ justice judgments. No significant effects of the
other thmgs, weather (sunny vs. ramy) to explor_e the impact tha‘fﬁect manipulation (positive vs. negative) were found on participants’
the resulting affective states (positive vs. negative) may have ofgice judgmentsE(1, 306)= 0.05,p = .83, nor did regressing partici-
people’s reactions without people being aware of it. Taken t0pants’ justice judgments on the positive and negative subsets of the
gether, it seems reasonable to conclude that the three pieces gfective items and the PANAS yield any effects among these participants
evidence discussed here convincingly argue against demand chgr? = .01), F(4, 303)= 0.58,p = .68.
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