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Understanding Why the Justice of Group Procedures Matters:
A Test of the Psychological Dynamics of the Group-Value Model

Tom Tyler, Peter Degoey, and Heather Smith
University of California, Berkeley

Procedural justice research has documented many positive consequences of fair decision-making
procedures and treatment by authorities. However, it is unclear why these effects of procedural jus-
tice occur. The group-value model proposes that fair procedures matter because they communicate
two symbolic messages about group membership: (a) whether individuals are respected members of
agroup and (b) whether they should feel pride in the group as a whole. These messages are conveyed
by 3 relational aspects of the actions of authorities—actions that indicate neutrality, trustworthiness,
and status recognition. Results from 4 different studies provide evidence that: (a) relational aspects
of fair procedures communicate group-relevant information, and (b) this information mediates the
influence of procedural judgments on group-oriented behaviors and feelings of self-esteem.

During the past two decades, research has provided wide-
spread evidence that people’s feelings and actions in social in-
teraction are affected by the perceived justice of the decision-
making procedures they experience when dealing with others
(see Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992, for reviews ). When
people feel they have been fairly treated, they are more willing to
accept the decisions resulting from the procedures (Greenberg,
1987; Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & de Vera Park, 1993), more sat-
isfied with the procedures (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), more
likely to comply with general group rules and laws { Tvler, 1990;
Tyler & Degoey, 1995), more willing to remain a group member
(Brockner, Tvler, & Cooper-Schneider, 1992; Tansky, 1993),
and more willing to help the group, even at a cost to themselves
( Tyler & Degoey, 1995).

Although this research has documented the importance of pro-
cedural justice, it is unclear why procedural justice influences
group-oriented behaviors and attitudes. One approach is to em-
phasize the social contract. According to Thibaut and Walker
(1975}, for example, the concern with fair procedures springs ul-
timately from and is maintained by self-interesi. Self-interest
might be enlightened or broad, but it is rational. An alternative
approach emphasizes the social bonds among group members and
group authorities. The group-value model of procedural justice
(Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992) suggests that fair proce-
dures and treatment by authorities communicate identity-relevant
information to the individuals affected by these procedures. In
particular, the model proposes that fair procedures and treatment
communicate information about: (a) the degree to which individ-
uals are respected members of their groups and (b) the degree to
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which they can feel pride in their group membership. In this arti-
cle, we explicitly tested whether fair procedures, in fact, commu-
nicate such identity-relevant information and whether it is this in-
formation that mediates the influence of procedural justice on
general group-oriented behaviors. We also tested whether pride
and respect represent identity-relevant information by investigat-
ing whether pride and respect mediate the influences of procedural
justice on feelings of self-esteem ( Koper, Van Knippenberg, Bou-
huigjs, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1993; Vermunt, Wit, van den Bos, &
Lind, 1993).

PROCEDURAL JUSTICE RESEARCH
An Instrumental Model of Justice

Historically, procedural justice effects have been explained
by the instrumental model proposed by Thibaut and Walker
(1975). Based on social exchange theory ( Thibaut & Kelley,
1959), the instrumental model links evaluations of authorities
to judgments of direct and indirect control over the outcomes
of allocation procedures. An instrumental or social exchange
explanation assumes that people are motivated to maximize
their self-interest when they interact with each other (Tyler,
1994). As a consequence, people are sensitive to the efforts of
others to conirol their behavior and only reluctantly submit
themselves 1o external control, for example, control by a third-
party authority. When they give up control to a third party, peo-
ple seek to maintain some degree of indirect control over the
decisions of those authorities, for example, through the presen-
tation of evidence {“voice™). Hence, the instrumental model
suggests that procedural fairness judgments are linked to evalu-
ations about control because such evaluations reflect people’s
assessments of the likelihood that a procedure will serve their
self-interest,

Studies have shown that the opportunity to have control over
the decision-making process influences people’s views about
procedural justice. They have not, however, supported an in-
strumental model of the psychology of procedural justice. On
the contrary, people have been found to care about having
“voice™ even when they believe that their arguments have little
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or no influence over their outcomes { Lind, Lissak, & Conlon,
1983; Tyler, Rasinski, & Spodick, 1985). Furthermore, judg-
ments about the quality of the social relationship between indi-
viduals and decisionmakers have been shown to have a greater
influence on procedural justice judgments than instrumental
judgments of control over the procedures and the favorability of
outcomes resulting from the procedures ( Tyler, 1989, 1994). In
particular, judgments of procedural fairness are dominated by
three types of relational judgments about authorities { Tyler,
1989). The first, neutrality, involves assessments of the degree
1o which decision-making procedures are unbiased, honest, and
promote decisions based on evidence. The second, trustworthi-
ness, involves assessments of the motives of authorities—judg-
ments about their benevolence and concern for the needs of
those with whom they deal. The third, starus recognition, in-
volves assessments of politeness, treatment with dignity, and re-
spect for rights and entitlements due to every group member.

Two other recent findings also suggest that an instrumental
model of procedural justice is incomplete. First, procedural jus-
tice judgments influence a wide variety of group-oriented atti-
tudes and behaviors that are not directly linked to decision-
making processes { Brockner et al., 1992; Organ, 1988; Tansky,
1993; Tyler, 1990; Tyler & Degoey, 1995). If people are most
concerned with achieving desired outcomes, it is unclear why
their experiences with a specific decisionmaker would be rele-
vant to attitudes and behaviors that are not instrumentally re-
lated to the particular decision. More important, research sug-
gests that relational judgments of procedural justice are more
closely related than are instrumental judgments to people’s will-
ingness to voluntarily perform tasks that help the group but
are not required (Fahr, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; Konovsky &
Folger, 1991; Moorman, 1991).

A second difficulty for an instrumental explanation of proce-
dural justice is the influence of procedural justice on self-es-
teem. Recent experimental research shows that the fairness of
the procedures with which participants are treated significantly
influences their self-esteem (Koper et al., 1993; Vermunt et al.,
1993). Farthermore, students’ self-esteem during their college
years has been found to be related to how fairly they remember
being treated by their parents (Joubert, 1991). An instrumental
approach might suggest that unfavorable cutcomes influence
general self-esteem. However, this model does not hypothesize a
direct relationship between self-esteem and procedural evalua-
tions. Furthermore, an instrumental model does not explain
why relational evaluations are associated with greater self-
esteem.

The Group-Value Model of Procedural Justice

Lind and Tyler proposed the group-value model (Lind &
Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992) as an alternative
explanation for procedural justice effects. Their model suggests
that procedural justice is important because it informs people
about their social connection to groups and group authorities.
The group-value model suggests that fair treatment and fair de-
cision making by proup authorities communicates to group
members twa symbolic messages about group memberships.
First, the model suggests that fair treatment indicates a positive,
respected position within the group. Unfair treatment indicates
marginality and disrespect ( Tyler, 1994; Tyvler & Lind, 1992).

When a faculty member is treated fairly or unfairly by his or
her departmental chairperson, for instance, this indicates to the
faculty member whether he or she is a valued member of the
department.

Second, the use of fair or unfair decision-making procedures
in groups also indicates whether members can take pride in
their group membership (Deutsch & Steil, 1988; Lind & Earley,
1992). For example, politicians attempt to engage in public dis-
plays of fair procedures for decision making as symbols of gov-
ernment to encourage the development of national pride. The
group-value model suggests that fair treatment and procedures
can communicate this kind of identity-relevant information be-
cause authorities act as prototypical representatives of groups,
and their actions can be seen as highly salient indicators of
group cpinions (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992).
Furthermore, in organized groups, authorities express the val-
ues and norms of the group ( Calder, 1977; Meindl, Ehrlich, &
Dukerich, 1985; Pfeffer, 1981 Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

Feelings of pride and respect that result from fair treatment,
in turn, are hypothesized to lead to group-serving behaviors.
This prediction reflects social identity research, which shows
that people who identify with their group and evaluate their
group positively internalize the group’s interests, equating them
with their own self-interest ( Brewer & Kramer, 1986 ). This pro-
vides a set of internalized group norms that guide individual
behavior and encourage conformity to group rules { Turner,
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). In addition, affili-
ation with a group leads to more commitment to remain with
the group and to engage in assertive extrarole activities, such
as staying late for work or volunteering to help in emergencies
(O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986). On the basis of this research, we
expected that group members who feel more respected and
more proud of their group as a result of being treated fairly by
group authorities would be more likely to comply with group
rules, more likely to engage in extrarole behaviors that help the
group, and more committed to remain with the group.

The group-value model also incorporates another key prem-
isc from social identity theory—that people use groups as
sources of information about themselves (Hogg & Abrams,
1988, 1990; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In particular,
it is expected that people who feel more proud and more re-
spected will report higher levels of self-esteem. Fair procedures
communicate pride and respect to group members, which in
turn increase self-esteem, suggesting one reason why proce-
dural justice is related to self-esteemn.

Although both the group-value model and social identity the-
ory offer identity-based explanations for behavior that contrast
with self-interested or resource-dependent explanations posited
in earlier literatures (e.g., realistic conflict theory; Sherif, Har-
vey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961), social identity theory fo-
cuses on how identity-based explanations can illuminate
intergroup relations, whereas the group-value mode! offers an
identity-based explanation for infragroup relations. In other
words, the group-value model focuses on individual group
members” relationships to decision-making authorities and the
single group or category that those authorities represent rather
than relationships between different groups.

Figure | is a schematic representation of the hypotheses
offered by the group-value model of procedural justice. Path ¢
shows that the relational judgments people make about author-
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ities are related to general compliance with group rules, extra-
role behavior, commitment to the group, and sclf-esteem, as
demonstrated in previous research. The group-value model
suggests, however, that the psychological dynamics of proce-
dural justice can be better understood by considering the medi-
ating roles that feelings of group pride (Paths al and bl) and
feelings of respect within groups ( Paths a2 and b2 ) play between
people’s relational judgments about authorities and group-ori-
ented behaviors. Because pride and respect are identity-relevant
information that are linked to people’s senses of self, we expect
pride and respect to mediate between relational judgments
about authorities and self-esteem. The group-value model sug-
gests that when the paths through pride and respect are in-
cluded, the importance of Path ¢ will be reduced to zero (full
mediation ) or significantly reduced (partial mediation). The
lesser significance of Path c in the group-value model is indi-
cated by the doited line in Figure 1. Note that people’s instru-
mental judgments about authority may or may not have a direct
effect on group-oriented behaviors but are not suggested in the
group-value model to be mediated by pride and respect. For the
sake of clarity, instrumental judgments are not represented in
Figure 1.

STUDIES 1-4
Research and Analysis Design

To analyze the hypotheses offered by the group-value model,
three goals needed to be accomplished. The first was to deter-
mine whether people, in fact, experience group pride and re-
spect within groups and whether they distinguish between the
two constructs. Although the group-value model suggests the
importance of pride and respect, these have not been directly
measured in previous research. Therefore, our first purpose was
to develop measures of pride and respect and subject them to
exploratory factor analyses.

The second goal was to assess the mediating roles of pride and
respect in procedural justice effects. Mediation is tested with a
multistage regression approach (Baron & Kenny, 1986; James

& Brett, 1984): First, cach of the mediators is regressed on the
independent variable (assessing Paths al and a2 in Figure 1);
second, the dependent variables are regressed on each of the
mediators (assessing Paths bl and b2); and third, the dependent
variables are regressed sequentially on the independent variable
{assessing Path c), and then on both the independent variable
and each of the mediators ( simultaneously assessing Paths ¢ and
b1 and Paths ¢ and b2, respectively). Mediation is indicated if
the following conditions are met: (a) the independent variable
explains a significant amount of the variance in the mediating
variables, (b) the mediating variables explain a significant
amount of variance in the dependent variables, and (c) entering
the mediating variables into the third regression equation re-
duces the independent variable’s contribution to the explained
variance of the dependent variables. In all analyses reported be-
low, the role of each of the mediators in the group-value
model—pride and respect-——was assessed independently, Fur-
thermore, in all of the analyses, instrumental judgments about
authority were controlled. Finally, because we expected that
pride and respect are related aspects of group membership, we
assessed the joint role of pride and respect by entering them
both in the regression equations,

Note that the path diagram in Figure | depicts a causal chain
of relationships between variables, as the group-value model hy-
pothesizes should exist. The data reported below, however, are
correlational in nature, and hence causality among the observed
relationships cannot be inferred from the analyses. In other
words, for the purposes of this article, Figure 1 can be better
viewed as patterns of covariations between variables than as a
set of cause-and-effect relationships. A greater degree of confi-
dence, however, that the observed relationships might follow the
causal direction proposed by the group-value medel can be de-
rived from two types of additional analyses.

First, it is helpful to show that the mediating and dependent
variables are not simply highly related constructs by demon-
strating that the independent variable continues to covary with
cach of the mediating variables when the dependent variables
are controlled (i.e., Paths al and a2 in Figure | remain signifi-
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Figure 1.

The group-value model of procedural justice.
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cant when Paths b1 and b2, respectively, are controlled). If en-
tering the dependent variables into the regression equation does
not significantly diminish the relationship between independent
and mediator variables, this would also support the argument
that the dependent variables are not really the mediators and the
mediators the dependent variables {e.g., self-esteem does not
mediate between relational judgments and respect, following
Paths c~b2 rather than Path a2). Second, a more convincing
argument for mediation in the proposed direction can be made
when the relationships between the mediating and dependent
variables remain unaffected when the independent variabile is
controlled (i.e., Paths bl and b2 in Figure ! remain unaffected
when Paths al and a2, respectively, are controlled). In the anal-
yses described below, these additional analyses are reported as
well. Again, however, it 15 important to note that the data are
correlational in character, so any causal inferences must be
viewed as tentative.

The third goal of this research was 1o test the robustness of
the group-value model. Procedural justice effects have been rep-
licated in legal { Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990; Lind, Kurtz, Mu-
sante, Walker, & Thibaut, 1980; Tyler, 1984), political { Tvler &
Caine, 1981; Tvler & Degoey, 1995; Tyler, Rasinski, & McGraw,
1985}, managerial {Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Folger &
Konovsky, 1989;. Greenberg, 1990), interpersonal {Barrett-
Howard & Tyler, 1986), and educational settings ( Tyler &
Caine, 1981). The analyses reported below reflect this diversity
of contexts in that they used studies of four groups that differ
widely in their composition and types of relationships that
group members have with a representative authority. A discov-
ery of the same psychological dynamics across all four studies
would provide evidence for the robustness of the group-value
model.

Method

In Study 1, college students at the University of California at Berkeley
(n = 335) completed a questionnaire that asked how a recent conflict
with one or both of their parents had been resolved.! Students com-
pleted the questionnaire as part of a course requirement and reported
on their attitudes and behaviors toward their families as well as their
feelings of self-esteem. Families constitute a more close-knit and affec-
tively important group than the groups typically studied in procedural
justice research. We chose the family setting, however, to examine issues
of pride and respect because people’s sense of identity is closely aligned
with family membership and their parents. Hence, we expected that the
dynamics of pride and respect outlined by the group-value model would
be particularly well supported in this data set. Although the use of col-
lege students as respondents has sometimes been criticized (e .g., Sears,
1986}, it seems quite appropriate within the current context. College
students are still connected with their parents, both emotionally and
cognitively.

Studies 2 and 3 were conducted in two research contexts typically
studied in procedural justice research: work organizations and univer-
sity settings. Both contexts represent hierarchical groups in which peo-
ple have direct experiences with representative authorities. In Study 2,
university employees (# = 355) completed a mail survey in which they
described a recent conflict with their immediate work supervisor (29%
response rate). Respondents reported their evaluations of the supervi-
sor and their attitudes and behaviors toward the university. Although
this response rate is typical for mail surveys (Dillman, 1978}, it is low
in absolute terms. However, the purpose of this study is to examine the
psychological relationships between key variables, not to establish the
general representativeness of particular opinions.

In Study 3, college students (n = 228) completed a questionnaire in
which they described a recent conflict {within the last 12 months) with
a faculty or staff member. Students completed the questionnaire as part
of a course requirement and reported their evaluations of the relevant
authority, their attitudes and behaviors toward the university commu-
nity (broadly defined as including faculty, staff and students ), and their
feelings of self-worth.

The fourth study was a telephone survey of people's attitudes about
the United States Supreme Court, an authority representative of Ameri-
cans in general but rarely experienced directly by individual Americans.
Recent research shows that the same procedural justice relationships
observed in studies of personal experiences with work or legal authori-
ties also occur with national-level political authorities (Tyler, 1994).
Five hundred and two randomly selected San Francisco Bay Area resi-
dents participated in the survey ( 74% response rate). The mean age of
respondents was 41.91 vears (SD = 15.95 years). Approximately hall
{53%) the respondents were female, 39% of the respondents reported
graduating from college, and 53% of the respondents reported annual
incomes greater than $40,000. Similar patterns of relationships between
variables in all four data sets would demonstrate the robustness of the
group-value model.

Construct Measurements

All items in all data sets were assessed with Likert-type scales. Non-
student respondents (Studies 2 and 4 ) were given a don ¢ know response
option, and those responses were treated in the analyses as missing data.
ftems reported below that were reverse-coded are marked (R). Table |
contains summary information about scale reliabilities, item response
ranges, means, and standard deviations for al! the variables in the four
data sets (the intercorrelations among constructs are shown in the
Appendix ). Information about the measures of pride and respect re-
flects the final scales that were constructed on the basis of the explor-
atory factor analyses reported helow,

Group Pride and Respect Within Groups

Group pride and respect within groups—the proposed mediators in
the group-value model—were assessed with newly developed instru-
ments. Although items for both constructs were roughly similar across
all four data sets, their exact wording was adapted for the particular
group contexts.

Group pride. Questions measuring pride were drawn from scales
designed to measure the affective and evaluative aspects of identification
with groups { Brown, Condor. Mathew, Wade, & Williams, 1986; Tajfel,
1978) and scales designed to measure affective evaluations of organiza-
tions (O’'Reilly & Chatman, 1986). The items are shown subsequently,
when we discuss the exploratory factor analyses of the pride and respect
items in all four data sets. Final scale reliabilities { Cronbach’s alphas)
for Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4 were .87, .77, .71, and .58, respectively.

Respect within groups.  Across all four studies, three items used to
measure respect began with the stem “If they knew me well”. These
items were designed to measure people’s perceptions of where they
stood in the group publicly or what they though their social reputation
was, rather than whether they saw themselves as worthy of respect. Fur-
thermore, we wanted an approach that would aliow people to answer
the question even for groups in which not all group members could
possibly know them (c.g., “other Americans™ in Study 4). To assess the

! A complete description of the methods and data reported for Study
1 was published in Tvler and Degoey (1996). A complete description of
the methods and data reported for Study 2 will be published in Huo,
Smith, Tyler, and Lind (1996). A complete description of the methods
and data reported for Study 4 was published in Tyler (1994 ). However,
none of the analyses reported in this article have been published.
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Table |
Descriptive Statistics For Variables
Family* Work® University® Nation®

Variable a M SD a M Ay @ M SD o M SD
Group pride 87 282 126 .77 205 066 71 241 097 .58 236 1.39
Respect within groups 86 243 109 80 1.73 058 85 287 105 .68 249 125
Instrumental judgments .89 378 147 88 240 086 .87 302 083 .70 355 106
Relational judgments 92 332 131 95 1% 088 .92 252 073 .83 352 1.27
Compliance with rules 74 240 082 64 206 088 54 161 059 59 430 1.36
Extrarole behaviors 81 274 091 68 172 049 69 229 054 — — —
Group commitment _ - — 74 225 075 75 114 064 — — —_
Self-esteem 80 309 107 — — — .88 197 0.70 71 240 0.95
Note. For scale reliabilities, Cronbach’s alphas are shown, Dashes indicate that the variable was not as-

sessed in a particular data set.

® Responses on all items could range from 1 through 7.
b Responses on all items could range from 1 through 4.
¢ Responses ranged from 1 to 4 for all variables except pride and rcspect {1 to 7} and self-esteem (1 to 5).
4 Responses on all items could range from | through 7.

validity of the “If they knew me well” approach to measuring feelings
of respect in groups, additional items that were designed to capture the
same concept but that did not use the “If they knew me well” stem
also were included in some of the studies. The items are again reported
subsequently. Final scale reliabilities for Studies 1, 2, 3, and 4 were .86,
.80, .85, and .68, respectively.

Evatuations of the Behavior of Group Authorities

Relational judgments about authority-—neutrality, trustworthiness,
and status recognition—the independent variables in the group-value
maodel, were assessed in all data sets. These three aspects of the relational
model were not differentiated. Instead, we created a single overall index.
To control for the consequences of instrumental judgments about au-
thorities in groups, we also assessed instrumental judgments. Both types
of judgments were measured with well-established scales in Studies 1-
3. For Study 4, which concerned the United States Supreme Court, we
developed special items that reflected the nondirect and nonpersonal
context of that sitpation but that nevertheless were similar in content to
the items in the other three studies.

Previous research has indicated that the influence of relational judg-
ments is affected by the degree to which people draw their identity from
groups ( Tvler & Degoey, 1995}, In this study we assessed the degree of
identification with the group by asking participants how important
“their family, their job, the university, or America” were to “the way
they think of themselves as a person.” In Study 4, participants were also
asked about the similarity of their values to those of “most Americans.”
1n alt four studies the relational index was weighted by identification.
This weighting increased the influence of relational judgments among
those more closely identified with their group. The average correlation
of compliance with relational judgments was .24, whereas the average
correlation with the weighted index was .29. The average correlation of
extrarole behavior with relational judgments was . I 1, whereas the aver-
age correlation with the weighted index was .22. The average correlation
of commitment with the relational judgments was .31, whereas the av-
erage correlation with the weighted index was .46. Finally, the average
correlation of relational judgments to self-esteem was .10, whereas the
average correlation with the weighted index was .11.

Instrumental judements.  Instrumental judgments about group au-
tharities reflected respondents’ evaluations of the degree of control they
had over the authorities™ decisions as well as their evaluations of the
outcome of these decisions. We assessed instrumental judgments in
Studies 1-3 using the same six items: “How much influence did you

have over the decisions made by [the authority]?”; “Overall, how satis-
fied were you with the outcome?”; “How favorable was the outcome
to you?”’; “Compared to what you expected before vou talked to [the
authority ], how much better or worse was the situation after the conflict
was resolved?”; “How does your outcome compare to the outcomes you
have received in the past when dealing with [the authority]?”; and “In
terms of your outcome, how much did vou gain or lose?” The questions
were adapted for the particular contexts of the studies, with the author-
ity in the family data set being the student’s parent or parents, in the
work data set being the respondent’s supervisor, and in the university
data set being the university representative with whom students had re-
solved their conflicts, Cronbach’s alphas of the instrumental judgments
about authority scales for Studies 1, 2, and 3 were .89, .90, and .82,
respectively.

For the study of the United States Supreme Court, we developed five
instrumental items: “‘How often do you agree with Court decisions?”;
“How often have you agreed with recent Court decisions?”; “Do the
views of average citizens influence Court decisions?”; “If you joined a
group which presented its views to the Court, how likely is it that your
views would influence the Court?”; “If you joined a group which pre-
sented its views to the Court, how likely is it that the Court would make
a decision that you agreed with?” The reliability of the instrumental
judgments scale in this study was .70.

Relational judgments. In the first three studies, relational judg-
ments about authority were also assessed similarly. The relational in-
dex—a combined assessment of neutrality, trustworthiness, and status
recognition—comprised 11 items: “How politely were you treated by
[the authority]?7”, “How much concern did [the authority] show for
your rights?”, *“How hard did [ the authority] try to bring the issues into
the open so that they could be resolved?”, “How much of an opportunity
were you given to describe vour problem before any decisions were
made about how to handie it?”, “How dignified was [the authority’s}
treatment of you?”, **How hard did [the authority] try to explain why
he or she made the decisions they made?”, “How likely do you think it
is thai the reasons [ the authority] gave for their decisions were the real
reasons for making those decisions?”, “‘How honest was [the authority}
in what he or she said to you?”, “How much consideration was given to
your views when decisions were made about how to handle the con-
flict?”, “How hard did [ the authority] try to do the right thing by you?”,
and “How hard did [ the authority] try to take account of your needs in
the situation?”” Reliabilities of the relational judgments about authority
scales for Studies 1, 2, and 3 were .92, .96, and .92, respectively.

For the fourth study, we again adapted items to the particular context.
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Relational assessments about the Supreme Court were indexed by eight
items. Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that:
“The Court considers the concerns of average citizens when making de-
cisions”, “The Supreme Court gives equal consideration to the views of
all of the different groups in America”, “The Supreme Court is con-
cerned about protecting the average citizen’s rights™, “There are ways
for the average citizen to have their views presented to the Court”, and
“The Court gets the kind of information it needs to make informed
decisions”, Respondents also were asked: “If vou belonged to a group
that went before the Court,” would the Court “consider your views?”,
“try to be fair to your group?”, and “genuinely care about your views?”
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .83.

Group-Oriented Attitudes and Behaviors

We assessed three types of group-oriented attitudes and behaviors
that previously have been linked to evaluations of procedural justice.
All items were drawn from existing scales and adapted to the different
contexts of the four studies. The first type of group-oriented attitude or
behavior was respondents’ willingness to comply with group rules.
Items were drawn from C. A. Smith, Organ, and Near’s (1983) study
and reflected both attitudinal responses 10 obedience as well as self-
reports of actual compliance with group rules.

The second type of group-oriented attitude and behavior entailed
measures of respondents’ willingness to engage in extrarole behaviors
that go bevond what is required or expected of them within their partic-
ular group contexts. Items were drawn from the Organizational Citizen-
ship Behavior Scale { Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991) and again
reflected both attitudinal measures as well as self-reports of actual ex-
trarole behaviors. We assessed these behaviors in Studies 1-3 only.

The final type of group-oriented attitude previously linked to proce-
dural justice effects and assessed here was group commitment. ltems in
this case were drawn from Mowday, Porter, and Steer’s (1982) Organi-
zational Commitment Questionnaire and focused on respondents’ de-
sire to remain a member of their particular group. Because family mem-
bership (Study 1 } and nationality { Study 4) are often thought of as as-
cribed memberships, and also because deciding to terminate
membership in these groups is an uncommon occurrence, we did not
assess group commitment in these studies.

Compliance with group rules.  In each of the first three studies, mea-
sures of respondents’ compliance with group rules again reflected sim-
ilar content, although the wording was adapted to the various contexts.
For example, emplovee compliance with organizational rules in the
worker data set was assessed with the following five items: “I always try
to follow the rules of my organization, even when I think they are
wrong™”; I follow work rules and instructions with extreme care”; “I
come to work on time™; *I follow the policies established by my super-
visor””; and “In order for an organization to function, employees should
follow their supervisors’ orders without question.” Reliabilities of the
scales in Studies 1, 2, and 3 were .74, .64, and .54, respectively.

In the fourth data set, items were again adapted for the impersonal
naiure of respondenis’ relationship with the Supreme Court. We used
four items to assess general compliance with federal authorities: “1 feel
that I should accept the decisions made by government leaders in Wash-
ington even when | disagree with them”, *People should obey the laws
made by the federal government even if they go against what they think
is right”, “There are times when it is all right for people to disobey the
government (R }™, and “I can think of situations in which I would stop
supporting the policies of our government (R) " Cronbach’s alpha for
this scale was .59.

Extrarofe behaviors. In the family, work, and university data sets,
the same six questions (adapted for their contexts) assessed whether
group members engaged in extrarcle behaviars, Items in the family
study, for instance, asked respondents *“To what extent do yvou make
suggestions to improve your family life?”, *Generally, how hard do you
try to keep up with the lives of your family members?”, “How much

effort do you put into helping your family members beyond that what
is generally expected of you?", “How common is it that you give up
some of your personal time for the sake of your family”, “How often do
vou attend family events that are not required?”, and “How frequently
do you help other family members when they have heavy work loads or
other burdens?” Reliabilities for Studies 1, 2, and 3 were .81, .68, and
.69, respectively.

Group commitment.  Respondents’ commitment to their work orga-
nization or university community were assessed similarly as well. In the
university data set, for instance, the following four items were used: *1
cannot think of another university [ would rather attend”, I think
about transferring often” (R), “T regret the decision to come to the
University of Califorunia at Berkeley” (R ), and “] will probably look for
an alternative university within the next year” (R). Cronbach’s alphas
for the group commitment scales in the work and university data sets
were .74 and .75, respectively.

Self-Esteem

For the family study, we used 7 items adapted from Rosenberg’s Self-
Esteem Scale (1979 ) to assess students’ feelings of self-esteem. Students
were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with statements of
the following type: "I am pretty sure of myself ™, “I generally feel satis-
fied with myself ", “I sometimes think of myself as a failure” (R), “Tam
proud of what I have accomplished in my life”, I often give in too
easily” (R), “There are a lot of things about myself that I would change
if 1 could” (R}, and “I often wish I were someone else” (R; « = .80).
The same 7 itcms were used in the nation study (« = .71). For the
university study, 10 items from the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale were
used (o = .88).

Note that in some cases the scale reliabilities are less than desirable,
particularly for the scales of pride and respect in the study of the Su-
preme Court. Generatly, the effects of measurement error are that the
size of measures of association are attenuated. Such attenuation of
effects in mediation analyses tends to underestimate the effects of the
mediator and overestimate the effect of the independent variable (if all
coefficients are positive; Judd & Kenny, 1981). Hence, the mediation
analyses reported below are best seen as conservative estimates of the
dynamics of procedural justice described by the group-value model.

Results
Factor Analyses

The first issue addressed was whether pride in group mem-
bership and feelings of respect within a group could be distin-
guished from each other. Principal-components factor analysis
of the responses to the pride and respect items developed for all
four studies indicated two factors that accounted for 58% or
more of the total variance. Because we expected feelings of
pride and respect to be positively correlated, we conducted a
two-factor oblique rotation that resulted in the factor structure
reported in Tables 2 and 3.

Pride items in all four studies assessed the degree of pride in
group membership participants felt. In the family study, addi-
tional items assessed students’ feelings of pride in their parent
or parents; these items were included because parents are im-
portant members of the family group. As we noted previously,
in all four studies respect was measured with items that asked
respondents to indicate how they believed they were viewed by
those who “knew them well”. The university study extended the
range of respect items by including “I believe that most mem-
bers of my group respect me” and “1 believe I make a good
impression on other members of my group™. In addition, items
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in the family study assessed whether participants felt their par-
ents, as important members of their family, respected them, For
these additional items in the family data set, we did not use the
“If they knew me well” stem because we assumed that students
felt their parents knew thern well. The factor analyses loaded
the additional items in the family and university studies onto
the same factor as the items starting with the “If they knew me
well” stem, suggesting that both the items that used the sentence
stem and those that did not use the stem tapped a general judg-
ment about respect in a similar fashion.

For all studies, two factors met the selection criteria of eigen-
values greater than 1.0. In addition, all items loaded on the fac-
tor they were intended to measure. We deleted one item in the
family study from the final scale of respect within groups be-
cause of multiple loadings on both factors. Overall, the consis-
tency of the items across the data sets and the magnitude of
their loadings provide strong empirical support that people (a)
experience group pride and respect and (b) distinguish between
the two constructs. Correlations between the final scales of
pride and respect in Studies 1-4 were .43, .12, .38, and .35,
respectively.

Table 2
Results of Factor Analyses

919

We also used factor analyses to assess whether items used to
measure instrumental and relational judgments about group
authorities loaded on two separate factors (because these anal-
yses replicate previous studies, details are not reported). All
items loaded on their respective factors. Furthermore, as in pre-
vious research, relational judgments were significantly related
to evaluations of procedural fairness. Pearson correlations be-
tween relational judgments and a 3-item procedural justice
scale (e.g., “Overall, how fair were the procedures used to re-
solve the conflict?”) for Studies 1-4 were .85, .92, .56, and .75,
respectively. Correlation coefficients for the relationships be-
tween instrumental judgments and the overall procedural jus-
tice scale also were substantial but less strong than those for the
relational judgments. For Studies 1-4, the coefficients were .68,
.81, .41, and .69, respectively.

Stage I of the Mediation Analyses: Assessing
Relationships Between Independent and
Mediaror Variables

The group-value model argues that the relational aspects of
procedural judgments communicate information about pride

Factor loadings

Family Work University Nation
Questionnaire item I Hi 1 I [ 11 1 i1
Group pride
[ am proud to think of myself as a member of
this group. 85 45 86 10 BT 24 8 27
It would be hard to find another group I
would like as much to be a part of. .80 41 74 05 56 .23 —_ —
When someone praises my group’s members,
I feel it is a personal compliment to me. T6 26 N A4 14 21 B84 30
i talk up my group to friends as a great group
to be a part of. JgJ70032 .79 08 75 35 —_ -
I frequently tell others how much I like my
parent(s). 83 .30 — o _ e —_— —
It would be hard to think of other parent(s)
would like as much. 72033 —_— e —_ —_ —_ —
When someone praises my parent(s), it fecls
as a personal compliment to me. 73 27 — —_— — — — —_
Respect within groups
If they knew me well, most members of my
group would respect my values. 30 78 06 84 20 74 .18 82
If they knew me well, most members of my
group would think highly of my
accomplishments in life. 29 82 01 82 2 a7 3578
If they knew me well, most members of my
group would approve of how I live my life. 28 82 19 86 25 82 26 69
My parent(s) respect my values.® .65 72 —_ — —_ —_— —— —_
My parent(s) approve of my life. 36 83 — —_ —_ — — —_
My parent(s) think I have accomplished a
great deal in my life, 3675 — — — — —_— —
I believe that most members of my group
respect me, — — — - .39 37 —_ _—
I believe I make a good impression on other
members of my group. - — — -— 42 &3 — —
Nore.  Numbers in boldface type are primary loadings. Dashes indicate items that were not assessed in a

data set.

2 Cross-loading of item on both factors: [tem was dropped from final scale.
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Table 3
Summary Factor Statistics

TYLER, DEGOEY, AND SMITH

Family

Work University Nation

Factor statistic I il

I 1 11 I I

Eigenvalue
Percentage of variance
explained 46 16 37
Cumulative
percentage of

variance explained — 62 —

1.99 371

65 — 58 — 64

and respect {or, in correlational terms, covary with these two
constructs ). These relational judgments are hypothesized to co-
vary more strongly with pride and respect than instrumental
aspects of fairness judgments are. We used multiple regression
analyses to test these hypotheses. Two types of analyses were
conducted. First, we regressed pride and respect on instrumen-
tal and relational judgments alone. Second, we added each of
the dependent variables to the regression equations to control
for the covariation between dependent and mediator variables.

Tables 4 and 5 show the regression equations, with the first
type of equations reported in the top part of the tables and all
subsequent analyses below them. The first type of analysis re-
vealed significant relationships between relational judgments
and both pride and respect in all four data sets except for one
case. Relational judgments about the Supreme Court were only
marginally linked to feelings of respect among Americans, nota
surprising finding given the distant and impersonal link between
members of the Supreme Court and Americans in general. In-
strumental judgments were marginally related to the measures
of pride in two data sets, but no significant relationships were
found in any of the other analyses.

Controlling for the relationships between the dependent vari-
ables (compliance with groups’ rules, extrarole behaviors,
group commitment, and self-esteem) and group pride and rc-
spect did not alter these findings very much, except in a few
cases. Introducing extrarole behaviers and group commitment
into the regression analyses for the university data reduced the
relationships between relational judgments and respect to insig-
nificance. In the work data set, controlling for group commit-
ment reduced the relationship between relational judgments
and pride to marginal significance. Finally, introducing self-es-
teem to the regression equation reduced the relationship be-
tween relational judgments and respect to insignificance in the
nation study. Note, however, that only a marginally significant
relationship between relational judgments and respect was
found in that data set when the regression analysis was con-
ducted without any controls.

Overall, 20 of the 24 regression eqguations in which the de-
pendent variables were controlled showed significant relation-
ships between relational judgments about authorities and the
mediators, pride and respect, as the group-value model pre-
dicts. These additional analyses indicated that pride, respect,
and the dependent variables are not simply highly correlated
constructs reflecling pencral positive affect toward the groups
but rather are independent, yet related, aspects of group mem-
bership. Possibly the only exceptions to this statement are the

constructs of pride and group commitment. Even though the
iterns used ta assess these constructs differ considerably at face
valug, the strong relationships between commitment and pride
in the two data sets in which commitment was measured sug-
gests that these constructs may tap into similar feelings about
group membership.

Stage 2 of the Mediation Analvses.: Assessing
Relationships Between Mediator and
Dependent Variables

In Stage 2 of the mediation analyses, we assessed the relation-
ships among group pride. respect within groups, and group-ori-
ented attitudes and behaviors. For each of the dependent vari-
ables, we used multiple regression analyses to test whether pride
or respect were related to the target variable. Two types of anal-
yses were conducted. In the first, the dependent variables were
regressed on pride and respect, respectively. The second type of
analyses controlled for the relationships between the dependent
variables and instrumental and relational judgments about
group authorities.

Table 6 shows that when compliance with group rules was the
dependent variable, both pride and respect were significantly
rclated to compliance in all four data sets. When extrarole be-
havior was the dependent variable, both pride and respect were
significantly related to that dependent variable in all three of
the studies in which it was measured (see Table 7). Pride dom-
inated in the family and work studies, whereas respect was more
closely related to students” willingness to engage in extrarole be-
haviors in the university study. Table 8 shows that when group
commitment was the dependent variable, pride was related to
commitment in both studies in which commitment was mea-
sured, whereas respect was related to group commitment in the
university study. When self-esteem was the dependent variable,
both pride and respect were significantly related to self-esteem
in all three studies in which self-esteem was measured {see Ta-
ble 9). However, when both pride and respect were included in
the same regression equation, respect dominated the amount of
variance explained in respondents’ self-esteem.

The bottom portions of Tables 6~9 show that including both
instrumental and relational judgments about authority in the
regression equations did not significantly alter the findings, ex-
cept for the nation study. In that study, the relationship between
respect and compliance with group rules, and between pride
and self-estecem, became insignificant when instrumental and
relational judgments about authorities were controlled. Again,
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Table 4
Relationships Between Evaluations of Authorities and Group Pride
Group pride

Evaluations of authorities and

dependent variables Family Work University Nation
Instrumental judgments S -02 164 —. 15 .05
Relational judgments K7 02 i i B i
RZ _37**1‘* R 15**** , l 8**** . l 7‘*‘*
Instrumental judgments ~.01 17 —. 15 04
Relational judgments S5k WA ki K. Yindd Y i
Compliance with rules 24w 20 em 2% () i
RZ '42**** _20**** A 1 9***1 .20*‘**
Instrumental judgments -.02 10 —. 13 —_
Relational judgments 524wk 25mkex 4gnon —_
Extrarole behaviors e Jguesx B i —
RZ ‘48**** .29**** _2]***' —
Instrumental judgments — .03 —.12%* —
Relational judgments — 12 K FAsa —
Group commitment — X bl U Yhduad —_
R2 — _48*#** '38***1‘ —
Instrumental judgments -.03 — —. 15%* .07
Relational judgments GGk — T Sl 3Gx
Self-esteem 22%we — 17 .08
RZ '42*'** —_ .21 ok ok . 1 7**#*

Note. Values for independent variables are beta weights. Dashes indicate dependent variables that were
not included in a particular study. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
¥ p o 05, Wrp o 01 PR < 001,

Table 5
Relationships Between Evaiuations of Authorities and Respect Within the Group

Respect within the group

Evaluations of authorities and

dependent vaniables Family Work University Nation
Instrumental judgments 05 A5 -.10 06
Relational judgments X i VA g 5%
RZ ‘20**#* .04#** .02** '03***
Instrumental judgments - .07 .16 ~.09 .05
Relational judgments 294wk P N E i jx
Compliance with rules JGeeaex 205 J15%* 09
RZ .30**** '073*** .04*#t .03***
Instrumental judgments 06 Al —.08 —
Relational judgments e ) s .09 —_—
Extrarole behaviors RL i 2GR JJorwes —
RZ 23 . 10**** . l 7**** —
Instrumental judgments — 14 —.08 —
Relational judgments e Qg 10 —_
Group commitment —_ .01 Dk —_
R? _ Ll G _—
Instrumenital judgments 05 —_ —.11 14
Relational judgments I Vi — 2% .06
Self-esteem R Vanss — P4 L3 §kek
RZ .37**¥* — A24**$i . 14

Note. Values for independent variables are beta weights. Dashes indicate dependent variables that were
not included in a particular study. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
*p<. 10 *p< 05 *p< 0l *p < 001,
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Table 6

Relationships Between Feelings About Group Membership and Compliance With Group Rules

Feelings about group

Compliance with group rules

membership and

independent vanables Family Work University Nation
Group pride S b 2k N R 34k
RZ .20**** . 10**** .02*¥ .1 lti**
Group pride G 2wk 148 A R
Instrumental judgments -.04 09 -.01 .06
Relational judgments 2] I Vi 03 A bl
R? 22k B 01+ B i
Respect within group 4ok 24rhRn BT hadd BT i
R I R e RiRinad 2w
Respect within group Jperkx gk Nk 08
Instrumental judgments -.06 07 -.02 .06
Relational judgments 2k 25k 07 g
RZ .26**** '13**** ‘02#* 3 lé.ﬂ‘l‘#
Note. Values for independent variables and mediators are beta weights. See Results section for details
regarding the different analyses.
*p< 0. *p <05 ¥™p< 01, *¥p< 001

however, out of the 32 regression eguations in which the inde-
pendent variables were controlled, 30 showed significant rela-
tionships between each of the mediators and the dependent vari-
ables, as the group-value model predicts.

Stage 3 of the Mediation Analyses: Assessing the Roles of
Mediators Between Independent and
Dependent Variables

The previous two stages of the mediation analyses generally
showed that: (a) relational judgments about group authorities
were significantly linked to feelings of pride and respect, and (b)
feelings of pride and respect were each significantly linked to

Table 7
Relationships Between Feelings About Group Membership
and Extrarofe Behaviors

Feelings about group Extrarole behaviors

membership and

independent variables Family Work University
Group pride 3 s I N 27wk
R? _24**** _20*'** .07**1‘"'
Group pride SQprek T 21wk
Instrumental judgments 00 08 -.09
Relational judgments -.03 -.05 5
R? D4k Bl iaaid R
Respect within group 3O VA Y G
RZ '09#*** '04$*** N 17*3“
Respect within group PPk P ki Y A
Instrumental judgments —.02 11 —.09
Relational judgments BL i A5 g
RZ , 1 1**** .09)«**# . 1 8***#

Note. Values for independent variables and mediators are beta
weights. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
*p < 05, Pp < 01 p < 001

group-oriented behaviors and self-esteem. With few exceptions,
these relationships were observed in all four data sets. In the
final sets of analyses we addressed two issues. First, we at-
tempted to replicate previous procedural justice research by as-
sessing whether relational judgments about authorities are sig-
nificantly linked to the group-oriented attitudes and behaviors
measured in these studies. Replication of earlier self-esteem
findings in justice research also were attempted.

Second, the analyses assessed whether the significant linkages
between relational judgments, group-oriented behaviors, and
self-esteem would be reduced or made nonsignificant when the
mediators { pride and respect ) were introduced. To demonstrate
mediation it is necessary to show that (a) the mediation influ-
ences the dependent variable and (b) the introduction of the
mediation into the equation either reduces ( partial mediation)
or eliminates (full mediation) the significant relationship be-
tween the independent variables and the dependent variables.

The top parts of Tables 10-13 report on the relationships be-
tween the independent and dependent variables alone, and the
regression equations in the remainders of the tables reflect these
relationships when the mediators were included. The roles of
each of the mediators—pride and respect—were assessed inde-
pendently, as they were in the previous analyses, as well as si-
multaneously. The simultaneous analyses allowed for a test of
the full group-value model, by allowing the covariation between
pride and respect 1o affect the results. Note that the analyses in
which pride and respect are controlled independently are essen-
tially the same as the analyses reported in the bottom parts of
Tables 6-9. In Tables 6-9, however, we attempt to show that the
relationships between the mediators and the dependent vari-
ables remained significant when the independent variables were
controlled. In contrast, in Tables 10-13 we attempt to indicate
whether the relationships between the independent and depen-
dent variables would be significantly reduced when the media-
tors (pride and respect) were included in the regression
equations, For ease of comparisons, the same analyses are re-
ported in both sets of tables.
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Table 8
Relationships Between Feelings About Group Membership
and Group Commitment

Feclings about group Group commitment
membership and

independent variables Work University
Group pride LGgFERE Sguek
R K el 3 b
Group pride K Yaada S2hnk
Instrumental judgments 11 02
Relational judgments .08 09
R2 (49**‘* ~3lt#'*
Respect within group -.04 J(weeE
R 00 G
Respect within group 01 26w
Instrumental judgments 2ixe= —.04
Relational judgments D5weR VA kit
RZ . 16**** N l Stt**
Note. Valves for independent variables and medialors are beta

weights. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
*% p < 01, ¥*%Fp < 001,

The findings generally replicated previous procedural justice
studies in showing that relational judgments were significantly
linked to compliance in three of the four studies, to extrarole
behaviors in two of the three studies in which they were as-
sessed, to group commitment in both of the studies in which it
was assessed, and to self-esteem in all three studies in which it
was assessed, In all, our analyses replicated previous research in
10 of 12 analyses. Furthermore, instrumental judgments were
not significantly related to any of the dependent variables ex-
cept in 2 of the analyses that we conducted.

Table 10 reports on the mediation analyses for compliance
with group rules. In three of four cases relational judgments

Table 9
Relationships Between Feelings About Group
Membership and Self-Esteem

Feelings about group Self-esteem

membership and

independent variables Family University Nation
Group pride e K it 2%
RZ .09‘*#3 '05!**‘ .01*"
Group pride X i ) b .09
Instrumental judgments .03 .04 — 23
Relational judgments -.08 04 240
R2 _09**** _04!!*** '041&***
Respect within group I} i I S KT S
RZ -23**** ‘24*1!#* R l 2‘#‘*
Respect within group 52w 4R 3w
Instrumental judgments —.01 06 - 25%%%
Relational judgments -.08 05 K
R VA i 24w L JGumak
Note. Values for independent wvariables and mediators are beta

weights. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
g < 01 PR < 001

influenced compliance. Of those three cases the combined anal-
ysis (including both pride and respect) shows one case of full
mediation { family ), one of partial mediation { nation }, and one
of no mediation { work ). When extrarole behavior was the inde-
pendent variable {see Table 11), relational judgments exerted
an influence in two of three cases. Of those cases a joint analysis
indicated one instance of full mediation (family) and one of
partial mediation (university). In the case of commitment
(Table 12), relational judgments influenced commitment in
both cases examined, Furthermore, both showed full media-
tion. Finally, with self-esteem, relational judgments influenced
sclf-esteem in three of three cases. In two of those cases full
mediation was found (family, university) and in one there was
partial mediation { nation ). Overall, relational judgments were
influential in 10 of 12 cases, and in those 10 cases 6 were fully
mediated by pride or respect, and 3 were partially mediated.
Only | was not mediated by pride and respect.

Discussion
Psychological Dynamics of the Group-Value Model

Previous research has documented that procedural justice
judgments are central to the effectiveness of authorities in
groups. Existing frameworks appear ill-suited, however, to ex-
plain some of the recent, striking findings of procedural justice
rescarch—in particular, the strong effects of fairness judgments
on group-oriented attitudes and behaviors. The group-value
model (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1989, Tyvler & Lind, 1992)
draws on insights from social identity theory for a new theoret-
ical framework within which to understand these findings. The
model suggests that authority structures, particularly people’s
perceptions of their relationships to group authorities, are sig-
nificantly linked to people’s feelings about group membership.
These feelings, in turn, are suggested to mediate between peo-
ple’s justice evaluations of group authorities and their attitudes
and behaviors toward the group.

Across four studies, the resulis generally supported the group-
value model. First, in accordance with patterns of results shown
in previous research, relational aspects of people’s fairness eval-
uvations of group authorities tended to be more strongly related
to their attitudes and behaviors than did instrumental, out-
come-oriented aspects of these evaluations. Second, the rela-
tional aspects of procedural fairness were significantly related
to two distinct types of feelings about group membership: pride
in group membership and perceived respect within groups.
Third, feelings of pride and respect mediate between relational
judgments about group authorities and three types of group-
oriented behaviors and attitudes typically studied in recent pro-
cedural justice research: compliance with group rules, group
commitment, and extrarole behavior directed at groups. In
seven of nine cases, relational indicators influenced group-ori-
ented attitudes and behaviors. Of those seven cases, four show
complete mediation of the effect by pride or respect, two show
partial mediation, and only one shows no evidence of media-
tion. Fourth, the significant relationships between relational
Jjudgments about the actions of group authorities, feelings of
pride and respect, and self-esteemn support the group-value
model’s argument that procedures communicate identity-rele-
vant information. In all three cases studied, self-esteem was in-
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Table 10

Results of Mediated Analysis of Compliance With Group Rules

Compliance with group rules

Evaluations of authorities

and mediators Family Work University Nation
Instrumental judgments ~.03 05 -.03 07
Relational judgments 3 R iy 09 Jgmeaek
R.’E N 1 5**** . lO**#* ‘00 R 1 5**#*
Instrumental judgments ~.04 09 —.01 .06
Relational judgments A R A .03 R R
Group pride K 27 g B2
RIZ .22**** ‘16**** .01* ‘18****
Instrumental judgments -06 07 -.02 06
Relational judgments 2GreeE 25%Ex .07 J4reex
Respect within group Y R 1 gEx B Ehad .08
RZ .26#iﬂt* '13**** ,02** . 16****
Instrumental judgments —.06 A1 -.01 05
Relational judgments 12 K .02 ¥
Group pride PR i 24ak .10 20%*
Respect within group VA BT . 2% 04
RZ ;291!‘!!3'! ~ l ‘7**** .02** . 1 8****

Nute.  Values for independent variables and mediators are bela weights. See Results section for details

regarding the different analyses.
*n< 10

fluenced by relational judgments, and in all three cases that
effect is mediated by pride and respect (1wo cases of full media-
tion; one of partial mediation).

Replications of these findings across four very different group
contexts—from the small intimate relationships representative
of families to the impersonal symbolic nature of the relation-
ship between citizens and the Supreme Court—attest to the ro-

Table 11
Results of Mediated Analysis of Extrarole Behaviors

Extrarole behaviors

Evaluations of authorities

and mediators Family Work University
Instrumental judgments —.01 13 —.13
Relational judgments 2g ko 07 2w
RZ ‘UB**** ‘03*1!!* ‘04****
Instrumental judgments 00 08 -.09
Relational judgments -.03 .05 B Eha
Group pride T b IS 2w
RZ ‘24**** . 19**** '08$t**
Instrumental judgments -.02 11 —.08
Relational judgments L gEEx A5 1§k
Respect within group 27w A 1
R2 . l l***ﬂl ,09**.“ , 18****
Instrumental judgments -.01 .06 ~.08
Relational judgments —.06 .01 15%
Group pride 4grE i .08
Respect within group 3 R ek
R2 ‘25**** .22***' . l 9****

Note. Values for independent variables and mediators are beta
weights, See Results section for details regarding the different analyses,
= p< 05 **p< 1. ¥ep < 001,

p < 05, **p < 01 o < 001

bustness of the group-value model. Of course, not all the data
sets showed equally strong relationships, suggesting that
contextual differences are an important question for future re-
search. In our analyses, the family data set showed the strongest
support for the group-value medel, and the national data sct
revealed the weakest relationships. Several factors distinguish
the family context from the other research contexts. First, par-
ents are easily identifiable as an authority representing the fam-
ily group. In contrast, the university authorities with whom stu-
dents resolved their conflicts (in the university study), or the
supervisors with whom workers resolved their grievances (in the
work study), may not have been viewed as representative of the
university community or work organization, respectively. For
example, many students described a single interaction with the
professor or staffperson. Therefore, it might be easy to dismiss
the authority’s treatment as nonrepresentative of the group’s
general attitudes.

A second important difference between these group contexts
is the frequency of people’s experiences with the relevant au-
thority. In the university study, for instance, students often de-
scribed a one-time interaction with a university authority dur-
ing which a particular school-related conflict was resolved. Re-
spondents in the national study had no direct experiences with
the U.S. Supreme Court. In contrast, students’ description of
a conflict with their parent(s) represents one experience in a
continuous relationship. Unfair treatment by a parent may be
more personally meaningful than unfair treatment by a profes-
sor or a Supreme Court judge. Furthermore, for college stu-
dents, a parent’s decision about family issues may be more im-
portant and influential than a professor’s decision about a
grade. Similarly, a supervisor’s decision may mean immediate
changes for an emplovee, whereas a Supreme Court decision
may mean little change for most citizens.
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Table 12
Resuits of Mediated Analysis of Group Commitmeni

Group commitment

Evaluations of authoritics

and mediators Work University
Instrumental judgments A S —.06
Relational judgments D5k KT
Rr? Bl Sacnd ol Lk
Instrumental judgments 11 02
Relational judgments .08 09
Group pride G2 S makx
R? 4pieton 3] s
Instrumental judgments VA Sk —.04
Relational judgments 5%k L g
Respect within group 01 26 FHRx
RZ . 16**** . 15****
Instrumental judgments 2% .02
Relational judgments .04 .09
Group pride KT i Agrers
Respect within group —.10 g2
Rz (GREwEE .32***1-
Note. Values for independent variables and mediators are beta

weights. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
®p< 05, Mp < 0] Y0 < 001

Still, it is important 1o recognize that our results suggest that
even a single interaction with an authority can shape group-
oriented attitudes and opinions. If people view authorities as
representative of an important group, a single experience can
be emblematic of general group opinions. On the one hand, stu-
dents can view an appoiniment with a disrespectful and rude
financial aid staffperson as an unusual event. On the other hand,

Table 13
Results of Mediated Analysis of Self-Esteem
Self-esteem

Evaluations of authorities

and mediators Family University Nation
Instrumental judgments 02 .01 — 23w
Relational judgmenis Lar* 14x¥ L 28xrn
R 02%* o1+ gres
Instrumental judgments 03 04 —. 23k
Relational judgments -.08 .04 24wk
Group pride I Kb VA b .09
RZ .09*""* .04:&** Kol Ll
Instrumental judgments -0l 06 —.25mwx
Relational judgments ~.08 05 VX saad
Respect within group S2menn I} J4manx
R.'Z .23‘*** _24#*** '15****
Instrumental judgments —.0t 06 — 25wk
Relational judgments -.06 .03 22w
Group pride K Mt 03 .01
Respect within group I H fid 47w Y g
RZ .26**** ‘241*** '1411***
Note. Values for independent variables and mediators are beta
weights. See Results section for details regarding the different analyses.
*p< 10, *p<.05. **p< 0. *p < 001

they can view the same interaction as yet another example of a
cold and unfeeling bureaucracy. Furthermore, the possibility
that the same dynamics occur in evaluations of national politi-
cal authorities suggests that evidence of fair or unfair relational
treatment does not necessarily require personal experience. It
may be enough to know of others’ experiences, or to expect cer-
tain types of experiences. Certainly, voters form opinions of po-
litical candidates” moral character without personal contact
{ Tyler & Degoey, 1996).

The evidence from these studies shows how relational evalua-
tions—respectful, neutral, and trustworthy treatment from au-
thorities—can facilitate group-oriented behavior. People do not
have to get favorable outcomes, or feel they have control over deci-
sions, before they will comply with group rules or do things on
behalf of the group. Instead, relationally fair treatment can pro-
mote feelings of pride and respect that in turn encourage group-
serving behavior. This is a low-cost way for leaders and authorities
to be effective. It shows how leaders can pursue long-term group
interests without having to provide for individual short-term ben-
efits. The optimistic implications of the group-value model are a
stark contrast to more instrumental models of the person that sug-
gest people’s attitudes and behaviors reflect their understanding of
personal costs and benefits.

However, because these data are correlational, any causal in-
ferences should be made cautiously, if at all. Of particular con-
cern is whether feelings of pride and respect shape procedural
justice judgments, instead of the reverse. Conversely, of concern
is whether, for instance, engaging in group-serving behaviors or
having high self-esteem leads people to believe they are more
respected within their group or feel greater pride in group mem-
bership. Partial support for the proposed causal direction of
these effects can been gleaned from longitudinal studies of pro-
cedural justice effects. For example, Brockner et al. (1992)
found that the perceived fairness of an organizational layoff
changed workers® commitment to their work organization. Par-
tial support can also be derived from experimental studies of
group behavior. Social identity studies have shown, for instance,
that when participants are arbitrarily assigned to a group and
positively evaluate that group, they generally engage in attitudes
and behaviors that benefit the group (Maas & Schaller, 1991 ).
Recent experimental research also has shown that participants
reported significantly higher self-esteem when the research as-
sistant treated them respectfully and fairly than when the re-
search assistant treated them inconsiderately and unfairly
(Koper et al., 1993). These results suggests that it is not unrea-
sonable to argue that relationally fair treatment and respect
promote feclings of self-esteer and group-oriented behavior
and attitudes.

The group-value model hypothesizes that the fairness of spe-
cific interactions with authorities shapes general feelings of
pride and respect, which in turn influence general group-ori-
ented attitudes and behavior. However, in this research we have
not considered the variable most widely studied in justice re-
search—the voluntary acceptance of decisions. A replication of
the analyses that focused on decision acceptance suggested that,
although voluntary acceptance of decisions was strongly related
to relational judgments about authorities, feelings of pride and
respect did not mediate that relationship to a significant degree.

Although the pattern of findings in the case of decision accep-
tance differed from those reported earlier in this article, 1t is
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not necessarily contrary to the predictions of the group-value
model. First, we assessed voluntary decision acceptance, as it
has been in many previous studies, by asking respondents about
their willingness to accept a decision within a specific dispute
they had described. Quite possibly, if respondents had been
asked about the degree to which they generally were willing to
accept the decisions of a group authority, the same psychologi-
cal dynamics as revealed above would have been shown. Such
a general-acceptance variable would parallel more closely the
general attitudes and behaviors toward groups assessed above.

Second, people’s willingness to accept particular decisions by
group authorities may be related to their general attitudes to-
ward their groups, attitudes that we have shown to be linked to
judgments about group authorities. To test this latter possibility,
we created an overall index of workers’ attitudes toward their
organization (in the work study) by combining the variables of
commitment, feelings of obligation to comply with work rules,
and willingness to engage in extrarole behaviors. The overall in-
dex explained 20% (p < .001) of respondents’ willingness to
voluntarily accept a particular decision made by their supervi-
sors. Similarly, in the family study, we created an overall attitude
index by combining the variables reflecting feelings of obliga-
tion 1o comply with family rules and willingness to engage in
extrarole behaviors. Thirteen percent (p < 001 ) of the variance
in willingness to voluntarily accept particular parental deci-
sions was explained by this overall index. Relational judgments
about group authorities, then, may affect the willingness to ac-
cept decisions directly, and indirectly through its covariation
with people’s general attitudes toward their groups.

In summary, the group-value mode! provides an exciting new
way of examining the psychological underpinnings of proce-
dural justice effects. Although a number of issues still need to
be resolved, the findings of our analyses provide the first support
for the hypotheses proposed in the model. Furthermore, the
findings suggest a number of fruitful avenues for future
research.

Implications of the Group-Value Model for Social
fdentity Theory

As noted earlier in the article, the group-value model draws
heavily from social identity theory, a theory that suggests that
people draw a sense of identity from group membership and
that such sense of identity is related to group-oriented attitudes
and behaviors. As we noted, the group-value model and social
identity theory differ in at least one important aspect: The
group-value model is mainly concerned with explaining intra-
group dynamics, whereas social identity theory is primarily
concerned with explaining intergroup dynamics. In focusing on
intergroup relations, social identity theorists have focused on
how feelings about a social category as a whole (in contrast to
other social categories) affect people’s attitudes and behaviors.
An important contribution of our research, however, is the sug-
gestion that people consider two sources of information about
their social category: their position within the group (respect),
and the position of the group as a whole (pride). Feelings of
group pride correspond more directly to the group-level judg-
ments that have been the focus of social identity theorists. In
this section, we discuss how paying attention to issues of respect

within groups, and how they are linked to authority structures
in groups, can inform social identity research and theory.

Social identity theory predicts that people’s senses of self-
worth are affected by their evaluations of the groups to which
they belong. Unfortunately, related empirical research has not
consistently supported this hypothesis (for reviews see Hogg &
Abrams, 1988, 1990; Maass & Schaller, 1991; Messick &
Mackie, 1989 ). Our results, however, suggest that group mem-
bership may still be related to self-evaluations but that feelings
about the self are more influenced by people’s perceptions of
respect within groups than their evaluations of the entire group
{pride). In all three studies, respect explained more of the vari-
ance in self-esteem than did pride.

These results can explain why, even when people are able to
change groups, they often remain identified with marginal, stig-
matized, or low-status groups ( Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, de
Vries, & Wilke, 1988; Pettigrew, 1978 ). Being a respected mem-
ber of a marginal group may be better for one’s sense of self than
being a marginal member of a respected group. For example,
much of the recent writing by minority group members about
affirmative action stresses the potential subjective emptiness of
the objective gains that occur through affirmative action pro-
grams { Nacoste, 1990). Such gains do not enhance minority
members’ senses of self if they feel that they are not gaining the
respect of those in the occupations that they join.

The relationship between evaluations of respect within
groups and self-esteern might also explain why out-group prej-
udice and discrimination, which social identity theory posits
arise naturally from people’s need 10 bolster their self-esteem,
have not been consistently found in social identity research (see
Hinkle & Brown, 1990). Some studies have shown that group
members with low self-esteem are more likely to derogate out-
groups, whereas other studies have found that group members
with high self-esteem are more likely to derogate out-groups
(see Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Long, Spears, & Manstead,
1994), One explanation for this inconsistency is that people
who do not feel respected by an advantaged group may be mo-
tivated to focus on the status of their larger group compared
with other groups, and not their personal place within their
group, to bolster their self-esteem. In contrast, individuals who
feel they are valued members of their group, even if that group
is of low status, may not need to focus on intergroup compari-
sons and out-group derogation to raise their positive feelings
about themselves.

Social identity theorists have recently begun to acknowledge
the potential weaknesses of their sole focus on the categorical
characteristics of groups in comparisons to other groups. Hin-
kle and Brown (1990}, for instance, suggested that “{group]
membership seems more bound up with dynamics within the
group than with any relationship between that group and oth-
ers” {p. 67). It is interesting to note that the recognition of in-
tragroup dynamics parallels the empirical shift from using the
minimal-group paradigm to studving the effects of social cate-
gorization in experimental settings to natural groups and field
research. An important difference between laboratory and real-
world groups is that real-world groups are established groups in
which ongoing social relationships are expressed in authority
structures and differentiation among group members. It is pre-
cisely these types of structured and differentiated groups that
have been the focus of procedural justice research (see Lind &
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Tyler, 1988, and Tyler & Lind, 1992, for reviews). The inclu-
sion, then, of feelings of respect within groups, and how people’s
relationships to group authorities affect these feelings, in a so-
cial identity theory framework may provide a more complete
picture of how people derive a sense of self-worth from group
membership than does social identity theoryv’s emphasis on
evaluations of one group in comparison to others.

If, as we suggest, respect, as an evaluation of one’s position
within the group, can supplement the traditional focus of social
identity theory on evaluations of groups as a whole (pride). a
key question for future rescarch is a clearer conceptualization
of what respect is. For cxample, in all four of the present studies,
respondents were asked whether other group members would
approve of their lifestyle, respect their values, and appreciate
their accomplishments, if those group members knew them well.
Qur intention was to create a series of questions that would be
appropriate even in contexts (such as the nation study ) in which
all group members could not possibly know the respondent. By
drawing attention to other group members’ opinions, we hoped
to learn people’s views of what other group members thought,
not what they thought of themselves. However, respondents may
have interpreted the questions as asking whether they really de-
served respect, rather than how they thought other group mem-
bers viewed them. Fortunately, these questions were closely re-
lated to other questions that more directly measured people’s
assessments of their social reputation (e.g., “I believe that most
members of the university community respect me”). However,
the potential ambiguity of these questions suggests that an im-
portant goal for future research will be to determine whether
respect represents people’s subjective evaluations of how the
group, as a whole, values them as the group-value model hy-
pothesizes or whether respect captures the quality of a particu-
lar set of interpersonal relationships.

Implications of Social Identity Theory for the
Group-Value Model

In the preceding section we discussed how the group-value
model can make theoretical contributions to social identity the-
ory and research, In this final section, the reverse~~how social
identity theory can further inform the group-value model-—is
discussed.

As we noted, social identity theory argues that people’s atti-
tudes and behaviors are affected by evaluative comparisons be-
tween groups (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Interestingly, the group-value model does not address such
comparative processes; only “absolute™ levels of pride and re-
spect, void of explicit comparisons between groups or individu-
als within groups, are considered. Moreover, only absolute levels
of procedural justice judgments are considered, without paying
attention to the possibility that people engage in comparative
evaluations between procedures or treatment by authorities, ei-
ther within groups or across groups. This points to a potential
limitation of the group-value model. People could, for example,
be influenced by how fairly they feel treated by group authori-
ties relative to other individuals. If so, then many of the same
invidious comparisons that social identity theory suggests occur
between groups (“‘My group is better than your group”) could
also occur in terms of relative respect within groups (1 am a
more valued group member than you are™ ). These comparative

aspects of evaluations of group authorities, pride, and respect
were not examined in the studies reported in this article and
should be explored in future studies.

Finally, social identity theory and research remind us that
individuals arc members of many different groups. This could
take the form of cross-cutting group memberships (e.g., being
female and African American) and nested group member-
ships—that is, groups existing within groups. Although the re-
search reported in this article was limited to investigations of
individuals’ connections to a single group and its representative
authority, there are numerous social situations in which people
may be members of groups included within larger social catego-
ries. This suggests morc complex questions, for instance, about
whether feelings that one’s group is respected by the larger su-
perordinate category and its corresponding authorities will in-
fluence people’s attitudes and behavior { e.g., does the university
administration respect the psychology department; Thompson,
Kray, & Lind, 1994). This possibility of multiple group mem-
berships also suggests that people’s choices of the groups with
which they identify may influence their judgments of proce-
dural justice (H. J. Smith & Tyler, in press; Huo et al., 1996)
and hence the psychelogical dynamics proposed by the group-
value model.

CONCLUSION

Procedural justice research documents the many positive and
unexpected consequences of fair and respectful treatment. Pro-
cedural justice not only encourages people to accept unfavor-
able decisions, but it also promotes commitment, loyalty, and
effort on behalf of the larger group. Our results show why pro-
cedural justice is related (o group-oriented attitudes and behav-
iors. Fair and respectful treatment by authorities who represent
important groups communicates feelings of respect and pride.
Feelings of respect and pride, in turn, are related to self-esteem,
feelings of obligation 1o group authorities, and the desire to help
the group beyond what is required. Together, these two con-
cepts—pride and respect—can explain several inconsistencies
in previous research and outline when people will be willing to
act in their group’s interest, cven when it conflicts with their
personal desires.
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Appendix

Intercorrelations Among Items in Each Study

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Study {: Family

1. Relational judgments 3.32 1.31 -

2. Relational judgments X identification - —? 68 —

3. Instrumental judgments 3.78 1.47 .56 .39 —

4, Pride 2.82 1.26 43 .61 22 —_

5. Respect 243 1.09 43 45 22 43 —_

6. Compliance 2.40 0.82 28 .39 1 A5 47 —

7. Extrarole 2,74 0.91 17 .28 10 49 .30 .56 —

8. Commitment — —4 - e e —2 - - - —

9. Self-esteem 3.09 1.07 16 15 .07 31 A48 22 17 —a —
Study 2: Work

I, Relational judgments 1.96 0.88 —

2. Relational judgments X identification 6.30 3.40 .85 —

3. Instrumental judgments 2.40 0.86 .74 62 o

4. Pride 2.08 0.66 38 38 33 —

5. Respect 1.73 (.58 Ry .20 03 A1 —

6. Compliance 2.06 0.88 .30 .33 .23 10 24 —

7. Extrarole 1.72 0.49 16 A7 20 45 22 02 —

8. Commitment 2.25 0.75 .37 38 37 .69 .05 .08 31 —

9. Self-esteem —2 — - - - - —* -t — - —_—

Study 3: University

1. Relational judgments 2.52 0.73 —

2. Relational judgments X identification 5.12 2.48 68 —

3. Instrumental judgments 3.02 0.83 .60 47 —

4. Pride 241 0.97 17 41 08 —

S. Respect 2.87 1.05 .01 14 -0l 37 -

6. Comphance 1.6¢ 0.59 .09 08 .01 15 16 —

7. Extrarole 2.29 0.54 .00 .20 .00 27 41 16 —

8. Commitment (.74 0.64 A3 31 10 .56 30 16 27 —

9. Self-esteem 1.97 0.70 08 14 07 23 49 21 28 .29 —
Study 4: Nation

1. Relational judgments 3.52 1.27 -

2. Relational judgments X identification 10.86 4.93 80

3. Instrumental judgments 3.55 1.06 73 .69 —_

4. Pride 2.36 1.39 33 38 .30 —_

5. Respect 2.49 1.25 NE] .14 16 .29 —

6. Compliance 4.30 1.36 .30 34 30 .34 16 —

7. Extrarole - — — - - — — — —_

8. Commitment —2 —2 —= —2 -2 —4 —* - —2 —_

9. Self-esteem 2.40 0.95 05 03 .04 12 35 —= - 02 —

2 Variable was not included in the data set.
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