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Traditional justice models suggest that monetary compensation is an adequate response 
to unintended distributive harm. This perspective is widely accepted in real world settings, 
and is manifested in policies ranging from worker compensation to the court-based tort 
system. Drawing on the arguments from relational models of authority, we hypothesize that 
compensation for losses may be viewed by victims as an inadequate response to the situation, 
even when those losses are accidental and not the result of intentional harm. In four 
experimental studies, respondents were asked to react to the receipt of monetary compensation 
for accidental distributive inequities under varying degrees of relational concern. Results 
indicate that judgments about the favorability of compensation are only one aspect of people’s 
reaction to responses to harm. In each case, victims displayed more favorable reactions toward 
the group when compensation was supplemented by relational concern.
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Discussions about how to respond to un-
intended harms are often associated with the 
use of equity principles, by which people try 
to ‘even the score’ in response to an injustice 
(Austin, Walster, & Utne, 1976; Brickman, 1977). 
This literature suggests that, when harm 
is unintended or accidental, compensation is 
viewed as an appropriate response to that 
harm. Compensation ‘restores’ justice through 
provision of money meant to compensate for lost 
income or to pay for necessary medical treat-
ment. This equity based approach to accidental 

harm is widely represented in organizations 
and society, in systems such as workers’ com-
pensation and tort based remedies which seek 
to quantify accidental losses and provide victims 
with compensation for the cost associated with 
the accident.
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In the case of unintentional harm, researchers 
have argued that people’s reactions are shaped 
by their evaluations of the favorability of the re-
sources provided in compensation for the harm 
(Darley & Pittman, 2003). While compensation, 
as it has been argued, is an adequate response 
to accidental harm, such harm has often been 
distinguished from intentional harm, where 
the injustice is the result of intentional actions 
(Darley & Pittman, 2003). Research has shown 
that with intentional harm people do not view 
compensation alone as an adequate or suitable 
response (Hogan & Emler, 1981; Horai, 1977; 
Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo, 1997). Judg-
ments about the appropriate restorative re-
sponse to an injustice are not only shaped by 
instrumental judgments about appropriate 
compensation, but also by the victim’s concerns 
about the relational implications of harm for 
their status within groups and organizations 
(Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992). This 
argument fl ows from the relational model of 
authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992), and is illustrated 
in research on the nature of justice motivations 
(see Tyler et al., 1997, for review).

It has been suggested that when a trans-
gressor intentionally violates the rules or morals 
set by society, a symbolic statement is made re-
garding the relationship between the offender 
and the victim, or the offender’s respect for 
the rules of society (Tyler et al., 1997). When 
an offender purposefully violates norms regard-
ing distributive fairness, monetary rewards are 
not adequate as a response, since the procedural 
violation of intentionality also demands some type 
of symbolic restoration as well (Brown & Harris, 
1989; Tyler et al., 1997). The prior literature 
suggests that there is a need for distributive and 
procedural restoration (addressing instrumental 
and relational concerns) when both have been 
violated, such as when distributive inequity is 
intentional, while compensation alone is an 
adequate response to unintentional harms 
(Darley & Pittman, 2003). 

But how fundamental are these relational 
issues? Are people concerned with relational 
issues even in the case of accidental distributive 
harm, when the injustice does not communicate 
symbolic meaning regarding the value of the 

injustice victim? We hypothesize that relational 
issues are raised by distributive injustices, ir-
respective of whether or not the injustice is 
accidental or unintended. Hence, we expect 
that the adequate restoration of these accidental 
inequities will also involve addressing the 
relational concerns of the victim, in addition 
to the restoration of equity. Concern for these 
relational issues is not only important for general 
positive reactions toward the group, but also 
the organizational and group-level implications 
that have been shown to be associated with per-
ceptions of fair procedures. 

While monetary compensation may be the 
most effective means of restoring equity, the 
procedures by which that compensation occurs 
are also very important, and unfair procedures 
ubiquitous in the execution or implementation 
of the compensatory act may undermine the 
benefi t of the distributive restoration. If the 
compensation process employs procedures 
that are lacking in relational concern, thereby 
implying a lack of concern by the group, the 
positive victim–group relationship may be 
diminished, even if adequate restitution is 
proffered. For example, settlements aimed at 
avoiding organizational or societal penalties, 
or other instrumental motivations on the part 
of the compensating party, may communicate 
a lack of concern for the victim. Conversely, if 
compensation is accompanied by procedural 
elements that address relational concerns, such 
as an apology, it will be more satisfactory and 
protect the victim–group relationship from 
being threatened by the injustice.

From the victim’s point of view, fair procedures 
which exhibit relational concern, reaffi rming 
membership status and value, can take many 
forms as long as the perceived relative status of 
the parties is restored (or reaffi rmed) through 
some type of restitution or punishment that has 
symbolic value (Kahan, 1996; Karp, 1998) propor-
tional to the procedural injustice (Carlsmith, 
Darley, & Robinson, 2002; Walster, Walster, & 
Berscheid, 1978), and in addition to the restor-
ation of equity. For example, apologies that are 
perceived as sincere (Blackman & Stubbs, 2001; 
Pepitone, 1975) may function as a restorative 
gesture for procedural injustices because they 
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imply that the transgressors are remorseful of 
the actions that they have taken, thereby sym-
bolically subordinating their own status in 
the relationship (Heider, 1958; Rumsey, 1976; 
Wood & Mitchell, 1981), and showing that they 
recognize the consequence of their actions and 
will not repeat the offense (Gold & Weiner, 2000; 
Schwartz, Kane, Joseph, & Tedeschi, 1978). 

If, however, the subsequent responses of 
group representatives following an accidental 
distributive injustice are not perceived to exhibit 
relational concern for the victim and his or 
her needs, the resolution will not be viewed as 
satisfactory to the victim. Failure to reaffi rm the 
victim’s perceived status as a valued member 
of the group during the compensation process 
may lead to decreased identifi cation and poor 
victim–group relations. 

In other words, compensation must be awarded 
in relationally sensitive ways, since victims are 
sensitive both to whether the provision of com-
pensation itself is adequate as well as the inter-
personal message communicated by the manner 
in which they are compensated. This is the case 
in both intentional and accidental distributive 
injustices, contrary to expectations from past 
research which view only intentional injustices as 
requiring relational concern (Darley & Pittman, 
2003). By compensating a victim in a way that 
communicates a lack of concern for the victim 
or denial of recognition or responsibility on the 
part of the transgressor, the relational needs 
of the victim are not taken into account. Even 
if the victim is compensated for the injustice, 
while satisfi ed with the distributive fairness of 
their compensation, he or she may still feel 
disrespected and undervalued as a member of 
the group in which the injustice occurred. 

As such, the provision of compensation alone 
for an accidental injury, even when it is viewed 
as favorable, will not be an adequate response 
to the harm. The victim may question the value 
of his or her membership status even when 
the distributive injustice was accidental, thereby 
raising concern for relational cues or evoking 
interest in relational verifi cation in addition 
to the concern for equity. Therefore, when an 
accidental distributive injustice is compensated 
through distributive means, people will perceive 

the compensatory act as more procedurally fair 
when the group provides compensation through 
a procedure that also addresses relational con-
cerns (by acknowledging that a mistake has been 
made and expressing remorse), even though the 
monetary award is objectively identical.

Hypothesis 1: When attempting to restore justice 
following an accidental inequity, perceptions of 
procedural fairness will be higher if the equitable 
compensation is presented with additional rela-
tional concern, compared to when the equitable 
compensation is presented without relational 
concern.

This pattern of results would indicate that, while 
the type and amount of compensation received 
as dictated by taking an equity framework alone 
may be adequate to satisfy the need for outcome 
restoration, procedural fairness may vary 
independently of the actual monetary award. 

The distinction between the fairness of the 
outcomes and the fairness of the procedures 
is an important one to make in this context. 
In distributive matters, the applicability and 
favorability of the compensation itself may be 
the focus of decision-makers’ evaluations of the 
proposed resolution. However, if relational con-
cerns are heightened by the experience of an 
injustice, procedural fairness inherent in the 
compensation process may have an unexpected 
impact on the group as a whole. 

As past research has shown (Tyler & Lind, 1992), 
members of groups use procedural justice infor-
mation to infer their value within the group, 
and any detriment in procedural fairness may 
indicate to the victim that he or she is not a 
valued group member. As much research has 
shown, unfair procedures may have negative 
consequences for the group, including lower 
commitment (Tyler & Blader, 2003), lower 
evaluations and attitudes toward the group 
(Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Tyler, 1990), 
and higher rates of turnover (Jones & Skarlicki, 
2003) or other withdrawal behaviors (Dailey & 
Kirk, 1992; Huo, Smith, Tyler, & Lind, 1996). 
As a result, even though satisfaction with the 
outcomes received in a compensatory act may 
suffice in appeasing the victim’s desire for 
distributive retribution, the group is still at risk of 
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jeopardizing the individual–group relationship. 
More specifi cally:

Hypothesis 2: When attempting to restore justice 
following an accidental inequity, reactions towards 
the group as a whole will be more favorable if 
the equitable compensation is presented with 
additional relational concern, compared to when 
the equitable compensation is presented without 
relational concern.

To further argue the idea that these reactions 
are not driven by outcome favorability alone 
but rather by the impact that relational concern 
has on perceived membership value, we expect 
additional analyses to provide support for medi-
ation. In particular, we believe that additional 
provision of relational concern should result 
in differing levels of group evaluations because 
of its impact on perceived membership value 
and status. 

These hypotheses are conceptually distinct 
from those of previous compensation discussions. 
Instead of focusing on the compensatory or apolo-
getic actions of the transgressor as they relate 
to attributions of responsibility and sincerity 
judgments (Schwartz et al., 1978; Shaw, Wild, & 
Colquitt, 2003), this line of research focuses on 
the broader impact of responses to injustice, 
independent of perceptions of intent. In the 
situations we examine, there is no question of 
intentionality, all involving accidental mistakes 
that indirectly resulted in material losses. These 
unintentional transgressions have not been 
discussed as requiring specifi c concern for rela-
tional maintenance (Darley & Pittman, 2003), 
particularly in instances where the provision 
of compensation has already addressed equity 
concerns.

Taken together these hypotheses argue that, 
while compensation for accidental harm may 
restore feelings of outcome fairness, compen-
sation alone is an inadequate response to ac-
cidental harm. Even unintentional harms have 
relational implications that should be addressed 
by showing relational concern (through fair and 
supportive compensation procedures). Groups 
and organizations need to maintain a broader 
framework that addresses these relational 
issues, even in purely distributive matters, since 

commitment to the group following efforts 
to deal with even accidental harms are linked 
to relational as well as instrumental justice 
concerns.

Study 1

Study 1 consists of two similar studies that lay 
the groundwork support for our hypotheses 
regarding reactions to the group following varying 
degrees of relational concern accompanying 
compensation. While both are similar in design, 
Study 1B provides additional measures and 
mediational analysis supporting our proposed 
arguments.

Method
Participants Forty-four undergraduate stu-
dents (39% male) recruited from an introductory 
psychology course participated in the study. 
Participants received partial credit towards the 
fulfi llment of course requirements in exchange 
for their participation, and had an average age of 
19.4 years. The scenarios in this study concerned 
university-operated student housing, in order to 
maximize participant involvement. Therefore 
demographics were also collected regarding 
each participant’s experience living in student 
housing; 84% of the participants had lived in 
student housing for an average time period of 
3.15 semesters, and 85% of those with direct stu-
dent housing experiences were currently living 
in student housing. Two participants reported 
having been employed by student housing, and 
those participants were removed from all analyses 
due to their potential familiarity with actual 
housing policies. 

Procedure The participants in the study were 
informed that the research investigated student 
opinions on university policies and procedures. 
They were told that they would be looking 
at letters of complaint that had been sent by 
residents of university housing, fi ling formal 
grievances against the housing administration. 
Following each complaint, participants received 
a written response from the housing adminis-
tration stating the actions that would be taken to 
resolve the confl ict. Participants were instructed 
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to imagine themselves as the student in each 
situation, and respond to questions as if they 
were that student. 

Each of the complaints provided to subjects 
involved an unintentional mistake that a housing 
employee had made, which cost each of the three 
housing residents a monetary loss of approx-
imately US$200. One of the scenarios involved 
a housing payment that was not processed in an 
appropriate amount of time, resulting in a late 
registration fee. The second scenario concerned 
a late checkout fee incurred by the student, due 
to misinformation provided by a housing em-
ployee. A third case involved an unfounded 
utilities charge that a student was compelled to 
pay in order to register on time, even though the 
charge was due to a clerical error made by hous-
ing staff. Each of these cases dealt specifi cally 
with an unintentional mistake made by housing 
staff involving the same amount of monetary 
loss, and the order of presentation was varied 
across subjects, as was the relational concern 
manipulation paired with each scenario.

Experimental manipulations In Study 1A, 
each subject received all three conditions of 
the relational concern manipulation, allowing 
for a three-level within-subjects design. These 
levels included two conditions that satisfi ed 
equity concerns alone (no relational concern), 
presenting fair compensation as a settlement 
or a compulsory payment, and a third level in 
which a group representative acknowledged 
the mistake and expressed remorse, thereby 
attempting to  address relational concerns in 
addition to the equity restoration. Study 1B, 
however, only included two within-subject justi-
fi cation conditions, presenting fair compen-
sation as a settlement (equity concern alone) 
or as an acknowledgment (equity and relational 
concern).

The provision of relational concern was 
manipulated by presenting the $200 monetary 
compensation as a settlement given in order 
to appease the student while preventing the 
need for further judiciary action (equitably 
fair), a compulsory payment that the housing 
administration was forced to make by a higher 
authority regardless of their position (equitably 

fair), or as an acknowledgment of responsibil-
ity (equitably fair and relationally sensitive). 
These manipulations were given in the context 
of a form letter from student housing, and 
included one of three statements:

Compensation only: Settlement – ‘We have come 
to this decision because we have been informed 
that you are interested in pursuing the complaint 
with the judiciary committee and have requested a 
formal hearing. Our policy concerning small claims 
dictates that we compensate you $200, due to the 
cost and time involved in participating in a formal 
judiciary hearing’.

Compensation only:  Compulsory payment 
(Study 1A only) – ‘We have arrived at this decision 
because the Coordinator for Residential Student 
Services received a copy of your complaint, and has 
directed us to compensate you $200. This decision 
has been made as a matter of policy, even though 
we have not reviewed your grievance and therefore 
have no position on the merits of your claim’.

Compensation and relational concern – ‘We have 
come to this decision because we realize that our staff 
may have made mistakes, and we wish to compensate 
you as much as is reasonably possible’.

While the compensation only conditions (settle-
ment and compulsory payment) restore equity by 
providing a monetary award, they do not show 
any relational concern for the victim. 

The letters from the housing office were 
addressed to the student in the corresponding 
scenario, and concluded with a statement ex-
pressing hope that the resolution solved the 
issue in question.

Dependent measures Checks were collected, 
assessing outcome favorability (α = .68) and 
overall fairness of the resolution (α = .74). Multi-
ple scales were also constructed assessing various 
aspects of participants’ reactions to each scenario. 
A composite measure of procedural fairness 
(α = .95) was assessed. Each questionnaire also 
assessed a number of related measures evaluating 
student housing at the university in general, and 
student relations with university housing as a 
whole. These measures included items assessing 
an affective evaluation of university housing, 
satisfaction with university housing, intent to 
stay in housing, and identifi cation with the 
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housing community. Reactions to these items 
should be similar as they all indicate global 
reactions regarding participants’ relationship 
with the group. For parsimony, these items were 
combined into a single scale (α = .94) assessing 
reactions towards the group. When analyzed in 
four separate scales, the pattern of results was 
identical. This is not meant to imply that all items  
are not conceptually distinct, only that in this par-
ticular analysis examining each scale independ-
ently did not provide additional information. 
Higher scale ratings indicated more favorable 
evaluations. All items were assessed on 7-point 
scales, and were adapted from items used in 
previous justice research (Tyler & Lind, 1992). 
Actual scale items can be found in Appendix A. 

Study 1B included additional measures of 
interest. As with Study 1A, manipulation checks 
of outcome favorability (α = .68) and resolution 
fairness (α = .65) were assessed, as well as com-
posite measures of procedural fairness (α = .91), 
and reactions towards the group (α = .92). In 
order to assess the participant’s perceived value 
and status level in the group, ‘group standing’ 
measures were included, classifi ed into three 
categories: perceived membership value in the 
group (α = .98), perceived value compared to 
housing staff (α = .97), and perceived status 
in the group hierarchy (1 item). Actual items for 
the perceived value and relative value measures 
can be found in Appendix A. The status measure 
consisted of a single item asking, ‘In the housing 
hierarchy, at what level does university housing 
view you?’, and the request to rate their opinion 
of ‘very low—very high’. One fi nal measure 
assessed the participant’s willingness to accept 
the resolution offered by the university housing 
administration. This measure consisted of a 
single item asking, ‘How willing would you 
be to voluntarily accept the decision made by 
university housing?’

It should also be noted that, although not 
specifi cally discussed, participants also reported 
pre-resolution outcome favorability and pro-
cedural fairness ratings (fairness of the scenario 
presented) in order to verify that participants 
interpreted the scenario as we have suggested. 
All studies showed consistently low ratings of 
outcome favorability, and consistently high 

ratings of procedural fairness, corroborating 
the notion that the scenarios of accidental dis-
tributive harm were not also perceived as pro-
cedurally unjust.

Results
Study 1A Means and standard deviations 
for Studies 1A and 1B, as well as indications 
of signifi cant paired comparisons within each 
scale, can be found in Table 1. In order to verify 
the consistency of outcome favorability in 
the scenarios, an analysis of variance was con-
ducted, revealing that there were no signifi cant 
differences between perceptions of outcome 
favorability (F(2,38) =  0.99, ns), regardless of 
whether the compensation given was presented 
as an equity restoration alone (compulsory pay-
ment or settlement), or an equity restoration 
with the additional attempt to show relational 
concern. Outcome favorability ratings were 
consistently high. Unexpectedly however, 
perceptions of fairness of the resolution did 
reveal a signifi cant effect of relational concern 
(F(2,38) =  4.50, p < .05, η2 = .192), with showing 
relational concern in addition to the equity 
restoration yielding the highest perceptions 
of fairness. Paired comparisons were then con-
ducted to specify the parameters of the effect, 
showing that the relational concern condition 
was rated as signifi cantly more fair than the 
settlement condition (t(19) = 2.80, p < .05). 
Although not significant, a trend was also 
apparent where the relational concern condition 
was viewed as more fair than the compulsory 
payment condition (t(19) = 1.84, p = .08). The 
compulsory and settlement conditions were not 
signifi cantly different from each other.

Analysis of variance was conducted on pro-
cedural fairness perceptions, revealing a signifi -
cant effect for relational concern (F(2,38) =  
15.60, p < .001, η2 = .451), with the relational 
concern condition providing the most fair process. 
Additional paired comparisons were done on 
the procedural fairness scale, revealing that the 
relational concern condition was perceived as 
signifi cantly more procedurally fair to subjects 
than both the compulsory condition (t(19) = 3.77, 
p < .005), and the settlement condition (t(19) =  
5.35, p < .001). The compulsory and settlement 
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conditions, however, were not significantly 
different.

In regard to subjects’ global reactions towards 
the group, analysis of variance revealed a signifi -
cant effect for relational concern (F(2,38) =  6.69, 
p < .005, η2 = .260), with subjects reporting more 
favorable reactions in the relational concern 
condition. Paired t tests showed a signifi cant 
difference between the relational concern and 
compulsory conditions (t(19) =  2.39, p < .05), and 
a signifi cant difference between relational con-
cern and settlement conditions (t(19) =  3.15, 
p < .005). No signifi cant difference was found 
between the compulsory and settlement 
conditions.

Study 1B An analysis of variance concluded 
that there were no signifi cant differences in 
perceptions of outcome favorability across 
relational concern conditions (F(1,21) = 4.18, 
p = .054), however a trend was apparent. Ratings 

of overall fairness revealed a signifi cant effect 
(F(1,21) 7.60, p < .05, η2 = .266), with higher 
fairness ratings given in the relational concern 
condition.

The measure of procedural fairness revealed a 
signifi cant effect for relational concern (F(1,21) =  
19.32, p < .001, η2 = .479), with compensation 
presented with relational concern yielding 
higher perceptions of procedural fairness com-
pared to the condition in which compensation 
was presented without relational concern.

For the measure of change in perceived value 
in the group, there was a signifi cant difference 
between the two relational concern conditions 
(F(1,21) = 11.66, p <  .005, η2 = .357), such that 
individual ratings of perceived group value were 
higher when the compensation was presented 
with relational concern, compared to when the 
compensation was presented with equity concern 
alone. For perceptions of value relative to uni-
versity staff, again a significant difference 

Table 1. Study 1: Means and standard deviations for dependent measure scales by condition

    Compensation &
  Compensation only: Compensation only: relational concern
 (settlement) (compulsory payment) [Study 1A only]

Outcome favorability
 Study 1A:  5.37 (1.13)a 5.55 (0.86)a 5.80 (0.96)a

 Study 1B:  5.39 (1.04)a   5.95 (0.74)a

Fairness of resolution
 Study 1A: 4.68 (1.43)a 5.08 (1.00)ab 5.68 (0.89)b

 Study 1B: 4.73 (0.98)a  5.45 (0.60)b

Procedural fairness
 Study 1A: 3.75 (1.67)a 4.15 (1.56)a 5.96 (1.25)b

 Study 1B: 4.11 (1.47)a  5.79 (0.64)b

Reactions towards the group
 Study 1A:  3.01 (1.18)a 3.25 (1.16)a 4.12 (1.08)b

 Study 1B: 3.41 (1.11)a  4.14 (0.97)b

Membership value (1B only) 3.17 (1.63)a  4.61 (1.44)b

Relative value (1B only) 2.90 (1.30)a  3.72 (1.14)b

Perceived hierarchy (1B only)  2.73 (1.45)a  3.91 (1.41)b

Willingness to accept (1B only) 5.36 (1.62)a  6.32 (0.84)b

Notes: Standard deviations appear in parentheses. All ratings were done on 7-point scales, and the higher 
the number, the higher the level of favorability, fairness, etc. N = 20 in Study 1A and N = 22 in Study 1B. 
Means within rows that do not share subscripts differ signifi cantly at p < .05, as indicated by paired t tests for 
comparisons between relational concern conditions (settlement, compulsory payment, or acknowledgment) 
for each scale.
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between conditions was revealed (F(1,21) =  12.06, 
p < .005, η2 = .365), with the relational concern 
condition yielding higher ratings. The single 
item assessing perceived status in the group 
hierarchy also revealed signifi cant differences for 
relational concern conditions, (F(1,21) = 13.10, 
p < .005, η2 = .384), showing higher perceived 
status when the compensation was presented 
with relational concern.

An analysis of variance was also conducted 
on participant reactions towards the group. 
There was a signifi cant main effect for relational 
concern (F(1,21) = 12.78, p < .005 (η2 = .378). 
When compensation was presented with 
additional relational concern, it yielded higher 
group evaluations than when the equitable 
compensation was presented alone, without 
relational concern.

Lastly, on the single item assessing partici-
pant’s willingness to voluntarily accept the 
resolution presented by the university housing 
administration, there was also a signifi cant dif-
ference for relational concern (F(1,21) =  8.26, 
p < .01, η2 = .282). When the compensation 
awarded in the resolution was presented with 
relational concern, participants were more 
willing to voluntarily accept that resolution, 
compared to when the group simply presented 
the equitable compensation.

Mediation analysis To test the mediating 
effects hypothesized in this study, we employed 
the methods suggested by Baron and Kenny 
(1986), using hierarchical regression methods 
to demonstrate the reduction in strength of the 
direct associations after entering the mediat-
ing variables, and tested the signifi cance of 
both the direct and indirect paths (see Figure 1). 
The simple effect of relational concern on 
reactions towards the group was signifi cant 
(β = .35, t = 2.42, p < .05). However, when con-
trolling for perceived membership value, this 
direct effect becomes insignifi cant (β = .12, 
t = 0.85, p = .40), while the effect of membership 
value on reactions towards the group is signifi -
cant (β = .55, t = 3.97, p < .001).

Discussion
As predicted, perceptions of procedural fairness 
were higher when the monetary compensation 
was presented with additional concern for rela-
tional issues (acknowledging responsibility and 
expressing remorse) compared to instances when 
the same compensation was presented without 
relational concern. This was true irrespective 
of the fact that the outcomes provided were 
objectively identical, with participants evaluat-
ing the outcomes in all conditions as being 
equally favorable. Hence, the concerns that 

Figure 1. Study 1B: Mediational analysis
Notes: Values are the standardized betas from hierarchical regression analysis. ‘Perceived Membership 
Value/Status’ refers to combined items from Membership Value, Relative Value, and Hierarchy scales. Value 
in parentheses is the standardized beta for the simple association between the addition of relational concern 
with the combined group reaction measure, prior to the entry of the mediating variable. ∆R2 = .244, p < .001. 
*p < .05. 
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people were reacting to were not concerns about 
the desirability of their compensation. 

The measures assessing perceived group 
standing and reactions towards the group also 
supported our hypotheses. Specifically, the 
resolutions that presented compensation with 
an effort to express the group’s concern for the 
victim, catering to both the instrumental and 
relational concerns of the victim, resulted in 
higher levels of perceived standing and more 
favorable reactions towards the group. Add-
itional analysis also suggests that the provision 
of relational concern in combination with com-
pensation did not directly increase the favor-
ability of participant reactions. The presentation 
of the compensation altered respondent’s per-
ceptions of membership value and status, which 
in turn resulted in more favorable evaluations. 
This supports arguments made by relational 
models of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; 
Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992), assert-
ing that individuals interpret actions taken by 
and communications with the group as status re-
levant messages, and that they are what impact 
subsequent evaluative judgments of the group. 

Participants were also more willing to accept 
the compensation when it was presented in 
tandem with an expression of relational concern. 
These fi ndings suggest that there may be add-
itional behavioral implications beyond the 
evaluative measures employed in this research. 
Not only might showing relational concern in 
monetary compensation result in more positive 
relations with the group, the resolution of the 
inequity itself may be further improved upon 
simply by taking steps to show the victim that 
he/she is a valued group member, possibly pre-
venting the restitution costs from becoming 
even higher.

Even though the initial injustice was accidental, 
and therefore according to equity models only 
demanded equitable compensation, procedural 
fairness issues related to the way that compensation 
was delivered altered participants’ perceived 
relationship to the group as a whole, suggesting 
that compensation for distributive injustices 
must also be procedurally just in order to ensure 
satisfaction with the actions taken by group 
decision-makers. 

It is also interesting to note that the fairness 
of the resolution, which includes the question of 
whether people are receiving what they ‘deserve’, 
shows a relational effect. This suggests that the 
traditional equity framework, in which outcome 
fairness is viewed as an adequate response to 
unintentional harm, may be incomplete. While 
the favorability of outcomes is not particularly 
infl uenced by how they are delivered, their fair-
ness is. Hence, distributive justice does appear to 
have a relational component. This is consistent 
with some earlier fi ndings (Tyler, 1994) showing 
that relational criterion shaped distributive 
justice judgments in confl ict resolution settings. 
This explanation, however, should be interpreted 
with caution. Not only was this effect not 
hypothesized, it was dropped in follow-up studies. 
Future research needs to be conducted in order 
to clarify the consistency of and processes ex-
plaining this fi nding.

Study 2

In Study 1, the compensation and the resolution 
letters were presented by the group in which the 
unintentional distributive injustice occurred 
even though a single group member was re-
sponsible. With procedural violations, it is diffi cult 
to restore fairness in the absence of the offender, 
because victims of these types of injustices 
often desire communication with the offender, 
allowing for relative status restoration such as 
an apology (Umbreit, 1989). However, we would 
expect that following an accidental distributive 
injustice, group representatives can compensate 
just as effectively as the offender. Unlike with 
procedural violations, unintentional inequities 
do not carry a specifi c need for interpersonal 
restoration between the offender and the victim. 
Information regarding relational concern 
originating from any group member during 
the compensation process is relevant to the 
recipient’s evaluation of how the group values his 
or her membership, and will therefore serve as an 
antecedent to evaluations regarding the group’s 
authority, rules, and the group itself (Tyler, 1990; 
Tyler & Lind, 1992). Relationally sensitive com-
pensatory payments should therefore result in 
positive reactions towards the group when the 
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compensation comes from the offender or a 
group representative.

In Study 2, in addition to examining the source 
of the compensation, we also sampled participants 
from a different population. Instead of utilizing 
undergraduate participants, our sample consisted 
of full-time employed respondents (enrolled 
part-time in MBA courses). This was done to 
add to the generalizability of the research. The 
sample in Study 2 arguably has a different type 
of relationship to the embedded group (the 
university), and often have different values 
and beliefs than undergraduate psychology 
students. Replicating our fi ndings utilizing a 
different sample helps preclude some of the 
characteristics specifi c to undergraduates as 
potential limiting factors.

Method
In Study 2, our participant pool was drawn from 
fi rst-year students enrolled in the part-time MBA 
program at a business school in New York. All 
of the participants were employed full-time in 
organizations in New York City, were employed 
at their current organization for an average of 
2.9 years, and attended MBA courses in the 
evening. The 32 participants in the study had 
an average age of 27 years, and exactly 50% of 
them were male. Because recruitment was done 
in a required entry-level course, participants’ 
main area of study and current occupation 
varied widely. Participation was on a volunteer 
basis, and in exchange for their assistance, they 
were offered one of eight chances to win US$25 
lottery prizes. 

While procedures were similar to those em-
ployed in Study 1, the complaints, resolutions, 
and dependent measures were adapted to 
refl ect the perspective of an MBA student. The 
scenarios employed were again based in the 
university, because the university is a group that 
all participants had in common. Participants 
were again instructed to imagine themselves as 
the MBA student in each situation, and respond 
to questions as if they were that student. 

Participants completed three cases. All three 
cases involved an unintentional distributive 
injustice that resulted in a monetary loss of ap-
proximately $250. One complaint dealt with 

misinformation by a faculty member that re-
sulted in late course enrollment fees. In a second 
scenario, an MBA student missed the majority 
of a class session because he/she had to meet 
a faculty member prior to that session, but the 
faculty member was late for the meeting, and the 
student felt that he/she had wasted money on a 
class session that he/she was not able to attend. 
The third complaint was regarding a monetary 
loss due to a mistake made by a faculty member 
on the grade report forms; the student’s com-
pany reimbursed education costs based on 
grades, and was unable to process a post-term 
grade change for a monetary refund. Each of 
these scenarios was accidental, and therefore 
had no procedural violations inherent in the 
initial inequities presented. After reading each 
complaint, participants reviewed a written re-
sponse regarding the resolution to that com-
plaint, and were asked to complete a questionnaire 
regarding their justice perceptions as well as 
group evaluations. 

Experimental manipulations and dependent 
measures This study employed a 2×2 mixed-
subjects design, with relational concern (compen-
sation only [settlement] or compensation with 
additional relational concern), as the within-
subjects factor, and source of the compensation 
message (group or offending party) as the 
between-subjects factor. Each participant re-
ceived both conditions of the relational concern 
manipulation, and the conditions varied in the 
order in which they were presented as well as 
by the scenario with which they were matched. 
Participants read resolution letters sent by either 
the business school administration offi ce or the 
offending faculty member.

Relational concern was manipulated by 
providing the approximate amount of $250 
monetary compensation with concern for 
equity alone (settlement), or with additional 
relational concern (expression of remorse and 
acknowledgement that a mistake was made). 
These manipulations were given in the context 
of a resolution letter, and were similar to those 
used in Study 1.

The source of the compensation message was 
manipulated by altering the return address and 
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pronouns in the resolution letter. In the group 
message condition, the resolution letters were 
sent from a university administrator speaking 
as a representative of the administrative offi ce. 
In the offender message condition, the faculty 
member who had made the mistake that resulted 
in the monetary loss sent the same resolution 
letter.

As with Study 1, a manipulation check of out-
come favorability (α = .90) was included. The 
dependent measures consisted of evaluations 
of procedural fairness (α = .98), and reactions 
towards the group, again consisting of multiple 
scales assessing group evaluations, identifi ca-
tion, and intentions to stay (α = .95). All meas-
ures were similar to those in Study 1, altered 
only to address the MBA program as the relevant 
group. 

Results
Cell means, standard deviations, and inter-
cell comparisons can be found in Table 2. 
Analysis of outcome favorability revealed no sig-
nificant main effect for relational concern 
(F(1,30) =  2.34, ns), or source of the message 
(F(1,30) =  0.31, ns). There was also no inter-
action found between message source and 
relational concern on outcome favorability 
(F(1,30) =  2.34, ns).

For the measure of procedural fairness, an 
analysis of variance indicated no signifi cant effects 
for either source of the message (F(1,30) =  0.19, 
ns), or for the interaction between message source 
and relational concern (F(1,30) =  0.59, ns). 
However, there was a signifi cant main effect 
for relational concern on procedural fairness 
perceptions (F(1,30) =  14.27, p < .001, η2 = .322). 
Resolution letters implying concern for the victim 
in addition to restoring equity resulted in higher 
perceptions of procedural fairness compared 
to when compensation alone was provided, 
regardless of who sent the resolution letter. 

An analysis of variance conducted on reactions 
towards the group revealed that, as with pro-
cedural fairness, reactions to the group were 
not signifi cantly effected by the source of the 
message (F(1,30) =  0.02, ns). There was also no 
signifi cant interaction found between message 
source and relational concern on evaluations 
of the group (F(1,30) =  0.004, ns). However, a 
signifi cant main effect was found for relational 
concern (F(1,30) =  12.97, p < .001, η2 = .302), 
such that when compensation was framed in 
a way that expressed concern for the victim, 
thereby emphasizing the victim’s membership 
value in addition to the importance of equity, 
participants expressed more favorable reactions 
regarding the group. 

Table 2. Study 2: Means and standard deviations for fairness perceptions by condition

 Compensation only  Compensation &
 (settlement) relational concern 

Outcome favorability
 Offender message  5.15 (1.21)a  5.15 (1.65)a

 Group message  4.90 (1.39)a  5.55 (1.34)a

Procedural fairness
 Offender message  3.82 (1.96)a 5.33 (1.88)b

 Group message  4.31 (1.72)a 5.31 (1.51)b

Reactions toward the group
 Offender message 4.65 (0.98)a 5.22 (0.94)b

 Group message  4.68 (0.96)a 5.27 (0.79)b

Notes: Standard deviations appear in parentheses. All ratings were done on 7-point scales, and the higher 
the number, the higher the level of favorability, fairness, etc. ‘Offender Message’, n = 18. ‘Group Message’, 
n = 14. Means within rows that do not share subscripts differ signifi cantly at p < .05 as indicated by paired 
t test comparisons for relational concern, and LSD comparisons for message source. 
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Discussion
Regardless of how the compensation was pre-
sented or who communicated the message, 
outcome favorability was consistently positive 
when equitable compensation was provided. 
Compensation always led to favorable feelings 
about the outcome, consistent with equity theory 
expectations. Procedural fairness perceptions 
and group evaluations, on the other hand, were 
higher when compensation was presented in a 
way that expressed concern for the victim com-
pared to when that same compensation was 
presented without relational concern. These 
fi ndings replicate those of Study 1, supporting 
the argument that even unintended harms raise 
status issues for the victim, as responding in a way 
that affi rms status is viewed as more procedur-
ally fair and yields more favorable evaluations. 
And as expected, both the offender and group 
representatives were able to adequately com-
pensate the victim (not dependent on offender 
involvement). 

Study 3

The nature of the procedural reactions of the 
group utilized in the previous studies raises a 
concern about the interpretation of the effects. 
Is it the communication of relational concern 
that drives these effects, or the communication 
of a lack of relational concern? We suggest that 
the existence of an injustice of any type (even 
accidental distributive injustices which have 
not been equated with heightened relational 
concern) create a need for membership reaffi r-
mation. It is therefore not that the relational mes-
sage can compound the injustice by introducing 
another procedural injustice (e.g. lack of concern 
communicated by a settlement), but that the 
expression of additional relational concern is 
necessary to maximize the favorability of sub-
sequent reactions to the group. To further clarify 
this distinction, instead of examining relational 
concern relative to a lack of relational concern 
(such as a settlement), in Study 3 we examine 
the independent effect of concern relative to 
no procedural information. 

Additionally, to this point we have equated the 
group’s recognition that a mistake has been made 

and remorse with procedural fairness. Through 
this manipulation and indeed with apologetic 
reactions in general, the group suggests that 
the unjust situation was an isolated event not 
representative of the group’s standard course 
of action (Schlenker, 1980). Past research has 
shown that these types of responses are best able 
to mitigate interpersonal confl ict following an 
injustice; denials of responsibility, on the other 
hand, often aggravate the injustice (Bobocel & 
Zdaniuk, 2005). In our manipulations, the ‘no 
relational concern’ resolution does not acknow-
ledge that a mistake has been made, and there-
fore suggests a denial of the validity of the victim’s 
concern. On the other hand, the resolution with 
‘additional relational concern’ does pay heed to 
the victim’s grievance, thereby acknowledging 
his or her rights. We argue that this additional 
concern for the rights of the victim is responsible 
for our effects. The manipulation checks have 
been consistent with this notion—procedural 
justice (and in Study 1B, perceived membership 
value) varies as a function of this manipulation. 
However, we do not view these processes as limited 
to mistake recognition and remorse. For this 
reason, in Study 3, we also attempt to replicate 
this effect using different types of procedural 
manipulations, all of which also show inter-
personal concern.

Method
The participants in this study consisted of 60 
undergraduate students (48% male) who had 
an average age of 25.4 years and were recruited 
for participation from a campus employment 
offi ce posting. Unlike participants in Studies 
1, 2, and 4 which were from a private North 
American university, participants in Study 3 were 
students in an Australian university. Additionally, 
these participants were given a cash incentive to 
participate instead of course credit. Although it 
is important to note this difference, we did not 
anticipate any major concerns with altering the 
population sampled.

As with Study 2, the complaints, resolutions, 
and dependent measures were adapted to 
refl ect the university as the relevant group. 
Participants were again instructed to imagine 
themselves as the student in each situation, 
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and respond to questions as if they were that 
student. The procedures were similar to the 
previous studies. Participants in the study were 
informed that the research investigated student 
opinions regarding university policies and 
procedures, examined one letter of complaint 
from a student who had fi led a formal grievance 
against the university administration, and were 
again instructed to imagine themselves as the 
student in the situation. The grievance in this 
study dealt with a $200 late registration payment 
fee that was incurred, even though the payment 
was made on time.

Experimental manipulations This study em-
ployed a four condition between-subjects design. 
All of the resolutions presented included $200 
compensation for the situation. However, the 
way that these resolutions were framed was 
varied experimentally. Participants in the no 
frame condition were simply informed that they 
would receive $200 deposited to their university 
account. Relational concern was manipulated 
by three different procedural justice message 
frames. Three different manipulations were used 
in order to illustrate that the effects shown were 
not specifi c to acknowledgments of responsibil-
ity, but procedurally fair actions in general, as 
these actions (acknowledgment and remorse, 
voice, and respect) all suggest group concern 
for the victim. These three relational concern 
conditions prefaced the offer of compensation 
with one of the three statements:

Relational concern (acknowledgement) – ‘We 
agree that mistakes have been made by university 
staff in this matter, and regret the actions taken by 
that staff member’.

Relational concern (voice) – ‘We want you to 
know that the university values your opinions, and 
we would be happy to listen to and consider any 
concerns or grievances that you may have’.

Relational concern (respect) – ‘We want you to 
know that the university respects your concerns and 
rights as a student and member of the university 
community’.

The dependent measures employed in 
Study 3 were identical to those of the previous 
studies, including a manipulation check of 

outcome fairness (α = .67), and scales measuring 
procedural fairness (α = .85) and reactions 
towards the group (α = .85).

Additional measures were collected to assist 
in clarifying the type of injustice participants 
were asked to respond to. We have suggested 
that the injustices presented were accidental in 
nature (not intentional). To test this assertion, 
participants were asked to assess the intent of 
the individual staff member and the university 
as a whole: ‘Did the staff member [university] 
intend for this situation to occur?’ It was also 
important to assess whether the staff member 
and university had acted negligently and were 
responsible for the mistake, so participants were 
also asked: ‘Is it the staff member’s [university’s] 
job to make sure that this type of thing does not 
happen?’, and ‘Is this person [the university] 
responsible for your monetary loss?’ These 
questions were all evaluated on 7-point scales, 
with higher numbers refl ecting more intent/
negligence/responsibility. As these measures 
serve simply as supportive statistics, results are 
reported only in Table 4 and are mentioned 
when relevant in the general discussion.

Results
Means and standard deviations can be found in 
Table 3. Analysis of variance was conducted on 
the measure of outcome favorability, revealing 
that there were no significant differences 
between conditions on perceptions of outcome 
favorability (F(3,56) = 0.19, ns), which were 
consistently high (M = 6.29) regardless of how 
compensation was presented.

Analysis of variance was conducted on pro-
cedural fairness perceptions, revealing a signifi -
cant effect for relational concern (F(3,56) = 4.09, 
p < .05, η2 = .180), with the relational concern 
conditions being evaluated as more procedurally 
fair than the no relational concern conditions. 
Additional contrasts revealed that each relational 
concern condition was perceived as signifi cantly 
more procedurally fair to subjects then when 
compensation was not presented with additional 
relational concern (see Table 3).

For global reactions towards the group, an-
alysis of variance revealed a signifi cant effect 
for relational concern (F(3,56) =  6.30, p < .001, 
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η2 = 0.252), with subjects reporting more fav-
orable reactions in the relational concern 
conditions. Additional contrasts revealed that 
each relational concern condition (with the 
exception of voice, which was marginal) yielded 
signifi cantly more favorable reactions towards 
the group than when compensation was not 
presented with additional relational concern 
(see Table 3).

Discussion
Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, Study 3 shows 
that when responding to an accidental distri-
butive injustice the provision of relational 
concern in addition to equitable compensation 
yields signifi cantly more favorable reactions 
towards the group than when no relational con-
cern is shown. This study not only replicates the 
previous studies, but extends these fi ndings to 
other types of additional relational concern. 
The increase in favorable reactions towards the 
group following the inclusion of different types 
of procedural justice concern (i.e. acknowledg-
ment of the mistake and remorse, respectful 
treatment, or voice for the victim) suggests that it 
is the message of benevolent concern underlying 
that procedurally fair act that is benefi cial for 
maintaining group relations.

It is also important to note that this study 
examined the impact of additional relational 
concern relative to no information about relational 
concern (instead of a lack of relational concern as 
in Studies 1 & 2). This is an important distinction as 
it clarifi es the need for membership reaffi rmation 

following an injustice, and does not simply 
refl ect an additional procedural injustice that 
compounds fairness concerns in the situation.

Study 4

A question does remain regarding the actual 
role of the relationally sensitive compensation 
manipulation in this study. Does the increased 
satisfaction with the relationally sensitive con-
dition stem from pairing the restoration of 
equity with relational concern, as argued in this 
article, or from the status message communicated 
through that concern alone? In other words, is 
this merely an illustration of the importance of 
procedures, or is there something special about 
the distributive injustice context? We believe 
that when a distributive inequity has occurred, 
relational concern, while it may be necessary to 
maintain positive group–victim relations, is 
not in and of itself suffi cient to appease an 
individual’s desire for equity-based retribution. 
Therefore, under conditions of accidental 
distributive injustice, the value of fair procedures 
is not suffi cient to satisfy the victim’s desire for 
retribution in the absence of fair compensa-
tion, but it is necessary to speak to the victim’s 
concerns regarding their group membership 
while also addressing the distributive inequity 
with appropriate compensation. We therefore 
would expect not simply a main effect of pro-
cedures, but an interactive pattern between the 
restoration of due outcomes and expressions of 
relational concern.

Table 3. Study 3: Means and standard deviations for fairness perceptions by condition

 Outcome Procedural Reactions toward
 favorability fairness the group

No relational concern 6.22 (0.65)a 5.61 (0.85)a 5.02 (0.66)a

Relational concern
 Acknowledgment and remorse 6.33 (0.59)a 6.49 (0.57)b 5.81 (0.49)b

 Respectful treatment 6.36 (0.57)a 6.24 (0.62)b 5.91 (0.66)b

 Voice for the offender 6.24 (0.51)a 6.23 (0.79)b 5.41 (0.68)a*b

Notes: Standard deviations appear in parentheses. All ratings were done on 7-point scales, and the higher the 
number, the higher the level of favorability, fairness, etc. N = 60. Means within columns that do not share 
subscripts differ signifi cantly at p < .05 as indicated by planned simple contrast comparisons. Shared subscripts 
with asterisks* indicates a marginally signifi cant difference.
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These assertions follow a different interactive 
pattern than those documented by the ‘fair 
process effect’ (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; 
Greenberg & Folger, 1983), which describes 
favorable outcomes as yielding positive reactions 
even in the absence of fair processes. The typic-
ally accepted explanation for this interaction 
is that fair procedures are able to make up for 
unfavorable outcomes as those procedures justify 
or explain any inequity and assure the receipt of 
fair and favorable future outcomes (Brockner & 
Wiesenfeld, 2005). This literature seems to 
suggest an acquisition-directed self-interest 
orientation where outcomes are the dominant 
concern. While the restoration of outcomes may 
be the primary concern of victims in many cases 
of unintentional inequity, we suggest that even 
when that inequity is addressed, concerns for 
relational status may be heightened. 

Study 4 attempts to examine the independent 
contributions of equitable compensation and 
concern for the victim using an experimental 
design in which people either do or do not 
receive compensation and, separately, either do 
or do not receive relationally based expressions 
of concern from the group. Since the injustice 
scenarios are distributive in nature, we would 
expect provision of compensation to have a 
large effect on subsequent reactions towards the 
group, however we also expect that provision 
of compensation presented with the addition 
of relational concern will yield signifi cantly 
more favorable reactions towards the group 
than compensation alone. We do not expect the 
result to show an additive effect, but rather an 
interactive effect such that procedures will not 
impact reactions towards the group in absence 
of fair equity restoration. 

Hypothesis: The provision of compensation will 
elicit higher ratings of procedural fairness and 
higher reactions towards the group, but only when 
that compensation is presented with additional 
relational concern. 

This assertion is counter to the equity-based 
expectation that victims of unintentional in-
equity would not be impacted by variations in 
procedural fairness, as long as the outcomes 
lost are restored. The idea that expressions of 

concern in the restoration process have any 
impact at all, especially the relatively weak 
and benign addition of an acknowledgment 
of responsibility, runs counter to these equity 
theory expectations. 

Method
The participants in this study consisted of 65 
undergraduate students (28% male) recruited 
from an introductory psychology course, and 
had an average age of 18.9 years. This study 
again employed the use of scenarios concerning 
university-operated student housing. As in 
Study 1, the majority of the participants had 
lived in student housing (88%) for an average 
time period of 2.6 semesters, and 98% of those 
with direct student housing experiences were 
currently living in student housing. Only one 
of the participants was employed by university 
housing, and the responses of that participant 
were removed from the analysis.

The procedures employed in Study 4 were 
similar to the previous studies. The participants 
in the study were informed that the research 
investigated student opinions regarding univer-
sity policies and procedures, examined one letter 
of complaint from a student in university housing 
who had fi led a formal grievance against the 
housing administration (identical to Study 1), 
and were again instructed to imagine themselves 
as the student in the situation.

This study employed a 2×2 between-subjects 
design, with compensation (no money received 
or receipt of US$200) and relational concern (no 
concern or concern) as independent variables. 
Therefore, each participant in the study received 
only one of the four possible resolution letters 
manipulating compensation and relational 
concern.

Those participants in the no compensation 
condition were informed that the housing offi ce 
was unable to compensate them for the situation. 
Those participants in the $200 compensation 
condition were told in the resolution letter from 
the housing offi ce that they would receive $200 
deposited to their university account. Relational 
concern was manipulated by the existence or 
lack of existence of the group’s acknowledgment 
of the mistake in the resolution letter, similar 
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to the statements employed in Studies 1 and 3. 
Those participants in the no relational concern 
condition were simply told that their complaint 
had been reviewed and were informed of the 
housing offi ce decision regarding monetary 
compensation. 

The dependent measures employed in Study 
4 were identical to those of the previous studies, 
including a manipulation check of outcome 
favorability (α = .95), and scales measuring 
procedural fairness (α = .98) and reactions 
towards the group (α = .96).

Results
Results are graphically presented in Figure 2. 
Analysis of the manipulation check of outcome 
favorability revealed that there was no sig-
nificant main effect for relational concern 
(F(1,60) =  3.54, ns), or an interaction between 
compensation and concern (F(1,60) =  0.07, ns), 
on perceptions of outcome favorability. There 
was, however, a signifi cant main effect for com-
pensation on outcome favorability (F(1,60) =  
340.49, p < .001, η2 = .850), such that resolutions 
that included the equitable monetary compen-
sation (M = 5.63) were seen as more favorable 
than those that did not include equitable com-
pensation (M = 1.33). 

Analysis of variance for procedural fairness 
yielded a signifi cant main effect for relational 

concern (F(1,60) =  7.84, p < .01, η2 = .116), such 
that those participants who received a more 
relationally sensitive response (M = 4.18) per-
ceived the resolution to be more procedurally fair 
than those who did not receive and a relationally 
sensitive response (M = 3.55). As with outcome 
favorability, a signifi cant main effect was also 
apparent for compensation (F(1,60) =  331.08, 
p < .001, η2 = .847), whereby participants who 
received equitable compensation (M = 5.89) 
judged the resolution to be more procedurally 
fair than those who did not receive compen-
sation (M = 1.83). No signifi cant interaction 
was found for procedural fairness perceptions 
(F(1,60) =  0.38, ns).

Analysis of variance was also conducted on 
the group reactions measure. In this study, re-
action measures were analyzed while covarying 
for whether or not the respondent currently 
lived in student housing, accounting for any 
additional variance that may have been created 
by current residents’ motivation to view their 
present situation as favorable. Consideration 
of resident status was important in this study 
because, unlike previous studies, the design was 
not within-subjects and therefore the effects 
of resident status were not consistent across 
conditions. A signifi cant main effect was found 
for compensation (F(1,59) =  78.60, p < .001, 
η2 = .571). Those participants who received 

Figure 2. Study 4: Means for dependent measure scales by condition
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equitable compensation had more favorable 
evaluations of the overall group than those 
who did not receive compensation. Analyses 
also revealed a significant main effect for 
relational concern (F(1,59) =  4.90, p < .05, 
η2 = .077), such that when relational concern 
was shown, participants judged university 
housing as better overall and identifi ed more 
with the university housing community than 
when relational concern was not shown. A sig-
nifi cant interaction was also found between 
concern and compensation (F(1,59) =  4.03, 
p < .05, η2 = .064). Inter-cell comparisons were 
conducted using Tukey’s HSD post hoc tests in 
order to further clarify the interaction effects. 
These comparisons revealed that there was no 
signifi cant difference in evaluations of the group 
between the relational concern (M = 2.95) and 
no relational concern (M = 2.85) conditions 
when compensation was not provided. However 
when equitable compensation was provided 
paired with relational concern (M = 5.52), 
signifi cantly higher evaluations were reported 
(p < .01), compared to when compensation 
was not presented with additional relational 
concern (M = 4.49). 

Discussion
As expected, perceptions of outcome favor-
ability were driven by the monetary award given 
by the group decision-makers, regardless of 
whether or not that compensation was presented 
with relational concern. Likewise, regardless 
of whether or not compensation was provided, 
expressing responsibility and remorse for the 
situation increased participant perceptions of 
procedural fairness. Actual provision of equitable 
compensation for the injustice also increased 
perceived procedural justice reactions. This is 
consistent with past research arguing that failure 
to adequately restore justice in the appropriate 
way may not alleviate desires for retribution and 
may further diminish the victim (Vidmar, 2001, 
2002). As one participant stated in their open-
ended response indicating their reactions to a 
resolution letter that showed concern for the victim, 
but did not provide compensation, ‘I felt cheated 
and totally uncared for. The administration 
seemed to have no concern for my situation’. 

Both of these outcome and procedural fairness 
perceptions impacted subsequent evaluations 
of the group. When group representatives pro-
vided equitable compensation, evaluations of the 
group were more favorable than when equitable 
compensation was not provided. Presenting the 
resolution with relational concern did, how-
ever, further increase favorable evaluations of 
the group, but only when fair compensation 
was provided. Consistent with our hypotheses, 
relational concern helped to maximize the 
quality of group–victim relations following 
the equitable restoration of the accidental dis-
tributive injustice, while showing this concern 
alone was not suffi cient to maintain a positive 
relationship between the victim of distributive 
injustice and the offending group.

As discussed earlier, this interaction pattern is 
unlike that described by the ‘fair process effect’ 
(Greenberg & Folger, 1983) and documented 
in numerous empirical studies (Brockner & 
Wiesenfeld, 1996). We agree that instrumental 
outcomes may still be the target of the complain-
ant’s concern in the compensation context prior 
to the offered resolution. However, unlike other 
fairness situations where fair procedures interact 
in order to justify or explain the inequity, in 
the compensation context, procedures do not 
necessarily relate directly to the initial injustice. 
Compensation procedures may provide an 
independent index of group/organizational 
concern. In addition, following from the notion 
that the experience of any injustice heightens 
sensitivity to relational concerns, victims may 
assign more infl uence to the fairness of the com-
pensation process, even if those procedures are 
not directly related to the original injustice, re-
sulting in an interaction by which the lack of 
concern expressed by unfair procedures diminish 
the benefi cial impact of fair outcomes. Further 
research must be conducted to fully document 
this assertion.

General discussion

While provision of equitable compensation 
for accidental distributive injustices does 
adequately satisfy an individual’s desire for 
outcome restoration, an equity framework 
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alone is not adequate to maximize satisfaction 
with the resolution or to maintain positive 
relations between the victimized party and 
the group as a whole. These studies show that 
even in instances when the initial injustice was 
unintentional, the procedural justice of the 
resolution itself may impact subsequent reactions 
towards the group, even when that procedural 
effort is as simple as an acknowledgment of 
responsibility and expression of remorse. By 
presenting compensation in a way that shows 
that the group is concerned with the needs of the 
victim, membership status and the victim–group 
relationship is preserved. 

These fi ndings emphasize the need for groups 
and organizations to recognize the importance of 
procedural fairness and how status messages com-
municated by procedures can impact the group 
as a whole, even in domains where distributive 
fairness appears to be of primary concern, such 
as restoration of unintentional distributive in-
justices. Failure to maintain fair procedures 
may undermine efforts by the group to create 
a fair group environment in which individuals 
feel good about being a member. In addition, 
these results suggest that the impact that a pro-
cedurally fair message has on an individual’s 
relationship with the group or organization is 
mediated by the perceived membership value 
and status that the individual member extracts 
from those fairness perceptions. By offering 
compensation in a way that reinforces the group’s 
interpersonal commitment to the victimized 
member, that member may not only interpret 
the group’s offer as a sincere expression of con-
cern, but the victim–group relationship may also 
benefi t as a result.

While providing participants with scenarios 
which they believed to be taken from actual 
cases appeared to be adequate to illustrate the 
potential impact of relational concern, it is 
important to investigate these fi ndings more 
thoroughly. Future research in this domain 
should take advantage of realism created by a 
full laboratory experiment as well, in order to 
show that these effects can be replicated when 
participants actually experience offers of real 
outcomes, and has a potential impact on their 
own identity. Further investigations may reveal 

that the additional effect of small relational 
considerations, such as those employed in this 
research, are even more robust than our fi nd-
ings demonstrate. When considering these 
limitations, however, it is important to note 
that even third-party perceptions of procedural 
injustice may provoke negative reactions that 
still impact the group (Skarlicki, Ellard, & Kelln, 
1998; Vidmar, 2001). 

These findings may also be enhanced by 
exploring the extent to which monetary com-
pensation is employed, accepted, and results in 
behavioral implications in actual groups. The 
current investigation focuses on one particular 
type of group, namely the university, and an ex-
tension of these fi ndings to other groups, organ-
izational settings, and legal systems is vital to 
fully comprehend the intricacies of reactions 
to compensation. Additionally, while this study 
focuses on members of a group, or arguably con-
sumers of a service provided by in-group repre-
sentatives, we believe that with additional re-
search these effects will generalize to relations 
with any individuals with whom a group or 
organization hopes to maintain positive relations, 
albeit employees, investors, or customers.

It may also be of interest to further examine 
the importance of relational concern in different 
types of unintentional inequities. Darley and 
Pittman (2003) make the distinction between 
non-negligent (unforeseeable) and negligent 
harms, whereby non-negligent harms refl ect 
‘no fault’ and demand no compensation at all, 
while negligent harms must be compensated for. 
The current investigation does not make this 
distinction, although by dealing with inequity 
situations, the idea that the victim deserves re-
storative outcomes is implied (Feather, 1999). 
In the scenarios employed, it may be assumed 
that university staff should not have made any 
errors, and therefore the university is responsible 
for compensation. The situations in this line 
of research therefore refl ect some amount of 
negligence on the part of the university staff. 
These assertions are consistent with the means 
provided by the additional measures in Study 3. 
Findings show that although the injustice was 
seen as unintentional, both the offending staff 
and the university were seen as negligent and 
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should be held responsible for the injustice (see 
Table 4). Consistent with Darley and Pittman 
(2003), compensation was also shown to be a 
necessary component of the injustice response 
(Study 4). However, we show that in these types 
of situations, relational concern is also important. 
Might relational concern be important in purely 
non-negligent situations as well? 

While the general importance of procedural 
fairness in group decision-making is by no means 
a new idea, our results go beyond the widely 
documented fi nding that unfair procedures 
impact reactions towards the group. Studies 3 
and 4, in particular, illustrate that our effects 
are not driven by unfair procedural actions, but 
rather by fair procedural actions. This suggests 
that instead of the procedural actions of group 
decision-makers compounding the injustice, 
the additional message communicated by fair 
procedures assuages concerns about membership 
elicited by the injustice. This fi nding that the 
relational messages provided by fair procedures 
are particularly important in the restoration of 
fairness, even in instances where the injustice 
deals exclusively with outcomes which are 
followed by favorable compensation, broadens 
our understanding of how procedural justice can 
impact group and organizational functioning 
in unexpected situations. The ability of the 
absence of fair procedures to undermine the 
compensation process is particularly interesting 
given the dominance of outcome favorability 
concerns in ‘outcome by procedure interaction’ 
patterns observed in the literature (Brockner 
& Wiesenfeld, 1996), where outcomes have 
been shown to elicit favorable reactions even 
in absence of fair procedures.

The most important implication of this re-
search lies in the expansion of our understand-
ing of the processes involved in the restoration of 
fairness and the mitigation of retributive desires 
of the individual when they are responding to 
accidents or unintended harms. Past research 
has shown that intentional harms demand some 
type of symbolic relational message (such as 
punishment) in order to address the procedural 
aspect of the injustice implied by intent (Brown 
& Harris, 1989; Tyler et al., 1997). The current 
research, however, suggests that this symbolic 
message, while it may not be necessary to address 
concerns with outcome favorability, may have 
implications for the group even when harm 
is unintentional. As an extension of research 
citing outcome restoration as necessary when 
distributive fairness has been unintentionally 
violated (Darley & Pittman, 2003), we fi nd that 
the extent to which fair procedures are employed 
in the restoration process can also impact 
reactions towards the group, above and beyond 
the implications of the initial injustice. Even 
unintended harms may heighten status concerns, 
and as a result, people may feel that inequities are 
better resolved when addressed with relational 
concern. Since these relational concerns are key 
antecedents to many important group outcomes, 
groups should be aware of the impact that their 
compensatory responses have on individual 
member’s perceptions of the group, and that 
reactions towards those compensatory actions 
are shaped not only by the favorability of com-
pensation, but also by the degree to which group 
representatives adequately respond to concerns 
about status.
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Appendix A

Scale items used in dependent measures

Outcome favorability
 ‘How favorable were the outcomes of the 

resolution to you?’
 ‘How much better or worse off are your 

outcomes now that the issue is resolved 
compared to before the resolution?’

 ‘How do your outcomes compare to what 
you expected when making the initial 
complaint?’

General fairness of the resolution (Study 1 only)
 ‘Did you get more or less than you deserved 

from the resolution?’
 ‘How fair was the resolution of this situation?’
 ‘How fairly did housing solve this problem?’

Procedural fairness
 ‘How fairly were you treated by the housing 

administration?’
 ‘How much respect did you feel that you were 

treated with?’
 ‘How much concern was shown by the housing 

administration for your rights?’
 ‘How dignified was the administration’s 

treatment of you?’
 ‘How hard did the administration try to take 

into account your needs?’

Reactions toward the group

 Evaluation of housing administration
  ‘I can trust the housing office admin-

istration.’
  ‘I respect the housing office admin-

istration.’
  ‘I like the housing offi ce administration.’

 Overall satisfaction
  ‘Overall, my experience in student housing  

was positive.’
  ‘All in all, I am satisfi ed living in student 

housing.’

 Intent to stay
  ‘I would consider living in student housing 

for another year.’
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  ‘I cannot think of another place that I 
would rather live.’

  ‘I often think about leaving student housing 
before the year is up.’ [reversed]

  ‘I will probably look for other housing at 
the end of the year.’ [reversed]

  ‘I have not left student housing because I 
have pre-paid for the year.’ [reversed]

  ‘It would be hard for me to fi nd housing 
I like as much as student housing.’

 Identifi cation with student housing
  ‘I talk about student housing as a good 

place to live.’
  ‘The values of student housing are similar 

to mine.’
  ‘I am proud to tell people I live in student 

housing.’
  ‘I would recommend living in student 

housing to a friend.’
  ‘When someone praises student housing 

I feel proud.’
  ‘Being part of student housing is a large 

part of who I am.’

Perceived membership value (Study 1B only)
  ‘How valued do you feel as a member of 

the university housing community?’
  ‘How much do you think university housing 

cares about your well-being?’
  ‘How much do you think university housing 

values you as a resident?’
  ‘As a resident, how important do you think 

you are to university housing?’
  ‘How much concern do you think university 

housing has for you as a resident?’
  ‘How much do you think housing cares 

about your needs as a resident?’

Perceived value relative to staff (Study 1B only)
  ‘Compared to staff, how much are you 

valued as a member of housing?’
  ‘How important do you think you are to 

university housing, compared to staff ?’
  ‘How much concern do you think housing 

has for you, compared to staff?’
  ‘How much do you think university housing 

cares about your well being, compared 
to their concern for the well-being of 
university housing staff?’




