Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 300—-315 (2001) ®
doi:10.1006/jesp.2000.1451, available online at http://www.idealibrary.codﬁilh;l

Culture and Procedural Justice:
The Influence of Power Distance on Reactions to Voice

Joel Brockner

Columbia University

Grant Ackerman

Rutgers University

Jerald Greenberg

The Ohio State University

Michele J. Gelfand

University of Maryland

Anne Marie Francesco and Zhen Xiong Chen

Hong Kong Baptist University

Kwok Leung

Chinese University of Hong Kong

Gunter Bierbrauer

University of Osnabruck

Carolina Gomez

Towson University

Bradley L. Kirkman

University of North Carolina—Greensboro
and

Debra Shapiro
University of North Carolina—Chapel Hill

Received June 14, 1999; revised July 9, 2000; accepted July 13, 2000; published online May 22, 2001

The authors thank Editors Russell Fazio and Richard Moreland as well as Sheena lyengar, Allan Lind, and Tom Tyler for their constructive cor
on an earlier version of the article. We also gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Mickey Ip in Study 3.

Address correspondence and reprint requests to Joel Brockner, 715 Uris Hall, Columbia Business School, New York, NY 10027. I
jb54@columbia.edu.

300

0022-1031/01 $35.00
Copyright © 2001 by Academic Press @

All rights of reproduction in any form reserved.



PROCEDURAL JUSTICE 301

A central premise of the procedural justice literature—based on studies conducted mainly in the United States—is that people react
unfavorably when they have little voice in a decision-making process. The studies reported here evaluated whether the magnitude of
voice effects varies across cultures. As predicted, Studies 1-3 showed that the tendency for people to respond less favorably (i.e., with
lower organizational commitment) to lower levels of voice was greater in low power distance cultures (United States and Germany)
than in high power distance cultures (People’s Republic of China, Mexico, and Hong Kong). And in a single cultural setting, Study
4 found a similar interactive effect of voice and people’s power distance beliefs on employees’ work attitudes and job performance.
Theoretical implications for the justice and cross-cultural literatures are discussed, as are practical implications and suggestions for
future research. © 2001 Academic Press

One of the most robust findings in the justice literature isunderstand the conditions under which voice is more or le:
that people react more favorably to decisions based ofikely to influence people’s reactions to decisions. At &
procedures believed to be fair than those believed to béheoretical level, by identifyingvhenvoice is more vs less
unfair (for reviews see Cropanzano, 1993; Cropanzano &mpactful, we will gain greater insight intohyvoice affects
Greenberg, 1997; Folger & Greenberg, 1985; Greenbergieople’s reactions to decisions. At a practical level, b
1987, 1990a, 1996; Lind & Tyler, 1988). This phenomenonidentifying factors that moderate the influence of voice, wi
has been observed in legal settings (Lind & Tyler, 1988)may help people (e.g., managers) make more informe
and in a variety of organizational decision-making contextsjudgments about when it is more vs less appropriate to u
including performance appraisals (Greenberg, 1986), layvoice to gain support for their decisions.
offs (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1993), pay cuts (Greenberg, The present studies posit that cultural norms are one |
1990b), pay freezes (Schaubroeck, May, & Brown, 1994)the factors that have a moderating influence on people
and smoking bans (Greenberg, 1994). reactions to voice. Most studies on the effects of voice hav

Theory and research have suggested that numerous faeen conducted in Western cultures (usually in the Unite
tors influence people’s perceptions of procedural justiceStates), which raises questions about the cross-cultural g
For example, theorists have considered procedures to be faFality of the “fair process effect.” Thus, another significan
when they follow certain structural guidelines, such as makPurpose of the present study is to explore cultural differ
ing decisions in a consistent, unbiased fashion (Leventhafnces in the tendency for people to respond less favorably
Karuza, & Fry, 1980). More recently, procedural fairnessrelatively low levels of voice. Just as the atFnbgUon Iltera_-
has been shown to depend on “interactional justice” as welfuré has shown that the “fundamental” attribution error i
Interactional justice involves the interpersonal behavior of€SS likely to emerge in Asian than in Western culture:
the people who implement decisions (Bies, 1987; Bies g(Morris & Peng, 1994), we evaluate whether a cornerstor

Moag, 1986: Greenberg, 1993), such as whether they IorCﬁnding in the procedural justice literature varies as a func
vide explanations for their decisions (Folger & Martin, tion of national culture. In so doing, the present studies me

1986; Folger, Rosenfield, & Robinson, 1983) and treat th ontributt_a to a broader (and growing) bod)_/ of literature ir
parties affected by a decision with dignity and respec oth soua! pPsy chology (e:g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991,
(Folger, 1993) and organizational behavior (e.g., Erez & Earley, 1993

Of all of the determinants of procedural justice, however Hofstede, 1980) which seeks to explain how national cultur

the one that has received the greatest attention is voice, gpﬂuences people’s beliefs and behaviors.
the extent to which people provide input into the decision

process. Various sources of evidence in the procedural THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
justice literature attest to the centrality of voice. For exam-

ple, Thibaut and Walker (1975) performed seminal studies The key theoretical principle underlying the present stuc
in which procedural justice was operationalized by manipes is that the tendency for people to respond less favorak
ulating participants’ degree of input in the decision processig relatively low levels of voice depends on the extent tc
Greenberg and Folger (1983) later coined the term “the faifyhich they consider voice to be legitimate, that is, sanc
process effect” to refer to the pervasive tendency for peopléioned by cultural norms. The more that cultural norm:
to react less favorably to decisions in which they had lessegitimize voice, the more likely are people to responc
voice. And a central conclusion of Lind and Tyler's (1988) unfavorably to relatively low levels of voice. Thus, it is not
extensive theory and research on procedural justice was theife lack of voice per se to which people object. It is wher
people perceive decisions to be less fair (and they reaghe lack of voice violates cultural norms that people respon
more unfavorably to the decision, the decision makers, andnfavorably. With several noteworthy exceptions (Lind.
the institution represented by the decision makers) whefyler, & Huo, 1997; Tyler, Lind, & Huo, in press) studies
they have less voice in the decision process. on the effects of voice have been conducted in Westel

Given the centrality of voice in the procedural justice cultures in which people often have input in decisions (e.g
literature, it is both theoretically and practically important to being allowed to vote in elections or having a say in deci
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sions in the workplace that affect them). Consequentlyanother person. Tyler and his colleagues expected pow
people may react particularly unfavorably to a lack of voicedistance beliefs to moderate the relationship between pe
because not having voice may be experienced as a violatiditipants’ perceptions of how they were treated by the thir
of cultural norms. In contrast, in cultures in which it is party and their (a) evaluations of that person and (b) suppc
normative for people in positions of high formal power to for that person’s decisions. Some items were included in tf
make decisions with little input from those having less measure of third-party treatment specifically related to voic
formal power, people may be less adversely affected by lowe.g., “| was given an opportunity to state my views” anc
levels of voice. “How much consideration was given to your views wher
To examine whether cross-cultural differences in reactiortlecisions were made about how to handle the problem?’
to voice are attributable to the influence of cultural norms,As predicted, all three studies revealed that the tendency f
it is necessary to compare cultures that differ in their normdavorable perceptions of third-party treatment to produc
regarding the legitimacy of voice. One such dimension isgreater support for the third party and his/her decisions w:
Hofstede’s (1980) construct of power distance. Power disstronger among participants with lower power distance be
tance refers to the extent to which inequality among personkefs.
in different positions of formal power is viewed as a natural In a fourth study, Tyler and his colleagues examine
(and even desirable) aspect of the social order. The norms @lifferent ethnic groups within a single culture (the Unitec
high power distance cultures legitimize differences in deci-States). Consistent with our reasoning, the relationship b
sion-making power between those who are in high powefween participants’ perceptions of how they were treated t
positions vs those who are in low power positions. Inthe third party, and their willingness to accept the decisior
contrast, the norms of low power distance cultures reducéendered by that person, was stronger among those wi
power differences among people in positions of varyingrelatively low power distance beliefs.
levels of formal decision-making power. In low power Two aspects of Tyler et al.’s (in press) four studies nee
distance cultures, people in positions with legitimate decito be considered. First, participants’ perceptions of ho
sion-making power are more likely to share their powerthey were treated by the third party authority measure
with those in lower power positions. Put differently, in low more than just voice. They included voice items, to be sur
power distance cultures people in lower power positions ar®ut they also included other items measuring neutralit
more likely to believe that they should have voice in deci-standing, and trust. The authors viewed all of these
sion processes, or at least more than would be the case ifelational judgments.” Second, in none of their analyse
high power distance cultures. All of this suggests that cul-did Tyler and his colleagues classify people on the basis |
tural differences in power distance should have a moderatheir culture. Rather, participants in those studies alway
ing influence on voice. Specifically, the tendency for peopleVere classified on the basis of their power distance belief
to respond unfavorably to low levels of voice should be Their findings thus revealed that regardless of culture, stro
more pronounced in low power distance cultures than irB€r relationships between perceptions of third party trea
high power distance cultures. ment and support for .the third party were fpund amon
A few studies have investigated whether cultural differ-those who were lower in power distance. While such find
ences in power distance moderate the influence of voice, biffdS are consistent with our reasoning, Tyler and his co
the results of these studies are mixed. On one hand, thigagues never evaluated whether there were cultural diffe
culture does not matter can be found in two studies by Lind€NCes in people’s reactions to voice, and if so, whether su
Tyler, and Huo (1997), in which participants were drawn differences were attributable to power distance. Our re

from cultures varying in power distance. These participant$€rch is designed both to evaluate whether there are c

rated the fairness of an actual dispute (Study 1) or a hypot_ural differences in reactions to voice and to determin

thetical dispute (Study 2) that they had with another person'hether such differences are due to power distance.

They also indicated the extent to which they had voice in ©One other limitation of the previous studies (which have

that dispute. Replicating previous findings, Lind and hisYi€lded inconsistent findings) should be noted. In all o

colleagues found that participants’ perceptions of voice and€Se studies, voice was measured in a cross-sectional |

fairness were strongly related. However, the relationshigd"- AS @ result, itis difficult to evaluate the causal impac

between perceived voice and fairess was equivalent in th@f Voice on the dependent variables. A better way to eva

low and high power distance cultures. uate.that |_mpact_|n cuItures_varylng in power dlsta_nce |s.b
On the other hand, four other studies by the same authofS@nipulating voice. Thus, in several of our studies voic

have shown that cultural differences in power distanceV@S €xperimentally manipulated.

moderate people’s reactions to_v0|ce (Tyler, Lind, & HL.JO,The Present Studies

in press). In three of these studies participants from various

cultures described their reactions to a third-party authority The hypothesis that cultural differences in power distanc

who was involved in a dispute between themselves antiave a moderating influence on voice was tested in tt
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present research. In the first three studies participants werefluence the participants’ organizational commitment

drawn from cultures that were expected to vary in powerThus, the interaction between culture and voice should t

distance. Furthermore, we actually measured participantseduced once we control for the interaction between pow

power distance beliefs. Voice was manipulated in Studies Hlistance and voice.

and 2 and measured in Study 3. We predicted an interaction

between culture and voice such that the tendency for people Method

to respond less favorably under conditions of lower voice

should be more pronounced in the low (than high) powerParticipants

distancg culture._ And Whef‘ participaqts were classified on Participants from the People’s Republic of China wer

the basis of their power distance beliefs, rather than thelg udents in an intensive international trade program at ha

cultures, we expected th_e tendency for people to reSIoO_nﬁjtniversities in the cities of Nanjing, Suzhou, and Tianjir

less favorab_ly to lower voice to be greater among those W”%N — 118). Participants from the United States were MBA

low powerd_lstance_ beliefs. Moreover, further analyses Wergy dents at Columbia UniversitN(= 136). All partici-

conductec_j in Studle_s 1-3to eyaluate whether cultural d|f-pants took part on a voluntary basis.

ferences in power distance beliefs (rather than culture per

se) interacted with voice to influence participants’ reactions

Study 4 was conducted within a single culture, in which

participants were classified on the basis of their power A questionnaire booklet contained all of the stimulus

distance beliefs. As in Studies 1-3, we expected the termaterials, which were written in English. (Because the

dency for participants to respond less favorably to lowerChinese trade program was taught in English, all of th

levels of voice to be stronger among participants with lowparticipants from the People’s Republic of China had

power distance beliefs. working knowledge of business English.) All participants
were instructed to read a vignette describing a hypothetic
situation and then to describe their reactions to that situ
tion. Specifically, they were told the following:

Procedure

STUDY 1

Participants in Study 1 came from two cultures whose Imagine that you are working in a company that has just undergone
members were expected to vary in power distance: the major changes. It is now using more advanced technology to manu-
United States (|0W power distance) and the People’s Re- facture and sell different products in new areas. As a result, your

. . . . department also changed dramatically. It is smaller now, with fewer
pUb“C of China (h_lgh powe-r dIStance_)' To evaluajt(_a the employees and managers. There are new reporting structures quite
expected cultural difference in power distance, participants gjtferent from what you have been used to. Your own work has been
completed a self-report measure of their power distance influenced directly. What you do each day is very different from what
beliefs. Everyone indicated whether and how their organi- Yyou used to do and in fact continues to change as the company moves
zational commitment would change in response to some forward. Some employees are excited about the changes being made
. . . . . . Others are not as satisfied. Overall, it is still too early to tell whether
Im_]ovatlons In thel!’ Orgamzatlo_n' The ?Xtent to WhICh.pal’- these changes will ultimately place the company in a better position
ticipants had a voice in these innovations was experimen- than it was before the changes startés a result of the changes you
tally manipulated. Three conditions were created. In one, have a new manager in your department.
participants had low voice, whereas in another they had high
voice. In the third condition, participants received no infor-
mation about their degree of voice (control condition). We
hypothesized an interaction between culture and voice: th
tendency for participants to respond less favorably (i.e.,
losing some of their organizational commitment) in the low As decisions about the changes are now being made, this new man-
voice condition than in the high voice condition should be 29€r repeat_edly consults with you and_others about what_changes are

. . . being considered and whether you think they are good ideas. After
greater in the low power distance culture (the United States)
than in the high power distance culture (the People’s Re-
public of China). R _ _ o

Furthermore. when participants were classified on th _PreV|0us research has shown that the |mpact of procedurgl justi

. T . ; . Q/arlables such as voice depends upon the fairness or favorability of t
basis of their power distance beliefs (rather than their culpytcomes associated with the decision (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996
tures) we expected an interaction between power distancsecifically, procedural justice variables such as voice often have more
and voice; the tendency for organizational commitment tcan impact on dependent variables like the one examined in Study 1 wh
decline in the low voice condition should be greater amond)utcome fairness/favorability is relatively low. To control for the perceived

. . . . . outcomes associated with the changes taking place all participants we
people with r_elatlvely IPW power distance beliefs. Finally, given the same information: namely that it was not certain whether th
we hypothesized that it was not culture per se, but rathegyicomes associated with the organizational changes were positive
power distance that was actually interacting with voice tonegative.

The voice manipulation followed. Participants were ran
domly assigned to one of three conditions. In liigh voice
condition, the style of the manager was described as fc
ows:
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listening to your ideas and considering other opinions, this manager \We developed seven items that reflected several attitud

makes the final decision. and behaviors associated with organizational commitme
In the low voice condition, the manager’s style was de- (MOWdé}y, Porter, & Steers, 1982)_. Sample items includ_e g
scribed as being much less open to input as follows: trust this company,” “I am motivated to work for this

. _ _ company,” “l would do my best to help this company,” and
As decisions about the changes are now being made, this new man- “ likelv to start looki df iob
ager does not consult with you or others about what changes are being am likely to start looking around for a new job (reverse

considered and whether you think they are good ideas. This manager SCOred). Responses could range frstrongly disagre€1)
makes the decisions and then announces them. to strongly agreg5). Coefficienta was .90 and .83 in the

d United States and the People’s Republic of China, respe

tively; across the two cultures coefficiesmtwas .88. Partic-
ipants’ responses were thus averaged to form an index.

_ After completing all of the measures, participants wer
anked and debriefed.

Finally, participants in theontrol condition were not tol
anything about the new manager’s style.

Power distance. Prior to reading their vignettes, partic-
ipants completed a measure of power distance. This me
sure, which we developed, consisted of four items. The
items were (a) There should be established ranks in society
with everyone occupying their rightful place regardless of Results
whether that place is high or low in the ranking; (b) Even if
an employee may feel he deserves a salary increase,
would be disrespectful to ask his manager for it; (C) People A two-factor ana|ysis of variance (CU|tUI’/@ Voice) re-
are better off not questioning the decisions of those invealed a highly significant main effect of voic&(2,
authority; and (d) Communications with superiors should245) = 59.88, p < .001. Themanager was seen as
always be done using formally established procedures. Rgnvolving participants in decision making least in the low
sponses to each item could range frstrongly disagre€l)  voice condition 1 = 2.18), most in the high voice con-
to strongly agreg(5). dition (M = 3.85), and at arintermediate level in the

While coefficient alpha was low (and equally so) within control condition 1 = 2.77). Somewhat unexpectedly,
each culture (.26), it was considerably more respectabléhe interaction effect also was significafit(2, 245) =
(.66) when computed based on the two cultures taken t022.98,p < .001. Although the main effect of voice was
gether. One possible explanation of why coefficient alphasignificant within both cultures, it was stronger in the Unitec
was much Iarger across cultures than within cultures is thagtatesl in which the means in the low voice, h|gh voice, an
there was a sizable difference in power distance between theéyntrol conditions were 1.60, 4.06, and 2.30, respectivel

two cultures. As expected, participants from the People’shan in the People’s Republic of China, in which the re
Republic of China were higher in power distance than wergpective means were 2.90, 3.56, and 3.26.

those from the United Stated = 2.71 vs 1.80, respec-
tively; t(?52) = 18.55,p < .001]. Thus, varigbility in Organizational Commitment
power distance was considerably enhanced in the cross-
cultural analysis of internal consistency relative to those Culture X voice. A two-factor ANOVA vyielded a sig-
conducted within each culture. Coefficient alpha is based onificant main effect of voiceF(2, 245) = 26.30,p <
the interitem correlations. Given that a restricted range001. Asexpected, participants responded less favorably |
reduces the magnitude of correlations, it stands to reasathe low voice conditioniM = 2.93)than in the high voice
that coefficient alpha will be lower in the within-culture condition M = 3.58). Themean rating in the control
calculations of coefficient alpha than in the one computedctondition M = 3.34)fell between these two extremes. Of
across the two cultures. greater importance, the interaction between culture ar
After reading their vignettes, participants completed avoice also was significang(2, 245)= 4.11,p < .02, and
questionnaire that included a manipulation check for voiceaccounted for an additional 3% of the variance. As can kb
as well as the primary dependent variable: how committedeen in Table 1, the voice effect was more pronounced in tl
participants would feel toward their organizations if theylow power distance culture (the United States) than in the hig
found themselves in the situation described in the vignettespower distance culture (the People’s Republic of China).
Manipulation check. Participants rated their level of  This interaction effect was clarified through simple effec
agreement with the following statement: “The new manageanalyses. The effect of voice was significant and strong i
in this situation attempts to involve me in decisions thatthe United States(2, 245) = 24.60,p < .001. It was
affect me.” Responses could range fratnongly disagree also significant in the People’s Republic of Chirf&2,
(1) to strongly agreg(5). 245)= 4.73,p < .01, butconsiderably weaker than in the
Dependent variable: Organizational commitmenthis  United States. To state the interaction effect differently, th
measure served as a proxy for participants’ satisfaction witleffect of culture was highly significant in the low voice
the enactment of the innovations within their organization.condition, F(1, 245) = 23.03,p < .001, butnonsignif-

Iyllanipulation Check
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TABLE 1 public of China), particularly in the low voice condition. As
Mean Level of Organizational Commitment as a Function of a result, we conducted additional (internal) analyses i
Culture and Level of Voice (Study 1) which participants were classified on the basis of the

ratings on the voice manipulation check (i.e., perceive

Level of voice voice) rather than the voice condition to which they hac

Culture Low High Control been assigned.
United States 263 357 317 A series of h_|erarch|cal multiple regressions were con
(low power distance) (0.72) (0.56) .66 ducted. In the first, we entered the effects of culture, pe
People’s Republic of China 3.27 3.60 352 ceived voice, and the interaction of the two. Of greates
(high power distance) (0.68) (0.43) (0.55) concern, the interaction was significaRf1, 245)= 4.38,

L . p < .05, andrevealed that the tendency for organizationa
Note. Scores could range from 1 to 5, with higher scores reflecting . be | h h ived |

greater organizational commitment. Standard deviations are in parenthese(iz.omm'tmen_t to be lower am(?”g t Ose_ who perceive _OWE
levels of voice was stronger in the United States than in tf
People’s Republic of China. In the second regression, w
entered the effects of power distance and perceived Voif
and the interaction between the two. Of greatest importanc

d the interaction was significang(1, 245) = 4.51,p <

on the basis of their power distance beliefs rather than theiro_?’ antdsihmtl)vedl that the tende':{;]]cy for Ergamzat!ongl Icom
national culture. A hierarchical multiple regression was the itment 1o beé lower among those WNo perceived lowe

conducted. In the first step we simultaneously entered pow! ?vels %f vtmce was stronger among those relatively low i
distance and voice as predictors of commitment. Then, i OWer distance. . .
Finally, to evaluate whether it was power distance rathe

the second step, we entered the interaction effect, whic _ ' : )
than culture per se that interacted with perceived voice 't

proved to be significan& (2, 245)= 3.67,p < .03; the . L )
interaction accounted for 2% of the variance. influence organizational commitment we conducted an a

To illustrate the nature of this interaction, we classifiedditional hi_erarchical regression analysis. In the first step w
participants as relatively high or low in power distance onéntered smultaneously_the eff_ects of culture (c_oded as
the basis of a median split. We then computed the mea ummy variable), perc_e|ved voice, and power d|s_tance. .I
level of organizational commitment for each of the six (ne second step we S'm“'t"’_‘”eous'y entered the interacti
groups emanating from the2 3 matrix. As predicted, the b_etween culture anq perce_lved voice, an_d betW(_aen pow
tendency for organizational commitment to be lower in thedistance and perceived voice. Once again, the interacti

low voice condition was stronger among those relativelyiit:\:egn;ullture and perceived voice no longer was signi
low in power distance. Respective means in the low voice! ’ ) . .
In summary, regardless of whether voice was operatiol

high voice, and control conditions for those lower in power . . .
ﬁllzed as a manipulated variable or as a measure of pe

distance were 2.64, 3.57, and 3.22. Among those higher iff"* . e
power distance, the corresponding means were 3.30, 3 6gelved voice, the results were similar. In separate analyse

icant in the high voice conditior;(1, 245)= 0.75. The
effect of culture was also significant in the control condi-
tion, F(1, 245) = 6.66,p < .025.

Power distancex voice. Next, participants were sorte

and 3.44.

Evaluating whether power distance accounts for the ef- TABLE 2
fect of culture. An additional hierarchical regression was Multiple Regression Evaluating Whether Power Distance
conducted (see Table 2) to examine whether power distance, Accounts for Culture (Study 1)

rather than culture, interacted with voice to influence par-

ticipants’ organizational commitment. In the first step we Variable B F P
entered culture and voice (both coded as dummy variablesep 1
as well as power distance as predictors. In the second stepVoice —-2.23 29.85 .001
we entered simultaneously the interactions between culture 2.78

Culture 1.47 3.20 .08

and voice and between power distance and voice. As can be .

[ ble 2, Step 2, the interaction between culture and power Distance 026 326 08
seen in Table 2, Step 2, / . Overall F(4, 249) = 20.78,p < .001; total R? = .250
voice became nonsignificarf (< 1), suggesting that it was
cultural differences in power distance (rather than culture™
per se) that interacted with voice to influence participants’

ep 2
Terms added to those
entered in Step 1

organizational commitment. Culture X Voice -2.17 0.74 ns
Internal analyses. Recall that the manipulation check 0.05

on voice revealed that the manipulation “took” to a greater Power Distance< Voice 0.11 0.86 ns
0.42

extent in the low power distance culture (the United States)

) ) . Overall F(8, 245) = 11.83,p < .001;total R? = .279
than in the high power distance culture (the People’s Re- verall F( ) P o




306 BROCKNER ET AL.

the interactions between country and voice, and betweemore strongly in one culture than in the other. Second, eve
power distance and voice were significant. When the twaf the independent variable is perceived or experience
interaction effects were entered into the same regressiosimilarly, it could be that people'seactions tathe indepen-

equation, however, the interaction between country andlent variable differ. These two possibilities are not mutually
voice no longer approached significance. This finding sugexclusive. In fact, the results of Study 1 suggested that bo
gests that it was not culture per se, but rather power distana@ay have occurred. The manipulation check results show
that interacted with voice to influence participants’ organi-that the tendency for participants to experience less voice
zational commitment. the low voice than in the high voice condition was stronge
in the United States than in the People’s Republic of Chin:
The results of the internal analyses, in which participant
were classified on the basis of perceived voice rather the

The results of Study 1 provided support for the hypoth-the voice condition to which they had been assignec
esis that cultural differences in power distance have a modshowed that the relationship between perceived voice ai
erating influence on people’s reactions to voice. AlthoughPrganizational commitment was stronger in the Unite
participants responded less favorably (lower levels of orgaStates than in the People’s Republic of China and als
nizational commitment) in the low voice condition, this @mMong those who were lower in power distance rather the
tendency was significantly stronger in the low power dis-higher in power distance.
tance culture (the United States) than in the high power Thus, anotherimportant purpose of Study 2 was to eva
distance culture (the People’s Republic of China). Furthertiate further whether cross-cultural (and power distanc
more, when participants were sorted based upon their powé?'atejd) variation in organizational commitment in respons
distance beliefs rather than their culture, those lower irf© Voice was attributable to cultural (and power distance
power distance were more likely to show reduced organil€lated) differences in how people perceived the voice m:
zational commitment in the low voice condition. And the Nipulation, how they reacted to their perceived level o
interaction between culture and voice was no longer signif¥oice, or both.
icant once we controlled for the interaction between power

Discussion

distance and voice, suggesting that it was power distance STUDY 2
(rather than culture) that interacted with voice to influence
organizational commitment. As in Study 1, participants were drawn from two cultures

Previous studies examining the moderating influence ofnticipated (and actually shown) to differ in power distance
cultural differences in power distance on reactions to voicerhe basic procedure was very similar to that used in Stuc
yielded mixed results (Lind, Tyler, & Huo, 1997; Tyler, 1. Participants were asked to imagine that they were worl
Lind, & Huo, in press). But here, voice was experimentallying for a company that was in the process of introducing
manipulated, which allowed us to examine cultural differ-many significant innovations. Voice in the change proces
ences in thecausalinfluence of voice to a greater extent was experimentally manipulated. Half of the participant:
than other researchers have done in the past. were led to believe that they had voice in the process (hic

Study 1 does have several shortcomings, however. Firstoice condition), whereas half were informed that they di
the reliability of the power distance measure was low,not have voice (low voice condition). The dependent vari
particularly in the within-culture analyses. Thus, in Study 2able was organizational commitment. Furthermore, me:
we used a different measure of power distance, one whicbures of power distance and a voice manipulation chec
has been shown elsewhere to have reasonably good interngére included.
consistency (Maznevski et al., 1997). The predictions were the same as in Study 1. Specificall

Second, the results on the voice manipulation checkhe tendency for participants to indicate lower organiza
showed that participants from the United States (the lowetional commitment in the low voice condition was expectec
power distance culture) experienced the manipulation moréo be stronger (a) in the lower power distance culture and (|
strongly than did those from the People’s Republic ofacross cultures among participants with lower power dis
China. This finding may explain at least partially why the tance beliefs. Moreover, it was participants’ power distanc
voice manipulation had more of an impact on the organizabeliefs (rather than culture per se) which were expected
tional commitment of those from the United States than thenteract with voice to influence participants’ organizationa
People’s Republic of China. More generally, whenever cul-commitment. In other words, the interaction between cul
tural differences emerge in reaction to an independent variture and voice was expected to be reduced once we cc
able (as measured by the primary dependent variable, in thisolled for the interaction between power distance and voic
case organizational commitment), there are two broad cat- Finally, the presence of the manipulation check measure
egories of processes by which this may occur. First, it couldenabled us to evaluate whether the predicted cultural (a
be that the independent variablepisrceived or experienced power distance-related) difference in organizational comn
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mitment in response to voice was due to the tendency foemployed in Study 1. Sample items included (a) | would b
participants from the different cultures (and participantsloyal to this organization, (b) | would accept almost any
with different power distance beliefs) to (a) perceive voicetype of job in order to keep working here, and (c) | would
differently and/or (b) react differently to their perceptions of be proud to tell others that | am part of this organization
voice. The results of Study 1 suggested that both tendencie®even-point rating scales were employed with endpoin
should be present. labeledstrongly disagre€1) andstrongly agreg(7). Coef-

ficient « for this scale was .78 across cultures and was .&

Method in the United States and .65 in Mexico.

Participants Results

A total of 297 business students from two different cul-
tures took part in the study, 114 Mexicans (48% female) an
183 Americans (44% female). The Mexican subjects were A t test evaluated whether participants from the Unite
drawn from the main campus of the largest private univerStates were lower in power distance than were their cou
sity in Mexico, while the United States participants cameterparts from Mexico. In fact, this was found to be the case
from a large state university. All subjects took part in thet(295) = 6.50, p < .001. Themean level of power
study on a voluntary basis. distance was 3.16 in the United States and 3.86 in Mexici

é:ultural Difference in Power Distance

Procedure Manipulation Check

The procedure was virtually identical to the one em- A 2 x 2 (voice X culture) ANOVA revealed a highly
ployed in Study 1. All participants read the same vignette asignificant main effect of voice; (1, 293)= 525.06,p <
the one employed in Study 1, in which they were asked ta001, showing that voice was perceived to be greater in th
imagine that they were employed by an organization thahigh voice than low voice conditionMs = 5.96 vs 2.13,
was in the process of implementing significant changes. Theespectively). Furthermore, there was a significant intera
voice manipulation was identical to the one in Study 1,tion between culture and voic&(1, 293) = 42.66,p <
although unlike in Study 1 there was no “no voice” control .001. While the voice effect was highly significant in both
condition; only the low voice and high voice conditions cultures, it was more pronounced in the United States, i.€
were studied. The voice manipulation check was the samghe lower power distance culture, in which the means wel
as the item used in Study 1. 6.16 and 1.43 in the high voice and low voice conditions

Several procedural differences between the two studiefespectively, than in Mexico, in which the respective mear
should be mentioned. First, the high power distance culturgvere 5.70 and 3.07.
was Mexico rather than the People’s Republic of China.
Second, all participants received scenarios in their nativ%
language; versions were translated into Spanish for the
Mexican participants and backtranslated to ensure accuracy Culture X voice. A 2 X 2 (culture X voice) ANOVA
(Brislin, 1980). yielded a highly significant main effect of voice in the

Third, the measure of power distance was adapted fronaxpected directior; (1, 293)= 158.98,p < .001,which
one employed by Maznevski et al. (1997), consisting ofwas qualified by a significant interactiofr,(1, 293) =
seven items. Sample items were (a) People at lower levels i6.41,p < .02 (which accounted for an additional 2% of the
the organization should not have much power in the orgavariance). The interaction effect is depicted in Table 3
nization, (b) People at lower levels in organizations shouldvhereas members of both cultures indicated significantl
carry out the requests of people at higher levels withoutess organizational commitment in the low voice than in th
question, and (c) People at higher levels in organizationfigh voice condition, this tendency was more pronounced i
have a responsibility to make important decisions for peoplehe United States than in Mexico.
below them. Seven-point rating scales appeared after eachTo state the interaction effect differently, simple effect
question with endpoints labelextrongly disagreg1) and analyses revealed significant differences between cultures
strongly agree(7). Participants’ responses to the seventhe low voice conditionfF(1, 293) = 28.29,p < .001,
items were averaged into an index. Coefficient alpha for thisuch that the United States participants were less committ
scale was .75 across cultures, .75 in the United States, aridan their counterparts from Mexico. In the high voice
.72 in Mexico. condition, however, the simple effect of culture was no

Fourth, the six-item measure of organizational commit-significant,F(1, 293) = 1.29.
ment was adapted from the one developed by Mowday, Power distanceX voice. Across all cultures partici-
Porter, and Steers (1982) and differed slightly from the ongpants were classified on the basis of their power distanc

rganizational Commitment
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TABLE 3 than the voice condition to which they had been assignec
Mean Level of Organizational Commitment as a As in Study 1, three hierarchical regression analyses we
Function of Culture and Level of Voice (Study 2) conducted. In the first, we examined the effects of culture

perceived voice, and the interaction of the two. While th

Level of voice interaction effect suggested that the relationship betwes

Culture Low High perceived voice and organizational commitment was strol

United States 3.05 456 ger in the United States than in Mexico, it was not signifi-
(low power distance) (0.82) (0.74) cant, F(1, 293) = 2.24, p < .15. In thesecond we

Mexico 3.80 4.81 evaluated the effects of power distance, perceived voic

(high power distance) (1.08) (0.65) and the interaction of the two. In this case the interactio

L was significantfF(1, 293) = 6.24,p < .02, andrevealed
Note.Scores could range from 1 to 7 with higher scores h h |ati hio b ived voi d .
reflecting greater organizational commitment. Standard de- t_ atthere atl_ons Ip between perceived voice an (_)rgamz
viations are in parentheses. tional commitment was stronger among those with relg
tively low power distance beliefs.

beliefs. A hierarchical multiple regression was conducted, Fma"&/ 10 e\r/]?lzgtet whetthgr |Ft\r/]vas poyverddlst_ancte Tag‘ ¢
In the first step, we simultaneously entered power di:stancgIarl culture Wt_'c Iln erac 'et Wlt perce|;/e (;/(:;]ce ?fmtu-
and voice as predictors of organizational commitment. in°nce organizational commitment, we entered the efiects

the second step we added the interaction between the twgylture, power distance, perceived voice, and the intera

Of greatest importance, the interaction effect was signifi—tlons between (a) culture and perceived voice and (b) pow

cant,F(1, 293)= 10.24,p < .001, andaccounted for an f[:hstance ;’:nd pergelved \_/0|cc:je. Althqu?h thte_z mteractlo? b.(
additional 2% of the variance. ween culture and perceived voice interaction was not si

To illustrate the nature of this interaction, we clas:sifiednmc"’?:j1t mblthe priwoui aggly5|§p(< '1‘?(; '(; ?he cz_int]e
participants as relatively high or low in power distance onconsiderably wea erf( < .50) when we added the inter-

the basis of a median split. We then computed the meaﬁction between power distance and perceived voice into tl
level of organizational commitment for each of the four SaME regression equation. Mor_eover, _the '”tefac“"”_ b
groups emanating from thex2 2 matrix (power distance tween power distance and perceived voice remained sign

voice). As expected, the tendency for participants to be lesi§aNt F(1,291)= 4.59,p < .05.
committed in the low voice than in the high voice condition
was more pronounced among those lower in power distance Discussion

(Ms = 3.12 vs 4.61) than among those higher in power In general, the results of the first two studies were quit

distance s = 3.63 vs 4.69). ] g
Evaluating whether power distance accounts for the ef_conS|stent. Both showed that the tendency for participants

i . . X exhibit lower organizational commitment in the low voice
fect of culture. An additional hierarchical regression was

: condition was stronger (a) in the low power distance cultur
conducted to evaluate whether power distance, rather thaman in the high power distance culture and (b) acros

. ' . . beliefs. Moreover, both studies showed that the interactic
ture and voice (both as dummy variables) and power dis-
tance as predictors of organizational commitment. In the
second step, we entered simultaneously the interactions
between culture and voice and between power distance and
voice. As can be seen in Table 4, Step 2, the interaction
between culture and voice, became nonsignificgnt™>
.10). Moreover, the interaction between power distance and Variable B E p
voice was still statistically significantp( < .02). These

findings suggest that it was power distance rather thar'eP

TABLE 4
Multiple Regression Evaluating Whether Power Distance
Accounts for Culture (Study 2)

. . . . .. , Voice .593 176.36 .001
cuIturt_a thgt mteracteq with voice to influence participants’ - iure 192 16.24 001
organizational commitment. Power Distance 107 4.97 05

Internal analyses. Because the manipulation check re- OverallF(3, 293) = 70.78,p < .001; total R* = .420
sults revealed that the voice manipulation was more Prosep 2
nounced in the United States (the lower power distance Terms added to those
culture) than in Mexico (the higher power distance culture),  entered in Step 1
we conducted internal analyses on the dependent variable ofCulture < Voice —.116 2.48 ns
organizational commitment in which participants were clas- "oWer Distancex Voice —Aar2 , 659 02
o . . . . Overall F(5, 291) = 31.53,p < .001;total R* = .446
sified on the basis of their perceived level of voice (rather
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between culture and voice was no longer significant wherSpecifically, the low power distance culture was German
we controlled for the interaction between power distanceand the high power distance culture was Hong Kong. To tt
and voice. Such findings suggest that it was power distancextent that the results of Study 3 are conceptually analogo
(rather than culture) that interacted with voice to influenceto those found in Studies 1 and 2, we can be more confide
participants’ organizational commitment. If anything, the that the differences between cultures in response to voif
results of Study 2 provide even stronger support for theare attributable to power distance. To avoid the problernr
latter assertion than did the results of Study 1 in that theassociated with studying reactions to hypothetical situe
interaction between power distance and voregnained tions, we asked participants to describe their reactions to
significant in the regression analysis in which the interactiorevent that they actually experienced, namely a recent di
between culture and voice was included (and found to b@ute with another person.
nonsignificant). All participants rated as an independent variable th
Both studies also showed that the voice manipulatiorextent to which they had voice in the dispute. The depende
took to a greater extent in the low power distance culturevariable in this study was how satisfied participants wer
(and, across cultures, among those with lower power diswith how their dispute was resolved. We expected th
tance beliefs). More specifically, participants in the low relationship between voice and satisfaction to be stronger
voice condition in both studiggerceivedthat they had less the low power distance culture. And once again, the relz
voice if (a) they came from the lower power distance culturetionship between voice and satisfaction across culture
than the higher power distance culture and (b) they hadghould be stronger among those with relatively low powe
lower power distance beliefs regardless of their culturesdistance beliefs. Finally, as in Studies 1 and 2, we expecte
The results of internal analyses suggested, however, th#hat it was power distance rather than culture that interacte
differences in how the low voice condition was perceivedwith voice to influence satisfaction; that is, the hypothesize
did not entirely account for the results on the primaryinteraction between culture and voice should be reduce
dependent measure of organizational commitment. In botlonce we control for the interaction between power distanc
studies the relationship between perceived voice and organd voice.
nizational commitment was stronger (a) in the lower power
distance culture than in the higher power distance culture
(although this effect was not significant in Study 2) and (b)
across cultures among those relatively low in power disParticipants
tance.

Method

Participants were undergraduate students from the Ci
nese University of Hong KongN = 206) andOsnabruck
STUDY 3 University in Germany I = 244). They completed the

study in the context of a course in which they were enrollec
Aside from their strengths, Studies 1 and 2 had some

weaknesses. For instance, in both studies the method WasHcedure
scenario-based, role-playing study in which participants in-
dicated how they would have responded to a situation Participants were asked to think about a recent dispu
described for them. Consequently, it is uncertain whethethat they had with another person. To make their recall c
cultural differences in power distance would moderate peothe dispute more vivid, they were asked a series of questio
ple’s reactions to voice in real situations. Moreover, theabout the causes of the dispute, such as the extent to whi
results of the first two studies may have been at least partlthe other person owed them money, broke a promise, or w
due to cultural (and power distance) differences in howrude and impolite. After thinking about various details of
people perceived the voice manipulation. While the resultshe dispute, participants completed a questionnaire that i
of the internal analyses generally suggested that culture (armluded measures of power distance, voice, and satisfacti
power distance) interacted with perceived voice in the samaith the resolution of the dispute. The procedure was ac
way that culture (and power distance) interacted with theministered in participants’ native language. Backtranslatio
voice manipulation, we chose to reduce ambiguity by op+Brislin, 1980) was used to ensure equivalence in meanir
erationalizing voice solely on the basis of participants’across the two cultures.
perceptions in Study 3. Power distance. The power distance measure consiste
Participants in Study 3 were drawn from two culturesof a three-item scale. Participants indicated their degree
who were expected (and actually shown) to differ in poweragreement, on 5-point scales (higher scerageater agree-
distance. To avoid capitalizing on comparisons betweement), with each of the following statements: (a) An orga
specific cultures, we sought participants from two culturesnization is most effective if it is clear who is the leader anc
that were also expected to vary in power distance, but whickivho is the follower; (b) If followers trust their leaders
differed from the cultures examined in Studies 1 and 2wholeheartedly, the group will be most successful; and (c
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It is best for our society to let the elites decide what is good TABLE 5
for us. Coefficient for this scale was .54 in Germany, .42 Multiple Regression Evaluating Whether Power Distance
in Hong Kong, and .60 across the two cultures. As expected, Accounts for Culture (Study 3)
power distance was significantly higher in Hong Kong than _
in Germany Ms = 3.13 vs 2.32, respectively(448) = Variable B F P
11.51,p < .001]. Step 1

Voice. The three items measuring voice were (a) | had Voice 632 274.80 .001
a lot of opportunity to present my views about how this Culture 013 0.00 ns

Power Distance .022 0.26 ns

dispute should be resolved, (b) My views were considered
and taken into account, and (c) What | wanted was consid-
ered in arriving at a solution. Responses to the 5-point item§tep 2

could range fronstrongly disagre€1) tostrongly agre€5). Terms added to those

Overall F(3, 426) = 93.70,p < .001; total R* = .398

entered in Step 1

Coefficienta for this scale was .83 in Germany, .82 in Hong  ture x Voice 168 144 ns
Kong, and .83 overall. Power Distancex Voice —.398 6.55 .02
Satisfaction with the resolution of the disputelhe de- Overall F(5, 424) = 60.06,p < .001;total R* = .415

pendent variable was measured using two items: (a) | was
satisfied with the way the dispute was resolved and (b) | was

satisfied with the outcome of the dispute. Five-point agree- . . .

ment scales were used to make these judgments, and ratin g the se_cond step. As n t_h_e previous analysis, only tr
on the two items were averaged to create a scale. Coefficie pice main effect was significantp( < .001). But, the

; . : Interaction between power distance and voice was al
c;;ogfll*gf;lcale was .73 in Germany, .77 in Hong Kong, andsignificant,F(l, 426)= 10.98,p < .001, andaccounted

for an additional 2% of the variance. To explore the natur
of this interaction, we classified participants as high or lov
Results in power distance on the basis of a median split. We the

All hypotheses were tested using hierarchical multiple_computed separate correlations between voice and satisf

regression analyses. As in Studies 1 and 2, we examined t on for the low and high power distance groups. As pre

interaction between culture and voice, and between powelicted. the correlation was greater among the lower pows

distance and voice, in separate analyses. Also as in Studi éstance participantsr = .61_1,_p < .001)than among the
igher power distance participants € .44, p < .001).

1 and 2, we then conducted an analysis in which bot
interactions were examined simultaneously to evaluate

whether it was power distance (rather than culture) thaEvaluating Whether Power Distance Accounts
interacted with voice to influence participants’ satisfaction. for the Effect of Culture

As Table 5 shows, the effects of culture (coded as
dummy variable), voice, and power distance were entere

The effects of culture and voice were entered simulta©n the first step of a regression analysis. On the second s
neous|y on the first Step of the regression; then their interWve entered the interaction between culture and voice and t
action was added on the second step. The voice main effeliteraction between power distance and voice. As in Studi
was significantF(1, 426)= 275.99,p < .001, and inthe 1and .2, t_he interaction betweeq culture and vc_)ice no !ongn
expected direction. More importantly, the interaction be-Was significantp > .20. But as inStudy 2, the interaction
tween culture and voice was also significaRfl, 426) = between power distance and voice remained significa
5.73,p < .025, andaccounted for an additional 1% of the (P < -02), andtook the same form as we saw previously.
variance. To explore the nature of the interaction, we con e latter finding suggests that it was not culture per se, b
ducted within-culture correlations between voice and satistather power distance that moderated participants’ reactio
faction. Although the relationship between voice and satis!O VoICe.
faction was positive and significant in both cultures, the

Culture X Voice

correlation was (as predicted) higher in Germany (the low Discussion of Studies 1-3
power distance culture) than in Hong Kong (the high power ) .
distance culture);s = .70 vs 50, respectively. Taken together, the results of Studies 1-3 provide cle:

evidence that cultural differences in power distance have
moderating influence on reactions to voice. All three studie
showed that voice was more strongly related to commi

Power distance and voice were entered simultaneously oment/satisfaction (a) in the low power distance cultures tha
the first step of this regression; their interaction was addedh the high power distance cultures and (b) across culture

Power Distancex Voice
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among those with relatively low power distance beliefs.vorably to lower levels of voice should be stronger amon

Moreover, in all three studies it was found that the interacthose relatively low in power distance.

tion between culture and voice was no longer significant

once we controlled for the interaction between power dis-

tance and voice (and in Studies 2 and 3 the latter interaction

remained significant). Participants
The many methodological differences between the three

studies are worth noting. These included (a) the cuIture%esilr:'em%argigwerzehiwpgzgelseg f gjlﬂzﬁ?%?gcﬁ?:f J'(I)'IPT
representative of relatively low vs high power distance (the . 9 ' P publ '
. . . o company is one of the largest pharmaceutical manufacture
United States and the People’s Republic of China in Stud){ . - .
n South China. Some of the participants had supervisol

L, the United Stgtes and Mexico in Study 2, and Germ?n){esponsibilities N = 102), whereas others (hereafter re-
and Hong Kong in Study 3), (b) the general context in WhICh]:_ﬁl’l’ed t0 as subordinates) did ndi (= 253). Thesuper-

the effects of voice were assessed (reactions to hypothetic
visory sample had an average age of 41.45 years, an aver:

organizational changes in Studies 1 and 2 and reactlons- teoducational level of 12.78 years, and an average organiz

an actual interpersonal dispute in Study 3), () the way i ional tenure of 17.45 years. First-line supervisors made L

which _voice was operationalized (manipulated and Mea4f 54.3% of the supervisory sample, while the percentage
sured in Studies 1 and 2 and measured in Study 3), and ( middle managers and top managers were 42.1 and 3.6

the nature of the dependent variable (organizational com- . . .

. . . . ; . respectively. Approximately 57% of the supervisors wert
mitment in Studies 1 and 2 and satisfaction with the reso- :
women. The subordinate sample had an average age

lution of the dispute in Study 3). The fact that con:5|stent38_06 years, an average educational level of 12.00 yea

results _emerged n _aII three studies bodes well for theand an average organizational tenure of 13.76 years. Sixt
generality of our findings.

one percent of the subordinates were women. All partic
pants completed their respective survey voluntarily.

Method

STUDY 4 Procedure

The purpose of Study 4 was to evaluate further the Separate questionnaires were administered to the sup
generality of the moderating influence of power distance oRisors and the subordinates. Each of the supervisors selec
people’s reactions to voice. The study differed from itSthree of their subordinates to take part in the study. T
predecessors in at least two noteworthy respects. Firsprotect confidentiality all participants were asked to sez
whereas participants in Study 3 reacted to an actual ratheheir completed survey into the envelopes which had bee
than hypothetical event, the event had transpired at a preyrovided and then to return the sealed envelopes to tl
vious point in time. As a result, participants’ recall of the company’s human resource department.
event and their reactions to it may not have been entirely A total of 106 supervisory surveys and 288 subordinat
accurate. In contrast, participants in Study 4 described thegurveys were completed and sent back to us, represent
reactions to perceived voice in the context of an ongoingesponse rates of 80 and 74%, respectively. After deletir
exchange relationship, which should have made biased rehe data that had come from unmatched supervisor/subc
call less of a consideration. Second, whereas the previouginate pairs, we were left with a total of 253 dyads (252
studies drew on participants from different cultures (whosesubordinates and 102 supervisors).
members were expected and shown to differ in power The subordinate and supervisor surveys contained tl
distance), all participants in Study 4 came from the same&arious measures used in Study 4. The subordinate surv
culture (the People’s Republic of China). Participants com-included the independent variables of perceived voice ar
pleted a measure of their power distance beliefs. They alspower distance and the dependent variables of organiz
indicated the extent to which they perceived having voice intional commitment, job satisfaction, and intention to remair
decisions within their work unit. Dependent variables werewith the organization. The supervisor survey included th
also more extensive than in the previous studies and inether dependent variable, namely their evaluations of the
cluded measures of organizational commitment, job satissubordinates’ job performance. All items were measured c
faction, intention to remain with the organization, and job 7-point scales, with endpoints labelsttongly disagreeor
performance. As in Studies 1-3 we expected participants toery little (1) and strongly agreeor very much(7). The
respond less positively (e.g., with lower organizationalsurveys were administered in Chinese based on the bax
commitment and less favorable job performance) when pertranslation procedure (Brislin, 1980).
ceived voice was relatively low. Of greater importance, we Perceived voice. This variable was measured using a
predicted an interaction between power distance and voicfour-item scale developed by Vroom (1959). A sample iten
such that the tendency for participants to respond less fas, “In general, how much say or influence do you have i



312 BROCKNER ET AL.

what goes on in your work unit?” Coefficieatfor this scale  F(1, 207)= 3.87,p < .05, accounting for an additional
was .75. 2% of the variance; (b) job satisfactiof,(1, 207) =
Power distance. Power distance was assessed with al0.47,p < .001, accounting for an additional 4% of the
seven-item scale, six of which came from the measureariance; and (c) intention to remain with the organization
developed by Earley and Erez (1997). Sample items inF(1, 207)= 8.15, accounting for an additional 3% of the
clude, “In work-related matters, managers have a right tovariance. And a marginally significant interaction emerge
expect obedience from their subordinates” and “Employeesn the measure of job performanédl, 207)= 2.86,p <
should highly respect their supervisors.” Coefficienfor .10, accounting for an additional 1% of the variance.
this scale was .74. To illustrate the nature of the interaction effects we
Organizational commitment.This eight-item measure divided participants into high and low power distance
was taken from the scale developed by Allen and Meyeigroups on the basis of a median split. We then computed tl
(1990). A sample item is, “I| feel emotionally attached to thisrelationship between perceived voice and the depende
organization.” The coefficient for this scale was .91. variables for both the low and high power distance group:
Job satisfaction. This variable was measured by a four- As predicted, perceived voice was more strongly related |
item scale adopted from Brayfield and Rothe (1951). Athe dependent variables among those with lower pow:
sample item is, “I feel that | am happier in my work than distance beliefs. In fact, the correlations were always pos
most other people.” Coefficient for this scale was .87.  tive and significant among those lower in power distance
Intention to remain. This construct was assessed with (rs = .38, .35, .27, and .21, on the measures of organiz
the four-item scale used by Farh, Tsui, Xin, and Chengional commitment, job satisfaction, intention to remair
(1998). A sample item is, “I often think of quitting my with the organization, and job performance, respectively
present job” (reverse scored). Coeeficientor this scale |n contrast, the correlations were always nonsignificar
was .80. among people higher in power distancs (anging from .04
Job performance. Subordinates’ job performance was tg .08).
evaluated by their immediate supervisor based on a four- The results of Studies 3 and 4 show that power distanc
item scale used by Farh and Cheng (1997). A sample iterhas a moderating influence on voice when participant:
is, “This subordinate makes an important contribution to thereactions to an actual (rather than hypothetical) event a
overall performance of our work unit.” The coefficieat  assessed. Moreover, voice was operationalized on the ba

was .80. of participants’ perceptions in Studies 3 and 4. Thus, unlik
in Studies 1 and 2, which showed that (cultural difference
Results and Discussion in) power distance moderated the effect of the voice me
nipulation on participantsperceptionsof voice, Studies 3
Correlations between the Dependent Variables and 4 showed that power distance beliefs moderated pe

While all four dependent measures were significantlyplesS rgacilons to;cjhewhpercelptlo?sdqf VO'F:é' |
related to each other, the average correlation among the tudy , extﬁn S t_ € eﬁr 1er Tin '295 n atheast tW% re
attitudinal measures of organizational commitment, job sat?peCts' First, the notion that power distance has a moder

isfaction, and intention to remain was considerably highellng mfluence_on Voice was supported in the context of a
(r = .62, p < .001) than was the average correlation ongoing relationship between employees and employers.

between job performance and each of the attitudinal meaCONtrast, participants in Study 3 described their retrospe
sures f = .20, p < .05). tive perceptions of and reactions to an interpersonal disput

raising questions about the reliability or accuracy of thos
perceptions. Second, the predicted interaction betwes
voice and power distance emerged on a host of depende

Separate hierarchical multiple regressions were run oiariables, further attesting to the generality of the findings
each of the four dependent variables. In the first step we Furthermore, the results of Studies 1-3 suggested that
entered the effects of subordinate demographic factors a&as the psychological variable of power distance belief
control variables, including age, education, tenure, gendefand not culture) that interacted with voice to influence
and position (whether the subordinate also had supervisorgarticipants’ commitment/satisfaction. Such findings imply
responsibility). The first three factors were entered as conthat it should be possible to find an interactive relationshi
tinuous variables, whereas the two (categorical) factor§etween voice and power distance on a within-culture basi
were coded as dummy variables. In the second step wid addition to the between-culture bases shown in Studie
entered the effects of perceived voice and power distance,
and in the third step we added the 'mer_acnon between t_he * Of course, the internal analyses in Studies 1 and 2 also showed tf
two. Of greatest relevance, the interaction effect was Sigeuiture (and power distance) moderated people’s reactions to their perce
nificant on the measures of (a) organizational commitmentjons of voice.

Tests of Hypothesis
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1-3. Indeed, the results of Study 4 reveal that the tendencyorm-relevant cultural dimensions (besides power distanc
for low power distance persons to react more unfavorably t@nd other procedural justice elements (besides voice) col
low levels of voice is not limited to between-culture anal- bine interactively to influence people’s reactions. For th
yses. present, however, we have shown one way to conceptuali
how cultural dimensions and elements of procedural justic

GENERAL DISCUSSION jointly influence people’s beliefs and behaviors.

Taken together, the results of all four studies paint amplications for Procedural Justice Theory

highly consistent picture. Re_gardless of \_/vheth_er VOICE IS oyr studies contribute to a growing literature that seeks t
operationalized as an experimental manipulation or as a

| he eff £ Vo fstablish the conditions under which elements of procedur
perceptual measure, the efiect of voice on an assortment @ ;o (such as voice) will be differentially important. A

dependent variables was more pronounced among tho Ecent review of studies has shown that voice, as well ¢

with low rather than high power distance beliefs. This IS U8, ihar determinants of procedural justice, often are mol

both between cultures (Studies 1-3) and within a singlg, e ntial when the outcomes that people experience see
culture (Study 4). unfair or unfavorable (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). Our
findings suggest that aside from the outcomes that peor
receiveduring a situation, perceptions of norms pertaining
In addition to supporting our hypothesis that power dis-to voice that peoplebring to the situation also have a
tance has a moderating influence on reactions to voicanoderating influence on reactions to voice.
Studies 1-3 have implications for a more general issue of By identifying some of the conditions under which pro-
importance to cross-cultural scholars. For a variety of reacedural justice factors like voice are especially importan
sons (e.g., the increased globalization of the workplace)we have attempted to complement existing conceptualiz
there has been a great deal of interest recently in the effecions of procedural justice that have overlooked the impa
of culture on employees’ work attitudes and behaviors (e.g.of moderating factors (e.g., Leventhal et al., 1980; Thibat
Adler, 1997). Studies 1-3 illustrate a conceptual strategyg Walker, 1975). By taking norms associated with proce
that may be used to explain how procedural justice factorglural justice into account, future investigators should b
like voice can influence people from various cultural back-better able to identify the conditions under which procedurz
grounds differently. Central to this strategy is the need tqustice factors (including, but not limited to voice) have
analyze how cultural norms influence the legitimacy of amore (or less) impact on people’s beliefs and behaviors. |
given procedural justice factor (Heuer, Blumenthal, Doug-general, procedural justice factors should be more influel
las, & Weinblatt, 1999; James, 1993). Just as cultural diftial when they have been legitimized by norms.
ferences in power distance influence the extent to which Of course, the norms that legitimize procedural justic
people feel that they should have voice, so too may othefactors need not only be the product of national culture. Th
culturally induced psychological factors affect people’s be-legitimization of procedural justice factors also may depen
liefs about the extent to which they should experienceon norms specific to an institution or small group. Fol
procedural justice factors other than voice. example, in a single cultural setting, Greenberg, Eskew, ar
Consider, for example, the possible relationship betweemMiles (1991) examined the effect of student voice in e
the cultural dimension of uncertainty avoidance (Hofstedegrading process on their perceptions of the fairness of t
1980) and the procedural justice factor of consistency (Levprocess. Some of the participants were led to believe that
enthal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). The norms of a high uncer-was normative for students to have voice into the gradin
tainty avoidance culture may lead to the enactment of proprocess (high legitimacy condition), whereas others wel
cedures that deviate little from one time or situation to theinformed that it was normative for students not to have
next. Uncertainty is thus avoided. Members of high unceroice into the grading process (low legitimacy condition)
tainty avoidance cultures may believe that new proceduress might be expected, participants responded more neg
should be consistent with older procedures. If so, then thévely (i.e., they perceived fairness to be lower) when voic
impact of the procedural element of consistency (Leventhalvas relatively low. Of greater concern, the tendency for lov
et al., 1980) may interact with the cultural dimension of voice to lead to less favorable perceptions than high voic
uncertainty avoidance so that people from high uncertaintyvas greater in the high legitimacy than in the low legitimacy
avoidance cultures are more influenced by procedural coreondition.
sistency than their counterparts in low uncertainty avoid-
ance cultures. In particular, people f_rom high uncert"’“mylmplications for Cross-Cultural Theory and Research
avoidance cultures may react especially unfavorably to a
lack of procedural consistency. Studies 1-3 exemplify a general research strategy th
Further research is needed to examine whether otheshould be employed in future research on cross-cultur

Implications for Cross-Cultural Studies of Justice
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differences in people’s beliefs and behaviors. In many pretent in form and statistically significant in all four studies,
vious studies, researchers have made two related assunthey accounted for relatively small amounts of varianc
tions, namely that (a) people from various cultures differ on(1-4%). If future research yields improved measures
a given psychological dimension and (b) culturally inducedpower distance, then the interaction observed in the prese
variation on that dimension accounts for the observed differstudies between power distance and voice may explain .
ences on the primary dependent variable(s). Unfortunatelygven greater portion of the variance in people’s attitudes ar
these assumptions often are not evaluated. For example, Mortighaviors.

and Peng (1994) showed that the fundamental attribution error

was stronger in an individualistic culture than in a collectivistic Practical Implications

culture. But, Morris and Peng did not actually measure partic- . :
ipants’ individualism—collectivism orientation, so the psycho- Our research also offers guidance to managers seeking

logical mediation of the cultural difference they observed wad aximize the_fav_orablllty of subordlnat_e s reactions to_3|g-
less clear. mflcant orgamz_gtlonal changeg. In particular, we have idet
In contrast, Studies 1-3 included measures of partici:[Ifled the conditions under which managers must pay pa
pants' power distance beliefs. Not only were we able toticular attention to the level of voice provided to their
verify that people from the People’s Republic of China, supordinate_s. When considering how muc_h voice to giv
Mexico, and Hong Kong had higher power distance beliefsthelr subordinates, managers need to consider whether c«

than people from the United States and Germany, but aISE)extual norms lead their subordinates to believe that the
that cultural differences in response to voice were attenughoumI have voice. Moreover, one (but not the only) factc

ated once participants’ power distance beliefs were Cont_hat influences people’s beliefs about whether they shou

trolled. More generally, by measuring the factor presume(pave voice in a decision process is national culture. Th

to account for cultural differences, we were able to providere_}SUItS of all four studies suggest that if managers do n

a more convincing explanation of cross-cultural difference%'ve subordinates voice when the latter's power distanc

in beliefs or behaviors (Bierbrauer, 1994: Tyler, Lind, & eliefs imply that it is normative for them to have voice,
Huo, in press) ' ' ' "~ then subordinates are likely to respond unfavorably.

The practical implications of previous research on proce
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research dural justice suggested that managers need to pay attent
to both thehowand thewhatof their decisions—that is, that
Despite the convergence in their findings, our studiesnanagers should be procedurally and distributively fai
have limitations. In calling attention to these limitations, we (e.q., Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). We take the viewpoin
are also suggesting avenues for future research. First, Stl.lf.hat managers often are under considerable time press|
ies 1 and 2 used a scenario-based methodology in whichnd therefore will need tprioritize the amount of attention
participants were asked to indicate how they (or a targethey pay to various procedural elements. In particular, mat
person) would respond in the situations described to themagers should make extra efforts to ensure the real or app:
While Studies 3 and 4 assessed participants’ reactions to asht presence of procedural justice factors like voice whe

actual rather than hypothetical situation, additional researcBontextual norms legitimize the presence of such factors.
is needed to evaluate whether cross-cultural differences in
power distance moderate people’s reactions to voice in the
context of an event that they actually experience rather than REFERENCES
a hypothetical event.
Second, although the present findings suggest that it wasler, N. (1997) International dimensions of organizational behav{drd
power distance rather than culture per se that interacted with €d-)- Boston: PWS-Kent.
voice to influence participants’ reactions, we cannot entirelylen: N- J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents
|. . t th blt th t th |t | d . . affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the organlzatlor
eliminate the possibility that other cultural dimensions (in- Jourmal of Occupational Psycholog§3, 1-18.
,Stead of, Or_ In a(_jdltlon_ to power d|§t§_nce)l may ,haveBierbrauer, G. (1994). Toward an understanding of legal culture: Varie
'me.ra(?t?d with voice to influence participants . reactions. tjons in individualism and collectivism between Kurds, Lebanese, an
While it is not entirely clear how or why other differences GermansLaw and Society Revie8, 243-264.
between cultures (e.g., individualism vs collectivism) Bies, R. J. (1987). The predicament of injustice: The management of mor
should interact with voice, the present studies do a more outrage. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (EdsResearch in organi-
convincing job of affirming the significance of power zational behavior(Vol. 9, pp. 289-319). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
distance than they do of ruling out other possible epra—B'eS} R J., & Moag, J. (1986). _Int_eractlonal justice: Communicatior
nations of the influence of culture. The latter represents Circra of faimess. In R. J. Lewicki, B. H. Sheppard, & M. Bazerman
. : p (Eds.), Research on negotiation in organizatiofi¢ol. 1, pp. 43-55).
an important challenge for future research. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
Finally, while the mt_eractlons betW_een CUltur9 and VOICEBrayfield, A. H., & Rothe, H. F. (1951). An index of job satisfaction.
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