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ABSTRACT

The thesis analyzes whether the gender of the wgpeaffects fairness perceptions of annual
bonus payments for subordinates. A survey conduareahg 112 managers of Italian private

SMEs demonstrates that, for female employees,ghdag of the supervisor matters in order to
assess distributive and procedural justice of anbaaus payments. In fact, women exhibit

lower distributive fairness perceptions when evi@ddy male supervisors compared to when
evaluated by female supervisors. In addition, teiation between gender of the superior and
the perceived distributive fairness of annual bopaygments for female managers result to be
mediated by the perceived procedural fairness avdenated by locus of control. On the other
hand, the study suggests that the gender of thengapr is not a factor considered by male

subordinates in assessing distributive and proetgustice of their annual bonuses. Hence,
gender disparity still appears to be a concretgeigs organizations, specifically at managerial

levels. In fact, as the thesis demonstrates, fesraj@oyees still perceive a different treatment
regarding assignments of rewards compared to tinale colleagues.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this thesis is to analyze the relatietween the gender of the supervisor and
fairness perceptions of annual bonus payments &e and female subordinates, assuming the
presence of subjectivity in the performance evadmgtrocess. In particular, the study responds

to the following research questions:

Research question:: Does the gender of the supervisor affect the pesdailistributive

fairness of annual bonus payments for subordinates?

Research questiony: Is the relation between the gender of the supervand the
perceived distributive fairness of annual bonusnpatyts for subordinates mediated by the

perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus patsrier subordinates?

Research questions: Is the relation between the gender of the supervand the
perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus paisrfer subordinates moderated by locus

of control of subordinates?

Past research has identified fairness perceptisrelavant criteria to assess employees’
pay satisfaction, trust in supervisors, organizeticommitment and turnover intentions, key
variables organizations have to consider (Lee aanth,FL999; Erdogan, 2002). In addition,
Fisher (2010) has demonstrated that fairness cosege also relevant because they can affect
the so-called happiness at work, factor that ikiarfced by chronic conditions in the work
place, such as fairness concerns, and by the titda® what the job provides and workers
expectations, needs, and preferences (Saridakad, &013). About the matter, Levy and
Williams (2004) have stated that the perfect dotes to evaluate the accuracy and efficacy of
a performance appraisals system are ratees’ reactsuch as justice perceptions. Hence,
provide an answer to the research questions ditedeais important. In fact, firms, being aware
of the effect the gender of supervisors has on eyegls’ justice perceptions, can improve these
perceptions for minimizing turnover costs, changiel®sing valid human capital and costs for
performance incentives that not truly compensatders’ effort. Moreover, realizing the effect
the gender of superiors has on subordinates’ fesrngerceptions would help firms in
implementing performance evaluation methods thauen equality for men and women.

Dealing with inequality issues would in fact be bfcial for organizations in order to maintain



healthy relations between people within the firmpdamental aspect to share a company
culture of respect of the counterparties and tatera business that prospers over time.

Considering that management control research itsgemv employees contribute to a
specific organization and how their contributionegaluated and rewarded, my study is
therefore particularly relevant to the field of nagement control. In fact, distributive and
procedural justice perceptions of annual bonus gaysare fundamental factors to evaluate
the efficacy of a discretionary bonus plan, considgethat previous research has demonstrated
that the success of a rewards system relies upmprcdhfidence an employee has in being
rewarded with the specific system (Levy and Willsgra004).

In order to answer my research questions, | conalsarvey among 112 managers with an
annual bonus in 2015 in Italian private small anddmam-sized enterprises. Employees
contacted were 60 male and 52 female, with botleraatl female supervisors and they were
asked about distributive and procedural fairnessgptions of their annual bonus payments.

The thesis’ results show that female employeeseptea lower perceived distributive
fairness of annual bonus payments when the superiss male compared to when the
supervisor is female. In addition, the relationn®n gender of the supervisor and distributive
fairness perceptions of annual bonus payments darake subordinates is mediated by
procedural fairness perceptions and moderated byslof control. In particular, female
employees with male superiors that present a fgssnial locus of control appear to perceive
even lower distributive fairness of annual bonugnpents compared to female employees with
male superiors that present a more internal lofustrol. On the other hand, the gender of
the supervisor appears to not matter in assesstrgpdtive fairness of annual bonus payments
for male subordinates (and neither the mediatidecebf procedural fairness perceptions of
annual bonus payments and the moderation effdoto$ of control of male managers).

My study contributes to the literature on gendessbin subjective performance evaluation
processes, and in particular to the literaturehenimteraction effect between sex of the rater
and sex of the ratee to evaluate gender discrimimat performance appraisals. In fact, while
past research has analyzed whether the gendee &ugbervisor, in relation with the use of
subjective performance evaluation systems, inflasntie accuracy of performance ratings
(Terborg and Shingledecker, 1983; Davison and Buzk@0; Levy and Williams, 2004), no
prior study has considered ratees’ reactions tetlbgaluation systems, such as distributive and
procedural justice perceptions. Only Maas and Be@enzalez (2011) have directed their
research to individual perceptions of organizati@txactiveness and likelihood of receiving

an above-average bonus in relation to the intenactifect between gender of the rater and
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gender of the ratee. However, their study was wifin experimental setting, while mine is
built in real organizational contexts. Furthermokégas and Torres-Gonzalez (2011) have
treated locus of control as a control variable, levhmy study considers this construct a
moderator of the relation between gender of theesigor and justice perceptions of annual
bonus payments for employees.

My research also contributes to the literature @meéss perceptions in subjective bonus
plans. In fact, while past research has analyzedrétation between employees’ fairness
perceptions of performance assessment processeslatetl rewards and factor such as trust,
organizational commitment and turnover intentidasdpgan, 2002; Hartmann and Slajami
2009), no prior study has considered the perspedi\gender disparities in assessing justice
perceptions of annual bonus payments. In particMaul3em et al (2015) have investigated
whether the achievement of bonus targets and tightven subjective performance measures
influence distributive and procedural justice petmns of annual bonus payments for
managers. However, the authors have consideredeatfits and distortions derived from the
use of subjectivity in performance appraisals, &hily study specifically focuses on reactions
in the assessment of fairness perceptions a gberatein the performance evaluation can create.
Moreover, VoulRem et al (2015) have treated perdedistributive and procedural justice as
two separate concepts in managers’ mind. Instegdiesearch develops a partial mediation
effect of procedural fairness in the relation of tpender of the supervisor and distributive
fairness perceptions of annual bonus paymentsuborginates, exhibiting that employees’
minds partially shape distributive justice perceps on procedural justice perceptions.

As stated above, my research demonstrates thgetiter of the supervisor matters in order
to assess fairness of annual bonus payments faldelbut not for male employees: in fact,
women clearly prefer being evaluated by other wonagimer than by men in the presence of a
discretionary bonus plan. Therefore, these findimggsly that gender disparity in the work
environment represents a concrete issue, stiletbit organizations, specifically at managerial
levels. In fact, female employees still perceivédiféerent treatment regarding assignments of
rewards compared to their male colleagues, tredtthahis mirrored by justice perceptions of
their bonus payments. Therefore, to reduce thigadity, the use of an objective assessment of
performance in order to determine bonus amountddMoel beneficial for women with male
superiors, because the utilization of objective guodntitative performance measures would
leave less room for male raters’ discretion. Dadinat, distributive and procedural fairness

perceptions of annual bonus payments for femaleorsitates would be improved and



consequently, also the efficacy of rewards syst@masorganizational attractiveness for female
talents.

This thesis is structured as follows. Section 2enés a review of the essential literature (in
particular, a review in the research on gender basubjective performance evaluation
processes and in the research on fairness pemsptiosubjective bonus plans). Section 3
displays the development of my hypotheses. Sedtmmesents the method, model and variables
utilized for answering my research questions. $adii displays the findings of my thesis and
the additional analyses conducted to support thegbngs. Finally, section 6 presents

discussion, limitations and implications for funtmesearch.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW
This thesis is linked to two streams of literatufastly, it relates to the literature on
gender bias in subjective performance evaluationgsses. Secondly, it relates to the literature

on fairness perceptions in subjective bonus plans.

2.1 Gender biasin subjective performance evaluation processes

Research has demonstrated that subjectivity inopaence assessments implies high
ambiguity in the performance criteria, ambiguityattincreases the possibility of biased
evaluations (Nieva and Gutek, 1980). In fact, exatuns of subordinates’ performance that use
subjective information could leave room for ratetsscretion, causing inaccurate performance
ratings and favoritism (Prendergast and Topel, 1888 2011).

Previous literature has affirmed that subjectivign enter the performance evaluation
process in three stages: target setting, perforemar@asurement and final assessment to assign
performance-based rewards (Hartmann and Slapr2009). Hartmann and Slapai (2009)
stated that, in regard to target setting, supersiszan explain performance targets in
quantitative and formal terms (formality of targetting), or in qualitative and informal terms
(informality of target setting, whose accomplishineannot be assessed objectively). With
respect to performance measurement, formalityg@requantitative and objective measures,
such as financial numbers, while informality releesqualitative and subjective measures, such
as personality, social interaction and professiemal(Moers, 2005). Regarding the final
assessment, formality depends on a strict formaketh approach for the final determination of
rewards and bonuses, while informality dependsierdiscretional judgment of the supervisor.

Evidence of bias in performance evaluation hagckfit origins.

Firstly, bias in performance appraisals can defreen inaccuracy in the performance
ratings. For example, Prendergast and Topel (1993)d that organizations sometimes
promise to reward employees on the base of subgeperformance measures, but ex post the
companies can follow reneging practices, considethie performance standards as not met to
reduce the cost of wages. Bol (2011) suggestedirthaturate ratings are also the output of
leniency bias (tendency to boost subordinatesiga)i and centrality bias (tendency of ratings’
compression).

Secondly, supervisors can use their discretionegjieally to reward specific employees,
creating problems of favoritism (Prendergast andel,al993). Race, age and gender biases in
performance appraisals can arise in fact when padoce evaluation systems are based on

discretion (Arvey and Murphy, 1998). For exampleaiger and Ford (1985), analyzing the
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effect of the ratee race on performance evaluatglraved that supervisors give higher ratings
to subordinates of their own race; in particulahjtes raters evaluate white ratees extremely
better than black ratees, meanwhile the opposippdras in case of black raters. Besides,
Waldman and Avolio (1986) demonstrated that agesgms a negative relation with
performance ratings given by supervisors. Moreokesearch has broadly discussed gender
bias in subjective performance evaluation proceasdshas found in this bias the motive why
women, even if equally competent, present lessghitity of success at work compared to men
colleagues (Nieva and Gutek, 1980; Cotter et &l12MNieva and Gutek (1980) have theorized
that considering equivalent skills or performartbere is a tendency to provide male employees
with more favorable appraisals than female colleag®n the contrary, gender bias does not
appear in performance evaluations when objectivasonmes are utilized and performance is
assessed accordingly (Deaux and Emswiller, 1974sNad Torres-Gonzéalez, 2011). Robbins
and DeNisi (1993) have also demonstrated the exstef a pro-male bias in performance
ratings, driven by the congruence of ratee’s gemdtr the role suggested by the type of job.
In fact, supervisors present stereotypes of idegll@yees for a job, and their assessments
mirror the perceptions they possess of the quafifit of the subordinate evaluated in the job.
Considering the negative stereotypes regarding leem@mpetence in managerial positions,
women therefore receive deflated appraisals cordp@renen colleagues in these positions.
Some research has approached the pro-male biasformpance ratings by finding support of
higher performance appraisals when supervisorsepercsubordinates to present similar
characteristics to themselves, such as gender. Howghis perceived similarity works only in
case of female ratees, while for male ratees tmeleyeof the rater has never mattered for
differences in performance ratings. For example,adand Torres-Gonzéalez (2011)
demonstrated that the higher is the probabilityagféemale subordinate of being evaluated by a
female supervisor that utilizes subjectivity in thealuation, the higher is the perceived
organizational attractiveness and perceived likelch of receiving an above-average bonus
amount. The opposite has been shown for femalerdimates with male supervisors. No
perceptions differences have been demonstrateddt® ratees, who do not address importance
to the gender of their raters. Likewise, Davisod Barke (2000) have investigated the relation
between gender of the rater and ratings of malefamdle ratees, in the particular context of
selection and hiring situations. The authors suggethat when the rater is a man, male
applicants are characterized by higher ratings esetpto female applicants. However, male
applicants are also characterized by higher rattoggared to female applicants when the rater

IS a woman, demonstrating that there is a cleampale favoritism in selection and hiring
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situations. Similarly, Nieva and Gutek (1980) hargued that persistent bias is present in
selection and promotions: in fact, in these casgmervisors have high discretion in the
performance evaluation. In addition, an estimatbriuture employees’ skills from present
accessible information is needed: specifically, foiring and promotions decisions,
performance of a specific candidate has to be rezed as repeatable in the future, and
therefore related to internal factors, such astgbideaux and Emswiller (1974) suggested that
in masculine tasks, such as managerial responigbjlperformance by a man is considered as
related to skill, while identical performance byaman in equivalent tasks is attributed to luck.
The opposite does not happen in female-relatedstasken in these situations, males are
considered as more skillful, whereas female suéalgssrformance is again attributed to luck.
Since performance of men is always recognized rasut of ability, a pro-male bias is then
highly present in hiring and promotion situatio®r example, male job applicants are
preferred over female job applicants with equivatpralifications and they gain a higher initial
pay (Nieva and Gutek, 1980).

In particular, considering promotions, researchbirasdly investigated the so-callglhss
ceiling, a phenomenon that clearly proves that males aweréd regarding career’'s
advancements. Thglass ceilingin fact is defined as a gender difference not edusy job
relevant employee’s attributes, but rather bywatdtital and organizational barriers to impede
female advancement to top levels in organizati®wmMell and Butterfield, 1994; Cotter et al,
2001).

Favoritism behaviors for men emerge beyond selediations and promotions.

The relation between performance and relative payaiso be discretional and this gives
supervisors an opportunity for discriminating. &ct, gender pay gap has been documented by
past research, specifically in managerial positidgs more a woman advances in a specific
organization, the bigger becomes the pay gap, regehvalue of 30% at top levels (Kulich et
al, 2011). Arulampalam et al (2007) have investddiow the gender pay gap varies across the
distribution of wages in eleven European countridge authors demonstrated that women
clearly receive lower wages compared to men. Itiquaar, the gender pay gap results to be
more emphasized at the top rather than at therbaifdhe distribution of wages, demonstrating
that the difference in pay is highly accentuatechanagerial levels.

Moreover, according to Belman and Heywood (198&)esvisors can directly control and
remunerate productivity by paying salaries thadedidcross employees’ levels of output: when
a particular employee is more productive, this eyeé will be compensated with higher

returns; examples of such compensation systemsistoos piece rates. Besides, when
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production depends upon complex processes or mligsiality dimensions, piece rates cannot
be utilized. Alternatively, supervisors reward effon the base of subjective measures of
performance; examples of such reward systems &jective bonus plans. As already stated
above, in the case when performance is not evaluatethe base of an objective output,
supervisors can easily discriminate, manipulatiregdcores resulting from the assessment of a
specific worker’s effort. Therefore, women prestrd tendency to self-select themselves in
piece rates’ job rather than in jobs rewarded fommus schemes, because they feel there is less
room for discrimination by their supervisor (Geddesl Heywood, 2003). About the matter,
research has revealed that gender is a determimadifferences in individual performance
compensation (Booth and Frank, 1999; Geddes andvétsy, 2003). In fact, women are
expected to be compensated more by piece rates thn by performance related pay (PRP),
such as commissions and bonuses (Booth and Fr@8K).1in their study of the UK labor
market, Booth and Frank (1999) demonstrated thaélie employees are 8% less likely to be
rewarded by performance related pay and in the wasae they are compensated on the base
of PRP, this compensation system relates to al6¥%stigher returns for females, compared to
almost 9% higher returns for males. Kulich et @l1(2) also suggested that bonuses granted to
male employees are larger than bonuses awardethld employees.

Summarizing, pro-male bias is an evident phenomehahappears at each level of an
employee’s subjective performance evaluation: fparformance ratings to related salary and

rewards; from hiring situations to promotion oppaities.

2.2Fairness perceptionsin subjective bonus plans

Previous research has identified two different apphes to deal with the concept of
justice in organizational settings; justice peraap are in fact differentiated in distributive and
procedural fairness perceptions (Greenberg, 19863tributive fairness expresses the
perceived justice of the remuneration amounts, asdbonus amounts, that employees receive,
while procedural fairness indicates the perceiustige of the evaluation procedures utilized
to determine these remuneration amounts (Folgeamebvsky, 1989; Colquitt et al, 2001;
Erdogan, 2002). Equity theory stated that in otdeassess distributive justice perceptions,
employees mentally calculate a ratio composed toytgdut in the job and rewards get from it,
such as bonus payments. Workers then comparetibeatculated to a referent other (Adams,
1965). In particular, Greenberg et al (2007) hastirdyuished between internal comparisons
and external ones. Internal comparisons includepaoisons with a referent other with whom

the subject presents a relationship (examplesdleagues in an organization), while external
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comparisons are made with external standards, wehaat part of the subject’s organization.
Besides, according to referent cognition theorylividuals assess procedural justice
perceptions by creating the so-called referent itiogis, mental reproductions in which the
individual evaluates an unfair outcome as the teefila procedural injustice, because
unfavorable evaluations bring in mind that moreca@dge procedures could have led to a more
fair outcome (Folger and Martin, 1986; Greenberg,€2007). In addition, individuals evaluate
whether the procedures utilized reflect normativiegiples, such as persistent application of
the procedures across time and different subjadisption of correct information, absence of
bias, clarity of evaluation standards used andipiisg to express opinions throughout the
procedures (Erdogan, 2002; Voul3em et al, 2015).

Previous studies have found that fairness peraeptimf performance assessment
processes and related rewards are relevant criteriigtermine organizational commitment,
trust in supervisors, pay satisfaction and turnamtentions, key variables in organizational
settings (Lee and Farh, 1999; Erdogan, 2002). fitiqodar, McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) have
exhibited that procedural fairness perceptions lresube important predictors to assess
organizational commitment, while distributive justi perceptions result to be important
predictors of personal results, such as pay satisfa Similarly, Folger and Konovsky (1989)
have demonstrated that distributive justice peroaptare only related to a pure evaluation of
pay satisfaction, whereas only procedural justexegptions have direct consequences on trust
in supervisors and organizational engagement. Mareddartmann and Slagar (2009)
demonstrated that higher formality of performangpraisals systems relates to higher trust in
supervisors, and that this relation is mediatedphycedural fairness perceptions. In fact,
employees shape their level of trust in superiorghe justice perceptions they have regarding
the procedures utilized in order to evaluate thenformance. In addition, fairness perceptions
in the work setting have resulted to be fundameotaihe efficient operation of structures in
organizations, for workers’ mental health, for tregpproach to supervisors and to the firm and
for the prosperity of the business (Schmitt andf@¢r1999). High justice perceptions in
organizations are also beneficial to avoid sabotdyeft and any other disruptive attitudes
(Shrivastava and Purang, 2012).

According to Gibbs et al (2004), subjectivity innus contracts appears in several ways:
(1) all or part of a bonus is based on subjectedgomance measures. (2) The weights on all
or some objective performance measures are sulggstipervisors generally define measures
used in the performance evaluation process witltmfining how each measure will be

weighted). (3) A subjective performance target tdized, in which case the evaluator
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discretionary determines whether paying a bonushenbase of performance and other
elements. These three varieties of subjectivityanus contracts can be utilized in combination.

Voullem et al (2015) have demonstrated that digivibuand procedural fairness
perceptions of annual bonus payments vary acréfesatit levels of bonus plans’ subjectivity.
In fact, high justice perceptions relate to thedsigs derived from discretion in performance
appraisals, such as subjective adjustments for nirat@ables in financial accounting
indicators, but only for low levels of discretiddn the contrary, low justice perceptions identify
ambiguity in the performance assessment critemagduracy in the performance ratings and
supervisors’ favoritism when the weight on disametis higher. Therefore, the authors have
exhibited that there is a U-shaped relation betwbenemphasis placed on subjectivity and
employees’ distributive and procedural fairnese@gtions of annual bonus payments.

About the matter, some benefits can derive frontrditonary bonus payments.
Subjectivity in bonus plans represents in factrapartant tool to correctly assess employees’
performance: it allows supervisors to rely on nonicactible information to measure
employees’ contribution to firm value, normally acdis to capture using objective
performance measures (Voul3em et al, 2015). Moretiveradoption of subjectivity in bonus
assignments mitigates the risk that managers gacliing-run performance to maximize short-
term performance. This risk can arise when bonasesnly based on objective measures such
as financial accounting numbers: these measures &aet backward looking, do not perfectly
represent consequences of employees’ choices oreffitm performance and can be subject
to manipulation (Ittner et al, 2003). In additi@hscretion can reduce noise of formula-based
bonuses by eliminating the effect of uncontrollal{levents whose impact on firm value cannot
be influenced by the employees themselves) anavsltbe supervisor to employ additional
information in performance appraisals that arisgsnd the measurement period (Gibbs et al,
2004).

However, discretionary bonus payments involve sopgersubjectivity, and therefore
subjective assessments are not effective when dpergsor makes unfair and biased
evaluations (Gibbs et al, 2004). In fact, discretreduces the possibility to differentiate
between workers, affects the reliability of perfamoe appraisals that can be influenced by
cognitive biases of superiors, and decreases misslarity that consequently reduces
motivation (Van Rinsum and Verbeeten, 2012). Whgaesors formally communicate targets,
measure performance utilizing objective measura$ r@ward employees on the base of
transparent allocation rules, performance assedsnappear as accurate and not biased,

compared to when supervisors utilize implicit pariance targets, measure performance using
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subjective measures and reward employees througborm judgment (Hartmann and
Slapntar, 2012). Hence, bias in performance appraisasesult in negative reactions to the
evaluation process, determining low levels of peext justice of the outcome of the process

and of the process itself (Levy and Williams, 2004)
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3. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Research in cognition and social behavior has detrated that individuals assign
others to categories, and stereotypes result fr@massignment to these categories (Feldman,
1981). According to the gender roles’ theory (Eaghd Wood, 1991), men belong to the
agentic dimension, and therefore they are expetdede more task oriented, masterful,
competent and independent. On the other hand, wdrelemg to the communal dimension,
and therefore they are expected to be more intgopat relations oriented, concerned with
others, unselfish and friendly. These role expemtatare related to the roles of men and women
in society: the existence of such socially congadcules about male and female behavior is
reflected in gender stereotypes (for example, wosnegsponsibility for children and other
domestic work). In performance appraisal procesagservisors tend to assign subordinates to
gender categories, especially given that sex @iffees are not only simple stereotypes in
people’s mind, but they appear also in naturalirggst (Eagly and Wood, 1991). This
categorization is highly probable in the work eomiment because superiors have often few
direct information about employees’ behavior, ameirtpersonal contact with subordinates is
sometimes circumscribed to occasional situatioesd(Ran, 1981).

Prior studies have also shown that individuals gecxe others as members of their own
group, with whom are more familiar, or of anothesiup (Maas and Torres-Gonzalez, 2011).
Members of another group are more sensitive testgoing: in fact, differentiation of out-
group members is arduous compared to differentiattd in-group members, because
characteristics of the in-group are not known (Bami and Burke, 2000). Moreover, since
individuals create more contacts with members eirtbwn group, it is more likely that they
will favor in-group components rather than out-grplbecause members of their own group are
assumed to present more favorable traits (Jussat) £987). In addition, Davison and Burke
(2000) attested that individuals are more inclitedavor members of their own group over
members of the opposite group when competitionrésgnt between these two groups (for
example, in the case of annual bonus assignments).

In agreement with the theoretical framework stadédve, male supervisors may
identify female subordinates as members of thegomtp, considering also their belonging to
different gender roles’ categories. Under the egdion of informality of the performance
appraisal process, where superiors can use dtréti evaluating employees for the
assignment of rewards such as annual bonuses (dtamtand Slapgar, 2009), female ratees
could then feel they would be susceptible to stgmog by male raters. Consequently, women

could perceive that they would be discriminated #wat they would receive lower ratings
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compared to their men colleagues: this perceiveehpale favoritism will be translated in lower
distributive fairness perceptions, because femal®rglinates recognize that annual bonus
payments’ amounts reflect ratings based on probhialeed judgments. On the other hand,
female supervisors may identify female subordinasasmiembers of the in-group. Female ratees
could then feel they would be favored by femaleensat this perceived favoritism will be
therefore translated in a higher perceived distivleufairness of annual bonus payments.

Hypothesis 1 Male supervisors are related with a lower peregidistributive fairness of

annual bonus payments, as compared to female sspexvfor female subordinates.

Male subordinates may perceive they would be ifledtas members of the in-group
by male supervisors, and therefore they would eet they would be subject to stereotyping.
Men could perceive that they would be favored camgato women colleagues: male
subordinates will consider annual bonus paymentsdumts as a reflection of fair, or even
favored judgments, and they will present highetritigtive fairness perceptions. On the
contrary, male subordinates may perceive they wbeldentified as members of the out-group
by female supervisors, and therefore they would tfeey would be subject to stereotyping.
Male ratees with female raters will therefore predewer distributive fairness perceptions of

annual bonus payments.

Hypothesis 2 Male supervisors are related with a higher peegkdistributive fairness of
annual bonus payments, as compared to female ssgexvfor male subordinates.

3.1 Gender of the supervisor, perceived distributive fairness and the mediating effect of
perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus payments

Prior research has treated perceived distributaimméss and perceived procedural
fairness as two different, but correlated, conssrua fact, these studies showed a correlation
between the two justices of around 0.70 (Colquitile2001; Erdogan, 2002; VoulRem et al,
2015).

In particular, referent cognition theory has demiated that procedural fairness
perceptions influence distributive fairness pericerst. According to this theory, resentment,
the moral consequence of an unfair outcome, pldgyaole in shaping the relation between
the two justices (Folger, 1987). The theory relatesentment to two potential basis: (1) the
consideration of a possible outcome that would e more gratifying that the one obtained;
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(2) a belief that someone with decision-making aritih has behaved incorrectly and that
therefore should have acted differently, basingdwample the final outcome on different
procedures (Folger, 1987). A procedural injusticedpces an unfair outcome because
unfavorable evaluations bring in mind that moreca@ge procedures could have led to a more
fair outcome. Actual outcomes are therefore assutoede inferior compared to what an
unbiased procedure would have produced, and thpsgice perceptions are more pronounced
in real settings rather than in laboratory cont¢ktdger and Martin, 1986).

Accordingly, | expect that in the assessment ahtss perceptions regarding annual
bonus payments, subordinates will shape judgmehtistributive justice on the base of

procedural justice.

Hypothesis 3 Perceived procedural fairness of annual bonusipays for subordinates
mediates the relation between gender of the sugmrand perceived distributive fairness of

annual bonus payments for subordinates.

3.2 Gender of the supervisor, perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus payments and
the moderating effect of locus of control

According to Rotter (1966), individuals react tavegds differently; an important source
of this reaction is the degree to which a persemtifies the reward as dependent on his own
actions or on external forces, such as luck, fatauthoritative others. In particular, in work
settings, these rewards can incorporate salaryenments, such as bonus payments, or
promotions (Spector, 1988). In the case that thes@ards are perceived by the individual as
subject to his own behavior, this belief is defirmdinternal locus of control; on the contrary,
when the rewards are perceived by the individuadudgect to external factors, this belief is
defined as external locus of control (Rotter, 19@@ernals are confident and careful and they
believe in a strong relation between their actiand the consequences, while externals are
passive to the external environment and they tthiely are not executors of their own fate (Ng
et al, 2006).

In particular, VanderZee et al (1997) analyzedréiation that locus of control presents
with the concept of social support. In organizaticsettings, supervisors are a source of social
support for employees and the absence of thisfepsapport relates to workplace strains, such
as job dissatisfaction and low commitment (Gansted, 1986). Social support by supervisors
can appear in form of appraisal support, that sgséence in evaluations’ feedbacks (Nelson
and Quick, 1991).
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Considering social support in relation to the peaddrait locus of control, VanderZee
et al (1997) stated that individuals that presergaernal locus of control feel the necessity of
social support in order to cultivate a sense ofl-being, since they perceive themselves as
impotent and incapable of influencing their own iagements. In particular, sense of well-
being is a key variable to assess fairness pewepin organizations; Schmitt and Dorfel
(1999) demonstrated that procedural injustice getimes are negatively related with variables
such as job satisfaction and sense of well-beingact, the perception of low procedural
fairness originates negative emotions that arde@lavith low job satisfaction and sense of
well-being.

On the other hand, individuals that present arrmaidocus of control realize that they
have control over any positive results they achieeeause this accomplishment is due to their
own behavior; therefore, this belief makes intesnlaks dependent on social support from
others.

Conforming to the theoretical evidence above, tdfme expect that a lower internal
locus of control (i.e. higher external locus of tol) will strengthen the negative relation
between male supervisors and perceived procedairaless of annual bonus payments for
female subordinates. In fact, when female employgesent lower internality, they tend to
believe that their rewards, like bonus paymentgpedd more on external factors, such as
decisional power of their supervisors in assigrimgse rewards. They will then perceive even
lower procedural fairness, due to the lower sosigiport by the supervisor, caused by the

possible stereotyping that they would be subject to

Hypothesis 4 The negative relation between male supervisord parceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments foale subordinates is stronger when internal
locus of control of female subordinates is lowempared to when internal locus of control of

female subordinates is higher.

| also expect that a lower internal locus of confire. higher external locus of control)
will strengthen the positive relation between nglpervisors and perceived procedural fairness
of annual bonus payments for male subordinatetadn the supposed favoritism from male
supervisors is perceived by male employees evere sibong in the case that rewards are
expected to depend on the assigning power of nuglersrs rather than on subordinates’ own
capabilities. In addition, this favoritism relates strong social support by the supervisor,

perceived as more important for externals in otderssess high fairness perceptions.
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Hypothesis 5 The positive relation between male supervisois perceived procedural
fairness of annual bonus payments for male subatesnis stronger when internal locus of
control of male subordinates is lower compared tenvinternal locus of control of male

subordinates is higher.

All the five hypotheses above are stated in alteradorm.

Figure 1 — Theoretical framework

GENDER OF THE SUPERVISOR PERCEIVED DISTRIBUTIVE
(Independent variable) FAIRNESS OF ANNUAL
BONUS PAYMENTS

(Dependent variable)

LOCUS OF CONTROL
(Moderator variable)

PERCEIVED PROCEDURAL
FAIRNESS OF ANNUAL
BONUS PAYMENTS
(Mediator variable)
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4. METHOD
4.1 Sample

The sample is constituted of managers of Italiaivape small and medium-sized
enterprises. According to the standardized Europkaon definition, SMEs are firms that have
less than 250 employees, a maximum of 50.000.0atsef annual turnover and a maximum
of 43.000.000 euros of annual balance-sheet ttabpean Commission, 2015). In my sample,
I do not consider managers of micro-sized entegprigealities with less than 10 employees, a
maximum of 2.000.000 euros of annual turnover anchaimum of 2.000.000 euros of annual
balance-sheet total, because extremely small coegpanwhich performance rewards such as
bonus payments are less likely.

The sample contains two different sub-samples. sauhple consists of 52 female

subordinates, 28 with male supervisors and 24 feitale supervisors. Sub-sampt®nsists
of 60 male subordinates, 41 with male supervisacs 0 with female supervisors. Table 1
reports sample characteristics.

Table 1 — Sample characteristics (full sample)
Level of education Industry
High School 23
Bachelor Degree 11
Master Degree 74
Doctorate Degree 4
Machinery and plant engineering
Chemicals and allied products
Automotive manufacturing
Metal production and fabricated mate
Other manufacturing industry
Construction
Retail
Public administration and NPO
Other services
Media and IT
Other
The table reports level of education and industrgroployment of the full sample.

N N
o o b

O © O© W Fk o N

'—\
[y

The choice of the Italian context presents somengths and some weaknesses. The
strengths firstly relate to the fact that beindyltay country of origin, it has been easier for me
to investigate my research question in a real orgéinnal setting, since | have utilized some
personal contacts of mine in order to reach, with sarvey, actual managers. Choosing a

sample from a different country would have obligeelto conduct my study among experiment
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participants such as students. In this case, fgdiof my thesis would have represented
perceptions of not working individuals and therefavould have not captured whether the
relation between gender of the supervisor and slifities’ fairness perceptions of annual
bonus payments would have been significant alspatural settings. Secondly, the Italian
context still presents rooted gender occupationdlsalary disparities in organizations. In 2014,
Eurostat statistics have showed that the differdreteveen the employment rates based on
gender was 16 percentage points, displaying Italythe second lowest level of female
employment rate country in the European Union.drtipular, considering small and medium-
sized enterprises, Italy shows an actual gendeigppyof 20 percentage points in disfavor of
women, a high dropout rate after maternity and andtutes longer working day for female
employees compared to male employees (data froftelie National Council for Economics
and Laboj. Therefore, analyzing whether gender of the super would be a factor to take
into consideration in order to reduce these gedigrarities, in particular in the context of
SMEs, is extremely valuable in the Italian orgah@sal context. Thirdly, collecting my data
from a sample of a unique country has made my refgrds a homogenous group of
individuals, not characterized by cultural diffeces that could have maybe biased my findings.
The main weakness observed in choosing the Italaxtext is the generalizability of
my results. In fact, while my model and the vargghlitilized are usable also for other territorial
contexts, my findings cannot be generalizableabt, fin countries were gender disparities are
less present in organizations, | expect that engasywvould not perceive differences in justice
perceptions of their annual bonus payments in a@ecme with the gender of their supervisors.
In fact, in contexts characterized by a less evidgender disparity, | presuppose that
performance appraisals would be the result of asteveotyped judgment of performance in

favor or disfavor of a particular gender group.

4.2 Research Design

| conduct a survey study among 112 employees, 66 amal 52 female, in Italian small
and medium-sized private companies. | have dedmednduct a survey study for three main
reasons. Firstly, there are no publicly availakdéadon the constructs analyzed in the thesis.
Secondly, my study focuses on the individual lefednalysis. Thirdly, research in the field of
fairness perceptions regards private informatiod #rerefore needs anonymity of the data

collection.
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4.2.1Survey devel opment

| distribute the questionnaire survey by emailrter to make the process of a relatively
large collection of data easier and faster. A regméative of an Italian association of small and
medium-sized enterprises, a personal contact oenfias approached recipients. | utilize
Qualtricsas data collection software, because it is widshkd for surveys and it can therefore
be considered as reliable by respondents; in atd@ualtrics functions for Internet Explorer
and Google Chrome, most common used browsers.

Emails sent are concise: in fact, concise emaddess likely to annoy the recipients
and therefore assure higher response rates (Bad?@d®). Emails consist of a brief
introduction to the survey, a reference to how nmiudle the survey would approximately take,
a guarantee of anonymity and confidentiality atiteaks for the time dedicated and the support
given. In particular, | make the survey introduntes vaguer as possible, but still descriptive
in order to attract respondents; in the introdugttbere is in fact no specific reference to juestic
perceptions of annual bonus payments but ratherdacation of the more general topic annual
bonus payments in the context of Italian small aretlium-sized private firms. Taking this
measure is a way to reduce self-selection biaguseca specific introduction regarding fairness
perceptions would have maybe attracted more regmadvith really low or really high
fairness perceptions of their annual bonus paymentking the responding sample not
representative of the underlying population.

| provide a link to the questionnaire in each emtikerefore, in order to assure
anonymity, recipients are not asked to return bgikthe responses.

Recipients are also invited to contact me by phonemail in case of doubts and
questions.

| send every email to each recipient individuallydanot using a group message;
individuals contacted cannot therefore identify #naaldresses of other respondents: this
ensures confidentiality and avoids recipients tonezt with other survey participants.

Research has proved that an important determirfamgb response rates consists of
multiple contacts (Schaefer and Dillman, 1998)otder to assure anonymity and increment
the response rate, | therefore send two remindéhsquestionnaire to all recipients: the first
after two weeks from the initial e-mailing, the sed after a week from the first reminder; in
the reminders employees are asked to fill out thestionnaire if they have not already
completed it. After the second reminder, the sunegyains accessible for four more days.

Podsakoff et al (2003) have stated that sometiraggondents tend to give rational

answers in order to appear consistent with what #ssume is expected by the researcher and
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this effect is more common in studies that analyzividuals’ perceptions. In addition, the
authors have affirmed that interviewed employees @&ate personal implicit correlations
between investigated variables while respondintpéoquestionnaire. These tendencies would
lead to common method variance that, accordindnéodefinition given by Podsakoff et al
(2003), is the variance that results from the mesamant process rather than the variables the
measures exemplify. This variance relates to distiorelations between constructs and to
altered findings. In order to limit these biaseguarantee anonymity and | inform recipients
that there are not right or wrong responses togtestionnaire: these two remedies would
probably convince employees to be more sinceresslige regarding their fairness perceptions
of annual bonus payments and therefore less imtlioeany consistency effect (Podsakoff et
al, 2003). Further, | ask respondents about thelereaf their supervisor (my independent
variable) almost at the end of the survey, whefermation to measure control variables and
demographics are collected. The positioning of $ipiscific question far from questions about
perceived distributive and procedural fairnessxpeeted to reduce the probability of the
creation of any possible correlation between themgables by recipients. Therefore, the
likelihood that employees would understand that dbgctive of the research is to assess
perceptions of gender discrimination in annual Isopayments is lower and lower is then the
probability that they would respond in accordareéhts perceived possible relation. Because
| spread the questionnaire online, respondentsatamme back to questions they have already
answered: this helps in controlling more for anggble relations that employees can create
between measured variables while responding tsuheey.

| underline and mark in bold key words that carphe&spondents to understand the
difference between questions regarding perceiv&tdlolitive and procedural fairness of annual
bonus payments. This would help to avoid ambigaityl misunderstanding of questions
regarding two important measures, such as my inukgd and mediator variables.

At the end of the questionnaire, | add a directstjoa that ask respondents which they
think is the goal of the survey: in fact, resportdezan directly express to which extent they
understand the purpose of my study. This would meg understand in which proportion
respondents were aware of the topic of my theses Hiey have filled the questionnaire in.

Due to the sample, | firstly draft the questiomean English, and then | word it in
Italian. The survey items in the English versioa based on prior research, and therefore their
validity and reliability have already been verifieg past literature. Pre and pilot tests allow me

to also verify validity and reliability of the lt@an questionnaire before the final data collection.
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A graduated master student in Italian linguistiesaks the Italian version of the questionnaire
in order to assure a correct grammatical formutatibthe translated questions.

I make the questionnaire layout as clearer as Iplessi

4.2.2Pre and Pilot testing

| perform pre and pilot tests in order to identdpd solve possible issues of the
questionnaire.

| run a pre-test using the Italian version of thevey. | ask three pre-test employees to
respond to the questionnaire in my presence, ahdeguently | interview them in person.
Following the suggestions given by the pre-tespaadents, | produce modifications to
phrases’ wording; these modifications incrementtheéerstandability of questions, in order to
assure higher response rates and lower common chesiniance issues (Podsakoff et al, 2003).
In particular, the pre-test is useful in order dorectly determine the placement of the question
regarding the relative bonus amount; in fact, twa of three pre-test respondents have
evaluated the question as critical, because itre@sgnized as a numerical justification of the
scores they assigned to perceived distributive pratedural fairness’ items. Therefore,
positioning this specific question after the mamriables could convince respondents of
abandoning the survey in case their bonus amountidvoot truly reflect their fairness
perceptions. Accordingly, | decide to position theestion at the end of the questionnaire. In
addition, pre-test respondents have suggestedetfgmt the beginning of the questionnaire
that the termsupervisorin the study is related to the respondent's disegtervisor in the
specific organization.

| conduct a pilot test among a sample of 23 marsadérmale and 13 female. | perform
a factor analysis using the data collected frompita respondents; this analysis shows high
convergent and discriminant validity of my variabld also measure a good variables’
reliability. None of the pilot respondents has eotly guessed the exact purpose of my study,
as well as none of the final respondents (i.e. gefavoritism in relation to bonus justice

perceptions).

4.2.3Survey distribution

| distribute the survey to 350 employees of ltalEmall and medium-sized private
companies. Respondents who have participated tostineey are 112. A number of 27
guestionnaires received are not usable since insten@ he response rate is 32%. After all the

changes made based on the pre and pilot testsyllyfask respondents to answer 17 questions.
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No specific questions suffer from non-response, liasas expected, some respondents
have not completed the last two questions of tineesuregarding the perceived probable goal

of the survey and additional comments.

4.2.4Modéel
| test my model under the assumption of performagcauation process’ informality.

According to Hartmann and Slapar (2009), informality results from the presence of
subjectivity in the performance appraisal processparticular, subjectivity can enter the
process in three stages: target setting, perforear@asurement and final assessment to assign
performance-based rewards. When discretion is preésesven only one of these stages, the
performance evaluation process is informal. | asties presence of informality through direct
questions to respondents regarding how targetsetravhich measures are used to evaluate
performance and whether bonus amounts are basea foral personal judgment of the
supervisor. Questions on these components of irdltyrspecifically regard the year 2015 in
order to avoid noise in the responses; furthermbese questions are better explained through
examples in order to maximize respondents’ undedsatg. The focus of my research, as also
specified in the survey questions, is circumscriteedvaluations conducted by supervisors. |
do not consider for my dataset questionnaires focmthe condition of performance evaluation
process’ informality is not satisfied.

In order to test the hypotheses, | follow the stepsediation and moderation theorized
by Baron and Kenny (1986). Coefficients are estatlaseparately for each single OLS
regression.

Firstly, | regress perceived distributive fairnesé annual bonus payments for
subordinates (the dependent variable) on gend#reoc$upervisor (the independent variable),
not including locus of control (the moderator). fBaning this regression allows me to test
hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2, or rather testiagetation between gender of the supervisor
and perceived distributive fairness of annual bgaygnents for male and female subordinates.

DISTRI_FAIR = B, + B;GENDER_SUP + B,TRUST + B;TENURE + B, TASK_UN +
BsAGE + BsCOUNTRY + B,BONUS (1)

Secondly, | regress perceived procedural fairndssinmual bonus payments for
subordinates (the mediator) on gender of the sugmr{the independent variable), including
locus of control (the moderator). Performing tlagnession allows me to test hypothesis 4 and
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hypothesis 5, or rather testing whether locus otrob of subordinates moderates the relation
between gender of the supervisor and perceiveceduwal fairness of annual bonus payments
for male and female subordinates. In addition,qrenfng this regression allows me to test the
relation between gender of the supervisor and pexderocedural fairness of annual bonus
payments for subordinates, in order to demonstnatdirst step to test the mediation effect (or
rather, hypothesis 3).

PROCED_FAIR = B, + B,GENDER_SUP + B,LOC + B;GENDER_SUP = LOC +
B,TRUST + BsTENURE + B,TASK_UN + B,AGE + BgCOUNTRY + BoBONUS @)

Thirdly, | regress perceived distributive fairness annual bonus payments for
subordinates (the dependent variable) on both geofi¢ghe supervisor (the independent
variable) and perceived procedural fairness of ahbonus payments for subordinates (the
mediator). Performing this regression allows metdst the relation between perceived
procedural fairness and perceived distributive nfess of annual bonus payments for
subordinates, in order to demonstrate the secaptettest the mediation effect (or rather,
hypothesis 3), not including the effect of locuscohtrol and of the corresponding interaction
term. In fact, considering the wording of my hypeghs, valuable is to test whether the effect
of the perceived procedural fairness (the mediai®rktill significant on the perceived
distributive fairness of annual bonus paymentsstdrordinates (the dependent variable) even

when locus of control (the mediator) is not consede

DISTRI_FAIR = B, + B;GENDER_SUP + B,PROCED_FAIR + B, TRUST + B, TENURE +
BsTASK_UN + B4AGE + B,COUNTRY + BgBONUS 3)

Fourthly, | regress perceived distributive fairnesfsannual bonus payments for
subordinates (the dependent variable) on both geofi¢he supervisor (the independent
variable) and perceived procedural fairness of ahbonus payments for subordinates (the
mediator), including locus of control (the moderat®erforming this regression allows me to
test the relation between perceived procedurahdéas and perceived distributive fairness of
annual bonus payments for subordinates, in ordeletnonstrate the second step to test the
mediation effect (or rather, hypothesis 3), inchglihe effect of locus of control and the

corresponding interaction term.
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DISTRI_FAIR = B, + B,GENDER_SUP + B,PROCED_FAIR+p;LOC + B,GENDER_SUP x
LOC + BsTRUST + B,TENURE + B,TASK_UN + BgAGE + BoCOUNTRY + B,,BONUS (4)

| execute the four OLS regressions created totbeshypotheses two times in SPSS: the
first time on sub-sampiéfemalesub-sample) and the second time on sub-sarfipkde sub-
sample).

In the four OLS regressions, the variables TRUSENURE, TASK _UN, AGE,
COUNTRY and BONUS represent control variables. #émtipular, TRUST exemplifies the
level of subordinates’ trust in their supervisofENURE represents the number of years
employees have worked in their organization. TASK éxemplifies the perceived uncertainty
of the tasks workers have to perform in their jJOB&E represents the subordinates’ age in
years, while COUNTRY exemplifies the country ofgini of employees. BONUS represents
the annual relative bonus amount subordinates renagved in 2015. Operationalizations of
the control variables are in details explainedhmdubsequent section of the thesis (section 4.3,

Variable measurement

4.3 Variable measurement
4.3.1Gender of the subordinate

Gender of the subordinate is not a real variablaymrmodel; however, it represents the
cornerstone characteristic to identify whetherspoadent belongs to sub-samplbe female
sub-sample, or to sub-sampléhe male sub-sample. As | have already statséction 4.2.4,
Model | run my analysis separately for each sub-sample.

4.3.2Gender of the supervisor
The independent variable gender of the superviSG&NDER_SUP) is a dummy variable,

which equals 1 whether the supervisor is male awti€ther the supervisor is female.

4.3.3Distributive and procedural fairness perceptions of annual bonus payments
The dependent variable perceived distributive &8s of annual bonus payments
(DISTRI_FAIR) is operationalized using three iteragch as “I think that the bonus amount |
have received in 2015 is fair”, scaled by 1 “stigngdisagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. This
measurement was created by Voul3em et al (2015).
The mediator variable perceived procedural fairnessannual bonus payments

(PROCED_FAIR) is operationalized using four itemmisch as “I think that the way in which

24



my bonus was determined is fair”, scaled by 1 ‘fagig disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. This

measurement was created by Voul3em et al (20186)miuiate questions regarding perceived
distributive and procedural fairness of annual lsopayments concerning the 2015 bonus in
order to avoid discrepancies in respondents’ arstirat could lead to noise in the hypotheses
testing. | measure both the independent and theratat variables using a direct approach that
investigates fairness perceptions of bonus amotedsived and procedures applied by
addressing explicit and direct questions to respotsd A direct measurement approach for
justice perceptions is strongly suggested by psidies: in fact, it guarantees a lower

probability that responses will be affected by dsitges in organizational contexts, that may

impact the relevance of fairness rules (VoulRenh, &04.5).

4.3.4Locus of control

The moderator variable locus of control (LOC) iggtionalized using Spector’'s Work
Locus of Control scale (Spector, 1988). The sazflects respondents’ control credences in the
work setting and consists of sixteen items, suci\geb is what you make of it”, scaled by 1
“strongly disagree” to 6 “strongly agree”. Specsostale (1988) measures locus of control as
a continuous variable: for example, low internaus of control is the same as high external
locus of control (Ng et al, 2006). Higher averagerss of the scale represent lower internality
(i.e. higher externality). Ng et al (2006) statéa@ttthe scale was used by 43 studies and
presented an average reliability of 0.78 (on th&saf 40 samples).

4.3.5Control variables
| control for trust (TRUST), operationalized usitigee items, such as “My superior

will always act in my favor if he/she has the ch&inscaled by 1 “strongly disagree” to 5
“strongly agree”. This measurement was created astrhbnn and Slapfar (2009). These
three items measure trust using a direct apprcacipjoyees are asked if they feel that their
supervisors are inclined, with their actions, togoe subordinates’ interest. Trust represents a
fundamental control variable. In fact, Lee and F4999) and Hartmann and Slagam (2009)
demonstrated that there is a positive relation beiwairness perceptions and employees’ trust
in their supervisors, because trust implies thabatdinates have confidence in their superiors
employing unbiased judgments in performance apgsaidigher justice perceptions of the
incentive plan).

| control for tenure (TENURE), operationalized he natural logarithm of the number of

years respondents had worked in their organizdtiea and Farh, 1999; VoulRem et al, 2015).
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Tenure is a variable that controls for the truas of tenure (Hartmann and Slajami 2009).
Gibbs et al (2004), in fact, stated that longeuterincreases the probability that employees
and superiors have built a relation based on trust.

| control for task uncertainty (TASK_UN), operatalized using three items, such as
“There is a clearly known way to do the major typésvork | normally encounter”, scaled by
1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. Thigasurement was created by Hartmann and
Slapntar (2009). Hartmann and Slapai (2012) demonstrated that procedural fairness
perceptions are negatively affected by uncertanityhe tasks employees have to perform,
because this uncertainty leads to inaccuracy céffloet’s measurement. The authors suggested
that not even formality of the performance apptag@cess (that normally assures an
evaluation of performance based on objective meadhat cannot be biased by the discretion
of the evaluator) results in high procedural fagsperceptions in case of task uncertainty.

| control for age (AGE), operationalized as the mggears of respondents (Sweeney et al,
1991; Maas and Torres-Gonzéalez, 2011). In fBef, et al (2011) demonstrated that older
employees present a propensity for positive betegarding their organization and supervisors,
since they value more positive aspects of theati@h with the firm and with superiors. This
propensity for positive beliefs derives from thetfthat older workers present higher ability in
regulating their emotions and lower possibilities the labor market. Therefore, older
employees are expected to present higher fairresggtions compared to younger ones.

| control for country of origin (COUNTRY), operatialized as a dummy variable, which
equals 1 whether the respondent’s country of oiiggimot Italy and O whether the respondent’s
country of origin is Italy (Maas and Torres-Gonzal2011).

| control for the 2015 relative bonus amount (BONU&perationalized as the amount of
the 2015 bonus, expressed as a percentage of ibesalary.

| also collect demographics of the respondentsutjitahe questionnaire survey, such as

level of education and industry of work.
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5. RESULTS

In order to test my hypotheses, | run OLS regressip 2, 3 and 4 two times: the first
time on sub-samplgsub-sample of female subordinates) and the setbmedon sub-sampie
(sub-sample of male subordinates). | use SPSSpne2d, to perform the statistical analyses.
Before evaluating the main model, reliability anoheergent and discriminant validity of
constructs are assessed on the full sample.

Table 2 reports descriptive statistics for eachstmict item and Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for each construct. Considering th&ranbach's alpha of 0.70 is considered a
modest level of reliability (Hartmann and Slagari 2009), DISTRI_FAIR, PROCED_FAIR
and TRUST appear highly reliable constructs (Crehlzsalphas of 0.913, 0.934 and 0.831,
respectively). On the other hand, the reliabilityl@C and TASK_UN is modest, but still
sufficient (Cronbach’s alphas of 0.750 and 0.788pectively). In particular, considering LOC,

I remove item 4 and 15 from the scale in ordentpriove reliability to the actual value of 0.750.
Therefore, in the main model, | measure LOC asawrage of respondents agreement to
fourteen statements instead of sixteen (item 4Id&ndliminated from the calculation of this
average).

Moreover, | assess convergent and discriminantialonly for reflective constructs
by performing a factor analysis. | do not evaluiaevergent and discriminant validity for LOC,
being the construct formative. Table 3 reportsrémilts of the factor analysis conducted on
items of the constructs DISTRI_FAIR, PROCED_FAIRUST and TASK_UN. Interesting
Is to notice that items of the perceived distribeitand procedural fairness of annual bonus
payments result in representing the same compotiettis component 1. However, | do not
consider this finding as an issue. In fact, priberature has identified distributive and
procedural justice perceptions as two different,dxremely correlated constructs (Colquitt et
al, 2001; Erdogan, 2002; VoulRem et al, 2015). Thezeas expected from past studies, also
in my research the variables DISTRI_FAIR and PROCEAIR are highly correlated: the
Pearson correlation observed between the two gipgcceptions is in fact 0.828. Furthermore,
Appendix C, Table 12, reports the correlation matfieach construct item for the full sample.

In addition, before running the four linear regiess for each sub-sample, | remove
univariate and multivariate outliers from my datase order to identify outliers | utilize
Mahalanobis’ distances and studentized residuais. dhalysis conducts to the elimination of
three respondents from the sample (one respondemt the female sub-sample and two
respondents from the male sub-sample). The comaridble COUNTRY is omitted from the

analyses; in fact, it resulted in a constant folensabordinates (no male subordinates from
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Table 2 — Descriptive statistics of singular constict items and constructs reliability (full sample)
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1

Maximum

(6]

o o1 o1 O

g o o o O O O O O O o o o O,

5
5

Mean Std. Deviation

3.174
3.055
3.000

2.890
2.899
2.963
2.761

2.679
4.073
3.422
3.055
2.927
2.339
3.294
2.633
3.385
3.321
3.431
2.541
3.174
2.679

3.055
2.881
3.128

3.083
2.651
2.817

1.177
1.201
1.139

1.133
1.130
1.097
1.130

1.154
1.111
1.264
1.380
1.310
1.349
1.321
1.103
1.232
1.201
1.403
1.323
1.231
1.017

1.216
1.168
1.241

1.090
1.049
1.107

Reliability
0.913

0.934

0.750

0.831

0.700

This table reports descriptive statistics for eashstruct item and Cronbach’s alphas for each oactdor the

full sample. Appendix B contains the items andafales definition.
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countries other than Italy) and in an irrelevantalale for female subordinates (only two female
subordinates out of 51 were from countries othanthaly). | also test and verify the OLS

regression assumptions.

Table 3 — Factor analysis of singular construct ites (full sample)

Component

1 2 3 4
DISTRI_FAIR 0.861 0.248 -0.002 -0.050
DISTRI_FAIR: 0.896 0.221 -0.029 -0.035
DISTRI_FAIR: 0.808 0.183 -0.014 0.084
PROCED_FAIR 0.854 0.180 -0.196 -0.187
PROCED_FAIR 0.734 0.326 -0.183 -0.076
PROCED_FAIR 0.852 0.205 -0.050 -0.233
PROCED_FAIR 0.861 0.204 -0.113 -0.221
TRUST1 0.291 0.805 0.162 -0.229
TRUST2 0.356 0.828 -0.013 -0.056
TRUST3 0.243 0.778 -0.393 0.047
TASK_UN1 -0.143 -0.084 0.137 0.889
TASK_UN2 -0.106 -0.018 0.904 0.175
TASK_UN3 -0.120 -0.115 0.564 0.602

The table reportshe factor analysis of items of the constructs MRETFAIR, PROCED_FAIR, TRUST a
TASK_UN for the full sample. The extraction methotilized is the principal component analysis, white
rotation method utilized is a Varimax with Kaisermalization.

Appendix B contains the items definition.

5.1 Descriptive Statistics

The final full sample consists of 109 female andensanployees from Italian private
small and medium-sized enterprises who receiveahanal bonus payment in the year 2015.
In order to test my hypotheses, | create two supses. Sub-sampieconsists of 51 female
subordinates, while sub-sampbensists of 58 male subordinates.

Table 4, Panel A, reports the descriptive stasstior sub-sample (female
subordinates), while Table 4, Panel B, shows treergaive statistics for sub-samplgnale
subordinates). The descriptive statistics reponimmim, maximum, mean and standard

deviation for all the variables included in my mbde
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Table 4 — Descriptive statistics

Panel A — Descriptive statistics for sub-samgfemale subordinates)

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
DISTRI_FAIR 51 1.000 5.000 3.098 1.290
PROCED_FAIR 51 1.000 5.000 2.877 1.213
GENDER_SUP 51 0 1 0.549 0.503
LOC 51 2.000 4571 3.150 0.656
TRUST 51 1.000 5.000 2.784 1.127
TENURE 51 -0.693 3.401 2.095 0.864
TASK_UN 51 1.000 5.000 2.869 0.917
AGE 51 22 62 43.157 10.825
BONUS 51 0.030 0.250 0.103 0.053

Panel B — Descriptive statistics for sub-samfleale subordinates)

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
DISTRI_FAIR 58 1.000 4.667 3.057 0.870
PROCED_FAIR 58 1.000 4.250 2.879 0.838
GENDER_SUP 58 0 1 0.690 0.467
LOC 58 2.000 4.643 2.996 0.554
TRUST 58 1.000 5.000 3.230 0.927
TENURE 58 0.693 3.555 2.326 0.731
TASK_UN 58 1.000 5.000 2.833 0.805
AGE 58 30 63 47.914 8.722
BONUS 58 0.010 0.300 0.130 0.064

This table reports the descriptive statistics fibrttze variables in the model. Panel A reports descriptive
statistics for sub-sampléfemale subordinates). Panel B reports the desezigtatistics for sub-samplémale
subordinates).

Appendix B contains the variables definition.

5.2 Test of hypotheses

In order to test hypotheses 1, 3 and 4, the foud @dgressions exhibited in section
4.2.4,Model are performed on the female sub-sample. In amiditn order to test hypotheses
2, 3 and 5, the four OLS regressions are perforomeithe male sub-sample.
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5.2.1Test of hypotheses for sub-sample; (female subordinates)

Table 5 — OLS regressions results for sub-sampléemale subordinates)
Panel / - DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP

DISTRI_FAIR
Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant 2.191 0.85¢ 2.562 0.01¢
GENDER_SUP -0.434 0.24¢ -4.535 0.00&*
TRUST 0.389 0.11: 3.954 0.00&+*
TENURE 0.026 0.20¢ 0.189 0.851
TASK_UN -0.004 0.13: -0.042 0.967
AGE -0.171 0.01¢ -1.083 0.28¢t
BONUS 0.435 2.56( 4.137 0.00&+*
Panel E- PROCED_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP, includid@ L

PROCED_FAIR

Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant 3.030 1.207 2.511 0.01¢
GENDER_SUP -0.766 1.183 -1.563 0.063*
LOC -0.062 0.246 -0.465 0.64¢
GENDER_SUP*LOC 0.452 0.358 0.959 0.171
TRUST 0.415 0.114 3.914 0.000**
TENURE -0.180 0.212 -1.193 0.23¢
TASK_UN -0.184 0.136 -1.792 0.080r
AGE -0.039 0.019 -0.225 0.82:¢
BONUS 0.346 2.631 3.010 0.004**
Panel C- DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP and PROCEIR FA

DISTRI_FAIR
Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant 0.422 0.682 0.618 0.54(
GENDER_SUP -0.230 0.197 -3.001 0.002***
PROCED_FAII 0.653 0.110 6.327 0.000**
TRUST 0.118 0.096 1.406 0.167%
TENURE 0.134 0.152 1.314 0.19¢
TASK_UN 0.119 0.100 1.665 0.10:
AGE -0.150 0.014 -1.303 0.20(¢
BONUS 0.200 2.071 2.347 0.024*
Panel C - DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP and PROCRIR Ancluding LOC

DISTRI_FAIR

Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant -1.033 0.892 -1.157 0.25¢
GENDER_SUP 0.346 0.839 1.060 0.147
PROCED_FAII 0.671 0.106 6.710 0.000**
LOC 0.210 0.170 2.425 0.020+
GENDER_SUP*LOC -0.544 0.249 -1.760 0.043**
TRUST 0.106 0.092 1.318 0.19¢
TENURE 0.114 0.149 1.142 0.26(
TASK_UN 0.099 0.097 1.429 0.161
AGE -0.123 0.013 -1.107 0.27¢
BONUS 0.225 2.000 2.735 0.009**

The table reports the four OLS regressions perfdrinerder to verify H1, H3 and H4 in sub-samfle=51).Since | hav
predicted negative coefficients for GENDER_SUP @®ENDER_SUP*LOC (this secml coefficient only in the seco
equation presented in Panel B) and a positive ivieft for PROCED_FAIR, the p-values for these ablés are for one
tailed tests. All other p-values are for two-taitedts to allow for effects that have possibly biEegone.***, ** * denote

significance at 1%, 5% and 10% confidence levepeetively. Appendix B contains variables definitio
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In this section, the OLS regressions are executeith® female sub-sample (N=51), in
order to test hypotheses 1, 3 and 4.

| firstly regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependent valgbon GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) in order to test hypothesiadj. R°=0.650). Results are presented in
Table 5, Panel A. The coefficient on GENDER_SURagative and significant at 1% level
(B=-0.434, t=-4.535, one-tailed p=0.000). The p-vaiti8.000 is a one-tailed p-value because
| have predicted a negative relation between GENDEBRP and DISTRI_FAIR for the female
sub-sample. The finding indicates that female sidibates with male supervisors present a
lower perceived distributive fairness of annual lmnpayments compared to female
subordinates with female supervisors. Therefbypothesis 1 is supportedThe coefficient
on TRUST is positive and significant at 1% levptQ.389, t=3.954, two-tailed p=0.000),
signifying that a higher level of trust in the sopsor is related with a higher perceived
distributive fairness of annual bonus payments feamale subordinates. Coefficients on
TENURE, TASK_UN and AGE are not significant. Theetfcient on BONUS is positive and
significant at 1% levelpf=0.435, t=4.137, two-tailed p=0.000), implying thagher relative
bonus amounts are related with higher distributi@eness perceptions of annual bonus
payments for female subordinates.

Secondly, | regress PROCED_FAIR (the mediator) oBENGER_SUP (the
independent variable), including LOC (the modenatoorder to test hypothesis 4. In addition,
performing this regression (Adj2R0.595) allows me to test the relation between gentithe
supervisor and perceived procedural fairness ofuanrbonus payments for female
subordinates, in order to demonstrate the firgd stetest the mediation effect (or rather,
hypothesis 3 for the female sub-sample). Resuktspaesented in Table 5, Panel B. The
coefficient on GENDER_SUP is negative and (mardynaignificant at 10% levelp&-0.766,
t=-1.563, one-tailed p=0.063). The p-value of 0.06% one-tailed p-value because | have
predicted a negative relation between GENDER_SUPP&®OCED_FAIR for the female sub-
sample. The finding indicates that female subotémavith male supervisors present a lower
perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus patgye®mpared to female subordinates with
female supervisors. Thereforthe first step to test the mediation effect (or rdter,
hypothesis 3 for the female sub-sample) is suppode The coefficient on LOC is not
significant. The coefficient on GENDER_SUP*LOC is@ not significant, indicating that
locus of control does not moderate the relatiowbeh gender of the supervisor and perceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments foafe subordinates. Therefofgpothesis

4 is not supported The coefficient on TRUST is positive and sigrafit at 1% level=0.415,
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t=0.114, two-tailed p=0.000), signifying that a g level of trust in the supervisor is related
with a higher perceived procedural fairness of @ahbonus payments for female subordinates.
The outcome confirms findings by Hartmann and Skspn(2009), who have demonstrated a
positive relation between procedural fairness p#roes and employees’ trust in their
supervisors; in fact, higher levels of trust imghat employees have confidence in their
supervisors employing unbiased judgments in peroice evaluations. The coefficient on
TENURE is not significant. The coefficient on TASKN is negative and significant at 10%
level (3=-0.184, t=-1.792, two-tailed p-value=0.080), irading that higher levels of
uncertainty in the tasks performed by employees reggatively related with perceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments offéhgale employees themselves. The
outcome confirms the results by Hartmann and Stapi1i2012), who have suggested a negative
relation between procedural fairness perceptionisusntertainty of the tasks workers have to
perform, because this uncertainty leads to inacgua the effort's measurement. The
coefficient on AGE is not significant. The coef@at on BONUS is positive and significant at
1% level 3=0.346, t=3.010, two-tailed p=0.004), implying tiégher relative bonus amounts
are related with higher procedural fairness peroaptof annual bonus payments for female
subordinates.

Thirdly, 1 regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependent val&g on both GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) and PROCED_FAIR (the mediaterforming this regression (Ad;.
R?=0.814) allows me to test the relation betweengieed procedural fairness and perceived

distributive fairness of annual bonus paymentddorale subordinates, not including the effect

of locus of control and of the corresponding intéican term, in order to demonstrate the second
step to test the mediation effect (or rather, hliypsis 3 for the female sub-sample). Results are
presented in Table 5, Panel C. The coefficient ®NBER_SUP is negative and significant at
1% level 3=-0.230, t=-3.001, one-tailed p=0.002). The p-valfi©.002 is a one-tailed p-value
because | have predicted a negative relation betdEeENDER_SUP and DISTRI_FAIR for
the female sub-sample. The finding indicates thatdle subordinates with male supervisors
present a lower perceived distributive fairnesamiual bonus payments compared to female
subordinates with female supervisors. The coefiicen PROCED_FAIR is positive and
significant at 1% levelf=0.653, t=6.327, one-tailed p=0.000). The p-valti8.000 is a one-
tailed p-value because | have predicted a posi@lation between PROCED_FAIR and
DISTRI_FAIR for the female sub-sample. The findindicates that higher procedural fairness
perceptions are related with higher distributivienfass perceptions of annual bonus payments

for female subordinates. Therefotiee second step to test the mediation effect (or ttzer,
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hypothesis 3 for the female sub-sample), not inclug the effect of locus of control and of
the corresponding interaction term, is supported Therefore, considering that from Table 5,
Panel B, the first step to test the mediation ¢ffexs supportedypothesis 3 is supported for
the female sub-sampleCoefficients on TRUST, TENURE, TASK_UN and AGE aret
significant. The coefficient on BONUS is positivadasignificant at 5% levelpE0.200,
t=2.071, two-tailed p=0.024), implying that highedative bonus amounts are related with
higher distributive fairness perceptions of anrh@lus payments for female subordinates.
Fourthly, I regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependentatle) on both GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) and PROCED_FAIR (the mediatocluding LOC (the moderator).
Performing this regression (Adj.28.830) allows me to test the relation between gieec!
procedural fairness and perceived distributiventzss of annual bonus payments for female
subordinates, including the effect of locus of coh&nd of the corresponding interaction term,
in order to demonstrate the second step to teshdwkation effect (or rather, hypothesis 3 for
the female sub-sample). Results are presented Inle T3, Panel D. The coefficient on
GENDER_SUP is not significant, implying that afieserting LOC and GENDER_SUP*LOC
in the equation, the relation between GENDER_SU® RISTRI_FAIR is not significant
anymore. The coefficient on PROCED_FAIR is positwel significant at 1% leve£0.671,
t=6.710, one-tailed p=0.000). The p-value of 0.09@& one-tailed p-value because | have
predicted a positive relation between PROCED_FAiR BISTRI_FAIR for the female sub-
sample. The finding indicates that higher proceldarmess perceptions are related with higher
distributive fairness perceptions of annual boraynpents for female subordinates. Therefore,
the second step to test the mediation effect (or tlaer, hypothesis 3 for the female sub-
sample),_including the effect of locus of controlrad of the corresponding interaction term,
is supported Therefore, considering that from Table 5, PanetH first step to test the
mediation effect was supportdaypothesis 3 is supported for the female sub-sanglalso
after having included LOC and GENDER_SUP*LOC in #dwpiation. Coefficient on LOC is
positive and significant at 5% leve0.210, t=2.425, two-tailed p=0.020), indicatingith
higher locus of control (a more external locus oatis related with a higher perceived
distributive fairness of annual bonus payments flemale subordinates. The result is
unexpected because it does not confirm previoestiire findings. In fact, past research has
related a more external locus of control with lofamess perceptions (Judge and Bono, 2001;
Ng et al, 2006). The coefficient on GENDER_SUP*LB@egative and significant at 5% level
(p=-0.544, t=-1.760, two-tailed p=0.043), indicatithgt the relation between GENDER_SUP

and DISTRI_FAIR is moderated by LOC. In fact, feenalibordinates with male supervisors
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present lower distributive fairness perceptionamfual bonus payments compared to female
subordinates with female supervisors, and theseliisve fairness perceptions are even lower
when female subordinates with male supervisorseptea more external locus of control
compared to when they present a less external famntrol. Therefore, the moderation effect
of LOC is not applicable to the relation betweenNEER_SUP and PROCED_FAIR as
predicted; instead, it is applicable to the relati@tween GENDER_SUP and DISTRI_FAIR.
A possible explanation to this not expected restbe that procedural and distributive fairness
perceptions are identified from past research as dvfferent constructs, but still highly
correlated (Colquitt et al, 2001; Erdogan, 2002uRem et al, 2015). Hence, employees can
present difficulties in clearly differentiate th&vd constructs and can consider fairness
perceptions as a whole, but still based on bonusuats they receive (distributive fairness
perceptions) instead of assessing the procedurbswiiich they are evaluated (procedural
fairness perceptions). The coefficients on TRUSENURE, TASK_UN and AGE are not
significant. The coefficient on BONUS is positivadasignificant at 1% levelpE0.225,
t=2.735, two-tailed p=0.009), signifying that highrelative bonus amounts are related with

higher distributive fairness perceptions of anrh@us payments for female subordinates.

Figure 2 — Model results for sub-sample(female subordinates)

LOCUS OF CONTROL
(Moderator variable)

p=-0.544,
GENDER OF THE l t=-1.760, PERCEIVED
SUPERVISOR p=0.043%* DISTRIBUTIVE FAIRNESS
(Independent variable) OF ANNUAL BONUS
HI: PAYMENTS
f=-0.434, (Dependent variable)
t=-4.535,

p=0.000%*=

H3 (first step): H3 (zecond step):

F=-0.766. F=0.633,
t=-1.363, +=6.327,
p=0.063* p=0.000%%*
PERCEIVED PROCEDURAL
FAIRNESS OF ANNUAL
BONUS PAYMENTS

{Mediator variable)

*x *% * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10%rdalence level, respectively.
P-values are one-tailed. The p-value of 0.043edl& the moderation effect is two-tailed.
Appendix B contains variables definition.
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5.2.2.Test of hypotheses for sub-sample; (male subordinates)

Table 6 — OLS regressions results for sub-samplémale subordinates)
Panel / - DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP

PROCED_FAIR
Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant 0.663 0.801 0.821 0.41¢
GENDER_SUP -0.086 0.23: -0.693 024¢
TRUST 0.396 0.11: 3.309 0.002**
TENURE -0.047 0.187 -0.301 0.76¢
TASK_UN -0.116 0.12¢ -0.992 0.32¢
AGE 0.304 0.01¢ 1.879 0.066
BONUS 0.191 1.60¢ 1.617 0.11:
Panel E- PROCED_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP, includid@ L

DISTRI_FAIR

Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant 3.017 1.262 2.390 0.021
GENDER_SUP -0.463 1.142 -0.729 0.23t
LOC -0.273 0.311 -1.329 0.19(
GENDER_SUP*LOC 0.548 0.367 0.857 0.19¢
TRUST 0.344 0.107 2.910 0.005**
TENURE -0.036 0.177 -0.231 0.81¢
TASK_UN -0.303 0.119 -2.647 0.012*
AGE 0.214 0.015 1.330 0.19(
BONUS 0.016 1.508 0.135 0.89:
Adj. F 0.325
Panel C- DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP and PROCEIR FA

DISTRI_FAIR
Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant -0.474 0.643 -0.738 0.46¢
GENDER_SUP -0.134 0.178 -1.397 0.16¢
PROCED_FAII 0.678 0.115 6.124 0.000**
TRUST 0.146 0.094 1.456 0.15:Z
TENURE -0.012 0.143 -0.099 0.921
TASK_UN 0.103 0.104 1.069 0.29(
AGE 0.132 0.013 1.039 0.30¢
BONUS 0.183 1.226 2.026 0.048*
Panel C - DISTRI_FAIR regressed on GENDER_SUP and PROCRIR Ancluding LOC

DISTRI_FAIR

Variable Coefficient Std. Erro t p-value
Constant -0.660 1.105 -0.597 0.55:¢
GENDER_SUP 0.300 0.951 0.588 0.27¢
PROCED_FAII 0.680 0.118 5.969 0.000**
LOC 0.065 0.262 0.388 0.69¢
GENDER_SUP*LOC -0.443 0.306 -0.862 0.19¢
TRUST 0.132 0.096 1.291 0.20:
TENURE 0.004 0.146 0.035 0.97:
TASK_UN 0.093 0.106 0.956 0.34¢
AGE 0.112 0.013 0.855 0.397
BONUS 0.171 1.249 1.851 0.070

The table reports the four OLS regressions perfdrinerder to verify H2, H3 and H5 in sub-samyfle=58).Since | hav
predicted positive coefficients for GENDER_SUP @&HENDER_SUP*LOC (this secm coefficient only in the seco
equation presented in Panel B) and a positive ivieft for PROCED_FAIR, the p-values for these ablés are for one
tailed tests. All other p-values are for two-tditests to allow for effects that have possiblyrbiegone ***, ** * denote
significance at 1%, 5% and 10% confidence levapeetively Appendix B contains variables definitit
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In this section, the four OLS regressions are ebegcan the male sub-sample (N=58),
in order to test hypotheses 2, 3 and 5.

| firstly regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependent valgbon GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) in order to test hypothesidd]. R°=0.277). Results are presented in
Table 6, Panel A. The coefficient on GENDER_SURassignificant, indicating that there is
no relation between gender of the supervisor ancepeed distributive fairness of annual bonus
payments for male subordinates. Therefoygothesis 2 is not supportedThe coefficient on
TRUST is positive and significant at 1% levfl=0.396, t=3.309, two-tailed p=0.002),
suggesting that the level of trust in the supervisopositively related with the perceived
distributive fairness of annual bonus paymentsifale subordinates. Coefficients on TENURE
and TASK_UN are not significant. The coefficient AGE is positive and significant at 10%
level (3=0.304, t=1.879, two-tailed p=0.066), indicatingttlolder employees present higher
perceptions of distributive fairness of annual lopayments compared to younger employees.
This finding supports the study by Bal et al (2Q1d)which older employees are expected to
present higher fairness perceptions, due to theehigropensity they have for positive beliefs
regarding their organization and supervisors, solder workers present a stronger ability in
regulating their emotions and lower possibilitiesie labor market. The coefficient on BONUS
IS not significant.

Secondly | regress PROCED_FAIR (the mediator) oNGER_SUP (the independent
variable), including LOC (the moderator) in ordeitést hypothesis 5. In addition, performing
this regression (Adj. £0.325) allows me to test the relation between genfithe supervisor
and perceived procedural fairness of annual boayspnts for male subordinates, in order to
demonstrate the first step to test the mediatiéecefor rather, hypothesis 3 for the male sub-
sample). Results are presented in Table 6, Paneh® coefficient on GENDER_SUP is not
significant, implying that there is no relation Wwetn gender of the supervisor and perceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments foe swébordinates. Thereforde first step
to test the mediation effect (or rather, hypothesis3 for the male sub-sample) is not
supported. In addition, the coefficient on LOC is not sificeant. Moreover, the coefficient on
GENDER_SUP*LOC is not significant, indicating tHatus of control does not moderate the
relation between gender of the supervisor and pexderocedural fairness of annual bonus
payments for male subordinates. Therefoggothesis 5 is not supportedThe coefficient on
TRUST is positive and significant at 1% levfl=0.344, t=2.910, two-tailed p=0.005),
suggesting that the level of trust in the supervisopositively related with the perceived

procedural fairness of annual bonus payments foe mabordinates. The coefficient on
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TENURE is not significant. The coefficient on TASKN is negative and significant at 5%
level (3=-0.303, t=-2.647, two-tailed p=0.011), specifyihgt higher levels of uncertainty in
the tasks performed by employees are negativedyeiwith perceived procedural fairness of
annual bonus payments of the employees themséleesficients on AGE and BONUS are
not significant.

Thirdly, 1 regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependent valg on both GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) and PROCED_FAIR (the mediaterforming this regression (Ad;.
R?=0.579) allows me to test the relation betweengieed procedural fairness and perceived

distributive fairness of annual bonus paymentsiiate subordinates, not including the effect

of locus of control and of the corresponding intéican term, in order to demonstrate the second
step to test the mediation effect (or rather, higpsis 3 for the male sub-sample). Results are
presented in Table 6, Panel C. The coefficient &NBER_SUP is not significant, implying
that there is no relation between gender of thestigor and perceived distributive fairness of
annual bonus payments for male subordinates. Té#ident on PROCED_FAIR is positive
and significant at 1% levep£0.678, t=6.124, one-tailed p=0.000). The p-valfi8.600 is a
one-tailed p-value because | have predicted aipesilation between PROCED_FAIR and
DISTRI_FAIR for the male sub-sample. The findingioates that higher procedural fairness
perceptions are related with higher distributivienfass perceptions of annual bonus payments
for male subordinates. Therefotbe second step to test the mediation effect (or ttzer,
hypothesis 3 for the male sub-sample), not includmthe effect of locus of control and of
the corresponding interaction term, is supported However, considering that from Table 6,
Panel B, the first step to test the mediation ¢ffeas not supportedyypothesis 3 is not
supported for the male sub-sampleCoefficients on TRUST, TENURE, TASK_UN and AGE
are not significant. The coefficient on BONUS ispiwe and significant at 5% levegl£0.183,
t=2.026, two-tailed p=0.048), implying that higheedative bonus amounts are related with
higher distributive fairness perceptions of anrh@lus payments for male subordinates.
Fourthly, | regress DISTRI_FAIR (the dependentatale) on both GENDER_SUP (the
independent variable) and PROCED_FAIR (the mediatocluding LOC (the moderator).
Performing this regression (Adj.>R.570) allows me to test the relation between gieec!

procedural fairness and perceived distributivenfsss of annual bonus payments for male

subordinates, including the effect of locus of coh&nd of the corresponding interaction term,
in order to demonstrate the second step to teshdwkation effect (or rather, hypothesis 3 for
the male sub-sample). Results are presented ineT@plPanel D. The coefficient on

GENDER_SUP is not significant, implying that theseno relation between gender of the
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supervisor and perceived distributive fairnessnofual bonus payments for male subordinates.
The coefficient on PROCED_FAIR is positive and sigraiint at 1% level=0.680, t=5.969,
one-tailed p=0.000)The p-value of 0.000 is a one-tailed p-value beedusave predicted a
positive relation between PROCED_FAIR and DISTRIIRAor the male sub-sample. The
finding indicates that higher procedural fairnesscpptions are related with higher distributive
fairness perceptions of annual bonus payments &be subordinates. Thereforthe second
step to test the mediation effect (or rather, hypdtesis 3 for the male sub-sample),
including the effect of locus of control and of thecorresponding interaction term, is
supported. However, considering that from Table 6, PandhB first step to test the mediation
effect was not supportetypothesis 3 is not supported for the male sub-sate, also after
having included LOC and GENDER_SUP*LOC in the egumt Coefficients on LOC,
GENDER_SUP*LOC, TRUST, TENURE, TASK_UN and AGE amet significant. The
coefficient on BONUS is positive and significant1&1% level $=0.171, t=1.851, two-tailed
p=0.070), implying that higher relative bonus antsuare related with higher levels of

distributive fairness perceptions of annual boraympents for male subordinates.

5.3 Supplementary Analyses

5.3.1Andrew F. Hayes Process Macro

In order to confirm the results obtained running tbur separate linear regressions for
each sub-sample, | conduct supplementary analysessut-sample and sub-sampie
separately. In particular, | use the extensionS&SSprocess(release 2.15jor statistical
mediation, moderation and conditional process amalyy Andrew F. Hayes to simultaneously
test hypotheses 1,3 and 4 for the female sub-sammpdehypotheses 2,3 and 5 for the male sub-
sample. | perform ordinary least squares usingptbeessmacro: in particular, | choose model
number 7.

Results for sub-sampl¢female sub-sample) are reported in Table 7. Roslderived
by running the four separate regressions are eoaflrfor the female sub-sample in the
additional analysishypotheses 1 and 3 are in fact supportedvhile hypothesis 4 is not
supported. In particular, when PROCED_FAIR is the outcomeialade, the coefficient
observed on GENDER_SUP is negative and signifieart0% level [§=-1.848, one-tailed
p=0.063), indicating that female subordinates withle supervisors present a lower perceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments cadpar female subordinates with female
supervisors I3, first step, is supported. The coefficient on LOC is not significant. The
coefficient on GENDER_SUP*LOC is also not signifitandicating that locus of control does
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not moderate the relation between gender of thersigor and perceived procedural fairness
of annual bonus payments for female subordinaidsig not supported. When the outcome

variable is DISTRI_FAIR, the coefficient on GENDERUP is negative and significant at 1%
level (3=-0.592, one-tailed p=0.002), implying that femsidbordinates with male supervisors

present a lower perceived distributive fairnesamiual bonus payments compared to female

subordinates with female supervisoird1(is supported. Moreover, the coefficient on
PROCED_FAIR is positive and significant at 1% lepE0.694, one-tailed p=0.000),

indicating that higher procedural fairness peraeysiare related with higher distributive

fairness perceptions of annual bonus paymentsefoafe subordinate$d8, second step, is
supported). The direct effect of GENDER_SUP on DISTRI_FAIbhé-tailed p-value=0.002)
is still (highly) significant at 1% level, indicaiy that the relation between GENDER_SUP and
DISTRI_FAIR is partially mediated by PROCED_FAIRir&tion and significance of control

variables coefficients are also confirmed.

Table 7 — Hayes model 7 for sub-sampléfemale subordinates)

Panel A— Main model results

PROCED_FAIR DISTRI_FAIR
Variable Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value
Constant 3.030 0.016 0.422 0.54(
GENDER_SUP -1.848 0.063* -0.592 0.002***
PROCED_FAII 0.694 0.000**
LOC -0.115 0.644
GENDER_SUP*LOC 0.343 0.171
TRUST 0.447 0.000*** 0.134 0.167
TENURE -0.253 0.239 0.199 0.19¢
TASK_UN -0.243 0.080* 0.167 0.10:
AGE -0.004 0.823 -0.018 0.19¢
BONUS 7.920 0.004*+* 4.861 0.024*
Adj. F? 0.660 0.841
N 51
Panel B- Direct effect of GENDER_SUP on DISTRI_FAIR
Effec p-value
-0.592 0.002*+*

The table reports model 7 by Andrew F. Hagescessmacro, performed in order to verify H1, H3 and iH4ub-sample
Results derive from the performance of ordinargtisguares. Since | have predicted negatbedfficientsfor GENDER _SUI
andGENDER_SUP*LOC and a positive coefficient for PRACEAIR, the p-values for these variables are fag-ailec
tests. All other p-values are for two-tailed tastsllow for effects that have possibly been forgon
*x % % denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10%rdalence level, respectively. Appendix B contaiasiables definition.

Results for sub-samplémale sub-sample) are reported in Table 8. Firgldegived by

running the four separate regressions are confirfimethe male sub-sample in the additional

analysishypotheses 2, 3 and 5 are in fact not supporteth particular, when PROCED_FAIR
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is the outcome variable, the coefficient on GENDERP is not significant, indicating that the

gender of the supervisor does not affect procediaiahess perceptions of annual bonus

payments for male subordinaté$3( first step, is not supported. In addition, the coefficient

on GENDER_SUP*LOC is not significant, implying ttiaere is no moderation effect of locus
of control in the relation between GENDER_SUP aROEED_FAIR for male subordinates
(H5 is not supported. When the outcome variable is DISTRI_FAIR, theefficient on

GENDER_SUP is also not significant, indicating tttegre is no relation between the gender

of the supervisor and distributive fairness periogst of annual bonus payments for male

subordinatesH2 is not supported. Moreover, the coefficient on PROCED_FAIR is pos!

and significant at 1% levep€0.704, one-tailed p=0.000), indicating that highescedural

fairness perceptions are related with higher distive fairness perceptions of annual bonus

payments for male subordinaté$3( second step, is supportechoweverH3, first step is not

supported; thereforeH3 is not supported. Direction and significance of control variabes

also confirmed.

Table 8 — Hayes model 7 for sub-samplémale subordinates)

Panel A— Main model results

PROCED_FAIR DISTRI_FAIR
Variable Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value
Constant 3.017 0.021 -0.474 0.46¢
GENDER_SUP -0.832 0.235 -0.249 0.134
PROCED_FAII 0.704 0.000***
LOC -0.413 0.190
GENDER_SUP*LOC 0.315 0.198
TRUST 0.311 0.005*** 0.137 0.15Z
TENURE -0.041 0.818 -0.014 0.921
TASK_UN -0.315 0.011** 0.111 0.29(
AGE 0.020 0.190 0.013 0.30¢
BONUS 0.203 0.893 2.483 0.048**
Adj. F? 0.420 0.630
N 58 58
Panel B- Direct effect of GENDER_SUP on DISTRI_FAIR
Effec p-value
-0.249 0.134

The table reports model 7 by Andrew F. Hagescessmacro, performed in order to verify H2, H3 and iHSub-sample
Results derive from the performance of ordinargtisguares. Since | have predicted positovefficients for GENDER_SU
PROCED_FAIR and GENDER_SUP*LOC, the p-values feisthvariables are for one-tailed tests. All othealpies are fc
two-tailed tests to allow for effects that have gibly been forgone***, ** * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 1(
confidence level, respectively. Appendix B containgables definition.
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5.3.2Robustness Tests

| conduct some robustness tests in order to aisesslidity of my results.

Firstly, I run my model a second time for both slub-samples after eliminating item 3
from the distributive fairness construct and iterfrdin the procedural fairness construct. In
fact, the reliability analysis | have conducted emides a possible slight improvement in
Cronbach’s alphas if item 3 and item 2 would hagerbeliminated from DISTRI_FAIR and
PROCED_FAIR, respectively. The expected improvemfamt the distributive fairness
construct amounts to 0.007 (from a Cronbach’s afiitta913 to a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.920),
while the expected improvement for the proceduaahéss construct amounts to 0.002 (from
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.934 to a Cronbach’s alpa@86). The findings of my model run with
the adjusted measurements of perceived distribatiMeprocedural fairness of annual bonus
payments confirm the results already found.

Secondly, focusing on sub-samp{female subordinates), | run my model for othew tw
times. The first time | consider my model includialh the items of the construct locus of
control. In fact, as stated in SectionResults | have removed item 4 and 15 from the LOC
scale in order to improve its reliability. Consithgy the variable LOC with all its items, the
findings that | have already demonstrated in thenmaaalyses are confirmed for the female
sub-sample. The second time, | consider my mod#lidmng the outlier removed from the
female sub-sample (as stated in SectioRésulty. Results found through this analysis reveal
different and biased coefficients, indicating thlé choice of eliminating that particular

respondent was useful in improving the validitynof findings and of my study in general.

Table 9 — One-way ANOVA results (full sample)
Variable DISTRI_FAIR PROCED_FAIR LOC TRUS TENURE TASK_U! AGE BONUS

p-value p-value p-value ypalue p-value p-value p-value p-value
RESH 0.818 0.384 0.864 0.74¢ 0.697 0.216 0.706 0.605

The table reports a one-way ANOVA analysis, congdiéh order to verify for no differences betweea gioufs of
early and late respondents. All the p-values aréxfo-tailed tests to allow for effectset have possibly been forgo
RESP is a dummy variable, which equals 1 whendbpandent is an early respondent and 0 otherwiseerdix B
contains the other variables definition.

Thirdly, I conduct a one-way ANOVA analysis on thll sample that compares the
group of early respondents with the group of laéspondents in order to test for a possible
self-selection bias. The independent variable RESRdummy variable, which equals 1 when
the respondent is an early respondent, and theréf®rresponse was recorded before any

reminder was sent, while it equals 0 when the nedent is a late respondent, and therefore its
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response was recorded after the first or the segamader. Results for the one-way ANOVA
performed are presented in Table 9. Coefficientthefdependent variables DISTRI_FAIR,
PROCED_FAIR, LOC, TRUST, TENURE, TASK_UN, AGE an@®RUS are not significant,

indicating that no differences appear between thags of early and late respondents.

5.3.3Multicollinearity Analysis

In order to avoid highly collinear predictors tle@n bias regression coefficients and
results of my research, | implement multicollingatests on the full sample. Table 10 shows
that multicollinearity coefficients are at an adedybe level, because no values above 3 appeared
for any of the variables.

Table 10 — Multicollinearity analysis (full sample)

Variable VIF
GENDER_SUP 1.096
PROCED_FAIR 1.823
LOC 1.089
TRUST 1.560
TENURE 2.401
TASK_UN 1.228
AGE 2.578
BONUS 1.253

The table reports the VIF values for independent,
mediator, moderator and control variables.
Appendix B contains the variables definition.
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6. CONCLUSION
6.1 Research questions, hypotheses and related findings

The goal of the thesis was to analyze gender digggam fairness perceptions of annual
bonus payments for employees. Particularly, thecailje of my research was to investigate the
role of these disparities in the Italian contexsofall and medium-sized private enterprises. In
order to assess gender differences in bonus jupgBceeptions, my study has specifically
analyzed the relation between the gender of thersigor and fairness perceptions of annual
bonus payments for male and female subordinatssiasg the presence of subjectivity in the
performance evaluation process. | executed thi/sisaby conducting a survey among 112
male and female employees with an annual bonusOib 2n Italian private SMEs: the
respondents were particularly asked about theiriloigive and procedural fairness perceptions
of annual bonus payments.

The thesis has responded to three research question

Firstly, the research has investigated whethergieder of the supervisor affect the
perceived distributive fairness of annual bonusnpayts for subordinates. In particular, in
relation to this research question, | have fornadlatvo hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 has predicted
thatmale supervisors were related with a lower perekdistributive fairness of annual bonus
payments, as compared to female supervisors, foalée subordinates. This hypothesis was
supported, implying that female ratees perceivg Hre susceptible to stereotyping by male
raters, because female subordinates with maleisupeecognize that annual bonus payments’
amounts reflect ratings based on probable bias#giments. On the other hand, hypothesis 2
has predicted that male supervisors were relatddanhigher perceived distributive fairness of
annual bonus payments, as compared to female sspexyvfor male subordinates. This
hypothesis was rejected, indicating that for mapleyees the gender of superiors does not
matter in order to assess justice of their bonusuats. Therefore, the thesis has demonstrated
that there is a relation between the gender adulpervisor and distributive fairness perceptions
of annual bonus payments, but only for female sdibates. Hence, gender disparity in work
settings still represents a concrete problem daadd to a perception of stereotyping in rewards’
assignment for female managers but not for male.oft@s finding is in line with prior research
that has demonstrated that women always receiverlparformance ratings compared to their
men colleagues, in case of an evaluation baseteodiscretion of a male rater (Terborg and
Shingledecker, 1983; Davison and Burke, 2Q08;y and Williams, 2004Maas and Torres-
Gonzalez, 2011). At the same time, this findingsgoeyond prior literature, demonstrating that
these differences in ratings are actually percelwedemale employees, giving rise to lower
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fairness perceptions in the case of a male supamor consequently to lower levels of pay and
job satisfaction for women.

Secondly, the research has investigated whetherethdon between the gender of the
supervisor and the perceived distributive fairngfsannual bonus payments for subordinates
was mediated by the perceived procedural fairnkaarmual bonus payments for subordinates.
In particular, in relation to this research queastiohave formulated one hypothesis, but | have
tested it for each sub-sample (sub-samplefemale subordinates and sub-sampfemale
subordinates). Hypothesis 3 has predicted thatpdreeived procedural fairness of annual
bonus payments for subordinates mediates thearlagtween gender of the supervisor and
the perceived distributive fairness of annual bgpaygments for subordinates. This hypothesis
was supported for the female sub-sample. In pdaticthe mediation role of the perceived
procedural fairness of annual bonus payments wsereed to be only partial: in fact, the direct
effect of gender of the supervisor on the perceidedributive fairness of annual bonus
payments resulted to be still highly significanie¢8on 5.3.1.,Andrew F. Hayes Process
Macro). An explanation to this partial and not full maiitbn effect can be derived from past
literature. In fact, some studies have demonstrdtatiwomen attribute more importance to
procedural than to distributive justice, indicatithgt they actually shape fairness perceptions
of the bonus amounts they receive on fairness pgoces of the performance evaluation
procedures utilized. In particular, for women, thelation between procedural justice
perceptions and variables such as job satisfactiod organizational commitment was
demonstrated to be stronger compared to the relagbwveen distributive fairness perceptions
and these variables (Nieva and Gutek, 1980; Erdo2@®d2). On the contrary, other studies
have suggested that female workers value mondyeasmale colleagues do in case of similar
occupations, implying a strong direct focus onribstive justice perceptions to evaluate pay
and promotions (Lee and Farh, 1999). Focusing ennthale sub-sample, hypothesis 3 was
rejected.

Thirdly, the research has investigated whether rétation between the gender of the
supervisor and the perceived procedural fairnessnaofial bonus payments for subordinates
was moderated by locus of control of subordinaitesarticular, in relation to this research
question, | have formulated two hypotheses. Hymithd has predicted that the negative
relation between male supervisors and perceivecepioal fairness of annual bonus payments
for female subordinates was stronger when intdotals of control of female subordinates was
lower compared to when internal locus of controlferhale subordinates was higher. This

hypothesis was rejected. However, locus of cortasl resulted to be a moderator variable in
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the relation between gender of the supervisor hagérceived distributive fairness of annual
bonus payments for female subordinates. An explamé&br this unexpected outcome can be
derived by past studies. Previous research haacinidentified procedural and distributive
justice perceptions as two different constructs,gill highly correlated (Colquitt et al, 2001,
Erdogan, 2002; VoulRem et al, 2015). Hence, femamagers can differentiate the two
constructs with difficulty and can consider justerceptions as a whole, but still based on
bonus amounts they receive. In fact, bonus amauatquantitative values, and therefore easily
assessable; instead, procedures utilized in appgagerformance, especially if subjective,
represent criteria on the basis of which is diftita evaluate justice. Furthermore, hypothesis
5 has predicted that the positive relation betweate supervisors and perceived procedural
fairness of annual bonus payments for male subatenwas stronger when internal locus of
control of male subordinates was lower comparedtien internal locus of control of male

subordinates was higher. This hypothesis was egject

6.2 Limitations of the research

The thesis presents some limitations.

First, Podsakoff et al (2003) stated that commothoeevariance can derive from the
fact that independent and dependent variablestdegned from the same person. The authors
added that this source of common method bias cad te different limitations. Firstly,
respondents’ transient mood may result in artefdatovariance in the measured variables
because individuals, responding to the questioananay be in a particular emotional state.
Secondly, people may be characterized by negatieet&ity; negative affectivity results in
general negative attitudes and emotional statésathandependent from any specific situation
or context. The two common method biases statedealthat derive from the fact that
explanatory and explained variables in my researeh measured through the same rater,
represent a limitation of the study. However, mgsik could not derive the variables of interest
from different raters (for example from employees &lso from supervisors) because it only
relates to subordinates’ fairness perceptions @i tinnual bonus payments; in addition, the
possible inclusion of superiors’ opinions of themployees would have compromised the
anonymity and confidentiality of responses.

Moreover, after conducting constructs reliabilityalyses, the Cronbach’s alpha of the
variable task uncertainty (TASK_UN) resulted in alue of 0.700, sufficient but modest

coefficient. No improvements could have been maglgabse the elimination of any of the

46



construct items would have led to a higher levalatifibility. Checks on the correct wording
of the construct items were also made, but no €mere found.

Finally, considering that the sample chosen forresgarch is circumscribed to Italian
small and medium-sized enterprises, the generdliiyadf the findings is arduous, even if the

variables and model utilized can be applicablenp settings.

6.3 I mplications and recommendations

From a practical perspective, the findings of #search imply that gender disparity in
the work environment still represents a concreseasspecifically at top levels in organizations.
In fact, my study suggests that women perceive #reysusceptible to stereotyping by male
supervisors, because female subordinates with swgderiors recognize that annual bonus
payments’ amounts reflect ratings based on biasgfdnmance judgments.

Hence, in order to reduce this disparity, firms ddoconsider the gender of the
supervisor when rewarding female talents througitrdiionary bonus plans. Firstly, when
women are evaluated by the subjectivity of a mafgesor, companies have to clearly disclose
standards and processes utilized in performancei@pfs and tasks responsibilities, in order
to limit room for male raters’ discretion and, ceqaently, biases in evaluations. Secondly,
firms should establish strict measures in ordesawtrol for any possible biased employment
of performance evaluation standards, to avoid disto in performance ratings. Thirdly,
companies should utilize an objective assessmeperddrmance in order to determine bonus
amounts for women with male superiors, becauseutde of objective and quantitative
performance measures would decrease the possitiilliiased judgments of performance by
male supervisors. Fourthly, considering that pentomce appraisals are evaluated as fair and
accurate in case when superiors assess perforrfragoently (Landy et al, 1978), firms should
provide more frequent performance feedbacks foraferemployees with male supervisors.
Taking these measures, organizations would impfaireess perceptions of annual bonus
payments of their female workers with male superiand, consequently, the efficacy of a
rewards system, efficacy that relies upon the denfte a worker has in being rewarded with
the specific systerfiLevy and Williams, 2004).

From a theoretical perspective, the findings ofghely are of interest to the management
control research. In fact, management control ictspeow employees contribute to a specific
organization and how their contribution is evaldad@d rewarded. Therefore, distributive and
procedural justice perceptions of annual bonus gaysnare fundamental criteria to evaluate

the efficacy of a discretionary bonus plan. Hertbe, thesis has unified the more human
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scientific aspect of gender disparities with impatt factors of the management control
research, such as perceived fairness and succslimr of rewards systems and has therefore
given a new view to these fundamental aspectsamrcantrol field.

Future research should investigate the relatiowéxn gender of the supervisor and
fairness perceptions of annual bonus paymentsuloorsiinates in other settings, specifically
in bigger companies. In fact, | believe the effdisdcovered for female employees in SMEs
could be less evident in big listed companies,esihey normally present more standardized
performance measurement systems, even if they aeaperformance using subjectivity. In
addition, subsequent studies should consider oéveards perspectives, such as gender of the
supervisor in relation with the likelihood of reemig a promotion. Finally, future research
should consider the aspects of masculinity and rignty of employees, characteristics that

could lead to different results regarding justieegeptions and gender disparities.
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7. APPENDICES
7.1 Appendix A

Survey questions
Subjectivity emphasisin target setting

To what extent do you agree with the following etaénts regarding your bonus target? [Scaled by 1
“strongly disagree” to 6 “strongly agree”]

(1) My supervisor explicated the target | had to achiev2015 in explicit and written terms.

(2) My supervisor explicated the target | had to achienv2015 in qualitative terms [for example, sayidg
your best”].

(3) My supervisor explicated the target | had to achiev2015 in quantitative terms [for example, imie
of achievement of financial numbers].

(4) My supervisor could measure the achievement ofaryet in 2015 objectively.

Subijectivity emphasisin performance measures

To what extent do you agree with the following staénts regarding your performance evaluation for
your bonus assignment? [Scaled by 1 “strongly dessigto 6 “strongly agree”]
(1) My supervisor used his / her personal judgment/aiuating my performance in 2015.
(2) My supervisor evaluated my performance in 2015 ualigative terms [for example, in terms of
personality, professionalism, social interaction].
(3) My supervisor evaluated my performance in 2015iangitative terms [for example, in terms of finalci
numbers].
(4) My supervisor discretionary allocated differentaga of importance to the quantitative measures used
for my performance evaluation.
Perceived distributive fairness of annual bonus payments (VoulRem et al, 2015, p.43)

To what extent do you agree with the following etaénts about treemount of your 2015 bonus? [Scaled

by 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”]
(1) 1think that the bonus amount | have received b33 fair.
(2) 1think that the bonus amount | have received ib®2fhatches completely what | deserved.
(3) | am very satisfied with the bonus amount | haxeeineed in 2015.

Perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus payments (Vouf3em et al, 2015, p.43)

To what extent do you agree with the following staénts about theay in which your 2015 bonus was
determined? [Scaled by 1 “strongly disagree” tatsdhgly agree”]
(1) 1think that the way in which my bonus was deterexiiiis fair.
(2) 1 have full confidence in the system with which tienus was determined.
(3) |think that the criteria that were used to deteieminy bonus are fair.
(4) 1 am very satisfied with the way in which my borwas determined.
Locus of control (Spector, 1988, p.340)
To what extent do you agree with the following staénts? [Scaled by 1 “strongly disagree” to 6
“strongly agree”]
(1) Ajobis what you make of it.

(2) On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplishteviea they set out to accomplish.

49



(3) If you know what you want out of a job, you candfia job that gives it to you.

(4) If employees are unhappy with a decision made by thoss, they should do something about it.

(5) Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck

(6) Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune.

(7) Most people are capable of doing their jobs wehéy make the effort.

(8) In order to get a really good job you need to Haweily members or friends in high places.

(9) Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune.

(10)When it comes to landing a really good job, who aaw is more important than what you know.

(11)Promotions are given to employees who perform aelihe job.

(12)To make a lot of money you have to know the rigge.

(13)It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding empéoga most jobs.

(14)People who perform their jobs well generally getaeded for it.

(15)Most employees have more influence on their supersithan they think they do.

(16)The main difference between people who make aflodaney and people who make a little money is
luck.

Gender of the subordinate

Which is your gender?
- Male
- Female

Gender of the supervisor

Which is the gender of your supervisor?
- Male
- Female
Trust (Hartmann and Slapdar, 2009, p.735)
To what extent do you agree with the following staénts? [Scaled by 1 “strongly disagree” to 5
“strongly agree”]
(1) My superior will always act in my favor if he /shas the chance.
(2) 1 am convinced that my superior will always fullgchhonestly keep me up to date of everything that i
important to me.
(3) If my superior takes a decision that is againstimigrest, | am convinced that this decision isifiest
for other reasons.
Tenure (VouRBem et al, 2015, p.44)
How long have you been working for your presentoigation [in years]?
Task uncertainty (Hartmann and Slapdar, 2009, p.735)
To what extent do you agree with the following staénts? [Scaled by 1 “strongly disagree” to 5
“strongly agree”]
(1) There is a clearly known way to do the major typework | normally encounter.
(2) There is a clearly defined body of knowledge ofjsabmatter which can guide me in doing my work.

(3) There is an understandable sequence of stepsahdiecfollowed in doing my work.

Age
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Which is your age [in years]?

Country of origin

Which is your country of origin?

Level of education

What is the highest degree or level of school yavehcompleted?
- Elementary school
- Middle school
- High school
- Bachelor degree
- Master degree
- Doctorate degree

Industry (VouRem et al, 2015, p.37)

In which industry do you work?
- Consumer goods
- Machinery and plant engineering
- Chemicals and allied products
- Electrical engineering and equipment
- Automotive manufacturing
- Metal production and fabricated metal products
- Other manufacturing industry
- Construction
- Retail
- Transportation and communication services
- Credit business and insurance
- Public administration and NPO
- Other services
- Mediaand IT
- Other

Relative bonus amount

What approximately was your 2015 bonus amount g as gercentageof your 2015 salary [for

example, 10-20% of your salary]?
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7.2 Appendix B

Table 11 — Variables definition

Variable

Gender of the supervisor (GENDER_SUP)

Perceived distributive fairness of annual bonus
payments (DISTRI_FAIR)
(VouRem et al, 2015, p.43)

Perceived procedural fairness of annual bonus
payments (PROCED_FAIR)
(VouRem et al, 2015, p.43)

Locus of control (LOC)
(Spector, 1988, p.340)

Trust (TRUST)
(Hartmann and Slapudar, 2009, p.735)

Definition

Dummy variable, which equals 1 whether the
supervisor is male and 0 whether the supervisor is
female.

Average of respondents’ agreement to (1) | thirgt th
the bonus amount | have received in 2015 is fajrl (
think that the bonus amount | have received in 2015
matches completely what | deserved. (3) | am very
satisfied with the bonus amount | have received in
2015.

Average of respondents’ agreement to (1) | thirgt th
the way in which my bonus was determined is f&iy. (

I have full confidence in the system with which the
bonus was determined. (3) | think that the criténegt
were used to determine my bonus are fair. (4) | am
very satisfied with the way in which my bonus was
determined.

Average of respondents’ agreement to (1) A job is
what you make of it. (2) On most jobs, people can
pretty much accomplish whatever they set out to
accomplish. (3) If you know what you want out of a
job, you can find a job that gives it to you. (4) |
employees are unhappy with a decision made by :heir
boss, they should do something about it. (5) Ggttin
the job you want is mostly a matter of luck. (6)Kviay
money is primarily a matter of good fortune. (7) 0o
people are capable of doing their jobs well if they
make the effort. (8) In order to get a really ggod

you need to have family members or friends in high
places. (9) Promotions are usually a matter of good
fortune. (10) When it comes to landing a really djoo
job, who you know is more important than what you
know. (11) Promotions are given to employees who
perform well on the job. (12) To make a lot of mgrie
you have to know the right people. (13) It takdsta

of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs.
(14) People who perform their jobs well generaky g
rewarded for it. (15) Most employees have more
influence on their supervisors than they think tdey
(16) The main difference between people who maxe a
lot of money and people who make a little money is
luck.

Items 1,2,3,4,7,11,14 and 15 are reverse scored.

Average of respondents’ agreement to (1) My superio
will always act in my favor if he has the chan@®. I(
am convinced that my superior will always fully and
honestly keep me up to date of everything that is
important to me. (3) If my superior takes a decisio
that is against my interest, | am convinced thé th
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Tenure (TENURE)
(VouRRem et al, 2015, p.44)

Task uncertainty (TASK_UN)
(Hartmann and Slapgar, 2009, p.735)

Age (AGE)

Country (COUNTRY)

Relative bonus amount (BONUS)

decision is justified for other reasons.

Natural logarithm of the number of years responsient
had worked in their organization.

Average of respondents’ agreement to (1) There is a
clearly known way to do the major types of work |
normally encounter. (2) There is a clearly defined
body of knowledge of subject matter which can guide
me in doing my work. (3) There is an understandable
sequence of steps that can be followed in doing my
work.

Items 1,2 and 3 are reverse scored.

Age in years of respondents.
Dummy variable which equals 1 whether the
respondent’s country of origin is not Italy and 0

whether the respondent’s country of origin is Italy

Amount of the 2015 bonus, expressed as a percentage
of the 2015 salary.
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7.3 Appendix C

Table 12 - Correlation matrix of each construct iten (full sample)

DISTRI_F
AIR1
DISTRI_F
AIR2
DISTRI_F
AIR3
PROCED
_FAIRL
PROCED
_FAIR2
PROCED
_FAIR3
PROCED
_FAIR4
TRUST1

TRUST?2

TRUST3

TASK_U
N1

TASK_U
N2

TASK_U
N3

DISTRI_

FAIR1
1.000
0.864
0.684
0.702
0.682
0.758
0.770
0.459

0.540

0.365

-0.177

-0.130

-0.203

DISTRI_

FAIR2
0.864
1.000
0.779
0.767
0.659
0.775
0.774
0.436

0.500

0.418

-0.209

-0.139

-0.187

DISTRI_

FAIR3
0.684
0.779
1.000
0.653
0.518
0.623
0.684
0.388

0.445

0.341

-0.149

-0.147

-0.037

PROCED_ | PROCED_ PROCED_ PROCED_ | TRUST | TRUST TRUST  TASK_

FAIR1 FAIR2 FAIR3 FAIR4 1 2 3 UN1
0.702 0.682 0.758 0.770 0.459 400.5 0.365 -0.177
0.767 0.659 0.775 0.774 0.436 000.5 0.418 -0.209
0.653 0.518 0.623 0.684 0.388 45.4 0.341 -0.149
1.000 0.779 0.816 0.840 0.414 590.4 0.419 -0.315
0.779 1.000 0.714 0.699 0.456 030.5 0.478 -0.189
0.816 0.714 1.000 0.830 0.425 950.4 0.405 -0.331
0.840 0.699 0.830 1.000 0.461 620.4 0.425 -0.307
0.414 0.456 0.425 0.461 00aL. 0.682 0.535 -0.220
0.459 0.503 0.495 0.462 680. 1.000 0.649 -0.196
0.419 0.478 0.405 0.425 539. 0.649 1.000 -0.179
-0.315 -0.189 -0.331 -0.307 .220 -0.196 -0.179 1.000
-0.282 -0.194 -0.172 -0.212 .06 -0.110 -0.307 0.358
-0.319 -0.304 -0.273 -0.346 .199 -0.160 -0.273 0.458

TASK_ | TASK_

UN2 | UN3
-0.130  -0.203
-0.139  -0.187
-0.147  -0.037
-0.282  -0.319
-0.194  -0.304
-0.172  -0.273
-0.212  -0.346
-0.007  -0.199
-0.110  -0.160
-0.307 -0.273
0.358  0.458
1.000  0.495
0.495  1.000

The table reports correlations for each constteat ifor the full sample.
Appendix B contains the items definition.
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7.4 Appendix D

The figure presented below (Figure 3) represemtsitbderating role of locus of control
in the relation between gender of the supervisor @arceived distributive fairness of annual
bonus payments for female subordinates. In padicihese subordinates are identified as
characterized by an internal locus of control wttemspecific score of LOC is inferior to the
mean of the total scores, while they are identifesdcharacterized by an external locus of

control when the specific score of LOC is equaswaperior to the mean of the total scores.

Figure 3 — Moderation effect of LOC on the relationbetween GENDER_SUP and DISTRI_FAIR (sub-samplg

LOC

] —External LOC
2.0 — Internal LOC

DISTRI_FAIR

2.37

2.07

1.37]

1.0

I I
Female Male

GENDER_SUP
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