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ABSTRACT


We argue that different types of perceived managerial controls – mechanisms to direct subordinates’ tasks – increase the importance of particular aspects of fairness to subordinates in organizations.  We introduce the concept of fairness monitoring to characterize the ongoing cognitive and behavioral sensemaking processes that individuals use to identify and then selectively examine contextually relevant types of fairness information.  In scenario and survey studies, we find that subordinates who perceive market controls engage in distributive fairness monitoring, subordinates who perceive bureaucratic controls engage in procedural fairness monitoring, and subordinates who perceive clan controls engage in interpersonal fairness monitoring.  We also find that managers who promote the type of fairness that their subordinates monitor most closely engender higher levels of subordinate job satisfaction than those who do not. 

Scholars have long argued that effective managerial controls — mechanisms that managers use to direct their subordinates’ task efforts — and perceptions of managerial fairness are mutually reinforcing.  Weber (1968), for example, argued that rational-legal bureaucracies rest on organizational members’ beliefs in the legitimacy and fairness of leaders.  Barnard (1938), and later Simon (1957) and Ouchi (1980), argued that superiors can use controls to secure sustained commitments from their subordinates only so long as subordinates believe those controls are fairly applied.

At the same time, scholars have also identified fundamental tensions between promoting control and fairness.  In their path breaking work, Thibaut and Walker (1975) argued that managers who exercise increased control over subordinate decision-making negatively influence subordinates’ fairness perceptions.  Folger, Konovsky and Cropanzano (1992) further argued that managers are often unable to resolve this tension and, as a result, exert increased control over their subordinates’ task efforts at the expense of promoting due process and fairness.  Brockner (2006) located the source of these tradeoffs in the seemingly greater tangibility and certainty of implementing controls versus the complexities and ambiguities of promoting fairness..
Despite the central importance of this issue in organizations, a theoretical framework does not exist for thinking about how to concurrently promote control and fairness.  Our goal in this paper is to provide such a framework.  We build on previous research that investigates how subordinates’ perceptions of managerial controls define psychological contracts around job-based success criteria (McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998; Bunderson, 2001).  Conceptualizing control in this way allows us to examine how individuals’ managerial control perceptions relate to interpersonal sensemaking in organizations (Weick, 1995).  Through their perceptions of managerial controls, subordinates come to understand their responsibilities and how their work will be evaluated, which, in turn, signals what types of fairness information are most important in their particular work context.   

Specifically, we argue that different types of managerial controls emphasize distinctive success criteria, which lead subordinates to engage in particular types of fairness monitoring of their superiors.  We define fairness monitoring as the ongoing cognitive and behavioral sensemaking processes that individuals use to identify and then selectively attend to different types of fairness information in a given organizational context.  Through fairness monitoring, individuals exert efforts to gather and analyze the information they need to determine whether or not their managers are providing them with fair opportunities to succeed in their jobs.
We argue that fairness monitoring is critical for understanding how managerial controls and subordinates’ fairness judgments are linked.  Through our analyses, we demonstrate how individuals rely both on their perceptions of managerial controls and on fairness monitoring to make sense of their work environments.  
Our observations enable us to extend research that finds that subordinates use fairness information as heuristic shortcuts for interpreting future interactions with managers (Lind, 2001; Lind, Kray & Thompson, 1998; Van den Bos, Vermunt & Wilke, 1997) and for making sense of their organizational experiences (Brockner, forthcoming; Diekman, Barsness & Sondak, 2003).  While previous research in this area rests on an assumption that these dynamics operate the same regardless of the organizational context in which they occur, we show that specific types of fairness judgments are particularly important in certain managerial control environments.  
We contend that the relationships between managerial controls and fairness monitoring we identify are important because they moderate relationships between fairness judgments and job satisfaction (the degree to which an employee is satisfied and happy with the job (Hackman & Oldham, 1975)).  We claim that subordinates will exhibit high levels of job satisfaction when their perceptions of managerial controls compel them to monitor fairness and they judge their supervisor as acting in ways consistent with the type of fairness they are monitoring.  This effect is a result of subordinates’ beliefs that their fairness judgments provide clear and reliable evidence that their supervisor is allowing them to develop and succeed in their jobs.  
We further argue that when weakly perceived controls do not stimulate subordinates to fairness-monitor, their positive fairness judgments will be associated with relatively lower levels of job satisfaction.  This is because these individuals will be less clear about if and how their managers’ efforts to promote fairness translate into tangible work opportunities. 

We flesh out these arguments in subsequent sections and then use a series of scenario and survey studies to investigate the relationships between particular types of fairness monitoring, specific managerial control perceptions, different kinds of fairness judgments and job satisfaction.  Our work contributes to research on managerial control theory by developing measures of perceived managerial controls and identifying a mechanism that explains how promoting both control and fairness can be mutually reinforcing.  We also contribute to work on contextualized fairness and fairness heuristics theory by exploring how specific kinds of fairness information influence job satisfaction in different organizational contexts.  Finally, by understanding the fairness monitoring implications of control, we identify how managers can concurrently promote both fairness and control in work environments.
THEORY DEVELOPMENT

The perspective we develop in this paper builds on research on how elements within an organization’s context influence individuals to differentially weigh particular types of fairness information.  Van den Bos and colleagues, for example, argue that the types of fairness to which managers first expose their subordinates influence what fairness criteria subordinates use to form attitudes about their jobs and their relationships with authorities (Van den Bos, et al., 1997).  Researchers have also observed that different national cultural norms (Brockner, Chen, Mannix, Leung, & Skarlicki, 2000) can make people weight particular types of fairness more heavily than others.  

While scholars continue to explore how organizational contexts influence fairness judgments, the closest that scholars have come to systematically investigating how managerial controls impact fairness judgments is research that examines how components of organizational structures affect fairness judgments by promoting or inhibiting the exchange of particular types of information.  For example, Schminke and colleagues (Schminke, Ambrose & Cropanzano, 2000; Schminke, Cropanzano & Rupp,  2002) find that managers in decentralized organizations provide their subordinates with higher levels of both process and decision control, which results in higher perceptions of procedural fairness.  In addition, Schminke, et al. (2000) observe that organizational size is negatively associated with subordinates’ perceptions of interactional fairness because managers in larger organizations tend to rely more heavily on impersonal rules and regulations, and take less care to treat employees with dignity and respect.  Finally, Ambrose and Schminke’s (2003) research indicates that particular organizational structures increase the strength of relationships between fairness judgments and employee attitudes.  Specifically, they observe that the relationship between procedural fairness and perceived organizational support is stronger in mechanistic structures (defined as formal and centralized) than in organic structures (defined as flexible and decentralized), but that the opposite is true for relationships between interactional justice and supervisory trust.
Beyond general observations that different structures encourage individuals to exchange different types of information, however, the authors of this research admit that their work represents only a “first step” in understanding how contextualized fairness judgments are formulated (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003: 303).  They have not yet identified how distinctive managerial control contexts influence individual’s fairness perceptions.  In particular, while this research identifies relationships between managerial information flows and authority structures, the level of analysis the authors use does not sufficiently capture the nuances of how individuals’ day-to-day work efforts are defined and evaluated.  Moreover, because the authors of this research rely on managerial conceptualizations of structures rather than on subordinates’ interpretations of the structures they experience, the authors are unable to specify how both types of information are used by subordinates to evaluate their work experiences. 
Perceived Managerial Controls

To develop a clearer understanding of relationships between control and fairness, we highlight the importance of subordinates’ perceptions of the managerial controls they encounter (Kunda, 1992; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993).  By viewing this problem from the perspective of the employee rather than of the manager, we are able to identify relationships between employees’ perceptions of managerial controls and fairness that were not apparent to those scholars who examined the effects of organizational structures on employees’ fairness evaluations.  In addition, managerial controls have a more proximal effect on subordinates’ work experiences than structures do.  As indicators of specific, task performance criteria, these assessments directly “define the psychological contract between an employer and employee in terms of the idiosyncratic set of reciprocal obligations held by employees concerning their obligations (i.e., what they will do for the employer) and their entitlements (i.e., what they expect to receive in return)” (McLean Parks, et al., 1998: 698).  As subordinates are guided through their task activities, the controls they encounter establish and reinforce patterns of “shared values and beliefs that help individuals [i.e., subordinates] understand organizational functioning and provide norms for behavior in the organization” (Deshpande & Webster, 1989: 4).  Thus, subordinates’ perceptions of the managerial controls serve as mechanisms of organizational socialization because they help subordinates understand the roles and obligations they must fulfill to be successful in their organizations.   

Perhaps the most widely cited and distinguishable classifications of managerial controls are those outlined by Ouchi (1979, 1980): market, bureaucratic, and clan (or socio-cultural).  The distinctions among the administrative ideologies constituted by these types of controls encompass different performance criteria and highlight fundamentally different employee roles and managerial obligations  (Bunderson, Lofstrom, & Van de Ven, 2000; Bunderson, 2001).  Building on Ouchi’s (1980) definitions,  we define “perceived market controls” as the extent to which employees believe their organization emphasizes individual effort towards production outputs; “perceived bureaucratic controls” refer to the extent to which employees believe their organization emphasizes the standardization and formalization of task procedures; and “perceived clan controls” refer to the extent to which employees believe their organization emphasizes the development of collegial associations and common values.  
Fairness Monitoring


Our contention is that subordinates’ perceptions of managerial controls assist them in identifying the key parameters of their particular employment relationships, and in so doing, also indicate what types of fairness information are most relevant to their employment situation.  The most relevant forms of fairness are those that best enable subordinates to assess whether or not their organization provides them a fair chance of obtaining instrumental-based measures of success, like compensation and career advancement opportunities (Colquitt, 2001), and/or interpersonal measures of success, like group status (Tyler & Lind, 1992).


To gather relevant fairness information, subordinates engage in what we call fairness monitoring to attempt to hold their managers accountable for promoting the forms of fairness that they deem most important for their particular work situation.  Fairness monitoring involves both the identification of the most important type of fairness information, given an individual’s perceptions of control, and the extent to which they selectively collect and process that type of fairness information.  

Consistent with existing fairness research (Moorman, 1991; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Colquitt, 2001), we use the term “distributive fairness monitoring” to describe how employees attend to the ways their supervisors reward individuals in their units, given their accomplishments; we use the term “procedural fairness monitoring” to describe how employees consider the consistency with which their supervisors apply organizational policies; and we use the term “interpersonal fairness monitoring” to describe how employees gather information about whether or not their supervisors treat them with respect.


While we draw connections to known forms of fairness, we stress that the types of fairness monitoring we describe are distinct from the fairness judgments that have traditionally been examined in fairness research.  Whereas fairness judgments describe subordinates’ outcome-based evaluations of their supervisors’ actions, fairness monitoring describes on-going information-gathering processes by subordinates.  Furthermore, we do not believe that fairness monitoring influences the valence of fairness judgments.  While fairness monitoring may increase an individual’s confidence in the judgments he makes, that individual may judge specific interactions as more or less fair, regardless of the level of fairness monitoring he conducts.  We also note that, unlike previous research, we do not exclusively ascribe perceptions to primacy effects – that is, how the types of fairness to which managers first expose their subordinates influence the primary criteria that subordinates use to form attitudes about their jobs and evaluate their subsequent relationships with authorities (Van den Bos et al., 1997).  We believe that fairness monitoring can occur at the outset of superior-subordinate interactions, but can also occur during on-going interactions. 
MAIN EFFECTS HYPOTHESES
Because individuals who conduct fairness monitoring must expend effort collecting and processing fairness information they do not necessarily monitor all types of fairness information at all times.  We hypothesize that, because managerial controls indicate the criteria on which performance evaluations are based, subordinates’ perceptions of managerial controls help them understand what specific kinds of fairness information are most important within their particular work context.  In other words, their managerial control perceptions motivate them to perform specific types of fairness monitoring to ensure that their manager is treating them fairly in ways relevant to their work context.  
 To illustrate these dynamics, consider the example of sales associates who are directed primarily by market controls, such as being compensated by sales commissions. We predict that individuals in this work environment will tend to engage in distributive fairness monitoring and be particularly reactive to instances of perceived distributive justice.  This is because their potential for professional success is largely determined by how fairly managers distribute compensation for associates’ sales performance.  As such, these individuals will be motivated to gather information about the distribution of rewards and resources across members of their referent group to determine if they have been compensated consistently with their relative contribution levels.  Individuals in this environment would be more motivated to collect distributive fairness information than would employees in an environment where bureaucratic controls are emphasized (e.g., an accounting firm where auditors are evaluated on how well they follow detailed accounting rules and standards) or an environment where clan controls are emphasized (e.g., employees at Hewlett-Packard needing to embody the “HP way”).
In the section that follows, we outline three relationships between individual’s perceptions of managerial controls and their fairness monitoring.  While we posit relationships between particular managerial controls and types of fairness monitoring, we do not suggest that people who primarily monitor one type of fairness are wholly unconcerned with other types of fairness.  Furthermore, since all types of managerial controls can be asserted more or less fairly (Ouchi, 1980), we do not expect systematic direct effects of particular types of managerial controls on fairness judgments.  Instead, we hypothesize how subordinates’ perceptions of three types of managerial controls (markets, bureaucracies and clans) convey distinct job performance standards and, as a result, stimulate individuals to attend to particular forms of fairness information (distributive, procedural and interpersonal) relatively more than to others in their organizational sensemaking processes.

Market Controls and Distributive Fairness Monitoring 
We hypothesize that market controls will signal the importance of distributive fairness information more than bureaucratic or clan controls will.  Managers who implement market controls use price and cost-based mechanisms to direct and evaluate subordinate performance (Ouchi, 1979).  These mechanisms rely on “the rules of competition, [and] of supply and demand [to] channel behavior” (Lebas & Weigenstein, 1986: 263).  Managers who implement market controls generally evaluate the outputs that subordinates produce or the level of individual performance they achieve to derive measures they can use to compare the accomplishments of individual subordinates within their span of control.  As a result, subordinates who perceive market controls tend to act as independent contractors and emphasize pursuing their own instrumental economic interests, competing with peers, and maintaining personal efficiency and productivity (Deshpande, Farley & Webster, 1989).

We argue that since market controls emphasize the value of economic over relational exchanges (McLean Parks, et al., 1998), when subordinates perceive that their managers emphasize market controls, subordinates engage in distributive fairness monitoring because distributions of compensation and resources constitute the important, diagnostic indicators of success in this work environment.  Thus, by conducting distributive fairness monitoring to gather and evaluate information about whether or not “rewards and resources [are] distributed in accordance with recipients’ contributions,” (Leventhal, 1976: 94) individuals are able to determine if their organization provides them fair opportunities to achieve professional goals.
Hypothesis 1: Distributive fairness monitoring is more positively affected by subordinates’ perceptions of market controls than by their perceptions of bureaucratic or clan controls.
Bureaucratic Controls and Procedural Fairness Monitoring 

We next hypothesize that bureaucratic controls will signal the importance of procedural fairness information more than market or clan controls will.  Managers using bureaucratic controls engage in the “close personal surveillance and direction of subordinates” (Ouchi, 1979: 835) by applying formal rules that specify task directives and outline job assignments and roles in work activities.  Managers who use bureaucratic controls directly monitor if employees adhere to pre-specified rules and procedures in their work efforts, and, in so doing, also provide information to employees about how to improve their mastery of organizational tasks (Cardinal, Sitkin, & Long, 2004).  Because employees who encounter bureaucratic controls are rewarded for properly interpreting and executing formal directives, they generally come to value stability and predictability as a means of effectively achieving organizational goals (Moorman, 1995).

We contend that subordinates who encounter bureaucratic controls tend to conduct procedural fairness monitoring.  In bureaucratic organizations, the standardization of tasks is supposed to make procedures and rewards highly consistent (Schminke, et al, 2000).  We argue that individuals monitor the extent to which rules and procedures are implemented accurately and consistently because these factors directly impact how well they can perform their jobs (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Leventhal, 1976).  Thus, individuals who experience bureaucratic controls focus on procedural fairness monitoring because those considerations provide the most effective means of determining if they have a fair chance of achieving professional success in their organization.
Hypothesis 2: Procedural fairness monitoring is more positively affected by subordinates’ perceptions of bureaucratic controls than by their perceptions of market or clan controls.
Clan Controls and Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring 

Last, we hypothesize that clan controls will signal the importance of interpersonal fairness information more than market or bureaucratic controls will.  Managers who utilize clan controls create environments where subordinates share and enact common values, perspectives and accounts for their actions (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996).  Managers do this, for example, through high-contact and ongoing socialization processes and by evaluating how effectively employees collaborate with co-workers and interact in face-to-face situations.  When properly implemented, clan controls motivate employees to merge their personal goals with those of the organization and adopt shared values with other organizational members (Ouchi, 1980).  Thus, clan controls are like “rules which spell out how people are to behave most of the time and allow them to extrapolate in new situations and act quickly, because even if the situation is new, the values are clear” (Lebas & Weigenstein, 1986: 265).  Systems that rely on clan controls typically exhibit stringent behavioral standards that place a premium on being recognized as cooperative, team players.  Failure to be recognized as such can limit professional success and lead to social ostracism (Barker, 1993).

We hypothesize that subordinates who perceive that they are managed by clan controls tend to conduct interpersonal fairness monitoring.  In organizations that rely on clan-based control mechanisms, the quality of interpersonal aspects of supervisory relations provide individuals with important signals regarding whether they will be provided with opportunities to be successful, integral members of a collective (Ouchi, 1980).  Specifically, if managers take care to communicate with employees in a courteous and respectful manner, they signal to those subordinates that they are valued group members who will be provided with the resources needed to achieve their professional objectives (Bies & Moag, 1986).
Hypothesis 3: Interpersonal fairness monitoring is more positively affected by subordinates’ perceptions of clan controls than by their perceptions of market or bureaucratic controls.
MODERATION HYPOTHESES
We believe that the associations between perceived managerial controls and fairness monitoring we identify are important because they represent key factors that moderate relationships between fairness judgments and job satisfaction.  We focus on the relationship between fairness judgments and job satisfaction for two reasons.  First, we do so because various types of fairness judgments have been shown to strongly and positively influence job satisfaction (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).  The second reason is because previous researchers have observed that the relationship between fairness judgments and job satisfaction can be moderated by elements of a work context.  For example, Diekmann, et al. (2004) find that when individuals are in work contexts with unclear job responsibilities, procedural and interactional fairness judgments become especially strong predictors of job satisfaction.  They argue that when information about performance standards and expected behaviors is not readily available, individuals rely more on their fairness judgments to determine their level of job satisfaction (Diekman, et al., 2004).
By considering both perceived managerial controls and fairness monitoring, we offer an alternative perspective.  While Diekman et al. (2004) highlight how perceived uncertainty can moderate the relationship between fairness and job satisfaction, we focus on the role of outcome importance in these relationships.  Fairness judgments tend to have particularly strong effects on job attitudes when individuals use their fairness judgments to predict important outcomes (Brockner, forthcoming).  For example, Brockner, et al. (2000) demonstrate that procedural fairness judgments made by individuals who come from interdependent (versus independent) cultural contexts exhibit an increased willingness to interact with and support decisions made by their exchange partners.  In explaining their results, the authors contend that people with interdependent self-construals view the development of positive interpersonal relationships as particularly important exchange outcomes.  As a result, these judgments exert especially strong effects on those individuals’ attitudes towards their exchange partners.  
Consistent with that general line of argument, we contend that as the performance standards embodied by the managerial controls that subordinates perceive motivate them to conduct particular forms of fairness monitoring, individuals come to view related fairness judgments as particularly important indicators of job opportunities in their work context.  Specifically, we predict that when subordinates judge that their supervisor is fair in ways consistent with their fairness monitoring activities, subordinates will exhibit a high level of job satisfaction.  This is because the fairness monitoring process engenders increased confidence that subordinates’ fairness judgments provide them with clear and reliable evidence that their supervisor is allowing them to develop and succeed in their jobs.  The interaction of individuals’ managerial control perceptions (e.g., perceived market controls) and fairness monitoring activities (e.g., distributive fairness monitoring), thus, moderates the relationship between fairness judgments (e.g., distributive fairness judgments) and job satisfaction, such that when individuals fairness-monitor on a particular fairness dimension and also judge their manager to promote fairness on that same dimension, they will tend to exhibit a high level of job satisfaction.  
We further argue that the interaction of individuals’ strong managerial control perceptions, related fairness monitoring and fairness judgments together constitute a more cognitively coherent set of credible information about one’s current job situation than is provided by their fairness judgments alone.  Although we anticipate that fairness judgments will exert a positive influence on job satisfaction even when weakly perceived controls do not stimulate individuals to fairness-monitor (consistent with Diekmann, et al.’s, (2004) findings), we predict that subordinate’s positive fairness judgments under these conditions will be associated with relatively lower levels of job satisfaction because these individuals are less certain about how their fairness judgments relate to their job opportunities.  
Figure 1 depicts the relationships we posit in Hypotheses 4-6.
Insert Figure 1 About Here

Hypothesis 4: The interaction of perceived market controls and distributive fairness monitoring moderates the effect of distributive fairness judgments on job satisfaction, such that individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of distributive fairness, (b) perceive high levels of market controls, and (c) conduct high levels of distributive fairness monitoring, will exhibit higher levels of job satisfaction than individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of distributive fairness, but (b) perceive low levels of market controls, and (c) conduct low levels of distributive fairness monitoring.

Hypothesis 5: The interaction of perceived bureaucratic controls and procedural fairness monitoring moderates the effect of procedural fairness judgments on job satisfaction, such that individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of procedural fairness, (b) perceive high levels of bureaucratic controls, and (c) conduct high levels of procedural fairness monitoring, will exhibit higher levels of job satisfaction than individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of procedural fairness, but (b) perceive low levels of bureaucratic controls, and (c) conduct low levels of procedural fairness monitoring.
Hypothesis 6: The interaction of perceived clan controls and interpersonal fairness monitoring moderates the effect of interpersonal fairness judgments on job satisfaction, such that individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of interpersonal fairness, (b) perceive high levels of clan controls, and (c) conduct high levels of interpersonal fairness monitoring, will exhibit higher levels of job satisfaction than individuals who (a) judge that their managers promote high levels of interpersonal fairness, but (b) perceive low levels of clan controls, and (c) conduct low levels of interpersonal fairness monitoring.

METHODS OVERVIEW
We first use a scenario study to examine the causal relationships between managerial controls and fairness monitoring that we outline in Hypotheses 1-3.  We then administer a survey to replicate our analyses of Hypotheses 1–3 with a field sample, address some limitations from Study 1 and additionally test Hypotheses 4–6. 

STUDY 1

The purpose of this study is to test Hypotheses 1-3 in a controlled environment by evaluating relationships between managerial controls and fairness monitoring.

Participants

We collected data using Qualtrics, a third-party online survey administration company. Qualtrics sent a total of 2,500 solicitations to their nation-wide panel of 1,000,000 adults over 18 years old who had previously expressed an interest in participating in Qualtrics research projects.  Their panel of subjects was compensated with "survey cash," which could be converted into monetary compensation after individuals participated in a certain number of research studies including our own.

Qualtrics estimates that at least 60% of their electronic solicitations are filtered out by widely used SPAM blockers or are inadvertently deleted by respondents.  In addition, we solicited participation only from individuals who worked at least 20 hours per week.  This filtered out an additional 60% of respondents. 

Qualtrics therefore estimates that our initial solicitation was received by 1000 potential respondents. Based on the selection parameters we specified, roughly 400 potential participants who met our employment restriction received and viewed our solicitation.  From this sample, 138 individuals completed our study for a 34.5 percent response rate, which is consistent with overall expected participation rates in internet research (Cook, Heath, & Thompson, 2000). Sixty five percent of them were female and they were 42.8 years old, on average (s. d., 11.1 years).
Procedure
Study participants were told, “You are going to read a description of a job in the Complaints Handling unit of a financial organization.  Please imagine that this is your job and picture yourself in this context.  Try to appreciate all of the characteristics of the unit that are described and understand the way your performance would be measured.”

Participants then read one of three scenarios that varied in terms of the managerial controls that were used to monitor and guide task efforts.
  The market control scenario emphasized achieving individual performance and high customer service ratings.  The bureaucratic control scenario emphasized following the unit’s standardized rules and procedures for handling customer complaints.  The clan scenario focused on developing positive, collaborative relationships with other members of the unit.

Participants were then instructed to think of themselves as “a member of the unit described above and answer the following questions about how your unit is managed.”  They next completed the 15 perceived managerial control items described below on seven-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).  Finally, we asked subjects to “Think about how you would feel, what you would care about and what might concern you if you were working in this unit.”  We asked participants to report on the extent to which they would engage in distributive, procedural and interpersonal fairness monitoring (on the same 7-point Likert scales) using the 18 fairness monitoring items described below.

Measures

Perceived Managerial Controls.  To evaluate subordinates’ interpretations of the managerial controls they encounter, we derived measures of perceived market, bureaucratic, and clan controls from Ouchi’s (1979, 1980) descriptions of particular types of controls and from Quinn’s (1988), and Deshpande, et al.’s (1993) work on organizational cultures.  We generated three five-item scales that describe the extent to which subordinates perceive that their manager emphasizes the particular performance and success criteria associated with each control system (presented in Appendix A).  We obtained Chronbach’s alpha coefficients of .87 for perceived market control, .91 for perceived bureaucratic control and .89 for perceived clan control.
Fairness Monitoring.  We derived items that describe the efforts individuals expend to monitor particular types of fairness.  To accomplish this, we reworded previously validated fairness judgment items (from Colquitt, 2001; Moorman, 1991; and Niehoff & Moorman, 1993) to describe the cognitive and behavioral efforts that individuals put forth to examine critical fairness criteria.  This resulted in three six-item scales describing distributive, procedural and interpersonal fairness monitoring behaviors (see Appendix A).  We obtained Chronbach’s alpha values of .90 for distributive fairness monitoring, .93 for procedural fairness monitoring and .92 for interpersonal fairness monitoring.

Based on our assumption that our measurement models were similar across conditions, we examined our overall measurement model using confirmatory factor analyses (CFA).  The results suggest that our measurement model provides an excellent fit with the data: Chi-Squared/df = 1.45; CFI = .94; NNFI = .94; RMSEA = .058 (confidence interval = .048, .067).

Analyses

Manipulation check. We checked our manipulations using paired t-tests and found that individuals within the market control scenario maintained significantly higher market control perceptions than either bureaucratic or clan control perceptions (mean difference with perceived bureaucratic control = 2.23, p < .001; with perceived clan control = 3.15, p <.001), individuals within the bureaucratic control scenario had significantly higher bureaucratic control perceptions than either market or clan control perceptions (mean difference with perceived market control = 2.13, p < .001; with perceived clan control = 3.29, p < .001), and individuals within the clan control scenario maintained significantly higher levels of clan control perceptions than either market or bureaucratic control perceptions (mean differences equal 2.22, p < .001 and 2.31, p <.001, respectively).

Analyses.  We conducted ANOVAs on three dependent variables — distributive fairness monitoring, procedural fairness monitoring and interpersonal fairness monitoring — to examine the extent to which individuals within objective market, bureaucratic and clan control scenario conditions engaged in the predicted form of fairness monitoring.  We conducted planned contrasts to compare the relative level of fairness monitoring across each of the three scenario manipulations.  We then ran OLS regression analyses of each type of fairness monitoring using our combined data with the three perceived managerial control scales as independent variables in each analysis to see if the effects of perceived managerial controls were consistent with the effects produced by our scenarios alone (i.e., more objective measures).  Since individuals might monitor fairness for reasons besides their managerial control perceptions, we controlled for an individual’s propensity to monitor multiple types of fairness by including the forms of fairness monitoring that were not being predicted in both sets of analyses.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about Here

Effects of managerial control scenarios on fairness monitoring. Our analyses of the effects of the managerial control scenario manipulations on fairness monitoring are consistent with the pattern of relationships we predict in Hypotheses 1 - 3.  These indicate that the effect of the manipulations on distributive fairness monitoring is significant (F = 4.75, p < .01) with the levels of procedural and interpersonal fairness monitoring as covariates.  In support of Hypothesis 1, planned contrasts demonstrate that the mean of distributive fairness monitoring for those exposed to the market control scenario (M = 5.51) is significantly greater than both the mean of those in the clan control condition (M = 5.04; p < .01) and those in the bureaucratic control condition (M = 5.13; p < .01).  With the levels of distributive and interpersonal fairness monitoring as covariates, the effect of the manipulations on procedural fairness monitoring is significant (F = 11.01, p < .001).  In support of Hypothesis 2, planned contrasts confirm that the mean level of procedural fairness monitoring for those in the bureaucratic control condition (M = 5.81) is significantly higher than the mean level of procedural fairness monitoring in both the market control condition (M = 5.20; p < .001) and the clan control condition (M = 4.96; p < .001).  Last, the effect of the manipulations on interpersonal fairness monitoring is significant (F = 3.47, p < .05) with the levels of distributive and procedural fairness monitoring as covariates.  Planned contrasts confirm Hypothesis 3. The mean level of interpersonal fairness monitoring is higher among those in the clan control condition (M = 5.26) than those exposed to either the market control scenario (M = 5.21, p < .05) or the bureaucratic control scenario (M = 5.20, p < .05).

Effects of perceived managerial control on fairness monitoring.  The results of our OLS regression analyses of the effects of the perceived managerial control scales on the fairness monitoring variables (reported in Table 2) provide additional support for Hypotheses 1 – 3. Controlling for the levels of procedural and interpersonal fairness monitoring, perceived market control is significantly related to distributive fairness monitoring (Beta = .28, p < .001) whereas perceived bureaucratic control and clan control are not.  Post-hoc tests confirm that the market control coefficient is significantly larger than both the bureaucratic control and clan control variables (both Fs (1, 132) > 10, p-values < .001), supporting Hypothesis 1.  Supporting Hypothesis 2, controlling for the levels of distributive and interpersonal fairness monitoring, perceived bureaucratic control significantly affects procedural fairness monitoring (Beta = .37, p < .001), while perceived market control does not have a significant effect, and perceived clan control has a significant negative effect (Beta = -.21, p < .01).  Post-hoc tests again confirm that the bureaucratic control coefficient is significantly larger than either the market or clan coefficients (both Fs (1, 132) > 19, p-values < .001).  In our evaluation of interpersonal fairness monitoring, while controlling for the levels of distributive and procedural fairness monitoring, we found that only perceived clan control exerted a significant effect (Beta = .31, p < .001).  Post-hoc tests results support Hypothesis 3, that the effect of clan controls is larger than the effects of either market control or bureaucratic control (both Fs (1, 132) > 8,  p values < .01).

Insert Table 2 About Here

Scenario Study Discussion
The results of our scenario study strongly support our hypotheses that subordinates’ distributive fairness monitoring is associated with market controls, procedural fairness monitoring is associated with bureaucratic controls, and interpersonal fairness monitoring is associated with clan controls. These relationships are all stronger than are those between each type of fairness monitoring and the other types of managerial controls.  By testing these relationships in a controlled scenario experiment, we are able to establish the direction of causality in our model from both objective and perceived managerial controls to fairness monitoring.  Our results also suggest that our perceived control scales relate to managers’ intentions when they assert certain types of controls.  Furthermore, by controlling for the alternative types of fairness monitoring in our analyses, we are confident that the significant relationships we observed meant that the predicted type of fairness monitoring was relatively higher in the predicted managerial control context than the other levels of fairness monitoring that were conducted.

A substantial limitation of this study is that we did not measure subjects’ (anticipatory) expectations of how fairly they believe they would be treated by their manager in each scenario (Shapiro & Kirkman, 2001).  Thus, we cannot be sure if these effects are due just to fairness monitoring or if we are picking up a non-independent effect of their implicit fairness judgments.  Study 2 was designed, in part, to address this limitation and test our additional hypotheses.

STUDY 2

To extend our analyses to a field sample and address the limitations of Study 1 by including fairness judgments in our analyses, we evaluated Hypotheses 1-6 using a survey study.

Data Collection


We again collected our data using Qualtrics.  This time, they sent a total of 15,000 solicitations in two waves to random samples of their nation-wide panel of 1,000,000 adults over 18 years old who had previously expressed an interest in participating in Qualtrics research projects.  Due to the factors affecting survey distribution that we describe in Study 1, Qualtrics estimates that our initial solicitation was only received by 2400 individuals who were eligible to participate.  Of these, 1077 (44.8%) responded positively to our request for participation.  For various reasons, 453 potential respondents dropped out before completing the survey or were dropped by the researchers for failing to vary their responses across items.  This left a total of 624 eligible participants who completed the survey.  The 26 percent response rate we obtained from eligible participants is consistent with participation rates in internet research (Cook, et al., 2000).

Participants

Because we theorize that subordinates conduct fairness monitoring in ways related to their subjective interpretations of the controls that direct their work, we collected and analyzed independent and dependent variables from each subject.  Respondents were 62 percent female and averaged 42.2 years old (s. d. = 11.5 years).  Four percent of participants classified themselves as front-line employees and 68 percent had at least one direct subordinate.  Participants were in different sized work units, as represented by the number of their supervisors’ subordinates (M = 181, Median = 8, s. d. = 3115).

To ensure us that our sample was representative of the broader Qualtrics panel, we compared the demographic attributes of our 624 respondents to a different sample of respondents drawn from the panel with the same work-level restrictions (n = 500).
  We found no statistically significant differences between these samples in terms of age, sex, number of own direct reports or number of supervisors’ direct reports.  We also compared levels of job satisfaction, between our respondents and 207 other respondents who dropped out before the end of the survey.
  We found no statistically significant differences between these two groups, suggesting there was no systematic bias in respondents who completed the survey.

Procedure

We instructed participants to “Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your supervisor.  By that, we mean the person to whom you directly report, even if his/her title is not technically "supervisor" in your organization.  If you have more than one supervisor, please respond with respect to the one with whom you work most closely.”  Participants rated each item on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

Constructs
Perceived Managerial Controls.  For our five-item perceived managerial control scales, we obtained Chronbach’s alpha coefficients of .76 for perceived market control, .81 for perceived bureaucratic control and .83 for perceived clan control.
Fairness Monitoring.  For our six-item fairness monitoring scales, we obtained Chronbach’s alpha values of .90 for distributive fairness monitoring, .94 for procedural fairness monitoring and .96 for interpersonal fairness monitoring.

Fairness judgments.  In addition to the perceived managerial control and fairness monitoring scales, we included measures of fairness judgments in our analyses that we use to test Hypotheses 1 – 3. Controlling for fairness judgments mitigated the effects of an alternative potential cause of fairness monitoring, allowing us to more conservatively test the effects of perceived managerial controls.  These scales are also the independent variables in the analyses that test the moderation effects predicted in Hypotheses 4 - 6.

We adapted the five distributive fairness judgment items used by Moorman (1991) by making them self-referential (e.g., “I am fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities of my job”).  This scale obtained a Chronbach’s alpha of .97.  Our procedural justice measure utilized five items from Colquitt’s (2001) procedural justice scale.  Because we were not examining issues related to outcome and process control, we dropped the first two items in Colquitt’s (2001) scale.  To generalize the applicability of the items across control systems, we also modified each item slightly to capture respondents’ perceptions of managerial “decisions” rather than “procedures” (e.g., “My supervisor upholds high moral and ethical standards when making decisions”).  This scale obtained a Chonbach’s alpha of .93.  Our interpersonal fairness judgment measure utilized the four interpersonal fairness items from Niehoff and Moorman’s (1993) interactional justice scale (e.g., “When decisions are made about my job, my supervisor treats me with kindness and consideration”).  This scale obtained a Chronbach’s alpha of .96.

Job satisfaction.  Our measure of job satisfaction was comprised of six items from Section Three of the Job Diagnostic Survey about general satisfaction and internal work motivation (e.g., "I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.") (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).  We excluded one item, “My own feelings generally are not affected much one way or the other by how well I do on this job” (reverse coded) because the scale alpha was substantially lower with its inclusion.  This scale obtained a Chronbach’s alpha of .82.
Comparative Confirmatory Factor Analyses 


We conducted a CFA to assess the fit of our full measurement model and compared our primary measurement model against alternative models.  The results suggest that the 10-factor model measuring participants’ market, bureaucratic and clan managerial control perceptions, distributive, procedural and interpersonal fairness monitoring, distributive, procedural and interpersonal fairness judgments and job satisfaction provided the best fit with our data.  Our primary measurement model obtained a Chi-square/df value of 3.1; CFI =.91; NNFI = .90, and an RMSEA value of .058 (confidence interval = .056, .060) indicating that this model provided a good fit with the data.  All factor loadings for this model were significant.

We then compared the fit of our primary, 10-factor model against alternative models of one, four, and seven factors.  The one-factor model combined all managerial control, fairness monitoring, fairness judgment, and job satisfaction items onto one composite factor.  The four-factor model included job satisfaction with one composite managerial control, one composite fairness monitoring factor, and one composite fairness judgment factor.  The seven-factor model included job satisfaction, three separate managerial control factors (market, bureaucratic, and clan), and three factors that combined related fairness monitoring and fairness judgment items (e.g., distributive fairness monitoring with distributive fairness judgment).

We used two methods to compare our primary measurement model with these alternative measurement models.  Because we were testing non-nested models, we used procedures outlined by Colquitt (2001) to confirm that there was no overlap in the 90% confidence intervals of the RMSEA parameters obtained by our primary 10-factor measurement model and each alternative model.  In addition, we compared the Akaike information criteria (AIC) for each measurement model and determined that our primary measurement model attained the lowest value, indicating that it provided the best fit with the data of the four models we tested.  The key metrics of each measurement models we tested are provided in Table 3.

Insert Table 3 about Here

Analyses

To test Hypotheses 1-3, we conducted OLS regression analyses on three dependent variables: distributive fairness monitoring, procedural fairness monitoring, and interpersonal fairness monitoring using standardized variables to reduce the potential for multicollinearity (Aiken & West, 1991).  In each regression, we entered all three types of perceived managerial controls as our independent variables.  We again included other fairness monitoring behaviors (apart from the one being used as the dependent variable) in each regression equation to control for an individual’s propensity to monitor fairness in general.  In addition, we included subjects’ judgments of distributive, procedural, and interpersonal fairness to control for the possibility that a manager’s promotion of fairness may impact a subordinate’s tendency to monitor a particular type of fairness due to the anticipation of future interactions that past fairness judgments create (Shapiro & Kirkman, 2001). 

We added several control variables that might influence fairness monitoring.  We controlled for respondents’ age and gender (male = 0) because they affect an individual’s tendency to make particular types of fairness judgments (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).  Managerial responsibilities may make individuals more sensitive to particular fairness issues (Schminke, et al., 2002), so we included a dummy variable equal to 1 if that subject had at least one direct report.  Because one’s organizational level can impact their sensitivity to fairness issues (Schminke, et al., 2002), we included an ordinal variable that measured a respondent’s level of organizational responsibility (in order of increasing responsibility): employee, front-line supervisor, middle manager, or executive officer.

To test Hypotheses 4 - 6, we examined the effects produced by interactions of managerial controls, fairness monitoring, and fairness judgments on job satisfaction using hierarchical regression analyses.  In the first step, we entered all of the control variables listed above. We also included the alternative perceived managerial control, fairness monitoring and fairness judgment measures to the ones predicted in the hypothesis being tested.  In the second step, we added the focal managerial control, fairness monitoring and fairness judgment measures.  In the third step we added all two-way interactions between the standardized independent variables, and in the fourth step we added the related three-way interaction.
Because we collected the full complement of control variables only in the first wave of data collection, we used a subset of the data we collected (n = 421) in our regression analyses.

Results


Correlations and descriptive statistics of our measures are presented in Table 4.

Insert Table 4 About Here

Results of OLS regressions partially support Hypothesis 1 - 3 (see Table 5).  Specifically, the regression analyses indicate that distributive fairness monitoring is positively related to subordinates’ perceptions of market managerial controls (Beta = .15, p < .001) but not predicted by the level of perceived bureaucratic and clan control.  Post-hoc tests of the relative magnitudes of the effects, however, indicate that the market control coefficient is significantly greater than the bureaucratic control coefficient (F (1, 406) = 5.6, p < .01) but not the clan coefficient (F (1, 406) = 1.78, n.s.).  Procedural fairness monitoring is positively predicted by the level of perceived bureaucratic controls (Beta = .09, p < .05) but not by perceived market or clan controls.  Post-hoc tests demonstrate that while the magnitude of the bureaucratic control coefficient is significantly greater than that of the market control coefficient (F (1, 406) = 3.58, p < .05), it is not bigger than that of the clan control (F (1, 406) = .74, n.s.).  Lastly, interpersonal fairness monitoring is significantly related to perceived clan controls (Beta = .26, p < .001) but not perceived bureaucratic controls, and the magnitude of these effects is significantly different (F (1, 406) = 12.87, p < .001).  We also observe an unanticipated positive effect of perceived market controls on interpersonal fairness monitoring (Beta = .13, p < .01).  Post-hoc tests reveal that the effect size of the clan coefficient is, nonetheless, significantly greater than that of the market coefficient (F (1, 406) = 6.79, p < .01). 
Insert Table 5 About Here

The results from the hierarchical regression analyses provide initial support for Hypotheses 4 and 5 but not Hypothesis 6 (see Tables 6a – 6c).  Specifically, we find that the three-way interaction among perceived market controls, distributive fairness monitoring, and distributive fairness judgments is significantly and positively associated with job satisfaction (Beta = .12, p < .05), as predicted by Hypothesis 4.  The three-way interaction among bureaucratic controls, procedural fairness monitoring, and procedural fairness judgments is significantly and positively associated with job satisfaction (Beta = .13, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 5.  The three-way interaction among clan control, interpersonal fairness monitoring, and interpersonal fairness judgments is not significantly related to job satisfaction (Beta = -.02, n.s.), however, so we cannot reject the null of Hypothesis 6.  We additionally tested the non-hypothesized relationship among market controls, interpersonal fairness monitoring, and interpersonal fairness judgments based on the results of our earlier regression results.  The three-way interaction term was not significant (Beta = .09, n.s.).

Insert Tables 6a - 6c About Here

To interpret these relationships, we plotted the three way interactions from the models with significant effects.  As recommended by Aiken and West (1991), we used one standard deviation above and below the mean on the independent variables while we held the control variables at their means (see Figures 2a - 2d).

Insert Figures 2a and 2b About Here

We used cell-means contrast tests to compare the magnitude of exhibited job satisfaction under two of the conditions specified in Hypothesizes 4 and 5.  The first condition is where individuals (a) judge their managers to be fair on a particular dimension, (b) perceive strong controls, and (c) conduct the associated type of fairness monitoring.  The second is where individuals (a) judge their manager as fair on a particular dimension, (b) perceive low levels of managerial control, and (c) do not conduct the related type of fairness monitoring.  Because our hypotheses clearly predict that the first condition will produce higher levels of job satisfaction than the second will, we report one-tailed results of our comparison tests.

The results of these tests support Hypotheses 4 and 5.  Consistent with Hypothesis 4, individuals who judge their managers to be distributively fair, strongly perceive they are managed by market controls, and conduct distributive fairness monitoring exhibit significantly higher levels of job satisfaction than do individuals who believe that their managers are distributively fair but do not perceive strong market controls or conduct distributive fairness monitoring (contrast estimate = .35; p < .05). Consistent with Hypothesis 5, individuals who judge their managers to be procedurally fair, strongly perceive they are managed by bureaucratic controls, and conduct procedural fairness monitoring exhibit significantly higher levels of job satisfaction than do individuals who believe their managers are procedurally fair but do not perceive strong bureaucratic controls, and do not conduct procedural fairness monitoring (contrast estimate = .26; p < .05).

We also conducted post-hoc cell means contrasts for the relationships we did not specifically hypothesize but are pictured in Figure 1. We found that those who judge their managers to be distributively fair, perceive strong market controls, and conduct high levels of distributive fairness monitoring have higher job satisfaction than do those who believe their managers are distributively fair and conduct distributive fairness monitoring, but do not perceive strong market controls (contrast estimate = 1.14, p < .001).  We found a similar relationship among procedural fairness judgments, perceptions of bureaucratic control and procedural fairness monitoring (contrast estimate = .52, p < .01).

We also have a puzzling result where the effect of fairness judgments under conditions of strongly perceived managerial controls do not differ by the level of fairness monitoring that occurs.  Further analysis indicated that only a very small number of respondents both perceive strong controls and report low levels of fairness monitoring: 7 people perceive strong market controls and conduct low levels of distributive fairness monitoring, and 13 people who perceive strong bureaucratic controls conduct low levels of procedural fairness monitoring.  These respondents do not differ from other respondents on any of the control variables we measured.

While we are very hesitant to make generalized interpretations about these individuals, we speculate that they may be idiosyncratically insensitive to the fairness monitoring implications of strongly perceived managerial controls for reasons we cannot determine with our data.  There may be individual personality differences that could account for variation in the tendency not to monitor fairness when managerial controls are encountered.  Alternatively, individuals may be so experienced working with a particular manager they know to be fair that they do not actively engage in fairness monitoring after some point in their relationship.  Thus, we suggest that individual differences and the role of experience with a manager should be evaluated in future research on this topic. 

We also note that although we found the predicted cell mean differences, simple slopes contrast analyses indicate that the slopes of the effects of the fairness judgments on job satisfaction when managerial controls were strongly perceived and fairness monitoring was conducted more, and when managerial controls were weakly perceived and fairness monitoring was conducted less, were not statistically significantly different from each other. Given the robust, positive effect of fairness judgments on job satisfaction in previous research, which has not considered contextual variations like these (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001), we are not surprised by a positive effect of fairness judgments on job satisfaction in both conditions.


Post-hoc analyses of common method variance. While we are encouraged by our results, we recognize that the self-report nature of our data creates the potential for common method variance.  As a result, we employed a series of procedures to both mitigate and evaluate the extent to which common method variance accounted for our results.  We designed our questionnaire following recommendations provided by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003) to minimize the potential for biased responses.  We also performed a series of post-hoc statistical tests to examine the extent to which common-method variance accounted for the results we obtained.  We first performed the Harmon One-Factor Test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) by entering predictor and criterion variables into an exploratory factor analysis.  Our results suggest both the presence of multiple factors, and a first factor that does not account for the majority of the covariance among the measures, indicating that common method effects are not of concern (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).  We further tested for the presence of common method variance using the partial correlation procedure, which is considered a much more conservative test for the presence of common method variance (Podsakoff, et al., 2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).  We used the first unrotated factor from EFAs of all relevant predictor and criterion variables.  We then entered this factor into our regression equations to partial out common method effects from the observed relationships.  After entering the relevant factor into each of our regression equations, we found that our regression results did not change, thus providing further evidence that common method variance does not account for the results we obtained in this study.
Study 2 Discussion

Our results again suggest that subordinates monitor fairness in contextually-specific ways that correspond to their subjective perceptions of the criteria for success in different managerial control contexts.  Our analyses of main effects replicate the relationships we observed in Study 1: between market control and distributive fairness, bureaucratic control and procedural fairness, and clan control and interpersonal fairness.  While the predicted relationships between managerial controls and forms of fairness monitoring were generally supported, the predicted relative effect sizes were not all significantly higher. This is likely due to the noise introduced by moving from a controlled experiment to a field sample.  
Our observation of a non-hypothesized positive relationship between perceived market controls and interpersonal fairness monitoring in this field sample suggests that market controls may convey important relational information more than has generally been considered in past research, or that we observed in our scenario study.  This may reflect the political realities of organizations, where the evaluation of outputs often depends on who you know as much as what you have done (Morrill, Snyderman, & Dawson, 1997).  While future research is necessary on these issues, one potential explanation is that individuals within market control systems conduct interpersonal fairness monitoring in an attempt to gather additional information about their positions within the social network of the organization, to the extent that such information affects their distributive outcomes.

In Study 2, we also address the limitation we noted in our discussion of Study 1 that we could not control for anticipatory justice effects.   By including fairness judgments in our CFA and regression analyses, we provide additional evidence that fairness monitoring and fairness judgments are independent constructs.

Relationships to Job Satisfaction.  The results of our interaction analyses suggest that job satisfaction is particularly high when individuals judge their managers to be fair in ways that are consistent with their managerial control perceptions and the related forms of fairness monitoring those individuals conduct.  Under these conditions, individuals’ positive judgments of these types of fairness enable them to conclude that their managers are providing them with relevant opportunities to develop and succeed in their organizations, thus, generating high levels of job satisfaction.

Our results provide evidence that individuals’ fairness judgments do determine their job satisfaction when they are made in contexts where the kinds of managerial controls that stimulate related forms of fairness monitoring are weakly perceived.  The positive effect of fairness judgments on job satisfaction that we observe under these conditions is consistent with findings from fairness heuristics research that individuals rely on their fairness judgments alone to make sense about one’s job situation in the absence of clear performance criteria (Diekmann, et al., 2004).  Our results indicate, however, that the level of job satisfaction that is achieved as a result of fair managerial actions is lower in these situations than in situations where performance criteria are clearly conveyed through managerial controls and subordinates respond by monitoring associated types of fairness information.

The lowest levels of job satisfaction in our study occur under conditions where individuals judge their supervisor as fair and they monitor particular types of fairness in the absence of strongly perceived controls.  While future research is necessary to understand the dynamics of these situations, individuals here may be monitoring fairness as a reaction to previous experiences of injustice or to defend against anticipated future injustice (Shapiro &  Kirkman, 2001).  For example, a past history of unfair treatment may sensitize an individual to that type of fairness so that he or she is extremely vigilant about monitoring it on an ongoing basis.  We speculate that negative experiences may so compromise the individual’s trust in his or her supervisor that he or she may question the sincerity of the supervisor’s efforts to promote justice, which may undermine the positive effects of fairness judgments on job satisfaction.  Future research, thus, should explore the longitudinal effects of negative fairness judgments on subsequent fairness monitoring and job satisfaction.

While job satisfaction is an important outcome when individuals experience market and bureaucratic controls, we did not observe a significant three-way interaction on job satisfaction when individuals perceived clan controls, conducted interpersonal fairness monitoring and made interpersonal fairness judgments.  This may be because clan controls and interpersonal justice may affect supervisory-referenced outcomes, such as leader-member exchange, rather than the organizational-referenced outcome of job satisfaction that we measured (Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Tyler, 2000).  Additionally, in environments where clan controls are strongly perceived, subordinates’ relationships with their peers may strongly influence their job attitudes (Barker, 1993).  Future research, therefore, should consider the influence of associations with both supervisors and peers and the effects these relationships produce on different kinds of outcomes.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

In this paper, we introduced the concept of fairness monitoring and identified it as a mechanism through which perceptions of managerial controls influence subordinates’ fairness evaluations in organizations.  Whereas previous research has interpreted fairness judgments as sensemaking mechanisms (see Brockner, forthcoming for a review), we introduce and develop the concept of fairness monitoring to directly measure the extent to which individuals identify, gather, and examine — on an on-going basis — specific types of fairness information to make sense of their organizations.  Fairness judgments operate as heuristics to help individuals understand whether their organizations are providing them with opportunities for professional success (Lind, 2001; Diekmann, et al., 2004).  Fairness monitoring provides a crucial mechanism for identifying how individuals focus their attention on specific types of fairness information, given the managerial controls they experience. 
We contend that perceived managerial controls motivate subordinates to monitor the type of fairness information that is particularly relevant to achieving professional success in their organizations by helping to establish the parameters of social-psychological contracts between themselves and their managers.  When subordinates judge their managers as fair on the dimensions they monitor most closely in a given managerial control context, the positive impact of that judgment on their job satisfaction is stronger than the effects of positive fairness judgments in the absence of strong controls and fairness monitoring.
Theoretical and Practical Contributions

Our work has theoretical implications for research on control and fairness in organizations, on fairness heuristics theory, and on the fair process effect. It also has practical implications for concurrently promoting managerial control and fairness in organizations.

Control and Fairness.  While managerial controls enable managers to monitor subordinates’ performances in completing job tasks, they also provide subordinates with criteria for monitoring their managers’ activities.  Through fairness monitoring behaviors, subordinates attempt to ensure that their managers fulfill their obligations to promote forms of fairness consistent with the controls they perceive their managers apply. The distinction between fairness judgments and fairness monitoring helps clarify how individuals employ fairness information in their sensemaking processes, and why some fairness judgments are particularly important in certain contexts. 
Our findings thus illuminate why and how organizational contexts influence fairness judgments.  Based on our results, we could reinterpret Ambrose and Schminke’s (2003) findings as evidence that performance criteria embodied within mechanistic and organic structures stimulate individuals to engage in procedural and interactional fairness monitoring, respectively.  Such monitoring could ultimately explain how procedural and interactional fairness judgments influence perceived organizational support and supervisory trust.  We suggest that future research on the relative importance of fairness judgments in different organizational structures should consider fairness monitoring as an intervening process. 
Furthermore, our findings contrast with research that suggests the exercise of managerial control decreases subordinates’ perceptions of process or outcome fairness (Thibaut & Walker, 1975).  Instead, our studies suggest that controls affect fairness perceptions primarily because they stimulate particular types of fairness monitoring behaviors.  When managers promote the kinds of fairness that are monitored in the control environment they construct, they realize substantial impacts from their fairness promotion efforts.  Managers who understand these dynamics can create conditions where their efforts to apply controls and promote fairness are complementary and mutually reinforcing.

These results may lead scholars to re-think the dynamics of fairness and legitimacy in organizations.  Tyler and Lind’s (1992) work on authority, for example, suggests that when managers are perceived as acting fairly they tend to gain legitimacy and, as a result, can expect to increasingly have their directives followed by their subordinates.  Our findings indicate that applications of controls increase the attention subordinates expend to hold their managers accountable for promoting particular types of fairness.  Hence, while perceived fairness may increase the tendency for subordinates to generally comply with managerial controls, increases in applications of those controls may make subordinates more vigilant about monitoring fairness.  The implication of this is that legitimacy is not merely a function of generalized fairness perceptions but is more directly related to whether or not managers promote types of fairness relevant to the controls that subordinates experience and recognize.
Fairness Heuristic Research.  In contrast to the finding in fairness heuristic theory that people focus on whatever type of fairness information to which they are initially exposed (Van den Bos, et al., 1997), we demonstrate that subordinates systematically monitor specific types of fairness in different control contexts.  Proponents of fairness heuristic theory may, therefore, want to consider how perceived managerial controls differentially influence the way that individuals use particular types of fairness judgments as heuristic devices.
Our findings also suggest a potentially important boundary condition regarding subordinates’ tendencies to rely more on global than on specific assessments of fairness (Lind, Kray & Thompson, 2001).  We observe that in environments where subordinates experience strong forms of control they may be less willing to rely on fairness heuristics to determine the fairness and trustworthiness of authorities.  In these environments, subordinates appear to be willing to exert high levels of cognitive effort to ensure that they are treated fairly and in ways consistent with the controls they encounter.

Fair Process Effect.  Based on our findings, we also offer a modest challenge to the received wisdom regarding the relative importance of promoting procedural versus distributive fairness that is based on fairness heuristic theory. Previous research has stressed the importance of procedural fairness over other types of fairness evaluations in organizational contexts (e.g., Tyler & Lind, 1992; Van den Bos, Wilke & Lind, 1998; Van den Bos, Wilke, Lind, & Vermunt, 1998).  The “fair process effect” that informs much of this research, highlights how procedural and distributive fairness interact such that fairer decision-making procedures decrease individuals’ concerns with reward distributions or decision outcomes.  The findings of research in this domain has provided substantial practical advice to managers that they should concern themselves first with promoting fair procedures and pay less explicit attention to ensuring that rewards are equitably distributed (Kim & Mauborgne, 1997).

Our findings indicate that when subordinates encounter bureaucratic controls they primarily monitor procedural fairness.  Additionally, we found that distributive and interpersonal fairness represent particularly salient concerns when subordinates encounter market or clan controls, respectively.  Based on these findings, we would expect the fair process effect to function somewhat differently when managers are perceived to emphasize market, bureaucratic or clan controls.  The dominance of fair processes might be more pronounced under conditions of bureaucratic control, whereas a “fair outcome effect” might dominate in organizational contexts with strong market controls, and a “fair interpersonal effect” may dominate in organizational contexts with strong clan controls.  In this way, our research points towards key boundary conditions under which these types of effects occur.
Practical Implications Related to Managerial Control.  While scholars who have conceptually explored aspects of managerial controls (such as Ouchi, 1980) note that it is crucial for managers to promote both control and fairness, they have not, as yet, effectively explained how managers can achieve both objectives.  By illuminating relationships between controls and fairness monitoring, we have identified the types of fairness that are most important in particular control contexts.  
 This is important because efforts to promote fairness have traditionally been viewed as a costly activity for managers (Thibaut & Walker, 1974; Brockner, 2006).  However, we contend that our research provides managers, who increasingly operate under significant time and resource constraints, with the outlines of strategies that may increase the effectiveness of control systems while they attend to the concerns of subordinates.  By appropriately focusing their efforts on promoting organizational fairness, we argue that managers can efficiently experience effective levels of subordinate compliance with their directives and a high level of commitment to specific organizational goals.  
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables—Study 1
	 Variables
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.

	1. Market Scenario
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Bureaucratic Scenario
	-.47**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Clan Scenario
	-.59**
	-.44**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Perceived Market Control
	.63**
	-.22**
	-.44**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Perceived Bureaucratic Control
	-.20*
	.57**
	-.32**
	.03
	1
	
	
	
	

	6. Perceived Clan Control
	-.39**
	-.32**
	.68**
	-.38**
	-.17*
	1
	
	
	

	7. Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	.20*
	-.06
	-.14
	.37**
	.04
	-.10
	1
	
	

	8. Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	-.05
	.29**
	-.21*
	.12
	.38**
	-.16
	.42**
	1
	

	9. Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring
	.02
	-.03
	.03
	.13
	.02
	.16*
	.57**
	.52**
	1

	Mean
	N = 53
	N = 36
	N = 49
	4.49
	4.16
	3.77
	5.24
	5.28
	5.21

	Standard Deviation
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	1.77
	1.88
	2.06
	1.09
	1.12
	1.15


*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

TABLE 2

Regression Analyses of Examining the Effects of Perceived Managerial Controls on 

Subordinates’ Fairness Monitoring Behaviors—Study 1a
	Variables
	Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring

	Perceived Market Control
	.28
	***
	-.10
	
	.04
	

	Perceived Bureaucratic Control
	.06
	
	.33
	***
	-.11
	

	Perceived Clan Control
	-.05
	
	-.21
	**
	.27
	**

	Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	
	
	.16
	
	.41
	***

	Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	.17
	
	
	
	.42
	***

	Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring
	.46
	***
	.46
	***
	
	

	R2
	.44
	***
	.45
	***
	.50
	***


a Standardized betas reported
* = p < .05

** = p < .01

*** = p < .001

TABLE 3

Comparative Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Fit Statistics for One, Four, Seven, and Ten factor measurement models

	Structure
	Chi-Squared
	df
	X2/df
	CFI
	NNFI
	RMSEA
	RMSEA 

Confidence Interval
	AIC

	1-Factor
	21029.0
	1334
	17.1
	.34
	.29
	.153
	(.151, .155)
	20168.5

	4-Factor
	10139.0
	1325
	8.0
	.70
	.68
	.103
	(.101, .104)
	9137.5

	7-Factor
	15076.9
	1307
	12.8
	.53
	.49
	.129
	(.127, .131)
	15430.9

	10-Factor
	3976.5
	1280
	3.1
	.91
	.90
	.058
	(.056, .060)
	4384.5


TABLE 4

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables—Study 2a

	Variables
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.
	11.
	12.
	13.
	14.

	1. Job Satisfaction
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	.06
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	.05
	.73**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring
	.01
	.73 **
	.69**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Market Control
	.49**
	.26 **
	.21**
	.22 **
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Bureaucratic Control
	.39**
	.29 **
	.31**
	.30 **
	.66**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Clan Control
	.34**
	.39 **
	.39**
	.43 **
	.46 **
	.55**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Distributive Fairness Judgment
	.47**
	.06
	.05 *
	-.01
	.60 **
	.49**
	.55**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Procedural Fairness Judgment
	.53**
	-.04
	-.05
	-.08
	.63**
	.48**
	.46**
	.66**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Interpersonal Fairness Judgment 
	.55**
	-.08
	-.09
	-.12*
	.56 **
	.41**
	.38**
	.62**
	.84**
	1
	
	
	
	

	11. Age
	.08
	-.10*
	-.04
	-.16
	-.06
	-.03
	-.07
	-.07
	-.02
	.00
	1
	
	
	

	12. Gender
	.06
	.01*
	-.04
	-.01
	.04
	.01
	-.06
	-.02
	-.01
	.03
	-.04
	1
	
	

	13. Managerial role
	16**
	.14**
	.19*
	.11**
	.21**
	.20**
	.31**
	.27**
	.22**
	.18**
	.01
	-.12*
	1
	

	14. Level
	.17**
	.11
	.16**
	.10
	.21**
	.19**
	.22**
	.24**
	.21**
	.20**
	-.04
	-.12*
	.55**
	1

	Mean
	5.29
	4.32
	4.10
	4.36
	4.86
	4.59
	4.32
	4.28
	4.73
	5.16
	42.8
	32.3b
	62.2c
	1.68

	Standard Deviation
	1.1
	1.36
	1.44
	1.51
	1.13
	1.19
	1.21
	1.73
	1.44
	1.55
	11.1
	N/A
	N/A
	.47


* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

a Correlations among standardized variables

b Males reported

c Percent with no direct reports 

TABLE 5

Regression Analyses of Examining the Effects of Perceived Managerial Controls on Subordinates’ Fairness Monitoring Behaviors –Study 2a 
	Variables
	Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring

	Perceived Market Control
	.15
	***
	-.05
	
	.13
	**

	Perceived Bureaucratic Control
	-.05
	
	.09
	*
	.03
	

	Perceived Clan Control
	.04
	
	.04
	
	.26
	***

	Age
	-.00
	
	.04
	
	-.09
	**

	Gender
	.03
	
	-.03
	
	.01
	

	Manager
	.00
	
	.05
	
	-.03
	

	Number of Manager’s Subordinates
	-.06
	*
	.09
	**
	-.03
	

	Level
	-.01
	
	.05
	
	.01
	

	Distributive Fairness Judgment
	.01
	
	.05
	
	-.19
	***

	Procedural Fairness Judgment
	-.04
	
	-.07
	
	-.10
	

	Interpersonal Fairness Judgment
	-.04
	
	-.04
	
	-.04
	

	Distributive Fairness Monitoring
	
	
	.46
	***
	.38
	***

	Procedural Fairness Monitoring
	.44
	***
	
	
	.29
	***

	Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring
	.39
	***
	.31
	***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.65
	***
	.63
	***
	.65
	***


a Standardized betas reported

* = p < .05

** = p < .01

*** = p < .001

TABLE 6aa
Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Interaction of Market Control, Distributive Fairness Monitoring, and Distributive Fairness Judgments on Job Satisfaction

	
	Job

Satisfaction

	Variables
	Model I
	Model II
	Model III
	Model IV

	Age
	.11
	**
	.12
	**
	.12
	**
	.12
	**

	Gender
	.07
	
	.06
	
	.07
	
	.07
	

	Number of Manager’s Subordinates
	.00
	
	-.01
	
	-.00
	
	-.02
	

	Manager
	.05
	
	.02
	
	.01
	
	.01
	

	Level
	.03
	
	.02
	
	.02
	
	.02
	

	Procedural Fairness Judgment
	.21
	**
	.06
	
	.07
	
	.05
	

	Interpersonal Fairness Judgment
	.37
	***
	.33
	***
	.35
	***
	.35
	***

	Perceived Market Control (1)
	
	
	.20
	**
	.21
	***
	.23
	***

	Distributive Fairness Monitoring (2)
	
	
	.03
	
	.01
	
	-.06
	

	Distributive Fairness Judgment (3)
	
	
	.10
	
	.09
	
	.07
	

	1 x 2
	
	
	
	
	.02
	
	.04
	

	1 x 3
	
	
	
	
	-.09
	
	-.10
	

	2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	.07
	
	.05
	

	1 x 2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.12
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2


	.35
	***
	.38
	***
	.39
	
	.40
	***

	R2 Change
	N/A
	
	.02
	**
	.01
	
	.01
	*


a Standardized betas reported

* = p < .05

** = p < .01

*** = p < .001

TABLE 6ba 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Interaction of Bureaucratic Control, Procedural Fairness Monitoring, and Procedural Fairness Judgments on Job Satisfaction

	
	Job

Satisfaction

	Variables
	Model I
	Model II
	Model III
	Model IV

	Age
	.12
	**
	.12
	**
	.11
	**
	.12
	**

	Gender
	.07
	
	.07
	
	.07
	
	.08
	

	Number of Manager’s Subordinates
	.00
	
	-.01
	
	-.02
	
	-.04
	

	Manager
	.03
	
	.01
	
	.01
	
	.01
	

	Level
	.03
	
	.02
	
	.02
	
	.03
	

	Distributive Fairness Judgment
	.19
	***
	.12
	*
	.13
	*
	.14
	*

	Interpersonal Fairness Judgment
	.43
	***
	.35
	***
	.37
	***
	.36
	***

	Perceived Market Control (1)
	
	
	.10
	*
	.14
	*
	.16
	**

	Distributive Fairness Monitoring (2)
	
	
	.06
	
	.04
	
	-.01
	

	Distributive Fairness Judgment (3)
	
	
	.11
	
	.08
	
	.08
	

	1 x 2
	
	
	
	
	.03
	
	-.02
	

	1 x 3
	
	
	
	
	-.10
	
	-.07
	

	2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	.06
	
	.02
	

	1 x 2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.13
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2


	.36
	***
	.37
	***
	.38
	***
	.39
	***

	R2 Change
	N/A
	
	.02
	**
	.01
	
	.01
	*


a  Standardized betas reported

* = p < .05

** = p < .01

*** = p < .001

TABLE 6ca 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses Examining the Interaction of Clan Control, Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring, and Interpersonal Fairness Judgments on Job Satisfaction

	
	Job

Satisfaction

	Variables
	Model I
	Model II
	Model III
	Model IV

	Age
	.12
	**
	.12
	**
	.11
	*
	.10
	*

	Gender
	.09
	*
	.07
	
	.07
	
	.07
	

	Number of Manager’s Subordinates
	-.01
	
	-.00
	
	-.01
	
	-.01
	

	Manager
	.01
	
	.01
	
	.01
	
	.01
	

	Level
	.04
	
	.02
	
	.03
	
	.03
	

	Distributive Fairness Judgment
	.20
	***
	.15
	*
	.16
	**
	.16
	**

	Procedural Fairness Judgment
	.39
	***
	.13
	
	.12
	
	.12
	

	Perceived Clan Control (1)
	
	
	.03
	
	.02
	
	.01
	

	Intpersonal Fairness Monitoring (2)
	
	
	.06
	
	.06
	
	.07
	

	Interpersonal Fairness Judgment (3)
	
	
	.35
	***
	.38
	***
	.39
	***

	1 x 2
	
	
	
	
	.09
	*
	.09
	*

	1 x 3
	
	
	
	
	-.13
	**
	-.14
	**

	2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	.10
	*
	.10
	*

	1 x 2 x 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.02
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2


	.33
	***
	.37
	***
	.38
	***
	.38
	***

	R2 Change
	N/A
	
	.04
	***
	.02
	*
	.00
	


a  Standardized betas reported

* = p < .05

** = p < .01

*** = p < .001

FIGURE 1:

Model of Relationships among Perceived Managerial Controls, 

Fairness Monitoring, Fairness Judgments, and Job Satisfaction


FIGURES 2a and 2b
Graphs of Significant Three-way Interactions of Perceived Managerial Controls, Fairness Monitoring, and Fairness 

Judgments on Job Satisfaction
Figure 2a
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Figure 2b
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APPENDIX A: Perceived Managerial Control and Fairness Monitoring Scale Items

Perceived Managerial Controls

Perceived Market Controls
	
	My supervisor primarily monitors the level of individual performance I achieve. 

	
	My supervisor emphasizes the need for employees to achieve high levels of individual performance. 

	
	My supervisor rewards the top individual performers in my group.

	
	Whether I succeed or not in this organization is largely determined by my level of individual performance. 

	
	In doing my job, I spend most of my time working to achieve my individual performance goals and targets

	
	Perceived Bureaucratic Control

	
	My supervisor primarily monitors how well I execute standardized rules and procedures when I do my work. 

	1. 
	My supervisor emphasizes the need for employees to follow rules and procedures in doing their job. 

	2. 
	My supervisor rewards employees who accurately follow rules and procedures in doing their jobs. 

	3. 
	Whether I succeed or not in this organization is largely determined by how well I execute formal rules and procedures. 

	4. 
	In doing my job, I spend most of my time executing rules and procedures.

	
	Perceived Clan Control 

	
	My supervisor primarily monitors how well I get along with my co-workers. 

	1. 
	My supervisor emphasizes the need for employees to get along with each other. 

	2. 
	My supervisor rewards employees who get along well with their co-workers. 

	3. 
	Whether I succeed or not in this organization is largely determined by how well I get along with my co-workers. 

	4. 
	In doing my job, I spend most of my time collaborating with colleagues on work activities. 

	5. 
	


Fairness Monitoring

Distributive Fairness Monitoring
I carefully consider how my supervisor rewards individuals within my unit, given their individual accomplishments.
I closely scrutinize whether or not my supervisor fairly rewards me considering what I accomplish.
I actively monitor whether or not my supervisor fairly rewards me for the performance I achieve.
I care a lot about whether or not my supervisor fairly rewards me based on the results I achieve.
I make sure to examine if my supervisor fairly distributes rewards between me and my co-workers.
I gather information about how fairly my supervisor distributes rewards considering the results that individuals achieve.
Procedural Fairness Monitoring
I carefully consider how consistently my supervisor applies organizational policies. 
I closely scrutinize whether or not my supervisor applies organizational policies in a consistent manner.
I actively monitor whether or not my supervisor fairly applies organizational policies.
I care a lot about whether or not my supervisor fairly implements organizational policies and procedures.

I pay very close attention to whether or not my supervisor applies organizational policies in an unbiased way.
I think a lot about whether or not my supervisor accurately applies organizational rules and procedures. 

Interpersonal Fairness Monitoring
I carefully consider whether or not my supervisor treats me with consideration.
I closely scrutinize whether or not my supervisor treats me with respect.
I actively monitor whether or not my supervisor treats me in a dignified manner.
I think a lot about whether or not my supervisor is respectful towards me.
I make sure to examine the amount of consideration I receive from my supervisor. 
I gather information to evaluate whether or not my supervisor treats me in a polite manner.
Fairness Judgments
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� The first two authors contributed equally to this project. We wish to thank Joel Brockner for his extremely helpful comments on earlier iterations of this paper.


� We do not hypothesize about the relationship between informational fairness (Shapiro, Buttner & Barry, 1994) monitoring and managerial controls because giving timely, candid feedback is fundamental to asserting managerial control (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). We, therefore, suspect people monitor informational fairness in all types of managerial control contexts. Since our research examines the effects of different controls on specific types of fairness monitoring behaviors, we excluded informational fairness from this investigation.





� Scenario text is available from the authors.


� Excluding the respondents with the maximum number of supervisor’s subordinates does not change our results.


� This is a more relevant comparison than to the overall panel, 60% of which are full time students, who are likely to be different than those who work at least 20 hours per week. 


� An additional 98 eligible respondents dropped out before completing all six job satisfaction items.


� There were no significant differences in our independent and dependent variables means between this sample and the cases we removed (all p > .05).
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