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Identification and Observed Disrespect

Abstract
The current research examines observer reactiatisrespectful treatment of another
ingroup member by an ingroup authority. In an erogl study which identifies both the
moderating and mediating role of group identifioatin tandem, specifically with regard to
observed intragroup disrespect, relational motagseared to underlie subsequent observer
evaluations of the group as a whole. Respondpngs’transgression identification with the
group in which the injustice occurred moderatedtieas to intragroup disrespect; only
when group members identified strongly with theugralid they react to more severe
disrespect with worse evaluations. Group idergtfan also mediated the impact of
disrespect on subsequent reactions towards the grddditionally, the relationship between
observed disrespect severity and post-transgregsatification with the group was further

mediated by perceptions of membership value irgtbap.
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One of the recent trends in justice research has beyreater emphasis on and
acknowledgment of the importance of interpersoregtment in justice judgments (Bies,
1987; Tyler, 1999; Tyler & Bies, 1990). Issuesraérpersonal treatment are indeed the
most commonly reported type of everyday injustBe$ & Moag, 1986; Mikula, 1986;
Mikula, Scherer, & Athenstaedt, 1998). Interpeeddreatment violations such as betrayal,
humiliation, or undeserved blame are commonly oieaimples of injustice (Bies, 1993;
Bies & Tripp, 1996), violations that encroach ugmwacedural entitlements of interpersonal
sensitivity and respectful treatment (Mikula, 1986ller, 2001; Rawls, 1971). People
believe that they are entitled to respectful treatnby others (Baron, 1993; Bies & Moag,
1986) and those responsible for violations of thexgélements should be held accountable
for their actions (Bies & Shapiro, 1987; Boboceyah, Meyer, & Irving, 1998).

Importantly, the feelings of injustice elicited pgor treatment have the potential to affect
subsequent behavior and attitudes in the contexgréaup) in which the injustice occurred.
Numerous empirical investigations linking poor npiersonal treatment to behavioral
reactions and attitudes attest to the strengthimapdrtance of interpersonal treatment (for a
review, see Bies, 2005). Why are attitudes anéwels so strongly associated with
interpersonal treatment? What psychological metivederlie these reactions?

The current investigation attempts to implicate gbeial identity processes described
in the relational models of justice (Lind & Tyl€r988; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler & Lind,
1992) as partly responsible for negative reactionmoor interpersonal treatment. More
specifically, we suggest that poor interpersoredtinent affects attitudes and behaviors
because people use information regarding interpaigoeatment to glean the importance of

their membership within the group, and that lowcpared membership value prompts dis-
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identification. The current study explicitly exares these processes as they apply to poor
interpersonal treatment. Moreover, while thesati@hal processes have almost exclusively
been examined and discussed with respect to #1sgm experiences, we propose that they
are not limited to first-hand accounts and sho@dpparent in the reactions of observer
ingroup observers as well.

In the current study, we attempt to implicate thidsatity processes by showing that
identification with the group in which an injustioecurs botimoderates and mediates
observer reactions to intragroup disrespect — reatment of ingroup members, by ingroup
authorities. We also suggest that the link betwssor interpersonal treatment and
subsequent (dis)identification with the group inietththe injustice occurred lies in the
observer’s beliefs about the value of their own rnership within that group. Testing this
model (Figure 1) not only provides the first emgatiexamination of the moderating and
mediating role of identity (in tandem), but alsettethe group-engagement model (Tyler &
Blader, 2003) as an explanation &dyservemreactions tgoor interpersonal treatmena
perspective and context in which relational modélsistice have not previously been tested.
Relational Models of Justice

The question of why poor interpersonal treatmefeicéd attitudes and behavior may
be clarified by examining research on the sociahidy processes underlying reactions to
procedural justice. Procedural justice referstie ‘fairness of different ways of resolving
conflicts or making allocations” (p.11, Tyler, Bé@tann, Smith, & Huo, 1997). Relational
models of procedural justice suggest that the éasrof the decision-making procedures in a
group affect psychological engagement in that gtoegause people use information

regarding the fairness of the interactions betwedividual group members and group
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representatives to infer the quality of their sbédationships within the group and evaluate
their standing and value as group members (Lindy&iT 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler
& Lind, 1992). As a result, failure by group decismakers to maintain fair procedures
may result in a lower perceived value of an indinlls group membership (Okimoto, 2007).
For example, when group members are denied voiaa important ingroup decision (a
common example of unfair decision-making procedumesmbers may interpret that denial
of voice as indicative of the decision-maker’s eatar individual group members. These
reactions have been shown to occur in both firsdhexperiences of injustice and ingroup
observer reactions (van den Bos & Lind, 2001). Gimeent perspective suggests that an
authority figure’s lack of concern for an ingrougmber diminishes the value of that
memberas well aghe perceived value of other group members iméai role as the
injustice victim, accounting for this observer etfe A supervisor’s lack of esteem for one
particular employee may be indicative of his/heklaf esteem footheremployees as well.
The diminished membership value implied by unpagcedures is important because
people desire secure interpersonal relationshiparfl.& Baumeister, 1998) and positive
regard from valued others in their attempts to ta@ina positive sense of self (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). As such, reactions to unfair proced should be particularly strong in
ingroup contexts, because the implications of theggtive ingroup interactions are self-
relevant and cue the state of one’s inclusivenedsstatus within valued social groups (De
Cremer & Tyler, 2005). For example, a denial ateamay lead victims and observers to
view their role in the group as less important tindren voice is granted, but only when those
victims and observers define themselves througin thembership in that particular social

group, as the importance placed on that membemshke the implications of the injustice
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self-relevant. Theoretical and empirical work segfng that people are most upset about
rule-breaking when an important ingroup relatiopskithreatened corroborate this assertion
(see Hogan & Emler, 1981; Wenzel, Okimoto, Featkd?)atow, in press). And when a
procedural injusticeés self-relevant, individuals may react to their cilehed membership
value by withdrawing from the group (Tyler & Blad@003), as withdrawal can be
instrumental in maintaining a positive sense of. sel
The Role of Identification in Reactions to Disragpe

The current investigation examines the role of idgspecifically with regard to
observer reactions tisrespec(Miller, 2001). Are the processes underlying teas to
disrespect similar to those underlying reactionsrtfair decision-making procedures?
Relational models of procedural justice (Lind & &11988; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler &
Lind, 1992) suggest that relational concerns atdimited to decision-making processes
such as voice because the fairnesstefpersonal treatmerduring group interactions also
implies within-group respect (Tyler, Degoey, & SImit996). Thus, relational theorists tend
to classify disrespect as one type of unfair pracedTyler et al., 1997; Tyler & Lind, 1992).
However, many justice researchdwsdistinguish between the concepts of procedural and
interactional justice both conceptually (Bies, 20@bd in justice assessments (Colquitt,
2001), where procedural justice deals with thentss of decision-making processes and
interactional justice covers issues specifically@unding the fairness of interpersonal
interactions and treatment (see Colquitt, 2001ggdRdless of the perspective one takes on
this conceptual debate, the debate itself suggeasis in identifying the role of relational
motives specifically in reactions to poor intermaral treatment, instead of confounding or

ignoring treatment issues as has been done in measat and manipulations of procedural

6



Identification and Observed Disrespect

justice in the past (for examples, see Brockner i&3&hfeld, 1996). Examining reactions to
disrespect speaks to recent calls for additiongliecal research specifically tapping the
underlying processes of this interactional compooéjustice (Bies, 2005; Reb, Goldman,
Kray, & Cropanzano, 2006), while also examiningcteas toinjusticerather than assuming
the equivalence of fair versus unfair justice psses (Bies, 2001).

In the current research we attempt to provide exadehat the belongingness and
esteem needs (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Ruj, )2inderlying relational models of
justice are relevant motives when examining observeactions to poor interpersonal
treatment within their ingroup. We implicate tihepiortance of these relational concerns in
reactions to disrespect by showing that socialtifleation plays a key role in when and how
people react to intragroup disrespect — disrespfeanmh ingroup member by an ingroup
authority. To this end, we examine identity pr@essas they explain the relationship
between intragroup disrespect and subsequent éwaisa@f that group. Drawing from
relational models of procedural justice, and speadify the group-engagement model (Tyler
& Blader, 2003), we assert that identity servesitotnoderate and mediatbe relationship
between observed disrespect and reactions towaedgoup.

Identification as a moderator of disrespeds noted earlier, the fairness of actions
taken by ingroup authorities are important in jp@t¢ause of the interpersonal respect they
convey and the effect such respect has on ouripetcself-worth (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith,
1996). As such, disrespect should elicit relati@oacerns in observers particularly when
those observers identify with the group in whicé thjustice has occurred (Lind & Tyler,
1988). Consistent with this notion, research Imasve that acceptance of authority

directives and cooperation are more strongly rdl&dgoerceptions of fair treatment when the
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respondent strongly identifies with the group (eRlatow, Wenzel, & Nolan, 2003; Tyler &
Blader, 2001; Tyler & Smith, 1999). While obsenyidisrespect may generally elicit a
decrease in favorable attitudes towards and diggmgant from the group in which
disrespect is evident, those reactions should k#erated by the degree to which the
respondent identifies with the group in which theident occurred (Smith, Olson, Agronick,
& Tyler, 2007), having a stronger psychological anpwhen the respondent is strongly
identified. Stated more explicitly:
Hypothesis 1: Severe disrespectful treatmentluérolngroup members by an
ingroup authority should elicit lower observer exatlons of the group than
less severe disrespectful treatment, particulaHgmobservers strongly
identify with the group in which the incident ocoenl.

Identification as a mediator of disrespedtroup identification, however, may be
examined not only as a moderator of justice reastibut also as a mediator. The group
engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003) descridestity judgments as mediating the
relationship between procedural justice and psyichl engagement with the group. This
framework suggests that the quality of treatmes aredicts engagement because of the
perceptions of self-worth and self-esteem impligdhat treatment. Disrespect conveys an
authority figure’s general lack of concern for midual group members. This perspective is
consistent with empirical work specifically exanmgiidentification as a mediator between
the experience of respectful (or disrespectfubttreent and willingness to engage in group-
serving behaviors (Simon & Sturmer, 2003; 2009)rther, Simon and Stirmer (2005)

suggest that it is not the desire for acceptantedber identification which mediates the
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relationship between respectful treatment and hehaWe follow this same approach in
making our prediction (see Figure 1):
Hypothesis 2: Severe disrespectful treatmentuérolngroup members by an
ingroup authority should elicit lower observer exatlons of the group than
less severe disrespectful treatment (particulaniyhfgh identifiers), but this
relationship will be mediated by post-transgresgjmup identification.
Concerns with membership valukenplicit in relational models of procedural justice
(Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler & Bider, 2003), and discussions of
disrespect more generally (Miller, 2001), is theadhat disrespectful treatment signals
people as to their status or standing within thevent group, and that it is this standing
which prompts psychological disengagement. WHieroimplied, direct measures of
membership status perceptions are usually absmantdmpirical examinations of the
relationship between procedural justice and idigation. Only recently has research
explicitly tested membership standing perceptiamadiating the relationship between
first-person experiences of poor treatment andesyuent group identification (Okimoto,
2007). Supporting this contention, past reseaashshown that the relative status of the
victim and offender affect reactions to injustiég(iino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001; Kim, Smith, &
Brigham, 1998). In these studies, respondentstradger injustice reactions when the
offender’s status was lower than their own, sugggsireater concern for or protection of
their importance and value as group members. Eurtbre, research has shown that making
membership standing salient moderates reactiopsot®edural injustice, suggesting the

importance of membership perceptions in justicguents (van Prooijen, van den Bos, &
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Wilke, 2002, 2005). A more in depth examinatiorthad role that identity processes play in
reactions interpersonal treatment (Figure 1) shoeNeal that:
Hypothesis 3: Severe disrespectful treatmentluéroigroup members by an
ingroup authority should elicit lower group idenddtion (particularly for high
identifiers), but this relationship will be medidtby observers’ perceptions of
their own membership value in the group.
Method
Design and Procedures

Participants consisted of 84 undergraduates (&ifalie) who participated for partial
fulfillment of research participation requiremenighe study consisted of a 2-cell (disrespect
severity: low or high) between-subjects design; éosv, we also examined group identity as
a continuous moderating variable.

Participants were told that the study investigatsghonses to transgressions and were
instructed to read and respond to one scenarigidegga student complaint. Participants
were told that this incident actually happened, #wad the researchers were given permission
to use the case in order to investigate studemi@ms regarding university policies.

The scenario described a student who performedp@uyly on an in-class political
negotiation exercise for his international politcxsirse (ostensibly because he was up late
studying for an exam for another class). In trenacio, the professor subsequently made
inappropriate comments about the student’s perfocman front of the class. The professor
also announced to the class that the exercise etaslly a pop-quiz. The student in the

scenario was upset because of his poor performaade voiced his complaint to the

10



Identification and Observed Disrespect

professor, who was unsympathetic. The studenhattly decided to drop the class so that
his GPA would not be affected by the quiz grade.

After reading the scenario, participants were asketlink about how they feel about
the incident, and were then prompted to answemabeu of questions about the situation.
Participants were then asked a number of questegasding their views about the university
in general.

Experimental Manipulation of Disrespect Severity

While the injustice scenario consisted of procativiolations (disrespectful
treatment and unfair decision processes) and pateomes (low grade on the quiz,
ultimately forcing the student to drop the class)ly one aspect of the injustice was
experimentally manipulated: the severity of theeipect shown for the student. In order to
isolate the affect of disrespectful treatment, dhig aspect of the scenario was altered into
low or high in severity conditions. In the low seiy condition, the professor commented
on the student’s performance by stating:

“Wow! | don't think I've ever seen anybody do thiadly. Obviously some people

were not listening at all this past week.”

However, in the high severity condition, the prefasalso added:

“Don’t ever trust THIS person with your politicahieer! You'll be flipping burgers

in no time! Moral of the story is that you needbat least a little intelligent to make

the right decisions in a negotiation. No dummiescapply.”

Moderator Variable of Group Identification
The moderating variable of group identification vexamined by collecting pre-study

measures of university identification approximatelhp months prior to the experimental
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session. At the start of the semester, all stsderthe pool of available participants
completed a battery of questionnaires includingp®mint composite scale measure of
university identification adapted from previousaach (Tyler & Lind, 1992; Okimoto &
Tyler, 2007). The measure asked participantstetheeir agreement with the statements: “I
talk about the university as a good universityeah” “The values of the university are
similar to mine,” “I am proud to tell people | anstudent at this university,” “I would
recommend this university to a friend,” “When peaghis university, | feel proud,” and
“Being student at this university is a large pdrivbo | am.” These six items were combined
to form a composite scale of identificatian= .86). This continuous scale was utilized as a
predictor in the regression analysis, and is reteto in subsequent text ggé-test
identification”.

As we know from previous research on trust (seefTy001), identification is
intimately tied to trust in a group or organizatioBharing a common bond with decision-
makers increases the importance of their trustwoets (Tyler & Degoey, 1995). ltis
possible that in our measurement of high and I@mtidying participants we inadvertently
captured effects of trust, and we may thereforexaamining how a “violation of trust”
moderates disrespect, rather than identificatMe therefore also collected a 12-item
measure of pre-test trust in the university=(.91), allowing for additional analysis
examining this potential confound (Organizationadst Inventory - Short Form; Cummings
& Bromiley, 1996; e.g. “I think that people in thaiversity administration tell the truth”, “I
think that the university meets its obligationghe students”).

Dependent Measures
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After reviewing the transgression scenario, pgudicts were asked to consider what
happened after the incident and rate the extewhtoh they agreed or disagreed with a
number of statements. These statements consiséeldrizf manipulation check, but were
mostly comprised of filler questions to mask theetpurpose of the study. The manipulation
check consisted of a single 7-point scale itemragsgarticipants to rate how fairly the target
was treated by staff in the interaction (very unfavery fair). Participants were also
specifically asked about the disrespect shownersttuation, however the measure yielded a
floor effect and was not useful — participants aagd the situation as very disrespectful
regardless of the severity. We believe, howevet, our measure of interactional justice
(fairness of treatment) provided adequate evidémaiethe interactions described varied in
disrespect severity.

After providing their thoughts regarding the inaitieparticipants were asked a
number of questions regarding their feelings alloituniversity in general. The main
dependent measure examined in this study was ipanis’ general evaluations of the
university, and was assessed by a composite me@stir86) consisting of two items: “It
would be hard to find a university | like as muahthis one,” and “I cannot think of another
university | would rather go to.”

To examine the mediation hypothesized in this stutgasures of post-transgression
identification was also assessed. The compositesune of identificationo(= .89) was
identical to the continuous moderator variable refest identification described above; for
clarity, this measure of identification will be egfed to in the text gsost-transgression

identification.
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In addition, the mediating variable of perceivedmbership value was also included
(Okimoto, 2007; Okimoto & Tyler, 2007). This meeswgonsisted of six items € .92)
asking participants to indicate their agreement whe statements: “I feel very valued as a
member of the university community,” “I think thaty concerns are important to the
university,” “I think that the people at this unrgéy care about my well-being,” “I think that
I am important to people at this university”, “irk that the people at this university value
me,” and “The people at this university are conedrabout me.”

As shown in Table 1, the three primary dependerasmess were significantly
correlated, raising construct validity concernshiM/evaluations of a group, and the
perceived status of an individual’s membershighat group, can be conceptualized as
specific dimensions of social identity (see Jack&@mith, 1999), we believe that each of
these constructs may play a distinct role in theéewstanding of reactions to disrespect.
While a single transgression may ultimately affgstceived membership status, collective

self-definition, and evaluations of the relevardugr, we believe that these three identity-

related constructs are influenced in a particutden through the processes described earlier

(see Figure 1). In support of this suppositiostdaanalysis confirmed the distinction
between these factors; three distinct components @dracted, with all loadings greater
than .68 and no significant cross-loadings (see misdiation analysis results).
Results
Data Analysis
We first examined the manipulation check of fasatment to verify the effectiveness

of the manipulation. An independertest showed that the high disrespect conditidr=(
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1.69) was indeed evaluated as involving less faatment than the low disrespect condition
(M = 2.50)t(82) = 2.68p < .01.

In order to analyze the effects of the independantble of disrespect severity in
tandem with the continuous moderator variable eftpst identification, we used multiple
regression techniques outlined by Aiken and We391] for interactions between
categorical and continuous variables. Effect cgavwas used for disrespect severity. Pre-test
identification was centered, and a two-way inteaactoefficient was calculated. Separate
regression analyses were conducted on each dfitbe post-transgression measures of
general group evaluations, post-transgressionifttiion, and perceived membership
value. Slope analyses were then conducted orfisigmi interactions.

Statistics presented in text include standardiegdession coefficients artetatistics.
Initial analyses investigating participant gendietded no effects, so male and female
participants were combined for all analyses. Témcdptive statistics and zero-order
correlations among all continuous variables arsgted in Table 1.

General Evaluations of the Group

Results showed that disrespect severity did ne¢ basignificant main effect on
evaluations of the group,= -.01,t(80) = -0.14p = .89. Pre-test identification did, however,
have a significant main effect on evaluations efghnoup = .57,t(80) = 6.23p < .001. In
addition, and consistent with Hypothesis 1, a figamt negative effect was found for the
interaction between pre-test identification andelipect severityj = -.22,t(80) = -2.43p <
.05. Simple slope analysis (Figure 2) revealetftrathose participants who were highly

identified with the university, disrespect severiggulted in marginally worse evaluatiofis,
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=-.24,p = .07. However, for participants who did not itignwith the university, disrespect
severity did not predict evaluations of the uniugrgy = .21,p = .11.
Examination of Mediating Variables

Post-transgression identificatiorResults showed that disrespect severity hadanly
marginal main effect on post-transgression idergtfon, = -.14,t(80) = -1.67p = .099.
Pre-test identification did, however, have a sigatifit positive effect on post-transgression
identification, = .59,t(80) = 6.76p < .001. And consistent with Hypothesis 1, a gigant
negative effect was also found for the interacbetween pre-test identification and
disrespect severity, = -.23,t(80) = -2.65p < .01. Simple slope analysis (Figure 2) revealed
that for those participants who were highly ideatifwith the university, disrespect severity
resulted in lower post-transgression identificatjgy -.38,p < .005. However, for
participants who did not identify with the univeysidisrespect severity did not predict post-
transgression identificatiofi, = .09,p = .49.

Perceived membership valuResults indicated that disrespect severity had no
significant main effect on perceived membershipggt = -.13,t(80) =-1.27p = .21. Pre-
test identification did, however, have a significpositive effect on perceived membership
value,f = .24,1(80) = 2.30p < .05. And consistent with Hypothesis 1, a sigaifit negative
effect was found for the interaction between psg-identification and disrespect severgy,
=-.26,1(80) = -2.53p < .05. Simple slope analysis (Figure 2) reve#bed for those
participants who were highly identified with theiwersity, disrespect severity resulted in
lower perceived membership valygg = -.40,p < .01. However, for participants who did not
identify with the university, disrespect severitg dot predict perceived membership value,

B =.14,p= .37.
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Considering Trust

As Table 1 shows, there was a high correlation bebhntrust and identification.
Again using a regression framework, we includednieasure of trust as an additional
predictor in order to see if trust explained thearace accounted for by pre-test identification
or the interaction. Pre-test trust did not sigwifitly predict evaluations of the groups -
.17,p = .09, and did not reduce the effect of pre-téshiification or the interaction.
Likewise, pre-test trust did not significantly pretdpost-transgression identificatigh= .01,
p = .96, or perceived membership valde; .20,p = .08. These findings suggest that
although pre-test identification and pre-test tmste highly correlated, it was pre-test
identification (and it's interaction with disrespethat influenced the subsequent post-
transgression identification of respondents and thaluations of the group, not trust.
Mediational Analyses

Additional mediational analyses were performedujop®rt our theoretical arguments.
To test these mediating effects we followed procesifior mediation in hierarchical linear
regression as outlined by Kenny, Kashy, and Bo|§y@®8). We first established that there
were significant correlations between the variableisterest (see Table 1). After testing for
the direct associations between the predictor bbasaand the dependent measure, we
entered the mediating variable and again testethéosignificance of the direct and indirect
paths. As stated earlier, we expected post-trassgm group identification to mediate the
relationship between the interaction and evaluatmirthe group (Hypothesis 2).
Additionally, we predicted that perceived membgrshalue will further mediate the
relationship between the interaction and post-trassion identification (Hypothesis 3).

Therefore, we tested each hypothesis in turn.
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While disrespect severity, pre-test identificatiand the interaction were used as
predictors in all analyses, only the mediationh&f interaction was relevant to our
hypotheses, and therefore only statistics reldbrige interaction are presented in the text.
However, it is important to note that disrespeoesiy did not yield a significant main effect
in any of the analyses, while pre-test identificatwas a significant predictor of evaluations
of the group, post-transgression identificatiorg perceived membership value in all steps
of the analysis (no mediation was apparent). Sdxel2 for all regression coefficients.

Post-transgression identification (Hypothesis Zhe direct effect of the interaction
on evaluations of the group was significghg; -.22,t = -2.43,p < .05. However, when
adding post-transgression identification into thedel, the interaction significantly predicted
post-transgression identificatiof = -.23,t = -2.65,p = .01, and post-transgression
identification predicted evaluations of the grodp; .44,t = 4.13,p < .001. Supporting our
mediational hypothesis 2, a Sobel (1983) test atdit a significant indirect effea= 2.23,

p < .05, suggesting mediation. And when controlfimgpost-transgression identification,
the direct effect of the interaction on evaluatiofshe group was no longer significafits -
A12,t=-1.39,p=.17.

Perceived membership value (HypothesisA3.mentioned earlier, the interaction
significantly predicted post-transgression ideaétion, = -.23,t = -2.65,p = .01.

However, when controlling for perceived memberstajue, the interaction significantly
predicted perceived membership valge, -.26,t = -2.53,p = .01, and perceived
membership value significantly predicted post-tgrassion identificatiory; = .43,t = 5.47,

p <.001. Supporting our mediational hypothesia Spbel (1983) test indicated a significant

indirect effectz = 2.30,p < .05, suggesting mediation. The direct relatgmb¥etween the
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interaction and post-transgression identificati@swo longer significant after controlling
for perceived membership valyer -.11,t =-1.48,p = .14.

Additional analyses Although not explicitly hypothesized, the cuitremodel predicts
two-level mediation: the interaction predicts p&red membership value, which predicts
post-test identification, which predicts evaluato herefore, we also conducted stepwise
regression analysis, entering each mediating Vi@rialithe order predicted. Findings were
consistent with the proposed model (see Table aratyses). Perceived membership value
mediated the effect of the interaction on evaluetiof the group, an effect which was further
mediated by post-test identification (see Figure R)rther analyses also indicated that
altering the order of these variables (e.qg., pestitentification predicting membership
value, predicting evaluations) dmbt show mediation, supporting the hypothesized aifder
the variables as shown in Figure 1.

The overall model was also examined using strucagaation methods (using
AMOS; Arbuckle, 1999), allowing us to examine vates as both predictor and criterion
variables, which yielded identical results withywegood fit, NFI = .99, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA
<.01. To show evidence of mediation, we follovfdout and Bolger's (2002) suggestions
for evaluating mediation using bootstrapping methmdSEM. The standardized indirect
effect was significanyf = -.106,SE= 0.052, with a 95% confidence interval range from
.026 to -.189, suggesting mediatigns .05. Further, we estimated thieengthof the
mediation (Shrout & Bolger, 2002) by examining greportion of the total effecfi(= -.218)
accounted for by the indirect effeBy, = .49, showing evidence of partial mediation. Whil

these results are supportive of the model, andistems$ with the earlier mediation analyses,
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note that the fit indices and indirect effect esties should be interpreted with caution
because of the low sample size.
Discussion

The results of this study confirmed our three pryraypotheses, elucidating how
group members might react to observing disrespiecfatment occurring within their own
ingroup. In general, findings were supportiveaational models of procedural justice (Lind
& Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler & Lind,992). The severity of disrespect had a
negative effect, but only when respondents higiiééntified with the group in which the
injustice occurred, which is consistent with théiothat procedural justice is particularly
important for high identifying group members (Smi®ison, Agronick, & Tyler, 2007;

Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996). Furthermore, andgistent with assertions outlined in the
group-engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003), ¢heféects were explained by the impact
that observed disrespect has on participants’ fpassgression perceptions of their own
membership value, and in turn, their identificatiith the group. And while identity effects
have previously been identified in procedural gestiesearch, identification has rarely been
examined as both a mediator and a moderator ofieeado injustice. By identifying both
effects in tandem, the current research illustrate®re complete picture of the role of
identity in reactions to injustice.

In addition, the findings of this study extend p&stearch by further clarifying the
role of identity specifically in reactions to dispect (as opposed to decision-making
processes), suggesting that reactions to poontegdtare also driven by relational motives
when they occur in ingroup contexts. This is cstesit with other evidence showing that

various types of justice overlap with regard to tinelerlying motives that different justice



Identification and Observed Disrespect

violations elicit. A wealth of research has shadwat procedural justice may have both
material (e.g., Thibaut & Walker, 1978) and relatibconcerns (e.g., Tyler & Lind, 1992)
underlying its importance. Other more recent nesehas suggested that, consistent with
theoretical assertions proposed by the group emgagiemodel (Tyler & Blader, 2003),
distributive justice is also relevant to both metieand relational concerns. Relational
concerns may underlie reactions to unfavorableamés as well (Okimoto & Tyler, 2007,
Wenzel, 2001), and material reparations may everede address relational needs in
addition to material needs (Okimoto, 2007). Thias#ings are interesting because they
suggest that perhaps a justice framework that scoa multiple needs or motives (e.g.,
Cropanzano, et al., 2001) would be more parsimaniban one that is tied to the
classification of justice types, particularly whexamininginjusticewhere transgressions
elicit concern for particular needs — needs thadtrbe addressed in order to satisfy people’s
desire to see justice done.

Finally, the current research suggests that relatimodels of justice apply to
observer reactions as well as first-person reastiordisrespect. Participants reacted to
disrespectful treatment of their fellow ingroup nmars (by an ingroup authority) with
concern for their own standing in the group. Tineihg that disrespect resulted in these
reactions only when respondents identified withghaup in which the injustice occurred
suggests that the resulting negative evaluatiome wat simply general reactions to poor
treatment, but rather resulting from ingroup obesesvsubsequent (dis)identification from
the group. These findings are important becausg shggest that the unjust actions of

authorities have the potential to undermine theigrengagement afbserversnot just the
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recipients, of unfair treatment (see also van des & Lind, 2001). Further, this extension
of relational models into the observer contexsfdh existing gap in the justice literature.

The findings of the current research may be, h@nyesomewhat limited in scope due
to the nature of the experimental procedures. aly be possible that these findings are
somewhat dependent on the contextual elementsvératheld constant as part of the
scenario. In particular, disrespect always origiddrom an authority figure. The relational
model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992) would suggehat disrespect from an authority
figure should be more meaningful than disrespettdien peers because that authority figure
is more likely to speak for the larger group arsdvialue for the role each member plays in
the group. The scenarios also included a matesalon the part of the victim, not just
disrespect, and therefore may also be dependesdroa type of loss in the situation.
Research on the procedure by outcome interactioockBer & Wiesenfeld, 1996) suggests
that the quality of treatment often hasreimpact on justice judgments and subsequent
group engagement when outcomes are poor, suggéséihgutcome favorability may
further moderate the effects of disrespect. Irtremt, however, other research shows that the
quality of treatment impacts group-related evabraiirrespective of the outcome (Simon &
Sturmer, 2003). Lastly, we recognize that othgcpeslogical reactions (e.g. emotions,
uncertainty, fear of rejection, etc.) may alsouefice an observer’s subsequent relations with
and evaluations of the group, and may even plagdalitional role in the processes
described. While the mediation analysis providedence suggesting that the current model
is valid, further research is necessary to expfieikamine and incorporate these additional

process variables.
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It should also be noted that, although the curstudy examines observer reactions as
a function of pre-test identification with the gmuhese moderating effects should
generalize beyond this specific operationalizatbidentity. Just as low identifiers reacted
less strongly than high identifiers in the currstutdy, observing poor treatment within
outgroups should elicit weaker reactions than p@atment in ingroup contexts, as outgroup
disrespect is less self-relevant. It should alsodted thaintergroup(as opposed to
intragroup) disrespect may not exhibit these tygfexffects. On the contrary, an outgroup
authority’s disrespect shown towards members afteserver’s ingroup, or conversely an
ingroup authority’s derogation of an outgroup memb®ay elicit even stronger
identification than when no disrespect has occufsed Tajfel, 1972). While these identity
predictions do not downplay the importance of theent findings, they may have specific
implications for applying these results to jusfizecesses and policy, suggesting the need for
further research explicitly examining observer teens to disrespect in intergroup contexts.

Regardless of these potential limitations, thigaesh highlights the importance of
considering relational concerns when respondingdiations of due respect, not only for the
victims of disrespect, but also for ingroup obsesven support of the group engagement
model (Tyler & Blader, 2003), group identificatiboth mediates and moderates reactions to
intragroup disrespect. The extent to which an nlesks identity concerns are raised
following disrespectful actions perpetrated by owgr members is not only dependent on the
observer’s identification with that group, but adeo lead to disidentification and

psychological disengagement.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Identification and Observed Disrespect

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Pre-test Identification 535099 —

2. Post-transgression ID 4491.24 58 —

3. Evaluations of the Group ~ 3.931.94 55 .63 —

4. Membership Status 3.211.13 23 59 38 —
5. Pre-test Trust 460091 42 29 .14 31

"p<.05
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Table 2.

Mediational Analysis Results

STANDARDISED STEP1 STEP2 STEP3

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS

Severity - Evaluations -.01 .02 .05
Pre-TestID - Evaluations 57 517 317
Interaction > Evaluations -.22 -.16 -11
Severity - Mem. Status — -.13 -.13
Pre-Test ID > Mem. Status — 24 24
Interaction > Mem. Status — -6 -26
Mem. Status - Evaluations — 23 .05
Severity - Post-trans. ID — — -.09
Pre-TestID - Post-trans. ID — — A48
Interaction > Post-trans. ID — — -12
Mem. Status > Post-trans. ID — — 43
Post-trans. ID-> Evaluations — — AT

"p<.05 "p<.01, " p<.001



Figure 1.

Current Theoretical Model
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Figure 2.

Identification and Observed Disrespect

Slope analyses: Pre-test Identification X Disres${8=verity
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Figure 3.

Mediational analysis: Pre-test Identification X Bespect Severity

Disrespect Severity .
X 11 (-.22) _ Evaluations

of the Group

Pre-Test Identification

-11 (-.23) 05 (.23)
.26 a1
Perceived _
Membership 43 | Post-Transgression

Value Identification

Note: Values are standardised regression coeifieValues in parentheses indicate the
direct relationship prior to entering any mediatirggiables. While disrespect severity and
pre-test identification were also used as prediciorall analyses, only the mediation of the
interaction was relevant to our hypotheses, anetbee only those relationships are
represented (see Table 2 for complete resulfs¥ .05, p< .01, p<.001.



