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This dissertation looks to the emotional regulation literature, spebiftbal
cognitive change stage (i.e. reappraisal) of Gross’s (1998) processaohedw®itional
regulation, to help employees adaptively regulate their justice perceptibas, tfie focus of
this dissertation is to explore the influence of reappraisal trainingger and interpersonal
justice perceptions, and subsequently, on counterproductive workplace behavior. By
extending Gross’s (1998) work on reappraisal to the context of organizational, jnstice
dissertation contributes to theory by exploring adaptive forms of employe= jresjulation
and by being among the first to examine reappraisal in the context of @tyamat justice
and deviance. In this dissertation, two studies were conducted to test thefekegipraisal
training on experienced anger, interpersonal justice perceptions, and countenpgoduct
workplace behaviors. Significant moderating effects suggest that thigatiesehelps to
explain how reappraisal training may influence different groups of peopk-hBc analyses
revealed encouraging results for the theoretical model. To conclude, | providsited@nd

practical limitations of the dissertation and offer directions for futurearet.
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INTRODUCTION

Overview of Dissertation

Interpersonal justicés one of four recognized dimensions of organizational justice, and
it is evaluated based on the dignity and respect with which employees perceive thhegtad
(Colquitt, 2001). Low levels of interpersonal justice have been found to be stromadby reel
anger in the workplace as well as to harmful interpersonal deviant behaesr 1B87; Bies &
Shapiro, 1988; Harlos & Pinder, 2000; Gibson & Callister, 2010). In response to interpersonal
justice events, employees are likely to experience pressure to regalasnger and perceptions
of injustice, particularly if their interaction happens to be with a higheusstatividual, such as
a supervisor (Kuppens, Van Mechelen, & Meulders, 2004). Moreover, it can be reasonably
argued that organizations are likely to have more control over their distributiorcofreag,
enactment of procedures, and the information they provide to employees, than lthiey wil
interpersonal treatment received by their employees at the hands of supepeers, and

customers.

And yet, in the existing organizational justice literature, there is a gleoofaresearch on
adaptive forms of employee-centered regulation. Consequently, this disseceki®mol the
emotional regulation literature, specifically, the fourth stage (i.e. degribange) of Gross’s
(1998) five stage process model of emotional regulation to help employees luetiaieréneir
justice perceptions (see Figure 1 for Gross’s 2001 process model). Duotigreal regulation,
individuals can either draw froantecedent focuseddrategies that occur before experiential,
behavioral, and physiological response tendencies are experienced, ontdegvcérom

response focused strategibsit focus on regulating their response tendencies (Gross, 1998).



The first four stages of the process model of emotional regulation are vt (E898) calls
antecedent focused strategies. During the last antecedent focusethstaagnitive change
stageof emotional regulationsee Figure 1) individuals select which of the possible meanings
they will attach to the event (Gross, 2001; 216). The cognitive change stage involves the
strategy ofeappraisal an antecedent focused form of cognitive change lskxie experiential,
behavioral, and physiological response tendencies are fully generated antecedent focused
form of cognitive change makes reappraisal one of the healthiest and mosteafiaipts of
emotional regulation studied in the emotions literature (Gross, 1998; 2001; 2002). Thus, the
focus of this dissertation is to explore the influence of reappraisal training cedtietion of
anger and interpersonal justice perceptions, and subsequently, on the reduction of
counterproductive work behaviors, or CWBs, (see Figure 2). To accomplish thisfidsvill
explain in more detail the current gap in the justice literature regardapgiae forms of
regulation, and | will follow this discussion by exploring how the emotional regalhterature

might be able to help.

A lack of adaptive regulation strategies in the justice literature

The existing organizational justice literature has predominantly focused prethention
of injustice perceptions and on their negative consequences. This focus has provided
considerable insight into the antecedents of justice perceptions as wéll geinsignificant
impact on both personal and organizational outcomes (Adams, 1965; Leventhal, 1980; Bies &
Moag, 1986; Daly & Geyer, 1994; Greenberg & Scott, 1996; Skarlicki & Latham, 1996;
Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005). Additionally, this body sgaech
has the potential to influence how organizations respond to impending justice scenarios. F

example, organizations may attempt to buffer the negative consequences atibutdie and



procedural justice by increasing the informational and interpersonakjgsteided to their

employees prior to impending justice events, such as downsizing (Skarlicki & FI9§&).

However, many instances of injustice cannot be planned for or avoided by organizations.
Despite the best efforts of managers to ensure that rewards are dstequitably, policies and
procedures are enacted fairly, and managerial and customer interacticasri&d out with
dignity and respect, employees may still harbor feelings of unjust tnetalipéneir employers,
peers, or customers. The existing justice literature has examined hoayeawptegulate their
perceptions of injustice by exploring strategies such as 1) the adjustmetb®bf inputs to
outputs as described in equity theory (Adams, 1965) (e.g. reducing effort in response to
decreased wages), and 2) behavioral solutions such as engaging in counterproductive w
behaviors, or CWBs (e.g. retaliation, theft, abuse, and sabotage) (Barclag0éballies,
Hauserman, Schwochau,& Stibal, 2003). CWBs are related to a variety of negaliptaaer
outcomes such as reduced morale, absenteeism, turnover, and decreased productivity (Mount,
llies, Johnson, 2006; Hoel, Einarsen, & Cooper, 2003; Keashly & Jagatic, 2003). In fact, theft
and fraud alone cost U.S. organizations approximately $50 billion annually (Coffin, 2003). Thus,
organizations are experiencing serious negative effects that may vebewiele to maladaptive
regulation strategies (i.e. CWBs) used by employees in responseriea/pd injustice
(Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, & Kessler, 2006). And while research on rnvaladapt
forms of justice regulation has helped to inform management research of thecsinaegtion
between justice perceptions and important workplace outcomes (Ambrose, I8eé&brig
Schminke, 2002; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Greenberg, 1993; Colquitt, et al, 2001), there is a gap
in the justice literature evidenced by the lack of information on adaptive stsatégustice

regulation. As a way of addressing this gap in the justice literature, iduesearch on



emotional regulation to identify adaptive strategies that can be used in thet cbpistice

events.

Emotional regulation as a source of potential adaptive justice regulation stragges

Much of the emotional regulation literature stems from a large body of sociaigiegy
research by Gross (1998; 1999; 2001; 2002) who has argued that there are differencebken both t
effectiveness and consequences associated with different emotiondioegittategies. In his
process model of emotional regulation, Gross (1998; 2001) describes five difégraliation
strategies. While all five strategies will be discussed in greatait eer in this chapter, the
focus of this dissertation is on Gross’s fourth stage of the process model. Ducogititere
change stagandividuals select which of the possible meanings they will attach to an event
(Gross, 2001; 216). As stated previously, the cognitive change stage involves thg strateg
reappraisal an antecedent focused form of cognitive change lisfte experiential,
behavioral, and physiological response tendencies are fully gener@exss has consistently
found reappraisal to be an adaptive strategy in the face of emotion-inducing Eess, 1998;

1999; 2001; 2002; Gross & John, 2003). Moreover, reappraisal has been found to decrease both
experienced negative emotion and its behavioral expression while having no negatit@mpac

the individual’s memory or overall well-being (Gross 2002).

Theoretical Contributions of this Research

By extending Gross’s (1998; 2001) work on reappraisal to the context of employee
justice regulation, this dissertation contributes to theory in at least thjeewags. First, this
dissertation adds to the justice literature’s identification of adaptiveatean strategies. As

previously stated, the existing justice literature has predominatelyefcusthe connection



between justice and maladaptive forms of employee regulation, such as destrebavioral
strategies (e.g. engaging in CWBs). Therefore, there is a gapjustice literature that has yet
to focus on emotion and cognition centered approaches that act as adaptive formsydempl
justice regulation. Second, this dissertation adds to the emotions literatamewveering the call

for continued research on discrete emotions (Grandey, 2008). Specific to the focsis of thi
dissertation, we know from previous research that anger and justice perceptstinsrayly

linked to one another (Gibson, 1997; Cropanzano, Weiss, Suckow, & Grandey, 2000; Fitness,
2000; Bies & Tripp, 2002: Robinson & Bennett, 1995). And yet, despite this established
connection between justice and anger, researchers have yet to exarmflaghee of emotions
on the formation of justice perceptions (Grandey, 2008). Accordingly, this digseddts to

the emotions literature by exploring how specific emotions and emotionahtiegutrategies
influence the formation of justice perceptions. By focusing specificallh@discrete emotion

of anger, this dissertation adds to the body of emotions literature focused onantiegsthe

role of anger and anger regulation on important workplace outcomes, such as CWBghiFhus
dissertation addresses a theoretical gap in the emotions literatureebygating whether
emotional regulation strategies that reduce experienced anger can red@ipns of injustice
as well. Finally, this dissertation not only extends Gross’s work (1998; 1999; 2001; 2002) on
reappraisal by being the first to examine the strategy in the context afzayanal justice, it is

also the first to explore the influence of reappraisal on costly and damagiBg.C



LITERATURE REVIEW

Emotions Literature Review

After providing an overview of this dissertation, as well as its impboatfor theory, |
will now review relevant portions of the emotions literature that will be usedcasdation for
the development of both the hypotheses and model later in this dissertation. Tleetfoatcf
the emotions literature review will discuss the dimensions of affect assvgiVe a brief review
of important terminology, including the definitions of trait and state affecieddsa& moods and
emotions. Understanding the different dimensions of affect helps to later miitiézesarious
discrete emotions from one another, and specifically, how anger is diffevenother negative
emotions, such as guilt. Additionally, a discussion of terminology, separating denelseof
affect, allows for a better understanding of the differences betweerabjpegative affect,
versus negative mood, versus the specific discrete emotion of anger. Followingi#his i
review, | will continue forward with a discussion and brief historical accountowfaffect and
cognition have been argued to influence one another in order to help flesh out how emotional
regulation strategies can influence both affect and cognition through theocegiinfluence of
affect and cognition. | will also provide a detailed discussion of Gross’s (1998; Aa9%)dge
process model of emotional regulation, with specific attention paid to the coghitingec stage,
during which reappraisal takes place. This review section is meant to provieleetait on the
construct of reappraisal and to help distinguish reappraisal from other emotguiation
strategies, such as suppression, as well as the related concept of emduoonahhal finally, |
will conclude by discussing past work on the discrete emotion of anger, its i@gudaid its

strong connection to organizational justice.



Affect: Trait & State; Moods & EmotionsRussell (1980) proposed that all affective
experience could be represented using a circle and two axes that reptapetdrvalence
dimension of affect and an orthogomativationdimension of affect. In response to Russell
(1980), Watson and Tellegen (1985) developed a second circumplex model that had a similar
bipolar valance dimension, but was different from Russell's (1980) circumplbatithis
circumplex rotated the activation axes 45 degrees. Watson and Tellegen (198fusddda
two orthogonal dimensions, positive and negative activation. More recently, Cropanzas®, We
Hale, and Reb (2003) restructured the circumplex to include 4 axes: 1) pleasansess ve
unpleasantness, 2) high versus low level of activation, 3) high versus low positiveaafted)
high versus low negative affect. This circumplex is considered the mosptigsamodel in
understanding the dimensions that affect operates within (Cropanzano, et al, 2003hil&nd w
the debate over the dimensions of affect helps us to categorize the propertigsusf var
emotional experiences, (i.e. anger can be described as having high actirgileasant hedonic
tone, and is considered low on positive affect and high on negative affect) the praseof foc
emotions research has shifted away from the broader dimensions of affedt aotvscussion of

specific, targeted forms of affect (Grandey, 2008).

The word,affect is often used as an umbrella term that encompasses both emotions and
moods. It is important to note that affect can also be conceptualibed-#ge, or stable,
genetically based, and unlikely to change in the short or long term (Telledewen, yBouchard,
Wilcox, Segal, & Rich, 1988). Under this stable conceptualization, individuals capbsitige
trait affect a disposition to experience positive moods and emotiomggative trait affecta
disposition to experience negative moods or emotions. Positive and negative triagraffec

independent dimensions and individuals can be high on both, low on both, or chronically



disposed toward one or the other. Lazarus (1991) desdrébedffectas being a generalized
tendency toward having a specific level of positivity or negativity which inflegadl of the

individual's experiences.

Lazarus (1991) also argued that trait affect largely deterrstaés affecta
conceptualization that includes both moods and emotions, which are distinguished from one
another by their intensity, duration, and specificktjoodsare generally longer lasting, diffuse,
and usually less intense (Watson, et al, 1988)otions on the other hand, are intense, short-
term affective reactions directed toward a specific stimulus (R&jieesquita, 1994).

Emotions also demand attention, disrupt cognitive processes, and are tied to speuiicand
as a result, they are particularly important to study in the context of irgerae justice

(Watson, et al. 1988; Lazarus, 1991).

Affect & Cognition.In his foundational paper, Lazarus (1991) argued that there are a
certain order of events that occur regarding emotions, starting withawssi followed by a
cognition, then an emotion, and then a physiological change. He also argued that tkal @bpra
emotions is a two-step process that includes both a primary appraisal and a yeom@asal.

In the primary appraisal stage, individuals determine whether an eventenasoel for their
well-being and goals. In the secondary appraisal stage, individuals go throogé specific
assessment to interpret and determine the meaning of the event, usually prodissnete

emotion (Lazarus, 1991). In 1998, Zajonc challenged Lazarus’ perspective by making

different argument regarding the influence of affect and cognition on one another.

In contrast to Lazarus (1991), Zajonc (1998) proposed that affect and cognition are

actually two independent processes that are in constant interaction with one.aHetlaegued



that while affective reactions can be independent of cognitive processingjwetattors can

and do play an important role in forming emotions. Zajonc (1998) proposed a different order of
events regarding emotions, starting with a stimulus, followed by a physidlogarage, then an
emotional stimulus, and finally a cognition. This spirited debate betweenulsa@d£91) and

Zajonc (1998) was extremely influential in forming our current understandimg oétiprocal

influence of affect and cognition (Forgas & George, 2001).

The focus over understanding the relationship between affect and cognition has moved
from a debate over the order of influence into a discussiamehandhow affect and cognition
influence one another (Forgas & George, 2001). Specifically, the literaturesonhaaftl
cognition now suggests that affect influences cognition through both content (i.e. what we
remember) and process (i.e. how we process information) (Forgas & George, 2001). For
example, if an employee is in a negative mood, he or she will be more likely to ngaktieae
evaluations, recall and retrieve negatively valenced information more reaalillype more likely

to filter information using systematic processing and narrow categjonza

In their Affect Infusion Model, or AIM, Forgas and George (2001) explain how the
influence of affective states on judgments and behaviors depends on the kind of informati
processing strategies that are in place. Specifically, they foglosv affect infusion (i.e. less
impact of affect) when individuals engage in motivated processing in the sdraigee
existing goal. In other words, when the individual has a vested interest in the deciswn, af
will likely have less influence on cognition. Additionally, they argue thatnedikely to see
low affect infusion when direct access processing is involved (i.e. thepgesxdsting response,

and behaviors and judgments are guided by well-established routines and habits).
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Conversely, they also suggest there will be high affect infusion (i.e. moretiofpa
affect) when the individual is involved in substantive processing that involvesigcedagks
that require the active elaboration and transformation of stimulus informa&esentially,
when the individual needs to select, learn, and interpret new information about a tasghée
is more likely to be influenced by affect in the cognitive judgments he or stesmioreover,
Forgas and George (2001) suggest that high affect infusion is likely to be obsherethe
individual has no preexisting response or motivational goal in regard to the situatibis tyype
of situation, the individual is more likely to use heuristic processing and resptimd Yhiow-
do-I-feel-about-it?” heuristic that relies on his or her current affectate £ provide

information to make the cognitive judgment (Schwarz & Clore, 1983).

Emotional Regulation Emotional regulations defined by Gross (1998: 275) as the
“processes by which individuals influence the emotions they have, when they havantdem,
how they experience and express them.” Although it is not always done colys@mational
regulation can be used to increase, decrease, or maintain both negative and pagitvis em
(Gross, 2002). An important distinction that Gross (2001) makes in the emotion-generati
process is between antecedent-focused and response-focused regulatgesstiatis
distinction refers to whether the individual acts, or regulates, before the eveméesponse to
the event. Gross (1998; 2001) describes five different regulation strategispnodess model
of emotional regulation. The model begins first vaituation selectiorand is followed by
situation modification During these first two stages individuals have the opportunity to
choose/select and/or modify their environments in order to regulate the typestmiie

inducing events to which they might be exposed. These can be very effectivgestrdet in
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the case of an unexpected event, the employee is likely not to have the option to clecbse/sel

and/or modify his environment.

The third stage described by Gross (200RYttentional deploymenor how individuals
select what aspects of the event, person, situation, etc. they will pay attentMvhile also a
potentially effective strategy, once again, employees may not be akletctvely ignore certain
aspects of the event, person, situation, etc. As Kahneman (1973) suggests in his etk ¢ m
selective attention, some activities and events are more demanding than blbwersver, one’s
available processing capacity may be increased or decreaseddry facth as arousal, and
one’s attentional capacity will reflect the demands made on the individual artieptoal level
(Kahneman, 1973). In their chapter on emotional regulation and justice, Cropanzano, et al
(2000) argue that employees may not be able to control the external processesitseich a
context or situation, that precipitate a justice event, and therefore, tleemaiprocesses may be

the only adaptive options left to regulate their emotions.

The fourth stagesognitive changds the last stage of the model at which individuals can
use an antecedent-focused strategy to regulate emotion. It is durcagthieve change stage
when individuals select which of the possible meanings they will attach to the(@vess,
2001; 216). According to Gross (2001), during the cognitive change stage, the individual must
select one of many possible meanings (see Figure 1) for an event. For exampdividual
might choose to view a customer yelling at them (i.e. justice event) ahahee to be
empathetic and improve the customer’s experience, 2) as an anger inducing eveimexre
she is a victim of an interpersonal injustice, or conversely, 3) an ordinary and conankon w
experience that isn’t worth getting upset about because in another five minutesjlithave

forgotten all about this customer. As Gross (2001) points out, the meaning the individyred ass
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to the situation is crucial becauséetermines which experiential, behavioral, and physiological
response tendencies will be fully generat@the fifth and final stage in the process model,
response modulatioms where individuals attempt to influence and regulate their emotional
expression after the emotions have been fully generated. This fifth stagenshesuppression
strategy of emotional regulation is enacted (Gross, 1998; 2001). Suppression, unlikesaappra
has been associated with a variety of negative outcomes with potentialfylhamg-term

effects (Gross, 2002; Schmeichel, Vohs, & Baumeister, 2003).



13

Situations Aspects Meanings Responses
¥ al —p Experiential
¥ 81X ¥ a2
— a3 ¥ ml Emotion oyt
T 87 > ad -ﬂ—lv m2 sy Response
ey A a5 T m3 Tendencies
S2
ey Py s1010g i CaL
Situation Situation Attentional Cognitive Response
Selection Modification Deployment Change Modulation

C Reappraisal C

Response-focused
Emotion Regulation

Antecedent-focused
Emotion Regulation

Figure 1. Emotional Regulation Process Modehdapted from Gross (2001)
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Related to the fifth stage of Gross’s (2001) process model, is the managemept obnc
emotional labor Brought to the forefront by the bodkhe Managed HearHochschild (1983)
definesemotional laboras the effort consumed by the employee to show organizationally
“expected” emotions when his or her internal emotions are different. The agjagieg in
emotional labor means that the employee’s true emotions must be hidden asugpressed
during interactions such as impression management with a supervisor or seevamion with
a customer, such that different emotions can be worn on the surface like a maskpréssi@x
of emotions that conflict with experienced emotions resulésrintional dissonangevhich
causes psychological strain and negatively impacts employees’ wadi-tb&dchschild, 1983).

In other words, if an employee tries to suppress his or her behavioral expressitegative
emotion, his or her experienced negative emotion may remain, create feelimgstioénticity
and dissonance, and potentially create problems down the road for the employee, hisaon he
and the organization. According to Morris and Feldman (1996), emotional labor has four
dimensions that include 1) the frequency of mandated emotional display, 2) duration and
intensity of required display rules, 3) the variety of emotions that must bayddpland 4)

emotional dissonances.

However, an important distinction made in the emotional labor literature isdretwe
surface acting versus deep acting. Specificalisfaseacting,as described above, is where an
individual tries to suppress his or her true emotions while displaying conflictingans to
others. Converselgeep actinggmotional labor encourages the individual to really feel and
genuinely experience the emotion he or she is trying to express to otherscfildci983).

Deep acting emotional labor seeks to remove the harmful effects of suppri@gsiot having
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the employee hide or suppress negative emotions. At first glance, deep mactimmpal labor
may sound very similar to reappraisal. However, reappraisal is diffeoemideep acting
emotional labor in that, during reappraisal, the individual actively cognitieflgmes the
situation and attributes meaning to the event before the experiential, behawidral
physiological response tendencies are fully generated. In deepeamiignal labor, the
individual has already generated some forms of response tendencies, anddgryistgéo
experience a different, likely positive, emotion. It is one thing to try to ref@asituation to

neutralize negative emotions, and it quite another to be empathetic with another person.

Discrete Emotion of Anger.Currently, there is a movement in the emotions literature
toward the study afiscrete emotionslefined as affective reactions which are intense,
transitory, and directed toward a specific stimulus (Frijda, 1993; Weis®gaBzano, 1996;
Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Barsade, Brief, & Sataro, 2003; Brief & Weiss, 2002; rBikeifer,
2005). Many arguments support this movement, but one of the most compelling is that discrete
emotions can sometimes explain what broader categories of affect canmetaréha wide
variety of workplace behaviors that stem from various discrete emotionsl thaditahder the
category of negative affect (Lerner & Keltner, 2000). For examplewdh anger and guilt are
both forms of negative affect, they are responsible for very different work beha®ewrause
anger is considered to be an “other-focused emotion,” as opposed to guilt which is a “self
focused” emotion, anger is more likely to be linked to employee retaliatemaléy, Skarlicki,

& Pugh, 2005; Lee & Allen, 2002), whereas guilt is more likely to result in recaiamlia
attempts by the employee (Tangney, 1995). In Lee and Allen’s (2002) study otetbéaffect
and cognition in predicting workplace deviance, anger had an impact on workplace ddwiance

the broader construct of negative affect did not.
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In their recent review of the anger literature, Gibson and Callister (2016)etiffate
between state anger and trait anger. State anger involves episodieregseof anger that can
range from slight irritation to intense range. In contrast, tragraisga longer-term dispositional
tendency to perceive situations as anger provoking, often resulting in freqdentense
episodes of state anger (Spielberger, 1999). In their review, which is pyifoatised on state
anger, Gibson and Callister (2010: 68) defingeras ‘an emotion that involves an appraisal of
responsibility for wrongdoing by another person or entity and often includes the goal of
correcting the perceived wrorigAdditionally, Gibson and Callister (2010) offer four points of
distinction with which to separate anger from other negative emotions. Firayttiegs point
out that anger is a discrete emotion with universally recognizable expie®stb specific types
of physiological reactions (Gibson & Callister, 2010). Second, anger is a soot@be that is
often generated in response to the actions of others and, as such, it is often direloégd at ot
(Averill, 1982; Gibson & Callister, 20107T.hird, anger serves a social function of signaling to
the individual that a justice violation has occurred, and in this way, angessaattransaction
between the individual and his or fEwvironment And fourth, anger episodes usually begin
with work-related events, which result in what Gibson & Callister (2010) igeadithe three
primary causes of anger; perceptions of fairness and justice, goalrenedgeand interpersonal

conflict.

The justice literature has long suggested that there is a strongrretépi between
negative emotions and perceptions of injustice (Adams, 1965; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996).
Additionally, there is research that suggests that feelings of angeratiustand resentment
over workplace injustice can motivate the desire to harm another person or the Goganiza

(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). There has been specific research on the connectierrbatvger
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and injustice perceptions identifying “unjust treatment” (felt most styongh supervisors) as
the most common cause for workplace anger, often prompting unethical behavior toward the
offending parties (Schweitzer & Gibson, 2008). Fairness theory (Folger & iGzapa, 1998)
argues that individuals form their justice perceptions through asking themaedgass of
guestions about 1) what things would have been like had the perpetrator acted differently, 2)
what should the perpetrator have done instead, and 3) could the perpetrator have behaved
differently if he or she had wanted to (Rupp, McCance, & Grandey, 2007). This series of
guestioning leads to a comparison between the treatment received and thenchethical

standards held by the individual (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).

Another primary cause of anger according to Gibson and Callister (2010)emnstnal
conflict (Davidson & Greenhalgh, 1999; Lazarus, 1991). The expression of anger in egspons
interpersonal conflict has been found to increase levels of conflict, retajiatid reduce trust
(Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raja, 1997). Allred (1999) argues that interpersamdlict leads
to anger and retaliation when the individual holds another person, or entity, responskigé for t
unjust treatment. And finally, in addition to interpersonal conflict, Gibson and €al(lZ310)
point out that anger is also often the result of interference in employee gaaédibehavior
(Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & O’Connor, 1987), leading to harmful CWBs (Fox & Spector,

1999)

On the whole, anger has been connected to a host of negative outcomes including
increased blood pressure, heart disease (Begley, 1994), desire for interpersange (Bies &
Tripp, 1998), blame (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001), destructive organizational climatesi@qui
Douglas, & Martinko, 2004), decreased job satisfaction (Glomb, 2002), and even violence (Fox

& Spector, 1999). And yet, there is a collection of anger research that suggets that



18

expression of anger, at low intensity levels, can lead to positive outcomes (Glomb,4882; F
1986; Keltner & Gross, 1999). They argue that anger does this through employees diooosing
communicate their anger such that they can make changes to bettgtiotariheeds and reach
interpersonal and intrapersonal goals (Keltner & Gross, 189®cent theoretical paper on
anger by Geddes and Callister (2007) introduced a dual threshold model of anger thag explai
how anger can lead to either positive or negative consequences. The authors baggetha
particularly destructive when it meets either of the following two conditibng:does not cross
the threshold of expressivity (i.e. it is suppressed), and 2) it crosses the thresimgbpfiety
(i.e., it is considered deviant; Geddes & Callister, 2007). The authors argdeathatdividual
suppresses anger, there is no opportunity to fix the situation that caused the angéstn the f
place. This perspective is supported by Gross’s (2001) work on the negative conseqlience
using suppression as a regulation strategy. However, it is important to notetkist i
dissertation, | am focusing on the positive effects of reappraisal and not thieaeffacts of

suppression.

Specifically, Geddes and Callister (2007) limited their discussion to theessjgm,
moderate expression, or deviant expression of anger, and they failed to discilés poss
reappraisal of the anger inducing event. The authors argued that moderateflexpression
of anger can be beneficial, in that they allow decision makers to be awargodllem and to
search for solutions together with the employee. And yet, relevant to the masrofdbis
dissertation, the expression of anger may not always be possible (Ashforth & lyni#85),
and there is risk involved to the employee. If an individual expresses anger, he oy stueé ma
be able to predict or control the reaction of their interaction partner. By exgréssior her

anger, an employee runs the risk of being considered a “problem” in the organizaiiloie$&:
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Callister, 2007). For instance, employees may find themselves in situatiomstirexpression
of anger would result in long term damage to an important relationship (e.girsaistomer
service attendant who expresses his or her anger toward a customer couid tieswdtstomer
severing their relationship with the airline, or it could result in a customeplaorhthat the
employee may believe could put his or her job at risk). Similarly, an emplayyaohwish to
express his or her anger to a supervisor or peer out of a fear of retaliatiahc&8ljyeibson
and Callister (2010) point out that there has been research on status and anger thaggestid su
that differences in status (i.e. structural position and control over resouriteésfiwence the
expression of anger such that lower status individuals 1) are more likely toeexgesinger due
to unjust treatment by supervisors, 2) are more likely to experience moresiatehknger
lasting anger episodes, 3) are less likely to express their anger to hégheirsdividuals, and 4)
even if they express their anger, they are less likely to think that theirianigient with a

higher status individual has been successfully resolved (Fitness, 2000).

Thus, in response to a justice event (e.g. rude, disrespectfoh¢rdgaly a customer), the
expression of anger may not always be possible, and if it isgpmssimay not be wise or in the
employee’s best interest (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995; Gibson & @alli2010). For example,
Gibson et al (2009) found that anger expression by women was &sgdogith less positive
organizational outcomes than for men, suggesting that there ameniftlisplay norms for anger
in the workplace depending on one’s gender. Moreover, even though Fitnessf¢2000hat
many employees felt that the expression of their anger edsultthe successfully resolution of
the initial anger-inducing event, interestingly, employees ware angered by their supervisors
were much less likely to think that the anger-provoking event wasessfatly resolved.

Therefore, if only given the choice between expression and supprassiovironments where it
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may not be favorable to express their anger, employeesintathémselves holding onto anger,
and potentially perceptions of injustice. This suppression may iasacreased stress for the
employee, continued negative emotions, and impaired performance the consumption of

cognitive resources required by suppression (Gross 2002).

Summary. From the above emotions literature review, we can draw four major
takeaways. First, there is a distinct movement in the emotions literattal tthe exploration
of discrete emotions. Importantly, this focus on discrete emotions has allowedagn to
understand and explain behaviors that broader conceptualizations of affect cawooid, $
describing specific discrete emotions, we can use the affective cirocutoplestinguish
emotions from one another (e.g. anger can be described as having high actoatpositive
affect, high negative affect, and unpleasant hedonic tone). Third, reappraisaliencamaffect
through the reciprocal influence of affect and cognition. And fourth, therersrg stase for

studying the discrete emotion of anger and its regulation in the context of justic¥Vddsl C

Justice Literature Review

Affective events theory, or AET, introduced by Weiss and Cropanzano (1996), was one
of the first to argue that affective experiences at work are a functigeoifis work events (e.g.
justice events). Because justice events are often perceived dsilstiiesg often act as
antecedents of negative emotions in the workplace (Brief & Weiss, 2002). Spigciéziss,
Suckow, and Cropanzano (1999) argued that unfavorable outcomes alert the individual that
something is wrong, and that more specific emotional responses occur depending on the

perceived fairness of the process and the treatment and explanations theemgdeives.
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Folger and Cropanzano (2001) later established that violations of all forms of atenalk

justice can trigger an appraisal by the employee, resulting in a sg@uibiton, often anger.

Organizational justicdnas been described as a literature that aims to explain the role and
importance of fairness perceptions in the workplace (Greenberg, 1987). AccordingudtCol
et al (2001), the concept of organizational justice can be defined in terms of foat dis
dimensionsdistributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informationawill review each of
these dimensions and the formative research within in each dimension, startirgewoiithetst

form of organizational justice, distributive justice.

Distributive Justice Distributive justiceis defined as the perception of fairness regarding
outcomes received as a result of an allocation decision (Greenberg, 1987)teh disfussed
starting with Homan’s (1961) rule of distributive justice, which states thasatial exchange
relationship, rewards and outcomes should be proportional to the effort invested and costs
incurred. Equity theory (Adams, 1965) takes this a step further by explaining thaduads
strive to create and maintain equity and experience tension if they perceivéyinéglams
(1965) also argued that individuals are motivated to reduce negative inequitheintiftio of
outcomes and inputs are perceived as equitable once again. Moreover, he atguesehtha
faced with an inequity, individuals may either change their inputs (e.g. de@#art), change
their outcomes (e.g. ask for a raise), distort their inputs or outcomes, sdiféetent

comparison other, or alternatively, they may choose to leave (Adams, 1965).

Important in the list of potential reactions to restore equity, when confrontecsautbsi
concerning distributive justice, is the idea of selecting a different cosapariThis implies that

equity is not only based on what the individual receives, but also in the comparison ters refe
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standard (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Goodman (1974) articulated several fotines tha
referent standard may take. Specifically, the individual may compareaheiof outputs and
inputs to 1) another person in a similar job, organization, etc., 2) a system, or xcitahge
between the organization and the employee such that an “initial contract§ asriree referent,

or 3) to themselves in a past or future job.

Distributive justice has been tied to a series of important work outcomes. dRelsaar
established that distributive justice is most often linked to personal outcomes pagh as
satisfaction and job satisfaction (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992), organizatiomahitment
(Brockner, Wisenfeld, & Martin, 1995), as well as to performance (Ball, ioe® Sims, 1994).
Additionally, employees who see lower levels of distributive justice have baed fo have
higher rates of withdrawal behavior such as turnover and absenteeism (Cnap&nza
Greenberg, 1997). Importantly, it has been long argued in the justice litaretuireequitable

outcomes lead to discrete emotions such as anger and guilt (Homans, 1961).

Procedural Justice.Procedural justicas defined as the perception of fairness regarding
the policies and procedures used to decide outcome allocation (Thibaut & Walker, 1975;
Leventhal, 1980). In other words, procedural justice is focused on how the decisialeis ma
while distributive justice is about the fairness of the decision outcome (Konovsky, 2000)
Following distributive justice, procedural justice was the second dimrens§jastice to really

capture organizational researchers’ attention.

Thibaut and Walker (1975) argued that it was not just the outcome allocation that
mattered to people, but rather, that people wanted voice and control over the proced<istage

decision making. Leventhal (1976; 1980) took this argument one step further by salying tha
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procedural justice was much more than just having a voice in the process. Specifica

Leventhal (1976; 1980) argued that for a process to be considered fair it had to 1) loe applie
consistently across people and across time, 2) be free from bias, 3) insure tizé accu

information is collected and used in making decisions, 4) have some mechanism to correct
flawed decisions, 5) conform to moral and ethical standards, and 6) insure that the opirlions of a
parties affected by the decision have been taken into account. Greenberg (1987 }lzggdie
concepts from Leventhal (1976; 1980) to organizations by including the following components
in determining process fairness in an evaluation: 1) rater familiattitythhe ratee’s work, 2)
consistent application of standards, 3) soliciting input prior to an evaluation andtugngvo

way communication during an interview, and 5) ability to challenge an evaluation.

Higher levels of procedural justice have been found to be related to increased trus
(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), organizational citizenship behaviors (Moorman, 1991), performance
(Colquitt, et al, 2001), and decreased retaliation behaviors (Skarlicki & Folger, 29@i7)
unlike distributive justice, procedural justice tends to influence an employe®sial evaluation
of systems and authorities within their organization, and it is most often liakerddnizational
outcomes such as supervisor evaluations and organizational commitment (Colquitt, et.al, 2001,

McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992).

Folger and Cropanzano (1998, 2001) found that violations of procedural justice often
lead to “other focused” emotions—specifically, anger. Moreover, reseaschban that
procedural fairness can interact with outcome favorability to predicetiisemotions, like anger
and guilt (Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999). Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) also point
out that distributive justice perceptions can actually translate into proc@aktied perceptions

over the long term. For instance, if an employee continues to experienceouttaine
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distribution over time, he or she may begin to question the fairness of the decision making

process that decides the outcome distribution.

Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) have argued for a two way interaction model of
organizational justice where employees react most strongly to a distribygtistce event when
procedural justice is low. In other words, distributive justice motivates actide thikilevel of
procedural justice directs action (i.e. low levels of procedural justice ledabtaictive behavior,
while positive levels lead to constructive behavior). Thus, high levels of procedtic jus
lessen the negative effects of low levels of distributive justice (Konovsky, .2@@Ylicki and
Folger (1997) added to this interaction argument by suggesting a threeteragtion model
where the effects of distributive justice can be moderated by both procedunaleaadtional

justice.

Informational & Interpersonal. The next two dimensions of justice, interpersonal and
informational, were first subsumed under the same category of interactistice |
Interactional justicds broadly defined as the quality of interpersonal treatment received during
procedures and outcome allocations (Bies & Moag, 1986). Originally, interagtistieé was
not well received as a third dimension of justice, even though it was shown to havaidateri
validity by Moorman (1991). For example, Greenberg (1997) argued that irdeedgtistice
was just the social aspect of procedural justice and that formal proceduresaament both
make up the decision making process that leads to outcome allocation. However,,@blgluitt
(2001) provided a compelling argument in his meta-analysis of the organizatidical jus
literature that interactional justice actually consists of two typeéscfiminately valid
interpersonal treatments; ihferpersonal justicethe degree to which people are treated with

dignity and respect during the execution of procedures or allocation of outcomes, and 2)
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informational justicethe quality of explanations provided to people to explain why procedures

were used or outcomes allocated in a particular way.

Colquitt, et al (2001) calls attention to the fact that informational and interpejssiiee
have received less attention in the literature than distributive and proceducal justhis meta-
analysis of 183 studies, Colquitt, et al (2001) was only able to assess 16 studieggersional
justice and 31 studies for informational justice (Colquitt, et al, 2001). Colquitt et al (2001)
argued that the newness of the interpersonal and informational justice coredaft® to
distributive and procedural justice, has resulted in a need for more work explorinficaibec
interpersonal justice (Colquitt, et al, 2001). We do know from the existing litethatrboth
interpersonal and informational justice have been found to decrease retaB&®®& Shapiro,
1988), increase the perceived fairness of the interview process (Bies &SH8BB), increase
commitment, and decrease turnover intentions and absenteeism (Colquitt et al, 2@@ily. Dir
relevant to this dissertation, interpersonal justice has been found to be steteiglg to anger
and interpersonally directed deviant behavior (Colquitt, et al, 2001). Specifinaliylity,
disrespect, and condescending treatment (all core aspects of interpersiceg)l have been

found to be primary sources of anger in the workplace (Fitness, 2000).

Summary. From the above justice literature review, we can draw three major takeaways
First, there is an established connection between negative affect andgaestiEgtions
following justice events. Second, our understanding of organizational justice hadexkpa
slowly over time to now include four dimensions: distributive, procedural, informatiowhl, a
interpersonal. Third, of the four justice dimensions, interpersonal justice leasrkthe least
attention, represented with only 16 out of 183 studies in Colquitt et al’s (2001) metsisanaly

Accordingly, there has been a call to balance the justice literatuoetbgimg on this particular
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dimension of justice in future research (Colquitt, et al, 2001). Moreover, incivilitgsgisct,
and condescending treatment (all core aspects of interpersonal justiedelea found to be

primary sources of anger in the workplace (Fitness, 2000).



27

MODELS & HYPOTHESES

In this dissertation, | focus specifically orierpersonal justice event3.his focus was
chosen for several reasons. First, as argued by Colquitt, et al (2001), theckisfadaearch,
specifically on interpersonal justice, that future research must beginresaddsecond, research
on emotional labor and perspective taking (Rupp, et al, 2008; Diefendorff, Richard,g& Yan
2008) has begun to establish possible links between anger, reappraisal, and interpetisenal jus
By focusing on interpersonal justice, this dissertation begins to fill in gapsiarttérging area
of inquiry. Third, it could be reasonably argued that organizations have more control aver thei
distribution of outcomes, enactment of procedures, and the information they provide to
employees than the interpersonal treatment employee’s receive fromsppenyisors, or
customers. Thus, the argument could be made that organizations are least able w@ngredict
control interpersonal justice events. Therefore, a focus on interpersorta hedps
organizations, teams, and individuals where they are least prepared, by explqringgada
strategies for employees to regulate their interpersonal injysgiceptions as they come face to

face with interpersonal justice events.

Evidence for Training Reappraisal

Although there has been no explicit research on training reappraisal within an
organizational setting, there have been similar constructs that have beesfallgdemned in
both the management and psychology literatures that would lend credence toithenarthat
reappraisal, conceptualized as a strategy and not an individual difference camebe trathe

management literature, Nelis, Quoidbach, Mikolajczak, and Hansenne (2009) found that
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participants who participated in an empirically-derived emotional inégltg (EI) training

showed a significant increase in emotion management abilities compared vatmtice group.
Specifically, their El intervention consisted of four different trainingsgms on 1) perception of
emotion, 2) emotional facilitation of thinking, 3) understanding and analyzing emotions, and 4)
the reflective regulation of emotion. The fourth training section, most relevansg to thi
dissertation, focused on training techniques such as short lectures, role plays, srosgia,

partner work, and readings to help enhance their subjects’ skills (Nelj2608).

According to the authors, participants were also asked to keep a diary in whicladhey h
to report an emotional experience and analyze it at the end of each day (Ne@®h In this
study, emotional regulation ability was measured using the Emotion Regulaiida Pr
Questionnaire (ERP-Q) (Mikolajczak, Nelis, Hansenne, & Quoidbach, 2008). The ER®-Q i
scenario based study with twelve scenarios targeting six emotion éasegoe of which being
anger/frustration. Participants are given the choice between six posattilens, three of which
were considered adaptive (i.e. positive reappraisal, social support seekimgcaptance), and
three of which were considered maladaptive (i.e. avoidance, substance abuse, anebmyminati
Participants were asked to circle the two strategies they would mogtusebnd the two they
would most likely not use. Participants were either awarded one point fairsgkat adaptive
strategy or rejecting a maladaptive strategy, or subtracted one poieleittirey a maladaptive
strategy or rejecting an adaptive strategy. The ERP-Q was asaes$iseee points in time with
time one being before the training, time two being after the four week tranthgme three
being six months after the initial training. The group that received trainingeshawignificant
increase on the ERP-Q between times one and two and between times one and thoeetrolhe

group did not show any significant changes over the three time periods (N&/B0t3.
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Using a very different training approach geared toward clinical applncaé&chartau,
Dalgleish, and Dunn (2009) found that systematically practicing appraialusing a
computer-mediated cognitive bias modification (CBM) methodology resulteztiuced levels
of negative emotions and electrodermal (i.e. stress) responses. Often useapin therfirst
CBM methodologies tried to expose participants, over a series of trials, tocalpaay of
processing emotional information. The idea behind this type of training waystehatic
exposure to certain ways of processing information should result in a shiftviayhgarticipants
process similar information in the future. However, unlike previous CBM methodologies,
Schartau et al (2009) focused instead on teaching the systematic prabtcadaf rules or
strategies that could be used such that participants could apply these moakzgehskills to
process new potentially distressing stimuli across situations. This tyy@eniig has two
advantages over more traditional forms of cognitive behavior therapy. Fifgtc@Binfluence
cognitive processing in ways that more traditional forms of therapy cgnndlolence indirectly
(MacLeod, Rutherford, Campbell, Ebsworthy, & Holker, 2002). And second, CBM can be self-

administered by participants as a less-intensive form of therapy.

Specifically, Schartau et al (2009) trained participants to use fouffisgapraisal
themes; 1gvery cloud has a silver liningo capture the idea that even if some aspects of an
event are negative, not all aspects of the event may be negativea@®r perspectivdo
capture the idea that even if an event is negative, there are positive aspsgdtsof the event
worth focusing on, 3lime healsto capture the idea that the negative event will seem less
negative as time passes, andd{l things happeno capture the idea that negative events
happen that are outside of our control (Schartau, et al, 2009). Participants followed a stud

procedure involving eight steps; 1) participants were given examples of eaehfadit themes
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and allowed to practice using the themes to generate specific afgpuzisgl practice films prior
to assessment with the first test film, 2) participants were then giventeapring resting
session and baseline emotions and physiological ratings were collectedici)grds were then
given the first test film and all participants were asked to appraise agifigur themes, 4)
participants followed the test film with six distressing training $ilseparated by one-minute
rest breaks, and participants were either asked to a) watch, b) appraigbeisiegnes, or c)
detach (i.e. adopt the view of the film maker), 5) following the six training fipagicipants
then watched a neutral film to bring their affect back to the baseline, 6) pantEwere then
given a post-training resting session and baseline emotions and physlatatiics were
collected a second time, 7) all participants were given a second test filrh wedeaasked to
use the four appraisal themes, 8) a happy film was viewed to return affect tgeheeba
Emotions were rated on a 9-point Likert-type scale, physiological resp@mesdeart rate and
galvanic skin response) were recorded while viewing each film, and chzorgs svere

computed between the baseline and film ratings.

Recent Work on Reappraisal & Anger

In addition to the previously discussed work on reappraisal by Gross (1998; 2000; 2001,
2002), there have been recent advances in the study of reappraisal focusfiogépea its
relationship with anger. These advances in reappraisal and anger resedreltategorized
into three general topics: 1) affective, cognitive, and physiological outcomiesj\@jlual

differences, and 3) reappraisal in an applied context.

First, regarding the influence of reappraisal on affective, cognitive, and pigisall

outcomes, recent studies have examined the effect of reappraisal on sperdie @isiotions.
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Specifically, Ray, Wilhelm, and Gross (2008) found that in contrast with ruminatiqpreésal
was related to decreased anger experience, increased cognitive pmsemdtlower
sympathetic nervous system activation. Second, regarding individual differemeappraisal
use, Mohr, Howells, Gerace, Day, and Whartona (2007) found that individual differences in
perspective takingor the ability to visualize a situation from another point of view, negatively
predicted experienced anger. In other words, the ability to take on another {pexspearoved

the individual’s ability to regulate and reappraise experienced anger.

And third, regarding the use of reappraisal in applied contexts, managemerthesea
have recently begun to include reappraisal in their discussion of emotions in the esrkpla
(Diefendorff, Richard, & Yang, 2008). Specifically, research on emotionalatgulin the
workplace has found that employees use a wide variety of emotional reguledtegiss, and in
fact, these strategies tend to line up with certain negative emotions astvaféyents
(Diefendorff, et al, 2008). Diefendorff, et al (2008) found that reappraistégiea were most
often linked to customer affective events as well as negative discret@esmich as
annoyance, anger and frustration. Seeing customers as a potential sourceisfiatigerwith
what Rupp, McCance, Spencer, and Sonntag (2008) found in their study where they examined
customer interpersonal and informational injustice experienced by custawiee serkers.
Interestingly, the authors found that the negative effect on employeexiesaifting in response
to customer injustice was strongest for those low in perspective taking. Tipleyees who
had difficulty taking another point of view, or reframing the event, experiencedgheshievels
of perceived injustice and anger in addition to the strain caused by the emotiontidgboere
forced to play out with the customer. Thus, based on the extensive work by Gross (1999; 2001,

2002) that has established reappraisal as an effective emotional regulategysts well the
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more recent work on the influence of reappraisal on anger (Ray, et al, 2008dDréffeet al,
2008), | offer the following hypothesis regarding the negative relationship beteaepraisal

and anger (see Figure 2)

Hypothesis One: Reappraisal is negatively related to experienced anger.

Cognitive Change Stage and Interpersonal Justice Perceptions

As previously mentioned, Gross’s (2001) process model indicate®#mdraisaloccurs
during thecognitive change stagehen the individual assigns meaning to the event (Gross,
2002; 281). Gross (2001) uses the cognitive change stage to describe how reaflpvessal a
individuals to effectively reduce the negative emotions that they may lBaukeing on Gross’s
(2001) work, I would also argue that because reappraisal influences and altersgbdtbrcand
emotion simultaneously during the cognitive change stage, reappraisaleively regulate
cognitions, such as perceptions of injustice, that accompany feelings of @Gngss, (2001,

Forgas & George, 2001). For example, an employee who experiences halsimdritioy her
supervisor (e.g.This is terrible! Go back and do it agdipcan either respond with anger and
perceptions of interpersonal injustice (elgn“so furious! He treated me so rudé€)ylor she

could use reappraisal to cognitively reframe the event by rethinking tieésonishe received
(e.g.“Mike just has high expectations of me. That's a good thing! This will just push me to be
better in the long ruf)). By reframing the meaning of the event, the employee regulates any
anger she might have had in response to the harsh criticism, asldssienultaneously alters

her cognitive perceptions of interpersonal justice (ddg. Wasn’t being rude. He was trying to
help me improve.”) Based on the above discussion, and the previous discussion of theory by

Gross (2001) on the cognitive change stage of emotional regulation, thatueappraisal
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should result in higher perceived levels of interpersonal justice. Accorgdimgiyvide the

following hypothesis (see Figure 2).

Hypothesis Two: Reappraisal is positively related to perceived levels gierdgenal justice.

Reappraisal and CWBs

CWBs are defined as being voluntary in nature, in violation of organizational norms, and
threatening to the well-being of the organization and its members (Robinsenr&B 1995).
Justice research has shown that anger is strongly related taicetgidired, 2000; Bies &

Tripp, 2002; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Gibson, 1997; Fitness, 2000). Specifically, we know that
anger is a predictor of workplace deviance behaviors (Greenberg & Scott, 1986Allen,

2002; Glomb, 2002; Judge, Scott, & llies, 2006) and that it motivates employees to rgsitiyre e
(Bies & Tripp, 2002). Perceptions of injustice are often accompanied by anger gandsaa

strong motivator for employees to restore equity by taking action agdtinsr another

individual or toward the entire organization (Bies & Tripp, 2002: Robinson & Bennett, 1995).
Moreover, the consuming presence of anger instills a need for revenge, retrimdion, a
retaliation, and as such, anger is the discrete emotion that most often legdBsqA¥erill,

1982; Weiner, 1985; Lazarus, 1991, Allred, 1999).

Additionally, there has been some interesting discussion as to the influengmitibco
versus affect in the prediction of CWBs, and the overall consensus is that botlmdfect
cognition play a role in motivating CWBs. Specifically, there are twachastives that lead to
CWBs, 1) instrumental (cognitive) motives, and 2) expressive (affectivgyes (Greenberg &
Scott, 1996; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Sheppard, Lewicki, & Minton, 1992). Instrumental

motives are “exchange-based explanations of deviant behavior” that involve the gsiyof e
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theory to restore and repair perceived justice perceptions for the individuah$Bol& Bennett,
1995). Expressive motives, on the other hand, arise from an individual’s “need to vent, release
or express feelings of outrage, anger or frustration” to others following wvyests (Robinson
& Bennett, 1995). Supporting this theory, Lee & Allen (2002) found that both job affect (as
represented by anger/hostility) and job cognition played a crucial role irctomgdietaliation.
Notably, interpersonal justice has been found to be a strong predictor of CWBs tfCetclj
2001).

In this dissertation, | argue that that the use of reappraisal has the abilityence
anger (affect) and justice perceptions (cognition). Through these two ayveramsaisal also
has the power to reduce both the instrumental and expressive motives behind CWBs. Thus,
employees who engage in reappraisal will not only regulate their amgj@njastice perceptions,
but they will also simultaneously remove the motivation for engaging in CWBs. Tieus, t
relationship between reappraisal and CWBs is one that is mediated by both angedrand jus
perceptions. However, Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Kessler (2006) found that
certain CWBs may be caused by predominately instrumental motives andpotimensly by
expressive motives. Specifically, Spector, et al (2006) found that abuse angsatmra most
strongly related to anger and stress and that theft was unrelated to emotordirfgty, | offer
the following hypotheses (see Figure 2).
Hypothesis Three: Anger mediates the relationship between reappraisal and expr&¥8se

(i.e. retaliation, sabotage, abuse).

Hypothesis Four: Interpersonal justice perceptions mediate the relationship bataggpraisal

and instrumental CWBs (i.e. theft).

Individual Difference and Situational Moderators
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Additionally, | would argue that there are four primary moderators that ndéuthe
relationship between reappraisal and anger and justice perceptions, two of hinchwvadual
difference moderators (i.e. Chronic Reappraisal, Perspective Taking) aiod which are

situational moderators (i.e. Strength of Anger Norms, Strength of JustioesNor

First, reappraisal defined earlier in the dissertation as an antecedent focused form of
cognitive change usdzkefore experiential, behavioral, and physiological response tendencies
are created Gross, 2001), can also be conceptualized as an individual difference variable,
known aschronic reappraisal After a series of studies experimentally manipulating reappraisal
as a regulation strategy (Gross 1999; 2002), Gross and John (2003) shifted their focus to
investigating the frequency with which individuals use different emotionalaggn strategies
in their daily lives. In their work on chronic reappraisal and chronic suppressmss &rd John
(2003) found thathronic reappraisergi.e. individuals that regularly use reappraisal as a
regulation strategy) experienced and expressed greater positivere(aoii less negative
emotion) in both self-reported and peer reported measures. Additionally,, Maass Cheng,
and Gross (2007) concluded that even in the face of anger inducing stimuli, chroniaisesppr
were able to successfully reframe the event and were consequently adafhtessituation
(Mauss, et al, 2007). However, Gross, Richards, and John (2006) point out that the individual
difference measure of chronic reappraisal only measures the frequéneyhiah individuals
use reappraisal, and that it does not speak to an individual's ability to use szdpyran
confronted with the instructions to do so (Gross & John 2003; Gross, Richards, & John, 2006).
However, in situations where reappraisal is not trained, or a subject is not inktoucse a
particular emotional regulation strategy, chronic reappraisers shooletically be more likely

to engage in reappraisal in response to anger-inducing events. Thus, in thisidisstrése
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should be a moderating effect of chronic regulatory style such that cheapigraisers should
have lower levels of anger and higher levels of interpersonal justice perceptibasontrol

training condition. Accordingly, | offer the following hypothesis (see Fi@yre

Hypothesis Five: Chronic reappraisal moderates the relationship between reappraisaidr
on the one hand and anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that high chronic

reappraisers will have low anger and high justice perceptions in both training conditions.

Secondperspective takingor the tendency to take another’s perspective during
interpersonal interaction, may also play a role as a moderator. Davis (1&@88meng the first
to really examine dispositional empathy, and he createidtémpersonal reactivity indeto
measure four different dimensionqerspective takingi.e. tendency to see things from another
person’s point of view)empathetic concerfi.e. tendency to experience feelings of sympathy
and concern for otherdgntasy(i.e. tendency to involve oneself in fictional situations and
identify with fictional characters), amgersonal distresé.e. the tendency to experience anxiety
and panic in emotional interpersonal situations). Of these four dimensions, theefgpective
taking, is a key strategy that helps facilitate reappraisal and the subsequenbreoiuahger
and injustice perceptions. Mohr, Howells, Gerace, and Day (2007) confirmed thensdigp
between perspective taking and anger in their recent study which found thapaatsievho
were higher in perspective taking reported lower levels of anger follcaningterpersonal
provocation. Interestingly, the authors also found that individuals higher in perspeking
also assigned less importance to the provocation and less blame to the actor/pkdobkest(
al, 2007). In a justice context, this finding would suggest that perspective takimgpisant to
the reappraisal process used to reduce anger and perceptions of injustieéordHeargue in

this dissertation that individuals higher in perspective taking capacity shoulttdreaide to



37

apply the reappraisal training to reduce both their anger and perceptionsp#rsdaal
injustice, thus having a moderating effect such that it strengthens thensh#gp between
reappraisal training and anger/justice perceptions. Accordinglier tbie following hypothesis

(see Figure 2).

Hypothesis Six: Perspective taking moderates the relationship between reapipaansad) on
the one hand and anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that high perspective taking

will have low anger and high justice perceptions in both training conditions.

In addition to the two abovementioned individual difference moderators, there is also an
important situational moderator that may influence the relationship betwaggraesal and
anger/justice perceptions. In particular, the norms for interpersonakjastil anger expression
should theoretically influence the relationship between reappraisal and astgex/perceptions.
Employees are usually socialized in their organization to behave in wasistenit with these
norms (Kelly & Barsade, 2001; Rafaeli & Sutton, 1989). This can vary widely depenidlithe
organization and its leaders. The concept of specific norms for how, when, and whahgemoti
should be displayed are defined &pthy rules(Ekman & Friesen, 1974Norm strength
(Gibson, et al, 2009) is defined as the degree to which there is agreement on, at a share
understanding of the expected norms as well as the punishment for violating those fF@rms
instance, the norms held by organizations regarding anger or injustice inflhemcesployees
will react to expressions of anger or violations of interpersonal justicehapélso influence
whether the employees perceive there will be punishment for violating thase (tdareli &
Rafaeli, 2008). In other words, the stronger the norm, the more obvious it is when someone
violates the norm and the less likely it is for someone to choose to violate the norm &ibson

Callister, 2010). For example, in an organization with strong anger expression norrtre(e.g
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employee believes that expressing anger is desirable and accept@bd®nnection between
reappraisal and reduced anger should be weakened. Moreover, when an employes perceive
strong interpersonal justice norms, any violations of interpersonal justidel stand out as a

clear violation that carries with it a clear punishment. Accordingly, I dffe following

hypotheses.

Hypothesis Seven: Strength of Anger Expression Norms moderates the relationstep betwe
reappraisal training on the one hand and anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that
high strength of anger expression norms (i.e. the expression of anger is desirable in the

organization) will have higher anger and lower justice perceptions in both training conditions.

Hypothesis Eight: Strength of Interpersonal Justice Norms moderates the relatiortelaprbe
reappraisal training on the one hand and anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that
high strength of interpersonal justice norms will have higher anger and lower justiapters

in both training conditions.
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METHODS

Overview

Reappraisal training in this dissertation was developed based on methods used in the
CBM training approach, from Schartau, et al. (2009), as well as from the ematietiajence
training approach, from Nelis, et al (2009). Prior to both study one and study tmalucted a
pilot study to establish that the proposed reappraisal training would effetéaeh reappraisal
strategies. The pilot study examined whether there were significasredifies between the
reappraisal and control conditions (in terms of anger and justice perceptions),lsmd it a
examined whether the confederates were perceived as violating siacerpyopriety norms
compared to a non-confederate student partner. Following the completion of thaigyot st
moved forward with study one. The purpose of study one was to perform a behavioral test to
determine if reappraisal training had the hypothesized effect on angiee perceptions, and
CWBs. Study one was done in a controlled laboratory setting using trained catdedeAfter
the completion of study one, study two examined the hypothesized relationshipslinvartd
work setting using an interrupted time series with switching replicatigreviexental design in
order to address the generalizability limitations of study one. Study to@xdsnined
situational moderators (i.e. strength of anger expression/interpersdita pems) and used
online diaries to reinforce the training. In the pilot study and in study two, wessetwo
training conditions (reappraisal; control). In study one, there was an addaorial training
condition (reappraisal; control 1; control 2). For each study, | will discuss thegauof the
study, the characteristics of the sample, the procedures and measurasdisedgclude with a

summary of the analyses and an interpretation of results.
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PILOT STUDY

The objectives of this pilot were threefold. First, this pilot was designedttthee
reappraisal training in a laboratory setting in order to make sure that pipeaisal strategies
described in Schartau, et al (2009) would be effectively trained, or learnkd dyljects.
Second, this pilot study was also designed to check for significant differleetvesen the
training and control conditions regarding participant experienced anger aned pesteptions.
And third, this pilot study was also designed to verify that participants peddbieeonfederate
actor in the study to behave in ways that had higher levels of insincerity and i@iyrtpan an
average business student. In this laboratory experimental design, therevoveoaditions,

reappraisal and suppression. Participants were randomly assigned to eacbrconditi

Participants

The participants for this pilot were 20 business school undergraduates fraya a lar
university in the Pacific Northwest. They were volunteers from a depaghseitject pool, and
they were recruited to participate in a laboratory study designed to testiousvfarms of
interpersonal training for class credit. The ethnic breakdown of the sangle wa
White/Caucasian = 50%, Asian = 40%, Black/African = 5%, Other= 5%. Bnghs reported
as the first language for 70% of the sample. The gender breakdown for the sasiNéale =
55%, Female = 45 %. The average age was 21.25 yarsZ.00), and the average GPA was
3.50 SD=.23). Approximately 70% of the sample was currently working, and the average job

tenure at their most recent job was 16.70 morgiis<21.67).
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Procedure

Training Materials. Before discussing the specific steps that took place in the pilot
study, | will first discuss the training materials that were used. é&squsly mentioned, the
study took place in a laboratory environment. Participants were seatedpattepoubicles and
each given a headset for the duration of the study. The entire study was dondecarame
survey website, Catalyst WebQ. Participants were randomly assigned exgerimental
condition before their arrival. There were two conditions in the pilot study; ontahnad
reappraisal strategies and one that trained suppression strategies. Biitbnsondre modeled

after the CBM training approach used by Schartau, et al. (2009).

The four strategies taught to the participants in the reappraisal conditenlywevery
cloud has a silver lining.€. even if a situation seems bad, not everything about it might be bad
2) broader perspectived. take a step back, zoom out, from the situation and try to see it from
another perspectived) time healsife. things may seem terrible now, but it won’t always be this
way), and 4) bad things happére. bad things happen in this world that are out of my control)

(Schartau, et al, 2009).

The four strategies that were taught to participants in the suppression condioi w
fake positive emotions can hide negative emotioesWhen you're feeling angry, you should
smile so people can’t seg,iR) all emotions are controllableg. emotions don’t control us
because we control our emotign8) we must always wear a mask (it's inappropriate to
display emotions at work, and employees should come to work with the face the customer wants
to se@, and 4) bad things can happen if you express your emotiensxpressing negative

emotions leads to trouble
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Just as Schartau, et al (2009) used video scenarios in his reappraisal traintiregnitigs
used eight interpersonal justice videos, created for the purpose of this tmseiTae eight
animated videos were created using avatars from a movie-making websitegrKtal.com.
Each video was approximately 30 seconds long and involved an interaction between an
employee and his/her coworker, customer, or supervisor. The interactions involetiovsobf
sincerity and propriety rules (i.e. interpersonal justice rules (Colquét,2901)) by the
coworker, customer, or supervisor. In each video, the study participant was askedtte take

perspective of the employee (see Appendix A for descriptions of each videwiske

Training StepsAs previously mentioned, the study was done via an electronic survey
website, and participants were first asked to fill out a series of deptograeasures before the
start of the training. For both conditions, the training was composed of the fajletps: Step
1) baseline emotions were collected; Step 2) participants were askedlta id@llenging
interpersonal experience, Step 3) participants were then given exampaes of ¢he four
strategies, tested on their knowledge, and allowed to practice by writng latow they used, or
could have used, the four strategies in their challenging experience; Stepc)grdas watched
the first test video scenario and emotions and justice perceptions were colligctedrticipants
responding from the perspective of the employee in the video; Step 5) participemsdithe
next six video scenarios and practiced using the four strategies by whtingthey could use
the four strategies (from the perspective of the employee) in the scenadpandeStep 6)
participants watched second test video scenario where emotions and justicequeroegre

collected again.

Participants were then asked to return within 2-3 days to complete the bahtmabof

the training. At this second session, participants were told that they would szl tepnmto
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pairs with another subject (i.e. a confederate pretending to be another studygpeytic
Participants were randomly assigned to either receive a normal undergraadgipant or the
confederate as their partner. Before breaking off into the partner taskipaans were asked to
fill out a series of individual difference measures as well as a baselin@esnoieasure.
Participants were then paired with their partner and were given thiniyt@sito create a justice
scenario script, similar to the eight videos they watched during theimngaildefore starting on
their script, participants were told that the best ten scenarios would be usgarbydst
participants and that the top performing groups would receive a $100 award based oritthe qual
of their scenario. The confederate was instructed to use flexiblesscrggponses to violate
both sincerity and propriety rules when interacting with the participant (geendlix C for the
actor script). At the end of thirty minutes, participants were asked to stli@nijustice
scenario and return to their computer to report their emotions and justice perceptions
Participants were also asked to give feedback on their partner. Partigipamtbien debriefed

at the end of the study as to the true role of the confederate.

Measures

Training Condition was operationalized as a categorical variable such that those
randomly assigned to the reappraisal condition were assigned the value of “Gfg and t
participants that were assigned to the suppression condition were assigned tbé“lalee

above descriptions of the training materials to review the strategies taudmgih conditions.

Angerwas measured using a single item from the PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994).

This emotion was rated on a five-point scale that ranges from (1=very slighttadbto
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5=extremely). Participants were asked to respond “to what extent do ythi$eshotion at

this moment.”

Organizational justice perceptionsere measured using Colquitt’s (2001) four
dimensions of justice; distributive, procedural, interpersonal, informationalteAlsiused a
five point scale ranging from (1=to a small extent, to 5=to a large exteistyibDtive justice
was a four item scale, procedural justice was a seven item scale, imboahptstice was a five
item scale, and interpersonal justice was a four item scale. Cronbipttada distributive,
procedural, informational, and interpersonal justice was calculated to be .79, .71, .88, and .9

respectively. This dissertation focused on the interpersonal dimension of justice.

Demographic Variablesncluded Gender, Age, and Ethnicity. Gender was measured as
1) male or 2) female. Age was measured in years as a self-reportedicostvariable.
Ethnicity was measured using six categories 1) White/Caucasian, B) B8sidispanic, 4)

Black/African American, 5), Native American, and 6) Other.

Results

Analysis & Interpretation.In order to make sure that participants were effectively
learning the four strategies of reappraisal, participants took a mukipiee test evaluating their
understanding of the four strategies. | then evaluated the data to detenpairiifhants were
performing better than chance on this four-question test. In order to testanis, bne-sample
t-test with the test value set to 1.00 (i.e. chance of randomly picking the riglgrasfSour
multiple choice options). The average score for the reappraisal muligptedest waM =
4.00,SD=0.00, out of 4.00. I also tested the knowledge of strategies trained in the soppressi

condition. The average score for the suppression multiple choice telst wa$0,SD= 1.27,
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out of 4.00. The one-sample t-test for suppression showé®3,p <.01. This would suggest
that participants performed statistically better than chance on the muttgé® questions
testing their knowledge of both reappraisal and suppression strategi@s, Ipasticipants were
able to define and distinguish the four strategies from one another. Moreover, gatsiaythe
reappraisal condition rated their satisfaction with their training as2.60,SD= 1.07, and they
rated the effectiveness of the trainingvas 2.70,SD= 1.06. Participants in the suppression
conditions rated their satisfaction with the trainindves 2.75,SD= 1.04, and they rated the
effectiveness of the training &= 3.00,SD= 1.12. Thus, the satisfaction and effectiveness

ratings for both training conditions were above average in the pilot study.

In order to test for significant differences between the two training tomsli | ran a
series of one-way ANOVAs and calculated effect siges) found that there were differences in
participant anger and interpersonal justice levels following the fitstitdso scenario (see Step
4 in Training Steps). A one-way ANOVA revealed the following differencésdsn the two
groups for angerH = 1.58,p = .22¢wo-tailed), (* = .09), Mreappraisai= 3 .60,SD= .84;
Msuppressio= 4.11,SD=.93). Additionally, another one-way ANOVA revealed the following
differences between the two groups for interpersonal jusfce;.29,p =.60 two-tailed), (4°=
.02), Mreappraisai= 2.20,SD = .97 ,Msyppressior= 1.97,SD = .87). Although these differences were
not statistically significanty(< .05), the effect sizes3 were promising. Cohen (1988)
suggested that fa’; “0.01” can be considered a small effect, “0.06” a medium effect, and
“0.14” a large effect. In sum, the participants’ strong performance on the muwahipice
guestions, combined with the medium effect size for anger and the small igiefctr s

interpersonal justice, between training conditions was encouraging.
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In order to test for significant differences between perceptions of imptp@amnd
insincerity between the confederate partner and the non-confederate stuahent pean a one-
way ANOVA to determine if the confederates were perceived as beingsagtiy more
insincere and improper. The ANOVA revealed that subjects who partnetetheiit
confederates perceived the confederate to be more impfope3d.4,p < .01 (wo-tailed), (°=
.6), Mconfederate= 4.10,SD = .74,Mstugen= 2.30,SD=.67). They also perceived the confederate
to be more insincerd=(= 32.11,p < .01 (wo-tailed), (7>°= .6), Mconfederats= 4.20,SD= .79,
Mstwdent= 2.50,SD = .53). This would suggest that confederates were indeed perceived as
violating the interpersonal justice rules of propriety and sincerity whepa@a to a non-
confederate student partner. These findings in the pilot study allowed me tdamveael to
study one where | could perform a behavioral test of the reappraisal tnaimiegn a controlled

laboratory setting.
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STUDY ONE

Study one was designed to be a behavioral test of the reappraisal traiding, a
specifically, confederates (i.e. trained actors impersonating busctess study participants)
were used to create a challenging interpersonal justice scenario foppats. As mentioned in
the overview, the primary objective of study one was to determine if the resgbraining
tested in the pilot would have the hypothesized effect on anger, justice perceptions,Bsid CW
Just as in the pilot study, study one was a laboratory experiment but withahdsgoos;
reappraisal, suppression, and communication. A second control condition was added in order to
give participants a condition that was not related to emotional regulaticegstsat Participants

were, once again, randomly assigned to each condition before their arrival.

Participants

The sample for this study was composed of 105 undergraduate business school students
from a large Northwestern University, just as in the pilot studies. HoweverQbmgrticipants
(36 reappraisal; 30 suppression, and 25 communication) returned to complete both parts of the
study. The participants were volunteers from a departmental subject pool, anetbe
recruited to participate in a laboratory study designed to test out variousdbimberpersonal
training for class credit. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was: WhiteKlaue 43%,
Asian = 42%, Hispanic=2%, Black/African = 4%, Native American=2%, Other= 89§lisBn
was reported as the first language for 68% of the sample. The gendelobved&r the sample

was: Male = 48%, Female = 52 %. The average age was 21 $€axsl(48), and the average
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GPA was 3.483D=.26). Approximately 50% of the sample was currently working, and the

average job tenure at their most recent job was 10 mddis (3.71).

In the reappraisal condition, the ethnic breakdown of the sample was Whitesi@auca
34.1%, Asian = 48.8%, Black/African = 2.4%, Native American=2.4%, Other= 12.28tisk
was reported as the first language for 59% of the sample. The gendelobved&r the sample
was: Male = 46%, Female = 54 %. The average age was 21 $&axsl(88), and the average
GPA was 3.518D=.23). In the suppression condition, the ethnic breakdown of the sample was
White/Caucasian = 41.7%, Asian = 38.9%, Hispanic=5.6%, Black/African = 8.3% =CB&&6.
English was reported as the first language for 72% of the sample. The bezaletown for the
sample was: Male = 47%, Female = 53 %. The average age was 2(S§zark.24), and the
average GPA was 3.45D=.30). Inthe communication condition, the ethnic breakdown of the
sample was White/Caucasian = 57.7%, Asian = 34.6%, Native American = 3386 -CB.8%.
English was reported as the first language for 77% of the sample. The geradelolm for the
sample was: Male = 50%, Female = 50 %. The average age was 2(Sygark.01), and the

average GPA was 3.48D= .25).

Procedure

Training Materials. Just as in the pilot study, participants were seated at computer
cubicles and each given a headset for the duration of the study. The entireaduthyne via an
electronic survey website, Catalyst WebQ, and all three conditions (resgppsappression, and

communication) were modeled after the CBM training approach used by Schaala(@@d9).

The four strategies taught to the participants in the reappraisal and sigopcesslitions

were the same as in the pilot study (see Training Materials in the Ritht Sction to review
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the strategies). However, as mentioned above, a second control condition that \ededuare

the experience of emotion was added to study one. The communication control conditezh trai
the participants in four strategies for improving communication skills; hyraanication begins
before conversatiofi.e. nost of what's communicated comes through body language and tone of
voice both must match the message being impari&dame your interaction partree.

nothing establishes rapport better than acknowledging others by)ndjmaeet when it makes
sense to meet.¢. meet only when you need to, only with whom you need, and always with a
formal agendg and 4) tailor your conversation to your audienae falks with a boss, co-

worker, or customer each require a different gtyl€he same eight video scenarios that were
used in the pilot study were also used in study one (see Training MaterredsRitdt Study

section).

Training Stepslin study one, the steps that comprised the pilot study training were
performed in the three training conditions just as they were in the pilot stedyré@aing Steps
in the Pilot Study section to review the steps in detail). However, in study oneppats were
asked to return within 2-3 days to complete the behavioral test of the trainings sé¢toind
session, participants were told that they would be teamed up into pairs with audieet (i.e. a
confederate pretending to be another study participant). Before breaking affargartner
task, participants were asked to fill out a series of individual differenceunesaass well as a
baseline emotions measure. Participants were then paired with a catdedet were given
thirty minutes to create a justice scenario script, similar to the edgdvithey watched during
their training, with their partner. Before starting on their script, ppaints were told that the
best ten scenarios would be used by future test participants and that the top pexjooopsg

would receive a $100 award based on the quality of their scenario. The confedsrate w
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instructed to use flexible scripted responses to violate both sincerity anceproples when
interacting with the participant (see Appendix C for the actor script). eAerld of thirty
minutes, participants were asked to submit their justice scenario and retuiin ¢orti@uter to
report their emotions and justice perceptions. Participants were also askeadrtdheir
behaviors during the partner task and then give feedback on their partner. Pésticgre

then debriefed at the end of the study as to the true role of the confederate.

Measures

Training Condition was operationalized as a categorical variable such that those
randomly assigned to the reappraisal condition were assigned the value of “©@askmmed to
the suppression condition were assigned the value of “1”, and those assigned to the
communication condition were assigned the value of “2”. See above descriptionsrairting
materials to review the strategies taught in all three conditions. Mptaloiditions were

dummy-coded for the regression analyses.

Counterproductive work behavionsere operationalized in several different ways. First,
participants were asked to rate how much credit they believe their pslttnéd receive for
completing the study (ranging from 1= no credit, 3=half credit, 6=full credit)laeir rationale
for choosing that credit. Second, participants were asked how their partner perfiangng
from 1=very poorly, 3=average, and 6=extremely well). Third, participants agked if they
ranked as one of the top performing teams, out of $100, how they would split the award money
between themselves and their partner and why. Participants were aldocafskeut a shorter

20-item version of the 45-item Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist survey ¢&patct
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al, 2006). In study one, Cronbach’s alpha for the CWB Checklist measure for thestugres

CWBs was .79, and for Instrumental CWBs it was .81

Angerwas measured using a single item from the PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994).
This emotion was rated on a five-point scale that ranges from (1=very slighitalbto
5=extremely). Participants were asked to respond “to what extent do yohiseshotion at

this moment.”

Organizational justice perceptionsere measured using Colquitt’s (2001) four
dimensions of justice; distributive, procedural, interpersonal, informationalteAlsiuse a five-
point scale ranging from (1=to a small extent, to 5=to a large extentyibDiste justice was a
four-item scale, procedural justice was a seven-item scale, infornigtistice was a five-item
scale, and interpersonal justice was a four-item scale. The scale wa=laddit the partner
scenario. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated in study one for distributive, procedura

interpersonal, and information justice to be .89, .83, .91, and .91 respectively.

Chronic Reappraisalvas measured using the ten-item Emotional Regulation
Questionnaire, or ERQ, by Gross and John (2003). This dissertation focused on the chronic
reappraisal subscale, and for the purpose of this dissertation, the scalonased to five
items. All items used a seven-point scale ranging from “l=stronglgréisg to “7=strongly

agree”. In study one, Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was calculated to be .76.

Perspective Takingvas measured using the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis,
1980), a 28-item self-report scale that measures four different componedigpasitional
empathy. This dissertation focused on the first component; perspective takinger$pective

taking scale measures an individual’s ability to take another persosfsepéve. For the
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purpose of this dissertation, the scale was shortened to a 2 item subscale using aikepbi
type scale, ranging from “5=describes me very well” to “1=does not desoeaheell.” In study

one, Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was calculated to be .75.

Trait Angerwas measured using the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2, a 57-item
self-report measure designed by Spielberger (1999) to assess stat¢ramgager, and styles of
anger expression and control. This dissertation focused on the ten-item traitcaihgersch
measures an individual’'s general propensity to experience anger. sl ige a 4-point Likert-
type rating scale from “1=almost never” to “4=always”. In study onenkaoh’s alpha for the

scale was calculated to be .85.

Demographic Variablesncluded Gender, Age, and Ethnicity. Gender was measured as
1) male or 2) female. Age was measured in years as a self-reportedicostvariable.
Ethnicity was measured using six categories 1) White/Caucasian, B) B8sidispanic, 4)

Black/African American, 5), Native American, and 6) Other.

Results

Analysis & Interpretation.Means, standard deviations and correlations among the main
study one variables are listed in Table 1 and Table 2. Subjects in study orgverrine same
multiple choice tests to determine if they had learned the meanings of theditegiss taught
in each condition. One-sample t-tests were calculated (test value = 1.00)tartketEsubjects
performed better than chance on their questions. The average score foppinaisabmultiple
choice test waM=3.80,SD=.68, out of 4.00. The one-sample t-test for reappraisal shiowed
16.45,p < .01. The average score for the suppression multiple choice telst28a64,SD=.87,

out of 4.00. The one-sample t-test for suppression showé®.26,p <.01. The average score
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for the communication multiple choice test Wwas4.00,SD=.00, out of 4.00. This suggests that
all three groups performed better than chance on their multiple choice melsitssiaggests that
subjects were able to identify and distinguish between the four strategyesere taught.
Additionally, subjects in the reappraisal condition rated their satigfaotier their training asl

= 3.23,SD=1.01, and they rated its effectiveness$/as 3.25,SD= 1.01. The subjects in the
suppression condition rated their satisfaction over the traininghb=+8.18,SD= 1.07, and its
effectiveness to bl = 3.20,SD= .95. And finally, subjects in the communication condition
rated their satisfaction to & = 3.09,SD= .97, and the effectiveness of their training tdvbe
3.22,SD=.90. In sum, the rated satisfaction and effectiveness of the training fmeall t

conditions was above average.
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Table 2. Study One: Means & Standard Deviations by Condition

Reappraisal Suppression Communication
(Control) (Control)

M SD M SD M SD
Anger Pre-Partner 1.18 0.52 1.34 0.67 1.21 0.51
Anger Post-Partner | 1.56 0.91 1.73 1.14 1.56 1.12
Interpersonal Justice | 3.13 1.09 3.14 1.16 3.27 1.21
Perceptions
Trait Anger 1.91 0.55 1.74 0.47 1.80 0.36
Perspective Taking 3.44 0.96 3.55 .84 3.63 0.79
Chronic Reappraisal | 3.00 0.33 2.95 0.51 2.99 0.34
CWB Expressive 1.12 0.49 1.01 0.03 1.01 0.03
CWB Instrumental 1.15 0.44 1.09 0.16 1.11 0.19
Partner Performance | 3.47 1.11 3.70 1.15 3.88 1.20
Money Allocated to | 46.42 18.35 48.17 11.18 43.96 19.44
Partner
Partner Credit 3.89 1.14 4.10 1.03 4.40 1.15

57
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In order to test hypothesis one (i.e. H1: Reappraisal is negatively relaepdrienced
anger) and hypothesis two (i.e. H2: Reappraisal is positively related toveertarels of
interpersonal justice), | conducted a series of one-way ANOVASs. In conduatirmgée-way
ANOVAs, | used arf-test to determine whether there were significant mean differencesan ang
(following their interaction with the confederate) between reappraisaharao control
training conditions. Thé-test revealed that there were no significant mean differences in anger
for the three conditions following interaction with the confeder#&te; 28,p = .76 {wo-
tailed)), (°= .01), Mreappraisai= 1.56,SD= .91; Msyppressior= 1.73,SD= 1.73;Mcommunicatior= 1.56,
SD=1.12). The same analytical method was used to test hypothesis two which argued tha
reappraisal training would result in higher perceptions of interpersonakj(filowing their
interaction with the confederate) when compared to the two control conditions. Onte agai
using one-way ANOVAs, thE-test revealed that there were no significant differences between
the mean interpersonal justice perceptions for the three conditionst.@1,p = .90fwo-
tailed)), (°= .00), Mreappraisai= 3.13,SD= 1.09;Msyppressior= 3-14,SD= 1.16;Mcommunicatior= 3-27,

SD= 1.21). Thus, because there were no significant differences between conditiotigefor ei
anger or interpersonal justice perceptions (and notably, the calculated iefsavsre small or

negligible), neither hypothesis one nor hypothesis two was supported by the dadly ion&t.

Hypothesis three and hypothesis four were designed to test whether anger and
interpersonal justice perceptions would mediate the relationship betweerarsapgnd CWBs.
| followed the recommendation of Baron and Kenny (1986) to determine whether grer&)w
main effects of the independent variable on the mediators and 2) of the independbl waria

the dependent variables. Using general linear modeling, | tested foeffeats of the
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independent variable (training condition) on the mediators (anger and interpersocal justi
perceptions) and the dependent variables (CWBs). Using a two-tailedfoesid lthat the effect
of the training condition on anger was not signific&ht(.28,p = .75), nor was the effect of the
training on interpersonal justice perceptioRs=(.12,p = .89). Additionally, when | tested for
the effect of the training condition on the various CWBs, | fodnd (39,p = .68) for
Instrumental CWBs;K = 1.42,p = .25) for Expressive CWBSsE (= 1.57,p = .22) for partner
credit rating; F = .96,p = .39) for partner performance rating; akd<.44,p = .65) for

partner’s allocated money award.

In order to test to see if there were any effects of the mediators on timelelepe
variables, | used bivariate correlations to examine the relationships betwgsraad
interpersonal justice perceptions and the five measures of CWBs. The mornalatrix (see
Table 1) does show that there were significarnt (01,two-tailed correlations between
experienced anger and three (partner credit rating, partner perforrmtingeand partner’s
allocated money award) of the five CWB measures (credit rating.43,p < .01; performance
rating,r = -.46,p < .01; partner money,= - .44,p <.01). Additionally, the analysis revealed
similar significant correlations between perceptions of interpersoriglgand the same three
CWBs (partner credit rating, partner performance rating, and paraiecsted money award)
(credit rating,r = .50,p < .01; performance rating=.64,p < .01; partner money,=.40,p <
.01). Unfortunately, although there were significant effects for the med@iasme of the
dependent variables, the lack of main effects of the independent variable on the maddtors
the dependent variables does not support a test of mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986)orThus, f

study one, hypothesis three and hypothesis four were not supported by the data.
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In testing the moderating hypotheses five and six, | conducted multiple ligeass®n
analyses to determine whether | would find the predicted moderatingsdtietie individual
difference moderators on both anger and interpersonal justice perceptions (s &dlalble
4). In the first step of my analysis, | entered the training condition and cheapigraisal
(H5)/perspective taking (H6). In the second step of the analysis, | addecetaetiae terms
using the two independent variables of training conditions (dummy coded for anahgis)
chronic reappraisal (H5)/perspective taking (H6). Both the perspective takihchronic
reappraisal variables were centered to help with interpretabilityedbefeating the interaction
terms (Aiken & West, 1991). In testing chronic reappraisal as a modergra@ssien revealed
nonsignificant {wo-tailed results for predicting angef € .75,4R =.02;4 = -.07;4 = .11) and
for predicting interpersonal justi¢e=.29,4R?=.00,4 = .02, ;# = .08). In testing perspective
taking as a moderator, regression revealed more nonsignificant resulsdictipg angerK =
A48,AR? =.01;4 = -.17, ; = -.01) and for predicting interpersonal just{€e= 1.02 4R?*= .05 f
=.27,;$=.20). As aresult, neither hypothesis five nor hypothesis six was supported btathe da

in study one (see Table 3 & Table 4).



Table 3.Study One: Testing of Chronic Reappraisal as Moderator
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Anger Interpersonal Justice

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
Dummy 1R -.08 -.08 -.01 -.01
Dummy 1C -.05 -.05 .09 .09
Chronic Reappraisal -.05 -.18 .07 .01
Chronic Reappraisal x Training Dummy 1K -.07 .02
Chronic Reappraisal x Training Dummy 1C A1 .08
F .80 .75 .36 .29
R A7 21 A1 13
AR .03 .02 .01 .00
N=01

Chronic Reappraisal was centered before beingemhtato regression
Dummy 1R is Reappraisal= 1, Dummy 1C is Commurocetil

Tp<.10, < .05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)




Table 4.Study One: Testing of Perspective Taking as Moderator
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Anger Interpersonal Justice

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
Dummy 1R -.09 -.10 -.00 .02
Dummy 1C -.07 -.08 .08 .10
Perspective Taking .09 .20 -.07 -.32¢
Perspective Taking x Training Dummy 1R -.17 2Tt
Perspective Taking x Training Dummy 1C -.01 20t
F .39 48 .32 1.02
R A2 A7 A1 24
AR .01 .01 .01 .05
N=91

Perspective Taking was centered before being ehiete regression

Dummy 1R is Reappraisal= 1, Dummy 1C is Commurocetil

Tp<.10, p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)
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In sum, in study one, hypotheses one through six were not supported by the data. While
these findings may be discouraging, study two was designed to address nieninatations
of study one by testing the reappraisal training in a sample of working gicofaks (in a highly
stressful environment) using an interrupted time series with switchingagphs experimental
design, which allowed for the examination of the effects of the reappraisah¢y across time.
In an interrupted time series with switching replications design, the depesdietle is
measured at multiple points in time, and the different training groups act as gootna$ for
one another (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Moreover, study two was also designed to take into
consideration situational moderators that might have an impact. And finally,tatodook
steps to reinforce the reappraisal training by having participants cortvpbeteeeks of daily
diaries. Thus, following the positive results of the pilot study and the disappaiesuigs of

study one, | moved forward to testing the proposed hypotheses in study two.
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STUDY TWO

The purpose of study two was to examine the training in a workplace environhest w
employees were under emotional stress (see below for a detailed desaifpltie sample and
why it is particularly appropriate) and to examine situational moderttarsnay play a role in
the effectiveness of the training. Accordingly, the design of the trairasgadapted to fit into a
workplace environment. One particular way study two is different from the pillostady one
is that the training was done on-site at the organization and in-person by a traeechexter.
Participants were taught the same four reappraisal strategief®res bat they were asked to
keep two weeks of daily diaries as an extension/reinforcement of the ieappeaning, similar

to Nelis, et al (2009).

As previously mentioned, another important way study two differs from the pilot and
study one is that it used an interrupted time series with switching repis&xperimental
design (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Cook and Campbell (1979) pointed out that this design is
particularly powerful because it controls for most threats to internal vaéiddybecause it
enhances external validity by demonstrating an effect in two differenpgr at two different
moments in time. In study two, half of the participants were randomly assignheeitcerene of
the two training conditions first (reappraisal or personality/control).n;Taker two weeks,
participants switched to the other training condition (personality or reapprahdditionally, in
an interrupted time series with switching replications design, the medaaidbidependent
variables are measured at multiple points throughout the course of the study t@atiasking
of the variables of interest over time. Figure 3 illustrates when variablescollected in study

two. Specifically, data was collected at three points in time 1) beforash&dining, 2) before
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the second training, and 3) two weeks after the second training. Training to®K ptaght after

the first data collection and 2) right after the second data collection.

With an interrupted time series with switching replications experaheesign, if the
reappraisal training has an immediate effect, it is expected to show upeafin the
reappraisal training group but not the control group (i.e. personality traidin@)me 3, after
both groups have received the training, there should be no difference between groups. If the
effect of reappraisal training builds over time, then the group that receaneithq first should
show stronger effects at all times than then group that received training secokd(C

Campbell, 1979) (see Figure 3).
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Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Start Training ‘ ‘ Week 1 ‘ ‘ Week 2: Switch Training ‘ Week 3 Week 4

CWBs

Job Satisfaction CWBs CWBs
Job Satisfaction Job Satisfaction
Burnout
Burnout Burnout
Anger
. Anger Anger
Interpersonal Justice . .
A N Interpersonal Justice Interpersonal Justice
neer orms Perspective Taking Trait Anger

Justice Norms

. Chronic Reappraisal
Demographics i

Figure 3. Study Two: Data Collection Timing



67

Participants

The sample for this study was composed of 107 full time animal rescue ensployee
recruited from two large humane societies in the in Pacific Northwest.evmwonly 73 (44
reappraisal training first; 29 personality training first) empks/completed all three rounds of
data collection. Moreover, only 41 employees completed half or more of thesdard only 35
completed the full two weeks. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Sta{dite-11),
animal rescue employees regularly deal with animal cruelty casasd iinjured animals,
emotionally distraught members of the public, and challenging budgets andadskiThe
result is an environment with a great deal of emotional strain, physical riskyaedsed
pressure to control negative emotions (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010-11). Thsamiple
of animal rescue employees was particularly relevant for thedestemotional regulation
training due to the stressful nature of the work. In order to account for the fdowtiréed

with two different organizations, | controlled for organization in all of my aesy

The patrticipants for study two were recruited to participate in a figddrarent designed
to examine training methods in dealing with difficult interpersonal situatiotigei workplace.
The ethnic breakdown of the sample was: White/Caucasian = 82%, Asian = 1%, Hispémic
Black/African = 8%, Native American = 1%, Other = 6%. The gender breakdowimefsample
was: Male = 27%, Female = 73 %. The average age was 36 $8ars10.95), and the average
tenure was 5.86 yearSID= 6.19). The highest reported education level of the sample was 7%

other, 19% high school, 25% associates, 34% bachelors, 9% masters, and 6% doctoral level.
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For the reappraisal first training condition, the ethnic breakdown of the sangple wa
White/Caucasian = 81.6%, Asian = 2%, Hispanic = 4.1%, Black/African = 6.1%, Native
American = 2.0%, Other = 4.1%. The gender breakdown for the sample was: Male = 22%,
Female = 78 %. The average age was 35 y&&s(9.74), and the average tenure was 4.62
years 6D = 4.04). The highest reported education level of the sample was 8.2% other, 20.4%
high school, 20.4% associates, 34.7% bachelors, 14.3% masters, and 2% doctofabtahel.
personality first training condition, the ethnic breakdown of the sample waseAVhitcasian =
85%, Black/African = 7.5%, Other = 7.5%. The gender breakdown for the sampl&lalas-

32%, Female = 68 %. The average age was 36 y&Brs 12.36), and the average tenure was
6.36 years§D= 7.55). The highest reported education level of the sample was 5% other, 22.5%

high school, 22.5% associates, 32.5% bachelors, 5% masters, and 12.5% doctoral level.

Procedure

Training Materials. Just as in the pilot study and study one, data was collected for
study two via an electronic survey website, Catalyst WebQ. As mentioned mrduriction to
study two, this study used an interrupted time series with switching replis@xperimental
design (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Accordingly, the mediators and the dependent variables in
study two were collected, via electronic survey, at three points in tim&cifpants were
randomly assigned to either receive the reappraisal or the persomatitygiirst, and then after
two weeks, participants switched conditions to receive the other training. OnteFagare 3
illustrates when variables were collected in study two. Specificallg, \was collected at three
points in time 1) before the first training, 2) before the second training, and 3)e®ks after
the second training. Training took place 1) right after the first data collecitb®)aight after

the second data collection.
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The four strategies taught to the participants in the reappraisal conditetheesame as
in the pilot study (see Training Materials in the Pilot Study section to heacbtmplete
description). However, subjects were taught these four strategies ned gaperimenter in-
person at the shelter facility. This was done so that animal rescue employage e allowed
to practice the four reappraisal strategies in a group setting andcosimgonly experienced
interpersonal events from animal rescue (see Appendix D for a list of evedtdursng
training). Drawing from work in the emotional intelligence literatiNeli(s et al, 2009),
participants in study two were also asked to keep daily online diaries for tsks fedlowing
the reappraisal training session. In the daily diaries, subjects vkexcktasevaluate a
challenging interpersonal event and talk about how they used, or could have used, the four
reappraisal strategies to help reduce their negative emotions. The purposgiari¢bavas to
give subjects a place to practice the strategies and reinforceitiegtiaee Appendix F for a

copy of the diary instructions).

The control training condition in study two consisted of a sessionatevotpersonality
assessment and development. The purpose of this training was to n@adeations with a
useful training session (i.e. unlike suppression which could have a negaipaet on
employees) that would not strongly influence the dissertati@riables of interest. Thus, in the
control training, subjects completed a 60-item version of the NIRO@@osta Jr. & McCrae,
1992) personality test. The meaning of the different dimensiottinwéach measure was
explained in detail, and subjects were able to ask questions abowictirels on each dimension
(see Appendix E for personality measure). No daily diariese veompleted during the two

weeks following the personality training.
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Training StepsAs an incentive to participate in the study, subjects were told that twenty,
$25 Amazon gift cards would be raffled off at the completion of the study (i.e. techat ea
organization). At the start of the study, participants were asked to fill oleciroaic
introductory survey before coming to the first training session (Time 1)lowtng the
introductory survey, participants were randomly assigned to first recéing the control
(personality) training or the reappraisal training, both of which took plabe ahklter facility.
Participants met for an hour with the trained experimenter in groups of tereiwergaining.

An introduction to the study was provided, and detailed descriptions of each of the fegiedrat
followed. Participants were then able to practice, as a group, applyingadiegists to
commonly experienced interpersonal events in animals rescue (see Apgpdadiist of events
used in the training by the experimenter). Following the reappraisahggaparticipants were
asked to keep an online (two-week) diary of their daily challengingetsonal experiences,
and they were instructed to reflect on how they did use, or could have used, theestthésg
learned in the training. After the two weeks of diary entries, measurestedlbd the start of the
study were collected again (Time 2). Participants then switched trammuiifions and received
the other training. Participants receiving the personality trainingwelll the same protocol for
meeting with the trained experimenter, but instead of engaging in thadgadescribed above,
participants completed personality assessments and were then debrigfeanaaning of the
different personality dimensions. Once again, no diaries were completed fgjlthei
personality training. And finally, four weeks from the start of the studpahdurvey with the

study measures was collected (Time 3) (see Figure 3).
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Measures

Training Condition was operationalized as a categorical variable such that those
randomly assigned to the reappraisal condition were assigned the value of “Gfg and t
participants that were assigned to the personality condition were assignelli¢hef Va”. See

above descriptions of the training materials to review the strategies taudmgith conditions.

CWBswere measured by asking employees to fill out a shortened version of the 45-item
Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist survey (Spector, et al, 2006) dismmeasure
both instrumental (e.g. theft, production deviance, withdrawal) and expresgivahese)
CWBs. In study two, Cronbach’s alpha for the CWB Checklist measure for thesEixgre

CWBs (two items) was .70, and for Instrumental CWBs (three items) it was .79.

Angerwas measured using a single discrete emotion item from the PANAS-XdlVat
& Clark, 1994). This emotion was rated on a five-point scale that ranged from “1=very
slight/not at all” to “5S=extremely”. Participants were asked to resptma/Hat extent do you

feel this emotion at this moment.”

Organizational justice perceptionsere measured using Colquitt’s (2001) four
dimensions of justice; distributive, procedural, interpersonal, informationalteAlsiused a
five point scale ranging from “1=to a small extent” to “5=to a large ektélrtie scale for
distributive justice was shortened to two items, procedural to four items, is@mpéto two
items, and informational to three items. Cronbach’s alpha in study two fobdiste,
procedural, interpersonal, and information justice was calculated to be .91, .90, .80, and .92

respectively.
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Chronic Reappraisalvas measured using the ten-item Emotional Regulation
Questionnaire, or ERQ, by Gross and John (2003). All five reappraisal items vsa pci@at
scale ranging from “1=strongly disagree” to “7=strongly agree”. Crdribatpha was

calculated to be .95.

Perspective Takingvas measured using the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis,
1980), a 28-item self-report scale that measures four different componedigpasitional
empathy. This dissertation focused on the first component; perspective takinBerspective
Taking scale measures an individual’'s ability to take another person’s petspddte
shortened five-item subscale uses a 5-point Likert-type scale tigaisrmom “1=describes me
very well” to “7=does not describe me well.” Cronbach’s alpha for this studycelaulated to

be .83.

Strength of Interpersonal Justice Normsas measured by adapting Colquitt’s (2001)
measure of interpersonal justice. Participants were asked to respondlgeaberd treatment
given by supervisors and peers in their organization. All four items used a five @bt sc
ranging from “1=to a small extent” to “5=to a large extent”. Cronbadptsagfor this

interpersonal justice norms measure was calculated to be .71.

Strength of Anger Expression Normgas measured and adapted from Eid and Diener’s
(2001) measurement of norms for emotions in different cultures. The instructiondnmehd,
following question we would like you to indicate how appropriate or desirable it ip&vierce
the following emotion in your workplace. Please use the following scale tygireanswer
(Eid & Diener, 2001; 873)." This single item scale used a five-point saajgnafrom

“5=extremely desirable and appropriate” to “1=extremely undesirable appromiate”.
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Trait Angerwas measured using the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2, a 57-item
self-report measure designed by Spielberger (1999) to assess stat¢ram@ager, and styles of
anger expression and control. This dissertation focused on the ten-item TraisAbgesle
which measures an individual’s general propensity to experience anger. All i@gymint
Likert-type rating scale from “1=almost never” to “5=always”. Cronbaalpsa for the scale

was calculated to be .75.

Demographic Variablesncluded Gender, Age, and Ethnicity. Gender was measured as
1) male or 2) female. Age was measured in years as a self-reportedicostvariable.
Ethnicity was measured using six categories 1) White/Caucasian, B) Bsidispanic, 4)

Black/African American, 5), Native American, and 6) Other.

Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the main study two vaoables f
Time 1, 2, and 3 are listed in Tables 5 through 12. Similar to study one and the pimpgrast
took a multiple choice test during their training session to evaluate their amitingt of the
four reappraisal strategies. The data was analyzed to deterrmparéigipants were performing
better than chance on this four-question test. In order to test this, | ran a one{stasiplvith
the test value set to 1.00 (i.e. chance of randomly picking the right answer ofuitiptem
choice options). The average score for the reappraisal multiple choicasdst=n8.48,SD =
0.75, out of 4.00. The one-sample t-test for reappraisal training shewat45,p < .01. Thus,
participants performed better than chance on their multiple choice testvesuldtappear that

they could distinguish and identify the four strategies.



74

In addition to testing the knowledge of the four strategies, participants rieappraisal
first condition rated their satisfaction over the reappraisal traiiy=2.98,SD= .89, and
they rated its effectivenessléls= 2.82,SD= .82. At time two, they ranked their satisfaction of
the personality training to bd = 3.20,SD= .88, and the effectiveness of the training tdvbe
2.98,SD=.94. The subjects in the personality first condition rated their satisfactiothever
personality training to b®l = 3.34,SD=1.17, and its effectiveness to lde= 3.10,SD= 1.44.

At time two, they ranked their satisfaction of the reappraisal training kb-$8.18,SD= 1.34,

and the effectiveness of the training toNbe 2.93,SD=.99.

In order to test hypothesis one (i.e. H1: reappraisal is negatively relagddrienced
anger) and hypothesis two (i.e. H2: reappraisal is positively related toveertevels of
interpersonal justice), | conducted a series of ANCOVAs (controlling fiarozation) to
determine whether there were significant mean differences betwesvotigeoups at Time 1,
Time 2, and Time 3, and | also conducted repeated measures ANOVAS to seewdfrer
within-group differences. According to my hypotheses, there should be nortifdretween
the groups at Time 1, but the reappraisal first training group should have@raeffene 2. If
the effects of the reappraisal training build over time, then the reappraisaidgrgroup should
show stronger effects at Time 3 as well. If the effects of the reapltraiming wane over time,
then the most recent group (i.e. personality training first) to receipenaaal training will have

an effect at Time 3.



Table 5. Study Two: Means & Standard Deviations

M sSD
1. First Training Condition 0.44 0.50
2. Chronic Reappraisal 2.69 0.78
3. Perspective Taking 3.75 0.83
4. Anger Norms 1.80 0.95
5. Interpersonal Justice Norms 3.65 0.71
6. Trait Anger 1.69 0.40
7. Organization 0.79 0.41
8. Anger 2.09 1.15
Z'J 9. Interpersonal Justice (Supervisor Directed) 4.10 1.07
£ 10. Interpersonal Justice (Peer Directed) 3.95 0.90
= | 11.Instrumental CWBs 1.33 | 0.45
12.Expressive CWBs 1.32 0.50
13. Anger 2.00 1.14
‘:) 14.Interpersonal Justice (Supervisor Directed) 4.18 0.92
£ 15. Interpersonal Justice (Peer Directed) 3.87 0.89
= 16. Instrumental CWBs 1.15 0.37
17.Expressive CWBs 1.22 0.44
18. Anger 2.10 1.18
2 19. Interpersonal Justice (Supervisor Directed) 4.14 0.89
£ | 20.Interpersonal Justice (Peer Directed) 3.76 0.99
= | 21.Instrumental CWBs 1.25 | 0.39
22.Expressive CWBs 1.29 0.51
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Table 6. Study Two: Means & Standard Deviations by Condition

Reappraisal First

Personality First

M SD M SD
1. Chronic Reappraisal| 2.65 0.77 2.74 0.82
2. Perspective Taking 3.71 0.80 3.78 0.87
3. Anger Norms 1.94 0.99 1.75 0.98
4. Interpersonal Justicel 3.57 0.65 3.73 0.75
Norms
5. Trait Anger 1.72 0.37 1.64 0.44
6. Anger 2.08 1.15 2.22 1.19
7. Interpersonal Justice| 4.13 0.97 411 1.19
- (Supervisor
g Directed)
£ | 8. Interpersonal Justice| 3.92 0.88 3.90 0.92
(Peer Directed)
9. Instrumental CWBs 1.42 0.50 1.25 0.42
10. Expressive CWBs 1.35 0.51 1.24 0.42
11. Anger 2.00 1.10 2.03 1.22
12. Interpersonal Justice| 4.18 0.94 4.16 0.91
N (Supervisor
g Directed)
i= | 13.Interpersonal Justice| 3.95 0.84 3.73 0.93
(Peer Directed)
14. Instrumental CWBs 1.18 0.30 1.12 0.45
15. Expressive CWBs 1.24 0.51 1.21 0.32
16. Anger 2.16 1.22 2.00 1.13
17. Interpersonal Justice| 4.07 0.94 4.24 0.82
™ (Supervisor
g Directed)
= | 18.Interpersonal Justice| 3.69 0.96 3.86 1.05
(Peer Directed)
19. Instrumental CWBs 1.27 0.32 1.23 0.48
20. Expressive CWBs 1.34 0.54 1.21 0.47
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Table 7. Study Two:

Intercorrelations at Time 1

s

10

First Training
Condition

Anger

.06

Interpersonal
Justice Peers

-.01

-.39**

Interpersonal
Justice
Supervisor

-.01

-.36%*

34**

Perspective
Taking

.04

- 40%

23*

31

Chronic
Reappraisal

.06

-.33**

A7

.07

27

Anger
Expression
Norms

-.10

.04

-11

24*

-.09

.00

Interpersonal
Justice
Norms

A2

-.50**

.64**

A8

.30**

37

CWB
Instrumental

-.18

.01

-.16

-01

A1

-.04

-.21%

10.

CcwB
Expressive

-12

41

-.36**

-.51**

-.18

-13

-03| -.49*

.25%*

11.

Organization

-14

.02

-.04

.09

.02

.04

-.08

-.01

14

First Training Condition is coded 0= Reappraisal, 1= Personality
* p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)



Table 8. Study Two:

Intercorrelations at Time 2

78

10

First Training
Condition

Anger

.01

Interpersonal
Justice Peers

-12

~34%

Interpersonal
Justice
Supervisor

-.02

-.26*

.36%*

Perspective
Taking

.04

-17

19

.36**

Chronic
Reappraisal

.06

-.29*

.36%*

.30*

27*

Anger
Expression
Norms

-.10

.03

.03

.25%

-.09

.00

Interpersonal
Justice
Norms

A2

-.35**

447

39%*

.30**

37

-.04

CWB
Instrumental

-.08

.23*

-.07

.03

.05

-.03

-.01

-.06

10.

cwB
Expressive

-.04

.30**

-.26*

-.20

-14

-12

.04

- 277

.16

11.

Organization

-14

.00

-13

.09

.02

.04

First Training Condition is coded 0= Reappraisal, 1= Personality
* p<.05, *p<.01 (two-tailed)



Table 9. Study Two:

Intercorrelations at Time 3

79

10

First Training
Condition

Anger

-.07

Interpersonal
Justice Peers

.08

-.25%

Interpersonal
Justice
Supervisor

.10

-.19

49**

Perspective
Taking

.04

-.32%*

33

.50**

Chronic
Reappraisal

.06

-27*

.35**

.38**

27*

Anger
Expression
Norms

-.10

.20

.09

.24

-.09

.00

Interpersonal
Justice
Norms

A2

~46%

52%*

.36**

.30**

37

-.04

CWB
Instrumental

-.04

-.16

-.00

-.05

.07

-.22

-.05

-17

10.

CwB
Expressive

-13

A1

-.25%

-.10

-.23

-.24*%

14

-.37*4

.16

11.

Organization

-14

-.08

-.15

-.22

.02

.04

-.01

First Training Condition is coded 0= Reappraisal, 1= Personality
* p<.05, *p<.01 (two-tailed)




Table 10. Correlations between variables at Time 1 & Time 2

Time 2 Anger IPJ IPJ CWB CWB

, > Peers Supervisor| Instrumental Expressive
Time 1

Anger .60** -.28* -.33** -.04 .16

Interpersonal -27* .64** .28* -.05 -.26*

Justice Peers

Interpersonal -.23* .20 .B2** .06 -.19

Justice

Supervisor

cwB .07 .01 -.04 54** .15

Instrumental

cwB 21 -.09 -27* -.06 A2%*

Expressive

* p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)




Table 11. Correlations between variables at Time 1 & Time 3

Time 3 Anger IPJ IPJ CWB CWB

, > Peers Supervisor| Instrumental Expressive
Time 1

Anger .60** - 41** - 43** -.01 .28*

Interpersonal -.29* .65** 34** -.05 -.31**

Justice Peers

Interpersonal -.16 33** 53** -.02 -.06

Justice

Supervisor

cwB -.04 -14 -.09 49** .09

Instrumental

cwB 31* -27* -.15 .07 A4x*

Expressive

* p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)




Table 12. Correlations between variables at Time 2 & Time 3

Time 3 Anger IPJ IPJ CWB CWB

, > Peers Supervisor| Instrumental Expressive
Time 24,

Anger .60** -.25* =22 .16 .38**

Interpersonal -.28* 72%* .25* -.03 - 37

Justice Peers

Interpersonal -.18 .36** B7** -.03 -.22

Justice

Supervisor

cwB -.01 -01 -.05 B1** .15

Instrumental

cwB .36** -.16 -11 A1 83**

Expressive

* p< 05, **p<

.01 (two-tailed)
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In testing hypothesis one, ANCOVAsVp-tailed revealed no significant differences
between the two groups for experienced anger at Tinfe,39,p = .54;Mreappraisai= 2.08,SD
= 1.15; Mpersonaliy= 2.22,SD= 1.20;4°= .00), at Time 2;K = .01,p = .92; Mreappraisai=2.00,SD
= 1.10;Mpersonaiity =2.03,SD= 1.22;4°= .00), or at Time 3;K = .41,p = .52;Mreappraisa=2.16,SD
= 1.22;Mpersonality=2.00,SD = 1.13;5°= .01). After testing for between-group differences, | then
tested for within group changes in experienced anger using repeated me&sDkes @wo-
tailed). For the reappraisal first group, there were no significant within-grougebd = .96,
p = .40), and for the personality first group, there were also no significanhygitoup changes

(F =.74,p=.74). Thus, hypothesis one was not supported by the data in study two.

Similarly, in testing hypothesis two, the ANCOVAw-tailed revealed no significant
differences between the two groups for interpersonal justice percemiges\(isordirected at
Time 1; € = .00,p = 1.00;Mreappraisa =4.13,SD=.97, Mpersonaiy=4.11,SD = 1.20;,m?=.00), at
Time 2; € = .00,p = 1.00;Mreappraisar= 4.18,SD = .94, Mpersonaiity= 4.16,SD=.91;1?=.00), or at
Time 3; € = .27,p = .62; Mreappraisal=4.07,SD = .94, Mpersonaiy=4.24,SD = .82;1=.00). | then
tested for within-group changes in supervisor directed interpersonal justicptiperseising
repeated measures ANOVAV-tailed. For the reappraisal first group, there were no
significant within-group changef € 1.28,p = .28). Similarly, for the personality first group,

there were no significant within-group changés=(.11,p = .90).

A final round of ANCOVASs {wo-tailed revealed no significant differences between the
two groups for interpersonal justice perceptiqreef-directedpt Time 1; F = .00,p = 1.00;
Mreappraisa|:3.92,SD: .88;Mpersona|ity:3.90,SD: 79,712: 00), fOI‘ T|me 2, IE = 176,p = 20,

Mreappra|sa|:395,SD: 84,Mpersona||ty:373,SD: 93,772: 02 *Sma" effeCX, or fOI’ Tlme 3, F =
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.31,p = .60; Mreappraisal =3.70,SD = .96;Mpersonaiity=3.86,SD = 1.05;7°= .00). | then tested for
within-group changes in peer directed interpersonal justice perceptiogsegeated measures
ANOVA (two-tailed. For the reappraisal first group, there were significant within-group
changes for peer-directed interpersonal justice perceptons8(25,p = .04). The results show
the reduction of interpersonal justice perceptions at Time 3. This supports ideaftdéd¢tseof
reappraisal training waning over time for the reappraisal first group.ettawfor the
personality first group, there were no significant within-group charkigesl(83,p = .18).

Accordingly, hypothesis two was not supported by the data in study two.

Before | could test for whether anger (H3) and interpersonal justicepers (H4)
were mediators of the relationship between reappraisal and retaliatidowedlthe
recommendation of Baron and Kenny (1986) to check if there were main effetthé)
independent variable on the mediators, 2) of the mediators on the dependent variablesf and 3)
the independent variable on the dependent variables. Using general linear motksieg, for
main effects of the independent variable (training condition) on the mediatges ¢ad
interpersonal justice perceptions) and the dependent variables (CWBs) & ainddime 3.
Using a two-tailed test, | found that the effect of the training condition orr aragenot
significant at Time 2K = .01,p =.92) or at Time 3K = .31,p = .58). Moreover, the effect of
the training on supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptions wagniiitant at Time 2
(F=.02,p=.92) or at Time 3K = .64,p = .42). Similarly, the effect of the training on peer-
directed interpersonal justice perceptions was not significant at Tife 2.21,p = .18) or at
Time 3 £ =.50,p = .48). And finally, the effects of the training on CWBs

(Instrumental/Expressive) were not significant at Tima&tumentalF = .53,p = .46;
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ExpressiveF = .10,p = .76) or at Time 3I{strumentalF = .12,p = .74;ExpressiveF = 1.20,p

= .28).

In order to test to see if there were any effects of the mediators on timelelepe
variables, | used bivariate correlations to examine the relationships betwgshraerpersonal
justice perceptions and CWBs at Time 2 and Time 3. The correlation tables (s=6 &abl
Table 7) for Time 2 and Time 3 do show that, for Time 2 there were significatibnships
between experienced anger at Time 2 and Instrument#3,p < .05) and Expressive €.30,

p <.01) CWBs. At Time 3, the relationships between experienced anger and émgag= -
.16) and Expressive €.41,p < .01) CWBs were only significant for Expressive CWBs. The
relationships between supervisor-directed interpersonal justice and lestalfixpressive
CWBs were not significant for Time hétrumentalr =.03; Expressiver = -.20) or Time 3
(Instrumentalr = -.05;Expressiver = -.10). The relationships between peer-directed
interpersonal justice perceptions were significant for Expressive CWBspbidr Instrumental
CWBs, at Time 2lfstrumentalr = -.07; Expressiver = -.26,p < .05) and Time 3
(Instrumentalr = -.00,Expressiver = -.25, p <.05). Therefore, just as in study one, while there
were significant effects for the mediators on some of the dependent variablasktbkemain
effects of the independent variable on either the mediators or the dependdhévaioes not
support a test of mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Thus, for study two, hypothesisritiree a

hypothesis four were not supported by the data.

In testing the moderating hypotheses five through eight, | conducted multgae |
regression analyses to determine whether | would find the predicted mogefédcts for the
individual difference and situational moderators on both anger and interpersonal justice

perceptions. In the first step of my analysis, | entered the training ioonaiitd chronic
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reappraisal (H5)/perspective taking (H6)/anger expression norms (Hpérgenal justice
norms (H8). In the second step of the analysis, | added the interactive terms. ildssti@y
one, the moderator variables were centered to help with interpretability begatang the

interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).

Regarding hypothesis five, | tested the moderating effect of chronic atsgd@at Time 2
and Time 3 for both anger and supervisor/peer-directed interpersonal justiqeipescesee
Table 13). At Time 2, chronic reappraisal was not a significant moderatorger @&r= 1.40,
AR? = .00,4 = .00) ¢wo-tailed), nor was it at Time 3= 1.95,4R*= .00,5 = -.00) (wo-tailed).
For supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptions;-thst was significant at TimeRE
2.261,p < .10) and at Time B(= 4.39**, p < .01), but the change Rf and the interaction terms
were not significant at Time B & .07,4R*= .00) or at Time 34 = .15,4R*= .01) two-tailed.

In contrast, peer directed interpersonal justice perceptions(sae BiguFigure 5) were
moderated by chronic reappraisal at Tim& 2 (5.69**, AR = .05t = .311), as well as at
Time 3 f = 6.32**, AR?= .08*, § = .39%) (two-tailed. Follow-up analyses revealed that, at
Time 2, the training influenced peer directed interpersonal justice pemgptiore so when
chronic reappraisal was high (high chronic reappraisal4.38.50p = .06 T {wo-tailed; low
chronic reappraisaF = 1.26,p = .26 (wo-tailed. At Time 3, follow-up analyses again showed
that the training positively influenced peer directed interpersonal jysioeptions when
chronic reappraisal was high (high chronic reappraisal4.25,p = .06t {wo-tailed) low
chronic reappraisaF = .55,p = .56 (wo-tailed. Hypothesis five suggested that chronic
reappraisal would moderate the relationship between reappraisal trainmgamethand and
anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that high chronic reappraisers would lmave lowe

anger and higher justice perceptions in both training conditions. Specificalythegis five
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argued that those high in chronic reappraisal would have lower anger and higber justi
perceptions in the control groups you can see, the peer-directed interpersonal justice
perceptions were higher for the reappraisal group at Time 2 and Time 3. Homidvénge
moderating effect of chronic reappraisal, justice perceptions onlynmedhigh for those high in
chronic reappraisal, as those with low chronic reappraisal dropped over tinkég{see4 and

5). Accordingly, hypothesis five was only partially supported.



Table 13. Study Two: Testing of Chronic Reappraisal as Moderator
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Time 2 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Stepl |Step2 |Stepl | Step?2 Stepl | Step 2
Training .01 .01 -.06 -.07 .04 .04
Chronic Reappraisal -.27* -.28 A4*x 24 33* .28
Chronic Reappraisal x Training .00 31t .07
F 2.14 1.40 6.49** | 5.69** 3.36* 2.26
R 27 27 44 .50t .34* .34
AR .08 .00 20* .05t A1+ .00
Time 3 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Stepl |Step2 |Stepl |Step?2 Stepl | Step 2
Training -.06 -.062 -.02 -.03 .06 .06
Chronic Reappraisal -.27* -.27 A0** 14 .38** .28f
Chronic Reappraisal x Training -.00 *39 15
F 2.97 1.95 5.73** | 6.32** 6.06** | 4.39**
R .28t .28 A0** A49* 39** A1
AR .08t .00 16** .08* 5% .01
N=71

Chronic Reappraisal was centered before beingeshiato regression
For Training (Reappraisal First= 0, Personalityst=irl)
tp<.10, H<.05, *p<.01 (two-tailed)




89

4.50

4.00 -

3.50 -

L

o

o
|

Directed Time 2
3

2.00

1.50 —

Interpersonal Justice Perceptions-Peer

1.00
Reappraisal Tramning  Personality Training
First First

& Low Chronic
Reappraisal

& High Chronic
Reappraisal

Figure 4. Study Two: Testing of Chronic Reappraisal as a Moderator of Peer-Directed

Interpersonal Justice Perceptions at Time 2



90

5.00

4.50

B

o

S
|

L

u

o
|

Directed Time 3
!\J (98]
[¥;] (]
(] (]

=]

o

o
|

1.50 -

Interpersonal Justice Perceptions-Peer

1.00 A
Reappraisal Tramning  Personality Training
First First

& Low Chronic
Reappraisal
& High Chronic
Reappraisal

Figure 5. Study Two: Testing of Chronic Reappraisal as a Moderator of Peer-Directed

Interpersonal Justice Perceptions at Time 3



91

In testing hypothesis six, | examined the moderating effect of persptadting, at Time
2 and Time 3, for both anger and supervisor/peer-directed interpersonal justeqaipas (see
Table 14). At Time 2, perspective taking was not a significant moderatxgerienced anger
(F=.89,AR= .01,5 =-.11) two-tailed. However, at Time 3, (see Figure 7) perspective taking
was significant moderator for experienced an§er 8.83*, AR*= .051 8 = -.291) {wo-tailed.
Follow-up analyses revealed that, at Time 3, the training moderatelynoédenger when
perspective taking was high (high perspective taking:1.50,p =.20 two-tailed; low
perspective takingz = .50,p =.48 two-tailed. For supervisor-directed interpersonal justice
perceptions at Time 2, thetest was significant{ = 2.26*,p < .05), but the interaction term and
change irR? were not significantq = -.43,4R°= .19). At Time 3, however, there was a
moderating effect of perspective takifg¥ 8.30**, AR*=.041,5 = -.26 1) {wo-tailed (see
Figure 6). Follow-up analyses revealed that the training only modenafielsnced supervisor-
directed interpersonal justice perceptions at Time 3 when perspedting was low (high
perspective takingz = .65,p =.42 two-tailed; low perspective taking: = 1.08,p =.30 two-
tailed). And finally, regarding whether perspective taking had a moderating effgeer-
directed interpersonal justice perceptions, there was no moderating Effett33,4R*= .00,5
=.03) found at Time 2. And while, at Time 3, the F-test was signifiant2.621,p < .10), the
interaction term and changeRiwere not g = -.00,4R?= .00). As you can see, anger was
much lower for the reappraisal group at Time 3. However, with the moderfignyacd
perspective taking, anger was only kept low for those high in perspective tsgegigure 7).

Interestingly, supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptioresmugch higher at Time 3
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for the personality first group, and yet, with the moderating effect of pergpéaking, this was

not the case for those that had low levels of perspective taking.



Table 14. Study Two: Testing of Perspective Taking as Moderator
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Time 2 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Stepl |Step?2 |Step 1l Step2 | Stepl | Step 2
Training .02 .02 -.13 -.13 -.04 -.04
Perspective Taking -.17 -.09 .18 A7 .36** A0**
Perspective Taking x Training -.11 .03 -.43
F 1.12 .89 2.00 1.33 5.72** | 3.84*
R 17 .18 22 22 .36** .36
AR .03 .01 .05 .00 3% 19
Time 3 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Stepl |Step2 |Stepl Step2 | Stepl | Step 2
Training -.05 -.03 -.01 -.01 | .00 .02
Perspective Taking -.32** -.12 33** .34* S50** 67**
Perspective Taking x Training -29 -.00 -.26
F 3.83* 3.82* 3.99* 2.62 | 10.49* | 8.30**
R .33* .39t .33* .33 50** 54
AR A1* .05t 1% .00 25%* .04
N =80

Perspective Taking was centered before being ehtete regression
For Training (Reappraisal First= 0, Personalityst=irl)
tp<.10, H<.05, **p< .01 (two-tailed)
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In testing hypothesis seven, | examined the moderating effect of angesg®prnorms
at Time 2 and Time 3 for both anger and supervisor/peer-directed interpersonal justic
perceptions (see Table 15). As areminder, high/strong anger expression norate thdiat is
acceptable and desirable to express anger in the organization. Hypothesisiggested that
strength of anger expression norms would moderate the relationship betweeaisabppming
on the one hand and anger and justice perceptions on the other, such that high strength of ange
expression norms would have higher anger and lower justice perceptions in batly traini
conditions. At Time 2, anger expression norms was a marginally significant noodera
experienced angef € -.30t, F-change= 3.881,4R? = .05t) (two-tailed). However, follow-up
analyses revealed that, at Time 2, the training did not significantly me#uexperienced anger
regardless of whether anger expression norms were high or low (higb/atiger expression
norms:F = .18p =.68 {wo-tailed; low/weak anger norm$: = .62,p = .44 fwo-tailed (see
Figure 8). Nor was support found at Time 3 for experienced afget (14,AR* = .00,p = -
.10). Moreover, regarding peer-directed interpersonal justice perceptions, angesiexpr
norms were not found to be a moderator at Time 2 88,4R*= .03,4 = .08) or at Time 3K =
.64, AR?= .01,8 = .14). Similarly, anger expression norms were not found to be a moderator for
supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptions at TifRe=2.(87,4R°= .00,5 = .01) or at

Time 3 € = 1.91,4R?= .01, = .11). Thus, hypothesis seven was not supported.



Table 15. Study Two: Testing of Anger Expression Norms as Moderator
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Time 2 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Step 1 Step2 |Stepl |Step2 |Stepl | Step 2
Training .04 .03 -.17 -.17 -.00 -.00
Anger Norms .03 .23 .03 -.03 27 26
Norms x Training -.30 .08 .01
F .08 1.35 1.19 .88 2.83 | 1.87
R .05 23 .18 .19 27 27
AR .00 .05 .03 .00 .07 .00
Time 3 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors
Step 1 Step2 |[Stepl |Step2 |Stepl | Step 2
Training -.06 -.07 .09 A1 A3 14
Anger Norms .20 .26 10 .00 25 | .17
Norms x Training -.10 14 A1
F 1.54 1.14 57 .64 264 | 191
R 21 22 13 A7 27 .29
AR .04 .00 .02 .01 07 |.01
N=77

Anger Norms was centered before being entered@gression
For Training (Reappraisal First= 0, Personalityst=irl)

tp<.10, H<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)
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Regarding hypothesis eight, | tested the moderating effect of irder@justice
norms at Time 2 and Time 3 for both anger and supervisor/peer-directed interperstocel |
perceptions (see Table 16). For anger, interpersonal justice norms were nobfbarad t
significant moderator at Time 2 or Time 3. At Time 2, the F-test was sigmiffe = 3.45,p
< .05), but the interaction term and chang&imwere not g = -.13,AR°= .01). The same
was found at Time 3= 5.87,p < .01), § = -.07,4R?= .00). Interpersonal justice norms
did not have a significant moderating effect on peer-directed interpersonze justceptions
for Time 2 £ = 6.82**, AR?= .00, = .00) or for Time 3K = 8.49** AR?= .01, = -.12).
Similarly, interpersonal justice norms did not have a significant moderdtet) en
supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptions Tinfe=24(26**, AR? = .00, = -.09)
or for Time 3 E = 3.23* AR?= .00, = .02). Thus, hypothesis eight was not supported by

the data.
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Table 16. Study Two: Testing of Interpersonal Justice Norms as Moderator

Time 2 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal
Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors

Stepl |Step?2 |Stepl |Step?2 |Stepl | Step 2
Training .06 .05 -.20) -.20t -.06 -.07
Interpersonal Justice Norms  -.34*  -.25 A4x* A4x* .38** A5**
Norms x Training -.13 .00 -.09
F 4.89** | 3.45* 10.38** | 6.82** | 6.28** | 4.26**
R 34** .35 AT A7 .38** .39
AR 2% .01 22%* .00 5% .00
Time 3 Anger Interpersonal Interpersonal

Justice Peers Justice
Supervisors

Stepl |Step2 |Stepl |Step?2 |Stepl | Step?2
Training -.02 -.02 .01 .01 .06 .06
Interpersonal Justice Norms  -.46*)  -.44** 52** 61** .35%* .83
Norms x Training -.03 -.12 .02
F 8.92** | 5.87* | 12.50** | 8.49** | 4.91* | 3.23*
R A46** 46 52** .53 .36** . 36
AR 21 .00 28** .01 A3 | .00
N=76

Interpersonal Justice Norms was centered beforgylaitered into regression
For Training (Reappraisal First= 0, PersonalitysfEirl)

Tp<.10, P<.05, *p<.01 (two

-tailed)
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POST-HOC ANALYSES

Because many of my hypotheses were not supported, | conducted additional post-hoc
analyses to 1) explore a different measure of anger, 2) examine additadebabors, and 3)
determine whether an individual difference measure of reappreisahic reappraisal
would influence negative emotions, interpersonal justice perceptions, and a wgkepfa

dependent variables. In the following sections, | will describe these amalyse

A New Perspective on Anger

While this dissertation was focused on the discrete emotion of anger, |edsaned
other negative emotions using the PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994). For many pbdshe
hoc analyses, | created multi-item scale for hostility (i.e. angrgtrited, and irritable
combined) in order to offer higher reliability and provide a different persgeeith which
to examine participant anger. Importantly, Diefendorff, et al (2008) founddhjppraisal
was most often linked to these three discrete emotions. This is a shortenaa oktise six-
item PANAS-X (Watson & Clark, 1994) scale for hostility. Cronbach’s alpha wlaslated

to be .87 for the three-item measures of hostility in both study one and study two.

In this post-hoc analysis, | re-examined this dissertation’s hypothgsesinlg the
measure of hostility. In doing so, four particularly interesting findimgsrged. The first
interesting finding had to do with hypothesis one in study one which was not supported. In
this specific post-hoc analysis, | chose to compare only the reapmaisktion with the
suppression condition specifically because they are two theoretically tlestiotional

regulation training conditions. Moreover, the communication training involved takeng th
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perspective of an interaction partner, and in retrospect, this may be corgeaptuaimilar
to the “broader perspective” strategy of reappraisal. The one-way AN@afiAg for post-
confederate hostility revealed marginally significénto-tailed between-group differences
(F =1.76, p = .18j’= .03) Mreappraisa= 1.59,SD = .84;Msyppressior 1.89,SD= 1.01).
Specifically, hostility was found to be significantly higher for those in tippession
training condition. As mentioned in the pilot study, Cohen (1988) suggested that for
“0.01” can be considered a small effect, “0.06” a medium effect, and “0.14” a laege eff
This marginally significant result, combined with the small to medium te$fee, would
suggest support for the potential of reappraisal training to reduce expeérispstility in the

face of interpersonal justice violations.

A second interesting finding in my examination of hostility had to do with hgsdot
six in study two, which was only partially supported. In study two, perspeakiregt
moderated anger and interpersonal justice perceptions at Time 3. Intdyestithe post-
hoc analyses, linear regression also revealed that perspective tgkifigasitly moderated
hostility at Time 3 = 5.05*, AR?= .05t,p = -.301) (wo-tailed. Follow-up analyses
revealed that, at Time 3, the training moderately influenced experiendddyhoben
perspective taking was high (high perspective taking:1.82p =.18 fwo-tailed; low
perspective takingz = .20,p = .66 (wo-tailed such that hostility at Time 3 was
significantly lower in the reappraisal condition, but only for those high in perspéskiveg).
Thus, this finding adds additional support for the proposed moderating role of perspective

taking in study two (see Figure 9).
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105

A third interesting finding came from examining possible ways to splgdhgple in
study one and study two while examining hostility. Specifically, splittegsample in study
one into high and low levels of perspective taking revealed that those high in peespec
taking had significantly different levels of hostility between trairgngups F = 3.84,p =
.06 two-tailed; Mreappraisai= 1.43,SD = .84;Msyppressior 2.06,SD= 1.01). In other words,
when the sample was split in this way, the reappraisal group had significavetylevels of
hostility than the suppression group. And while those low in perspective taking did not have
significant between group differences regarding hostility, post-hogsesatlid reveal
marginally significant between group differences in interpersonal guggoceptionsH =
1.83,p = .18 (wo-tailed; Mreappraisa= 3.03,SD = .93;Mgyppressior 3.50,SD = 1.08). This
finding that those low in perspective taking actually had significantlyr@e&eceptions of
interpersonal justice would suggest that the ability to shift perspectivesis@akt of

successful reappraisal training.

And finally, another interesting result from study one came afterisglitie sample
into high and low levels of perceived training effectiveness to examine lyostilit
Interestingly, there were significant between group differencesgperienced hostility
depending on whether or not the participant thought the training was effective. Gligcifi
for the group that perceived the training to have a high level of effectivehesswere
marginally significant differences between hostility for each damd{F = 2.26,p = .14
(two-tailed) such that participants in the reappraisal condition had lower levels of hostility
when they perceived the training to have been highly effedigofraisa= 1.56,SD = .84;

Msuppressioﬁ 2.14,SD = .86).
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Additional Moderators

In addition to the moderators tested in this dissertation, | decided to examine other
possible moderators that may have been influencing the training results.\&@mined
the role of ethnicity, gender, diary entries completed, perceptions of traifi@ugiveness
and satisfaction, as well as trait anger on both study one and study two, onliyetasc
found to be a significant moderator for anger and interpersonal justice in studyraite
anger was found to be a significant moderator of hostility at Time 2 and Timeuglyntsi.
Additionally, gender was found to be a significant moderator of peer-directed dooheus

directed interpersonal justice perceptions at Time 2 in study two.

Study One Specifically, in study one, the sample was approximately 43%
White/Caucasian and 42% Asian and spread relatively equally acrossam(liee section
on Participants in Study One). Research from the personality and social pgychol
literature suggests that there are cultural level differences in ¢ha&f usappraisal versus
suppression with strong support for cultures with high power distance, embeddedness,
hierarchy, and long-term orientation being positively correlated with suppmedsioreover,
suppression has been shown to be negatively correlated with individualismyaffect
autonomy, and egalitarianism (Matsumoto, Yoo, & Nakagawa, 2008). Thus, in the post-hoc
analysis, it seemed reasonable to expect that ethnicity, looking spécliieleen Whites

and Asians, may have a moderating effect.

The ANOVAs for examining ethnicity (White; Asian) as a moderator idystune

showed that ethnicity moderated the relationship between training conalitd anger
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(F=1.91, p = .14)tyo-tailed and training condition and interpersonal justice perceptions
(F=3.39*, p=.02) two-tailed. For Asian participants, interpersonal justice perceptions were
marginally significantly higher in the suppression condition (F= 1.83, p#4809), but

there were no significant differences between conditions for anger (F=.844p;%=..04).

For the white participants, anger was marginally significantly lowéne communication
condition (F = 2.03, p = .14?= .10) and interpersonal justice was marginally significantly
higher in the communication condition (F= 1.58, p = 22,.08) two-tailed. These
marginally significant moderating effects, and more importantlyntadium to large effect
sizes, suggest the possibility of cultural differences in the effectivehéssning different

regulation styles on anger and interpersonal justice (see Figure 10 and 11).
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Study Two.

In the post-hoc analyses, | introduced the measure of hostility (Watsoarl, Cl
1994), and | found interesting results regarding how moderators influenced hasfilitye
2 and Time 3 in study two. While trait anger was not found to moderate anger or
interpersonal justice perceptions at Time 2 or Time 3, trait anger was fourdi¢vate
hostility at Time 2 and at Time 3. Trait anger is understood as the general level and
frequency with which individuals experience anger (Spielberger, 1999), and it has been
found to influence state levels of anger. Thus, in these post-hoc analyses, it seemed
reasonable to expect that trait anger may have a played moderating roleffedtieeness

of the reappraisal training.

Specifically, at Time 2, trait anger was found to be a marginally signifroaderator
for hostility (F = 6.74* AR = .02, = .20) fwo-tailed. Moreover, at Time 3, trait anger
was found to be a significant moderator for hostilky=(6.05*, AR*= .031,8 = .251) {wo-
tailed). Follow-up analyses revealed that, at Time 2, the training significafithienced
hostility when trait anger was high (low trait andger .42,p =.52 f(wo-tailed; high trait
anger:F = 6.29,p =.00 two-tailed, and again at Time 3, when trait anger was high (low trait
anger:F =.98,p = .32 fwo-tailed; high trait angerF = 5.75,p =.00 f{wo-tailed (see Figure
12 and 13). As demonstrated in Figure 12 and Figure 13, those higher in trait anger
experienced higher levels of hostility, particularly so in the reapprais@airaining

condition.
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Interestingly, in the animal rescue sample of study two, men seemgqgktieexe the
expected between group differences regarding their perceptions of pExtediand
customer-directed interpersonal justice. As expected, at Time 1, foempleyees, there
were no significant differences between training conditions for peer-dirgete 1.20,p =
.30 two-tailed) or customer-directed-(= .86,p = .36 (wo-tailed) interpersonal justice
perceptions. However, at Time 2, there were significant differences foemaleyees
between conditions regarding their peer-directed ¢.07,p = .04 (wo-tailed; Mreappraisai=
4.23,SD = .75;Mpersonaiiy= 3.50,SD = .95) and their customer-directdel£ 1.90,p = .18
(two-tailed; Mreappraisa = 4.41,SD = .84;Mpersonaiy= 3.55,SD = 1.15) perceptions of
interpersonal justice. These findings would suggest that the reappraisabtsseemed to
have the hypothesized positive effect on interpersonal justice perceptionaléoemployees

but not for the female employees (see Figure 14 and 15).
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Chronic Reappraisal & Mediation

As discussed in the above methods sections, chronic reappraisal was measgred usi
the Emotional Regulation Questionnaire, or ERQ, by Gross and John (2003). In addition, |
also measured additional dependent variables such as employee burnout (Maslek$o&, J
1981) and job satisfaction (Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981) (see Figure 3 to see when
these variables were collected). As illustrated in Table 17, | examinedriedations at
Time 3 in study two and found significant relationships between chronic reabpnagshow
angry, frustrated, and irritable (i.e. hostility) participants were. Additipnalound
significant relationships between chronic reappraisal and supervisor-dineietgersonal

justice perceptions, burnout, and job satisfaction.

While | had not predicted either burnout or job satisfaction as dependent variables in
this dissertation, there is theoretical support for the relationship betwedivaegaotions
and perceptions of injustice with both burnout and job satisfaction. Specifically,sher
existing research linking negative emotions and high levels of perceived ajiostaw
levels of job satisfaction as well to high levels of burnout (Glomb, 2002; Colquitt, et a

2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).



Table 17. Post Hoc: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations
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Study Two-Time 3 Mean | SD |1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Chronic 2.69 .78
Reappraisal
2. Angry 2.10 1.18 | -.27*
3. Frustrated 2.82 1.14 | -41% | [71*
4. Irritable 2.56 1.12 | -.33% | .75% | 71**
5. Hostility 2.50 1.04 | -.38* | .91** | .89** | Q1**
6. Interpersonal 4.14 .89 | .38* -.19 - 43 | -32% | - 34%*
Justice
Supervisor
7. Burnout 3.02 1.10 | -.38** | .68** |.61** | 58** |.69** |-36*
8. Job Satisfaction | 3.58 79 | A42* | -58* | -.64** | -56** |-66** |.56** |-.68*

*p <.05, *p<.01 (two-tailed)

Negative Affect consists of Angry, Frustrated, &ithble experienced emotions
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Thus, in this post-hoc section, | sought to examine the relationstiyween negative
affect, interpersonal justice perceptions, burnout, and job satmsfactising chronic
reappraisal as the independent variable. As illustrated in Tdhlehronic reappraisal was
found to be negatively related to the construct of hostility {.38, p < .01), and positively
related to supervisor directed interpersonal justice perceptions3g, p < .01). Moreover,
chronic reappraisal was negatively related to burroat-(38, p < .01) and positively related
to job satisfactionr(= .42, p < .01). Before testing for the mediating effect of hiyséind
interpersonal justice, | followed the recommendation of Baron and\KgD86) to verify
that there were main effects of chronic reappraisal on theatoesliand the dependent
variables and of the mediators on the dependent variables. Becawsectagsnships were

found to be significant (see Table 11), | was able to proceed with my test otioredia

Specifically, 1 used structural equation modeling (SEM) to testthe mediating
impact of both hostility and interpersonal justice perceptions. | cBBs for this analysis
because it is particularly suited to testing for mediation wheretare multiple mediators
(Bollen, 1989; Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Moreover, SEM has been found tef&elpie to
traditional regression techniques in testing for mediation bedacsetrols for measurement

error and allow for a simultaneous test of multiple mediators (PreacHayé&s, 2004).

| tested the structural model to estimate the relationshipsebe the constructs using
EQS 6.1 software for Windows. As suggested by Williams, Vandenbed) Edwards
(2009), | chose to report the comparative fit index (CFI) and root ragaare error of
approximation (RMSEA) to evaluate model fit. | tested a fivaeia model to examine
whether hostility and interpersonal justice perceptions mediseddationship between

chronic reappraisal to job satisfaction and burnout. In testing nimdel, |1 found a
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reasonably good fity2 (129) = 245.75, p < .01, RMSEA = .11, CFl = .9. The ratio of chi-
square to degrees of freedom was 1.91, and a value less thathi8 fatio suggests a good
fit (Carmines & Mclver, 1981). The CFl value was .9, and a valg .9 is indicative of a
good fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). However, the corresponding root meamesquar of
approximation (RMSEA) was .11, and this is higher than the recommesadige of .05 or
less. | also tested a competing model to examine whether hawviogic reappraisal directly
influence the two dependent variables would improve fit. However,srsduond model, fit
was not particularly improved2 (127) = 245.13, p < .01, RMSEA = .11, CFl = .9, and it
was less parsimonious. As is illustrated in figure 16, parameter estimare significant for
the initial, more parsimonious, model. As predicted, chronic reappraignificantly
influenced hostility { = -.46, p < .05) and interpersonal justice perceptiprs.40, p < .05).
Hostility significantly influenced both burnou € .82, p < .05) and job satisfaction < -
.75, p < .05). And finally, interpersonal justice perceptions also signify influenced
burnout ¢ = -.18, p < .05) and job satisfaction £ .33, p < .05). Changes in parameter
estimates in the second model are shown in parentheses inxaahinkg the initial model,
the parameter estimates would suggest that negative affect asrgersbnal justice

perceptions do act as mediators in this post-hoc model.
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DISCUSSION

In this discussion, | will first summarize the findings and limitations ofwle t
studies, and | will then follow with theoretical implications and practicpliegtions of the
dissertation findings. Taken together, the two studies provide little direct suppibe for
hypothesized training model (see Figure 2). However, the significant niodeztiects
found in both study two and the post-hoc analyses would suggest that this dissertation is
much more a story of how reappraisal training may influence different godyeople very
differently. Hypothesis one, which argued that reappraisal training would leadeto low
levels of anger, was not supported in either study one or study two. However, in the post-hoc
analyses, | compared the influence of the reappraisal and suppression tranditigpns on
experienced hostility and found that, as expected, hostility was signiji¢agtier for those

in the suppression training condition and lower for those in the reappraisal condition.

Similarly, hypothesis two, which argued that reappraisal training woadtitée
increased justice perceptions, was not supported by either study. Howevepastthec
analyses, there was, in fact, support for the positive impact of the individual diferen
measure of reappraisahronic reappraisalon interpersonal justice perceptions. This was
the case such that, in the post-hoc analyses, chronic reappraisal resultezhseshqustice
perceptions. And while there was no support in study one or two for testing hypotheses three
and four, which argued for the mediating effect of anger and justice perceptions,ttheqos
analyses did support the mediating effect of both negative emotions and interpeistal
perceptions. Specifically, hostility and interpersonal justice perceptiaesfatend to
mediate the relationship between chronic reappraisal and burnout/ job satisfaction.

Interestingly, | did find some support in study two for the moderating effectsrohic
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reappraisal and perspective taking, hypotheses five and six, but | did not find supat for t
moderating effect of anger expression norms or interpersonal justice, iypotheses

seven and eight.

Hypothesis five suggested that those high in chronic reappraisal would have lower
anger and higher justice perceptions in the control gidsijargued in the first part of this
dissertation, in situations where reappraisal is not trained, or a subjetinstructed to use
a particular emotional regulation strategy, chronic reappraisers shouldtitebr be more
likely to engage in reappraisal in response to anger-inducing events. As ezm lie s
Figure 4 and 5, the peer-directed interpersonal justice perceptions were bigher f
reappraisal group at Time 2 and Time 3. And yet, because of the moderatingfetfecinic
reappraisal, this was only the case for those high in chronic reappraisal. THoeewvit
chronic reappraisal dropped in their justice perceptions over time for the reapimstis
training group. These results suggest a waning effect only for those wiogvaredhronic
reappraisal. For those high in chronic reappraisal, the training effectsegpedecome

stronger over time.

Hypothesis six suggested that those high in perspective taking will havedew an
and high justice perceptions in both training conditions, and specifically, that thbsa hig
perspective taking should be better able to apply the reappraisal training tolvettutteeir
anger and perceptions of interpersonal injustice. As you can see in Figurécifgrdrt
anger was much lower for the reappraisal group at Time 3. As a result of thetimgder
effect of perspective taking, this was only the case for those high in perspdatige ta
Interestingly, supervisor-directed interpersonal justice perceptiomsmuech higher at Time

3 for the personality first group, and yet, with the moderating effect gb@etrse taking,
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this was not the case for those that had low levels of perspective taking. Monedver, i
post-hoc analyses, perspective taking significantly moderated hostditytisat hostility at
Time 3 was significantly lower in the reappraisal condition, but only for thoserhigh i
perspective taking. Additionally, the post-hoc analyses revealed that whsamtpke was
split into high and low perspective taking, the group high in perspective taking had
significant between group differences such that the reappraisal grédgghdicantly lower
levels of hostility than the suppression group. In contrast, those low in perspakingead
significant between group differences in interpersonal justice p@nsuch that those in
the reappraisal condition actually had significantly lower perceptions oparsonal justice
than those in the suppression condition. These findings on perspective taking highlight the
importance of the role of perspective taking on the effectiveness of resgbpraning.
Moreover, these results suggest a waning effect only for those who are lowpagiee
taking. Just as was the case with chronic reappraisal, for those high in perdp&uoiyethe

training effects appeared to become stronger over time.

Reflecting on the results of study one, study two, and the post-hoc analyses, it i
important to discuss why certain hypotheses were supported and others were notg abokin
hypothesis one and two (i.e. that reappraisal training would reduce anger anskijcstéee
perceptions); there are several possibilities as to why these two hypaotieesasot
supported. One explanation is that the proposed theory was flawed. However, the results
from the post-hoc study relating chronic reappraisal to reduced hostilitpenredsed justice
perceptions would support the theoretical relationships proposed in this digserfdtus, |
would argue that theory was not to blame for the lack of support for hypotheses one.and tw

Another possible explanation could be that the training was flawed. However, enultipl
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choice tests done in the pilot study, study one, and study two suggest thatgrediaiere
able to identify and distinguish between the four reappraisal strategiese théhdatisfaction
and effectiveness ratings of the training were above average in both stuthespost-hoc
analyses using data from study one, splitting the sample into high and low levelseoiquer
training effectiveness revealed that there were significant betgveap differences in
hostility depending on whether or not the participant thought the training veasi\e$t
Specifically, participants in the reappraisal condition had lower levels thityoghen they

perceived the training to have been highly effective.

In addition to these possibilities, the training methods were adapted framgexis
research methods that had been used successfully to train reappraisalySehakta2009;
Nelis et al, 2009). And yet, these types of training methods had not been applied to justice
scenarios, but instead, had been tested immediately in response to less congplex ang
inducing scenarios. Therefore, | would argue that it may be that the reapmaining
strategies were taught effectively, but they were not necessargittwell enough to be
applied to complex justice scenarios. Moreover, it may also have been that theeisampl
study one and study two were not motivated to apply the reappraisal strategess
experienced injustice interactions. If participants did not feel a need tothppikyappraisal
strategies, they may have chosen not to use them in their injustice interactiorksbyw
Gross (2001) often instructed subjects to think about their video scenarios usingisahppra
to immediately regulate their negative emotions. In this dissertationctibjere able to
choose what strategies they used and there was a period of time separataigitigeand

the justice interactions.
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It is also important to reflect on the positive results of the post-hoc analkses
particularly interesting result from study one revealed that ethnicity ratedethe
relationship between training condition and anger and training condition and interpersona
justice perceptions. This was the case such that for Asian participants,rsdegbgustice
perceptions were significantly higher in the suppression condition. Conversehg fohite
participants, anger was significantly lower and interpersonal justisesigaificantly higher
in the communication condition. These post-hoc analyses open up the possibility for future
research on the impact of culture on the use and effectiveness of different femastiohal

regulation and justice regulation.

In study two, post-hoc analyses, trait anger was found to be a significarmatoode
for hostility at Time 2 and Time 3. Specifically, the training signifigaimtfluenced hostility
when trait anger was high such that those higher in trait anger experiencedevgtseof
hostility, particularly so in the reappraisal first training condition. In amldiio the
moderating effects of trait anger in study two, gender also significaoiiigrated employee
perceptions of interpersonal justice. Specifically, men at Time 2 and3fihaa
significantly higher perceptions of customer and peer-directed interpepgsiinze in the
reappraisal condition. Thus, from the post-hoc analyses, there is support for thepossibl
moderating role of ethnicity, gender, trait anger, and perceptions of traifectj\efness, all

of which have the potential to influence the impact of reappraisal training.

As previously mentioned, if there was a lack of motivation on the part of the subjects,
or if the training was not learned well enough to be applied to complex justiagais, it is
reasonable to expect that chronic reappraisal (rather than the training) wouétlictive of

negative emotions, interpersonal justice perceptions, and related workplaoaesitc
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Specifically, the post-hoc analyses provided support for the established neglatioaship
between chronic reappraisal and “other-directed” negative emotions (i.eatinrstanger,

and irritability), and it also provided support for the hypothesized positiveorethip

between chronic reappraisal and interpersonal justice perceptions. Whileg¢gatiee
emotions and justice perceptions did mediate the relationship between chroniaisahpp
and related workplace outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction and burnout), it did not mediate the
relationship between chronic reappraisal and CWBs as predicted. Becauseo@&viB
involve sensitive material (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; 1997), it would seem logical that
other related workplace constructs that are less threatening, spc@baatisfaction and
burnout, would be more accurately reported by employees.

Limitations

There are at least eight limitations to the studies in this dissertdfirst, there is the
obvious limitation of same source bias that is commonly associated with hatirgpseted
data. However, this type of self-report data is commonly used in both emotions ar&l justi
research (Gross, 2002; Colquitt, 2001). Additionally, | tried to overcome this problem by
obtaining behavioral measures for retaliation in study one. Second, another concern could
be that participants in the reappraisal training who did experience decasgszdnd
interpersonal justice perceptions only did so because of demand charasteHsticever,
the finding that reappraisal decreases emotional responding has also been found using a
behavioral measure (e.g. the magnitude of a startle response to a loud nojseslaurst
indicator of emotional state (Jackson, Malmstadt, Larson, & Davidson, 2000). Third, this
dissertation uses a one-item measure for the discrete emotion of angdrassfar anger

norms. While one-item measures are common in emotions research (Grandey, @&d08), |
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decide to use a three-item measure of hostility in the post-hoc analyses tagiier
reliability. Fourth, this dissertation relies a great deal on scenartogmning. However, this
type of training has been shown to be effective in teaching reappraisalisgd&chartau, et
al, 2009; Nelis, et al, 2009). Nevertheless, scenarios do tend to remove a great @eal of th
complexity experienced in interpersonal interaction (e.g. relationshgryjigDasborough &
Ashkanasy, 2002). In response to this concern, in study two, | used challengingsoteajpe
events that are commonly experienced in animal rescue for the reappaaigad. | also
collected measures of learning (i.e. multiple choice tests) as weal@sppions of training
satisfaction and effectiveness. Fifth, because this dissertation’s fanugmployee justice
perceptions, anger, and CWBs, this dissertation does not look to examine the influence of
reappraisal training on other types of workplace events. However, futurecreged seeks
to examine the effects of reappraisal training on other, non-justiced@agnts, would do
well to explore the influence of reappraisal training on a spectrum of emotiooing

events, including positive events. Sixth, this dissertation only tested a veifycskad of
reappraisal training using two relatively small samples, thus, it isuiffic know whether
the form of training is the cause of the disappointing results in study one andvgudy t
whether it is the fact that training emotional regulation strategies, asyntype of training,
would be extremely difficult. Thus, testing different types of reappraesaing may lead to
very different results that what has been reported here. Seventh, this dissas@as a
behavioral test of the reappraisal training in study one that may not beergpte® of all
interpersonal justice scenarios. However, the task has both “mundane reatism” a
“psychological realism” (Berkowitz & Donnerstein, 1982) such that the partsientahe

laboratory setting was similar to something the participant might haveexgped in a real-
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world partner task and induced similar psychological states to real-wotteptasks.
Additionally, study two was done using a field sample to help account for thweatsetnal
validity. Nevertheless, this was a specific type of field sample thahotageneralize to
other workplace samples. However, | would argue that the challenges facadahrascue
regarding interdepartmental tensions, dealing with emotionally digttamembers of the
public, and challenging budgets and workloads would generalize acrosssséttiddinally,
this dissertation only tested a small number of potential moderators in the higeathes
model. As evidenced by the findings in the post-hoc analyses, another limitatian of thi
dissertation is that it may not have accounted for all important individual diffesemo

situational moderators that may have influenced the effectiveness ofitivggtra

Implications

Practical Implications.The regulation of interpersonal injustice percepsichould
be of great practical interest to managers andmzgéons. As such, there are important
practical implications that can be made from these findings. First, thasaghiinoderating
effects found in study two and the post-hoc analyses would suggest that both individual
difference and situational moderators may play a part in the effecvehemotional
regulation training. Chronic use of specific emotional regulation stratetag influence the
choices that employees make regarding whether they reappraise, Suppegpsess
negative emotions in the workplace. It is important for managers to take into accsant the
individual differences when implementing training programs designed to change the
emotional regulation strategies being used by employees. Moreovetsd isyportant for
managers to pay attention to the context in which the training is taking placeficipgc

cultural variables and emotional expression and regulation norms may influegitendr
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not employees feel that they should be regulating their negative emotionsiorkptace.

If employees feel as if the expression of negative emotions is desiradateepted, their
motivation to use or change regulation strategies will be weakened. A secqmaéisyal
implication can be found in the post-hoc analyses. Specifically, these addihahales
revealed that chronic reappraisal (i.e. the chronic or frequent use of reapgitategies)
was found to be negatively related to negative emotions and positively relateticto jus
perceptions, and consequently, positively related to job satisfaction and negaiastelgt to
employee burnout. As such, another practical implication from these findings mitlait be
chronic reappraisal may be able to function as an effective selection toairigr hi
employees in emotionally demanding careers. It may also be that neaader
organizations would do well to examine this individual difference when decidingyate
of employees. In other words, employees high in chronic reappraisal may beiettefor
the positions that demand the highest load of emotional work (e.g. front line employees
leadership positions, etc.). And finally, it may be important for managers and orgarszati
to carefully consider training in emotional regulation strategies, asyibmaostly and time
consuming. Moreover, as the findings in study one and study two suggest, it may be difficul
to achieve successful training results. Instead, managers and organizaidimgl nhanore
fruitful to focus on understanding existing individual differences in the chronic usetainc

emotional regulation strategies.

Theoretical Implications.In addition to the practical implications mentioned above,
there are also at least five important theoretical contributions made lolystbestation. First,
by extending work by Gross (2001) on reappraisal to the context of interpersonal jirstic

dissertation contributes to organizational justice literature by adding jostiee literature’s
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identification of adaptive justice regulation strategies. Specificalljpampbst-hoc analyses,
chronic reappraisal was found to be positively related to interpersonal justieptpmrs.
Moreover, chronic reappraisal was found to be a significant moderator intprgdne
influence of the training on peer-directed interpersonal justice perceptiaasrdigly, this
dissertation is among the first to propose and find partial support for the thdoretica
connection between the cognitive reappraisal and the formation of employee justice

perceptions.

Second, by focusing on the regulation of anger, this dissertation answeadl foe
continued research on discrete emotions (Grandey, 2008). Moreover, it explores how
specific emotions and emotional regulation strategies influence the fomadfustice
perceptions. Thus, this dissertation contributes to the emotions literaturaubyépon the
impact of discrete emotions on justice perceptions, and it also extends work iroti@am
regulation literature by exploring the impact of reappraisal on organizatat@mes. This
dissertation is one of the first to explore the impact of cognitive reapprasaorkplace
setting, beyond its impact on employee emotions. Specifically, this dissepabvides
evidence for a link between chronic reappraisal and interpersonal justepi@ns as well

as to job satisfaction and employee burnout.

Third, this dissertation also contributes to the management literature by beioly one
the first to train reappraisal strategies within a workplace environmente ¥dme
emotional intelligence research has focused on training emotional regudrategies in the
workplace, there is very little research directly applying work by Gi2381) to the
management literature, specifically in the context of organizationagudtioreover, this

dissertation is among the first to explore the impact of individual differesrcables and
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situational variables on the effectiveness of cognitive reappraisahgaiiinus, this
dissertation adds to the management literature by exploring, not only the ti@icognitive
reappraisal, but also the influence of individual difference and situational nurdetaat

may influence the effectiveness of this type of emotional regulationrtgaini

Fourth, this dissertation adds to work in the emotional intelligence and leadership
literatures by providing support for the importance of using adaptive emotionédtreg
strategies in response to stressful events. While there is evidence foptteance of
having a leader that is able to effectively regulate their negatieti@ns, there is relatively
less research in the leadership and emotional intelligence fields on how the cheasfic us
cognitive reappraisal may be able to influence how leaders can colgniéframe negative
events in such a way that they reduce their injustice perceptions as well asitheut. As
such, this dissertation is one of the first to explore the potential for emotionkd@meé and
leadership research focusing on the positive impact of chronic reappraisal, beytmrdaled

follower emotions.

And finally, this dissertation adds to the employee burnout and job satisfaction
literatures by exploring the impact of employee chronic reappraisal on both veerkpla
outcomes. As there is relatively little research on cognitive reaplratb@ workplace, this
dissertation begins to identify the potential for chronic reappraisal to betpredimot only
of emotions and justice perceptions, but also of important workplace variables, such as
employee burnout and satisfaction. Specifically, this dissertation informs bdibrtieut
and job satisfaction literatures by exploring the mediating role thatinegahotions and

justice perceptions play in the relationship between the chronic use of cogeaipraisal
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and burnout and job satisfaction. In sum, this dissertation explores the mechanisms through

which employee burnout and job satisfaction may be impacted by chronic redppraisa

Future Research

Future research on reappraisal in a justice context would do well to pursuetlaay o
following six avenues of research. First, future research could extend thewtiois
dissertation by examining the influence of different forms of reapprassairtg on the other
three dimensions of organizational justice. Theoretically, the relationsfpdre
reappraisal and justice perceptions should hold for all four dimensions, but because of the
interpersonal focus of this dissertation, the other three dimensions were dXctudéhis
stage of research on reappraisal training. Moreover, while this typgrohgy was not
particularly effective in this context, it may be that different formsappraisal training

may be more effective for different justice dimensions.

Second, another fruitful avenue of research would be to explore the influence of
reappraisal training in dyadic or group situations where the leademiedriai reappraisal in
the face of justice events. This could have significant implications for Eageesearch by
helping to provide skills to regulate group emotions. Leaders are often fabenlwierous
opportunities to influence the emotions or behaviors of their followers. Sy, Cote, and
Saavedra (2005) argued that moods are most likely to be transmitted by leadesg bec
group members attend to their leader’'s cues more often and because leadersrbave
opportunities to express and transmit moods. Specifically, in a recent studyiesmaha
leaders and mood, Bono and llies (2006) found that “mood contagion may be one of the

psychological mechanisms by which charismatic leaders influedogvésk.” Research on
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both emotional contagion (Barsade, 2002) and justice contagion (Degoey, 2000) would

suggest that it may be possible to transmit emotion regulation straasgies|.

Third, this research could be extended by examining other discrete emotidnas suc
guilt, which has been long associated with justice perceptions but is consabesd more
internally-focused emotion (as opposed to anger which is other-focused) (Homans, 1961)
This dissertation focused on anger because of its established relationship wtrsoteal
justice perceptions, but recent emotions research has demonstrated the impdrtanc
studying many different discrete emotions due to their differentialahgpaemployee
behaviors. Interestingly, in the post-hoc study, anger, frustration, and inytalgre all

found to be related to chronic reappraisal, burnout, and job satisfaction.

Fourth, future research on reappraisal in a justice context could focus on different
behaviors beyond CWBs. For example, through reducing anger and perceptions of injustice,
reappraisal training may influence positive workplace behaviors such aszatgaral
citizenship behaviors (i.e.OCBs), as well as reduce other forms of costlidrehech as
turnover. While CWBs were not significantly impacted by chronic reappraitia¢ or
reappraisal training in this study, job satisfaction and burnout were shown to have bee
impacted in the post-hoc analyses. Thus it is important for future researchrexplori
emotional regulation strategies to measure a wide variety of workplaaeresgcFifth, post-
hoc analyses illustrated the potential for more research on the individuagnitéemeasure
of chronic reappraisal and its impact across contexts and involving other otigaaiza

variables.
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Sixth, this dissertation has begun to identify some of the important moderators that
may come into play in determining the use and effectiveness of certainaisapgirategies.
Future research would do well to examine both individual difference, situational,l&unehic
moderators that may influence the reactions employees have to differestfioemotional
regulation. It may be that cultures that rely heavily on suppression (Matsumd@,£18)
have different ways of regulating emotions and justice perceptions, and consgquentl

experience different consequences as a result.

Conclusion

Gross (2002) argues that the use of emotion regulation is neither good nor bad. And
yet, should employees who experience an unjust event just “regulate” their anger and
perceptions of injustice away through the use of cognitive reframing? Asestie justice
events that should not be reframed? | would argue that the answer to the above question is
yes, almost certainly; however, the focus of this dissertation on understémelipgtential
for reappraisal to act as an adaptive regulation strategy in the workplaqgordea,
whether it is developed through training or is present as an individual differenalel@ahnias
the potential to positively impact much more than just emotions in the workplace.

Moreover, while reappraisal is a widely accepted strategy for haaljoyation (Gross &
John, 2003), there are many different potential individual difference, situational,lturalc
moderators that may influence the success of reappraisal training. Sd@gation is one of

the first to begin to explore that potential.
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APPENDIX A: Study 1 Training Scenarios

Video Scenario One:You have come in for a meeting with your supemviséou have concerns about new
changes to the project you're working on togett8re is abrupt in her response to you, and shessgndto
another coworker to have your questions answeg dismisses you almost immediately after the inget
starts.

Video Scenario Two:ln this video, please visualize that you are theng blond woman in the above picture.
You have come in at the end of your work day atréegiest of your supervisor. It's 7 pm, and yayresvisor
tells you she's very disappointed with your workgl éhat you need to redo this particular projectier by
morning.

Video Scenario Three:ln this video, please visualize that you are tleeimanic with a ball cap in the picture
above. You have just been approached by a franftomer. The customer keeps interrupting you wioen
try to direct him to the front desk. He doesnderstand why you won't help him.

Video Scenario Four: In this video, please visualize that you are thédid-aged man in the above picture.
You have just arrived for your presentation. Ypartner is waiting for you. She seems to be leas pleased
with your dress for the presentation, so she makesf your tie.

Video Scenario Five:ln this video, please visualize that you are thengpwoman with the short hair and
glasses in the above picture. You are excited@widng for feedback from your coworker, and she i
sarcastic and dismissive of your idea.

Video Scenario Six:In this video, please visualize that you are théemaniter serving in the above picture.
You are waiting on this female customer. Sheustfiated with you that you brought her what shesictars to
be the wrong dish. You know that she asked fof'shecial of the day", and that was what you braungn.
She blames you for the mistake.

Video Scenario Seventn this video, please visualize that you are théereanployee in the above picture.
You work at a large chain phone store, and yourgiheg to help a customer with a broken phone. You
customer has been on the phone with customer semitbout success and has now come in for your. help

Video Scenario Eight:In this video, please visualize that you are théereaployee in the above picture. You
have come in to talk with your supervisor, and fiane an important question to ask her. Your sugerv
takes a personal call during your meeting while yuait.
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APPENDIX B: Study 1 Measures

e Organizational justice perceptionswere measured using Colquitt's (2001) four dimensiof justice;

distributive, procedural, interpersonal, informati All items use a five point scale ranging fréato a
small extent, to 5=to a large extent). ltems vemlected and adapted to fit the partner situation.
Procedural Justice

1.
2.

No o

Were you able to express your views to your partheing the scenario creation?
Could you influence the decisions you and your partarrived at in the scenario
creation?

Did your partner apply his/her decision making sgges consistently during the
scenario creation?

Was your partner free of bias in his/her decisicaking strategies during the scenario
creation?

Were your partner's decision-making strategies th@seaccurate information?

Were you able to disagree with the decision maldtigtegies used by your partner?
Did your partner use ethical and moral decision imglstandards during your scenario
creation?

Interpersonal Justice

1.

2.
3.
4.

Has he/she treated you in a polite manner?

Has he/she treated you with dignity?

Has he/she treated you with respect?

Has he/she refrained from improper remarks or contsie

Informational Justice

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Has he/she been candid when communicating withapmut the scenario creation?
Has he/she explained his/her decision-making pmé@sthe scenario creation
thoroughly?

Were his/her explanations regarding his/her denisi@aking processes reasonable?
Did he/she communicate his or her thoughts aboaisttenario creation in a timely
manner?

Did he/she tailor his/her communications to meairyoeeds during the scenario
creation?

Distributive Justice

1.

2.

Would the monetary award distribution (as repothgdsour partner) reflect the effort
you have put into the scenario?

Would the monetary award distribution (as repotbgdyour partner) be appropriate for
the work you have completed?

Would the monetary distribution (as reported by ypartner) reflect what you have
contributed to your work?

Would the monetary award distribution (as repotgdyour partner) be justified, given
your performance on the scenario creation?

e Anger, and other discrete emotionsvere measured using discrete emotions items frenP&NAS-X

(Watson & Clark, 1994). These emotions will beedabn a five-point scale that ranges from (1=very
slight/not at all to 5=extremely). Participantdlwie asked to respond “to what extent do you fieisl
emotion at this moment.”
Responses are obtained using a 5-point Likert-sgade where 1 wery slight or not at aJI2 =a little,
3 =moderately4 =quite a bit and 5 =extremely
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scared
nervous
irritable
hostile
guilty
ashamed
upset
attentive
determined
10. enthusiastic
11. excited

12. inspired
13. angry

CoNooA~WNE

e Counterproductive Work Behaviors Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist survepd&or, et al,
2006). In this dissertation items were selectedHeir applicability to the partner situation.

Purposely did tasks during the scenario creatioariectly
Purposely worked slowly on the scenario creation

Purposely failed to follow instructions

Took something belonging to your partner

Daydreamed rather than worked on the scenarioywitin partner
Refused to take on a task when asked by your partne

Tried to look busy while doing nothing

Insulted your partner about their work on the sdena

Made fun of your partner

10. Ignored your partner

11. Blamed your partner for an error you made

12. Started an argument with your partner

13. Verbally abused your partner

14. Made an obscene gesture (e.g.the finger) to youngra

15. Threatened your partner, but not physically

16. Said something to your partner to make them feel ba

17. Did something to make your partner look bad

18. Refused to help your partner

19. Withheld information from your partner

20. Purposely interfered with your partner during thersrio creation

CoNooR~WNE

CWBs were also measured by having participantatg)the performance of their partner on a scale
from 1 to 5 (5 being extremely well), 2) rate howich credit they would give their partner on ascal
from 1 to 5 (5 being Full Credit), 3) report hawey would split a $100 reward between themselves
and their partner, if they were in the top terf@ening pairs.

e Demographic Variables.

Gender: male female
Age:
Education: What is the highest level of education have completed?
High School
Associates
Bachelors
Masters
Doctoral
Ethnicity (please check the one group you identifyst closely with):
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____Euro-American/Anglo
______Asian-American
_____ Hispanic
___Native American
______ African-American
_____Other (Please list):

Chronic Emotional Regulation Stylewas measured using the ten-item Emotional Regulati

Questionnaire, or ERQ, by Gross and John (2003)tekhs use a seven point scale ranging from
(1=strongly disagree, to 7=strongly agree). Theatistion focused on the Chronic Reappraisal sidsca

aks

B oo~

Instructions and Items

We would like to ask you some questions about yoootional life, in particular, how you control
(that is, regulate and manage) your emotions.duesstions below involve two distinct aspects ofryou
emotional life. One is your emotional experienmewhat you feel like inside. The other is your
emotional expressigmor how you show your emotions in the way you,tgisture, or behave.
Although some of the following questions may sesemilar to one another, they differ in important
ways. For each item, please answer using thewWallpscale:

When | want to feel morpositiveemotion (such as joy or amusementhange what I'm thinking
about

| keep my emotions to myself.

When | want to feel lessegativeemotion (such as sadness or angerhange what I’'m thinking
about

When | am feelingpositiveemotions, | am careful not to express them.

When I'm faced with a stressful situation, | makgseifthink about itin a way that helps me stay
calm.

| control my emotions byot expressing them

When | want to feel morpositiveemotion, Ichange the way I'm thinkingbout the situation.

| control my emotions bghanging the way | thinkbout the situation I'm in.

When | am feelingnegativeemotions, | make sure not to express them.

. When | want to feel lessegativeemotion, Ichange the way I'm thinkingbout the situation.

Scoring (ho reversals)
Reappraisal Items: 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10; Suppredséons: 2, 4, 6, 9.

Perspective Taking.The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 19804 &8-item self-report scale that

measures four different components of dispositiemapathy. This dissertation focused on the persmect
taking subscale, which measures an individual’deeny to adopt the perspective of other peopletand
see things from their point of view. All items erapéd 5-point Likert-type scale that ranges from
“describes me very well” to “does not describe el W

wn ke

The following statements inquire about your thasgind feelings in a variety of situations. Farhea
item, indicate how well it describes you by chogsihe appropriate letter on the scale at the tdpeo
page: A, B, C, D, or E. When you have decidegaur answer, fill in the letter on the answer ghee
next to the item number. READ EACH ITEM CAREFULIBEFORE RESPONDING. Answer as
honestly as you can. Thank you.

| sometimes find it difficult to see things fronethother guy's” point of view. (PT) (-)

| try to look at everybody's side of a disagreenfibre | make a decision. (PT)

| sometimes try to understand my friends betteintggining how things look from their perspective.
(PT)

If I'm sure I'm right about something, | don't weastuch time listening to other people's arguments.
(PT) ()

| believe that there are two sides to every questiad try to look at them both. (PT)
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6. When I'm upset at someone, | usually try to "pusetfyin his shoes" for a while. (PT)
7. Before criticizing somebody, | try to imagine howvbuld feel if | were in their place. (PT)

NOTE: (-) denotes item to be scored in reverskides
PT = perspective-taking scale
The the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2.The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2 is a
57-item self-report measure designed by Spielbdd#39) to assess state anger, trait anger, ales sty
anger expression and control. This dissertationdes on the Trait Anger subscale. All items usepaint
Likert-type rating scale from almost never to alaiay

1. lam quick tempered

2. | have a fiery temper

3. | am a hotheaded person

4. | getangry when I'm slowed down by others' missake

5. | feel annoyed when | am not given recognitiondomng good work
6. | fly off the handle

7. When | get mad, | say nasty things

8. It makes me furious when | am criticized in frofibthers

9. When | get frustrated, | feel like hitting someone

10. | feel infuriated when | do a good job and get ampevaluation



APPENDIX C: Study 1 Actor’s Flexible Script

Verbal Responses to be tailored to interaction witlsubject:

©oNoGA~ALDE

[N
o

“Here, you do the writing.”

“Do you really think that's a good setting?”

“I think we should do something less boring/weird.”

“l guess that could work”

“Really?”

“I mean, we want to win, right? Do you think weNin with this?”
“Do you think people really experience this...likethe real world?”
“We need to go faster than this”

*Interrupting partner with own idea (tailor to sation)

. *Ignoring partner’s idea (tailor to situation)

Nonverbal Responses

PowbdE

Skeptical raised eyebrow
Shrugging

Eye rolling

Dissatisfied sighing

159
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APPENDIX D: Study 2 Training Scenarios

Customer who wants to adopt an animal that isn’'t ggood fit and gets frustrated with you.

You have to say no to a coworker in another departent, and they don’t understand why,
and they get frustrated.

You're talking with a coworker or customer that you feel isn't listening to you.

You get interrupted in the middle of something impatant by a coworker asking you to do
something else.

You're having a conversation with another coworker,and you feel like they aren’t treating
you fairly.

You're getting chewed out for something that isn'directly your fault.
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APPENDIX E: Study 2 Measures

Organizational justice perceptionswere measured using Colquitt’s (2001) four dimensiof justice;

distributive, procedural, interpersonal, informatid All items use a five point scale ranging frébato a
small extent, to 5=to a large extent). Items vgalected and adapted to fit the workplace envirgiime
Over the last two weeks, to what extent:

Interpersonal Justice (asked three times for supefigor/peers/coworkers)

[

The questions below refer to the way your supsoripeers/customers treated you
during your interactions.

Treat you with dignity and respect?
Refrain from improper remarks or comments?

Procedural Justice

3.

4.

The questions below refer to the procedures (i.ecdion making processes) your
supervisor used to make decisions about the oates you received (e.g. rewards,
feedback, assignments).

Were you able to express your views during those@dures (decision making
processes)?

Could you influence the decisions arrived at byseh@rocedures (decision making
processes)?

Were those procedures (decision making procesggsied consistently and without
bias?

Were those procedures (decision making processesddoon accurate information?

Informational Justice

Wk

The questions below refer to the explanations ar@humunications your
supervisor gave you about decision-making proceskiused to determine your
outcomes.

Has he/she explained decision-making proceduremtiyinly?
Were his/her explanations regarding proceduresoresse?
Has he/she communicated details in a timely manner?

Distributive Justice

1.

2.

The questions below refer to the outcomes you rgedrom your supervisor on
your job, such as rewards (formal (e.g. pay) afarmal (e.g. praise),
feedback, assignments, etc.)

Did those allocated outcomes (e.g. rewards, feddlassignments) reflect the effort you have
put into your work?

Were those allocated outcomes (e.g. rewards, fe&dbasignments) appropriate for the
guality/performance level of the work you have ctetgd?

Anger, and other discrete emotionsvere measured using discrete emotions items frenPfkNAS-X
(Watson & Clark, 1994). These emotions will beedabn a five-point scale that ranges from (1=very
slight/not at all to 5=extremely). Participantdlwie asked to respond “to what extent do you fieisl
emotion at this moment.”
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Responses are obtained using a 5-point Likert-sgade where 1 wery slight or not at aJI2 =a little,
3 =moderately4 =quite a bit and 5 =extremely

scared
nervous/anxious
irritable
frustrated
guilty
upset/sad
enthusiastic
inspired

. angry

10. proud

11. disgusted

CoNoA~ONE

e Counterproductive Work Behaviors Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist survepd&or et al,
2006). In this dissertation items were selectedHeir applicability to the workplace situation.

Purposely waste your employer’s materials/supplies
Purposely dirty your place of work

Come to work late without permission

Stay home from work and say you are sick when yen'a
Take longer breaks or leave work earlier than yeuadlowed to
Purposely do your work incorrectly

Purposely work slowly when things need to get done
Take supplies or tools home without permission
Refuse to take on a task when asked

10. Try to look busy while doing nothing

11. Tell people outside the job what a lousy place wouk for
12. Be rude to someone at work

13. Ignore someone at work

14. Start an argument with someone at work

15. Purposely interfere with someone at work doinghgisjob

CoNoOA~AWNE

e Demographic Variables.

Gender: male female
Age:
Tenure:
Department:
Education: What is the highest level of education have completed?
High School
Associates
Bachelors
Masters
Doctoral
Ethnicity (please check the one group you identifyst closely with):
_____Euro-American/Anglo
______Asian-American
_____ Hispanic
______Native American
______African-American
______Other (Please list):
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Chronic Emotional Regulation Stylewas measured using the ten-item Emotional Regulati

Questionnaire, or ERQ, by Gross and John (2003)texhs use a seven point scale ranging from
(1=strongly disagree, to 7=strongly agree). Theatistion focused on the Chronic Reappraisal sidsca

ok
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Instructions and Items

We would like to ask you some questions about yoootional life, in particular, how you control
(that is, regulate and manage) your emotions.dugstions below involve two distinct aspects ofryou
emotional life. One is your emotional experiemmewhat you feel like inside. The other is your
emotional expressigmr how you show your emotions in the way you,tgsture, or behave.
Although some of the following questions may sestmilar to one another, they differ in important
ways. For each item, please answer using thewaltpscale:

When | want to feel morpositiveemotion (such as joy or amusementhénge what I'm thinking
about

| keep my emotions to myself.

When | want to feel lessegativeemotion (such as sadness or angerhange what I’'m thinking
about

When | am feelingpositiveemotions, | am careful not to express them.

When I'm faced with a stressful situation, | makgseifthink about itin a way that helps me stay
calm.

| control my emotions byot expressing them

When | want to feel morpositiveemotion, Ichange the way I'm thinkingbout the situation.

| control my emotions bghanging the way | thinkbout the situation I'm in.

When | am feelingnegativeemotions, | make sure not to express them.

. When | want to feel lessegativeemotion, Ichange the way I'm thinkingbout the situation.

Scoring (no reversals)
Reappraisal Items: 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10; Suppredsémns: 2, 4, 6, 9.

Perspective Taking.The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 19802 &8-item self-report scale that

measures four different components of dispositiemapathy. This dissertation focused on the persmect
taking subscale, which measures an individual'deéeaoy to adopt the perspective of other peoplet@nd
see things from their point of view. All items erapéd 5-point Likert-type scale that ranges from
“describes me very well” to “does not describe nadl W

N = o

The following statements inquire about your thasgind feelings in a variety of situations. Farhea
item, indicate how well it describes you by chogsihe appropriate letter on the scale at the tdpeo
page: A, B, C, D, or E. When you have decidegaur answer, fill in the letter on the answer $hee
next to the item number. READ EACH ITEM CAREFULIBEFORE RESPONDING. Answer as
honestly as you can. Thank you.

| sometimes find it difficult to see things fromethother guy's” point of view. (PT) (-)

| try to look at everybody's side of a disagreentmiore | make a decision. (PT)

| sometimes try to understand my friends betteintygining how things look from their perspective.
(PT)

If I'm sure I'm right about something, | don't weastuch time listening to other people's arguments.
(PT) ()

| believe that there are two sides to every questind try to look at them both. (PT)

When I'm upset at someone, | usually try to "puseffyin his shoes" for a while. (PT)

Before criticizing somebody, | try to imagine howvould feel if | were in their place. (PT)

NOTE: (-) denotes item to be scored in reverskides
PT = perspective-taking scale
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Strength of Interpersonal Justice NormsAdapted from Colquitt's (2001) measure of interpeid
justice, but participants will be asked to respgaderally about treatment in their organizatiorl itdms
use a five point scale ranging from (1=to a smetitet, to 5=to a large extent).

The questions below refer to the wagupervisordn your organization treat employees during
their interactions. To what extent tosupervisorgyenerally:

1. Treat employees in a polite manner?

2. Treat employees with dignity?

3. Treat employees with respect?

4. Refrain from improper remarks or comments?

Strength of Anger Expression NormsAdapted from Eid and Diener’s (2001) measurememtoofms for
emotions in different cultures. The instructioaad, "In the following question we would like yau t
indicate how appropriate or desirable it is to eigee certain emotions in your workplace. Pleasethe
following scale to give your answer to each emofiéid & Diener, 2001; 873)."

(1=extremely desirable and appropriate, desiratteagpropriate, slightly desirable and appropriate,
neutral, slightly undesirable and inappropriatejasirable and inappropriate, and 7=extremely uralasi
and inappropriate).

1. angry

The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2.The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2 ia 5
item self-report measure designed by Spielberg@9q)Lto assess state anger, trait anger, and styles

anger expression and control. All items use a 4dakert-type rating scale from almost never tovays.

This dissertation focused on the Trait Anger sulesca

| am quick tempered

| have a fiery temper

| am a hotheaded person

| get angry when I'm slowed down by others' missake

| feel annoyed when | am not given recognitiondoing good work
| fly off the handle

When | get mad, | say nasty things

It makes me furious when | am criticized in frofibthers

. When | get frustrated, | feel like hitting someone

10.1 feel infuriated when | do a good job and get amp@valuation

©oNoOkr~wONPE

NEO Personality Survey; Study Two Control Condition(Costa Jr. & McCrae, 1992)

| am not a worrier.

| like to have a lot of people around me.

| don't like to waste my time daydreaming.

| try to be courteous to everyone | meet.

| keep my belongings clean and neat.

| often feel inferior to others.

I laugh easily.

Once | find the right way to do something, tktio it.

| often get into arguments with my family andworkers.
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I’'m pretty good about pacing myself so as totkjggs done on time.
When I'm under a great deal of stress, somsetinfigel like I'm going to pieces.
| don’t consider myself especially “light-hesit”

| am intrigued by the patterns | find in artarature.

Some people think I'm selfish and egotistical.

| am not a very methodical person.

| rarely feel lonely and blue.

| really enjoy talking to people.

| believe letting students hear controvergialakers can only confuse and mislead them.
| would rather cooperate with others than campéth them.

| try to perform all the tasks assigned to mescientiously.

| often feel tense and jittery.

| like to be where the action is.

Poetry has little or no effect on me.

| tend to be cynical and skeptical of othemgentions.

| have a clear set of goals and work towardthrean orderly fashion.
Sometimes | feel completely worthless.

| usually prefer to do things alone.

| often try new and foreign foods.

| believe that most people will take advantafjgou if you let them.

| waste a lot of time before settling down torky

| rarely feel fearful or anxious.

| often feel as if I'm bursting with energy.

| seldom notice the moods or feelings thakediffit environments produce.
Most people | know like me.

| work hard to accomplish my goals.

| often get angry at the way people treat me.

| am a cheerful, high-spirited person.

| believe we should look to our religious autties for decisions on moral issues.
Some people think of me as cold and calculating

When | make a commitment, | can always be @alioh to follow through.
Too often, when things to wrong, | get discgecand feel like giving up.
| am not a cheerful optimist.

Sometimes when | am reading poetry or lookirg\&ork of art, | feel a chill or wave of excitente
I'm hard-headed and tough-minded in my attitude

Sometimes I'm not as dependable or reliableshsuld be.

| am seldom sad or depressed.

My life is fast-paced.

I have little interest in speculating on théuna of the universe or the human condition.
| generally try to be thoughtful and considerat

| am a productive person who always gets thalfme.

| often feel helpless and want someone elselt@ my problems.

| am a very active person.

| have a lot of intellectual curiosity.

If | don't like people, | let them know it.

| never seem to be able to get organized.

At times | have been so ashamed | just wamtditde.

| would rather go my own way than be a leadetloers.

| often enjoy playing with theories or abstraetas.

If necessary, | am willing to manipulate pedplget what | want.

| strive for excellence in everything | do.



166

Post-Hoc Measures

Burnout Adapted from Maslach and Jackson, 198&ms were rated on a 5-point scale from strongly
disagree to agree.

| feel emotionally drained from my work.

| feel fatigued when | get up in the morning andéto face another day on the job.
| feel frustrated by my job.

| feel I'm working too hard on my job.

PONE

Job SatisfactionAdapted fromCook, Hepworth, Wall, and Warr (1981) Items wertedzon a 5-point
scale from completely satisfied to completely uissiad

All'in all, how satisfied are you with the persansyour work group?

All'in all, how satisfied are you with your supesoi?

All'in all, how satisfied are you with your job?

All'in all, how satisfied are you with this orgaation, compared to most?

Considering your skills and the effort you put igtmur work, how satisfied are you with your
pay?

How satisfied do you feel with the progress youehmade in this organization up to now?
How satisfied do you feel with your chance for ipgttahead in this organization in the future

agrONE

No
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APPENDIX F: Study 2 Diary Instructions

Please enter your password here:
1. The first two letters of your first pet's name

2. The day of your birthday
3. The last two letters of the city where you weoen

Recap of the 4 Reappraisal Strategies:
1. Broader perspective:
Take a step back from what's going on in frontaf. Shift your perspective
2. Every cloud has a silver lining:
There are usually some good aspects to evergtigity and it is important to focus on these.
3. Time heals:
In the (near) future, this will not seem anywheear as bad as it does now.
4. Bad things happen:

Bad things happen in the world, and | need totpaim behind me and move on in a positive
direction

Tell me about a challenging interaction you had wh another person today?

How did you use the reappraisal strategies you leaed in your training session to help you neutralize
your negative thoughts and emotions?

If you didn't use one of the strategies (don't desgr!) :), but how might you have been able to usenem in
this situation?
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