View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by X{'CORE

provided by epublications@Marquette

Marquette University
e-Publications@Marquette

Management Faculty Research and Publications Business Administration, College of

10-1-2008

Psychological Influences on Referent Choice”

Bonnie S. O'Neill

Marquette University, bonnie.oneill@marquette.edu

Mark A. Mone

University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee

Published version. Journal of Managerial Issues, Vol.17, No. 3 (Fall 2005): 273-292. Publisher Link. ©
2005 Pittsburg State University. Used with permission.


https://core.ac.uk/display/213064748?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://epublications.marquette.edu
http://epublications.marquette.edu/mgmt_fac
http://epublications.marquette.edu/business
http://www.pittstate.edu/business/journal-of-managerial-issues/annual-index/2005.dot

Psychological Influences on Referent Choice*
O'Neill, Bonnie S;Mone, Mark A

Journal of Managerial Issues; Fall 2005; 17, 3; ProQuest
pg. 273

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES
Vil XVH Number 3 Pl 20005: 2732092

Psychological Influences on Referent Choice*

Bonnie S, O’Neill
Assistant Professor of Management
Marquette University

Mark A. Mone
Professor of Munagement
Universite of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

The maure of contemporary work
environments, ones characterized by
instability and uncertanty, may cre-
ate increased needs on the part ol in-
dividuals for comparative informa-
tion {Lamecertz, 2002), Tndividuals use
social comparisons  for  managing
botl uncertainty and environnental
change, and for making critical deci-
sions aboul one's job (van den Bos,
20017, In this article, we investigate
one aspect ol soctal comparisons: w
whom do incividuals compare them-
selves? We examine personal and sit-
wational varables thought (o infiu-
ence the referents individuaals choose
for fabruess judgments. As such, our
article is a response to the need for
taogrearer focus on oreferent stane
dards [that] may eventually help w
explain the mixed resulis concerning
the relation between various justice
components (e.g., procedural, inter-

actional) and OQCBs [organizational
citizenship  behaviors|™  (Ambrose
and Kulik, 1999: 2463,

Relatively little research has fo-
cused on o bhow ndividuads choose
amoeng available referenc standards.
Perhaps one reason for the pancity of
rescarch is the inherent complexity
associated witlt cognitive choice mod-
cls. Compared to measuring attective
or hchavioral outcomes, psvchologi-
cal processes may have been per-
ceived as incomprehensible, unim-
portant, or difficult to measure. Yet
given the likehhood of continued so-
cietal instability, changing employee
cxpectatons, and shifts in organiza-
tional policies, we bhelieve there may
be volue in antempting to better un-
derstand psychological influences un-
derlying individuals’ referent
chuices,

We begin by discussing what 1s cur-

#We are ratelul for the guidance of dissereaion committec members Vineenr Barker T Willam
Kriteck, Janice Milleraned Paul Nustroro Tncaddition, se thank [ohn Conton, Brooks Holtom, Felwarel
Inderrieden, and Fdwared Levitas Tor their helpiul commmenis on earlier drafs.
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274 (Y NEILL axn MoONE

rently known about referent selec-
tionn. With social comparison theory
as the underlying theorerical frame-
work, cquity, social cognition, and
psychological climate concepts are
also proposed as determinants of self-
and otherreferent choice. We ini-
dally concentrate on  comparisons
that involve sell-referents and other-
referents and present theoretical ar-
guments 1o support the role of self-
efficacy and  equity  sensitivity  as
antecedents  te choices  involving
these individuals. This discussion is
followed by an examination of the cf-
fects of psychological climate percep-
tions on self- and other-referent selee-
tion. Next, we examine conceptual
differences  between  selbreferents
and other-referent choices and sys-
em-referent choice from a psycho-
logical contract perspective. We con-
clude with a discussion of practical
implications and  opportunities for
cempirical work.

WHAT IS CURRENTLY KNOWN
ABOUT REFERENT SELECTION

Most lierature on referent selec-
tion can be categornzed along two ba-
sic schemart identification of the types
of referents that exist and examina-
tion of the ourcomes that resnlt from
referent scelection. While identitying
varicus referent types, several studies
have sought to expand Goodman’s
(1974) original classification of three
primany  comparison arget groups:
compuarisons involving onesell {sclf-
referents),  comparisons  involving
other ndividuals {other-referentsy,
and compartsons involving the en-
plovee and the organization {(system-
referents). Studies have identified a
multtitude of potential referents, pri-
marily drawn from the outcomes be-
mg examuned, mncluding pay refer-

ents (Hills, 1980), referents linked
with one’s occupation, education,
age and job {(Abraham, 19949; Scholl
ei al, 1987y, and referents derived
from an emplovee’s sockl network
(Shah, 1998). Despite these cfforts,
the same broad referent categories
proposed by Goodman remain vela-
tively unaltered, with very lew studies
attempting e examine system-refer-
ents,

Taking a distributive justice ap-
proach, several studies examinced ref-
erent selection by examining individ-
uals’ reactions to pay outcomes {(Lee
and Mariin, 1991 Major and Tesw,
[98%; Ronen, 1986, attitudes and be-
haviers related to job saustaction, in-
rentions to stay and promotions (Ro-
nen, 1986), working conditions, job
complexity, security and supervisory
hehavior (Ambrose and RKulik, 1988,
Oldham, Kulik, Ambrose, Stepina
and Brand, 1986; Oldham, Kulik, Ste-
piita and Aunbrose, 1986; Stepina and
Perrewd, 1991). Ahhough cach stady
focused on o different aspect of rel-
erent selection group membership,
and stability of referent choice, re-
sults overall wended o show that in-
dividuals react o inequitable disii-
bution of oulcomes contingent on
the comparison targets scelected.

From a conceptual perspective, two
studies developed formal models anc
theorized about the antecedents of
referent  sclection. Goodman’s
(1977) stmplified process model de-
scribed referent selection as a process
in which some event initates a search
process that resulls in various out-
come/input ratios. The outcome por-
tion of the rato s comprised ol in-
ducements, which can represent a
variety of organizational outcomes,
mcluding  compensation,  promoe-
tioms, and workplace attitndes. Tnputs
tvpically consist of the knowledge,
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skills, abilities and effort that are re-
quired by the position {Goodman,
1974, 1977). For example, i [ work
40 hours per week {input), I receive
a wage of $400 (outcome). Individu-
als evaluate all outcome/input ratios,
determining which ones are most ap-

propriate based on examination of

the available infornmauon and the rel-
cvance or atractiveness of potential
referents. Comparisons  between
one's own ntio ol the referents” ra-
tios are made, which result m psveho-
logical reactions. These  reactions
vary, depending on fairness determi-
natians  {rom input/outcome ratio
comprarisons with a referent.

Kulik and Ambrose {(1992% subse-
quentlv  theorized  about  personal
characteristics {c.g., age,  gender,
race) and sitwatonal chavacterisics
{c.g., proximity, changes in proge-
{1[11{3.‘1,‘](}1) facer) thought to influence
reflerent selection. An imporiant ex-
tension o Goodman's model was the
theoretical contribution of availabi-
ey and relevaney determinations on
referent selection. Te was proposed
that referent choices were ntfluenced
by judgments of similarnty, atractive-
ness and wsetulness, ad determina-
tions of referent relevance as a me-
diator prior o referent selection. It
was never specifically theorzed as to
how these various  dewerminations
wourld be made or measured, Subse-
quent work, however, deseribes these
(_k.l')( ]](.”( [T }]'[{ Cursins 1o .“I1( [I(.lel
fairness judgments from which a host
of other cognitions and pro-social be-
haviors [ollow {c.g., trust, acceptance
ol muboriy, self catcwm) (Linel et ol
20013,

More recent research has focoused
on diffevent demographic groups in
advancing knowledge about fairmess
determinations (e.g., Farh et af, 1997,
arker ef af, 19970 Sweeney and

McFariin, 1997}, Demographics such
as age and gender have heen found
w e useful for explaining some
workplace comparisons and  behay-
10rs (l\'ulik and  Ambrose, 19492,
However, a limitation of Uis work
andl {’Mslmg maodlels of referent selec-
tion is the lack of consideration for
the role of individual diflerences in
scelecting refercts. Although some
referent outcomes mav be inlluenced
h}' dL'nlUgI';iphi(:ﬁ (eug., lraning {or
vounger workers that may have less
experience  than older  workers),
managers may hnd these cdifferences
less useful for organizational activites
involving emplovee communication,
project planning or skill-based (rain-
ing of their workloree. In fact, reli-
ance on such demographic features
could result in claims of illegal dis-
crimingtion.

A cognitive approach to compari-
son activities has not heen completely
overlooked. Recently, Ambrose and
Kalik (2001) nsed a categorization
approach to cxamine the crucial role
inciviclual cognitions play in under-
stunding why individuals are ikely to
view  orgamizational procedures as
more or less fair than their colleagues
or peers. Expanding this notion, we
argue that individual cognitions in-
luence choices abont which reler-
ents {e.g., oneself, colleagues, peers)
indivicluals use for determining work-
place fairness. We sugest that seli-¢f-
ficaey levels, caquily sensi

ivily prefer-
enees,  and  psschological  climate
perceptions help determine the at-
tractiveness, similarity, uselulness and
relevance ol available  referemt
choices (see Figure 1),

We consider the potential influ-
ence of these variables for several vea-
sons. First, social cognitive theory sug-
gests that selferegulation of future
behavior is likelv to be influenced not
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only by direct experience, but also by
observing  other individuals  {Ban-
dura, 1497). By intcgrating sell-effi-
cacy judgments with referent comipar-
isons  (e.g., with oneself or with
athers), we provide a more specific
and measurable mechanism for iden-
tifving the relevance and utiliny deter-

minations identidied in the models of

referent selection described above.
Next, in making fairness judgments
{e.g., "Am Lunder-rewarded/overre-
warded?” or “Have 1 been treated
fairly?™), comparative standards or
referents  are  required  (Adims.
19633, The equity sensitivity construet
has extended general equity theory
principles by suggesting that individ-
wals have difterential wlerances o
under-reward or over-reward  sitna-
tions {Huseman o af.. 1987, King «
al., 1993). We believe thar pereep-
tions of fairness, and the mechanisims
individuals choose for reducing any
tension that accompanices judgments
of unfairmess, are likely 1o he intlo-
cnced by the perceived capabilite for
cilcetively altering their cquity ratio
(sce Adams. 1965). Therefore, we be-
licve that justice deternimations will
relv, toa large extent. on an individ-
ual’s equiny sensitivity orientation,
and how that orienaton infleences
veferent choices belore determina-
tons of Lurness {or unlanmess) e
macle.

The dvisunic nature of todav’s on-
ganizations stgeests thal individuaals’
workplace goals are not independent
of the social context. In fact, the work
eivironment provides 4 host of cues
that are usee by cmplovees i order
o interpret the events they eneoun-
e when derermuning subseguent ai-
titueles and behaviors (Salancik and
Pleffer. 1978}, Psvchological climate
exuines the sociul conexy ol the
work environment from the perspec-

tive of individual perceptions {Brown
and Leigh, 1996). What we helieve
makes psvchologicad climate useful
for understanding referent choice is
the forus on individual emplovee per-
ceptions, their experiences. and how
thev  edescribe  their  organizalion
{Kovs and DeCetis, 19913, Through
psychological climate perceptions, we
are able o narrow the organizational
frame of reference (o the context per-
ceived o be most relevant to each in-
dividual.

Self-efficacy and Sclf-other-referent
Choice

The two most familiar types of ref-
crems described in early research are
seiicrelerents and  other-referents
(Goodman, 1974, 1977, Rulik and
Ambrose, 19923 Because i does not
specifically involve comparisons with
a persotl. the third referent vpe—sys-
wm-referents—is  defined and  dis-
cussed Later in the aruele, Self~refer-
ent selection involves comparing
One’s current outcome/input rado
with ratios in the past, the future, or
sone kleal the individoal has 1n
mind., Other-referent selection m-
volves ratio comparisons with some
other person.

In addivton w several chilferem
npes ol relerents being available for
comparisons it the workplace, a key
assumption  of  Goodman's  work
(1971, 1977 and the work of others
is that ndividuals use multiple refer-
ents for various comparisons, and
that the referentisy chosen will de-
peid onthe oucemes being consirl-
crod  (Hlills, 1980; Ronen,  1986),
Goodhnan also asserts that these ref-
crents may change over time, Inoat-
tempting to acdedress the issue of mual-
tple  referents, several  cmpirical
stidhies o date hiave asked edividoalds
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to identify the referents they use by
focusing on their primary referent
(Goodman, 1974; Oldham, Kulbik and
Ambrose ef o, 1986; Oldham, Kulik
and Stepina of af., 1986; Stepina and
Perrewée, 1991}, This approach, how-
ever, constrains individuals by asking
them to focus only on primary refer-
ents, and ignores how cognitions
might allow multiple referents to he
influenual in different fairness situa-
tions.

From among a wide range of work-
related influences, we propose that
self-efticacy may be helpful in under-
standing more specifically how indi-
vidieils determine which referents are
perceved to be most relevant and
uselul (Kulik and Ambrose, 1992;
Mowday, 1991}, In the current con-
text, we consider generdlized self-ci-
ficacy o be the most relevant for ex-
tending
referent choice. As a more bhroad
form of self-cfficacy than original
concephualizations, generalized self-
clficacy is defined as the capahility
“to mobilize the motivation, cogni-
tive resources. and courses of action
needed to exercise general control
over evellts in one's life™ (Judge «f al.
1998: 149}, Empirical research has
consistently reported the significant
role of self~etlicacy in predicting job
satisfaction, personal goals, perform-
ance, el |carning (tr.g_, Bancura,
1997, Judge o al, 1998; Mone, 1994
Wood and Bandura, 1989). Similarly,
Bandura (1997} suggests that social
comparison assists individuals in per-
forming and mastering tasks by oh-
serving and making comparisons with
those thought to be similar to oneself.

As children learn appropriate ways of

behaving in school, so, oo, ciuploy-
ees nay obsenve similar others 1o gain
mastery in learning job facets, make
cthical decisions, [orm justice pereep-

our  understanding  of

tions, and perform a host of other
workplace activities. We argue that
the choice of referents at any given
ume is likely o be influenced by
one's self-ctficacy.

For example, Jones (1986) re-
ported that newcomers with high selt-
efficacy tendeed to use themselves o
interpret situations involving organi-
zational roles hefore seeking assis-
tance from others, This behavior may
be due, in part, to highly efficacious
individuals viewing their own past ex-
periences as more relevant and usctul
sources for informadon and compar-
ative standards. We propose that in-
dividuals  with  high  self-efficacy
choose more selfreferents as their
standard for comparison than other-
referents. The logic behind this asser-
tion is that highly efticacious indiviel-
wals tend to set higher goals {Locke
and Latham, 1990%, believe them-
selves  capable  of reaching  these
goals, and are motivated 1o persist
longer in aciivides than those with
low selt-cHicacy  (Bandura, 1986,
14997). As a result. high self-efticacy
that results from increased masiery of
tasks typically results in higher per-
formance (Mone and Kelly, 1991).
Because of their persistence and de-
sire 1o achieve high performance, fu-
ture goals and past experiences may
be perceived by highly efficacious in-
dividuals as more relevant and useful
for comparisons than other individ-
tals who may or may not be perform-
ing as well and may not hawve the sane
goals. This does notmean that highly
cilicacions individuals would not, on
occasion, choose a very high per-
former against whom 1o gauge per-
formance standards. Rather, lor these
individuals, selection of reflerend tar-
gews may be more highly motivated by
persomal performance standavds and
goal achievement, which is hest com-
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pared internally or via self-refecents.
This suggests the following proposi-
tion:

Pla: Indrddunds with high selp-efficacy select
wore self-referents then other-rofevents,

For less efficacious  individuals,
comparisons with oncsell may pose
threat to overall sell-csteem (Ashiord
and Cunnnings, 1983; Northeraft and
Ashilore, 19903, The lack of confi-
denee in performing job tasks by less
ctiicacious individuals results in lewer
imternal atribuwtions aboan their ca-
pabilinv ta affect certun owtcames
than are macle by more efficacious in-
dividuals (Mone and Kelly, 1994). [n-
dividuals with low self-clficacy may
also perceive an mability 1o set
achicve high personad or organiza-
tional geals or Lo reach a certaiu level
of performance that wonld come
more easily 1o highly efficacious em-
plovees. For some cmplovees, low
seif-eticacy could also resalt in un-
cerfaniy about their role or stitus in
the organizational suouaciure, as well
asavariety of other job-related issues,
For example, manv individuals who
are less confident resort (o compart-
sons with ather iudividuals perceived
to be inlerior (Wood, 1983, Since
many comparisons result from a de-
sive o reduce uncertainty (Gibbons
aned Buunk, 1999, we sugaest tha
low self-cllicaey individuals are likely
Lo engage In comparisons more olten
with other-relerents (and less olten
with self-referents) o order to gather
as much external, and perhaps more
perceptually credible,  infornution
thun one has internally,

We are not suggesting that individ-
uals with low self-efficacy do not set
goals and attempt w achieve them,
However, a lack of confidence in
their capabilities may result in the
metiviiion el goals of less ellica-

cious individuals being related more
towards  maintaining  sclf-esteem
rather than in achieving high per-
formance (Wood, 19893, This mav be
espectally true for those individuals
who have attempted and failed at cer-
tain tasks, Subsequent justice percep-
tions are Tikely to be intfluenced by
whether one's self~esteem has been
threatened  (or nmuaantained)y rather
than whether his/her performance
has been Lairly acknowledged and re-
warded., With these arguments in
mind, we propose the following:

fHb: Pueliveduads with fine self-efficaes wlect more
adbier veferenty e wif veferents,

EQUITY SENSITIVITY, SELF-
EFFICACY AND SELF-OTHER-
REFERENT CHOICE

As asubset of social comparisons,
equity comparisons involve choosing
referents for nse in fairness detenni-
nations {Goodman, 1974). Augment-
ing owr previous discussion of self-cf-
eacy  as  influental  in selecting
referents, we propose a mo(lm‘;tling
role lor equtty sensitivity in that rela-
tionship. Because of ns ntlity for un-
derstanding faimess judgments, eqg-
uity  sensitivity has resurrected
interest in equity theory  research
(Hhiseman et al., 1987). By definition,
equity sensitivity suggests thad inelivid-
ual cquity judgments can fall any-
where along a continuum of oult-
comeJuput rdos. A one end are
benevolenr  individuals,  who  are
viewed as tolerating simations of un-
der-reward.  They wpically  derive
more satisfaction rom makiog a val-
wahle contribwtion 1o the organizi-
ton than lrom any outcomes they
mav receive (King of of 0 1993), En-
teds, at the other end, are more Lo-
cused o recewing organizatonal
outconmes than on the contributions
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they make 10 the orgaunization and
are more tolerant of overreward sit-
uations (Miles et af, 1991). Lastly,
those individuals between  benevo-
lents and entitleds are called equity
sensitives, and are those individuals
referred to in traditional equity re-
search.

We propose that the type of refer-
ent chosen will vary depending both
on vne's level of self-efficacy and
one's sensilivity 1o equity, More spe-
cifically, we argue that low self-effi-
cacy individuals who are benevolent
{hercalier 1ermed LEBs) use infor-
mation [rom comparisons with others
in order 1o support their view of the
world (Wood, 19843, Similar 10 the
main effect arguments above for lesy
efficacions  individaals, by making
more comparisons with other indivied-
uals, LEBs are able to dellect primary
focus away from themscelves and their
relative lack of confudence. And it ac-
connodates their less elficacious na-
ture by allowing thew 1o select those
friends o others who provide a com-
parative standard that ensures main-
tenance of self~esteem. This also en-
ables them o successfully maintain
the sense that they are making valu-
able contributions to the organize
tion, which is the primarny motivation
Tor one who s benevolent. For ex-
ample, in cases in which a downward
comparison s made {Wood, 1980,
the fecling of being superior w some-
one else lns_{mll\{'h |1I'~l]f1(‘s Conti-
ned emplovment while alse protect-
ing  his/ her  selfesteem.  The
rationalizaton is than LIss are giving
to the organization, and what thevare
giving is more than others, This ra-
tionalized comparison s alse ded to
thoir benevolent motives. In cases in
which downward comparisons are
not made, LEBs might compare with
others perceived 1o e similoe

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIAL ISSUES - Vol XV

themselves and, in this similarity, sce
themselves as giving more o the or-
ganization than they might actually
be contributing.

We believe that LEBs select morc
otherreferents primarily to avoid the
anxiety caused by using oneself as the
comparative standard. In preferring
10 give more than they receive, LEBs
necd 10 be able 10 see their contri-
butions as worthwhile, valuable and
{urthering the goals of the organiza-
tion. Consistently using onesclf as the
comparative standard, the fear of fal-
ure or inability to accomplish tasks
will not further organizational goals
and, therefore, will not he seen as a
contribution o the firme. In addition,
more frequent use of a selt-relerent
places the focus on oneself, which is
not typically sought by those waore fo-
cused on giving than receiving. In the
case of L¥Bs. comparing with othier-
referents perceived 10 be sunilar o
onesclf may stimulate continued ef-
fort at their existing level of skill mas-
tery, thus reinforcing the artitude that
they are making & valued contribu-
tion Lo the firm, These argument sug-
gest the following:

Profrositivn 2o Fauity sewsitioidy moderaies the

relfativn betuwver selfoefficacs condd self seferent avd

offvr-teferent choree sucks that bericooleict i -
arely weth fow self efficacy select mone ather 1efey
eards theon endilfed dndividuedy with fve ol offi-

Frey.

Relative o henevolent individuals,
less efficacious individuals who are
cnttded  (hereadter rermed  TEEs)
would he more concerned with rve-
ceiving organizational outcomes than
with maintaining the organizational
relationship. Distributive justice the-
oy supports the argument that the
concern of these individuals over the
pereeived [airness of outcome distri-
bution s likelv o overnide their con-
cern with organizational  processes

Ninber 3o Fall 2ons
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{McFarlin and Sweeney. 1992) andd
the relational aspect of  organiz-
tonal life. Viewing dungs from a
more transactional perspective (Mo
rison and Robinson, 1997}, LEEs may
avold comparisons with other mciviel-
uals in ovder o focus on the out-
comes they want {and expeet) toore-

ceive, The entitlement antinuede of

these individuals nuy offset the need
o reduce the uneertainty associated
with heing less efficacious. We pro-
pose that this causes LEES to engage
more often i comparisons involving
themselves. By relving more often on
internal stanelards that they can per-
ceptuallv manipulate and complerely
conrol, these individuals can cogni-
tively justify the owlcomes they are re-
ceiving (e.g., current salnyv level, cons
tnued  cmploymien), The  more
obien this comparison is made, the
more often LEEs canmaimeain overall
self-esteem (Gihbons ef f, P3O
Comparisons here might be made be-
tween their current poor perform-
ance and past performance that may
have been the siane or worse (Woad,

1984}, This justifies then receipt of

the current level of organizaional re-
wards. Therefore, LEEs may be able
1o convinee themselves thar they de-

serve more than others regardless of

what they are recenving. Thus, the
mostsinglar aad, therefore, more rel-
cvant and wseful referent comes [rom
making  comparisens  more often
bused on their own personal stan-
dards—hose in the past, the fuire
or some cognitive ideal. Based on the
above argtiments, we offer the follow-
ing proposition:
Profussition. 2he Fayuits wnsitioi soderates the
releelaens betiecese self effteay aoed selfrefivent cnd
bfier veferend choree sielt thet entitfed nd -
el st Lo aelfetfiveey wlecd sore elfrefrrents
thii Benevadent fndizadiads with foe self-offi-

Sy,

In considering the relationship be-
weeen highly efficacious henevolent
mdividuals (hercafter wermed HEDRs),
we argued above that the strong, pos-
iive correlation between high self-ef-
ficacy and past performance (Gist,
TO87Y makes a sellcreferent more
prevalent as a basis for comparative
standards. We believe that this is es
pecially true il one is also highly be-
nevolent. Bandwa and  Schunk
(1981} have argued that increased
sell-eificacy develops from o sense of
personal cansation, and  that high
self-efficacy leads to more self-adimin-
isteved vewards (Gist, 1987). This use
of seltzadministered  rewards  suits
HEBs” nture, since benevolent indi-
viduals e more concerned with giv-
ing 1o the organizanon vather than
cnsuring that thev are getting a better
deal than their cosworkers (Huseman
ef el 198RS, T9R7). We argae that the
confldence HEDBs possess gives them
the confidence to use their own per-
sonal stinclrds as the standard for
comparison i considering what they
have done for the organization in the
past e what theyv can do in the fu-
ture o advance oreanizational goals
and objectives. We observe this tpe
of benevolence in the organizational
vitizenship behaviors performed by
somme workers (Konovsky and Organ,
[946). The discretionary nawre of
the behaviors in these examples sug-
goests a greater concern Lov helping
the organization than for receipt of
personal rewards or  entittements,
Such behavior may also manifest itsel!
in 1the social exchange between the
individual and the organization when
ore engages in development activi-
ties. Such acivities are one way 1o re-
ciprocate tor benefits previonsly be-
stowedd by the organization {or a
supervisor) (Maurer of af., 20023, and
are kely viewed as a way to increase
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one’s own mastery for helping the or-
ganization. MelLoughlin and  Carr
(1997) obscrved a similar occurrence
when the higher wlerance for under-
reward situalions charactensiic of he-
nevolents caused them e spend more
of their own {ree time working for the
organization. Highly efficacious be-
nevolent individuals who view their
organization with sieh lovalty and al-
Lruistie tendencies are confidene in
their ahility to give 10 the organiza-
tion, with less concern for receiving
back frown it (Huseman et af, 19875,
Therelore, we propose:
Frrofmsitivn 200 Pty sensdtivfly moderates tee
setretéon brtween self-officacy and self-refevent ied
offrer veferent chodoe sucl thet besevafent indroid
wetds with hagh sedfefficaey sefeet meve seiforeferents
Heoan eartitled sneliziefualy witd ugh seffoefficacy.

For highly efficacions Individuals
who wre entited (hereafter termedd
HEEs}., s  transacional  pichre
emerges nnce more {(Morrison and
Robinson, 1997). The combination
of high self-ctlicacy and an outcome-
[Geused orientation causes these in-
dividduals o be more concerned with
making sure that the organization is
properly rewarding them velative to
other individuals (e, “"What's in i
for me?™™). Comparing job facets {i.e.,
inpusy that lead o extrinsic rewards
(e.g., higher pay onicomes) is more
castly accomplished through compoar-
isons with other mdwidaals (Kalik
ancdk Ambrose, 1992} Shah {1948}
found that, cven in situations in
which indivieluals reported a high de-
gree ol knowledge about their job,
thev still observed other indivicduals
for jobrelevant  information  (per-
formuance, referent and techuical in-
formation}). Particularly in the case of
performance information, we suggest
that HEEs do so to gange others’ out-
come/input ratios and assess their
performance gains relaiive ta others.

Renn and Fedor (2001 Found thaat
individuals high in self~efficiey be-
licved they had maore control over de-
terminants of their work perform-
ance leacding to increased quantity
ancl quality of work. We argue thac il
there is an interaction with an enti-
tledd orientation, social comparisons
would forus more towards receipt ol
outcomes, since uncertainey ahout
their capabilities is much diminished.
Contrary to LEEs, HEEs woule not
feel threatened by comparisons with
other individuals, On the contey,
hard-clriving, competitive incdividuals
may engage inmore upward compar-
isons based on asswmptions of simi-
larity (Wood, 19897 or goal achieve-
ment (Locke and Latham, 194, As
a result, HEEs can set and achieve
evew higher perlormance goals, reap
eveln greater organizational rewards,
and satislv their preference for enti-
ticment. These arguments suggesl
the {ollowing proposition:

Profueiing. 2d: Egualty sensitrony wodereten the
viedeeddnan Befiveen .i‘rﬁ_’[ {_'[ﬂr'm'_\' et .\r'f,fia'f',‘r'i?'uf ael
ather-referend vhoice et that eatitled fudividu
als wnith f!.fg’fr \'f’.f',l’-f_’,fﬁ'r'm'_\' seder b e idfier sefer
enids theos Denevdent indiiifuals with high self-
pfficety.

PSYCHOLOGICAL CLIMATE AND
SELF-OTHER-REFERENT CHOICE

Psychologieal elimare is defined as
how employees perceive and inter-
prec their organizational environ-
ment  (Brown  and  Leigh,  1996).
These perceptions and the complex
cognitive representations ol the en-
vironment that they embody have a
strong inllucnce on attitudes and be-
havior {Brown and I.{figh, 194 Kaows
ane DeCodiis, 19913, This s particu-
larly likely to be the case in compar-
ative situations {Klein, 19843 Inter-
estingly, however, existing theory on
referent choice hay focused on objee-
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tive envirommental factors and not on
individual percepuions about the con-
straines or opportunities perecived by
employees. Unlike organizational cli-
mate, which focuses on the organi-
zadonal unit of analvsis. what miakes
psvchinlogical climate particudarly sa-
lient for examining referent selection
is 1ts muitidimensional focus on how
cmplovees uniquely perceive, inter-
pretand desceribe whatever situation
they consider to be thewr orgamiza-
tonal  environment  (Brown  and
Leigh, 1996} Psvehological climate
also addresses the issue ol proxinuty
since it locuses on those experiences
that are nwost proximal o cach indi-
vidual which prior rescarch has sug-
gested is important for referent selee-
ton (Rulik and Amibrose, 1994: Shah,
998} By examining perceptual dif-
ferences related 1o psvchological oli-
mate, we may oblain a clearer pleture
of the environmental influences thin
make  cortain referent selections
more uselul and releviod than other-
relerent selections.,

In an environment perceived o be
positive and  open. individuals are
more likely to trust cach ather and
communicate freel (Steatton e af,
1593}, Thev are also likelv to believe
that supervisors and top management
are respectful of them (Kows and
DeCoriis, 19910 and will treat them
fairly (Nawnmmann and Benne, 2000
in exchange for the general work and
service they |_1|‘m'i(l(‘ (Das and Teng,
2002). When emplovees view organi-
zatonal procedures and policies as
fair, they are likely w have a more
positive  view  of the organization
(McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992)0 Even
when outcomes are perceived as in-
equitable, negative attitedes and be-
havior are decreased when emplovees
believe there is open communication
and when the input they provide is

considered valuable o the process
{(Williams, 19949, Therefore, when
the psvchological climate of the or-
ganization is perceived to be suppor-
tive. emplovees may feel comforiable
making mare  comparisons with a
wide range of other-relerents,
Emplovees develop a sense of com-
munity within thelr work environ-
ments when itis perecived to be pos-
itive {(Nawmann ane Bennete, 2000),
Thev wre also likelv ro find available
sources ol information rom  peers
and other co-workers (o be more ap-
propriate (Kulik  and  Ambrose,
194923, and a potential standard (or
determinatons about workplace tair-
ness. Additionally, inan environment
pereeived to be positive, comparative
information is not only proximal, it is
most likelv to be considered useful
and Iighlv relevant since it comes di-
rectly from one’s own organization.
I a climate perecived 10 be posi-
tve, we may also sce comparisons
with others outside the company in-
crease in lrequency, but for very dif-
ferent reasons, A study of hiealth care
providers suggests that in a positive
climate, ncreascd actions were taken
by emplovees o extend themselves
outsicle o their own organization,
anel began elfectuating indusin-level
chunges (sce Strutton of al, [997).
Thus, the positive perceptions of
their own work clinaie improved in-
ter-organizational  reliionships,  as
well as in-organizaional relation-
ships. Extending those resules, we
propose that cmplovees in climates
perceived 1o be positive may feel com-
fortable comparing their sttuation
with that of emplovees in other o=
ganizations, thereby increasing even
more the frequency of other-referent
choices,  relative  to selfsreferent
choices. Motives for doing so may
stem [rom the pride they feel in their
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firm, and a desire to Hlustiate 1o

other emplovees how much the firm

cares about them. Accordingly:
Propasitine 3oz Inoa psychologiced dimate frer-

cefved fo be positive, individuads choose more
obher-referents and fewer soff referents.

Climates perceived (o he negative
can be deseribed as lacking suppor-
tive managers or co-workers, but in-
clude micro-nmanagement or over-
regulation  of  behavior. In such
climates, individuals are more dis
trustul of co-workers and manage-
ment (Stnuon & af, 1993) and role
expeetations aned work situatons are
unelewr and inconsistent (Brown and
Leigh, 1996). This vesults in greater
uncertainty for individuals. However,
i this sinmnon, using others in the
organizalion as a comparative stan-
dard may do livle 10 reduce one's
ownl uncertainty {(Strutton el oal,
1995). particularly i’ others demon-
strate simuilar feelings of uncertainty.
The risks assoctated with fecdback
under these conditions decreases the
perccived value ol comparing with
others  (VandeWalle et af., 20007,
since  mmformation-secking s more
risky when trust between individaals
15 low. This, individuads in oan envi-
ronment in which they do not wust
their managers or co-workers will
seek less help or intornnation [rom
them for job-related problems {e.g.,
role clarity dssues) (Strutton e al.,
1993), seeing them as less accurate
sowrces for comparison. Under these
conditions, uHing such imformation as
a comparative standard for deternnin-
g one’s own behavior fulfills fewer
similarity and usetulness needs, when
comparcd to internal evaluative stan-
dards. This v pardeularly true when
the fecdback from others is negative
and inconsistent with perceptions we

hold about ourselves (Sedikides and
Green, 200003,

Although Formal roles may help in-
dividuals interpret the structure and
norms for information access (Goaod-
man, 1974), in an environment per-
cetved W be negative, information
from others aboutl one’s role and or-
ganizational norms inay be difficult o
gauge or trust. Supervisors and coi-
leagues iy avold  answering em-
plovee questions, tucling the prolif-
eration ol a4 perceptually negatve
work environment. Here, hoarding
miormation in order (o hold on to
power (Johnson, 1996) may make the
search for comparative information
from others a fruitless endeavor, Al-
though friendship ties might lead o
some other-referent choices (Shah,
1968 when the work environment is
tense and expectations are unelear,
the necd for selfipresenation mav
owweigh the friendship bond. Scll-
referent choices would become much
more reliable and more prevalent.
And, although indwiduals owside the
organization might, on occasion, also
be asource for infernmation, similariy
and relevance criteria are never as ve-
liable or strong as with oneself as the
comparative standard  (a selfzrefer-
ent}. Lastly, a sell-relerent will always
be more proximal than any otherref-
erent. Based on these arguments, we
propose the following:

Profuosetions 36 Inoa pavchodugial olimate per-

rerved o D viegntive, tneiidials dioose move self-
Fefevwints aied feeer oifio- referenta,

To date, examination ol system-ref-
erents has not been commonplace.
We believe there is considerable the-
oretical overlap with  psvchological
contract research, and we draw on
this rescarch to develop a heter un-
derstanding of this particular refer-
cut choice.
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SYSTEM-REFERENT CHOICE

With svstem-referent choice, the
cyuity ratio involves comparisons be-
ween nputs and ontcomes (OF1 ra-
tio} rendered by the individual and
the O/ ratio promised by the organ-
1zation {Goodman, 1977}, Goodman
descrihes system-referents as . the
system  comparison  examines what
wits promised in the past (o what 18
expertenced o the present” (1977,
110} This delinition suggests that sys-
temacierent comparisons  are  not
likely to ivolve direcr comparisons
with some individual bue, racther, with
the organization.

Rousseau (1989} and colicagues
examine  a virtnally identcal
exchange between cmplovees and
employers from a psyehological con-

tract perspective. When an offer of

emplovment is made by the organi-
zation and accepled by the individ-
nal, an exchange obligaton is createdd
that resulis in expectations relaive 1o
imputs and - outcomes (Rousseau,
LORGE. This s tyvpically the pomt at
which one’s psvchological contract
beging 1o take shape. Fmplovees then
evaluate fulfillment of their psveho-
logical contracts hased on organiza-
tional messages and social cues that
they interpret from within the work
civironment  {Roussean, 1995 Sal-
ancik and Prefler, 19785,

In considering social comparizon
werminology relative o psvehological
contracts, we see the initial svstem-ref-

erent being ereated when an offer of

emplovinent is made by the organi-
zation wund accepted by the applicant.
Han offerof ¢ 11)])]()_\111( mnt s ot forth-
coming or is not avcepted by the ap-
plicant, no 5}'31('m—l'(‘ll‘t'('nl eNIsky with
that organization. If' the exchange re-
lationship is establishod, however. we
see the inidal creation ol asystemerel-
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crent. Due to the similarity between
theoretical definitions of system-ref-
erents and creation ol a psychological
contract, we argue that they are fun-
damentally the same phenomena. In
other words, a svstem-referent can be
a psychologicat contract. Both involve
an exchange opportuniy and individ-
wal pereeptions about the outcome/
input ratios promised by the organi-
zation.

The nature of (these two consoucts
has Been hinted at in previous re-
scarch  on psvehological  contracts
and distributive justice. From an eq-
uity theorny perspective, individuals
try to find an equitable balance be-
tween what they receive from the or-
ganization aud their own contribu-
IR {Kickul, 2001 Q913
Accordingly, the lack of theoretical
acdvancement of sysiem-referent the-
ary may he explained by insufficient
coustruet definition of system-refer-
ents early an. ane the more recent
shiltin research to a focus on psycho-
logical conracts.

Despite creation of o systewm-reler-
ent, i socal comparison s vet to oc-
cur berween the cwplovee and the or-
ganization. Stmilar o self-relerents
and other-referents, a 5}‘51('In—n--f‘m'(‘|n
can exist without ever heing chosen
as a comparative standard. There-
tare, untl a comparison is made that
nvolves constderation o the
exchange obligation hewtween the em-
plovee and the organizanon. it can-
not be asstnmed that a svstemereferent
comparison has been made, or will
ever e nuede, In other words, em-
plovees may contemplate promises
pereeived to have been made to them
cluring the Inrerview process or mter-
precsocial cues doring the new em-
plovee orientation process that indi-
cate the existenee ol the
psvehological contract (Salancik and
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Plelfer, 1978). However, until a com-
parison is made between such per-
ceived promises and their fulfillmem
(or lack of [ullillment) by the organ-
ation, actual comparisons involving
a system-referent have vet to ocour,

Since  sysien coOmparisons  are
made less Irequently than other-ref-
crent  comparisons  (Goodman,
19771, we helieve that some event or
activity typically brings this standar
for comparisont (0 an individual’s
conscious mind. Absent this, referent
choices might be canfined to oneself
or someone clse, completely bypass-
ing considerations about one’s em-
plovment contraci, as indicated by
the doued lines in Figure | {pre-
sented  carlier). Lows and  Sutton
(1991) desenbe three trigger condi-
tions thit canse a cognitive shift from
the inconscious into one’s conscious
attention. Of those three conditions,
one is particularly salicnt for the cur-
rent  discussion—perceiving  a o dis-
crepancy between whad s expected
and what s actally chserved. We be-
leve that comparison activities involy-
ing sell- and/or otherreferents pro-
vidle an important opportunity
become consciously aware of poten-
tal discrepancies in ane’s psycholog-
ical conuact.

To illustrae the above influences,
newcomers have a particidar need w
reduce  the  uncertainty assoctated
with their new roles, and they actively
seek out infornution necessary (o
perform their jobs (Morrison, 1993},
By comparing information obtained
from a variety ol sources {e.g., col-
leagues, boss), they make judgments
ahout performance espectations and
work roles. These newcomers nay

then compire their current ratio of

outcomes and inputs withy what thev
pereeive the organization o have
promised at e time of hire. In this

case, an other-referent L'()IIIpZII'iH()II
has increased the occurrence of an
individual also evaluating his or her
emplovment contract. We are not as-
serting that individuals never con-
sider their emploviment relatonship
without prior selection of a selforet
crent or other-referent. Indeed, there
may be other activities that trigger a
switch from an unconscious wse ol
mental schema to consclous consid-
cration requiring the need for com-
parative information. However, in the
abscuce of some serendipitous acy
{e.g., a revised employment contract
arriving unexpectedly in the mail),
we believe that social comparisons
with oneself or some other individuaal
provide one mechauism by which in-
dividnals will be iriggered 1o engage
ln system-reterent comparisons. From
these arguments, we ofler our final
projJrosiion:

Propusations b Selfveferend e other refevend

thofees ave froadtaoedy correfaied with system-efer-

etk sefertian,

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Much rescarch has demonstrated
that workers are inlluenced by—and
behave differently as a result of—so-
cial comparisons with various targers,
However, relatively litte researel has
examined how  individuals  choose
amony these referents for compari-
sorl actvities, The goal of this article
wits 10 nvestigate how difterent cog-
nitive antecedents influence the ref
crents that are used for equity judg-
ments in the workplace. Specifically,
we proposed that individuals with
high sell-efticacy select more selfref-
erents and those with low sell-eflicacs
select more other-referems. We also
proposce that equity sensitivity miodd-
evades this relationship such that be-
nevolent individuals with low self<f
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ficacy and those with high seli~eflicaey
select more atherreferents e sell:
referents, respectively, Endded indi-
viduals with low and high self-cfficacy
were proposed to select more sellvet-
erents and other-referents, respec-
tivelv. Psvehological climate percep-
tons were also proposed o influence
the referents individoals choose, Fi-
nally, by integraing social compai-
son theory with a psychological con-
tract  framework,  we argued  that
comparisons invalving a svstem-refs
erent are positively correlated with
self-other-referent choice. Through
our in-depth examination of these re-
[ationships, we aucempted 1o contib-
ute not only to social comparison the-
orv. it also to copnilive process
theories as equity theory, social cog-
nitive theory and psvehological con-
tract theorv,

One of the maost significant chal-
lenges facing existing and future so-
cial mlormation processing vesearch
is ddentilving the vpe of referents
prople choose (dliner, 19830; Salancik
and  Plelfer, 1978} Despite these
challenges. understanding die eifects
ol relerent chowe comparisons is
necessary lor several areas of organi-
sational inquirv. Firste scholars andd
managoers are constantly secking
widerstand and  explain soategic
nanagement  issues such as CLO
compensation, wrmover and overall
compuensation patterns (e, Finkel-
steim aond Thamibrick. 199633, Saeh
work relies centrallv upon the velative
comparisons that CEOs and others
make concerning compensation and
vewards, As long-term emplovient
opportunitics are no lenger gwaran-
teed, emplovees actively seck more
referent inlormvion from their o
ganization and [rom co-workers i an
attempt o reduce wncertainiy abotw
the comtinuation of their jobs (Flan-

nery ef Al 1996). And, inoa mrbulent
Libor market, consisten lavotls mav
compel even more comparison activ-
ies, as rumors of plane shutdowns
and the shifting of jobs overseas cre-
Wes wneertaling about one’s job se-
('11]']|_\',

From a theoretical perspective, our
wark is potentially valuable for several
reasons. First, because referent 1
gets are o kev component in all social
comnparisons, a greater understand-
ing of the comparisons that e made
angments our general imderstanding
ol many social exchanges. Second,
several questions of interest pertain
1o the boundany condinons involved
in choice activides, Bevoud influene-
ing bhroad relevaney deterndmitions,
the sitational eriteria examined in
prioy studies failed 1o eapture or ad-
couatel deseribe the consirants and
limitations that infloence one’s shilie
1o select an appropriate referent, B\'
focusing on several kev psvehologic al
antecedents o reflerent choice, we
songhie to account for differences he-
tween individuals that might provide
a useful mechanism lor generalizing
1 i hroader context, Inn addidon o
the antecedents considered here, fu-
wire research might exsamine how ai-
tributions  inlluence  the  similarity
and  relevanes determinations  that
motivate individuals to choose van-
ous relerents over others, and the el-
fear of auributions on psvehological
climale percepiions,

Third, we advinice not only social
comparison e cquity theories, but
we also contribote 1o current think-
ing on psvehological contracts. Most
work in the area of psychological con-
vacts has focused on Lurness judg-
ments resulting  in pereeptions of
breach or violaton, Yet very liale re-
search has explored e antecedents
ifluencing svstem-relvrent choices
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that result in these responses. This ar-
ticle took i closer lok at both system-
referents and psvehological contracts
and discovered a theoretical overlap
not yet considered in scholarly re-
scarch.

From a practical perspective, un-
derstanding more about the work-
place  comparisons  provides  addi-
toual  knowledge  for  managers,
human resource prolessionals and
others charged with attracting, devel-
oping and retaining their organiza-
ton’s human eapital. From a succes-
sion planning perspective, being able
10 better understand what motvates
cmployees who tend o rely more on
their own abilitics, learn from their
past experiences, and {ollow iner-
nalbvset standards can help managers
develop plans 1o nurtare career paths
that result in valuable employees be-
ing promoted into key leadership po-
sitions. By understanding the cogni-
tive antecedents that influence an
emplovee’s refercnt cholees, manag-
ors may liave more tools available for
better identifving those individuals
capable of assuming critical roles as
organizational change agents when
industy forces eall for cmplovee
downsizing, implementation of a new
technology, or spearheading innova-
tive product developments, In addi-
tion, since the organizational grape-
vine has heen Tound 1o he both
(lllirkf‘r ancd, I many cases, just as re-
liable as formal  communications
{Karamhbanos and Anriemmeo, 1999),
managers mav be able o aseertain

which  employees  are  considered

more credible and reliable sources of

information, and use the grapevine to
their advantage. By pinpointing those
cimplovees who may he imore likely to
“lollow the crowd” with other-refer-
ent selections, managing the vrgani-
zational grapevine may mean more
eftective management overall. Man-
agers may also find it useful for heter
understanding the referents new re-
crults are using in order to match
themn with appropriate mentors, 1o
determine potental shadows [or job
training, and to identify suitable
peers to assist in clfectve socializa-
tion into the organizaton's culture,
[t has been suggested that certain
cmployee groups may be more proue
W lidgicus behavior depending on
the comparisons that are made and
the relative deprivation some employv-
ees experience based onmembership
in ceviain groups (see Feldman # o
1997}, And, with an cver-inoreasing
contingent workforee, emplovers may
find it necessary to devow greater of-
fort in atempting 0 understand the
referent choices most appropriate for
an emplovee pepulation that may not
alwavs feel like a part of the organi-
zatiem. By understanding 1the cogni-
tive clements that precede such eq-
uity judgments i the workplace,
nuungers may be able to redirect or-
ganizational resources (owards ad-
dressing the fairness issues hefore
they resalt in costly cousequences, in-
cluding the Toss ol valuable alent

Relerences

Abraluan, R 1999, The Relationship Bevween Difterendal Ineguity, Job Satis-
faction, Intention e Turnover, and Sell=Esweom.™’ T?fr}jm.‘maf (_;,f',”.\"\‘rhm"r)g}' 133

(23: 205915,

JOURNAL OF MANAGERIALISSUES - Vol NVIL Nwmber 30 Fall 2005

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PsvcHOtoGICAL INFLUENCES ON REFERENT CHOICE 289

Adams, | 5. 1965, Inequity in Sociad Exchienge. New York, NY: Academic Press. pp.
2677-300.

Ambrose, ML Lo and COT Rulik, 2000, 2 Tlow Do T RKnow That's Fairr A Clego-
rization Approach o Fairness Judgments.” In Theoretical and Cultural Perspee-
troes on Organizabional fustiee, Bels, S, Gilliland, D, Steiner and 1), Skarlicki,
Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing. pp. 35-61.

o amd 1999 2 OMd Frends, New Faces: Motnvation Researeh
the 19O Journal of Muanagemeni 25 (3): 231-202,

and 198K TReferent Sharing: Convergence Within Work-
groups ol Pereeptions of Lqguity and Relerent Choice.” fhman Refations 41
(9 GY7-707,

Ashtord, 5. J. and L. L. Cummings. 1983, “Feedback as an Individual Resource:
Personal Strategies of Creating Informaion.” Ovganizationand Befivior and 1u-
mn Pevforimance 32: 370-308.

Banduwra, Ao 1997, Self-bffivacy: The Exercise of Control, New York, NY! Freeman,

— 986, Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Sorial-Cognitive View,
Englewoad Clitfs, N]: Prentice-Hall,
aud [ I Schank, 1981, 2 Caltividing Commpetence, Self-Fificacy, and
Intrinsie Interest through Proximal Sci-Motivation™ fournal of Personedity and
Suciad Pyyehology L1 (3): BRO-OHUS,

Brown, 8. Poand T. W Leigh, 1996, A New Look ac Pavehological Climate and
1ts Relavouship to Job Involvement, Eifore and Performance.™ fouwrnal of Ap-
Hlivd Psyehology 31 (1) 358368,

Das. T. Koand B S, Teng. 2002, " Alliance Constellatdons: A Social 1oxchange
Perspective.” Aeademy of Management Reviews 27 (3) 345150,

Farh, J. 1, PG Farlev and S0 C L. 1997, Ulmpetus for Action: A Cultural
Analvsis of Justice and Organizational Citzenship Behavior in Chinese Soci-
(‘l_\‘,” Aefwministredive Sevelier Qmu?mf_\' 2 (5 12110

Feldmun, D G GO R Beang and W HL Tuvedey, 1997 A Relatme Deprivalion
Afrproach to Understanding OUndevesployment. Clhichester, England: [ohin Wiley
and Soms L, pp. 43-610)

Finkelstcin, Soand D ambrick, 1996, Soyatepie Eeadenship: Top Exeertives and Thety
Effects an Ovgeeizations. St Paal. MN: West Publishing Company.

l"hillm'lj" TP, Iy A Holvicheer and 11 Phatten, 194986, P;'uj;f.r’, ;”M_fm'mam'r‘ cined
Peay: Dynamic Compensedion for Changing Organizetions. New York, NY: The Free
Press.

Gibbons, FOXOOC0 P Benbow and M. Gerrard, 19910 2 From Top Dog to Battom
Half: Social Comparison Suategies in Response to Poor Performance.” fournal
of Pevsonedity ane Social Paychofogy 67 (1) 638-652,

andd B. P Buonk, 1999, “Individual Dilferences in Social Comparison:
Development ol a Scale of Social Comparson Orientaton.™ fowrnal of Person-
eadity eined Sacial Poycholoey 70 (1) 12041 12,

Gist, ML 1987, SelEilieaov: Tphicaions for Grganlzational Bebovior and
Hunum Resource Managemeni,”™ ,'lr'r;rfr‘m_‘;' f,jj' Moanagement Revie 12 RIBE Y
485,

Goodman, Pos. F977. Sueied Compiereson Processes in Orsanizations, Clieago, 11 St
Clair Press. pp. 97-132

JOTURNAL OF MANAGURIV L ISSUES S Vol NVIE Nolser 500 Fall 65

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




2010} O'NEILL AND MOXE

- 1974 "An Examination of Relerents Used i the Evaluation of Pay,”
Organizational Behevior and Human Performance 12: 170-195.

Hills, F. 8. 1980, “"The Relevant Other in Pay Comparisons,” Industnal Relations
14 (3): 315-351.

Huscman, R G [0 D Hadield and E. W, Miles, 1987, A New Perspective on
Equity Theory: The Equity Sensitivity Construct.” Aecademy of Management Re-
piewe |2 (2} 282254,

—_—— and 1985, *Lest for Individnal Perceptions ol Job
Equity: Some Preliminay Findings.” Pereepinal and Motor Skills 61: 1055-1064.

Johnson, . 10 VO4S6. Information Secking: Aw Orvganizadional Dilemma, Wesipory, CT:
Quorum Books,

Junes, G ROT98G. “Socialization Tuactics, Self-Efhcacy, and Newcomers™ Adjust-
ments 1o Ohvganeations.” Aeademy of Managemend Journal 29 (2): 262-279,

Judge, T AL E. A Tocke, CC Durham and A N. Kluger, 1998, “Thsposition:al
elfects of job and hife satsfaction: The vole of core evaluations.” Jorwrnal of
Applied Psychology 88 (11 17-34,

Karathanos, P and AL Auwricimmo. 1999, 7 Care and Feeding of the Organizatonal
Grapevine.” fudustrial Management 11: 26-30,

Kickul, ]. 2001, "When Ovganzations Break Their Promises; Fmployee Reactions
to Unfair Processes and Treatment.” Jowrnal of Business Ethies 29 289-307,
King, W. Co E. W, Miles and D. D, Day. 1993, A Test and Refinement ol the:
Eauity Sensitiviey Consoruct.” fosernad of Organizational Behavior 14: 301317,
Klein, L1 . 1984, 2 An Integrated Control Theory Model of Work Motivation.”

Academy of Management Review 14 (2): 150-172,

Konovsky, Mo A and W Organe 1996, “Disposigonal and Contextual Deter-
minants of Organizatonal Citizenship Belvvior.” Jorrned of Ovganizational He-
hewior 17: 253468,

Koys, ). Loand T, AL DeCotiis. 1991 " Inductive Measures ol Psychological Cli-
mate.” fluman Refations 44 (3): 260285,

Kulik, C. 1% and M. 1. Ambrose. 1992, " Personal and Siwational Determinants
of Referent Choice™ Aeademy of Management Reviem 17 (2): 212-237,

Lamerty, Ko 2002, “The Social Consuruction of Fairness: Social Inflluence and
Sense Making in Organizations.” fournal of Orpanizetional Beleaior 2% 19-537.

Lee, ROT. ane [ E. Martin, 1941, ' Internal and External Referents as Predictors
of Pav Satistuction awmong Fmplovees in a Two-Tier Wage Sewting.” fournal of
Crreeuprrtional and Chganizational Psychology b (1) 5760,

Lind, E. AL, L. Krav and L. Thompson. 2001, Prigucy Effects in Justice Judg:
ments: Testing Predictions from Fairness Hewristic Theory™ Organezatinal
Befrarvior and Hiumean Decision Provesses 85 (2): 189210,

Locke, B AL and Go P Lathamy, V98900 A Theory of Goal Setting aid Task Performanes.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Fall,

Louis, M. Roand RO L Sutton. 1991, ' Switching Cognitive Gears: From Habis of
Mind 1o Active Thinking.” Hhanan Relations 44 (1): 35-76.

Major, B. and M. Testa, T98Y. “Social Comparison Processes and Judgments of
Entidement aned Satisfaction.” fournal of Expevimenied Sociad Psyehofogy 252 101-
120,

JOURNAL OGF MANAGERIAL ISSUEs - Vol XV Nuwber 5 Fall 245

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




PsyCnionocieal Iseroesces N REFERENT CHIOWCLE 291

Mawrer, 1. [, 1. R. Pierce and L. M. Shore. 2002, “Pereened Beneticiary of
l“,mpln_\_-'u Development Activin: A Three l)ilm-nximml Social Exchange
Model™ Academy of Management Rewsienn 97 ( (3 121

MeFarlin, D) B and P 1D, %\\L(m\ 1942, - ‘Distributive .m(l Procedural Justice as
Predictors of Satistaction with Personal and Organizational Outcomes.”” Arnd-
emny of Menagemend fournal 35 (3]0 626-637,

MclLough lin DL S0 CL Care, 19970 Eaguity Sensitivity and Double Demoti-
\';ni(m Hw SJournal of Sucied Psyehology 137 (5} 668670,

Miles, o] D l[.niu]d anel Koo Huseman, 1994, U Eguity Sensitivine and
()uu ome [mp(nl wiee"" Juwrnad of Organizational Behaior 150 585-506.

Miner. . B. 1980, Theories of Orvganizationad Beleroien, Hinsdale, 11: The Drvden
Press.

Mone, Mo A T, Comparative Validity of Two Mcasures of Sell-Eiticacy in
Predicting Acacdenne Goals and Pe rlormance.” Edweational and ]’s\chnlan(r.‘t’
Measurement 51 (23 HI6-520.

_ ancl [y Rellv, 19940 Selfdefficaey, Self-bsteem, and Beheavior in Chganizations.
Sun Francisco, CAs ]m»(\ -Bass. hoc,

Morrison, [ W, 19935 \l\\({}Ill(I [nformation Secking: Exploring 1"\|Ju
Modes, Sowrces, and Outeores.” Academy of Management forrnal 56 {3} 537-
ORI

andd 8. 1. Robinson. 19497, “When Emplovees Feel Beoaved: A Model
ol Tlew Psyehological Contract Viokuion Develops.™ Academny of Management
Reviemo 22 (1Y 2262250,

Mowdav, ROT. 1991 Faity Theany Predictions of Bebevior in Orgoniaations. New York,
NY: MeGraw-Hill. Tnc. pp. 1131

Naumann, 8. Foand N Bennew, 20000 A Case for rocedural Justice Clinare:
Development and Test of a Muldlevel Model.™ Avademy of Management fournal
43 (D) REL1-889.

Northeradn, G Boand S, [ Ashiord, T88HE " The Preservation of Self in Pyvervday
Lile: The Elfects of Peviormance Fxpectavous and Feedback Condext on
Feedback i Onmepizational Behavir aond Hicman Decision Processes 47 12
4.

Olcdbam, G R, COT Ralik, Mo L Ambrose, Lo Steping and L F Brand, 1486,
“Relations Bewween Job Facet Comparisons and Emplovee Reactions.” Crgan-
inafional Belreior and [homas Decision Processes 38 28-17,

. Lo PLSepina and M. Lo Ambrose, 1986, " Relanons Benveen
Situational Factors and the Comparative Relerents Used by Emplovees.™ Aeod-
ey of Meanagemend funrnal 29 (3} 3H5-008,

Parker, C P, B B Baltes aned N 1D Christiansen. 1897, " Support for Alfinnative
Action, Justice Perceptions, -.m(l Work Autitudes: A Stady of Gender and Ra-
cial-Lihnic Group Differences. /.rmmm" of Applied ;“s\rhrrfng\ 82 (3} 376-384,

Renn, ROW e DB Fedor, 2001, Development and Field Testof a I e dhack
Secking, Sell-Eificacv. and Goal Setting Model of Work Poerforuance.™ fournal
r;f,\.'mmgm;mf 27 (5} ABB-H8E.

Ronen, 8. 1086, lqun\ Perception in Multiple Comparisons: A Field Sody)?
Haomean Relations 39 01y 3332406,

Roussean, DA 194G5. Pasyrbofogical Contracts in Ovganizations: Understandding Writ-
ten and Uweritien Agreements, Thousand Oaks, CAs Sage Publications.

JOHRNAL OF MANAGERIALISSUES Vol XVIT Nwuber 3 Full 20605

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




992 COFPNEILL AND MONE

e LOBEL **Psychological and Implied Contracts in Organizauons.” fm-
Ployer Rm}mn sthelities and Rights ]m.'mm’ 2 (2): 121-139.

Salancik, G. R.and |, Pleffer. 1978, YA Social Information Processing Approach
w Job Attitudes and Task Design.” Administrative Science (uarterly 28: 224-253,

Scholl, K. W., E. A, Cooper and . F. McKenna, 1987, Referent Selection in
Dmerminiug Equity Perceptions: Dilferential Etfects on Behavioral and Atti-
tudinal Qutcomes.” Personnel Psychology 40: 113-124.

Sedikides, C.and [. Do Green. 20000 7On the Selt-Protective Nature of Inconsis-
tency-Negativity Management: Using the Person Memory Paradigm to Fx-
amine Selt-Reterent Memory.™ fournad of Personality und Soc il Psyrhology 79 (6):
406-022,

Shah, P. P 1998, “Who Are Emiplovees” Social Referents? Using a Newwork Per-
spective 10 Determine Referent Others.” Academy of Management fournol 41
(3): 249-268.

Stepina, 1. Poand Po L. Pervewé, 1991, *“The Stahility of Comparative Referem
Choice and Feelings of Inequity: A Longitadinal Field Sodv.” journal of Or
ganizalional Beheior 122 185200,

Strutton, I, J. Chowdhury and L. E. Pelton. 1997, “"The Progressive Impact of
Psychological Climate: A Prognosis of Health Care Providers’ Subjective Pow-
erlessness in Reform Tegisladon,”” Health AMavketing Quarierly 11 (4): 5326,

. Lo KL Pelton and [ R Lumpking 1945, V' Psyehaological Climate in Fran-
chising Svstem Channels and Franchisor-Franchisee Solidarvity.” fowrnal of
Business Reseqreh 34 R1-91.

o oocand 1993 "The Relanonship Between Psychaological
Climate and Salesperson-Sales Mautager Trust in Sales Ovganizations.” Jorned
of Personal Setling and Seles Management 13 (1) 1-14.

Sweeney, DL and 1 B, McFarlin, 1997, “Process and outcome: Geneder dif{er-
crces in the assessment of justce.™ fournal of Ovganizafional Behawior 83 (1)
B3-08.

van ¢en Bos, K 2001, “Uneertainty Management: The Infloence of Uncertainty
Salience on Reactions to Perceived Procedural Fairness.” fowrneal of Personalily
el Socied Paychology 80 (G): 931911

VandeWalle, ., Go N Challagalla, 8. Ganesan and 8. P Brown, 20000 “An In-
tegrated Model ol Feedback-Seeking Behavior: Disposition, Context and Cog-
nition.”’ ]{Jumm’ of Applied Psyelwlogy 85 (6): 996-1003,

Williuns, S I{JQ() “The Elfeots of Distributive and Procedural Justice on Per-
formance,” The Journad of Pochoiogy 135 (2): 183-192,

Wood, |- V. T984, "'I‘]lf(m' and Research Concerning Social Compurisons of
Personal Attributes [’nr!;m’nqemi Bulletin 100G (2): 231-248,

Wood, R, and A B.ul{lum 1989, Sacial Cognitive Theory of (hganivzational
Management.” Acedemy of Management Review 11 {3): 36 1-38:1

JOURNAL GF MANAGERLAL ISSUES Vol XV Xoondua 30 Fall M0

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




	Marquette University
	e-Publications@Marquette
	10-1-2005

	Psychological Influences on Referent Choice*
	Bonnie S. O'Neill
	Mark A. Mone

	tmp.1493322439.pdf._kyDc

