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Effects of "Voice" and Peer Opinions on Responses to Inequity
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Two experiments investigated the effects of "voice" (participating in allocation
decision making by expressing one's own opinion about the preferred alloca-
tion) on responses to an inequitable allocation. In addition to subjects' (female
college students) either having or not having voice, Experiment 1 manipulated
(a) whether the allocation made by a "decision maker" (supposedly another
subject but actually the experimenter) was or was not biased (due to self-
interest) and (b) whether the subject did or did not learn that a "co-worker"
believed the allocation to be inequitable. Experiment 2 (with female high school
students) manipulated the presence or absence of voice and involved only a
self-interested decision maker; also, a note from a co-worker either supported
the decision maker's allocation or confirmed the subject's opinion that the allo-
cation was inequitable. In both experiments, the impact of voice was mediated
by knowledge about the co-worker's opinion. When subjects had no knowledge
of the co-worker's opinion (Experiment 1) or knew that the co-worker's opinion
coincided with the decision maker's allocation (Experiment 2), there was evi-
dence for a "fair process effect": Voice subjects expressed greater satisfaction
than those with no voice.

How do people know that they have been
treated fairly? According to equity theory
(Adams, 1965; Walster, Berscheid, & Wal-
ster, 1973), a distribution of outcomes is con-
sidered fair (equitable) if the ratio of out-
comes to inputs is constant across people.
Apart from considerations of equity, however,
fairness judgments may also be affected by
whether a distribution is the result of an ac-
ceptable decision-making procedure (see the
distinction between distributive and proce-
dural justice in Folger, 1977; Leventhal,
1976; and Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Deutsch
(1975), in discussing how "injustice of deci-
sion-making procedures" affects the percep-
tion of justice, makes the following argument:
"There is much social psychological research
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which would suggest that . . . [procedural]
injustice is the most fundamental. The re-
search to which I am referring indicates that
people are more apt to accept decisions and
their consequences if they have participated
in making them" (p. 139).

Indeed, many classic studies support
Deutsch's position. Lewin, Lippitt, and White
(1939), for example, found that the unity of
a group was greater under democratic leaders
than under autocratic or laissez-faire leaders.
Similarly, Shaw (1955) found group members
to be more satisfied under nonauthoritarian
than under authoritarian leaders. Another
classic example is Leavitt's (1951) research
on communication networks, which found
that the satisfaction of group members in-
creased as the centrality of their position
(opportunity to influence decisions) increased.
Reviewing related research, Lawler (1975)
concluded that workers' participation in deci-
sion making can lead to both greater worker
satisfaction and higher productivity.

There is, however, an ambiguity in this re-
search. Positive feelings may reflect the con-
sequences of participation rather than par-

Copyright 1979 by the American Psychological Association, Inc. 0022-3514/79/3712-2253$00.75

2253



2254 FOLGER, ROSENFIELD, GROVE, AND CORKRAN

ticipation per se (i.e., increased participation
in decision making might ordinarily lead to
people actually obtaining more favorable out-
comes). Although those given an opportunity
to make their preferences known can hope to
influence the outcome, it is clear that they
may at times be unsuccessful. It is important,
therefore, to distinguish between (a) the re-
sponse to an opportunity to exercise a "voice"
in decision making (cf. Folger, 1977; Hirsch-
man, 1970)1 and (b) the response to the out-
come of having exercised voice. A key issue
is whether voice is in itself sufficient to induce
greater acceptance of decisions that result in
inferior outcomes.

Thibaut and Walker (1975) provide an
encouraging answer to this question in sug-
gesting that the opportunity to present evi-
dence supporting one's own case (voice) has a
remarkable effect on a defendant's satisfaction
with the verdict. Their research has demon-
strated (1975; see also LaTour, 1978;
Walker, LaTour, Lind, & Thibaut, 1974) that
the more such voice is available, the more an
otherwise intolerable outcome (e.g., a guilty
verdict imposed on those who think them-
selves innocent) becomes relatively accept-
able.

We will refer to Thibaut and Walker's pat-
tern of results as the fair process effect, This
effect refers to cases in which greater satisfac-
tion results from giving people a voice in de-
cisions. Thibaut and Walker's results suggest
that satisfaction with the procedure may also
generalize to other aspects of the situation
(e.g., the distribution of outcomes). Our in-
vestigation concerns the generality of the fair
process effect, and we begin by examining an
experiment that produced the opposite results
—a pattern that we will term the frustration
effect.

In a study by Thibaut, Friedland, and
Walker (1974), each of four subjects was
assigned the role of a "corporation" in an in-
dustrial simulation. A fifth participant, actu-
ally a confederate, was assigned the role of a
"government" empowered to collect taxes ac-
cording to one of two fiscal policies, one being
fair and the other being inequitable (the fol-
lowing account pertains only to inequitable
conditions). In the "participation" condition,

the fiscal policy was allegedly determined by
a vote of all participants (a voice procedure).
Bogus feedback about this vote showed that
two corporations had voted for the equitable
policy and two for the inequitable policy and
that the government had cast the tie-break-
ing vote that established the inequitable
policy. In the "no-participation" condition,
the government decided on the inequitable
policy without consulting the corporations.

The results showed that the proportion of
taxes paid to taxes owed was approximately
twice as high among no-participation sub-
jects as among participation subjects (i.e.,
those who had voice were more likely to ex-
press discontent with the inequitable policy
by cheating on their taxes). Thibaut et al.
explained these results, which are clearly
opposite from a fair procedure effect, by sug-
gesting that discontent is intensified when-
ever a participative process raises hopes for a
desired outcome and those hopes are dashed.

Thus the proposed mechanism whereby
voice can cause heightened displeasure is
increased frustration due to raised expecta-
tions (hence the term frustration effect). But
if voice enhances frustration when outcomes
are inferior, why was the opposite, fair pro-
cess, effect evident in the LaTour (1978) and
Walker et al. (1974) studies, which involved
unfavorable outcomes? One possible answer
(Thibaut, Note 1) is that although the deci-
sion maker in these latter studies was a neu-
tral or "disinterested" third party, the gov-
ernment in the Thibaut et al. (1974) study
was clearly voting for its own self-interest.
However, Folger (1977) found a fair process
effect under some conditions in which the

1 The original use of the term voice by Hirschman
(1970) was in the context of alternative responses
to declining outcomes. At the same time, however, a
more general usage was suggested by passages such
as the following (pp. 16, 30): "Voice is political
action par excellence"; "voice is nothing but a basic
portion and function of any political system, known
sometimes as 'interest articulation.'" It is in this
sense of interest articulation that we use the word
voice in place of longer locutions such as "oppor-
tunity to express opinions and preferences or to pre-
sent facts relevant to one's position in the context
of decision making."
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allocator did benefit directly from this in-
equity, as was the case in the Thibaut et al.
study. Since this result demonstrates a fair
process effect even when the allocator's self-
interest could have biased the decision, it
appears that some other aspect of the Thi-
baut et al. study was responsible for the
frustration effect.

We suggest that the frustration effect in
the study of Thibaut et al. was due to the
feedback subjects did or did not receive about
the other subjects' opinions. Since no vote
was allowed in the no-participation condition,
subjects in this condition did not know the
fiscal policy the other corporations favored.
In contrast, each subject in the participation
condition learned that in addition to himself,
one other corporation had opposed the in-
equitable policy; thus these subjects had so-
cial support for their opinions.

The importance of such social support is
highlighted by Asch's (1952) conformity
studies. When the majority's unanimity was
broken by a single confederate, the ordinarily
substantial rate of conformity was markedly
reduced. Perhaps a similar phenomenon oc-
curred when participation subjects learned
that one other corporation agreed with their
own opinion: This support from a solitary
peer may have reduced these subjects' tend-
encies to conform to the government's opin-
ion, thereby leaving them more dissatisfied
with the inequitable result. Unfortunately,
since voice and feedback about others' opin-
ions were confounded in the Thibaut et al.
experiment, it is impossible to determine
which factor was responsible for the obtained
effect. The present line of investigation in-
volves two experiments designed to shed light
on this issue by manipulating procedure and
feedback independently of one another.

It is predicted that voice will interact with
the feedback the subject receives concerning
the other subject's opinion. The exercise of
voice should lead to more positive responses
when subjects do not receive any feedback
from others supporting their own opinion that
the decision was unfair, conditions similar to
those that yielded a fair process effect in the
LaTour (1978) and Walker et al. (1974)
studies. However, when subjects receive in-

formation from others that confirms their be-
liefs and indicates that the final decision was
inequitable (as in the Thibaut et al. study),
then voice may not lead to a fair process
effect. Additionally, Experiment 1 will include
a manipulation of whether the decision maker
is biased or unbiased. As noted above, Thi-
baut has suggested that voice may not lead to
a fair process effect if the decision maker has
some external inducement that might have
biased his or her decision.

Experiment 1

Method

Subjects. The subjects were 82 female undergrad-
uates enrolled in an introductory psychology course.
They received extra credit for participating in the
experiment. Although the gender was restricted pri-
marily for convenience, it should be noted that pre-
vious research has suggested that females are more
likely than males to prefer an equal division of out-
comes (e.g., Leventhal & Lane, 1970).

Procedure. The participants, scheduled in groups
of three, were seated in separate rooms and listened
to taped instructions. They were told that the study
was simulating business decision making and that a
random drawing would assign subjects to the roles
of "decision maker" and "workers" (each person
was actually assigned the worker role). Workers
were to make small words from the letters of a
larger word and to help evaluate the decision maker's
effectiveness. There would be two sessions of four
word-making trials, and on each trial the decision
maker would select from a list of words a subset
that would be given to the two workers (making
the selection so that the number of possible smaller
words would be maximized). The subjects were also
told that they would receive lottery tickets for a $50
prize as additional compensation. Nine tickets were
to be distributed during each of the two work ses-
sions, with three of those tickets going to the deci-
sion maker. The decision maker would decide how to
divide the remaining six tickets between the two
workers.

Subjects in the unbiased decision-maker condition
were told that whoever drew the role of decision
maker would keep that role for both work sessions,
which meant that she would receive the same number
of tickets regardless of how she chose to allocate the
workers' tickets. In the biased condition, the person
initially chosen as decision maker would have that
role for one session only. During the second session,
one of the workers would become the new decision
maker and would be in a position to determine how
many tickets the original, first-session decision maker
would receive during the second session. Thus, the
decision maker's ticket allocation during the first
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session might be biased because she would have an
extrinsic reason to favor one worker (the one who
would be the next decision maker) over the other.

In all conditions, the drawing was rigged so that
the subject believed that she would be a worker
(Worker B) during both sessions. In the biased con-
dition, she also believed that the other worker for
the first session (Worker A) would be the decision
maker during the second session. Note that subjects
thought the initial decision maker knew which first
session worker would be the decision maker during
the second session (Worker A).

After the first session, every subject was asked
to complete ("for our records") an "opinion card"
on which she wrote her ideas of the fair way to
divide the lottery tickets for that session. In the
voice conditions, the experimenter then added the
following statement:

Even though the decision maker will be making
the final decision about how the lottery tickets will
be divided, one of you workers will have an op-
portunity to let her know what you think is fair
before she makes her decision. We will have a
drawing and the worker who wins the drawing
will get to have her opinion card shown to the
decision maker.

Subjects in the mute (no voice) condition were not
given these additional instructions.

Before the subject filled out her opinion card, the
experimenter counted the total number of smaller
words that she had made (supposedly to be reported
to the decision maker) and told the subject how
many words the other worker had allegedly formed
(one more than the subject's total). The experimenter
then left, taking the opinion card with her in the
voice conditions. The experimenter administered the
feedback manipulation upon her return. Subjects in
the inequity-confirmed conditions were told that the
co-worker had suggested an even split of the six
tickets, whereas the decision maker had chosen to
give that co-worker four of the tickets and to give
the subject only two. The information about the co-
worker's opinion thereby reinforced the subject's
feelings that a 3-3 split was fair and confirmed that
the 4-2 decision was inequitable. Subjects in the no-
feedback conditions were only told about the decision
maker's allocation (a 4-2 split favoring the other
worker). It should be noted that in the biased con-
dition, the 4-2 split favored the worker who was to
become the decision maker during the next session.
Thus that decision could apparently have been due
to the decision maker's desire to be treated favor-
ably during the second session.

Subjects were then given a questionnaire to eval-
uate the effectiveness of the decision maker. Included
were items concerning the subject's feelings about the
fairness of the allocation and about the fairness of
the decision-making process, each answered on a
scale anchored by "very unfair" (1) and "very fair"
(11). Another item assessed subjects' general satis-
faction with the work situation on a scale ranging

from "very dissatisfied" (1) to "very satisfied" (11).
Finally, two questions asked the subjects to rate
their decision maker on scales of "incompetent" (1)
to "competent" (11) and "inefficient" (1) to "effi-
cient" (11). Answers to these two items were
summed to obtain an average rating of the decision
maker.

After completing the questionnaire, the subjects
were told that there was not enough time left to
finish the experiment. The experimenter then at-
tempted to assess any suspicions that the subjects
had and debriefed them. The subjects were also told
that they would each receive three tickets for the
lottery. A lottery drawing actually took place at the
end of the semester, and the winner was given her
$50.

Results and Discussion

The results were analyzed by a 2 X 2 X 2
multivariate analysis of variance. This
MANOVA revealed that the Feedback (No
Feedback vs. Inequity-Confirmed) X Proce-
dure (Voice vs. Mute) interaction was signif-
icant, F(4, 71) = 2.77, p< .05. Also, the
procedure main effect was marginally signif-
icant, F(4, 71) = 2.07, p < .09. Given these
results, univariate analyses of variance
(ANOVAS) were examined to determine the na-
ture of these effects.

The univariate ANOVAS showed significant
procedure main effects on the fairness of the
process, the ratings of the decision maker, and
the fairness of the allocation, F(l, 74) =
7.4S, p < .01; F(l, 74) = 4.30, p < .OS; and
F(l, 74) = 5.72, p < .05, respectively. As
Table 1 shows, subjects in voice conditions
generally expressed more positive feelings
than those in the mute conditions. Note, how-
ever, that the mute-voice differences are al-
ways larger within the no-feedback condition;
these differences are generally quite minimal
in the inequity-confirmed condition and are
even reversed slightly on the satisfaction mea-
sure.

In fact, the procedure main effect is qual-
ified by the significant Feedback X Proce-
dure interaction, indicating that the main
effect was due almost entirely to the large
differences within the no-feedback condition.
This interaction was significant on the uni-
variate analyses of the fairness of the deci-
sion-making process and the subject's satis-
faction with the work situation, F(l, 74) =
5.34, p < .05, and F(l, 74) = 4.89, p < .05,
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Table 1
Responses to Inequity as a Function of
Procedure and Feedback, Experiment 1

Inequity No
confirmed feedback

Measure Mute Voice Mute Voice

Fairness of the
process

Fairness of the
decision

Satisfaction
Ratings of

decision maker8

6.7

4.9
8.1

14.6

7.0

6.4
7.7

15.3

5.6

6.0
7.6

15.0

8.8

7.8
9.5

18.4

" Higher numbers indicate more positive ratings of
the decision maker.

respectively. As Table 1 demonstrates, voice
did not lead to substantially more positive
reactions than did mute in the inequity-con-
firmed conditions (p > .50 for each of the
four dependent measures), but it did lead to
substantially more positive feelings for those
subjects who were given no feedback and
hence were not as convinced that they had
been treated inequitably (p < .05 for fair-
ness of the process and satisfaction with the
work situation).

This experiment thus substantiates that
voice sometimes tends to mitigate the distress
associated with inequitable treatment; how-
ever, the significant Feedback X Procedure
interaction indicates that voice alleviates dis-
tress only when the subjects do not receive
a second opinion from their co-workers sug-
gesting that the co-workers also feel that the
decision was inequitable. When such an opin-
ion is received (which reinforces the belief
that the decision was unfair), voice does not
make the subjects feel that the inequitable
decision was any more satisfying.

There was little evidence of any strong
tendency for knowledge of a supportive opin-
ion to make voice any less satisfying than the
mute procedure, as it did in the Thibaut et al.
study. However, it is possible that increased
displeasure due to voice may be unique to
situations in which decision makers stand to
benefit directly from the allocation, as they
did in the Thibaut et al. study. In our study,
the decision maker could benefit indirectly in

the biased conditions (if giving more lottery
tickets to the worker who would be the next
allocator would increase the chances of being
overrewarded by her in return), but the in-
direct nature of this advantage may have re-
duced its salience, as is reflected in the ab-
sence of any significant differences between
the biased and unbiased conditions. Since Ex-
periment 2 placed the decision maker in a
position to benefit directly from reducing the
payments to other people, further discussion
of frustration effects will be postponed until
after the presentation of that experiment.

Experiment 2

Method

Subjects. In response to telephone solicitations, 61
female high school students participated. Each under-
stood that she would receive at least the minimum
wage for participating for 1 hour in a study about
"working conditions."

Procedure. Experiment 2 was conducted similarly
to Experiment 1, with several exceptions. First, there
was no biased-unbiased manipulation (Experiment
2 used biased conditions only). During each work
session, the decision maker supposedly had $3.00 to
divide between herself and the two workers. Thus,
by giving the workers less (her decision was allegedly
to give the workers $.75 each), she was able to keep
more for herself ($1.50). In keeping with this pro-
cedure, it was further announced that the decision
maker would remain in that role for the entire ex-
periment (three sessions).

Another difference was that the feedback manipula-
tion was stronger. In the inequity-confirmed condi-
tions, subjects were told that their co-worker had
indicated on her opinion card that an even split
of the $3.00 was fair. Since the decision maker sup-
posedly gave the workers only $.75 while keeping
$1.50 for herself, this feedback confirmed the sub-
jects' feelings that the decision was inequitable. In
the inequity-disconfirmed conditions, the subjects
again received information about their co-worker's
opinion, but this time the co-worker supposedly had
indicated that $.75 for the workers and $1.50 for
the decision maker was fair. Another difference be-
tween the first and second studies was that the deci-
sion maker in the latter was not told how many
words the subjects had formed. Thus her decision
was made (allegedly) without taking productivity
into account.

The final difference involved dependent measures.
In addition to the measures used in Experiment 1,
Experiment 2 also asked subjects to indicate how
certain they were that the division of money that
they had written down on their opinion card (before
learning about the decision maker's allocation or
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Table 2
Responses to the Inequity as a Function of Procedure and Feedback, Experiment 2

Inequity confirmed Inequity disconfirmed

Measure Mute Voice Mute Voice

Fairness of the process
Fairness of the decision
Satisfaction
Ratings of decision maker"
Payment to decision maker
Certainty

5.5
3.7
7.3

13.1
79.7
9.9

4.9
2.7
6.7

14.5
70.3
9.4

6.2
5.5
7.1

16.2
85.7
9.1

8.7
6.0
7.7

15.7
107.0

6.3

1 Higher numbers indicate more positive ratings of the decision maker.

their co-worker's opinion) was the fair way to split
the money, on an 11-point scale from "not at all
certain" to "very certain" (57 out of 61 had orig-
inally indicated that an equal split was fair). An-
other additional measure was assessed just after the
second session. Subjects were told that there was not
enough time to complete the third session, so the
experiment would have to be terminated. This prob-
lem had supposedly come up before, however, and
in those cases it had been decided that since the de-
cision maker was not selecting any words for the
last session, there was no reason why the decision
maker should distribute the money for that session.
Thus subjects were told that one of the workers
would decide how to divide the money for that ses-
sion, and a drawing took place to decide which
worker would make the decision, arranged so that
the subject always won. The subject was then asked
to make the allocation, and the amount given to the
decision maker was used as a behavioral measure of
her satisfaction with the decision maker.

Results and Discussion

The results were initially analyzed by a
2 x 2 MANOVA. This MANOVA indicated that
both main effects and the interaction were
significant, ^(6, 51) = 2.46, p < .OS, for the
procedure main effect; F(6, 51) = 4.35, p <
.005, for the feedback main effect; and F(6,
51) = 2.61, p < .05, for the Feedback X Pro-
cedure interaction. Univariate ANOVAS were
then examined to determine the nature of
these effects.

The Feedback X Procedure interaction was
either significant or marginally significant on
the fairness of the decision-making process
(p < .05), the amount of money given to the
decision maker (p < .06), and the subjects'
certainty about their original opinion of the
fairness of an equal division (p < .05). The

cell means (see Table 2) and appropriate con-
trasts show that voice led to more positive
feelings (in the form of more bonus money
given to the allocator, greater perceptions of
fairness, and less certainty that an equal split
was fair) when the feedback from the other
worker indicated that the decision was not
inequitable (inequity-disconfirmed conditions,
ps < .05), but that mute-voice differences
tended to be slightly (although nonsignif-
icantly) in the opposite direction in the in-
equity-confirmed conditions.

The feedback main effect was also signif-
icant on each of these measures, as well as on
the subjects' ratings of the decision maker
and the fairness of the decision (ps < .05).
The cell means show that subjects were gen-
erally more content with their low outcome
when co-worker's feedback indicated that
there was no inequity than when it confirmed
that the inequity existed. It is important to
note that this difference was substantial only
in the voice conditions, however, and was
usually very small (or even slightly in the
opposite direction) in the mute conditions.

Finally, the procedure main effect was sig-
nificant only on the certainty measure (p <
.005). Voice subjects were significantly less
certain that an even split was fair, but con-
sistent with the interaction, this was signif-
icant only in the inequity-disconfirmed condi-
tion (p < .05).

The obtained main effect for feedback is
not surprising, given the evidence that a per-
son's discontent with a leader will be affected
by whether a fellow member of the group en-
dorses or expresses displeasure with the leader
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(Michener & Tausig, 1971; Michener &
Lyons, 1972). What is striking, however, is
the nature of the Feedback X Procedure in-
teraction: Contrary to the trend within the
inequity-confirmation conditions, inequity-
disconfirmation subjects displayed more dis-
content under mute than under voice proce-
dures. The latter result is noteworthy since it
means voice has a mitigating effect on discon-
tent over and above that due to a disconfirma-
tion of one's own opinion. Voice-disconfirma-
tion subjects were not only less distressed
than mute-disconfirmation subjects about
their inequitable treatment but also seemed
even somewhat pleased in an absolute sense.
Voice-disconfirmation subjects' ratings of the
fairness of the process averaged nearly 9 on
an 11-point scale, their average allocation to
the decision maker was more than $1 of the
available $3, and the certainty measure
showed that voice-disconfirmation subjects
even came to entertain some doubts about
their initial judgment of what was fair.

General Discussion

The results from both of these experiments
display a similar pattern, in which the voice
procedure is associated with more positive
affect than the mute procedure is under some
circumstances (no-feedback conditions, Ex-
periment 1; inequity-disconfirmation condi-
tions, Experiment 2) , whereas this tendency
is virtually neutralized (Experiment 1) or
even slightly reversed (Experiment 2) under
other circumstances (inequity-confirmation
conditions). This pattern is contrary to the
commonsense prediction that a voice proce-
dure should always produce less discontent
than a mute procedure would because it is
fairer, but the results are consistent with our
contention that the positive impact of voice
tends to be neutralized when the viewpoint
expressed by a fellow recipient confirms one's
own opinion that the allocation was unfair.
An understanding of why such a confirmation
mitigates the desirability of voice can be
gained by first considering why voice should
be desirable.

Voice may be desirable for two reasons.
First, voice may be preferable to mute proce-

dures because the latter are based on incom-
plete information. A mute procedure may not
take into account the claims of disputants
and hence may entail an inferior, or at least
suspect, decision. Second, being given a voice
in the decision is considered to be a fairer
procedure than being given no voice. Someone
who is given voice at least has a chance to
defend his/her position and present his/her
side of the issue. The general preference for
voice over mute procedures (Houlden, LaTour,
Walker, & Thibaut, 1978; LaTour, 1978;
Thibaut, Walker, LaTour, & Houlden, 1974;
Walker et al., 1974) is so strong that dis-
putants with the preponderance of evidence
in their favor prefer a voice procedure over
a mute procedure even though it may allow
their opponents to present claims more
strongly and could hence promote their op-
ponents' position. This preference is shared
by the decision makers themselves when they
are given absolute authority and thus might
"efficiently" resolve the dispute without hav-
ing to consult the disputants.

Given the desirability of voice, it might be
expected to affect positively the acceptability
of a decision even when that decision pro-
vides undesirable outcomes. Our results show
this to be the case under two conditions:
when people do not know whether anyone
else would agree that they have been cheated
(Experiment 1) and when they discover that
a co-worker's opinion disconfirms their belief
that they have been cheated (Experiment 2 ) .
Thus, when subjects were not certain that
they had been treated inequitably, the voice
procedure was rated fairer than the mute pro-
cedure and there was a more favorable reac-
tion to the decision maker and to the entire
situation.

On the other hand, when people learn that
someone else agrees that they have been de-
nied their just deserts (inequity-confirmation
conditions), the positive impact of voice
seems to be negated; indeed, our results show
that when supportive social "evidence" is
available, the fairness of the allocation proce-
dure becomes essentially irrelevant. Presum-
ably the raison d'etre of having a fair proce-
dure is to prevent inequities by improving
the quality of information on which the allo-
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cation decision is based, but this possible ad-
vantage is obviously not present when it is
clear that an injustice has been done. Thus,
although the voice procedure could have po-
tentially been fairer than the mute procedure,
when the voiced opinions seem to have been
completely ignored such a procedure is no
longer perceived to be any better than a mute
procedure. Support for this view comes from
our "fair process" measure, which showed
that subjects in the inequity-confirmation
conditions did not rate the voice procedure as
any fairer than the mute procedure.

Although the overall pattern of results does
show that some circumstances are more likely
than others to promote the fair process effect,
the evidence regarding when voice procedures
will lead to greater discontent (the frustration
effect) is less conclusive. Frustration effect
tendencies appeared only in Experiment 2,
where they were nonsignificant. The main
reason that the present frustration effect tend-
encies were less pronounced than those in the
Thibaut et al. (1974) experiment may be that
voice and inequity-confirmation were con-
founded in the Thibaut et al. study, whereas
they were manipulated independently in the
present experiment. The discontent expressed
by participation (voice) subjects in the Thi-
baut et al. study may have been due to the
fact that the voice subjects were given an-
other opinion that confirmed their feelings
that the decision was inequitable. Subjects in
their no-participation (mute) conditions did
not receive any such supporting opinion.
Since opinions confirming the inequity can
substantially increase discontent (as shown
in Experiment 2 and in Michener & Lyons,
1972, and Michener & Tausig, 1971), this
confirming opinion may have been responsible
for the obtained frustration effect in their
study.

We should also point out, however, that
other studies have at times found frustration
effects. For example, Austin, Williams, Wor-
chel, Wentzel, and Siegel (Note 2) found that
the provision of voice in a mock trial led to
greater discontent when the verdict was
highly unfavorable but led to greater satis-
faction when the verdict was favorable. Fur-
thermore, the provision of voice under cir-

cumstances in which outcomes improve after
voice (although cumulative outcomes remain
inequitable) has been observed to create a
frustration effect in at least two instances
(certain conditions of an experiment by Fol-
ger, 1977, and an earlier study by Thibaut,
19SO). These results indicate that the frustra-
tion effect found by Thibaut et al. may not
have been due solely to the confound between
voice and inequity-confirmation. This pos-
sibility, coupled with our finding that the
positive effects of voice can be neutralized
under certain circumstances, indicates the
need for further study of the conditions under
which voice can affect one's satisfaction either
positively or negatively. Field studies, where
involvement level and applicability are high,
would be especially helpful.

Reference Notes

1. Thibaut, J. Personal communication, October 25,
1976.

2. Austin, W., Williams, T. A. Ill, Worchel, S.,
Wentzel, A. A., & Siegel, D. Effect of mode of
adjudication, presence of defense counsel, and
favorability of verdict on observers' evaluation of
a trial proceeding: An empirical study of proce-
dural justice. Unpublished manuscript, 1978.
(Available from William Austin, Department of
Psychology, Gilmer Hall, University of Virginia,
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901.)
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New JPSP Format Delayed Until April
Recent issues of this journal carried an announcement that the Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology would appear in January 1980 under new
policies and in a new sectioned format. However, in order to publish the back-
log of manuscripts accepted under present policies, the first three issues of 1980
will continue to carry articles accepted under Clyde Hendrick's Acting Editor-
ship.

This journal will appear in April as a sectioned journal edited by Melvin
Manis, Ivan D. Steiner, and Robert Hogan, as previously announced.
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