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Abstract 

In general people are more satisfied when they are treated fairly. The reversed fair process effect 

states that, in face of a negative outcome this reverses. An inaccurate procedure provides an 

external attribution factor to which the failure can be attributed. This study looked into the effect of 

evaluative pressure and origin on the reversed fair process effect. Also the effect of suggested 

discrimination was examined. This study incorporated a measurement of attribution to examine its 

role within the reversed fair process effect.  

 Results showed reversal indeed works through attribution, and is most likely to occur on 

(state) self-esteem. Furthermore important differences were found between immigrants and non-

immigrants That is, whereas reversal was observed in non-immigrants this did not occur for 

immigrants. And also, Immigrants only attributed failure to themselves when they were evaluated 

based on their background and the procedure was accurate.  
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Introduction 

Imagine you are applying for a job. Which of the following procedures do you prefer: a procedure 

that is fair and accurate or one that is not? And which will give you more satisfaction in the end? 

Actually your answer may well be dependent on whether you get the job or not. If you do get the 

job, a fair procedure will tell you something positive about yourself. If you do not get the job, a fair 

procedure gives you a different message, you were not good enough. But, consider for a moment 

the case when you do not get the job, but the procedure used was inaccurate or unfair. Do you feel 

bad about yourself? No of course not, it is the procedure that is to blame.  

 This is what the reversed fair process effect is about. While people are normally more 

satisfied when treated fairly, when faced with a negative outcome this reverses, and it will be the 

unfair procedure that leads to higher satisfaction and self-esteem. External forces can be blamed, 

and the failure is no longer a valuation/measurement of ones abilities or performance. 

 

The reversed fair process effect  

When you were asked earlier which of the two procedures you preferred, you probably chose the 

fair and accurate procedure. In fact, people like procedures to be fair. Fair treatment positively 

affects people’s reactions. Research has shown when the procedures used are accurate and 

procedural fairness is high, this positively affects people’s reactions and self-esteem. (Colquitt, 

Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005; Van den Bos, 2005; Van den Bos, Bruins, Wilke, & Dronkert, 

1999;) This has been proven to be a robust effect and was replicated in many different settings, 

and by various research studies. Procedural fairness positively influences: outcome satisfaction, 

acceptance of decisions, protest behavior, job performance, and many other dependent variables. 

It increases positive affect and decreases negative affect. This effect has become know as the fair 

process effect (Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, & Corkan, 1979).  

There are, however, also situations, such as the situation described above, where not 

higher but lower procedural justice affects people’s reactions positively, and were the effect is 

reversed so that is actually the unfair procedure that leads to higher outcome satisfaction. This was 

named the reversed fair process effect (Van den Bos, 2005, Van den Bos et al., 1999). When 
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people are confronted with an unfavorable outcome, they look for causes to justify the received 

outcome. When the procedures used to establish the outcome is perceived as inaccurate, the 

received outcome can be easily attributed to the procedure. Whereas when the procedure is 

perceived to be fair and accurate, this is not possible and the reason for the unfavorable outcome 

must be looked for elsewhere. In this manner inaccurate and unfair procedures can have pleasant 

aspects (Van den Bos et al., 1999). 

However an unfavorable outcome, combined with an inaccurate procedure does not always 

lead to the reversal effect. Van den Bos et al. (1999) found this was dependent on the evaluative 

context. In an experiment they varied procedural fairness and evaluative context, and measured 

protest intentions. In a weak evaluative context, protest intentions were lowest when an accurate 

procedure had been followed, as expected by the fair process effect. In contrast, in a strong 

evaluative context this reversed and protest intentions were lowest when an inaccurate procedure 

had been followed and procedural fairness was low.  

 

Minorities, evaluative contexts, and procedural accuracy 

In the study by Van den Bos et al. (1999), the evaluative context had direct relation to the 

experiment that followed. However this might not always have to be the case. Van den Bos (2007) 

suggested that the social evaluation experienced by minority groups might trigger the same effect. 

Minority groups especially of a non-native origin are often highly evaluated and criticized. 

Moroccans in the Netherlands, for example, are closely followed by the media and political parties 

(Volkskrant, 2006). And in most western countries, members of another minority group, Muslims 

are closely monitored (The Observer, 2008). As a consequence members of these groups might 

feel strongly evaluated, and be more inclined to look for indications they are treated unfairly.  

Furthermore, Van den Bos (2007) showed that frequent experience with unfavorable or 

unfair situations leads to a higher justice sensitivity. As members of minority groups are frequently 

subject to discrimination, this makes them even more sensitive towards injustice. These two 

reasons combined could make immigrants and members of minority groups more likely to look for 

clues of unfair treatment, to attribute unfavorable outcomes to, and as such revolve in the pleasant 
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aspects of unfair procedures.  

 

Current study 

The goal of this current study was to explore the reversed fair process effect while specifically 

looking into the differences between native Dutch and members of non-native minority groups. 

Respondent were provided with a hypothetical situation. In these situations, procedural accuracy (2 

factors) and evaluative pressure (3 factors) were varied. This lead to a 2 X 2 X 3 design consisting 

of origin, procedure and evaluative pressure.  

I expected an interaction from procedural accuracy and evaluative context (weak, strong) 

as predicted by the reversed fair process effect on the outcome measures: outcome satisfaction, 

protest intentions, and self-esteem. This interaction was expected to be stronger for members of 

minority groups, because they feel more evaluated in general and have higher justice sensitivity 

Although a strong evaluative context might elicit a stronger reaction with members of 

minority groups, I wondered what would happen if the strong evaluation of the participant would be 

based on his origin.  The participants would be discriminated against. Therefore, I included a 

second strong evaluation condition, where the participant was told the strong evaluation was 

directly related to his background. I expected that when the strong evaluation was said to be based 

on the origin of the participant, this would be experienced as discrimination and diminish the effect 

of procedure. Accurate procedure or not, when the outcome is based on ones origin it can never 

be fair. Thus, the received outcome will have no meaning and will be considered irrelevant. 

 

Method 

In order to test the ideas described above I used questionnaires. In these questionnaires I provided 

participants with a hypothetical scenario. Participants were asked to read a scenario and answer 

questions while envisioning themselves in that situation. Evaluative pressure and procedure 

accuracy were manipulated within the scenarios. The questions measured the participants’ 

reactions.  

 Participants were approached at high schools or at regional centers for vocational training 



The Reversed Fair Process Effect   7 
 

(ROC’s). In total 270 people filled in the questionnaires. Twenty-nine participants failed to answer a 

control question about the outcome of the decision correctly, which showed they had not or 

insufficiently read the scenario. They were, therefore, excluded from further analyses. The 

remaining 241 participants included 129 men and 106 women, whereas 5 persons did not indicate 

gender. Their mean age was 18 years; range 13 - 30. Hundred and thirty-four participants were 

Dutch, 26 were Surinam, 21 were Moroccan, 17 were Turkish, 6 were Antillean, and 37 

participants indicated they were of another origin. For this study, based on the country of origin of 

the participant him/herself and his/her parents and grandparents, participants were divided into 

either a native Dutch group or an immigrant group. The native Dutch group existed of 134 

participants, while the immigrant group existed of 107 participants. 

 The scenarios and questionnaires will be described below. Complete questionnaires, 

including scenarios used can be found in Appendix A.  

 

Scenario 

After an introduction page about the research, on the second page of the questionnaire 

participants found the scenario. In this scenario they got to know about a vacancy arising in their 

current workplace. They applied for the job but did not get the position. Within the scenario two 

variables were manipulated: evaluative pressure and procedural accuracy. 

 To begin with, participants were told that they worked at a hamburger restaurant. They had 

several colleagues, who performed the work equally well, but the participant had been working at 

the restaurant considerably longer. 

Then, evaluative pressure was manipulated. There were three conditions: weak evaluation, 

strong evaluation, and background-based strong evaluation. In the weak evaluation condition 

participants were told that they were not evaluated by their boss. In the strong evaluation condition 

participants were told that they were strongly evaluated by their boss. In the background-based 

strong evaluation condition, participants were told they were strongly evaluated because of their 

background. (This latter condition was to suggest to participants that they were discriminated 

against.) In the two strong evaluation conditions their boss had spoken to the participant directly 
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about their evaluation. This was done to ensure the effect of the manipulation was achieved. 

Next they were told in the company a new position would become available, namely 

assistant manager. The job was described as interesting and having good benefits. The reader 

was told he had good chances of getting the position, because of having most experience and 

good motivation. Consequently, the participant decided to apply.  

A few days later the decision was made. Before the reader was informed about the 

outcome of the decision, procedure accuracy was manipulated. There were two conditions. In the 

accurate condition, it was elaborately described how the supervisor had made his decisions. He 

had held extensive interviews with all involved and had carefully read the letter submitted by the 

participant. In the inaccurate condition, it was described the supervisor had not taken the time to 

hold interviews. The letter submitted by the participant had not been read.  

Finally, the outcome of the decision was provided. None of participants got the promotion. 

No further explanation was given.  

 

Measures 

The scenario was followed by two pages of questions, making it 36 in total. The questions were 

mostly multiple-choice.  Unless reported otherwise, all responses were made on 7-point scales.  

Manipulation checks of procedure and outcome. The manipulation check of procedure was 

performed before other variables were measured to further emphasize the characteristics of the 

procedure. It consisted of 3 items, in which participants were asked whether they perceived the 

way the decision was taken as fair (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair), just (1 = very unjust, 7 = very 

just), and how satisfied they were with how the decision was taken (1 = very unsatisfied, 7 = very 

satisfied). A composite variable, experienced procedural accuracy, was created (Cronbach’s alpha 

= .89). 

To check whether participants understood they did not get the promotion they were asked 

whether they got the job (1 = yes, 2 = no). As described earlier participants who failed to answer 

this question correctly were excluded from the analysis. 

Outcome measures: Five outcome measures were used: outcomes satisfaction (overall), 
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outcome satisfaction positive, outcome satisfaction negative, protest intention, and state self-

esteem. 

 Outcome satisfaction was measured using 6 items; 3 positive and 3 negative. The positive 

items included how: pleased (1 = not pleased at all, 7 = very pleased), satisfied (1 = very 

unsatisfied, 7 = very satisfied) and happy (1 = very unhappy, 7 = very happy) participants were 

with the received outcome. A composite score for outcome satisfaction positive was created using 

these positive items (Cronbach’s alpha = .83). The negative items included how: angry (1 = not 

angry at all, 7 = very angry), mad (1 = not mad at all, 7 = very mad), and furious (1 = not furious at 

all, 7 = very furious) participants were with the received outcome. A composite score for outcome 

satisfaction negative was created, using these negative items (Cronbach’s alpha = .91). Also an 

overall composite score for outcome satisfaction was created, consisting of all six items 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .79).  

Protest intention was measured using 3 items. Participants were asked to what extent they 

wanted to criticize (1 = not at all, 7 = very much), protest against (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) , 

and file a complaint against (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) the decision taken. A composite score, 

protest intentions, was created (Cronbach’s alpha = .78). 

State self-esteem was measured using six of the seven performance items of the state self-

esteem scale developed by Heatherton and Polivy (1991). An item concerning reading 

comprehension was dropped, because of lack of relevance within the scenario. The items were 

translated into Dutch. A composite score for state self-esteem was created, consisting of these six 

items (Cronbach’s alpha = .77). 

Attribution: To determine whether participants attributed the received outcome to 

themselves or to other causes, they were asked to what extent they agreed with the following 

statements: "That I did not get the promotion was my own fault," "I did not get the promotion 

because of causes out of my reach," and "If I had tried harder, I could have gotten the promotion." 

Responses were made on 7-point scales (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally agree). A composite 

score, attribution, was created (Cronbach’s alpha = .67). 

Manipulation check evaluation: To check whether the evaluation manipulation had been 
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successful, participants were asked whether they were closely monitored by their supervisor or not. 

They were given three possible answers: “I was no evaluated during my work”, “I was closely 

monitored”, and “I was closely monitored, because of my background.” 

 Background and demographic data: In the next section participants were asked to indicate 

their origin. They could either choose one of the pre-printed answers (Dutch, Turkish, Moroccan, 

Surinam, Antilles) or fill in their own answer. Next they were asked to indicate whether they 

considered themselves as native Dutch or as immigrant. 

Immigrants were asked to answer a follow-up question, in which they were to indicate 

whether they felt they strongly monitored by their supervisor because of their non-native 

background. They could answer on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much).  

In the following three questions participants were asked to indicate in which country they, 

their parents, and their grandparents were born. Finally they were asked to provide their age and 

gender.  

 

Pariticipants 

This study used a 3 x 2 x 2 design, evaluation x experienced procedural accuracy x origin. This 

design leads to 12 groups. Each group was represented on average by 20 participants, with a 

minimum of 16. Exact numbers are available in Table 1.  

 

Results 

Manipulation check 

To check whether the procedure manipulation had been successful a 3 x 2 x 2 (evaluation x 

procedure x origin) analysis of variance (ANOVA) on experienced procedural accuracy was 

performed. It revealed only a significant main effect of procedure, F(1, 239) = 69.29, p < .01, and of 

evaluation, F(2, 239) = 4.52, p < .05. People experienced the procedure as more fair in the 

accurate procedure condition (M = 3.44, SD = 1.60) than in the inaccurate procedure condition (M 

= 1.94, SD = 1.03). Further analysis of evaluation showed in the weak evaluation condition (M = 

2.91, SD = 1.45), people experienced the procedure as more fair, than in the background-based  
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Evaluation Procedure Native Dutch Immigrants 

Weak Accurate 26 17 

 Inaccurate 24 19 

Strong Accurate 26 18 

 Inaccurate 18 16 

Group-based strong Accurate 22 17 

 Inaccurate 18 20 

Mean  22.33 17.83 

 

Table 1. Number of participants within each group. 

 

strong (M = 2.32, SD = 1.52) evaluation condition, F(1, 162) = 8.54, p < .01. And also in the strong 

(M = 2.91, SD = 1.61) evaluation condition, people experienced the procedure as more fair, than in 

the background-based strong evaluation condition, F(1, 153) = 4.65, p < .05. 

The main effect of procedure suggested the manipulation of procedural accuracy had been 

successful. Later on the success of manipulated was further affirmed when perceived procedure 

accuracy was found to mediate the effect of procedure on several outcome variables (outcome 

satisfaction, both positive and negative, protest intention, and attribution). This is further discussed 

below. 

 To check whether the evaluation manipulation had been successful, participants were 

asked to which extent they were evaluated. As described earlier, they had 3 answer possibilities. 

One hundred and eighty-six (77.2%) participants gave answers that corresponded with their 

scenario. This number was considered as sufficient. 

 

Analysis 

To establish main effects and interactions of evaluative pressure, experienced procedural 

accuracy, and origin, 3 x 2 x 2 analyses of variances (ANOVA) were performed, on the outcome 
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measures. Experienced procedural accuracy was used instead of assigned procedure, because 

this measure represented better how accurate or fair participants experienced their procedure. 

Also participants were divided into two groups based on their score on experienced procedural 

accuracy. This was done for two reasons: firstly, to elicit more powerful effects; and secondly, to 

create clearly interpretable results. Participants were assigned to either the low or high 

experienced procedural accuracy group, by comparing their score on experienced procedural 

accuracy to the median, which was 2.17.  

 Attribution: A 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on attribution revealed only a 

significant main effect of experienced procedural accuracy, F(1, 237) = 11.21, p < .01,  and of 

origin, F(1, 237) = 4.95, p < .05. When participants experienced the procedure as more accurate 

they attributed more responsibility for the decision to themselves (M = 3.05, SD = 1.43) than when 

they experienced the procedure as inaccurate (M = 2.34, SD = 1.36). Immigrants attributed more 

responsibility to themselves (M = 2.88, SD = 1.50) than did non-immigrants (M = 2.58, SD = 1.39).  

 Outcome satisfaction: A 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on outcome satisfaction 

revealed an effect of experienced procedural accuracy only, F(1, 239) = 48.23, p < .01. In the high 

experienced procedural accuracy condition people were more satisfied (M = 3.19, SD = 1.00) than 

in the low experienced procedural accuracy condition (M = 2.29, SD = .95). As described in the 

Method section, in addition to this general outcome satisfaction measure, items of outcome 

satisfaction were also used to create two additional measure of outcome satisfaction, by using only 

the positive or negative items. These will be discussed next.  

 Outcome satisfaction positive: A 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on outcome 

satisfaction positive also revealed an effect of experienced procedural accuracy only, F(1, 239) = 

28.08, p < .01. Where in the high experienced procedural accuracy condition people were more 

satisfied (M = 2.12, SD = 1.10) than in the low experienced procedural accuracy condition (M = 

1.51, SD = .66). 

Outcome satisfaction negative: A similar effect was found for outcome satisfaction negative. 

A 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on outcome satisfaction negative revealed an effect of 

procedure, F(1, 239) = 28.94, p < .01. In the accurate experienced procedure condition people 
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were less dissatisfied or angry (M = 3.78, SD = 1.57) than in the inaccurate experienced procedure 

condition (M = 4.91, SD = 1.629). In addition to this main effect, the ANOVA on outcome 

satisfaction negative also revealed a three-way interaction effect for evaluation x origin x 

experienced procedural accuracy. Further analyses of the three-way interaction then revealed in 

the weak evaluation condition, immigrants were less dissatisfied when they experienced the 

procedure as accurate (M = 3.48, SD = 1.61) as opposed to inaccurate (M = 4.67, SD = 1.69), F(1, 

239) = 5.81, p < .05. For non-immigrants there was no difference. In the background-based strong 

evaluation condition this was the other way around, immigrants did not differ in dissatisfaction, 

while non-immigrants did. Non-immigrants were less dissatisfied when they experienced the 

procedure as accurate (M = 3.03, SD = 1.70) as opposed to inaccurate (M = 5.16, SD = 1.62), F(1, 

239) = 13.95, p < .01. In the strong evaluation condition both immigrants, F(1, 239) = 7.47, p < .01, 

and non-immigrants, F(1, 239) = 6.60, p < .05, were less dissatisfied when they experienced the 

procedure as accurate as opposed to inaccurate. Means are available in Table 2. Also Figure 1 

provides a more visual view of the data.  

 

Evaluation  Inaccurate Accurate 

  Mean SD Mean SD 

Weak Immigrant 4.67 1.69 3.48 1.61 

 Native Dutch 4.24 1.64 4.05 1.44 

Strong Immigrant 5.26 1.47 3.71 1.414 

 Native Dutch 4.96 1.58 3.67 1.70 

Background-based strong Immigrant 5.11 1.72 4.60 1.33 

 Native Dutch 5.16 1.62 3.03 1.70 

 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations on outcome satisfaction negative. 
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Figure 1. Three-way interaction of evaluation, origin, and experienced procedural accuracy on 

outcome satisfaction negative. 

 

 Protest intention: A 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on protest intention revealed an 

effect of experienced procedural accuracy, F(1, 239) = 32.58, p < .01, and of origin, F(1, 239) = 

4.88, p < .05. In accordance to the effects found with outcome satisfaction, in the high experienced 

procedural accuracy condition (M = 3.46, SD = 1.61) participants had lower protest intentions than 

in the low experienced procedural accuracy condition (M = 4.80, SD = 1.66). Native-Dutch had 

higher protest intentions (M = 4.33, SD = 1.742) than did immigrants (M = 3.87, SD = 1.77).  

State self-esteem: Analysis on state self-esteem revealed, in contrast with the previous 

analyses of other composite variable, no main effects. However a 3 x 2 x 2 analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) on protest intention revealed two interaction effects, namely a two-way interaction of 

experienced procedure and origin, F(1, 238) = 8.34, p < .01, and a three-way interaction of all 

three variables, F(2, 238) = 3.47, p < .05. 

Further analyses of the two-way interaction revealed that, while immigrants felt moderately 

more confident when they had experienced the procedure as accurate (M = 5.41, SD = 1.10) as 

opposed to when they had experienced the procedure as inaccurate (M = 5.00, SD = 1.42),  F(1, 

238) = 3.11, p < .10, for native-Dutch participants this effect was reversed and they felt more 

confident when they had experienced the procedure as inaccurate (M = 5.45, SD = 1.08) as 

opposed to accurate (M = 4.88, SD = 1.82),  F(1, 238) = 7.61, p < .01. Figure 2 illustrates this 

effect. 
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Figure 2. Two-way interaction of procedure and origin on state self-esteem. 

 

The three-way interaction revealed the interaction between procedure and origin was mostly 

present in the weak evaluation condition, but subsided when evaluative pressure became stronger. 

No differences were found in the strong evaluation and background-based strong evaluation 

conditions. In the weak evaluation condition, similar to the two way interaction immigrants felt more 

confident when they had experienced the procedure as accurate (M = 5.64, SD = 1.07) as  

 

Evaluation  Inaccurate Accurate 

  Mean SD Mean SD 

Weak Immigrant 4.76 1.36 5.64 1.07 

 Native Dutch 5.66 0.92 4.68 1.14 

Strong Immigrant 4.90 1.74 5.46 1.15 

 Native Dutch 5.50 1.09 4.90 1.25 

Background-based strong Immigrant 5.21 1.18 5.02 1.05 

 Native Dutch 5.26 1.20 5.28 1.12 

 

Table 3. Means and standard deviations on state self-esteem.  
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opposed to when they had experienced the procedure as inaccurate (M = 4.76, SD = 1.36),  F(1, 

238) = 4.75, p < .05. For native Dutch participants this effect was reversed and they felt more 

confident when they had experienced the procedure as inaccurate (M = 5.66, SD = .92) as 

opposed to accurate (M = 4.68, SD = 1.14),  F(1, 238) = 8.45, p < .01. In the two other evaluation 

conditions no differences were found. Means can be found in Table 3. See also Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. Three-way interaction of evaluation, origin, and experienced procedural accuracy on 

state self-esteem.  

 

After analyzing the composite variables as a whole, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

was used to further analyze individual the items within the composite variables.   

 A 3 x 2 x 2 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on the attribution items revealed 

several interaction effects for individual items of attribution. A three-way interaction of evaluation, 

origin, and experienced procedural accuracy was found for the first item (“That I did not get the 

promotion was my own fault.”), F(2, 224) = 4.40, p < .05, and the third item of attribution (“If I had 

tried harder, I could have gotten the promotion”), F(2, 224) = 3.22, p < .05. Both these items 

concerned the participant himself and his performance. The second item (“I did not get the 

promotion because of causes out of my reach”), which was concerned with factors outside of the 

respondents reach, did not reveal this interaction, but a two-way interaction of evaluation and 

origin, F(2, 224) = 3.83, p < .05.  
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To further look into the three-way interaction effects, a composite score was created, 

attribution self, made up of the first and third item of attribution (Cronbach’s alpha = .70). A 3 x 2 x 

2 analysis of variance (ANOVA) on attribution self again revealed a three-way interaction of 

evaluation, origin, and experienced procedure accuracy, F(2, 237) = 5.19, p < .01. Follow-up tests 

revealed that non-immigrants attribute to themselves more responsibility for the decision when they 

experienced the procedure as accurate (M = 3.38, SD = 1.55) as opposed to inaccurate (M = 1.96, 

SD = 1.05), but only when evaluation was weak, F(2, 237) = 11.02, p < .01. Immigrants did the 

same but only in the background-based strong evaluation condition, they attributed themselves 

more responsibility when they experienced the procedure as accurate (M = 4.03, SD = 2.03) as 

opposed to inaccurate (M = 2.07, SD = 1.41), F(2, 237) = 12.81, p < .01. In the strong evaluation 

condition no differences were found. Means are available in Table 4. See also Figure 4. 

 

Evaluation  Inaccurate Accurate 

  Mean SD Mean SD 

Weak Immigrant 2.38 1.30 2.73 1.64 

 Native Dutch 1.96 1.05 3.38 1.55 

Strong Immigrant 2.50 1.86 2.66 1.30 

 Native Dutch 2.18 1.37 2.77 1.44 

Background-based strong Immigrant 2.07 1.41 4.03 2.03 

 Native Dutch 2.23 1.47 2.21 1.36 

 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations of attribution self.  
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Figure 4. Three-way interaction of evaluation, origin, and experienced procedural accuracy on 

attribution self. 

 

  Follow-up tests on the two-way interaction of the second item of attribution showed that in 

the weak evaluation immigrants attributed less responsibility (M = 4.06, SD = 2.27) for the outcome 

of the decision to causes out of their reach than in the strong evaluation condition (M = 5.32, SD = 

2.10), F(1, 160) = 6.93, p < .01. Non-immigrants attributed less responsibility for the outcome of the 

decision to causes out of their reach in the strong evaluation condition (M = 4.89, SD = 2.01) than 

in the background-based strong evaluation condition (M = 5.78, SD = 1.61), F(1, 154) = 4.08, p < 

.05. No further differences were found. Means are available in Table 5.  

 

Evaluation Native-Dutch Immigrants 

 Mean SD Mean SD 

Weak 5.51 1.54 4.06 2.27 

Strong 4.89 2.01 5.32 2.10 

Background-based strong 5.78 1.61 4.81 2.21 

 

Table 5. Means and standard deviations of second item of attribution, “I did not get the promotion 

because of causes out of my reach.” 

 

Weak evaluation

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

Inaccurate Accurate

Experienced procedure

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n

 s
e
lf

Strong evaluation

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

Inaccurate Accurate

Experienced procedure

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n

 s
e
lf

Background-based evaluation

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

Inaccurate Accurate

Experienced procedure

A
tt

ri
b

u
ti

o
n

 s
e
lf

Immigrants

Non-immigrants



The Reversed Fair Process Effect   19 
 

Besides these interaction effects the 3 x 2 x 2 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on the 

individual attribution items also revealed that the earlier found main effect of origin on attribution, 

was caused primarily by the second item of attribution. Immigrants attributed did not attribute more 

responsibility to themselves but less responsibility (M = 4.73, SD = 2.23) to causes out of their 

reach than did native-Dutch (M = 5.37,  SD = 1.76), F(1, 224) = 6.85, p < .01. On the two items, 

that were associated concerned the participant himself and his performance, no differences were 

found. Means are available in Table 6.  

 

Attribution item Native Dutch Immigrants 

 Mean SD Mean SD 

Item 1: “That I did not get the promotion 

was my own fault.” 
2.33 1.67 2.36 1.83 

Item 2: “I did not get the promotion 

because of causes out of my reach.” 
5.37 1.76 4.73 2.23 

Item 3: “If I had tried harder, I could have 

gotten the promotion.” 
2.79 1.82 3.01 1.92 

 

Table 6.  Means and standard deviations of items concerning attribution. 

 

Mediation 

To further analyze the data and test more complex relations, I also looked into mediation effects. 

This also gave the possibility to establish whether the reversal process indeed works through 

attribution. To test whether mediation effects were significant the Sobel test of mediation was 

performed. 

The first effects I examined were the effects of experienced procedural accuracy on the 

relationship between procedure and several outcome variables. Experienced procedural accuracy 

was found to fully mediate the relationship between procedure and outcome satisfaction (z = 5.36, 
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p < .01), outcome satisfaction positive (z = 4.82, p < .01), outcome satisfaction negative (z = 4.30, 

p < .01), protest intention (z = 3.11, p < .01), and attribution (z = 3.02, p < .01). Experienced 

procedural was found not to mediate the relationship between procedure and state self-esteem. 

 Next I was interested to what extent attribution mediated the relationship between 

experienced procedural accuracy and outcome variables. Attribution was found to mediate the 

relationship between experienced procedural accuracy and outcome satisfaction (z = 2.45, p < 

.01), outcome satisfaction positive (z = 4.37, p < .01), outcome satisfaction negative (z = 2.14, p < 

.05), protest intention (z = 2.30, p < .01), and state self-esteem (z = 3.60, p < .01). These were all 

partial mediations, except the mediation of state self-esteem which was fully mediated by 

attribution.   

 To incorporate the effect of evaluation and origin, I repeated these analyses separately 

within six subgroups of the data set. These subsets were created by combining subgroups of 

evaluation and origin. To be more explicit, analyses were performed on immigrants with the weak, 

strong, and background-based strong evaluation condition separately; the same was done for non-

immigrants. These analyses revealed mediation occurred only in de weak evaluation condition for 

non-immigrants. Within this subgroup attribution was found to fully mediate the relationship 

between experienced procedural accuracy and outcome satisfaction positive (z = 1.97, p < .05), 

and the relationship experienced procedural accuracy and state self-esteem (z = 2.91, p < .01). In 

all other condition no mediation effects were found. 

 Finally, I was interested which variable might mediate the relationship between experienced 

procedural accuracy and protest intention. This relationship was found to be mediated by outcome 

satisfaction (z = 4.09, p < .01), and outcome satisfaction negative (z = 4.11, p < .01).  

 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the reversed fair process effect and the influence of 

evaluation and origin. Although the reversal effect only sparsely occurred, this study revealed 

some interesting findings. I will begin by discussing the results. Next I will discus the strengths and 

weaknesses of the study and provide recommendations for future research. Finally, I will discuss 
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the relevance of this study to society. 

In this study, the reversal effect was found only for non-immigrants on state self-esteem. 

Non-immigrants felt more confident when they had experienced the procedure as inaccurate. The 

inaccurate procedure provided them with an excuse for missing out on the promotion. A closer look 

at this reversal effect showed it was mostly present in the weak evaluation condition.  

It is not surprising that the reversal was found for state self-esteem only. Other studies have 

also found (state) self-esteem to be most susceptible to reversal. Gilliland (1994) found, when the 

selection procedure was highly job-related, there was an adverse effect on self-efficacy for those 

who where rejected and a positive effect on self efficacy for those who were accepted. Additionally 

Brockner (2002) found effects on self-evaluation as result of voice or no-voice procedures.  

And also theoretically this makes sense. A negative decision outcome can be a threat on 

self-esteem. It tells the receiver he/she is not smart enough or not good enough. Reversal is a 

mechanism that helps protect against this threat. By attributing failure to causes out of ones reach, 

self-esteem can be restored or protected. This however does not mean one can not feel 

dissatisfied. While your self-esteem is being protected you can still feel unhappy about the result or 

the way you were treated. Guarding ones self-esteem is simply more important than retaining 

satisfaction.  

The question remains why reversal only occurred for native Dutch participants and not for 

immigrants. Several explanations can be given for this. A first explanation can be found in the 

origin of the researcher. Participants of this study were approached by a native Dutch researcher, 

who asked them to fill out a questionnaire. For the immigrant participants, this researcher belonged 

to an out-group. Being approached by an out-group member could have activated stereotype 

threat (Max, Brown, & Steele, 1999) in immigrants. It might have triggered stereotypes such as 

immigrants are discriminated against and are treated unfairly, raising suspicion and wariness of 

discrimination. Because of this, fair treatment in general could have become more important than 

getting the promotion or being able to attribute failure to an external cause. This could explain the 

positive relationship between experienced procedural accuracy and state self-esteem that was 

found within the immigrant population.  
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Besides this explanation it is also possible that language issues influenced the results. The 

questionnaire was in Dutch. Although most of the immigrant participants spoke good Dutch, it is 

possible for some participants the Dutch language did pose a problem and this affected their 

responses.  

Finally, cultural differences may play a part in explaining the differences found between 

native Dutch and immigrant participants. Compared with the western, individualistic culture, 

immigrants may perhaps be part of a more collective culture, where individual liability is less of an 

issue. Therefore, self-esteem may be less affected by the negative outcome of the decision.  

In addition to the results concerning reversal this study found interesting results in relation 

to attribution. Within the reversed fair process effect, attribution plays an important role. First you 

receive a negative outcome. You attribute this outcome to causes out of your reach, leading to the 

protection of self-esteem. Because this study incorporated a measurement for attribution, the role 

of attribution could be analyzed separately. The results showed experienced procedural accuracy 

positively affected attribution. Participants attributed more responsibility for the decision to 

themselves when they had experienced the procedure as accurate. This is an important finding, 

because this shows the first step to the reversal of the fair process is made.  

Upon closer inspection, the size of this effect was found to vary across conditions. The 

effect of experienced procedural accuracy was found to be mostly present in the weak evaluation 

condition for non-immigrants and in the background-based strong evaluation condition for 

immigrants, as shown in Figure 4. Specifically the strong effect found for immigrants in the 

background-based strong evaluation condition was contrary to expectations. In this condition 

participants were told they were strongly evaluated because of their background, to create the 

impression of discrimination. It was expected this would lessen the experienced fairness and 

reduce attributions, however the opposite occurred.  

Like the origin of the researcher earlier, being evaluated based on their origin could have 

triggered stereotypes (Max et al., 1999), such as immigrants are discriminated against and are 

treated unfairly. This could have lead immigrants to pay heightened attention to the procedures 

used, enhancing the effect of experienced procedural accuracy instead of neutralizing it. That this 
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neutralization did occur for non-immigrant participants could indicate that immigrants have a more 

integrated view on discrimination than do non-immigrants. Where non-immigrants directly judge 

discrimination in the background-based strong evaluation condition, immigrants also incorporate 

the procedure used, before they claim discrimination.  

 Furthermore, this study also revealed some interesting results concerning mediation. These 

analyses showed that the effect of experience procedural accuracy works through attribution as 

was predicted by the reversed fair process effect. It is of particular interest that the mediation effect 

was only present in the weak evaluation, non-immigrant condition, the same condition were the 

reversal effect was found. This again stresses the influence of evaluation and origin, and the 

differences between immigrants and non-immigrants. 

 

Strengths, weakness and recommendations for future research 

As in any research, this study has some strengths and some weaknesses. One of the strengths of 

this study is the incorporation of attribution. This gave the possibility to look at different aspects of 

the reversed fair process effect separately. Future studies should continue using this measurement 

when exploring the reversed fair process effect. 

Another strength of this study is its elaborate design. Because this study looked at 

evaluation, procedural accuracy, and origin simultaneously, many interesting (interaction) effects 

could be found, providing interesting leads for future research.  

A weak point of this study can be the origin of the researcher. This study was done using a 

native Dutch researcher. As discussed earlier this could have affected responses of participants 

and then specifically the responses of the immigrant participants. It would have been better to use 

an immigrant researcher, because non-immigrants are expected to be less influenced by an 

incongruence of origin than are immigrants. Also, two researchers could have been used, one 

immigrant and one non-immigrant to minimize influence of researcher origin. 

Also, it should be noted that this study was done in the Netherlands, where, at the time of 

this writing, immigrants, immigration, and integration are hot topics in media and in politics. 

Therefore, results can not be generalized to other countries without further research. However, it is 
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likely that similar results can be found in Western counties that are also dealing with immigration 

issues.  

Furthermore, it should be noted that this study made use of hypothetical scenarios. 

Although studies using hypothetical scenarios have yielded interesting results, also in connection 

with the reversed fair process effect, (Brockner et al., 2003; Brockner, De Cremer, Fishman, & 

Spiegel, 2008) it is difficult to be sure the scenarios have the designed effect. This should be taken 

info account when interpreting the results.  

Although this study revealed some interesting results concerning the influence of 

evaluation, procedure and origin, more research is necessary to further establish these effects. It 

will be interesting to see whether the effects found here could be replicated, when tested using 

other research methods, different scenarios, and different participant groups. Future research 

should continue incorporating the attribution measure, because it gives more insight than 

outcomes measures alone. Also future research should focus more on the measurement and 

manipulation of evaluation and its role within the reversed fair process effect.  

 

Practical Implications 

Although the results of this study are not as conclusive as we would like them to be, some of the 

findings have important social implications. Most import is to realize that immigrants and non-

immigrants can respond differently to various levels of procedural accuracy. Important differences 

were found for state self-esteem and attribution. For example, in most conditions immigrants were 

less likely to attribute failure to themselves when they had experienced the procedure as accurate. 

However, this changed when they were directly confronted with their origin. 

 Also this study shows the importance of procedure accuracy when we want people to learn 

from their mistakes. Inaccurate procedures or the appearance thereof provides people with an 

external attribution possibility and leads to a reduced feeling of responsibility. This could take away 

the necessity to learn from the experience or change ones behavior. 

In conclusion the reversed fair process effect is a complex effect. The specific combinations 

of factors leading to reversal are not yet clear-cut. To contribute to the growing knowledge in this 
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area, this study used the measurement of state self-esteem and attribution to show immigrants and 

non-immigrants differ in their reactions.  
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Appendix A 
 
 

Questionnaires and scenarios 
 

 

This appendix presents: 
The complete questionnaire used in de weak evaluation, accurate procedure condition. 

 
The scenarios from the following conditions: 

strong evaluation – accurate procedure, 
strong evaluation – inaccurate procedure, 

background-based strong evaluation – accurate procedure, 
background-based strong evaluation – inaccurate procedure. 
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Vragenlijst 

 

 

 

Voor je ligt een vragenlijst. Deze vragenlijst gebruik ik voor mijn 

afstudeeronderzoek. Hij gaat over hoe mensen zich behandeld voelen en over hoe jij 

je behandeld voelt.  

 

De vragenlijst bestaat uit twee delen. Eerst moet je een verhaaltje lezen en je inleven 

in de situatie. Daarna moet je hier vragen over beantwoorden.  

 

Uiteraard is het belangrijk dat je het onderzoek alleen maakt, zonder hierover met 

anderen te praten.  

 

Bedankt voor je medewerking, 

 

Mathijs Affourtit, Universiteit Utrecht 



The Reversed Fair Process Effect   30 
 

 
 
 
Het invullen van de vragenlijst duurt ongeveer 10 minuten. Voordat je de vragen op de 
volgende bladzijde kan gaan invullen moet je eerst het onderstaande verhaaltje lezen en je 
inleven in de situatie. Probeer je zo goed mogelijk in de situatie in te leven, dit is erg 
belangrijk. Doe alsof het over jou gaat en het jou overkomt.  
 

 
“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij laat 
je vrij in het werk dat je doet.  
 
Op een dag vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft zijn beslissing 
gebaseerd op uitvoerige gesprekken met iedereen. Hij heeft met iedereen 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. In elk gesprek, en ook in het gesprek met 
jou, heeft hij de tijd heeft genomen om te vragen naar ideeën en ambities. 
De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de sollicitatie is zorgvuldig door je 
baas doorgelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 

 
 
Als je het verhaal goed hebt gelezen en je goed hebt ingeleefd, beantwoord dan nu de 

vragen op de volgende pagina.  
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Beantwoord de onderstaande vragen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1 
Hoe eerlijk vind je de manier waarop de beslissing is 
genomen? 

Heel erg 
oneerlijk 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
eerlijk 

2 
Hoe rechtvaardig vind je de manier waarop de 
beslissing is genomen? 

Heel erg 
onrechtvaardig  

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 

rechtvaardig 

3 
Hoe tevreden ben je met de manier waarop de 
beslissing is genomen? 

Heel erg 
ontevreden 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
tevreden 

 

Beantwoord de onderstaande vragen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

4 Heb je de baan gekregen? Nee �      � Ja 

5 
Hoe blij ben je met de uitkomst van de genomen 
beslissing? 

Helemaal niet 
blij 

� � � � � � � Heel erg blij 

6 
Hoe tevreden ben je met de uitkomst van de genomen 
beslissing? 

Heel erg 
ontevreden 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
tevreden 

7 
Hoe gelukkig ben je met de uitkomst van de 
beslissing? 

Heel erg 
ongelukkig 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
gelukkig 

8 Hoe boos ben je over de uitkomst van de beslissing? 
Helemaal niet 
boos 

� � � � � � � Heel er boos 

9 Hoe kwaad ben je over de uitkomst van de beslissing? 
Helemaal niet 
kwaad 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
kwaad 

10 
Hoe woedend ben je over de uitkomst van de 
beslissing? 

Helemaal niet 
woedend 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
woedend 

11 
Hoe eerlijk vind je het dat je de baan niet hebt 
gekregen? 

Heel erg 
oneerlijk 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 
eerlijk 

12 Ben je het eens met de genomen beslissing? 
Heel erg 
oneens 

� � � � � � � Heel erg eens 

13 
In hoeverre wil je kritiek uiten op de genomen 
beslissing? 

Helemaal niet � � � � � � � Heel erg  

14 
In hoeverre wil je protesteren tegen de genomen 
beslissing? 

Helemaal niet 
protesteren 

� � � � � � � 
Heel erg 

protesteren 

15 
In hoeverre wil je een klacht indienen tegen de 
genomen beslissing?  

Helemaal     
niet  

� � � � � � � 
Helemaal   

wel  

 

In hoeverre ben je het eens met de onderstaande stellingen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

16 
Ik heb op het moment het volste vertrouwen in mijn 
eigen kunnen.  

Helemaal  mee 
oneens 

� � � � � � � 
Helemaal 
mee eens 

17 
Op het moment ben ik gefrustreerd of teleurgesteld in 
hoe ik presteer. 

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

18 Op het moment voel ik me net zo slim als anderen.  
Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

19 
Ik heb er op het moment het volste vertrouwen in dat 
dingen goed begrijp.  

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

20 
Op het moment heb ik het gevoel dat ik minder goed 
kan leren dan anderen. 

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

21 
Ik heb op het moment het gevoel dat ik de dingen niet 
goed doe.  

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 
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In hoeverre ben je het eens met de onderstaande stellingen  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

22 Ik maak me zorgen over mijn functioneren. 
Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

23 Ik ben tevreden over mezelf. 
Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

24 Ik voel me minderwaardig ten opzichte van anderen. 
Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

25 Dat ik de promotie niet heb gekregen, lag aan mijzelf. 
Helemaal  mee 
oneens 

� � � � � � � 
Helemaal 
mee eens 

26 
Dat ik de promotie niet heb gekregen lag aan oorzaken 
buiten mijzelf. 

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

27 
Als ik beter mijn best had gedaan, had ik de promotie 
kunnen krijgen. 

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

 

28 In hoeverre werd je door je baas vrij gelaten in je werk of juist in de gaten gehouden? 

� Ik werd door mijn baas vrijgelaten in mijn werk. 

� Ik werd door mijn baas sterk in de gaten gehouden. 

� Ik werd door mijn baas sterk in de gaten gehouden, op basis van mijn afkomst.  

 

29 Van welke afkomst beschouw je jezelf?  (één antwoord aankruisen) 

� Nederlandse � Turkse 

� Marokkaanse � Surinaamse 

� Antilliaanse 

� Overig, namelijk: 
…………………………………………………….. 

 

30 Beschouw je jezelf als allochtoon? � Ja � Nee 

 

Heb je vraag 30 met ja beantwoord, reageer dan op de onderstaande 
stelling, zo niet ga door naar vraag 32. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

31 
Ik had het gevoel dat ik door mijn baas sterk in de 
gaten werd gehouden, vanwege mijn allochtone 
achtergrond. 

Helemaal  mee 
oneens � � � � � � � 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

 

32 Hoe oud ben je? …………………………………………………….. 

33 Ben je man of vrouw? � Man � Vrouw 

 

Bedankt voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst.  
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Scenario weak evaluation, inaccurate procedure 
 
 
 

 

“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij laat 
je vrij in het werk dat je doet.  
 
Op een dag vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft met niemand 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. En niet de tijd genomen om te vragen 
naar een ieders ideeën of ambities. De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de 
sollicitatie is niet gelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 
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Scenario strong evaluation - accurate procedure 
 
 
 

 

“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij let 
sterk op jou. Op een dag zegt hij tegen jou:”Ik ga jou de komende tijd 
sterk in de gaten houden.” Hij komt daarna vaak langs om te checken hoe 
het gaat en hij stelt vaak vragen over het werk dat je hebt gedaan. Hij is 
je dus steeds sterk aan het controleren.  
 
Op een dag vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft zijn beslissing 
gebaseerd op uitvoerige gesprekken met iedereen. Hij heeft met iedereen 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. In elk gesprek, en ook in het gesprek met 
jou, heeft hij de tijd heeft genomen om te vragen naar ideeën en ambities. 
De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de sollicitatie is zorgvuldig door je 
baas doorgelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 
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Scenario strong evaluation - inaccurate procedure 
 
 
 

 

“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij let 
sterk op jou. Op een dag zegt hij tegen jou:”Ik ga jou de komende tijd 
sterk in de gaten houden.” Hij komt daarna vaak langs om te checken hoe 
het gaat en hij stelt vaak vragen over het werk dat je hebt gedaan. Hij is 
je dus steeds sterk aan het controleren. 
 
Op een dag vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft met niemand 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. En niet de tijd genomen om te vragen 
naar een ieders ideeën of ambities. De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de 
sollicitatie is niet gelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 
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Scenario background-based strong evaluation - accurate procedure 
 
 
 

 

“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij let 
sterk op jou. Op een dag zegt hij tegen jou:”Ik ga jou de komende tijd 
sterk in de gaten houden, want mensen van jouw afkomst houd ik altijd 
goed in de gaten.” Hij komt daarna vaak langs om te checken hoe het gaat 
en hij stelt vaak vragen over het werk dat je hebt gedaan. Hij is je dus 
steeds sterk aan het controleren. 
 
Een week later vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft zijn beslissing 
gebaseerd op uitvoerige gesprekken met iedereen. Hij heeft met iedereen 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. In elk gesprek, en ook in het gesprek met 
jou, heeft hij de tijd heeft genomen om te vragen naar ideeën en ambities. 
De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de sollicitatie is zorgvuldig door je 
baas doorgelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 
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Scenario background-based strong evaluation - accurate procedure 
 
 
 

 

“Je werkt al een tijd in een fastfood restaurant. Je hebt flink wat collega's, 
jullie werken allemaal evenveel en even hard. Maar jij werkt er wel al een 
stuk langer dan je collega's.  
 
Jullie worden aangestuurd door de eigenaar van het restaurant. Hij let 
sterk op jou. Op een dag zegt hij tegen jou:”Ik ga jou de komende tijd 
sterk in de gaten houden, want mensen van jouw afkomst houd ik altijd 
goed in de gaten.” Hij komt daarna vaak langs om te checken hoe het gaat 
en hij stelt vaak vragen over het werk dat je hebt gedaan. Hij is je dus 
steeds sterk aan het controleren. 
 
Een week later vertelt je baas dat er een nieuwe vacature vrijkomt in het 
restaurant, namelijk als assistent-bedrijfsleider. Deze gaat dan een deel 
van zijn taken overnemen op de momenten dat hij er niet is. De functie 
zal worden vervuld door één van de mensen die nu in het restaurant 
werken.  
 
De functie van assistent-bedrijfsleider lijkt je een leuke en uitdagende 
functie. Het werk wordt interessanter en je zou bovendien een mooie 
salarisverhoging krijgen. Je besluit op de functie te solliciteren en geeft je 
op voor de sollicitatieprocedure. Je maakt een goede kans, want je werkt 
er het langst, hebt de meeste ervaring en bent goed gemotiveerd. 
 
Een paar dagen later is de beslissing gemaakt. Je baas heeft met niemand 
een persoonlijk gesprek gevoerd. En niet de tijd genomen om te vragen 
naar een ieders ideeën of ambities. De brief die je hebt ingeleverd voor de 
sollicitatie is niet gelezen. 
 
Je baas vertelt je dat je het niet bent geworden.” 
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