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The multifoci perspective of justice proposes that individuals tend to target their (in)justice reactions
toward the perceived source of the mistreatment. Empirical support for target-specific reactions, how-
ever, has been mixed. To explore theoretically relevant reasons for these discrepant results and address
unanswered questions in the multifoci justice literature, the present research examines how different
justice sources might interactively predict target-specific reactions, and whether these effects occur as a
function of moral identity. Results from a sample of North American frontline service employees (N =
314, Study 1) showed that among employees with lower levels of moral identity, low supervisor justice
exacerbated the association between low customer justice and customer-directed sabotage, whereas this
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interaction effect was replicated in a sample of South Korean employees (N = 265, Study 2).
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The multifoci perspective of justice proposes that individuals
integrate normative justice rules (e.g., the perceived fairness of
outcomes, procedures, and interpersonal treatment) with moral
accountability, giving rise to target similarity effects, whereby
individuals are likely to direct their reactions toward the source of
the (in)justice (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001;
Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002;
Rupp & Paddock, 2010). Sources of (in)justice can include the
employee’s organization, supervisors, coworkers, and customers.
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Empirical evidence for these target similarity effects, however, is
mixed. A meta-analysis by Colquitt et al. (2013) found weak
support for target-similar effects while other meta-analyses (e.g.,
Fassina, Jones, & Uggerslev, 2008; Rupp, Shao, Jones, & Liao,
2014) found strong support for target-similar effects.

One potential explanation for these discrepant findings concerns
unmeasured moderators, in particular the presence of (in)justice
from multiple sources. Specifically, a theoretical and empirical gap
that could extend this work is: how does (un)just treatment from
more than one source combine to predict injustice reactions (for an
exception, see Lavelle, McMahan, & Harris, 2011)? This is an
important question because although research has tended to focus
on single source effects, in reality, employees can have unique
experiences with different parties—employees may come to view
one source (e.g., customers) as unjust, and at the same time,
perceive another source (e.g., the supervisor) as just (Lavelle,
Rupp, Manegold, & Thornton, 2015; Tepper, 2000). In response to
calls for this line of research (Rupp et al., 2014), one objective of
this study was to consider how multiple sources of justice combine
to predict target-specific justice reactions.

Given that the multifoci perspective is grounded in moral ac-
countability, a second gap in these meta-analysis results concerns
the degree to which moral concerns are more highly salient to
some individuals than others, which can potentially moderate the
degree that they will engage in certain injustice reactions in the
first place. Evidence shows, for instance, that moral identity,
defined as the chronic accessibility of the moral self (Aquino &
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Reed, 2002), moderates injustice reactions such that high (vs. low)
moral identity individuals are less likely to engage in dubious
retaliation behavior such as sabotage when faced with unjust
treatment (Skarlicki, van Jaarsveld, & Walker, 2008). As such, it
is important to examine whether moral identity inhibits morally
loaded reactions to unjust treatment when the justice experience is
complex and shaped by various sources. No research, however, has
explored how moral identity’s moderation effect might occur when
individuals encounter multiple sources of (in)justice.

In the present article, we aim to extend the multifoci justice
perspective and contribute to organizational justice theory in two
ways. Specifically, we examine whether unjust treatment from
supervisors exacerbates the relationship between customer injus-
tice and customer-directed sabotage. In the present paper, we use
the terms unjust and injustice to refer to low levels of perceived
fairness. We focus on sabotage because it has been shown to be an
act of retaliation motivated by perceptions of injustice (Ambrose,
Seabright, & Schminke, 2002). Evidence shows that customer
service employees can react to customer injustice by sabotaging
the customer who they perceive has mistreated them (e.g., hanging
up on a customer, sending the customer to the wrong department)
in voice-to-voice (Rupp & Spencer, 2006; Skarlicki et al., 2008;
Wang, Liao, Zhan, & Shi, 2011) and face-to-face interactions
(Shao & Skarlicki, 2014). Little to no research has explored how
these effects occur in conjunction with supervisor justice. We
focus on the joint effects of supervisor and customer justice on
customer-directed sabotage because both sources represent discre-
tionary individual behavior. Justice-relevant actions have more
discretion when they are neither constrained by organizational
systems nor limited to formal exchange events (Scott, Colquitt, &
Paddock, 2009). Moreover, supervisors and customers both can
exert power over employees. Many companies adhere to a “cus-
tomer is always right” policy, bestowing considerable power to
customers to wield over employees, to the point where employees
can report having two bosses: supervisors and customers (Ed-
dleston, Kidder, & Litzky, 2002). Examining how employees
engage in customer-directed sabotage in the context of supervisor
and customer injustice offers an opportunity to investigate this
dynamic in more depth.

Consistent with the interactionist perspective of behavior (Sch-
neider, 1983), we also test whether the combined effects of super-
visor and customer (in)justice affect employees’ sabotage reac-
tions differently for employees who are high versus low on moral
identity. Integrating the moral perspective of justice (Folger, 2001)
into our theorizing, we reasoned that individuals for whom moral
concerns are highly central to their identity are less likely to
engage in sabotage because of the ethical implications of doing so.
By examining multiple sources, we aim to add greater precision to
the multifoci perspective’s predictive ability in accounting for
employees’ justice reactions. Figure 1 provides our theoretical
model.

From a practical perspective, customer-directed sabotage is an
important issue because such events can erode customer service
quality—a critical source of competitive advantage for many com-
panies worldwide (Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-
Jolly, 2005). The service industry employs the largest proportion
of the workforce in the United States (U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2006), and is one of the fastest growing segments of the
global economy (Boehm & Dwertmann, 2015; Ghani, Goswami,

Supervisor Justice Moral Identity

Customer-directed
> Sabotage

Customer Justice

Figure 1. Hypothesized model.

& Kharas, 2012). Evidence also suggests customer mistreatment of
employees is on the rise (Harris & Reynolds, 2003; Reynolds &
Harris, 2006; Wang et al., 2013). Thus, research on the factors that
can reduce sabotage is highly relevant for a growing number of
companies that are likely interested in enhancing customer service
quality.

Theoretical Background

To date, the dominant perspective for understanding (in)justice
reactions involves distinct types or facets, including perceived
violations of outcomes (distributive justice), procedures (proce-
dural justice), interpersonal treatment showing dignity and respect
(interpersonal justice), and adequacy of the explanations for deci-
sions (informational justice; for reviews, see Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001).
Research has revealed that these justice facets interact with each
other in important ways (e.g., Brockner, 2010), and that some
justice types can compensate for violations of other types to
predict employee reactions. Skarlicki and Folger (1997), for ex-
ample, found that when supervisors show adequate sensitivity and
concern toward employees, treating them with dignity and respect,
those employees seem somewhat more willing to tolerate unfair
pay distribution and unfair procedures that would otherwise con-
tribute to retaliatory tendencies.

The multifoci justice perspective (Cropanzano et al., 2001;
Lavelle et al., 2015), in contrast, proposes that an accountable
party is necessary for the formation of justice perceptions (Folger
& Cropanzano, 2001). Specifically, the ability to predict justice
reactions is enhanced by integrating the normative justice rules
associated with distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and infor-
mational justice, with the accountable party responsible for vio-
lating or upholding these normative justice rules (i.e., the source of
justice). Thus, the sources of (in)justice and target of justice
reactions are given prominence in its theorizing.

The target similarity argument is rooted in social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964), which proposes that individuals help people
who help them, and harm people who harm them. Rupp et al.
(2014), for instance, reported that justice from the organization
better predicted outcomes targeting the organization (e.g., organi-
zational trust, affective commitment) than justice from the super-
visor, whereas supervisor justice more effectively predicted out-
comes targeting the supervisor (e.g., trust and identification with
supervisor) than justice from the organization. They also reported
that source-specific social exchange mediated the relationships
between source-based justice perceptions and outcomes directed at
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matched sources. Due to an insufficient number of studies and the
relatively recent expansion of justice sources to include customers,
the customer as a source of justice has yet to be included in justice
meta-analyses. Justice writers have similarly called for research on
how different sources combine simultaneously to predict employ-
ees’ customer-directed sabotage (Rupp, McCance, Spencer, &
Sonntag, 2008).

Hypothesis Development

As noted above, the multifoci perspective is based on social
exchange theory, which states that individuals hold one another
accountable for their actions, and that individuals generally direct
their retaliation for mistreatment toward the source of the trans-
gression (Cropanzano et al., 2001). It follows that when a customer
treats a service employee unjustly, the employee is likely to react
negatively toward that customer by engaging in customer-directed
sabotage. Evidence suggests, however, that employees also dem-
onstrate a form of generalized response toward customers as a
social entity (Walker, van Jaarsveld, & Skarlicki, 2014). That is,
not only do employees engage in sabotage toward the specific
customer who violated their fairness norms, they can also demon-
strate a sabotage reaction toward customers in general.

Cropanzano et al. (2001) made a distinction between justice-
relevant events (e.g., interactions with individual customers) and
social entities (e.g., interactions with customers in general), argu-
ing that unfairness perceptions of the former can lead to negative
reactions toward the latter. This is especially likely to occur when
unfair treatment is highly commonplace. Many customer service
contexts involve frequent interactions with customers (e.g., 50-75
calls per day; Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Wang et al., 2011)
with high exposure to norm violations. Harris and Reynolds
(2003), for instance, reported that 82% of the employees studied
had witnessed or been the target of customer mistreatment in the
past year. Call center employees report an average of seven hostile
calls from customers per day, with 10 as the modal response
(Grandey et al., 2004). Frequent and consistent exposure to per-
ceived customer injustice can also foster a stereotype bias resulting
in employees generalizing their impressions and reactions to cus-
tomers beyond a specific unjust customer (e.g., Bargh, 1989).
Moreover, at this high pace of exposure to moral violations,
employees can have limited opportunities to retaliate toward the
specific customer who mistreated the employee because they may
have already moved onto the next customer. Thus, it is likely that
employees’ response to moral violations can result in negative
reactions to customers in general as opposed to solely the customer
who mistreated them. This generalized approach has been reported
in numerous studies (Shao & Skarlicki, 2014; Skarlicki et al.,
2008; Wang et al., 2011; for a review, see Koopmann, Wang, Liu,
& Song, 2015) and reflects the approach we take in the present
research.

Hypothesis 1: Customer justice is negatively related to

customer-directed sabotage.

Interaction Among Justice Sources and Moral Identity

Supervisor justice refers to perceptions of fair treatment re-
ceived from one’s supervisor. Its theoretical origins lie in the

fairness of the interpersonal communication received by an au-
thority figure (Bies & Moag, 1986). Initially labeled interactional
Jjustice, empirical evidence suggests that it consists of two distinct
factors: interpersonal justice (treatment reflecting dignity and re-
spect) and informational justice (perceptions that the employee
received an adequate explanation for the processes and decisions)
(Colquitt, 2001). In reality, however, supervisors can deliver and
personify all organizational justice facets (e.g., Karriker & Wil-
liams, 2009). For example, supervisors can develop their own
procedures for decision making and thus can be perceived by
employees as a unique source of procedural justice (Byrne, 1999).
Hence it is reasonable to consider that supervisor justice can
include factors beyond interpersonal and informational justice.
Studies have established, however, that overall supervisory-
referenced justice is a unique construct from overall organizational
justice (e.g., Choi, 2008; Holtz & Harold, 2009). Moreover, Holtz
and Harold (2009) found that procedural and distributive justice
were more strongly related to perceptions of overall organizational
justice than to perceptions of supervisor justice, and that informa-
tional and interpersonal justice from the supervisor was a better
predictor of overall supervisory justice than of overall organiza-
tional justice. To be consistent with previous fairness studies (e.g.,
Bies, 2005; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Moorman, 1991;
Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006) and multifoci research (e.g., Rupp et
al., 2014), we operationalized supervisor justice in terms of inter-
personal and informational justice.

We focus on supervisor justice in the present study because the
supervisor is often more proximal to the employee than is the orga-
nization; he or she is the “face” of the organization and the interper-
sonal link with the organization as a whole, and hence can have
stronger links with employee outcomes than other forms of orga-
nizational justice, labeled the agent-dominance effect (Fassina et
al., 2008). Second, to a large degree, supervisor justice, in partic-
ular interpersonal and informational justice, is provided at the
discretion of the supervisors (Bies & Moag, 1986; Lavelle et al.,
2007). Distributive and procedural justice from supervisors, in
contrast, can be relatively more constrained by organizational rules
and policies than are interpersonal and informational justice. In-
deed, organizations tend to have established decision-making pro-
cedures and guidelines for the distribution of rewards, which are
outside the control of individual supervisors (Olkkonen & Lippo-
nen, 2006). This issue has theoretical importance because reciproc-
ity and accountability are enhanced when individuals view that
their (mis)treatment was provided at the other party’s discretion
(Folger & Cropanzano, 2001).

It is conceivable that supervisor justice will moderate the
relationship between customer justice and customer-directed
sabotage such that supervisor injustice will exacerbate the re-
lationship between customer justice and employees’ customer-
directed sabotage. Just treatment by supervisors enhances em-
ployees’ perceptions that their supervisor values their
contribution and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger &
Stinglhamber, 2011). Therefore, the existence of just treatment
from supervisors may alleviate and potentially neutralize the threat
of customer injustice, especially in terms of upholding employee
self-image (Wang et al., 2013) as well as providing additional
resources to regulate negative emotions induced by customer in-
justice (Wang et al., 2011), both helping to inhibit retaliation
tendencies. In addition, just treatment by supervisors could inhibit
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customer-directed sabotage because employees may refrain from
sabotage behaviors that could otherwise jeopardize their positive
social exchange relationship with supervisors. Unjust treatment by
supervisors, in contrast, could tax employees’ resources (Thau &
Mitchell, 2010), making it difficult for employees to regulate their
retaliation tendencies when faced with customer injustice. Taken
together, although an employee might be motivated to engage in
customer-directed sabotage in response to low customer justice,
this effect is likely stronger when the employee also perceives that
his or her supervisor is unjust. In summary, unjust supervisor
treatment is likely to exacerbate, while just supervisor treatment is
likely to dampen, employees’ sabotage reactions to customer in-
justice.

As discussed above, however, the multifoci perspective empha-
sizes the notion of moral relevance and accountability (Folger &
Cropanzano, 2001; Rupp et al., 2014). Because individuals differ
in their judgment regarding whether or not to engage in sabotage
(e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002; Blasi, 1984, 2005; Brown, Treviiio, &
Harrison, 2005; Haidt, 2001; Hoffman, 2000; Kohlberg, 1969;
Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & Bebeau, 1999; Wimbush & Shepard,
1994), we expect that the potential interaction effect between
customer justice and supervisor justice will be qualified by em-
ployees’ general tendency to engage in sabotage in the first place.
That is, some individuals are likely to refrain from sabotage
because they view it as an immoral and unethical act. We focus on
moral identity as a potential moderator because research shows
that moral identity can regulate individuals’ reactions toward jus-
tice/morality violations (e.g., Reynolds & Ceranic, 2007; Skarlicki
et al., 2008).

Aquino and Reed (2002) defined moral identity as the chronic
accessibility of the moral self. Moral identity research draws upon
social identity theory (Tajfel, 1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) pro-
posing that individuals can have multiple identities including one’s
gender, ethnic background (e.g., visible minority), and occupation
(e.g., professor or lawyer), to name a few. According to Lapsley
and Lasky (2001, p. 347), a high moral identity person is someone
“for whom moral schemas are chronically available, readily
primed, and easily activated for information processing.” To the
extent that an individual’s moral identity is strong, it can regulate
one’s behavior (Blasi, 1984, 2005; Hart, Atkins, & Ford, 1998; for
a review, see Shao, Aquino, & Freeman, 2008). Damon and Hart
(1992), for example, argued that the centrality of morality to the
self is among the single most powerful mechanisms in the link
between one’s moral judgment and behavior.

Moral identity consists of two dimensions: internalization (e.g.,
the degree to which a set of moral traits are central to one’s
self-concept) and symbolization (e.g., the degree to which reac-
tions to moral issues are expressed publicly through an individu-
al’s actions) (Aquino & Reed, 2002). We focused on the internal-
ization dimension because it reflects the self-determined
importance of moral characteristics to one’s identity and has been
shown to be positively related to moral reasoning and concern for
others (Aquino & Reed, 2002). Reed and Aquino (2003), for
example, found that individuals having higher (vs. lower) inter-
nalization scores reported higher perceived obligations toward
outgroup members (Study 1), a lower inclination to endorse in-
flicting harm on harmdoers (Study 3), and a higher willingness to
forgive transgressors (Study 4). Skarlicki et al. (2008) found that
employees reporting higher (vs. lower) internalization were less

likely to engage in customer-directed sabotage in response to
customer injustice. Following this line of research, we theorize that
moral identity is likely to qualify the interaction between customer
justice and supervisor justice as follows.

High moral identity. We expect individuals higher in moral
identity will be less likely to engage in sabotage in response to low
customer justice for two reasons: (a) they experience a lower
tendency to punish transgressors, and (b) they are more likely to
view sabotage as an ethical and moral violation in and of itself,
given that sabotage is a type of morally loaded behavior (Skarlicki
et al., 2008). Thus, high moral identity individuals are likely to
abide by norms such as “treat the customer as you would want to
be treated.” As a result, high moral identity is likely to weaken the
association between unjust treatment from customers and
customer-directed sabotage, regardless of the levels of supervisor
justice.

Low moral identity. Individuals lower in moral identity, in
contrast, are less concerned with the moral or ethical implications
of their justice reactions relative to their high moral-identity coun-
terparts. As a result, sabotage is likely to occur in response to the
low levels of customer justice more so among employees with low
versus high moral identity. Among individuals who are low on
moral identity, however, those who experience low (vs. high)
supervisor justice are expected to be more likely to react to low
customer justice with sabotage behaviors. This is because, as we
argued earlier, supervisor injustice further taxes employees’ re-
sources and makes it more difficult for employees to inhibit the
retaliation tendency. As such, for those with low levels of moral
identity, the negative association between customer justice and
customer-directed sabotage should be stronger when supervisor
justice is low than when supervisor justice is high.

Taken together, we predict that the exacerbation effect of su-
pervisor injustice on the association between customer justice and
customer-directed sabotage is qualified by employees’ moral iden-
tity because the latter manifests as an important inhibitor of
customer-directed sabotage in the first place.

Hypothesis 2: A three-way interaction of customer justice,
supervisor justice, and moral identity predicts employees’
customer-directed sabotage. The exacerbation effect of super-
visor injustice on the customer justice—customer-directed sab-
otage relationship will be more pronounced among employees
with lower versus higher moral identity.

Study 1

Method

Participants. We administered a paper-based survey to cus-
tomer service representatives in a call center located in North
America (N = 314). We studied call center employees because
they interact frequently with customers (Grandey et al., 2004).
Second, call center employment is growing globally (van Jaarsveld
& Poster, 2013). Thus, this setting has important implications for
organizations worldwide. We invited approximately 500 employ-
ees to participate, and completed surveys were received from 314
respondents, representing a 62.8% response rate. The sample con-
sisted of 189 women (60%), with an average tenure of 2.96 years
(SD = 3.16), and average age of 29.32 years (SD = 6.40). The HR
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manager confirmed these demographic characteristics were repre-
sentative of the company’s workforce.

Measures. For all measures, we averaged their items to form
the indices. Larger numbers signify higher levels of the variable
than lower levels.

Customer justice. Skarlicki et al.’s (2008) measure of em-
ployee perceptions of fairness was used to assess customer justice,
which was developed in a call center setting. Employees responded
to eight items with a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (frequently). Sample items included: Please indicate
the frequency that a “Customer yelled at you” and “Customer used
condescending language (e.g., “you are an idiot”)” (reverse-coded
items). This scale shows evidence of reliability in North America
and Asia (e.g., Wang et al., 2011).

Supervisor justice. We assessed supervisor justice as partici-
pants’ perceptions of their supervisor’s interpersonal and informa-
tional justice using Colquitt’s (2001) measures indicating explic-
itly the supervisor as the source. This scale consists of eight items,
with four items assessing each of informational and interpersonal
justice from the supervisor. The response set consisted of a 5-point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Moral identity. We used Aquino and Reed’s (2002) measure
of internalization to assess moral identity. This scale shows posi-
tive psychometric properties (e.g., Aquino, Freeman, Reed, Lim, &
Felps, 2009; Skarlicki et al., 2008). The measure asks respondents
to imagine a person who possesses nine moral traits (i.e., caring,
compassionate, fair, friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, hon-
est, and kind) and to indicate using five items the extent to which
having these traits is important to the respondents’ sense of them-
selves. The response set consisted of a 7-point Likert-type scale
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).

Customer-directed sabotage. We used Skarlicki et al.’s
(2008) measure of employees’ sabotage targeting the customer,
which was also developed in a call center setting. This scale
includes five items with a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to
5 (frequently—more than 7 times over the past month). Sample
items include: “Purposefully transferred the customer to the wrong
department” and “Intentionally put the customer on hold for a long
period of time.” This scale also shows evidence of reliability in

Table 1

North America and Asia (e.g., Skarlicki et al., 2008; Wang et al.,
2011).

Control variables. Consistent with the multifoci perspective
and our focus on justice source rather than justice type, we con-
trolled for the organization sources of justice (i.e., distributive and
procedural justice from the organization; Colquitt, 2001). Based on
Skarlicki et al. (2008), we controlled for employees’” moral identity
symbolization (Aquino & Reed, 2002), gender, and tenure (Ng &
Feldman, 2015).

Results and Discussion

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations,
and reliability estimates of the variables of interest. As shown,
supervisor’s interpersonal and informational justice was signifi-
cantly correlated, » = .69, p < .01. We further compared the model
fit between a CFA model with 4 lower-order factors (i.e., distrib-
utive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice, and infor-
mational justice; Xz = 291.07, df = 113, CFI = .96, RMSEA =
.07, SRMR = .05) and a CFA model with two higher-order factors
(i.e., first-order interpersonal and informational justice factors
loading on one higher-order factor [labeled supervisor justice] and
first-order distributive and procedural justice factors loading on the
other higher-order factor [labeled organizational justice]; x> =
291.52, df = 114, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05).
Although the fit indices were similar for the two CFA models, the
CFA model with two higher-order factors is preferable because it
is more parsimonious, containing one less parameter. Previous
researchers (e.g., Mulaik et al., 1989; Preacher, 2006) have argued
that given similar overall model fits, the model with fewer param-
eters should be preferred over a model with more parameters.
Taken together, both the high correlation between supervisor’s
interpersonal and informational justice and the CFA model com-
parison results suggest that it is reasonable to combine them into a
measure of supervisor justice.

We conducted hierarchical moderated regression analyses to
simultaneously test our hypotheses. Following Aguinis (2004) and
Aiken and West (1991), we centered the continuous predictors
before creating the interaction terms. In Step 1, we entered the

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Internal Consistency Reliabilities (Study 1)

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Gender .60 .49

2. Tenure 296 3.16 .07

3. Symbolization 482 1.13 19" .05 (.83)

4. Organizationally-focused justice 342 .83 .08 —.28"" 14 (91)

5. Supervisor justice 433 74 .05 —.11 127 53 (.93)

6. Distributive justice 352 1.07 .08 —.28"" 16 .88 50"  (.94)

7. Procedural justice 337 82 .07 —.257 11 95" 49" 70" (.86)

8. Interpersonal justice 450 73 .07 -—.08 .07 A4 90" 43" 39" (92)

9. Informational justice 417 .88 .03 —.12° 5™ 53T 93" 49" 49 .69 (90)
10. Customer justice 2.61 .87 —.00 12" A7 26" 167 217 26" 10 A8 (.87)
11. Internalization 6.05 93 28" .07 36" 25 207 217 247 27 217 .08 (.78)
12. Customer-directed sabotage 1.60 .74 —.07 —.07 —.23" =207 —29" —.157 —21™ =31 —24" —18" —44™ (84)
Note. N = 314. Organizationally-focused justice = the combination of distributive justice and procedural justice; Supervisor justice = the combination
of interpersonal justice and informational justice.

p<.05 Tp<.0l "p<.001.



publishers.

and is not to be disseminated broadly.

gical Association or one of its allied

This document is copyrighted by the American Psycholo,
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

MULTIFOCI JUSTICE IN EMPLOYEE SABOTAGE

control variables (i.e., gender, tenure, symbolization, and
organization-focused justice). We added customer justice, super-
visor justice, and moral identity internalization in Step 2, and the
two-way interaction between customer justice and supervisor jus-
tice in Step 3. In Step 4, we entered the customer justice and moral
identity interaction and the supervisor justice and moral identity
interaction terms. In Step 5, we entered the three-way interaction
of customer justice, supervisor justice, and moral identity (see
Table 2). As shown, customer justice was negatively (Step 2,
B = —.10, p < .05) related to customer-directed sabotage, sup-
porting Hypothesis 1. In a test of Hypothesis 2, the three-way
interaction of customer justice, supervisor justice, and moral iden-
tity was a significant predictor of customer-directed sabotage (Step

5, B = —.19, p < .01). Simple slope analyses (see Figure 2) and
slope difference tests revealed that among employees with
lower moral identity, supervisor justice moderated (B = .29,

p < .01) the relationship between customer justice and sabotage
such that this relationship was stronger among employees re-
ceiving lower (B = —.32, p < .001) versus higher (B = .09, p >
.05) supervisor justice. Among employees with higher moral
identity, in contrast, supervisor justice did not moderate
(B = —.07, p > .05) the customer justice and sabotage rela-
tionship. This relationship was not significant among employ-
ees reporting higher (B = —.11, p > .05) or lower supervisor
justice (B = —.01, p > .05). We probed this three-way inter-
action using Process (Model 3; Hayes, 2013) to generate the
Johnson-Neyman region of significance (see Figure 3). As
shown in Figure 3, among employees reporting moral identity
scores below 5.90 (36.31% of participants), supervisor justice
attenuated the negative effect of customer justice on sabotage.
For those with moral identity scores above 5.90 (63.69% of
participants), supervisor justice did not moderate the customer
justice and sabotage relationship.

To examine the effects of combining interpersonal and infor-
mational justice into supervisor justice, we conducted a series
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of post hoc regression analyses to test whether informational or
interpersonal justice alone had the same moderating effects
compared to supervisor justice. Specifically, we replicated the
regression analyses reported above by replacing supervisor
justice with either interpersonal justice or informational justice.
The regression coefficients and the resulting three-way inter-
action plots (see online supplemental Appendix A) showed that
the moderation effects of interpersonal justice and informa-
tional justice were indeed very similar, and were consistent with
the moderating effects of supervisor justice. Moreover, the full
model including supervisor justice and the three-way interac-
tion involving supervisor justice accounted for 28.1% of the
total variance in sabotage (see Table 2, Step 5), whereas the full
model including informational justice and the three-way inter-
action involving informational justice accounted for 27% of the
total variance in sabotage (see online supplemental Appendix
A, Table A2) and the full model including interpersonal justice
and the three-way interaction involving interpersonal justice
accounted for 28% of the total variance in sabotage (see
online supplemental Appendix A, Table Al). These findings
provide support for combining informational and interpersonal
justice into a single construct of supervisor justice because the
regression model with supervisor justice is more parsimonious
and has relatively stronger predictive validity as compared to
treating interpersonal and informational justice separately. The
main analyses results also held whether distributive and proce-
dural justice were controlled separately or combined as orga-
nizationally focused justice (See online supplemental Appendix
C, Table C1).

Although our hypotheses were supported, replication was war-
ranted for at least two reasons. First, a plethora of published
research has not been replicated, increasing the risk of false-
positive results and other misestimated effect sizes (Kepes &
McDaniel, 2013). Second, Study 1 consists of a North American
sample where individuals tend to be lower in power distance

Table 2
The Joint Effects of Customer Justice, Supervisor Justice, and Moral Identity on Sabotage Toward Customers (Study 1)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

Variables B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B
Constant 1.61 .06 1.54 .06 1.53 .06 1.53 .06 1.54 .06
Gender —.02 .08 —.01 .09 .08 .06 .08 .08 .05 .08 .08 .06 .09 .08 .06
Tenure —-.03 .01 —.12% —.01 .01 —.05 —.01 .01 —.05 —.01 .01 —.05 —.01 .01 —-.06
Symbolization —.12 .04 —.19" .04 .04 —.06 —.04 .04 —.07 —.04 .04 —.07 —.03 .04 —.05
Organizationally-focused justice —.18 .05 —.20" 01 .06 .02 .03 .06 .03 02 .06 .02 .02 .06 .02
Customer justice -.10 .05 —-.11" —.11 .05 —.13* —.11 .05 —.13" —.08 .05 —.09"
Supervisor justice -.19 06 -.19" -.17 .06 -.18" -—.17 .06 —.17" -—.17 .06 —.17
Internalization -30 .05 —38"" —-31 .05 —40™" —-31 .05 —.39"" —31 .05 —.40™"
Customer justice X supervisor justice 12 .07 107 A1 .07 .09 A1 .07 .08
Customer justice X internalization .02 .05 .02 .02 .05 .02
Supervisor justice X internalization .03 .05 .04 02 .05 .02
Customer justice X supervisor —-.19 .07 —.14"

justice X internalization

F 7.98" 14.82 13.49™ 10.81"* 1071
R .09 25 26 26 281
Adjusted R? .08 24 24 24 254
AR? 167 01" .00 .02
Note. N = 314.
tp<.10. *p<.05 *p<.0l. *p<.00lL
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Figure 2. The three-way interaction of customer justice, supervisor justice, and moral identity internalization

on customer-directed sabotage (Study 1).

values and higher in individualism (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).
Shao and Skarlicki (2014) found that employees with this cultural
profile engage in more customer-directed sabotage in response to
customer injustice than employees with low individualism and
high power distance values, who tend to be more willing to tolerate

mistreatment from customers than North American employees
(e.g., Begley, Lee, Fang, & Li, 2002; Lee, Pillutla, & Law, 2000).
Thus, studying these effects in a highly collectivistic and high
power distance culture should provide a stronger test of our hy-
potheses.
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Figure 3. Region of significance (i.e., how the moderating role of supervisor justice in the customer justice and
sabotage relationship differs as a function of moral identity internalization; Study 1).
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Study 2

Method

Participants. We administered paper-based surveys to 450
customer service representatives employed in a call center located
in South Korea. We selected this site because South Koreans report
higher collectivism and power distance values as compared to
North Americans (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Moreover, similar
to North America, South Korean employees tend to view the boss
and customer as having high status (Choi, Kim, Lee, & Lee, 2014).
We received completed surveys from 265 respondents (58.9%
response rate). Survey respondents were 88% female, had an
average age of 37.74 years (SD = 6.96), and had an average tenure
of 0.84 year (SD = 1.14). The HR director confirmed that this
sample accurately represented the workforce.

Measures. We used the measures from Study 1. We strictly
followed the translation and back translation technique (Brislin,
1970) to ensure scale validity in the South Korean version. Con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the customer-directed sabotage
items revealed that one item—hung up on the customer”—had a
factor loading below the conventional cut-off value (.40). We
dropped this item and used the remaining four items for the
sabotage measure. Consistent with Study 1, we controlled for
organization-focused justice perceptions, moral identity symbol-
ization, gender, and tenure.

Results

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, correlations,
and reliability estimates for the variables of interest. Consistent
with Study 1, supervisor interpersonal justice was significantly
correlated with informational justice, » = .80, p < .01. We further
compared the model fit between a CFA model with four lower-
order factors (i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice, interper-
sonal justice, and informational justice; x> = 377.62, df = 113,
CFI = .94, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .05) and a CFA model with
two higher-order factors (i.e., supervisor justice and organizational
justice; x> = 378.31, df = 114, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .09,
SRMR = .05). Although the fit indices are similar for the two CFA

Table 3

models, as discussed in Study 1, the CFA model with the two
higher-order factors is preferable because it is more parsimonious.
Taken together, both the high correlation between supervisor’s
interpersonal and informational justice and the CFA model com-
parison results again suggest that it is reasonable to combine them
into a single construct of supervisor justice.

We followed the analytic strategy from Study 1 to test our
hypotheses. As Table 4 shows, customer justice was negatively
(Step 2, B = —.17, p < .001) related to customer-directed sabo-
tage, supporting Hypothesis 1. The three-way interaction among
customer justice, supervisor justice, and moral identity predicting
customer-directed sabotage was significant (Step 5, B = —.09,p <
.05). Simple slope analyses and slope difference tests revealed that
among employees with lower moral identity, low supervisor jus-
tice exacerbated (B = .22, p < .001) the relationship between
customer justice and sabotage such that this relationship was
stronger among employees reporting lower (B = —.39, p < .001)
versus higher (B = —.05, p > .05) supervisor fair treatment. In
contrast, among employees with higher moral identity, supervisor
justice did not moderate (B = .03, p > .05) the customer justice
and sabotage relationship, and this relationship was not significant
for employees reporting either higher (B = —.05, p > .05) or
lower supervisor justice (B = —.11, p > .05). The pattern of the
three-way interaction is presented in Figure 4. Figure 5 provides
the Johnson-Neyman region of significance. The two-way inter-
action of customer and supervisor justice on sabotage was signif-
icant for 55.1% of the participants (i.e., those with lower moral
identity). For those with higher moral identity (44.9% of the
participants), the exacerbating effect of supervisor justice was not
significant.

As in Study 1, we conducted a series of post hoc regression
analyses to test whether informational or interpersonal justice
alone had similar moderating effects as compared to supervisor
justice. Specifically, we replicated the regression analyses reported
above by replacing supervisor justice with either interpersonal
justice or informational justice. The regression coefficients and the
resultant three-way interaction plots (see online supplemental Ap-
pendix B) showed that the moderation effects of interpersonal
justice and informational justice were again highly similar, and

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Internal Consistency Reliabilities (Study 2)

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Gender 88 .32

2. Tenure 84 1.14 .01

3. Symbolization 451 1.03 10 —.01 (.78)

4. Organizationally-focused justice 3.20 .57 .08 —.06 16" (.89)

5. Supervisor justice 380 .77 .02 —.07 10 56 (.96)

6. Distributive justice 3.37 .68 12° —.04 147 .85™ 30" (.90)

7. Procedural justice 3.02 .68 01  —.06 13" 84" 64" 427 (.90)

8. Interpersonal justice 383 .77 —.01 —.08 07 49" 94 27 56" ((94)

9. Informational justice 377 .85 05 —.06 12 56 95" 29" .66™ 80" (.94)

10. Customer justice 391 .63 .06 —.29" .03 19 .07 22™ .09 .08 .06 (.80)

11. Internalization 5.72 1.01 .02 .04 447 .10 12 .10 .06 11 12 .03 (.74)

12. Customer-directed sabotage 128 39 —-.07 -—.01 —.10 —.23" —=26™ —.14" =25 =24 =24 27" —11 (.6])

Note.
informational justice.

p<.05 Tp<.0l "p<.001.

N = 265. Organizationally-focused justice = the combination of DJ and PJ; Supervisor justice = the combination of interpersonal justice and
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Table 4
The Joint Effects of Customer Justice, Supervisor Justice, and Moral Identity on Sabotage Toward Customers (Study 2)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

Variables B SE B B SE B B SE B BB SE B B SE B
Constant 1.33 .07 1.32 .07 1.30 .07 1.30 .06 1.29 .06
Gender —-.05 07 —-.04 —-.04 07 —.04 —-.03 .07 —-.02 —-.03 07 —-.02 —-.02 .07 —.02
Tenure —-.01 .02 —-.02 -.04 .02 —-.10" —-.04 .02 —.10" —.03 .02 -.10 —-04 .02 —.117
Symbolization —-.02 .02 —.06 —-.02 .02 —-.04 —-.01 .02 —.04 —-.02 .02 —-.05 —-.02 02 —-.04
Organizationally-focused justice —-.15 .04 —-227" —.04 .05 -.06 —-.04 .05 —.06 —.04 .05 —.06 —-.05 .05 —.07
Customer justice —-.17 .04 =27 —17 .04 —-27"" —16 .04 —-26"" —.15 .04 -—-25"
Supervisor justice -.10 .04 -20" -—.11 .04 -—-22" -.10 .03 —-20" -—.10 .03 —.20""
Internalization —-.02 .03 —.05 —-.02 02 —.04 —.02 .02 —-.04 —-.01 .02 —-.02
Customer justice X supervisor justice 16 .05 19" 14 05 17 A3 .05 16T
Customer justice X internalization .07 .03 13" .07 .03 12"
Supervisor justice X internalization .02 .03 .04 .03 .03 .06
Customer justice X supervisor -.09 .05 -.127

justice X internalization

F 4.07 6.58" 7.38" 6.60""" 6.44™"
R .06 15 19 21 22
Adjusted R* .04 13 .16 18 .19
AR? 09" .04 .02* 01"

Note. N = 265.
Tp<.10. "p<.05 Tp<.0l. Tp<.001.

were consistent with the moderating effects of supervisor justice.
Moreover, the full model including supervisor justice and the
three-way interaction involving supervisor justice accounted for
22% of the total variance in sabotage (see Table 4, Step 5),
whereas the full model including informational justice and the
three-way interaction involving informational justice accounted
for 21% of the total variance in sabotage (see online supplemental
Appendix B, Table B2) and the full model including interpersonal
justice and the three-way interaction involving interpersonal jus-
tice accounted for 21.8% of the total variance in sabotage (see
online supplemental Appendix B, Table B1). These findings jus-
tify combining informational and interpersonal justice into a single
construct of supervisor justice because the regression model with
supervisor justice is more parsimonious and has relatively stronger
predictive validity as compared to treating interpersonal and in-
formational justice separately. Again, the main analyses results
held whether distributive and procedural justice were controlled
separately or combined as organizationally focused justice (See
online supplemental Appendix C, Table C2).

General Discussion

Research on the multifoci perspective of justice has found
mixed results. While justice recipients can indeed direct their
justice reactions toward the source of the justice, in reality, em-
ployees can perceive injustice from multiple sources simultane-
ously. Moreover, given the multifoci perspective’s emphasis on
moral relevance and accountability, it follows that individuals for
whom moral concerns are highly salient are likely to respond
differently to injustice than others. In the present paper, we ex-
plored in two studies whether the interplay between customer and
supervisor justice on customer-directed sabotage could be quali-
fied by moral identity.

Our research offers important theoretical insights. First, con-
sistent with the multifoci perspective and the target similarity

framework, low customer justice was associated with higher
levels of customer-directed sabotage. More important, however,
across two studies, we found that this negative association only
manifested when employees reported low moral identity and
low supervisor justice. In other words, both low moral identity
and low supervisor justice were necessary conditions for cus-
tomer injustice to translate into customer-directed sabotage.
These findings indicate that whereas the low customer justice
and low supervisor justice jointly supplied the “fuse’ for
customer-directed sabotage, the “fuse” was only “lit” among
employees who were low in moral identity. In contrast, for
those employees with high moral identity, customer-directed
sabotage was unlikely to occur even in the combined presence
of low supervisor and customer justice. Given that sabotage is
a type of morally loaded reaction (cf. Rupp & Bell, 2010),
employees’ moral identity becomes highly relevant in deter-
mining whether multiple sources of injustice will result in such
reactions.’

Second, the current findings are important because they reveal
the possibility of unmeasured moderators that could help resolve
the conflicting findings from the respective meta-analyses
(Colquitt et al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2014), and potentially explain
why discrepant results might emerge. Thus, the multifoci perspec-
tive would benefit from considering multiple sources and their
interactions and theoretically derived moderators in order to
clarify the variation in the target similarity effect across differ-
ent situations and different target-specific reactions. In the
present research, the combination of the interaction among the
two justice sources and moral identity accounted for 18%
(Study 1) and 10% (Study 2) additional variance in customer-

! We thank our reviewers for these helpful suggestions.
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Figure 4. The three-way Interaction of customer justice, supervisor justice, and moral identity internalization

on customer-directed Sabotage (Study 2).

directed sabotage than the variance explained by customer
justice alone.?

Third, an important implication of these findings concerns the
dependent variable. As noted above, sabotage is a morally charged
outcome of interest. Although we expected that low supervisor
justice would exacerbate the association between customer justice
and customer-directed sabotage, such a qualifying effect was only
consistently observed when employee moral identity was low. It is
conceivable, however, that the moderating roles of supervisor
justice and moral identity might be more salient in the general
population if the reaction variables were not morally loaded (e.g.,
turnover or organizational citizenship behavior). This research
question warrants future study.

Fourth, multifoci research has tended to focus on unfairness
reactions in which a specific transgressor is targeted. The perspec-
tive taken in the present study, which extends previous multifoci
research, is that unfairly treated employees can demonstrate neg-
ative reactions toward a social entity (customers in general) as
opposed to solely the specific customer who mistreated them.
Thus, sabotage reactions might not be as target-specific as multi-
foci theory would suggest. In the customer service context, this
also implies that sabotage reactions to unfair customer treatment
could become widespread and have negative implications for
customer service.

Practical Implications

Our findings point to the critical role of supervisor justice in
employee reactions to low customer justice. As Figures 2 and 4
(upper graphs) show, whereas low supervisor justice amplifies,
high supervisor justice appears to neutralize the negative relation-
ship between customer justice and customer-directed sabotage.
These findings are important because although firms might be
relatively less able to control customer injustice, they have rela-
tively greater influence over how supervisors treat their employ-
ees. Second, the exacerbating effects of supervisor injustice were
observed only among employees lower on moral identity internal-
ization. This does not mean that high supervisor justice is wasted
on employees with higher moral identity. Rather, supervisor jus-
tice will be especially important for reducing sabotage arising from
unjust customers among employees lower on moral identity. Fi-
nally, given that high moral identity individuals tend to refrain

2 To calculate the incremental variance explained by the full model over
the main effect of customer justice, we compared Step 2 with a Step 3 that
included all three main effects, their respective two-way interactions and
the three-way interaction term. The results show that Step 3 accounted for
an additional 18% (Study 1) and 10% (Study 2) of variance in customer-
directed sabotage over and above Step 2.
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Figure 5. Region of significance (i.e., how the moderating role of supervisor justice in the customer justice and
sabotage relationship differs as a function of moral identity internalization; Study 2).

from customer-directed sabotage, firms might consider including
moral identity—in particular, internalization—in their selection of
front-line employees.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future
Research Directions

In terms of strengths, the call center context is well suited to this
investigation because of the frequent interactions between employ-
ees and customers, and because these employees often report
having two bosses, namely, supervisors and customers, yet few
studies have examined how this dynamic influences employee
reactions to injustice. Second, we tested the above relationships
while controlling for organizational sources of justice (i.e., distrib-
utive and procedural justice). Third, the fact that the results gen-
eralized across different samples in different cultures increases
confidence that the findings did not occur by chance.

In terms of limitations, the data are cross-sectional, limiting our
ability to draw causal inferences. In defense of our theoretical
reasoning, however, it is unlikely that our dependent variable
(customer-directed sabotage) could cause a three-way interaction.
We also performed post hoc regression analyses to explore the
potential for reverse causality. Specifically, we examined the ef-
fect of the three-way interaction of customer-directed sabotage,
supervisor justice, and moral identity on customer justice. Results
revealed that this three-way interaction was not significant in
Study 1 (B = —.14, p > .05) or Study 2 (B = .05, p > .05). That
said, future research could adopt experimental or longitudinal
design to assess the causal linkage between customer justice and
customer-directed sabotage (e.g., Rupp & Spencer, 2006). Second,
the data are self-reported so common-method variance could be an
issue. Common method variance, however, is less likely to bias
interactive effects (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). With this
concern in mind, future research might utilize alternative raters of
customer-directed sabotage (e.g., customer ratings), reducing the
possibility of common-method variance.

Third, in the present research, we operationalized supervisor
justice by combining interpersonal and informational justice. This
approach appears justified in light of our analyses showing that
interpersonal and informational justice interacted with customer
justice and moral identity in a similar fashion as the combined

measure of supervisor justice in predicting sabotage in both North
American and South Korean samples. Moreover, as shown in
online supplemental Appendices A and B, this approach demon-
strates relatively stronger predictive validity in comparison to
treating interpersonal and informational justice separately. Given
the possibility that supervisors can deliver all four types of justice,
however, future research is warranted to establish supervisor jus-
tice as a unique construct.

Fourth, both samples consisted of a relatively young, low-wage
workforce engaged in short episodic interactions with customers
over the telephone. Although these characteristics are representa-
tive of call centers (van Jaarsveld & Poster, 2013), to increase the
generalizability of our findings, researchers should study other
service workforces (i.e., non-call center settings) who build long-
term relationships with their customers, interact face to face with
customers, and who are relatively well paid (Gutek, 1997). We
speculate, for instance, that long-term relationships might result in
less customer-directed sabotage in the face of customer injustice
due to the ongoing nature of their relationships. As Gutek, Bhappu,
Liao-Troth, and Cherry (1999, p. 221) noted, “relationships have
the potential to create more satisfying experiences for customers
because the self-interested provider is motivated to provide good
service in order to retain customers” (see also Axelrod, 1984). It is
also important to recognize that employees may behave differently
depending on whether the supervisor is able to track/observe the
customer sabotage behavior and who might interpret such behavior
as intentional. For example, supervisor monitoring may serve as
another inhibitor of customer-directed sabotage behaviors during
customer service interactions. Future studies could investigate
these potential moderators.

Another important research direction is to consider other mul-
tifoci interactive effects on customer-directed sabotage, including
the organization (e.g., pay or procedures) or treatment from peers.
Although our interest focused on customer-directed sabotage, re-
searchers could consider whether employees also engage in
supervisor-directed sabotage and whether organizational sources
of justice moderate these effects. In addition, while the present
study explored general justice perceptions (labeled entities by
Cropanzano et al. (2001), it would be important to study specific
episodes (labeled events). That is, future research might compare
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the attenuating effect of general entity-level perceptions (e.g.,
overall supervisor justice) versus event-level justice perceptions
(e.g., supervisor reactions in a specific customer injustice episode;
cf. Walker et al., 2014) in the customer justice and sabotage
relationship. For instance, did the supervisor show support for the
employee or the customer in the episode? Together, these future
directions could help to improve understanding of customer-
directed sabotage and how target similarity effects vary as a
function of both situational and individual factors.
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