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the procedure and the observer’s justice perception of that 
procedure.

An individual’s impression about the fairness of a given 
procedure comes not only from their direct personal experi-
ences but also from observations of others’ treatment (Jones 
& Skarlicki, 2005; Mitchell et al., 2015; O’Reilly et al., 
2016; van den Bos & Lind, 2001). The observer, a third 
party in the justice process, witnesses or learns about the 
(in)justice treatment faced by a recipient and subsequently 
forms their own justice perception (Fortin et al., 2015).

Empirical evidence shows that people make inferences 
about justice based on the emotions they perceive in others, 
even though they are not personally engaged in the justice 
dynamic (DeCremer et al., 2008; Hillebrandt & Barclay, 
2017; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). The information carried 
by emotion is transmitted to the observers (Keltner et al., 
1993), who receive and decode them (Shaver et al., 1987) 
and make inferences that disambiguate the situation (Frid-
lund, 1994; Manstead & Fischer, 2001), and subsequently, 
are influenced by those expressions (Hillebrandt & Barclay, 
2017).

Procedural (in)justice was found to provoke emotions 
such as anger, disgust, happiness, shame, guilt, and pride 

Emotion as Social Information Theory (EASI) proposes 
that individuals rely on others’ emotions to make sense of 
the level of fairness in an ambiguous situation. However, 
the theory provides no information when the situation is 
unambiguous. This study fills this gap and assesses if the 
information provided by emotions about the fairness of a 
situation can explain individual differences in perception of 
variance in unambiguous situations when people are treated 
fairly and unfairly. The study further assesses the possible 
moderation that emotions may play between the fairness of 
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justice. The theoretical and practical implications of these findings were also discussed.
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(Cropanzano et al., 2011; Barclay et al., 2005; Hillebrandt 
& Barclay, 2013; Weiss et al., 1999). Each discrete emo-
tion has a specific target and links with a specific evalua-
tion of an event (Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer et 
al., 2001). For example, anger heightens sensitivity to injus-
tice and communicates that the expressor feels that their 
goal is being obstructed by someone else and therefore 
blames them for it (Smith et al., 1993). Guilt signals that 
the person is sorry for the misdemeanor, which is associated 
with an over-advantageous or favorably biased procedure 
(Van Kleef, 2016; Weiss et al., 1999). Alternatively, hap-
piness indicates that an individual recognizes the situation 
as favorable, has positive expectations, and achieves their 
goals (Fridlund, 1994; Lazarus, 1991; Weiss et al., 1999) 
noticed that individuals become happy due to the outcome 
but feel guilty due to the process by which the outcome was 
achieved. We chose these emotions because they repre-
sent the positive (happiness) and negative (anger and guilt) 
valence of emotional expression, and more research links 
them with procedural justice.

Observers’ intense reactions are strongly affected by 
unfair decisions as compared to that affected by fair deci-
sions (e.g., Cremer & Ruiter, 2003). Unfair decisions sig-
nificantly increase anger relative to fair decisions (Barclay 
et al., 2005; Cremer, 2004; Rupp & Spencer, 2006; Bies & 
Tripp, 2002) suggested that justice and injustice could be 
distinct constructs (see also Alkhadher & Gadelrab, 2022; 
Colquitt et al., 2015). Justice is an expected norm only 
noticed when something goes wrong (Cropanzano et al., 
2011) because injustice violates employees’ expectations 
(Jones & Skarlicki, 2005), suggesting that injustice has 
more substantial effects on an individual’s behavior and 
well-being than the effects of justice.

According to the EASI, emotional expression provides 
information about the affective state of the transmitter, 
which may influence observers through inferential pro-
cesses and/or affective reactions. To make judgements on 
procedural justice, individuals seek relevant information 
about a specific event. However, individuals often find 
themselves in ambiguous situations where no helpful infor-
mation is available. The degree of uncertainty increases 
people’s need for justice information, motivating them to 
attend to the emotions expressed by others (Cremer et al., 
2007). According to the uncertainty management model 
(Van den Bos & Lind, 2002), justice information is needed 
to cope with all types of uncertainties in our lives. Thus, a 
high degree of uncertainty motivates people to attend more 
easily to others’ emotions, particularly when these emotions 
signal justice-related information. The observer may use the 
information inferred from others when forming their own 
judgments as well as others’ evaluations of an event (Van 
Kleef, 2009; Kleef, 2016). These inferential processes are 

evident in negotiation settings (Van Kleef et al., 2006) and 
leader-follower interactions (Sy et al., 2005).

The notion that in an ambiguous situation, people rely 
on others’ emotions to make sense of the level of fairness 
encountered, as stated by the EASI theory, implies that in 
unambiguous situations, where sufficient information about 
the fairness of the procedures is available, people rely less 
on other emotions to understand the situation. That is, the 
level of the epistemic motivation (Kruglanski, 1989) of an 
individual expending effort and seeking more information 
to make sense of the world around them becomes low as 
sufficient information about the event is available (De Dreu 
et al., 2008). This situation suggests that emotions may 
have slight incremental variance in the fairness of an event, 
in addition to what an unambiguous (un)fair situation can 
offer. To the best of our knowledge, this notion has not yet 
been tested. Accordingly, we test the following hypothesis:

H1: Emotions (anger, guilt, happiness, and no emo-
tion) will not add significant incremental variance in 
addition to what an unambiguous, fair, or unfair pro-
cedure could offer.

Justice and emotions are closely connected (Cremer & van 
den Bos, 2007). However, most studies have dealt with emo-
tions (vs. mood or affects) as antecedents or consequences 
of procedural justice (Greenberg & Ganegoda, 2007). Few 
studies have considered emotions as moderators (Breu-
gelmans & Cremer, 2007; Cremer et al., 2008) study was 
an exception. They gave participants no voice during the 
decision-making procedure and manipulated the ambiguity 
of an unfair procedure and the emotions (anger, shame) of a 
third party. Results of this study suggests a significant inter-
action between procedural justice by emotions; participants 
were angrier in the case of ambiguous procedures in the 
angry (vs. shame) condition. There are situations where the 
observer cannot access the expresser’s emotions. This may 
be because they have no direct interaction with the expres-
sor who deliberately or inadvertently alters the emotions or 
masks them from reaching others. Therefore, the authors 
investigated potential procedural justice by happiness/anger 
interactions. In a fair situation, happiness signals that the 
outcome is favorable and justified (Fridlund, 1994; Lazarus, 
1991). In an unfair situation, anger indicates an unfavorable 
outcome and that the goal is unfairly obstructed (Smith et 
al., 1993). When an individual is treated fairly, an observer 
is more prone to believe the expressed happiness emotion. 
When that individual is treated unfairly, the observer is more 
prone to believe the expressed anger emotion, as there is no 
reason to fake these emotions in these situations. Accord-
ingly, we proposed the following hypotheses:
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There is a significant interaction between emotion and 
procedure for the other’s procedural justice (H2a), as well 
as the observer’s own procedural justice (H2b). In a fair 
situation, happiness would significantly increase the justice 
perception of others (H2c) and the observer’s procedural 
justice (H2d) compared with anger. In an unfair situation, 
anger would significantly decrease the perception of others’ 
procedural justice (H2e) and the observer’s own procedural 
justice (H2f) compared with happiness.

Methods

Participants

We collected data using Qualtrics online survey software 
(Belliveau et al., 2022; Holtom et al., 2022) from 1012 par-
ticipants in the United States (51% males; 74.2% graduates; 
age M = 48.8 yrs., SD = 15.2). To estimate the sample size 
for each condition group, we used power analysis with the 
following parameters: moderate effect size, alpha = 0.01, 
power = 0.9 for main and interaction effects for ANOVA 
given the research design. Meta-analysis results (see Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001) reported moderate effect size esti-
mates in justice research. Therefore, a moderate effect size 
is considered meaningful and practically significant. We 
start with a reasonably ambitious but realistic hypothesized 
effect size. We set alpha to 0.01 and power to 0.90 instead of 
0.05 and 0.80, which is more common in practice, to mini-
mize the combined Type 1 and Type 2 error rates. Power 
analysis revealed that 85 participants are needed for each 
condition. The number of participants who responded for 
each condition ranged from 83 to 85.

The participants were full-time employees across differ-
ent industry services, excluding military-type organizations 
(17.1.% health care and social; 15.4% retail and food; 8.7% 
academic and educational; 5.7% finance, banking, and insur-
ance; 4.8% agriculture and manufacturing; 47.7% others). 
They belonged to government (16.7%), private (69.8%), 
and non-profit (13.5%) work sectors (tenure M = 26.6 yrs., 
SD = 15.3), and represented various races (69.3% White or 
Caucasian, 15.0% Black or African American, 5.2% Asian, 
0.6% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 0.9% American 
Indian, and 9.0% others). They participated voluntarily in 
the study, and their responses were anonymous.

Measures

The other’s (candidate’s) procedural justice was measured 
as the mean of 8 items, seven of which were adapted from 
Colquitt (2001) and modified to fit the context of our study. 
This measure is widely used compared to other local once 

(Alkhadher & Gadelrab, 2016; Gadelrab et al., 2000). We 
added a new item (item 8, Appendix A) to the accurate 
information rule since accurate information can be differen-
tiated from expert opinion. Participants were asked to care-
fully read a scenario specified to them and answer questions 
related to it. All items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was 0.94.

The observer’s procedural justice was measured as 
the mean of 8 items, seven of which were modified from 
Colquitt (2001) to fit the context of our study. We added a 
new question (item 8, Appendix B) to the accurate infor-
mation rule since accurate information can be differentiated 
from expert opinion. After completing the previous mea-
sure, the participants were asked to answer the eight items; 
All items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s 
alpha for this measure was 0.97.

Affect was measured using the short version of Watson 
and Clark’s Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; 
Mackinnon et al., 1999). The measure has ten items that 
describe different feelings and emotions (inspired, afraid, 
alert, upset, excited, nervous, enthusiastic, scared, deter-
mined, and distressed). The scale has five points ranging 
from 1 (“Very slightly or not at all”) to 5 (“Extremely”). The 
alpha coefficient values were 0.81 for positive and 0.91 for 
negative affect, respectively.

Job Satisfaction was measured using one item assess-
ing how satisfied the participant was with their current job. 
Many studies have investigated the suitability of using a 
single item to assess general job satisfaction (see Wanous et 
al., 1997 for meta-study). The item read: “How satisfied are 
you with your current job?“. The scale had 11 points, rang-
ing from 0 (“not at all”) to 10 (“Extremely”).

Demographic data about the employee’s gender, age, 
ethnicity, tenure, and work sector were also collected.

Procedure

To test the hypotheses, we randomly assigned the par-
ticipants to one of the 12 experimental conditions (three 
procedural justice levels [fair, unfair, no information] × 
four emotions [happiness, anger, guilt, no emotion]). We 
assigned 85 participants to each group. They were told that 
the goal of the study was to help learn more about how 
employees perceive fairness in their work environment. 
They were first asked to fill in their demographic data, fol-
lowed by the PANAS to partial out the possible effects of 
affect. The participants were then asked to read a vignette 
according to their assigned condition, followed by compre-
hension checks (Appendix C). Each vignette was carefully 
written to reflect all six rules of Leventhal for procedural 
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Age, experience, and negative mood showed no relationship 
with procedural justice. As the other’s procedural justice and 
the observer’s procedural justices were correlated (r = .84, 
p < .001), we used Mplus@8.0 to perform a confirmatory 
factor analysis. We used the maximum likelihood paramet-
ric estimates with standard error and a mean and variance 
adjusted X2 test of model fit (MLMV), which is robust to 
data non-normality (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017). The 
goodness-of-fit index of the two-factor model reached 
an acceptable level, showing good discriminant validity 
(X2 = 563.33, p = .000, df = 103, CFI = 0.934, TLI = 0.924, 
RMSEA = 0.066, SRMR = 0.028). The one-factor model 
showed a poor fit (X2 = 975, p = .000, df = 104, CFI = 0.876, 
TLI = 0.857, RMSEA = 0.091, SRMR = 0.049). We focused 
only on fair and unfair conditions in testing H2c − f because 
they make the most sense theoretically, as finding evidence 
for moderation in unambiguous situations would present 
the greatest challenge for the EASI model. Accordingly, 
we exclude participants in ambiguous conditions for testing 
these hypotheses. The data supporting the findings of this 
study can be accessed at: https://osf.io/uey8k/?view_only=
69297d56e8a34e22bd09c7adea3075d9.

Results

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations (SDs), cor-
relations, and reliabilities among the selected variable 
scores. As expected, a high correlation was found between 
the other’s procedural justice (as perceived by the observer) 
and the observer’s procedural justice (0.84, p < .001). Job 
satisfaction correlated with other’s procedural justice (0.13; 
p < .01) and observer’s procedural justice (0.16; p < .01). 
Additionally, positive mood correlated with other’s proce-
dural justice (0.14; p < .01) and observer’s procedural justice 
(0.11; p < .01). No correlations were found for age, experi-
ence, and negative mood on either justice scale.

Based on the previous theoretical frame, we first tested 
the EASI’s claim that people rely on others’ emotions to 
make sense of the level of fairness encountered in an ambig-
uous situation. Accordingly, it is expected that in ambigu-
ous situations, emotions (anger, guilt, happiness, and no 

justice (1980). The scenarios were then examined for their 
construct validity by expert raters, after which they were 
modified several times until inter-rater agreements were 
above 80%. The raters assessed the accuracy of each sce-
nario using Leventhal’s criteria and how differentiated each 
scenario was from the other.

The social signaling value of emotions was functionally 
equivalent across expressive modalities such as facial, writ-
ten or spoken words, tone of voice, bodily postures, or sym-
bols (de Melo et al., 2014; Gray et al., 2017; Wingenbach 
et al., 2019). Accordingly, written scenarios are capable of 
conveying expressed emotions. In the scenarios, we con-
trolled for the genders of the recipient, observer, manager, 
and secretary. The vignette asks the participant (employee) 
to read an imaginary scenario where he/she came to the 
manager’s secretary’s office to speak with his/her manager. 
The secretary replied that the manager is busy meeting with 
a new job candidate. The participants were able to hear what 
was going on in the manager’s room (Fair/unfair/no infor-
mation procedure). The participant noticed the candidate 
leaving the interview [smiled/scowled/ looked downward] 
and said he/she filet [happy/angry/guilty]. For no emotion, 
no facial expression nor word of emotion was expressed.

As comprehension check, participants were asked to 
indicate whether the procedure the manager followed was 
fair/unfair/unclear and to specify the emotion expressed by 
the candidate as happiness/anger/guilt/no emotion. Partici-
pants who identified a wrong emotion or fairness condition 
or identified as a speeder (those who responded with less 
than the minimum response time) were excluded. Finally, 
the participants were asked to fill out the procedural justice 
measures of the candidate and the observer.

Data analysis

No missing data were found; however, only eight respon-
dents have been identified with response sets and consid-
ered as outliers; therefore, they have been removed from the 
final analysis. Accordingly, the total number of participants 
for each condition ranged from 83 to 85. Job satisfaction 
and positive mood were controlled to eliminate any possible 
effects on the perception of procedural justice (Table  1). 

Table 1  Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities among study variable’s scores (n = 1,012)
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Age 48.8 15.1
2. Experience 26.6 15.3 0.88**
3. Job satisfaction 6.7 2.5 0.18** 0.10**
4. Positive mood 2.74 0.9 − 0.02 − 0.07* 0.33** 0.81
5. Negative mood 1.7 0.9 − 0.25** − 0.23** − 0.24** − 0.05* 0.91
6. Other’s Justice 3.9 1.7 − 0.001 0.03 0.13** 0.14** − 0.00 0.94
7. Observer’s Justice 3.8 1.9 0.03 − 0.01 0.16** 0.11** − 0.04 0.84*** 0.97
Note. Coefficient alphas on the diagonal. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001
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happiness, − 0.19 for anger, and − 0.06 for guilt) in addi-
tion to what procedure (fair and unfair) had contributed. 
For the observer’s procedural justice, inserting emotion 
added significant variance, though small 0.8% (β = 0.06 
for happiness, and − 0.05 for anger) in addition to what 
procedure had contributed. Emotions could still contribute 
significant incremental variance in predicting procedural 
justice, whether the procedure was fair or unfair. However, 
the magnitude depended on the type of emotion and justice 
assessed. This result challenges the EASI theory and sup-
ports the role of emotion in an unambiguous situation, a 
case which has not been tested before.

Hypothesis H2a − f investigated the possible interaction 
between emotion and procedure for others as well as the 
observer’s procedural justices (Figs.  1 and 2). ANOVA 
results (Table 5) showed a significant interaction between 
procedure and emotion for other’s procedural justice 
(F = 6.44, p < .001; η2 = 0.04) and observer’s procedural 
justice (F = 3.62, p < .001; η2 = 0.02). These results sup-
ported both H2a and H2b.

Simple effects for fair and unfair scenarios (Table  6) 
revealed a different effect pattern for fair and unfair situa-
tions. In a fair situation, happiness significantly increases 
the perception of others and the observer’s own procedural 
justice compared with anger. Perceptions of procedural 
justice were significantly higher in the happiness condi-
tions compared to anger conditions, both for other’s proce-
dural justice (F = 32.27, p < .001; η2 = 0.23) and observer’s 
procedural justice (F = 3.33, p < .05; η2 = 0.03). Thus, H2c 
and H2d were supported. In an unfair situation, though pro-
cedural justice ratings were lower in the anger compared to 

emotion) explain a significant amount of others’ procedural 
justice variance (as inferred by the observer) and the observ-
er’s own procedural justice. We used data from only those 
participants who received no information about the proce-
dure used (N = 340). We performed a hierarchical regression 
for perceived other’s (candidate’s) procedural justice and 
observer’s procedural justice, controlling for job satisfac-
tion and positive mood, as both correlate with justice. For 
both justices, emotions explained significant variance in the 
absence of any information about the fairness of the proce-
dure (ΔR2 = 0.183 for the other’s justice and 0.076 for the 
observer’s procedural justice, at p < .001; see Table 2). The 
magnitude depended on the type of emotion and procedural 
justice (for others or observers). These results indicate that 
these justice perceptions differ as a function of their respec-
tive conditions (e.g., low in anger conditions and high in 
happiness conditions). Table  3 provides mean differences 
among emotions in the case of other’s and observer’s pro-
cedural justices. All emotions used in the study signifi-
cantly differ in perception of procedural justice (Table 3). 
The results supported the EASI theory that emotion acts as 
social information in ambiguous situations.

Based on this result, we tested our first hypothesis that 
emotions (anger, guilt, happiness, and no emotion) will not 
add significant incremental variance in addition to what 
an unambiguous, fair, or unfair procedure could offer. We 
performed a hierarchical regression for perceived others’ 
as well as observer’s procedural justices, controlling for 
job satisfaction and positive mood. As shown in Step 3 
in Table 4, for predicted other’s procedural justice, insert-
ing emotion added a 5.2% significant variance (β = 0.09 for 

Table 2  Hieratical Regression Result for Other’s and Observer’s Justices with Ambiguous Procedure (N = 340)
Other’s Justice Observer’s Justice

B SE B β R2 ΔR2 B SE B β R2 ΔR2

Step 1 0.032*** 0.032*** Step 1 0.010 0.010
Job Satisfaction -0.01** 0.01 -,14** Job Satisfaction 0.00 0.00 − 0.01
Positive mood 0.16* 0.08 0.12* Positive mood 0.14 0.08 0.10
Step 2 0.216 0.183*** Step 3 0.086 0.076***

Job Satisfaction -0.01** 0.00 − 0.12** Job Satisfaction 0.00 0.00 0.00
Positive mood 0.16* 0.07 0.10* Positive mood 0.14 0.08 0.10
Happiness 0.46** 0.17 0.16** Happiness 0.13 0.17 0.05
Angry -0.93*** 0.17 − 0.33*** Angry -0.62*** 0.17 − 0.24***

Guilt -0.51** 0.17 − 0.18** Guilt -0.48** 0.17 − 0.18**

Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001

Table 3  Means Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Results for Ambiguous Scenario (N = 340)
Neutral Happiness Anger Guilt ANOVA
M SD M SD M SD M SD F df η2

Other’s Justice 4.24a,b 1.31 4.73a,d,e 1.08 3.31b,d,f 1.06 3.84e,f 1.12 25.97*** 3 0.189
Observer’s Justice 4.21b 1.39 4.38d,e 1.00 3.62b,d 0.95 3.83e 1.14 8.51*** 3 0.071
Note. Job satisfaction and positive mood were used as covariates in the analysis. Comparisons sharing a subscript differ significantly according 
to the Bonferroni-corrected post hoc test. η = Eta Square values. *** p  < .001
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Discussion

This study investigated if emotions contribute significantly 
to justice perceptions, above and beyond what is provided 
by the procedure itself. The study assessed the effects of 
others’ emotions on the observer’s inferred procedural jus-
tice during unambiguously fair and unfair situations. It also 
extended the previous line of research by investigating the 
potential interaction between emotions and the fairness of 
an event on the observer’s judgment about one’s own and 

the happiness conditions for others’ and observer’s justice, 
the difference was not large enough to be significant. The 
emotions effect on procedural justice perceptions (F = 2.74, 
p < .05; η2 = 0.03) was shown to be driven by the difference 
between the neutral and guilt conditions. Thus, H2e and H2f 
were not supported.

Table 4  Hieratical Regression Result for Other’s and Observer’s Justices (N = 1,012)
Other’s Justice Observer’s Justice

B SE β R2 ΔR2 B SE β R2 ΔR2

Step 1 0.029 0.029*** Step 1 0.029 0.028***

Job Satisfaction 0.06** 0.02 0.10** Job Satisfaction 0.10*** 0.03 0.14***

Positive mood 0.04*** 0.01 0.11*** Positive mood 0.03* 0.01 0.07*

Step 2 0.504 0.475*** Step 2 0.686 0.657***

Job Satisfaction 0.01 0.02 0.01 Job Satisfaction 0.03* 0.01 0.04*

Positive mood 0.05*** 0.01 0.13*** Positive mood 0.04*** 0.01 0.09***

Fair 1.17*** 0.09 0.32*** Fair 1.57*** 0.08 0.39***

Unfair -1.73*** 0.09 − 0.48*** Unfair -2.19*** 0.08 − 0.55***

Step 3 0.556 0.052*** Step 3 0.694 0.008***

Job Satisfaction 0.01 0.02 0.02 Job Satisfaction 0.03* 0.01 0.04*

Positive mood 0.05*** 0.01 0.13*** Positive mood 0.04*** 0.01 0.09***

Fair 1.17*** 0.09 0.32*** Fair 1.57*** 0.08 0.39***

Unfair -1.73*** 0.09 − 0.48*** Unfair -2.19*** 0.08 − 0.55***

Happiness 0.33*** 0.10 0.09*** Happiness 0.27** 0.09 0.06**

Angry -0.83*** 0.10 − 0.19*** Angry -0.20* 0.09 − 0.05*

Guilt -0.22* 0.10 − 0.06* Guilt 0.01 0.09 0.00
Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001

Fig. 1  Changes in Perception of Justice for the others (candidate’s) as a Function of Procedure and Emotion
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compared with anger, happiness significantly increases the 
perception of justice (Figs.  1 and 2). In unfair situations, 
people rely more upon the procedure of the situation and 
less on others’ emotions. The unfairness is strong enough to 
make the observer almost ignore others’ emotions.

Fourth, with fair treatment, happiness increases the per-
ception of procedural justice, as happiness is the most likely 
emotion in this situation. In an unfair situation, happiness 
expression is unexpected and inappropriate and may reveal 
an ironic expression for the unfair treatment. Emotions per-
ceived as inappropriate violate prevailing norms and may 
elicit negative emotions in observers (Bucy, 2000). For 
example, Côté et al. (2013) found in an experimental study 
that expressing anger in a fair situation could be perceived 
as dishonest, irrelevant, and manipulative. In this situation, 
the observer may decide to ignore and not respond to the 
emotion of the expressor.

Fifth, and finally, the interaction between procedure 
and emotions revealed a different pattern in fair and unfair 
situations. Suggesting that justice and injustice may not be 
merely interchangeable; thus, injustice may not be treated 
as the opposite of justice (Alkhadher & Gadelrab, 2022; 
Colquitt et al., 2015).

Implications

This study has several practical implications. The results 
drew our attention to the importance of fair procedures 
and policies toward external parties, such as applicants, 
vendors, or customs, as this may affect the perception of 
fairness of their internal parties. Employees do not have to 

others’ procedural justice perceptions. The results of this 
study revealed that emotions played a significant role in the 
psychology of justice judgments, not just under uncertain 
conditions, as predicted by the EASI theory, but also under 
certain conditions. The study also found significant interac-
tions between the procedure and emotion.

Theoretical contributions

This study provides notable theoretical contributions. First, 
the results support the EASI theory showing that emo-
tions could explain significant variance in the absence of 
any information about the fairness of the procedure. Sec-
ond, emotions added significant incremental variance to the 
other’s (candidate’s) as well as the observer’s (own) proce-
dural justice beyond what an unambiguous (un)fair situation 
can offer (H1, Table 4). This suggests that emotions could 
play a significant role in predicting procedural justice, even 
when the situation is specific. This result provides a limita-
tion to the EASI theory. However, the amount of variance 
explained by emotions was less than that explained by the 
(un)fair procedure. This may contradict Van den Bos (2003) 
finding that when the procedure is unambiguous, an indi-
vidual’s affective states have statistically non-significant 
effects. The contradiction could be attributed to the fact that 
the current study assessed justice judgement as perceived by 
an observer, not the individual who received the (un)fair act.

Third, the results reveal that emotion can be a potential 
moderator between (un)fair procedures and a justice’s per-
ception of that procedure when assessing others’ and own 
procedural justices (Tables  5 and 6). In a fair situation, 

Fig. 2  Changes in Perception 
of Justice for the Observer as 
a Function of Procedure and 
Emotion
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communicate among themselves to share their perceptions 
of justice. An employee who witnesses others mistreated 
may experience injustice even when they are personally 
treated relatively. Accordingly, decision-makers should 
review their organizational policies toward external parties 
to eliminate any biases.

The exact mechanism is applied internally among team-
work members (Cheshin et al., 2011). Emotions expressed 
by one member toward authority may directly affect others’ 
perceptions of justice, even if there is no direct interaction 
with them. Additionally, in an actual situation, newcomers 
usually face ambiguous situations that motivate them to use 
the emotional displays of another group member to make 
sense of the situation (Wubben et al., 2008). As suggested 
by this study, justice judgments can be socially constructed. 
Therefore, the social effects of emotions within justice con-
texts should be acknowledged by authorities.

Strengths and Limitations

We included all the procedural justice criteria, as identified 
by Leventhal (1980), when constructing the vignettes and 
reflecting them in the measures used and did not just focus 
on one aspect of procedural justice, such as voice (Cremer 
et al., 2008). However, we could not relate emotion’s effect 
to each procedural justice component (Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001). These results provide content validity to the 
constructed vignettes used in this study. The scenarios were 
controlled for the gender of all actors. However, future stud-
ies may want to explore the effects of the gender of the man-
ager, observer, or candidate, as well as their race and color 
on justice perception. Future research may also manipulate 
the scenario to different variations, such as emotion inten-
sity (Barclay & Whiteside, 2011), to investigate theoretical-
based questions.

Nevertheless, the current study has some limitations. 
First, at the time of data collection, between May and Sep-
tember 2021, COVID-19 continued to spread in the US, 
causing deaths and economic hardships. It is reasonable to 
think that such a health crisis may affect participants’ per-
ceptions when filling out the questionnaires. Second, the 
experimental design provides no information about the fair-
ness of the procedure in one of the conditions. One may 
argue that there is a difference between an ambiguous and 
no information (unknown) procedure in terms of fairness.

Conclusion

Our findings highlight the importance of others’ emotions 
as social information, the subjective nature of justice judg-
ment, and that justice perceptions are not merely a result 
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Appendix B

Please choose the number that best reflects how you (not 
the candidate) assess each of the statements below about the 
procedure the manager followed in the above scenario.

Items Strongly 
Disagree

Strongly 
Agree

1 The procedure allowed the candidate to 
express their views and feelings.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 The procedure gave the candidate 
a chance to influence the decision.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3 The procedure was applied consistently 
across all candidates.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4 The procedure was free of or reduced, 
bias in the process.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5 The procedure was based on accurate 
information.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6 The procedure gave the candidate a 
chance to appeal the decision.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 The procedure was consistent with your 
own ethical and moral standards.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 The procedure was based on expert 
opinion.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Note. The items were adapted from Colquitt (2001) and modified to fit 
the context of this study.

Appendix C

Fair with emotion scenario

Please read the scenario below carefully and answer the 
following questions related to it.

You came to your manager’s secretary’s office to request 
to speak to your manager. The secretary informed you that 
the manager has just begun meeting with a new job candi-
date, and the meeting will last 20 minutes. You were able to 
hear what was going on in the manager’s room. You heard 
the manager communicating to the candidate: “The docu-
ments that you’ve submitted are correct, up-to-date, and 
complete with all the necessary information. That will allow 
us to evaluate your application comprehensively. To ensure 

of deliberate cognitive processes. We showed that emotions 
play a significant role in justice judgments, under certain 
as well as uncertain conditions, with fair and unfair proce-
dures, even when the observers were themselves not mis-
treated. The study also emphasized the role of emotion as a 
potential moderator between (un)fair procedures and justice 
perception of that procedure when assessing self as well as 
others’ procedural justices.

Appendix A

Please choose the number that best reflects how the candi-
date (not yourself) likely perceived each of the statements 
below about the procedure the manager followed in the 
above scenario.

Items Strongly 
Disagree

Strongly 
Agree

1 The candidate perceived that they could 
express their views and feelings during 
the procedure.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 The candidate perceived that they could 
influence the decision arrived at by the 
procedure.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3 The candidate perceived that the proce-
dure was applied consistently across all 
candidates.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4 The candidate perceived that the proce-
dure was free of, or reduced, bias in the 
process.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5 The candidate perceived that the proce-
dure was based on accurate information.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6 The candidate perceived that they were 
able to appeal the decision arrived at by 
the procedure.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 The candidate perceived that the pro-
cedure was consistent with their own 
ethical and moral standards.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 The candidate perceived that the proce-
dure was based on expert opinion.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Note. The items were adapted from Colquitt (2001) and modified to fit 
the context of this study.

Table 6  Means Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Results for Fair and Unfair Procedure (Nfair=338, Nunfair=334)
Neutral Happiness Anger Guilt ANOVA
M SD M SD M SD M SD F df η2

Fair
  Other’s Justice 5.55a 0.76 5.82a,d,e 0.80 4.34d,f 1.40 5.12e,f 1.13 32.27*** 3 0.225
  Observer’s Justice 5.56 0.87 5.91d 0.85 5.42d 1.24 5.49 1.23 3.33* 3 0.029
Unfair
  Other’s Justice 2.27 1.32 2.41 1.30 2.17 1.13 2.35 1.18 0.99 3 0.009
  Observer’s Justice 1.64c 0.76 1.83 1.04 1.74 0.80 2.04c 1.19 2.74* 3 0.025
Note. Job satisfaction and positive mood were used as covariates in the analysis. Comparisons sharing a subscript differ significantly according 
to the Bonferroni-corrected post hoc test. η2 = Partial Eta Square value. * p < .05 *** p < .001
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interrupted: “Thank you for your time; the meeting is over.” 
The interview ended earlier than the allotted time. After 
leaving the interview, you overheard the secretary ask the 
candidate how they felt. The candidate turned to the secre-
tary, [smiled/scowled/ looked downward], and said: “I feel 
[happy/angry/guilty].”

For neutral, no facial expression nor word of emotion 
was expressed.

No information about the procedure with 
emotion scenario

Please read the scenario below carefully and answer the 
following questions related to it.

You came to your manager’s secretary’s office to request 
to speak to your manager. The secretary informed you that 
the manager has just begun meeting with a new job can-
didate, and the meeting will last 20 min. You don’t know 
what’s going on in the meeting. After leaving the interview, 
you overheard the secretary ask the candidate how they 
felt. The candidate turned to the secretary, [smiled/scowled/ 
looked downward], and said: “I feel [happy/angry guilty]”.

For neutral, no facial expression nor word of emotion 
was expressed.

Comprehension checks

The correct answer for the below two questions can be 
found in the scenario above. If you answer incorrectly, you 
will be terminated from the study.
1.	 Which of the following emotions the candidate 

expressed to the secretary?
�□Happiness  □Anger □Guilt □Cannot determine.

2.	 How do you judge the fairness of the procedure fol-
lowed by the manager in the interview?
�□ Fair □ Unfair □ Cannot determine.
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the process is properly conducted, the human resources 
manager will be consulted and provide input throughout 
the process. Is there anything else you would like to tell us 
or additional information you want us to consider in this 
interview? We take all your input seriously.” The candidate 
replied: “No, thanks.” The manager continued: “Sure, if 
anything comes to mind, please feel free to share it with 
me or the HR manager at any time. Here is a copy of the 
criteria that you will be evaluated by. These criteria are 
meant to evaluate all aspects of your application. For your 
own records, you will receive your results on each of these 
criteria. Every candidate goes through an identical evalua-
tion process and has the right to petition for their evaluation 
should they disagree. In case of a petition, higher manage-
ment will review the process.” The candidate concluded: “I 
appreciate the hiring process was conducted fairly; it reso-
nates with my own values.” The manager replied: “Thank 
you for sharing your opinion on how the process was con-
ducted.” The interview lasted the entire period for which it 
was scheduled.

After leaving the interview, you overheard the secretary 
ask the candidate how they felt. The candidate turned to the 
secretary, [smiled/scowled/ looked downward], and said: “I 
feel [happy/angry/guilty].”

For neutral, no facial expression nor word of emotion 
was expressed.

Unfair with emotion scenario

Please read the scenario below carefully and answer the 
following questions related to it.

You came to your manager’s secretary’s office to request 
to speak to your manager. The secretary informed you that 
the manager has just begun meeting with a new job candi-
date, and the meeting will last 20 minutes. You were able 
to hear what’s going on in the manager’s room. You heard 
the manager communicating to the candidate: “The appli-
cation that you’ve submitted is incorrect, outdated, and 
missing essential information.” And before the candidate 
could reply, the manager continued: “The human resources 
manager won’t be consulted throughout the process and 
I’m unwilling to consider anything further. With a couple 
of other job interviews taking longer than expected, we 
will not continue with this interview. Based on what I can 
infer from your application, I only trust my own judgment 
to make this evaluation. My decision is final. You are not 
entitled to petition the decision.” The candidate concluded: 
“I don’t believe the hiring process was conducted fairly; 
it doesn’t resonate with my own values …”. The manager 
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