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ILLUMINATING THE “FACE” OF JUSTICE: AMETA  -ANALYTIC EXAMINATION
OF LEADERSHIP AND ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

ABSTRACT

A significant body of research has described effective leader behaviors and connected these
behaviorsto positive employee outcomdewever, this research has yet to be systematically
integratedwithyorganizational justice research to describe how leelaviors inform justice
perceptionskherefore, we conduct a medaalysis k = 166,N = 46,039 to investigatdhow

three types oleader behaviorfask, relational, and changejorm four dimensions of
organizational justic@procedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informatioref@renced to

the leader,antb.the organization. Further, we examine the joint impact of leader behaviors and
justice perceptions on social exchangaliy (i.e., LMX), task performance, and job
satisfaction@ur resultsuggest that leader behaviors differentially inféeader and
organization-focuseplistice perceptionsand combineteader behaviors and justiperceptions

offer more nuanced explanations for outcomes.
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ILLUMINATING THE “FACE” OF JUSTICE: AMETA  -ANALYTIC EXAMINATION
OF LEADERSHIP AND ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE
INTRODUCTION

Leadership is one of the most studied phenomenon in managé&asnio &Aguinis,
2008), and.an.extensive body of research has examined the behaviors that coneitedtvie
leadership(Dinh, Lord, Gardner, Meuser, Liden, & Hu, 2014). For example, studies that have
examinedtaskleader behaviors (i.e., transactionalglaige contingent reward, initiating
structure) have articulated that effective leaders define roles, solve problems, and plan activities
(Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Podsakoff, Bommer, Podsakoff, & Mackenzie, 2006; Yukl, 2012).
Research intorrelational leadsehaviors (e.g., consideration, servant leadership, participative
leadership) desecribe how leaders demonstrate support and develop folleiesstsran, 1953,;
Greenleaf, 1977; Spreitzer, 200/ukl, 2012). Change leadership research (e.g.,
transformational, charismatibps focused on how effective leaders develop a vision and
encouragesinnovatioBéss, 1985; Howell & Avolio, 1993rukl, 2012. The positive effects of
leaders on"employee attitudes and behaviors have been noted in numerous concepital and
analytic reviews (e.g., DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011; Gardner, Lowe, Moss,
Mahoney& Cogliser, 2010; Judge, Piccolo, & llies, 2004). Indeed, this body of research
contains detailed descriptions of what leaders ddhamdthey affect intvidual, team, and
organizatioal performance outcomes

A significant stream of organizational justice researchalssexamined the role of the
leader inemployeeassessments @iin)fair treatment@olquitt et al., 2013; Rupp & Cropanzano,
2002; Rupp, Shao, Jones, & Liao, 2014). This research has found that justice perceptions of the
leader (i.e.supervisor- oteaderfocused justice), rather thaerceptions obther organizational
entities(e.g.,.the organization itselfire most strongly related to employee outcomes (Colquitt et
al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2014). This is not surprising given that an employee’s relationship with his
or her leader®“may be the single most powerful connection an employee can build in an
organization”(Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 2004, p. 233). Therefastéce research has identified the
leader asn importansource of justice (thereby answering the questidm is responsibléor
the (un)just treatment?), yet thissearch has not adequately ag®d the question efhat
behaviorghe leader engages in to inform justice perceptidhis has prompted Rupp and
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Aquino (2009) to suggest that justice research is “ripe for integrative apphicatith other
theories so that more specific guidance lsamgiven to leaders about how to promote fairness in
the workplace (p. 208). Hence, one purpaofsthis study is to integrate research on leader
behaviors with grganizational justicesearcho explicate the specific behaviors that leaders
utilize to inform justice perceptiontn doing so, we attempt to provide greater focus to the
“face” (i.e.thedeader) of justice.

An‘increased understandingtbg relationships betwedsaderbehaviors and justice
perceptionssiimportant foitwo reasonskFirst, enployee-leader relationships are often
characterized as social exchange relationships and are distinguished froforatkeof
exchanges:byshaving expectations of longem, interdependent interactions that generate trust,
reciprocal behaviorgnd high-quality relationships (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005;
Mitchell, Cropanzano, & Quisenberry, 2012). This dynamic, interactive relationship suggest
that employegusticeperceptions may not be based exclusively on the leader’s justice decisions,
but that these perceptions may also be informed by a rangeleatie’s rolerelevant
behaviorsg#Forthis reason, examining only leddeused justicgerceptionsparticulaty in
relation to an‘explicit “event” (e.g., a single episode suchpasfarmance appraisal), fails to
considetthe,broader taskelational and changeteractions between the leader and the
employee-and how these interactiomsy impact justice assessments

Secondstudies thaexamindeaderfocused justice commonly focus on research
guestiongelated to either (a) investigatitige unique effects of leadércused justice
dimensions*(ive., procedural, distributive, interpersonal, informationalgysticorganizational
outcomes (e:g¢, Colquitt et al., 2013; Frazier, Johnson, Gavin, Gooty, & Snoy, @01)
exploringhow (un)fair treatment attributed to a leader is similar to or different from (un)fair
treatment attributed to others (e.g., the organizatiawelle, McMahan, &Harris, 2009; Liao &
Rupp, 2005)..This has produced a robust body of research informing scholars about which
dimension of justice is most strongly related to specific organizational outcantekow
leaderfocused justice more strongly predicts affecawel behavioral employee outcomes than
fair treatmentattributed to organizat@mentities (Colquitt et al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2014).
However, researcthas neglected to explore thpecific behaviors of the leaddiatrelate to

these justice dimensions
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A second purpose of this study isassess the joint effects lebdership angustice in
explaining social exchange quality (i.e., leader-member exchange, LM>Xngpidyee
outcomes (i.e., task performance and job satisfaction). Accumulegtighnalyticresearch to
date has found thé¢ader behaviors arjdstice perceptions have similar relationships with
employee outcomes. For examplee effect size estimafer the relationshifpetween leader
focused justice‘'perceptions and task pertoroe reported ia leader behavior metmalysis is
.28 (Podsakoff'et al., 2006), whereas organizatimssice meteaanalyses have reported this
relationship'to'range from .16 to .2Zd]quitt et al, 2013 Rupp et al., 2014). Therefore, existing
research has examined the independgationships of leader behaviors gustice perceptions
with employeesoutcomes, but not the joint effects nor the relative importanceseptadctors
when considered together. This istaking omission given that this examination would provide
a more comprehensive view of the effaafta leader’'slecisions and behaviors.

Thus, we integratkeadership research with organizational justice research to explore
how leader.behaviors inform juse perceptions. Then, we conduct a raatalysis kK = 166,N
= 46,034) togprovide effect size estimates of the relationships between leader behaviors and
justice dimensions as well asdraminethe joint effects of leadership apgtice on LMX, task
performance, and job satisfaction. We find that task, relational, and change leag@rbeha
differentially'informprocedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informatigunstice
perceptions. Additionally, combined leader behaviors and justice pemgpfifer a more
nuanced explanation for the relationships with social exchange quality and pederma
outcomes as‘ecempareddonsidering only the independent effects of leadership behaviors or
justice on outeomes.

Using meta-analysis for this study hseveral strengths including serving as a tool for
theory development related éffective leader behaviors andyanizational justice (Combs,
Ketchen, Crook, & Roth, 2011; Hunter & Schmidt, 2004)erefore we develop new theory
that describes hoveaderbehaviors have direct implications for justice percepti@ves point to
the omission'of, and the need fourrent leadership theories to clearly articulate the importance
of fairness'in leader behavigpendwe describe how taking@mprehensiveiew of the
decisions and behaviors of the leader, by integrating leader behaviors and jusdpéqress

critical to accuratelyassessinghe impact ofa leadeion employee outcomes.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

One purposef this metaanalysis is to investigate behaviors that inféeaderfocused
justice perceptions. We therefore exanlageder behaviors that ardated tofour dimensions of
organizationajusticereferenced to the leadére.,leaderfocuseddistributive justice leader
focused procedurglistice leaderfocused interpersonalstice leaderfocusednformational
justice Colquitt; 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013). Furthgiven that leaders are often viewed as
representatives'of the organization (Eisenberger et al.; 2@%hson, 196 wealsoconsider
how leader behaviors affect perceptions of organizdtonsed distributivgusticeand
organizationfocusedprocedural justicé.

The four,dimensions giistice are based on distinct assessments of fairndsgision
making.Perceptions of distributive justice, the perceived fairness of outcomes, are based on an
employee comparing the ratio of his or her inputs and outcomes to the inputs and outcomes of
referentothers (Adams, 1965; Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). Procedural justice suggests that
individuals.evaluate fairness not just on outcomes, but also on fairness in thendeeiking
process andithe ability to have voice in this process (Levanthal, 1980; Thibaut & VYaike:

1978). Interpersonal justice reflects fairness perceptions of interpensataient, and
informational justice reflects fairness perceptions of the adequacy and truthfulness of
explanations (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1993).

Justice resmrchis grounded in social exchange theory (SET; Colquitt et al., 2013;
Gouldner,"1960; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002), and this theory provides an important basis for a
contextualunderstanding of the leagenployeerelationship Social exchange relationshipee
characterizedsby laigh frequency of interactions and task interdependence. Additionally, a
characteristic 05ETis the notion of time — including knowledge of past actions and an
expectatia of future obligations (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960). Cotetitll. (2013) suggested
that justice attributed to a particular source has expansive time bracketing, lacking a discrete
beginning,and.end. Therefore, in a social exchange relationship, employees are not evaluating a
justice “event™but an “entity” withvhom the employee hasnsiderablénteractionsindeed,
Cropanzan@nd colleaguef001) argued that the “key isstegardingthe relationship
paradigm is that respondents are judging the fairness of [the leader]... over time and/or across

situations” (p. 190). Consequentherception®f leaderfocused justice are likely to take ant
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account numerous decisions and behavitadeby the leader given the number of interpersonal
exchanges in theelationship (Colquitt, 2008).

Managerial role theory has identified decismaking as a key role requirement of
leaders in_organizations (Dierdorff, Rubin, & Morgeson, 2009; Mintzberg, 1973), and numerous
scholars have,maintained that decismaking is a core component of effective leader behaviors
(e.g., Borman & Brush, 1993; Tett, Guterman, Bleier, & Murphy, 2000; Yukl, 2012). Examples
of decisionmaking responsibilities includggdanning how to organize and prioritize work;
determining“how to allocate resges;and assigning responsibiliti€Some of these decisions
may have fairness implications for employdesiployee justice perceptions, therefaes likely
to be based onyskrvation and assessmennaimeroudeader decisiond.0 be precise, each
leader decision provides employees with informatiopaientially(re-)assess the fairness of the
leader as well as information to {yevaluate the effectiveness and competendkeolfeader
(Masterson & Lensges, 2015 mployees, thereforeanbothassesshebehavior and appraise
thefairness of their leaden their interactionsAs a result, we suggest that there re@procal
relationship<between leader behaviors prstice perceptionandthatboth ofthese assessments
caninformpereeptions of the leader

However, @cisionmaking is only one of several key role requirements for organizational
leaders, Insfact, Yukl (2012) identified three metdegorie®f effective leader behaviobmsed
on an analysis of 50 years of resedrdthe first metacategory, task kder behaviorgncludes
previous research on transactional leadershifating structureandcontingent reward
behaviors Bass, 1985; Burngd,978; Fleishman, 19%3Task leader behaviors dmeused on
efficient usesoef‘resources, atieey include planningsolving problemsand monitoring progress
toward goals (DeRue et al., 2011; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2005kleaderbehavios clearly
convey information about expectations and standardkarify employee responsibilities
Therefore, effective task leaders also emphasize and make allocation decisions related to
discretionary.and formal rewards for job performance (Howell & Avolio, 1993).

The,second meteategory, relational leader behaviors, is focused on supporting,
recognizingydeveloping, and empowering individuals (Yukl, 20IR2¢se leader behaviors
demonstrate consideration, concern, respect, empathy, and socioemotional support fo
subordinates (Fleishman, 1953; Greenleaf, LHffective relationalbehaviors negotiate

conflict, encourage participation, and focus subordinate attention on group welfage own
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actions and decision making (Bass, 2008). Relational leaders also are pgaicmpgnat they
seek input from employees, and they treat all group members as equals (Bohwerptn, &
Tan, 2000).

Finally, the thirdmetacategory, change leader behaviors, is focused on facilitating and
driving change andhnovation within an organization (Yukl, 2012). Change leader behaviors
include developing and communicating a vision for change; encouraging subordinates to be
creative'andtotake risks; and seeking alternate perspectives on challenges facing the group
(Bass, 1985;"Howell & Avolio, 1993). Several dimensions of transformational leguénsbry
are included in effective change leader behavrarsiding charismajnspirational motivation
(i.e., inspiringemployees to perform at high levelgellectual stimulation, and idealized
influence (Bass, 1985). Further, change leader behaviors include imgHulgh ethical
standard¢Bass, 1985).

The three categories of effective behavietask, relational, and change — involve
distinctbehaviors and decisions ofemder Thus,theseleader behaviors are expected to have
different implieations fojusticeperceptions. Therefore, we now turn to examining how task,
relational, and«change leader behaviors uniquely infoonedural, distributive, interpersonal,
and informationajustice perceptions.

HYPOTHESES
Leader Behaviors and LeadefFFocused Procedural Jusce

The.most prevalent area of leadership and justice research examines leader behaviors and
proceduralqustice. Procedural justice refers to perceptions of faimdssision making
processes (€eolquitt, 2001), and two dominant theories atterdpstoibe why employees are
concerned with fair processes. The control theory perspective, also referred to asitberssif
or instrumental model, argues that employees value voice in the decision-making proces
because of.the potential connection to the resuttinigome (Thibaut & Walker, 1978978).
Levanthal (1980) further developed control theory by articulating six rules for ¢aegures.
These include theonsistency rulevhereby consistent decisions are made across time and
persons. Theias suppression rulehich suggests that the decision maker should remove
personal biases/interests in the decisitaking process. Thaccuracy rulerelates to procedures
being followed that are based on valid information. Gtxectability ruleprovides a
mechanism to reverse a decision. Tégresentativeness ruensures that procedures reflect the
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concerns of those impacted by the decision, andttiieality ruleensures that decisions
conform to moral and ethical standards.

The second theoretical ppestive, the relational model, proposes that there are
psychological aspects of procedural justice that are not covered by control theoryrgnelsit a
that individuals care about procedural justice because of the relational messages communicated
through fair processes (Blader & Tyler, 2015; Lind & Tyler, 1988). Therefore, faiméss
decisionmaking process matters not solely because of control or voice, but because it reaffirms
group values‘and relational statnghe decisiormakingprocess (Tyle& Blader, 2000) Tyler
and Lind (1992) further suggest that people seek idemigxant information through
interactions with leaders and that when leaders demonstrate concern in the -theaisian
process, they convey socioemotional support as well as standing through thesgansera
Numerous empirical studies hafaeind support for the combined effects of the control theory
perspective and the relational model of procedural justice (e.g., Lind, Kanfer|ey ,E890;

Tyler, 1989).

Basedron employee concerns for both control and the relational messages conveyed in
fair processesytwo leader behawategoriesare most likely to inform perceptions of leader-
focused precedural justice. First, effective task leader behaviors invaletusing tasks,
standardizing procedures, and ensuring rules are followesyist@matidormat. These
behaviors are likely toagisfy an individual’s control needs for consistency, bias suppression,
accuracy, and correctabiliffoltz & Harold, 2013). Second, effective relational leader
behaviors invelve consulting employees about matters that affect them which cstaraling
to employees-as well as fulfilling needs for representativeness in the deuniskamg process
(Yukl, 2012). Relational leaders also demonstrate consideration and support whicé affirm
relational status, (Holtz & Harold, 2013). Finally, relational leadexsraigularlyoffer praise and
recognition,whth signal group values and mak®mployees feel that decisions are consistent
(Ng, 2017)..Conversely, change leader behaviors are focused on communicating and inspiring.
Therefore,.even though the ethical elements of change leader behaviors may déoréhate
ethicality rule;the majority of needs articulated in the control theory perspective are related to

task leader behaviors rather than change. Therefore, we propose:
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Hypothesis 1:Task(a) and relational (Header behaviors will exhibit a stronger positive
relationship with leadefocused procedural justice perceptidimgn change leader
behaviors.

Leader Behaviors and OrganizationFocused Procedural Justicel.evinson (1965)
suggested that there is a transference process whereby employees develop a relaitio@ship
leader and,ascribe that relationship to the organization. Therefore, empl®edsaders not
only as™individuals in their own right” but algs agents, or representatives of the organization
(Eisenbergeetal, 201Q p. 1086) This process suggests that perceptions of (un)fair treatment
by the leader are likely to be viewed, at least partially, as (un)fair treatment by the organization.
As sich, employees may view fairness and treatment in decision making processes through the
lens of the'leader acting as an embodiment of the organization because they generalize the
decision and treatment from their leader to the organization (Cropaezah@®001,

Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002; Stinglhamioee,Mari
Caesens, Hanin, & Zanet, 2015). Given this, we suggest that effective task andaldtdber
behaviorswill-also inform organizatigfiocused procedural justice perceptions and more so than
the change'leader behavidoiowing the rationale described above.

Hypeothesi®: Task(a) and relational (deader behaviors will exhibit a stronger positive

relationship with organizatiefocused procedural justice perceptidingn change leader

behaviors.
Leader Behaviors and LeadetFocused Distributive Justice

Distributive justice research is based in equity (Adams, 1965) and social exchange
theories (Blawy1964). These theoriesipon distributive justice as the perceived fairness of
outcomes based amployeesomparing “the ratio of their inputs and outcomes to the inputs
and outcomes of referent others. Distributions are [deemed taibt] the extent that rewards
are proportionally matched to contributions” (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005, p. 61). Distributive
justice perceptionarethen based on equity norms of allocatiddd@ms, 1965Colquitt, 2001).
Subsequentwork by Levanthal (198@)scribed alternate reasons individuals careitabo
distributivetjustice byalling attention teeveral issuewith equity theory. Firsthe argued that
equity theory took a unidimensional rather than multidimensional conception of §&aifhasis,
by focusing exclusively on the contribution (i.e., equity) rule, equity theory ignored other
standards that could influence distributive justice perceptions including@ioyee’s
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psychological needs. Second, equity theory only considered the final outcome and not the
organizational systems, policies, andgiices thatanlead to allocationf_evanthal, 1980).
Numerous others echoed these criticisha example, Greenberg (1993) argued that the
original theorizing on distributive justicgastoo narrowly focused on structural matters at the
expense of.the social determinants of distributive fairness. Greenberg §5388ed that the
“intempersonal aspects of justieavhich thus far have been appreciated only from a procedural
justice perspective are also involved in the distributive side of justice” §2).

We acknowledge both the structural and more contemporary theorizing based on the
personabnd sociableterminants of distributive justice and asserttivatleader behavior
categoriessareamost likely to inform perceptions of ledwensed distbutive justice: task and
change leaderbehavioksifective task leader behaviarssolve allocating resources among
different employees and activities (Yukl, 2012). Therefore, perceptions of distributive justice are
likely to beenhanced based on the perceived fairness of these decisions. Further, task leader
behaviorsfocus on contingent rewards whereby a leader prospiseificrewards in exchange
for performance (Bass, 1985). Therefore, a clear link between employee efforts and rewards is
established. Finally, task leader behaviors aimed at initiating structure with standardized work
environments and uniform performance guidelines should enhance employee perceptions that
reward allecations are made equitalbtya similar veingffective change leaders uphold high
ethical standards and make resource allocations decisions in a way that gatisteasl
psychological needlated to equityCropanzano et al., 2001; Ng, 201That is, change
leaders’ “moralvalues take into aemt the cost and benefits to all stakeholders, the application
of distributivesjustice, and universal moral principles” when confronting issleted to fairness
(Bass, 1985, p. 218). This suggests tt@nge leaders are not only aware of fairnesgssdut
they are adept at navigatitigese issuesquitably.In contrast, the emphasis of relational leader
behaviors.is.on.supporting and recognizing employd®sh is not the focus adither the
structural and._more contemporary theorizimgdistributive justiceTherefore, we propose:

Hypethesis3: Task(a) and change (deader behaviors will exhibit a stronger positive

relationship with leadefocused distributive justice perceptiahan relational leader

behaviors.

Leader Behaviors and OrganizationFocused Distributive Justice As argued above,

employees may view leaders as representatives of the organization; and therefore, leader
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behaviors may impact perceptions of organization-focused distributive jusseabigger et al.
(2010) have specifically argued that both task (e.qg., directive, evaluativejragjaand change
(e.g., developing and/or communicating a vision) leader behaviors are commonly viewed by
employees as activitiemrried out on behalf of the ongaation. As a result, when a leader is
conducting.a-performance evaluation, the employee may attribute some portion ofaitte rew
allocation ‘decision to the policiggrocesss or otherstructural aspects of tleeganizatiorrather
than exelusively to the leader. Similarly, by communicating a vision to encourager gneats,
the employee 'may view potential rewards as coming from the organizationtrather
exclusively the leader. Therefore, we suggest that effective task and change leader bellaviors wi
inform organizatiorfocused distributive justice perceptions as ywehereagelational behaviors
are lesdikely to'do so.

Hypothesigt: Task(a) and change (deader behaviors will exhibit a stronger positive

relationship with organizatiefocuseddistributive justiceperceptionghan relational

leader behaviors.
Leader Behaviors and Interpersonal Justice

Interpersonal justice focuses perceptions ointerpersonal interactions and the extent to
which people are treated with respect when decisions are made and outcomes are determined
(Colquitt.etal., 2001). Holtz and Harold (2009) have described interpersonal justice as
encountembased in that the s@tiexchange transactions between leaders and subordinates occur
frequently..Therefore, they argue that interpersonal justice is more salient than other forms of
justice. This"issconsistent wifairness heuristic theory, part of the relational model of justice,
which suggestithat subordinates make quick assessments of the fairness of their leaders based on
initial justice encounters (Lind, 200Belational leaders are especially skilled at sensing the
needs of subordinates and showing concern. They listen, provide support, and treat employees
with dignity.and. respect (Bass, 1985; Yukl, 2014Y.interpersonal treatment is promoted
through respect, status, and showing concern for otteéasiponal leader behaviosse most
likely to inferm perceptions of Eerfocused interpersonal justicklternatively, whereas
effective tasky(i.e., structuring tasks, directing activities, coaching) amgietiae.,
communicating a vision, encouraging innovation, upholding high ethical standards) leader
behaviors may beommunicatd in a manner that demonstrates respectful treatment, the

treatment is not the primary focus of these behavidrsrefore, we propose:
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Hypothesis$: Relational leader behaviors wakhibit a stronger positive relationship

with interpersonajusticeperceptions than will eitheask(a) or changdb) leader

behaviors.
Leader Behaviors and Informational Justice

Informational justice reflects fairness perceptions related to the comprehensiveness and
truthfulness of explanations (Colquitt, 2001, Greenberg 1993). It is also encounter-baaéd in th
the frequency of interactions between leaders and subordinates in social excladiogshigs
provide employees with numerous opportunities to assess the fairness of infornatidadpr
Effective chage leader behaviors involve communicating why changes are necessary for
employees:(Bass, 1985), and the emphasis on open and comprehensive communication in change
leader behaviors allows employees to more fully understand decisions. Further,lebdege
behaviors encourage employees to seek alternate perspectives, and theyiptelecteal
stimulation which allows for greater comprehension of an explanation (Zhang, LePine,
Buckman, & Wei, 2014). Finally, change leaders generally uphold high ethical standarids whi
should enhanee perceptions of the truthfulness of the explaBtsn, 1985)Conversely, task
leader behaviers are focused aredting, coaching, clarifying responsibilities, and monitoring
progress.=therefore, these behavimgeless d anemphasis on comprehensiveness of
information“conveyed and more of a transactional foSuwsilarly, relational leader behaviors
focus on recognizing and showing socioemotional support fologegs which is more
reflective of empathic communicatioretier than comprehensive and truthful explanations.
Therefore sweshypothesize:

Hypothesi$: Change leader behaviors will exhibit a stronger positive relationship with

infarmational justicgperceptionshan will eithertask(a) or relational(b) leader

behaviors.

SOCIAL EXCHANGE QUALITY AND EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES

The preceding section suggestedvleaderbehaviors inform justice perceptions. We
turn now tosthe second purpose of this stutigcussing the joint impact of justiperceptions
and leader‘behaviors in explaining social exchange quality and employee outdemsesve
also present a modtilatdescribes the nonrecursive nat(ire., reciprocally interdependent;
Bentler & Raykov, 2000) of perceptions of the leader (including leaitier behaviorand
justice perceptionsas they impact social exchange quality and performance outcomes.
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Social Exchange Quality

The guality of the social exchange relationship between a leader and subordinate is
commonly.assessed by examining LMX (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
Studies"have argued and found support for assertions that both justice perceptiordeand lea
behaviors'enhance the quality of social exchange directly or indirectly (egneé\Shore,
Bommer,& Tetrick, 2002). However, what is lacking from current research is a better
understandingwof which leader behaviors or justice dimensions have gréa@rda on LMX
when considered jointly.He target similarity modeh the organizational justice literature
predicts thathere will be stronger relationships between target similar justice perceptions and
outcomes (e.gleader-focused justice perceivedeader support>leader-directed citizenship
behavior) than target dissimilar justice perceptions and outcomeddadgr-focused
justice>pereeived organizationalipport organizatiordirected citizenship behavidravelle,
Rupp, & Brockner, 2007). Accoiagly, leadeffocused justice perceptions should have a
stronger relationship with LMX than organizatitotused just perceptionget neither the target
similarity.modelnor any theories of leadership specifically adslfesw justice, combined with
assessmesiof the leader’s behaviors, will influence social exchange quality. Therefore, give
that these perceptions are basedhomerousnteractions with the focal leader, existing research
has an incomplete understandingha# joint effects and relative importance of justice and leader
behaviordaniexplaining LMX. Therefore, we pose the following research question:

Research question When considered simultaneously, what unique contributions do

leader behaviors and justice dimensions make to expipuariance irkMX, and what

is therelative importanof these contributions?
Task Performance andJob Satisfaction

Extantresearch has demonstrated strong, positive relationships betweleadeth
behaviors and justice perceptions and employeep@sgrmance and job satisfaction (Colquitt
et al., 2013; DeRue et al., 2011; Podsakoff et al., 2006; Rupp et al., 2014). Ihdabdyihant
focus of both leader behaviand justice research has been the prediction of these outcomes
However, there areonflicting theoreticalarguments as to whether leader behaviors or justice
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dimensions have greater influence on subordinate outcomes when considereddointly
example, Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, &ogve (2009) suggest that justice wilea stronger
predictor of outcomes, anddy assert that leader behaviors are a “more distal and ambient
stimuli” than justice perceptions because leader behaviors are direateltylto all individuals

in a group (p=/48). Conversely, they argue finsticeperceptons vary between individuals, and
therefore are more proximal to (and will have a greater effect on) subertetfavior. An
alternate argumemroposed by De Cremer, van Dijke, and Bos (2@0igpgest that leader
behavios exerta stronger influence on outcomes because justice prastipbscreate the
essentiatanditions for leadership to emergéat is, fairpractices “create a psychological
platform” on which appraisals of leadership are built which motivate followéonpeance more
directly (DeCremer et al., 2007, p. 1798). dther studiege.g., Wayneet al, 2002), authors do
not make predictions about whetheader behaviorsr justice dimensionwill have a greater
impact on outcomes. Instead, they consider both as unique antecedents and do not laidbdress w
is expected. to have a greater effect on outcomes.

Givenrthis accumulation of researemd the divergence in theorizingateld to the effect
of leader behaviorand justicegperceptions on subordinate outcomesjaireg effectandrelative
importance,of these predictors when considered simultaneously remains unclesforéivee
pose the following second research question:

Research question 2Vhen considered simultaneously, what unique contributions do

leader behaviors and justice dimensions make to explaining varia(a@eask

performance an¢b) job satisfactionand what is theelative importancef these
contributions?
DATA AND METHOD OLOGY
Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria

To identify empirical studies related keader behaviors and organizational justice, we
relied on several sources. First, we performed a literature search in four databases (PsycINFO,
ISI Web of . Seience, Business Source Complete, and ProQuest Dissertations & Theses) for
published studies, dissertations, and theses from 1900 - DecembefB8keéarch was
conducted using the teri@mader*aswell as the justiceelated keywords from Colquitt et al.
(2001):procedural fairnessprocedural justicedistributive fairnessdistributive justice
interactional justiceinterpersonal treatmeninterpersonal justiceinformational justiceand
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equity.Second, we searched for additional studies by sending emails through three Academy of
Management (AOM) division listserves (Human Resources Division List, Network for
Leadeship Scholars, and Organizational Behavior Division List) requesting publigked a
unpublished studies that examined the relationship between leadership and toganhjzstice.
Third, we seatched the previosig years (i.e., 2012-20)6f conferencgrograms from the

AOM and the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (SIOP) to ideraggmied
papers examininpader behaviors amatganizational justice. Emails were then sent to the first
authorsof theseconference papsrequesting the unpublished manuscripts. These searches
yielded an initial population of 760 studies to review for possible inclusion.

Next, we examined these studies in detail to determine if they met the followingjanc
rules established for thisusty. First, the study had to inclutetha leadership variable and an
organizational justice variable. Second, the study had to report an effect stzariielation
matrix or other relevant information that could be used to calculate @m¥pcorrehtion.

Third, the study had to include a unique sample. If a sample was used in multiple shlgies
one studywasiincluded; however, articles that included multiple studies with independe
samples werescoded separately. Fourth, we included only indiveledleffect sizes and
excluded'group- or organizational-level data.

Of.the 760 studies in our initial population, 14%et all of these criteria, comprising@L2
published studies, 19 unpublished manuscripts, and 166 independent sahptEs34).

Table I lists the primary studiesded for thanetaanalyses.

Data Coding

As suggested by meta-analytic reporting standards (Kepes, McDaniel, Brannick, &
Banks, 2013),.the data coding process was guided by a set of protocols. First, we genetrated a lis
of leader behaviors and organizational justice constructs guided by prioanadysic studies
(Colquitt etal:;,.2001, 2013; DeRue et al., 2011; Rupp et al., 2014). If the study met the inclusion
criteria above (i.e., contained both a leadership variable and a justice variable), we proceeded to
code thecorrelationdor the studyariables We articulated definitions for each of tbeded
constructs along with a list of common variable names to ensure consistency in cooingg a
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authors. An excel worksheet with macros was designated as the standard coding abagtto ¢
relevantinformation defined by the protocols. This information included the measures,
correlations, means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for all studyphlei In addition, we
captured the country where the data was collected, the context for the study (&,dabfjebnd
we noted whether the study was published or unpubli$hed.

Leader behaviors Consistent with the definitions provided in Yukl (2012) and DeRue et
al. (2017);"correlations that includexhder behaviors were coded as eithsk relational, or
change Taskleader behaviors are jdbcused behaviors aimed at defining task roles and role
relationships. They included initiating structure, contingent reward, and masaigleyn
exceptionactive, (DeRue et al., 2011). Relatiofedderbehaviors focus on providing
socioemotional support and demonstrating concern and respect. They include consideration
(Bass, 1990), empowering leadership (Conger, 1989), and participative leadershipSKsika
& Avolio, 1997). Changéeader behaviors afecused on developing and communicating a
vision of change, encouraging innovation, and facilitating collective learning. They inbkide
transformational leadership dimensions of charisma, inspirational motivatidieadntal
stimulation; and idealizkinfluence, and visionary leadership (Bass, 1985).

Organizational justice. Following the protocols in existing metaralyses (Colquitt et
al., 2001,:2013; Rupp et al., 2014), we codexelations that includgdsticevariablesby
dimension (i.e.procedural distributive interpersonal orinformationa) and by source, the
party referenced as the “deliverer” of th@)just treatmenti¢aderfocusedor organization-
focused. We“determined the type and source by examining the specific scale item¢gand i
instructionssinsthe method section. Consistent with the coding details provided bgtRalpp
(2014), we found that justice type was most often labeled explicitly whereas jssticce was
not. Therefore, again following the coding protocol of Rupp et al. (2014), when information
about the source of justice time method section was ambiguous, weuld review the
theoretical arguments and hypotheses to make a coding determination about the jusécénsourc
the case of.eonflicting information about the source between the method and theong seet
used the source defined by the scale itemssbructions. Oufinal datasetonsists of
correlationswith six justice variables: leadéocusedprocedural justicdeaderfocused
distributive justice(leadeffocused) interpersonal justidgeaderfocused)nformational justice
organization-focused procedural justice, and organizdtionsed distributive justice
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Social exchange quality and subordinate outcomésTo capture the social exchange
guality between the leader and subordinate, we cbodiate correlations withMX as a
leaderreferent social exchange variable (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). We
alsocoded correlations that included two subordinate outcome variables — one behavioral
outcome (i.estask performance) and one affective outcome (i.satiskaction)Task
performanegeflects activities that contribute to the production of goods or provisions of
service§ andthat are commonly reflected in formal job requirements (Rotundiké&itSa002);
andjob satisfactiorcaptures the positive cognitive or affective emotional response to one’s job
(Hulin & Judge, 2003). Consistent with prior research, we conceptusigkderformance as a
leaderdirected-outcome variable and job satisfaction as a glotgdnizationdirected outcome
variablefor'purposes of comparing findings with the target similarity mg@ebpanzano,

Prehar, & Chen,; 2002; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Rupp et al., 2014).
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Analytical Procedures

Wesused the procedures recommended by Hunter and Schmidt (2004) in conducting the
metaanalysis=We corrected for sampling error and for measurement unitgliebtihe reported
correlations,using the Cronbach’s alpha statistics reported in the study. inahewnber of
cases where reliability information for a variable was not reported, we employed the average
reliability of all other studies that did report reliability data for that variable (Hunter & Schmidt,
2004). In addition, several studies reied multiple estimates of the same bivariate relationship
(e.g., procedural justice and LMX)oFthese cases, we created a composite correlation for the
relationshipsefinterest (Colquitt et al., 2013; Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). We reparéshlts of
the metaanalysisfor the relationships between leader behaviors and refspegificjustice
dimensionsn Table Il. For each bivariate relationship, we report the number of stididsg
sample sizeN);.the uncorrectegp() population correlation and the 95% confidence interval (Cl)
around this value; the corrected)(population correlation and the 80% credibility interval (CV)
around thiswvaluethe standard deviation of the corrected population correlationp {BEhe
percentage“of,variance in éagopulation correlation explained by study artifacts gvand
the homogeneity test score (@urther, as biases may exist in our effect estimates due to
selective publication of studiewe conducted Duval and Tweedi€2000) nonparametric “trim
and fill” analyses of publication bias employing the metatrim command in Statal{en,
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2000). We report the additional imputed studies (Ak) and the adjusted population correlation
(adjpc) resulting from this analysis in Table .

To analyze the hypotheses, we first created a-areddytically derived correlation matrix
for all variables'in thetudy using our codedath Then, we compared the metaalytic
corrected ‘population correlations from this study to published aretbtic estimatedVhere
published metanalytic data was available, we replaced the value in our original data with the
published eorrected cotegion in subsequent analys@slessour data had a highkrandN than
the published data. In these cases, we retained our origindldeanetaanalytic source of the

substitutions and the meganalytic values are presented in Tables Il and IV respectively.

Employing the resultant metaalysis correlation matrixve conducted a dominance
analyss (DA).for each hypothesis to investigate the relative importance of leader behaviors in
predictingsustice perceptions (Budescu, 1988)minance analysis is a qualitative conipan
of the relative importance of predictors in multiple linesgressio{fMLR), and itis robust to
issues of multicolinearity because the approach is based on a predictor’'s added predictive ability
in the presence, of other predictofsirther it is more “sensitive to the various importance
patterns that.ean emerge” relatieeother analytic techniques (Azen & Budescu, 2003, p. 124).
Thus, DAIs a superior statistical approach to assessing the relative importance of variables,
particularly with.a set of correlated predictors (Azen & Budescu, 2003). By usingalorei
analysis, we are able to infer which variables are dominant predictors of outcomes when
considered.in_.combination with other predictors.

Dominance analysis calculates and employs the squared multiple correlatidns of al
possibleMER models involving the predictors {2 1 models; p = number of predictors) to rank
order predictors by their relative contribution to total variance explained. (A variety of software

packages- e.g., the ‘yhat’ package in R: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/yhatiimcle

—are available to conduct®A; see Nimon & Oswald, 2013Thedegree to which a focal
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predictor dominates other predictors is deieed byexamining the incremental variance
explainedacross the mode($\zen & Budescu, 2003PA “indicates whether one IV contributes
more unique variance than another 1V, either (a) across all possible MLR sub(hedels
complete dominance) or (bh@verage across models ofjadissiblesubset sizes (i.e.,
conditional.deminance); averaging conditional dominance weights yields gdoerialance
weights” (Nimon & Oswald, 2013, p. 652).

Completedominance occurs when the incremental variance explained by a focal
predictor is'greater iall possible MLRmodels than that of the comparison predictor(s).
Conditionaldominance occurs when the average incremental variance explained by a focal
predictorwithimeach model size (i.e., averaged across the subset of models with the same
number of‘predictors) is greater than that of the comparison predic@®e(®raldominance
occurs when the average of all conditional dominance megsereaverage ohe average for
each model sizébr a focal predictor is greater than that of the comparison predictsgsbly,
the relative weight measuepsilon (Johnson, 2000) reported in many meta-analyses (e.qg.,
DeRue etaly2011) is an approximation of theegeindominance measuf@ominance types are
nested basedwon the strictness of the type’s definition: general under conditionaiditidnzd
under completeBecause each hypothesis has three leader behavior predictor variables, there are
seven subset modeadsd three subsetodelsizesfor each justice criterion.

The research questions presented in this study attempt to determine the relative
importance of leader behaviors and justice variables in explaining LMX, task panfcemand
job satisfaetion, Here again, we employ24l to examine the rank order of predictor variables
(Azen & Budescu, 2003; Budescu, 1993). Each research question had three leader behavior and
six justice predictor variables resulting in 511 subset models and nine subset zesief si
each outcome criterion.

Results

Hypotheses b were concerned with the relationships between leader behaviors and
dimensions«0f organizational justitgee Tables V thru VIII)Specifically, hypothesis 1a
predicted that,task leader behaviors would resteonger positive relationship with leader
focused procedural justice than change leader behaviors. In support of this, we firgkthat ta
leader behaviors completely dominate change leader behavionsi¢rementalvariance
explained is greatest for task leader behaviors in all comparisdels see Table V, average

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 20

AR? = .19 > .15). Therefore, hypothesis 1la was supported. Hypothgsieditted that relational
leader behaviors would have a stronger positive relationship with leadeedgouscedural
justice than change leader behaviors. Contrary to this hypotblearsydeader behaviors exhibit
generaldominance over relation&®ader behaviorsée Table V, averageR’ = .15 > .14).
Therefore, hypothesis Measnot supported.

Hypothesis 2a predicted that task leader behaviors wouldasix@nger, positive
relationship'with organizatiefocused procedural justice than change leader behaviors. Contrary
to this hypothesis, change leader behaviors exhibited general dominance over task leader
behaviorsgee Table Sverage AR? = .20 > .09). Tierefore, hypothesawasnot supported.
Hypothesis: 2lpredicted that relational leader behaviors would have a stronger, positive
relationship‘with organizatiefocused procedural justice than change leader behaviors. In
support of this, we find that relational leader behaviors exhibit complete domif&nce
incremental variance explained is greatest for relational leader behaviors in all comparison
models see.Table V, average AR? = .37 > .20). Therefore, hypothesis 2b was supported.
Notably, thesmodeR? for leaderfocused procedural justi¢ei8) was less than for organization-

focused procedural justice (.65). We return to this in the discussion section.

Hypothesis 3 predicted thatask leader behaviors would hastronger, positive
relationship*with leadefocused distributive justice than relational leader behaviors. In support
of this, we find'hat task leader behaviors completely dominate relational leader beHaeiors
incremental variance explained is greatest for task leader behaviors in all comparison models
see Table VI average AR? = .13 > .07). Therefore, hypothesis 3a is supported. Hypothesis 3b
predicted that.change leader behaviors would have a stronger positive relptwaitisfeader-
focused distributive justice than relational leader behaviors. Contrang taythothesis,
relational leader behaviors exhibit gesledominance over change leader behaviegs Table
VI, average’ AR = .07 > .06). Therefore, hypothesis\8asnot supported.

Hypothesis 4a predicted that task leader behaviors wouldasx@nger positive
relationship with organizatiefocuseddistributive justice than relational leader behaviors.
Contrary to this hypothesis, relational leader behaviors exhibit complete domivantask
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leader behavior&ee Table VI, average AR? = .18 > .05). Therefore, hypothes#mwas not

supported. Hypothes#b predicted that change leader behaviors would have a stronger, positive
relationship with organizatiefocused distributive justice than relational leader behaviors. In
support of this, we find that change leader behawonspletely dominate relational leader
behaviorqi.es,incremental variance explained is greatest for change leader behaviors in all
comparison mode)see Table VI, average AR? = .19 > .18). Therefore, hypothesiswths
supported™Again, worthy of note was that the m&débr leaderfocused distributive justice

(.26) was less'than for organizatitocused distributive justice43).

Hypothesis Ssuggested that relational leader behaviors would have a stronger, positive
relationship with interpersonal justice thaithertask(a) or changgb) leader behaviors.
Consistent.with this predictiomelational leader behaviors had a stronger positive relationship
with interpersonal justice than task leadership behavsees Table Vilaverage AR = .15 >
.11). Therefore; hypothesis 5a was supported. Howewetrary to thigrediction, change
leader behaviorgenerally dominateelational leader behaviorse¢ Table VII, average AR =
.16 > .15.Fherefore, hypothesis 5b was not supported.

Finally, hypothesis 6 predicted that change leader behaviors would have a stronger
positive relationship with informational justice than eitteesk(a) or relational(b) leader
behaviorsineremental variance explained is greatest for change leader behaviors in all
comparisommedels indicating thathange leader behaviors completely dominate task and
relational leader behaviorse¢ Table VII, average AR? = .29 > .16 and .29 > .17 respectively).

Therefore, hypathesis 6a ankl Weresupported.

The'research questions were concerned with the relatp@rtanceof leader behaviors
andjustice dimensions predictingLMX, task performance, and job satisfaction. With regard to
research question Which assessed the relative importance of leader besanoleader
focusedustice predictors for LMX, we find that leader behavi@nsnimum average AR? = .10)

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 22

demonstrate general dominance over the justice prediataxsmum average AR? = .09).
Further relational leader behaviors exhibdnditional dominance (Rank = 1 for all subset model
sizes) over all other predictoasd change leader behaviors exhibit conditional domingReek
= 2 for all subset model sizesyer all but relational leader behaviors (maoe .72, see Table
VIII). Researeh question 2 investigates the relathgortance of leader behavi@sdleader-
and organization-focused justice predictorgaytask performance an®) job satisfaction. For
task performance, we find that the general dominance rank order of preditisighen
changdeaderbehavior®llowed by informational justicdeaderfocused distributive justice,
and relationaleader behaviorgnodelR? = .11, see TabléX). For job satisfaction, we find that
the general deminance rank order of predictolsaderfocused distributive justicirst,
followed byrelational,changeand taskeader behaviorgollowed by organization-focused
procedural justicémodelR? = 58, see Tabl). Table XI presents a summary of resultsabr

of the hypotheses and research questions.

DISCUSSION

Research into the impact of effective leader beha@ondsorganizabnal justicehas
demonstrated significant, positive effects on empl@féextive and behavioral outcomes.
However, 1o datehese studies havit systematically investigated how effective leader
behaviors inform justice perceptigmor has research assessed the joint effects of leadership and
justice on secial exchange quality and employee outcomes. Therefore, the purpose of this
research was twofold. First, we metaalytically examined theelationships between three types
of leacer behaviors and four dimensiongudticereferenced to the leader and the organization
Second, we.investigated the joint effects of leader behaamulgustice perceptiorie gain a
greater understanding of how thessessmentd a leadermpactLMX, task performance, and
job satisfaction

Withirespect targanizationajustice research, our results demonstrate that leader
behaviors differentially inform justice perceptions. Specifically, we founictéisit leader
behaviors were the moshportant predictor of leader-focused proceduralleaderfocused
distributive justice perception3 hese results provide support for the control theory perspective
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of procedural justice (Thibaut & Walker, 1975, 1978) and the equity theory perspéctive o
distributive justice (Adams, 1965). Converseblational leader behaviors were the most
important predictor of organizatidocused procedural justicend change leader behaviors were
the most important predictor of organizatifmtused distributiveustice. These results are most
consistent with the relational models of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 19&Bpearsonal
determinants perspective of distributive justisaich emphasizes the importance of the social
and interpersonal aspects of reward allocation decisions (Greenberg, 1993, Leta8jal

Our hypotheses related to interpersonal and informational justice demonstrate fuppo
the roleofichange leaddsehaviors in informing thegasticedimensionsThat is, change leader
behaviordhatdincludean emphasisn learning (intellectual stimulation), communication, and
encouraging employees most inform perceptions of interpersonal and informatgtica! |
(Yukl, 2012). However, with regard to interpersonal justice, the overall average variance
explained between change and relational behaviorsnwamal (.16 vs. .15respectively,
suggesting,.that both forms of leader behaviors are important to informing interpgrstoa
perceptions:

Another‘noteworthy finding of hypotheseg lwvas that leader behaviors explain
considerably more variance in perceptions of organization-focused proceduraltdbdtivis
justice thanleadeiocused procedural and distributive justice. These results provide strong
support for the role that leader’s play as an embodiment of the organization (Gropanal.,
2001; Eisenberger et al., 2010; Levinson, 1965). Further, these results lend suppattiorthe
focused modehof justice rule adherence proposed by Scott, Colquitt, and Paddock (2009). This
model suggests that leaders have various levels of discretion in the enactrasintefyith the
least discretion afforded in distributive justice because of organizationaldgetor, HR
policies ot practices) that limit a leader’s decisiaking ability.Therefore, whereas effective
leader behaviors explained considerable variance in all dimersfiqusice, they explained the
least variance.in leadéocused distributiveustice which subordinates may attribute to a lack of
discretionins@utcome allocation decisions.

The*findings related to our research questions on the unique contributieasier |
behaviors and justice dimensions to explaining variance in social exchange quadity@agee
outcomes are nuanced/ith regard to social exchange quality, leader behaviors dominate the
effects. Specifically, relational leader behaviors most inform perceptions of LMX followed by
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change and tadkader behaviors. This is consistent with ¢cbaceptuatiefinition and emirical
evidenceor LMX (for a review, see Dulebotet al, 2012). However, the results also provide
some support for the target similarity framewarlorganizational justice researchhat is, dthe
six targetspecificjustice dimensions examined in the analyisgeof the four leader-focused
justice dimensions (interpersonal justice, informational justice, andriéaxiesed procedural
justice), explain, on average, more variance in LMX than the two organiZatiogsed justice
dimensions:

The'results of the research question related to task perforslamethattask and
change leader behaviorgregenerallythe strongest predictarslowever the average variance
explained by alleader behaviors and justice dimensicgasged from .01-.0&uggesting that
numerous othetlecisions and behaviors impact task performafeee again, the results provide
support for the target similarity framework given that all four of the letmrrsed justice
dimensions _explained moreerage variance in task performance than the two organization
focused justice dimensions.

Witheregard to job satisfaction, leadecused distributive justice demonstrated
conditional"deminance for all but the very largest mqdetsl all three leader behavior
categories(i.e., relational, change, and task) demonstrated general dominarice @raaining
justice dimensionslhis highlights the central role that leader allocation decisaodseffective
leader behaviorplay in overall job satisfactionGiven that job satisfaction is generally
considered an organizatialirected outcomé€Rupp et al., 2014), this finding (along with the
pattern of average variance explained by the remaining organizatidrieadefocused justice
dimensions).is‘counter to target similarity model predictions. However, it reaffirmpewerful
role that leaders play an employee’s experience in the organization (Hui et al., 2004), and it
supports the recommendation by Colquitt and colleagues Y2@18cholars to reference all
justice dimensions tthe leaderto betterexplain variance in outcomes.
Theoreticallmplications

Ourresults detail several important theoretical contributions. First, we provide evidence
thattask, relational, and chantgader behaviorglay a significant role in informingistice
perceptionsln fact, the variance explaindéy leader behaviors in the models examireager
and organization-focused justice dimensions ranged from .26 teu@&esting that employees
take into accouninultiple behaviors otheir leader when assessing organizatiqurtice. This
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shows thatesearch that focuses only on justice decisidity provides an incomplete
assessment of justice perceptiormation and future research shoulgtorporate roleelevant
leader behaviormito theoretical models gfistice perceptions.

Thedifferences irfindings between the most important predictors of leddensed
procedural and distributive justice perceptions (task leader behaviors) anatigesiocused
proceduraland distributive justice perceptions (relational and change leadaotsghav
respectively)"have implications for justice theories as well. Namely, leaders affect perceptions of
their own procedural and distributive justice through how they carry out concrete aifid spec
activities, likely because of the proximity and salience of these behaviors (Lind, Kray, &
Thompson; 2001). Converselyjs the more social behaviors (relational and change) that are
informativesforrepreseintg the organizatiowith regardto justice Change is inevitable in
organizations (Van de Ven & Poole, 199%F show that effective change leaders pasitively
influence employee perceptions of organizafioruseddistributive justice. Furtherglational
leader behaviors how effective leaders are at showing consideration and respect to employees
influencesswhether employees perceive organization as being procedurally fair.

The'conceptual model presented in this sty the results of the researplestions
provide evidence of the need for greater integration of leadership and justicegsh€hese two
literaturesshave evolved largely independently wittaotitulating(a) the behaviors & “just
leader; and (b) he impact of a “just leader” a@mployee outcomes. We demonstithg“just
leaders impact outcomes differently than has been reportgutior metaanalyseshat have not
taken into aceount a more holistic view of the leaBerexample, the organizational justice
metaanalysisdoy Rupp et al. (2014) presented evidence that the variance explained in LMX by
justice perceptions was .51. In our stuidhg variance explained LMX by leader behaviors and
justice perceptions is .72: the ovelalerage variance explained by the three leader behaviors is
42, and the overall average variance explained by all justice dimensions is .32. Thésssugge
that LMX guality is shapethoreby the leades behaviors thajustice perceptions\s a second
example, thetleader behavior meatzalysis by DeRue et al. (2011) presefata that theariance
explained infjeb satisfactidoy task, relational, and change leader behaviors is .51. In our study,
when examining the results for job satisfactitw, variance explained by effective leader
behaviors is .24 whereas the overall average variance explained by all jusgosidns is .34
(total ModelR? = .58),suggesting thgbb satisfaction is more influenced by justice perceptions
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that effective leadershifherefore, tanoreaccurately assess the effects of leaders in social
exchange relationships on employee outcomes, future research should concurrently conside
leader behaviors and justice perceptions.

Finally, the high correlapns between leader behaviors and justice dimensions (ranging
from .32 t0..75) indicate that employees perceive effective leader behavoorstaising
elements of justiceY et remarkablythere are very few explicit references to justice or fairness in
either the theoretical worle(g., Bass, 1985; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; Fleishman,, F2b8ar
& Eastman,1997) or the most common measures of effective leader behavioreéslgr, L
Behavior EescriptionQuestionnaireStodgill, 1963; Miltifactor LeadershiQuestionnairg
Avolio & Bassp2004)Therefore, future theoretical and empirical work on effective leader
behaviors‘is needed to clearly articulate and measure the faetapsnts of effective task,
relational, and ¢hange leader behaviors a&tarting point, task leadership research should
explicitly articulate themportance ofairness in transactional acdntingent reward behaviors
such as fairly solving problems and rewarding employee performance equitably.Igimilar
relational leadershiresearch should emphasize the fairness aspects of providing support and
showing consideration, and change leadership research should emphasize the fair and jus
communication aspectd a transformational or charismatic leader.
Suggestions for FutureResearch

Humphrey (2011) emphasized the importance of advancing the literature through
reviews. Therefore, we would like to suggest several opportunities for futeegeksFirst,
future research,on leadership and justice should consider alternatdesigtyand measurement
options. Mest:of the studies in our metaalysis used the same source of data for measuring
leader behavioand justice variables and/or measured these variables at the same time.
Therefore, there could be a “halo effect” affectihg ratings of leadership and justice, &nd
would be benfcial to disentangle leaddrehaviors from justice perceptions through
measurement.that clearly delineates the two. This could be done by examinindetttereol
(i.e., bystander) effects of jise and the contextual factors that may influence these perceptions;
by separating,measurement in time; or by developing multilevel models to exg@keitts of
executive leadership and justice behaviors on lower level employees.

Next, future researcthould examine moral leader behaviors (e.g., ethical, authentic,
moral leadership see Dinhet al., 2014 for a review) and justice dimensions, and their joint
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effects on performance outcomes. Given the connection betweenrethtesl judgments and
organizational justice perceptions, these behaviors may have significaicatmpls forjustice
perceptions.

Also, Rupp andhguino (2009) have suggested theddershipglevelopment programs
should include justice as a leadership competency, and we are aware of no research to date to
assess these types of programs. The results of our study suggest that leat@mslzetthjustice
dimensions have diverse impacts on outcomes. Therefore, leadership development programs
should take'into account a broader range of behavioral competencies — including faimess
have a greater impact employee outcomes.

Thesprimarystudies in our sample welargely crosssectionalsothere is a need for
future research to examine how perceptions of leadership and justice develop evElotim
and Harold (2009) have conducted preliminary research in this area and their results
demonstrated that leadéwcused justice perceptiods change over time. However, we know
little about.how leader behaviors inform justice perceptions as the social exchange relationship
developsstabilizes and changes.

Limitations

This.study has a number of limitations. First, given that the-aredyses relied on
primary studies as the source of data for analysis, our conclusions are also limited by the
limitations in the primary studieés mentioned above, uch of the data measng leader
behaviors'and justice dimensions in our study was collected at the same time from the same
source. Therefare, the estimated remalytic relationships could be inflated due to common
method bias«(Podsakoff, et al., 2006). In addition, the average number of stutheshe
correlations between leader behaviors and justice variables is 8.5 (re2®)ewnBich is
somewhat small relative tbe number of independent samples in other leadership and justice
metaanalyses.

Also, we utilized domiance analysis to test the hypotheses because it is a superior
statistical method to other types of analyses when assessing the relative importance of correlated
predictor variables. However, the interpretation of dominance analysis is a qualitative
comparson of the relative importance of predictors across model sizes (Budescu, 1993).
Therefore, when there are small differences in the average AR? between predictors, the

conclusions for these hypotheses should be interpreted with caution (e.g., hypothesisl Hnf
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average AR? of .15 vs. .14 for change and relational leader behaviors, respectively, in predicting
leaderfocused procedural justice).

Furthermorewe were only able to examine a limited number of criterion variables due to
the availability of pimary data, and consequentlg were not able texamne the links between
leader behaviors, justice perceptioasdother outcomes such as organizational citizenship
behaviors'and.counterproductive work behaviors. Thus, there is a need and opportunity fo
scholars to'expand research efforts to consider a broadereseplaiyee outcomes.

Conclusion

There has been considerable empirical research into leader behaviors anclehder
organization-fecuseflistice perceptiongColquitt et al., 2013; DeRue et al., 2011; Rupp et al.,
2014) However, existing research has yet to adsesseffective leader behaviors impact these
perceptions of fairness. To address this gap, we-aretlyzed the relationships betwebree
types of leader behavioesd four dimensions of justice referenced to the leader and the
organization in an attempt to provide greater focus onf#ueE™ of organizationajustice. Our
results demanstrate thiask, relational, and changgader behaviors differentially impact
perceptions ofsprocedural, distributive, interpersonal, and informajigstade. Further, we
found thatleader behaviors and justice dimensions have unigue effects on employee outcomes
when considered jointlyVe hope that future research can utilize these findings as a platform for
additional empirical and theoretical advancements in leadership and organizattoa
research.

NOTES
' Our data ineluded one study where interpersonal justice and informational justice we
referenced to the organization (i.e., all other studies referenced the leader for these dimensions).
This was not surprising given that original theorizing on interpersonal and infornigistze
suggested.these dimensions are social determinants of fairness attributable to a specific source
(Greenberg,,1993). Therefore, we do not offer predictions regarding organization-focused

interpersonaljustice nor organizatiocused informational justice.
"Yukl (2012) actually presents four meta-categories: task, relational, chadgestarnal

leadership behaviors. External leadership behaviors include networking, extenitairing, and
representing the organization to stakeholders outside of the ragani Given that these
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behaviors are targeted to nsabordinate employees, they are outside the scope of this study and

are not included in our discussion.

" Supplementary materials with additional coding information, including constrdictgco
definitions and a summary of data included in the rae&lysis (i.e., sample size, correlations,
reliabilities;,variables, and variable scales) can be found onlthe &burnal of Management
Studieswvebsite:

" Consistent with prior metanalytic research (Colquitt et al., 2013; Rupp et al., 2014), we
coded the follewing social exchange quality variables noting the target of the excharigeaqual
well: affective eonmitment (leadedirected, organizatiedirected); LMX (leadedirected);
perceived support (leader-directed, organizativaeted); and trust (leadéirected,
organization-directed). In addition, we coded the following affective and behlamidcame
variables noting the target: satisfaction (leadieected); global job satisfaction (organization
directed); identification (leadatirected, organizaticdirected); counterproductive work
behaviors (leadedirected, organizatiodirected); organizationaitizenship behaviors (leader
directed, organizatiedirected); and task performance (leadi&ected). Given the limited data
available.from primary studies, only LMX, task performance (ledtercted), and global job
satisfaction (organizatiedirected)were used in the analyses.

Y We are not-aware of any published matelytic estimates for the correlations among referent
specific justice’variables. Therefora,response to a comment from the Associate Editor and an
anonymous reviewewe supplemented our original coding by searching the reference section of
the most recent multifoci justice mesaalysis that presents data for the four dimensions of
organizational justicd.€., Colquitt et al., 2013pr studies included in tiremetaanalysis from

the Financial Time80 journal list. As a result of the sear@4 additional studies (95
independensamples)vere coded and added to our datasdditional details for thi€odingare

available from.the first author.

REFERENCES

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 30

Adams, J. S. (1965). ‘Inequity in social exchange’. In Berkowitz, B. (Bdyances in
Experimental Social Psychologfew York: Academic Presg, 267-99.

Ambrose, M. L. and Arnaud, A. (2005). ‘Are procedural justice and distributive justice
conceptuallydistinct?’. InGreenberg, J. and Colquitt, J. A. (Ed$andbook of
Organizational JusticeMahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates889

Avolio, B. J. and Bass, B. M. (200Multifactor leadership questionnaif@rd ed.). Palo Alto,
CA:Mind Garden.

Azen, R. and'Budescu, D. V. (2003). ‘The dominance analysis approach for comparing
predictors in multiple regressiorPsychological Methods$, 12948.

Bass, B. M: (2985)_eadership and Performance Beyond ExpectatiNiesv York: Free Press.

Bass, B. M(2008).The Bass Handbook of Leadersfph ed.). New York: Free Press.

Bass, B. M. (1990). ‘From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to share the
vision’. Organizational Dynamicsl8, 19-31.

Bentler, P.\M. and Raykov, T. (2000). ‘On measures of explained variance in nonrecursive
structural equation modelslournal of Applied Psycholog85, 125-31.

Blader, S."L..'and Tyler, T. R. (2015). ‘Relational models of procedural justice’. In zapa,
Rrand Ambrose, M(Eds),The OxfordHandbook of Justice in the Workplatew
York:*Oxford University Press351-70.

Blau, P. M. (1964)Exchange and Power in Social Lifdew Brunswick, NJ: Transaction
Publishers.

Borman, W*Cnand Brush, D. H. (1993). ‘More progress toward a taxonomgradgerial
perfermance requirement$luman Performange, 1-21.

Brower, H. H., Schoorman, F. D. and Tan, H. H. (2000). ‘A model of relational leadership: The
integration of trust and leadaetember exchangeTheleadership Quarterlyll, 227-50.

Budescu, D..\..(1993). ‘Dominance analysis: A new approach to the problem of relative
importance of predictors in multiple regressidPsychological Bulletin114, 542-51.

Burns, J. M«(1978).eadership New York: Harper & Row.

Cascio, W."F.,and Aguinis, H. (2008). ‘Research in industrial and organizational psychology
from 1963-2007: Changes, choices, and trerddsirnal of Applied Psycholog93,
1062-81.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 31

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). ‘On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A constalickiation of
a measure’Journal of Applied Psycholog§6, 386400.

Colquitt, J. A. (2008). ‘Two decades of organizational justice: Findings, controversiesitare
directions’. In Cooper, C. L. and Barling, J. (Ed&33ge Handbook of Organizational
Behavior Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 73-88.

Colquitt, J,A.,.Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. and Ng, K. Y. (2001). ‘Justice at the
millennium: A metaanalytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research’.
Journal‘ef Applied Psycholog86, 42545.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A, Rodell, J. B., Long, D. M., Zapata, C. P., Conlon, D. E. and Wesson,
M. J: (2013). ‘Justice at the millennium, a decade later: A-aeddytic test of social
exchange and affetiased perspectiveslournal of Applied Psycholog98, 199-236.

Combs, J. G., Ketchen Jr., D. J., Crook, R. T. and Roth, P. L (2011). ‘Assessing cumulative
evidence within ‘macro’ research: Why meataalysis should be preferred over vote
counting’.Journal of Management Studj&s8, 17897.

Conger, J#Am(1989)Leadership: The art of empowering othe’&stademy of Management
Exeeutive 3, 17-24.

Conger, J=A. and Kanungo, R. N. (1987). ‘Toward a behavioral theory of charismatic leadership
in.organizational settingsAcademyof Management Revied?2, 637-47.

Cropanzano, R., Byrne, Z. S., Bobocel, D. R. and Rupp, D. E. (2001). ‘Moral virtues, fairness
heuristics, social entities, and other denizens of organizational jugtcehal of
Vocational Behavigrs8, 164-209.

CropanzanesR. and Mitchell, M. S. (2005), ‘Social exchange theory: An interdisgplina
review'. Journal of Managemen81, 874-900.

Cropanzano, R,, Prehar, C. A. and Chen, P. Y. (2002). ‘Using social exchange theory to
distinguish procedural from interactionastice’. Group & Organization
Management27, 32451.

De CremersD., van Dijke, M. and Bos, A. E. R. (2007). ‘When leaders are seen as
transformational: The effects of organizational justideurnal of Applied Social
Psychology37, 1797-816.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 32

DeRue, DS., Nahrgang, J. D., Wellman, N. E. D. and Humphrey, S. E. (2011). ‘Trait and
behavioral theories of leadership: An integration and +ae#dytic test of their relative
validity’. Personnel Psycholog®4, 7-52.

Dierdorff, E. C., Rubin, R. S. and Morgeson, F. P. (2009). ‘The milieu of managerial work: an
integrative framework linking work context to role requiremenisurnal of Applied
Psyehology94, 972-88.

Dinh, JFEYord, R. G., Gardner, W. L., Meuser, J. D., Liden, R. C. and Hu, J. (2014).
‘Leaderdiip theory and research in the new millennium: Current theoretical trends and
changing perspectivesthe Leadership Quarter|25, 36-62.

Duval, S. andsTweedie, R. (2000). ‘A nonparametric ‘Trim and Fil' method of accounting for
publication bias in meta-analysidournal of the American Statistical Associatiés,
89-98.

Dulebohn, J. H., Bommer, W. H., Liden, R. C., Brouer, R. L. and Ferris, G. R. (2012t
analysis of antecedents and consequences of esgtaber exchange: Integrating the
pastwith an eye toward the futurdaurnal of Managemen88, 1715-59.

Eisenberger,'R:, Karagonlar, G., Stinglhamber, F., Neves, P., Becker, T. E., Gohaalks,
MG, and Steiger-Mueller, M. (2010). ‘Leaderember exchange and affective
organizational commitment: The contribution of supervisor's organizational
embodiment’ Journal of Applied Psycholog95, 1085-103.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L. and Rhoades, L. (2002).
‘Perceived supervisor support: contributions to perceived organizational supgort a
employee retentionJournal of Applied Psycholog87, 565-73.

Fleishman, E. A. (1953). ‘The description of supervisory behavlotirnal of Applied
Psychology37, 1-6.

Frazier, M..L.,.Johnson, P. D., Gavin, M., Gooty, J. and Snow, D. B. (2010). Organizational
justice, trustworthiness, and trust: A multifoci examinati@roup & Organization
Management35, 39-76.

Gardner, Wik, Lowe, K. B., Moss, T. W., Mahoney, K. T. and Cogliser, C. C. (2010).
‘Scholarly leadership of the study of leadership: A review of The Leadershipe@Qyart
second decade, 2000-2008he Leadership Quarterll, 922-58.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 33

Gottfredson, R. K. and Aguinis, H. (2016). ‘Leadership behaviors and follower performance:
Deductive and inductive examination of theoretical rationales and underlying
mechanisms’Journal of Organizational Behavip88, 55891.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). ‘Téa norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statememmerican
Socielegical Reviey25, 161-78.

Graen, G. B. and Scandura, T. A. (1987). ‘Toward a psychology of dyadic orgarirzsgarch
in Organizational Behavigm, 175-208.

Greenberg, 3:(1993). ‘The social side of fairness: Interpersonal and intorataiasses of
organizational justice’. In Cropanzano, R. (Edystice in the Workplace: Approaching
Fairness,in Human Resource Managemetiitsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
79-103.

Greenleaf, R. K. (1977pervant leadership: Alourney into the Nature ofelgitimatePower and
GreatnessNew York: Paulist Press.

Holtz, B. C..and Harold, C. M. (2009). ‘Fair today, fair tomorrow? A longitudinal investigati
of averalljustice perceptionsJournal of Applied Psycholog94, 1185-99.

Holtz, B. Crand Harold, C. M. (2013). ‘Effects of leadership consideration and structure on
employee perceptions of justice and counterproductive work behaloarhal of
Organizational Bhavior,34, 492-519.

Howell, J. M. and Avolio, B. J. (1993). ‘Transformational leadership, transactioxairtdap,
locus of control, and support for innovation: Key predictors of consolidated-busimiéss-
performance’Journal of Applied Psychology8, 891-902.

Hui, C., Leex€. and Rousseau, D. M. (2004). ‘Employment relationships in China: Do workers
related to the organization or to peopf@tganization Sciengd5, 232-40.

Hulin, C. L. and Judge, T. A. (2003). ‘Job attitudes’. In Borman, W. C., llgen, D. R. and
Klimoski, R. J. (Eds)Handbook of Psychology: Industrial and Organizational
PsychologyHoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, 255-76.

HumphreyS©E. (2011). ‘What doeg@at metaanalysis look like?’Organizational
Psychelogy Reviewvt, 99-103.

Hunter, J. E. and Schmidt, F. L. (200Methods of Metanalysis: Correcting Error and Bias in
Research Finding2nd edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 34

Johnson, J. W. (2000). ‘Aeuristic method for estimating the relative weight of predictor
variables in multiple regressiorMultivariate Behavioral Resear¢B5, 1-19.

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. E. and llies, R. (2004). ‘The forgotten ones? The validity of
consideration and indting structure in leadership researdaurnal of Applied
Psychelogy89, 36-51.

Kahai, S. S., Sosik, J. J. and Avolio, B. J. (1997). ‘Effects of leadership style and problem
structure on work group process and outcomes in an electronic meeting system
environment’.Personnel Psycholog$0, 121-46.

Kepes, S.; McDaniel, M. A., Brannick, M. T. and Banks, G. C. (2013). ‘Me#dytic reviews in
the organizational sciences: Two mataalytic schools on the way to MARS (the Meta-
Analytic’Reporting Standards)Yournal of Business and Psycholog$, 123-43.

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G. Farh, J.-L., Chen, Z. X. and Lowe, K. B. (2009). ‘Individual power
distance orientation and follower reactions to transformational leaders: Alevess
crosscultural examination’Academy of Management Joury%®, 74464.

Lavelle, Jsdgy*McMahan, G. C. and Harris, C. M. (2009). ‘Fairness in human resource
management, social exchange relationships, and citizenship behavior: Takaggdi of
thestarget similarity model among ses in the United Stateshternational Journal of
Human Resource Managemg2, 2419-34.

Lavelle, J. J., Rupp, D. E. and Brockner, J. (2007). ‘Taking a multifoci approach to the study of
justice, social exchange, and citizenship behavior: The tsirgaarity model’.Journal
of ManagemenB3, 841-66.

Levanthal, G=S. (1980). ‘What should be done with equity theory? New approaches to the study
of fairness in social relationships’. In Gergen, K. J., Greenberg, M. S. and Willis, R. H.
(Eds),Social Exchange: Advances in Theory and Rese#étetv York: Plenum Press,
27-55,

Levinson, H..(1965). ‘Reciprocation: The relationship between man and organization’.
Administrative Science Quarterl§, 370-90.

Liao, H. and'Rupp, D. E. (2005). ‘The impact of justice climate and justice orientatioorkn w
outcomes: A croskevel multifoci framework’ Journal of Applied Psycholog90, 242-

56.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 35

Liden, R. C. and Maslyn, J. M. (1998). ‘Multidimensionality of leader-member exchange: An
empirical assessment through scale developmaémitnal of Managemen24, 43-72.

Lind, E. A. (2001). ‘Fairness heuristic theory: Justice judgments as pivotalioognit
organizational relations’. In Greenberg, J. (EAdyances in Organizational Justice
Stanferd, CA: Stanford University Press, 56-88.

Lind, E. A}; Kanfer, R. and Earley, P. C. (1990). ‘Voice, control, and procedural justice:
Instrumental and noninstrumental concerns in fairness judgméoishal of Personality
and Social Psycholog$9, 952-59.

Lind, E. A,, Kray, L. and Thompson, L. (2001). ‘Primacy effects in justice judgments: Testing
predictions from fairness heuristic theor@rganizationalBehavior and Human
Decision Processe85, 189210.

Lind, E. A. andTyler, T. R. (1988The Social Psychology of Procedural Justidew York:
Plenum Press.

Masterson,. S. S. and Lensges, M. (2015). ‘Leadember exchange and justicki.Bauer T.

N. and*Erdogan, B. (EdsThe Oxford Handbook of Leader-Member Exchageord:
Oxford:University Press, 67-84.

MintzbergypH. (1973)The Nature of Managerial WorkNew York Harper & Row

Mitchell, M#'S., Cropanzano, R. S. and Quisenberry, D. M. (2012).a5exchange theory,
exchange resources, and interpersonal relationships: A modest resolutionetfdaleor
difficulties’. In Tornblom, K. and A. Kazemi, A. (Edd)jlandbook of Social Resource
Theory*New York: Springer, 99-118.

Ng, T. W. (2017). ‘Transformational leadership and performance outcomes: Analyses of
multiple mediation pathwaysThe Leadership Quarter|28, 385-417.

Nimon, K..and Oswald, F. L. (2013). ‘Understanding the results of multiple linear regress
Beyond standardized regression coefficier@sdanizational Research Methqds,
650-74.

Pawar, B.. Sgand Eastman, K. K. (1997). ‘The nature and implicatiamunte#xtual influences
on transformational leadership: A conceptual reviédwademy of Management Revjew
22, 80-1009.

Podsakoff, P. M., Bommer, W. H., Podsakoff, N. P. and MacKenzie, S. B. (2006). ‘Relationships
between leader reward and punishment behavior and subordinate attitudes, perceptions,

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 36

and behaviors: A metanalytic review of existing and new researérganizational
Behavior and Human Decision Proces$% 113-42.

Rotundo, M. and Sackett, P. R. (2002). ‘The relative importance of task, citizenship, and
counterproductive performance to global ratings of job performance: A pramyring
appreach’Journal of Applied Psycholog87, 66-80.

Rupp, D. E..and Aquino, K. F. (2009). ‘Nothing so practical as a good justice tHadustrial
and'Organizational Psycholog§, 205-10.

Rupp, D. E.;"and Cropanzano, R. (2002). ‘The mediating effects of social exchiatigaskips
in predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci organizational justi©eganizational
Behavior and Human Decision Process#% 925-46.

Rupp, D. By Shao, R., Jones, K. S. and Liao, H. (2014). ‘The utility of a multifoci approach to
the study of organizational justice: A metaalytic investigation into the consideration of
normative rules, moral accountability, bandwidth-fidelity, and social exchange’.
Organizational Behawr and Human Decision Processé23, 159-85.

Scott, B. AmiCalquitt, J. A. and Paddock, E. L. (2009). ‘An atdoused model of justice rule
adherence and violation: The role of managerial motives and discrdbonhal of
Applied Psychology94, 756-69.

Spreitzer=G. (2007). ‘Giving peace a chance: Organizational leadership, emmeniyeand
peace’Journal of Organizational Behavip28, 107795.

Steichen, T. J. (2000). ‘Updates of tests for publication bias in meta-angbfatsl.Technical
Bulleting57, 4.

StinglhamberysF., Marique, G., Caesens, G., Hanin, D. and De Zanet, F. (2015). ‘The influence
of transformational leadership on followers’ affective commitment: The rgher@ieived
organizational support and supervisor’s organizational embodin@areer
Deyvelopment Internationg20, 583-603.

Stodgill, R..M._(1963Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaifeorm XII.
Columbus, OH: Ohio State University, Bureau of Business Research.

Tett, R. P.,"Guterman, H. A., Bleier, A. and Murphy, P. J. (2000). ‘Development and content
validation of a ‘hyperdimensionaidxonomy of managerial competendduman
Performancel3, 20551.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 37

Thibaut, J. and Walker, L. (1973rocedural Justice: A Psychological Analydislisdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Thibaut, J. and Walker, L. (1978). ‘A theory of procedu@ilifornia Law Review66, 541-66.

Tyler, T. R. (1989). ‘The psychology of procedural justice: A test of the group-value model’.
Journal.of Personality and Social Psycholpgy, 830-38.

Tyler, T. R..and Blader, S. L. (200@ooperation in Groups: Proceduratgtice,Social
ldentity,"and Behavioral EngagemeNew York: Psychology Press.

Tyler, T. Rand Lind. E. A. (1992). ‘A relational model of authority in groufsdvvances in
Experimental Social Psycholog®b, 115-91.

Van de Ven, AyH. and Poole, M. S. (1995). ‘Explaining development and change in
organizations’ Academy of ManagemeReview 20, 510-40.

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H. and Tetrick, L. E. (2002). ‘The role of fair treatment
and rewards in perceptions of organizational support and leader-member exchange'’.
Journal of Applied Psycholog87, 590-98.

Yukl, G. (20%2). ‘Effective leadership behavior: What we know and what questions need more
attention’. Academy of Management Perspectj\a&s 66-85.

Yukl, G.;"Gerdon, A. and Taber, T. (2002). ‘A hierarchical taxonomy of leadership behavior:
Integrating a half century of behavior researdburnal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies9, 1532.

Zhang, Y.;.LePine, J. A., Buckman, B. R. and Wei, F. (2014). ‘It's not fair... or is it? The role of
justice"and leadership in explaining work stresgair performanceelaionships’.

Academy of Management Jouryal, 675-97.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 38

Figure 1.Conceptual model of organizational justice, effective leader behaviors, sact@nge quality, and subordinate outcomes
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Table I.Studies included in the meta-analysis

Academy of Management Journal Human Performance
Erdogan et al. (2006) Johnson et al. (2009)
Kirkman et al. (2009) Spector & Che (2014)
Korsgaard et al. (1995) Human Relations
Masterson.et al. (2000) Cobb & Lau (2015)
Tekleab et al. (2005) El Akremi et al. (2010)
Tepper (2000) Keller & Dansereau (1995)
Zhang et al. (2014) Murphy et al. (2003)
Academy bManagement Learning & International Journal of Contemporary
Education Hospitality Management
Graen et al. (2006) Dai et al. (2013)
African Journal.of Business Management International Journal of Hospitality Management
Katrinli.et al. (2010) Luo et al. (2014)
Asian Journal“ef Social Psychology International Journal of Human Resource
Jiang &Cheng (2008) Management
Australiansdeurnal of Management Tuytens & Devos (2012)
Georgalis et al. (2015) Lee & Wei(2017)
Brazilian Business Review International Journal of Nursing Studies
Cavazotteet al. (2013) Gillet et al. (2013)
Decision Suppert Systems International Journal of Sports Science &
Tsayeetal. (2014) Coaching
Educational and Psychological Measurement Kim & Andrew (2015)
Kaegmar et al. (1999) International Journal of Stress Management
Employee.Relations Riolli & Savicki (2006)
Katou-(2015) International Public Management Journal
Europeandournal of Social Psychology Potiproon & Faerman (2016)

De Cremer & den Ouden (2009) Journal of Applied Behavioral Science

European Journal of Work and Wu et al. (2007)
Organizational Psychology Journal of Applied Psychology
De Cremer (2006) Choi (2008)

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



LEADERSHIP ANDJUSTICE METAANALYSIS 40

Gaudet et al. (2014)
Mayer et al. (2008)
Piccolo et al. (2008)

Sparr & Sonnentag (2008)

European Management Journal
Grover.& Coppins (2012)

Gender, Work and Organization
Cole (2004)

Group & Qrganization Management
Camerman et al. (2007)
Carter et al. (2014)
Cropanzano et al. (2002)
Frazier.et al. (2010)

Colquitt (2001)
Colquitt et al. (2012)
De Cremer & Van Knippenberg (2002)
De Cremer et al. (2005)
Dineen et al. (2006)
Korsgaardet al. (2002)
Rhoades et al. (2001)
Thau & Mitchell (2010)
Wayne et al. (2002)

Journal of Applied Social Psychology
Cobb & Frey (1996)
De Cremer et al. (2007)
Heck et al. (2005)
Lin et al., (2009)

Table 1.Studies included in the meta-analy&ent.)

Journal.ef'Business Ethics
Chiaburu & Lim (2008)
Hsiung.(2012)
Xuetaliy(2016)

Journal of Business and Psychology
Burton et al. (2008)
Tremblay et al. (2013)
Walsh-et:al(in press)

Journal of-Business Research
De€oninck (2010)
Gumusiluoglu et al. (2013)

Journal of Personnel Psychology

Camps et al. (2012)
Journal of Social Psychology

Chi & Lo (2003)
Leadership

Kim & Kim (2015)
Leadership & Organization Development
Journal

Ansari et al. (2007)

Bhal (2006)

Bhal & Ansari (2007)

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology Chiaburu & Marinova (2006)

van Dijke & De Cremer (2010)

Fein et al. (2013)

Journal of International Business Studies Fuchs (2011)
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Pillai et al. (1999)

Journal of Leadership & Organizational

Studies
Song et al. (2012)
Stromeet al. (2014)
Tremblay et al(in press)
Journal‘of'Management
Elicker'et al. (2006)
Karriker & Williams (2009)
Pillai et-al. (1999)
Roch & Shanock(2006)
Rosen et al. (2011)
Journal of Marketing
Netemeyer et al. (1997)
Journal of«Organizational Behavior
Andrews & Kacmar (2001)
Aryee et al. (2002)
Epitropaki (2013)
Erdogan & Liden (2006)
He et al. (2016)
Holtz"&Harold (2013)

Khazanchi & Masterson (2011)

Ogunfowora (2013)
Walumbwa et al. (2009)
Xu.et.al..(2012)

Journal of . Organizational Change

Management

Kool'&van Dierendonck (2012)

ThelLeadership Quarterly
Cho & Dansereau (2010)
Haynie et al. (2014)
Sun et al. (2013)
Walumbwa et al. (2008)
Yang et al. (2009)
Management and Organization Review
Chen et al. (2009)
Li et al. (2014)
Wu et al. (2012)
Military Psychology
Tremblay (2010)
New Educational Review
Ishaq et al. (2012)
Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes
Johnson et al. (2006)
Lian et al. (2012)
Martinko et al. (2007)
van Dijke et al. (2012)
Walumbwa et al. (2011)
Organization Science
Hui et al. (2004)
Personnel Psychology
Ehrhart (2004)
Mansour€ole & Scott (1998)

Table 1.Studies included in the meta-analy@&ent.)
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Personnel Review
Connell et al. (2003)
Tuytens & Devog42012)
Wat & Shaffer (2005)
Psychological,Reports
Tziner et al. (2008)
ProcediaSocial"and Behavioral Sciences
Zeinabadi & Rastegarpour (2010)
Public Administration Review
Hassamet al. (2014)
Public Management Review
GouldWilliams & Davies (2005)
Public Personnel Management
Chen & Jin (2014)
Review ofsPublic Personnel Administration
Meng &Wu (2015)
Revista De.Psicologia Del Trabajo Y De Las
Organizagiones
Chernyak-Hai & Tziner (2014)
Service Industries Journal
Kang'etal. (2012)
Social Behavior and Personality
Huang et al. (2015)
Strategic Change
Ferres.et al. (2005)
Conference Papers
Rhodes et al. (2013)

Dissertations

Anand (2012)
Burlacu (2013)
Hoobler (2002)
Kiersch (2012)
Lam (2010)

Li (2012)
Morrison (2015)
Mosley (2006)
Oginde (2013)
Ren(2008)
Roberts (2004)
Sanchez (2006)
Shalhoop (2004)
Shull (1995)
Simon (1995)
White (2008)
Williams (2012)
Wilson (2011)
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Table Il. Metaanalytic correlations among leader behaviors and refepauificdimensions of organizational justice

Variable k N Py 95%Cl p. 80%CV SDPp, %V Q Ak adjp,
Leader-focused procedural justice
Task leader behaviors 10 2,534 .54 [.48,.61] .64 [.46,.82] .14 11.66% 85.76 0NC

Relational leader behaviors 15 3,469 .53 [.44,.61] .60 [.38,.82] .17 8.94%  167.75 0 NC
Change leader behaviors 23 5,580 .52 [.46,.58] .60 [.37,.82] .17 8.79%  261.75 0 NC

Organization-focused procedural justice
Task leader‘behaviors 9 6,830 27 [11, .42] .32 [-.02,.66] .26 2.37%  379.21 3 .
Relational leader behaviors 5 2,266 .63 [.54,.71] .72 [.61,.84] .09 11.67% 42.84 0 NC
Change leaderibehaviors 12 5,014 .56 [.49,.63] .62 [44,.80] .14 6.71% 178.77 0 NC

Leader-focused distributive justice
Task leaderbehaviors 8 1,653 44 [.36,.52] .49 [.36,.62] .10 27.58% 29.01 0 NC
Relational leader behaviors 5 784 .36 [.25,.47] .43 [.26,.60] .13 27.35%  18.28 0 NC
Change leader behaviors 10 2,087 .36 [.26,.46] .40 [.21,.59] .15 17.75%  56.33 0 NC

Organization-focused distributive justice
Task leaderbehaviors 8 6,532 29 [.11, .48] .35 [-.05,.75] .31 1.49% 535.66 5 .
Relational leader behaviors 5 2,227 .53 [.41,.65] .58 [.39,.77] .15 6.32% 79.09 0 NC
Change leaderbehaviors 6 3,032 51 [.36,.67] .59 [.29,.89] .24 2.45% 24481 0 NC

Interpersonal justice
Task leader_behaviors 9 1,559 49 [42,.56] .54 [.43,.66] .09 35.01% 2571 0 NC
Relational leader behaviors 6 918 .51 [.40,.63] .60 [.40,.80] .15 17.00%  35.29 0 NC
Change leader behaviors 6 1,403 .55 [.50,.59] .60 [.57,.63] .03 77.40% 7.75 1 A

Informational justice
Task leaderbehaviors 8 1,485 .58 [.49,.66] .64 [.49,.80] .12 18.17% 44.04 3 .
Relational leader behaviors 5 799 .56 [.43,.69] .66 [.47,.85] .15 15.66%  31.92 1 A
Change leader. behaviors 3 971 .68 [.63,.73] .75 [.75,.75] .00 100.00% 2.99 1 )

Notes:k="number of studiesy = sample sizey, = uncorrected population correlation; 95% CI =confidence interval around
uncorrected population correlatign; = corrected population correlation; 80% CV = credibility interval around weighted corrected

mean correlation; SIp. = standard deviation of the corrected population correlations%\percentage of variance pg explained
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by study artifacts; Ak = number of filled studies in trim and fill analysis; @dj= adjustech. after adding filled studies in trim and fill
analysis; NC = no change in adfedo. from trim and fill analysis.
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Table 1l. Source of correlations among study variables for dominance analyses
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Task leader behaviors

2. Relational leader behaviors ~ New

3. Changerleaderbehaviors New Detalll

4. PJ-leader New New New

5. PJ-organization New New New New

6. DJ-leader New New New New New

7. DJ-organization New New New New New New

8. Interpersonal,justice New New New New New New New

9. Informational justice New New New New New New New New
10. LMX G&A16 G&A16 Detall2 New New New New New New
11. Task performance Petal06 W&L93 N17 Cetall3 Cetall3 Cetall3 Cetall3 Cetall3 Cetall3 Metal16
12. Job satisfaction JPI04 JPI104 N17 New New New New New New Detall12 Jetal01

Notes:PXleader = leadefocused procedural justicB;}organization =organizatiorfocused procedural justicB;}-leader = leader

focuseddistributive justice DJ-organization =organizatioAfocuseddistributive justiceNew = data original to this study; Detalll

DeRueyNahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey (2011); G&A16 = Gottfredson & Aguinis (2016); Detall2Z2bdbal, Bommer, Liden,
Brouer, & Ferris (2012); Petal06 = Podsakoff, Bommer, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie (2086093 = Wofford & Liska (1993); N17 =
Ng (2017); Cetall3 = Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, Long, Zapata, Conlon, & Wesson (2013); Metald@ir, Buillaume, Thomas, Lee,
& Epitropaki (2016); JP104 = Judge, Piccolo, & llies (2004); Jetal01 = Judge, Thoresen, Beatip& (2001).
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Table IV.Metaanalytic estimates aforrelations among study variables
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc Pc
k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N k; N
1. Task leader behaviors
2. Relationalrleader behaviors 72
11; 3,236
3. Change'leader behaviors .63 71
15; 6,744  8,1074
4. PJ-leader .64 .60 .60
10; 2,534 15; 3,469 23; 5,580
5. PJ-organization .32 72 .62 .64
9; 6,830 5; 2,266 12; 5,014 6;1,694
6. DJ-leader .49 43 .40 .62 .51
8; 1,653 5; 784 10; 2,087 33;5,506 4; 669
7. DJ-organization .35 .58 .59 44 .69 .60
8; 6,532 5; 2,227 6; 3,032 19;10,639 109;58,529 2;341
8. Interpersonalsjustice .54 .60 .60 .62 .65 .50 41
9; 1,559 6; 918 6; 1,403 12;2,281 29;12,865 10;1,750 25;6,825
9. Informational justice .64 .66 .75 .75 .60 .60 49 77
8; 1,485 5; 799 3; 971 10;1,958 16;4,068 8;1,377 15;4,033 31;7,142
10. LMX .66 74 .73 .56 49 42 42 .62 .63
22;5,973 23;6,209 20;5,451 29; 4800 35; 8,699 25; 3,569 33; 8,819 16; 4,208 12; 2,943
11. Task performance .28 .25 .27 .24 .20 .23 .20 .16 .26 .30
176,180 36;2,651 59;14,178 13;2,686 42;10,075 8;1,866 30;6,990 11;3,542 7;1,462 146; 32,670
12. Job satisfaction .22 .46 48 46 A7 .53 41 41 .46 .49 .3(
72;10,317 76;11,374 81;32,355 18;2,534 28; 2,820 15; 1,981 30;4,609 7;1,019 6;1,042 88;22,520 31

Notes:PJeader = leadefocused procedural justice; PJ-organization = organization-focused procedtical; jDJeader = leader

focused distributive justice; Barganization =organizatioAfocused distributive justice, = corrected population correlatiok=

number. ofstudiedy = sample size.

Table V. Dominance analysis for leader behaviors predicting leader- and organizeteusedprocedural justice
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Criterion: Leadeffocused pocedural justice  Criterion: Organizatiofiocused procedural justic

Task Relational Change Task Relational Change
Subset

Model size models AR? Rank AR’ Rank AR’ Rank ARP Rank AR’ Rank AR’ Rank
k=0 average (null 3 41 1 .36 2 .36 2 10 3 .52 1 .38 2
k=1 average 3 .10 1 .05 3 .06 2 .04 3 .33 1 .16 2
k =2 average 1 .06 1 .01 3 .03 2 A1 2 .26 1 .05 3
Overall average 19 1 14 3 A5 2 .09 3 .37 1 .20 2
Model R? 48 .65

Notes:AR? S.average incremental variance explained by adding focal leader behavior as a predictor to subset models=f size
number-ofother predictorin the subset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative impomgpraslicting criterion
(based oh-average incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribution to variance

explainedof each leader behavior across all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).

TableViiDoeminance analysis for leader behaviors predicting leader- and organizittusedistributive justice

Criterion: Leadeffocused distributive justice  Criterion: Organizatiofiocused distributive justice

Task Relational Change Task Relational Change
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Subset
Model size models AR? Rank AR’ Rank AR? Rank AP  Rank AR? Rank AR’ Rank
k =0 average (null 3 24 1 .18 2 .16 3 A2 3 .34 2 .35 1
k=1 average 3 .08 1 .03 2 .02 3 .01 3 14 2 .15 1
k=2 average 1 .05 1 .00 3 .01 2 .03 3 .08 2 .08 1
Overall average 13 1 .07 2 .06 3 .05 3 .18 2 19 1
Model R? 26 43

Notes:AR® = average incremental variance explained by adding focal leader behavior as a predictor to subset models=of size
number ogipther predictors in the subset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative importancetingpoeitézion

(based on average incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribution to variance
explainedof'each leader behavior across all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).

Table MI. Dominance analysis for leader behaviors predicting interpersonal and informatiotiakjus

Criterion: Interpersonal justice Criterion: Informational justice
Task Relational Change Task Relational Change
Subset
Model size models AR® Rank AR’ Rank AR® Rank AR? Rank AR*® Rank AR? Rank
k=0 average (null) 3 .29 3 .36 1 .36 1 41 3 44 2 .56 1
k=1 average 3 .03 3 .08 2 .09 1 .05 3 .06 2 .18 1
k =2 average 1 .01 3 .03 2 .05 1 .02 2 .01 3 A2 1
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Overall average A1 3 A5 2 16 1 16 3 A7 2 .29 1

Model R? 43 .62
Notes:AR*="average incremental variance explained by adding focal leader behavior as a predictor to subset modelsof size

number giother predictors in the subset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative importancetingpoeitézion
(based on average incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribution to variance

explainedef each leader behavior across all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).

Table MI1. Dominance analysis for leader behaviors and leader- and organization-focused justiceipydditX

Criterion: LMX

Task Relational Change PJ-Ldr PJ-Org DJ-Ldr DJ-Org 1J InfoJ
Subset

Model size models AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank
k =0 average=(null) 9 44 3 .55 1 .53 2 31 6 .24 7 .18 8 .18 8 .38 5 40
k=1 average 36 17 3 .25 1 .23 2 .07 6 .04 7 .02 9 .02 8 A2 4 A1
k =2 average 84 .10 3 .16 1 .15 2 .02 6 .02 7 .01 9 .01 8 .06 4 .04
k = 3 average 126 .06 3 12 1 A1 2 .01 7 .01 6 .00 9 .01 8 .04 4 .02
k =4 average 126 .04 3 .09 1 .09 2 .00 8 .01 5 .00 9 .01 7 .03 4 .01
k =5 average 84 .02 4 .08 1 .07 2 .00 9 .01 5 .00 7 .00 6 .03 3 .00
k = 6 average 36 .01 5 .07 1 .07 2 .00 9 .02 4 .01 6 .00 7 .03 3 .00
k =7 average 9 .01 7 .07 1 .07 2 .00 8 .02 4 .01 5 .00 9 .03 3 .01
k = 8 average 1 .01 7 .08 1 .08 2 .01 8 .04 4 .01 6 .00 9 .04 3 .02
Overall average .10 3 .16 1 .16 2 .05 6 .05 7 .03 8 .03 9 .09 4 .07
Model R? 72
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Notes:PJLdr = leadeffocused procedural justice; Rg = organizatiofocused procedural justice; ik = leaderfocused
distributive justice; Ddrg = organizatiorfocused distributive justicéJ = interpersonal justicénfod = informational justiceAR? =
average incremental variance explained by adding focal variable as a predictor to subset modé&lskaf sizeber of other
predictors.inithe subset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative importance in predietiog(bdisecon average
incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribati@niance explainedf each

predictoracress all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).

Table IX:Dominance analysis for leader behaviors and leader- and organization-focused justictipgedsk performance

Criterion: Task performance
Task Relational Change PJ-Ldr PJ-Org DJ-Ldr DJ-Org 1J InfoJ

Subset
Subset model) models AR® Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank

k =0 average (null) 9 .08 1 .06 4 .07 2 .06 5 .04 7 .05 6 .04 7 .03 9 .07
k =1 average 36 .04 1 .02 4 .03 2 .02 6 .01 8 .02 5 .01 7 .00 9 .02
k =2 average 84 .02 1 .01 5 .02 2 .01 6 .00 8 .01 4 .00 7 .00 9 .01
k = 3 average 126 .02 1 .01 5 .01 2 .00 7 .00 8 .01 3 .00 9 .00 6 .01
k =4 average 126 .02 1 .00 6 .01 2 .00 8 .00 7 .01 3 .00 9 .01 4 .01
k =5 average 84 .01 1 .00 7 .01 3 .00 8 .00 6 .01 4 .00 9 .01 2 .00
k = 6 average 36 .01 1 .00 7 .01 3 .00 8 .00 6 .00 4 .00 9 .01 2 .00
k =7 average 9 .01 1 .00 7 .00 3 .00 8 .00 4 .00 5 .00 9 .01 2 .00
k = 8 average 1 .01 2 .00 8 .00 6 .00 7 .01 3 .00 5 .00 9 .01 1 .00
Overall average .02 1 .01 5 .02 2 .01 6 .01 8 .01 4 .01 9 .01 7 .01
Model R? A1

Notes:PdLdr = leadeffocused procedural justice; Rg = organizatioffocused procedural justice; ik = leaderfocused
distributive justice; Ddrg = organizatiorfocused distributive justicéJ = interpersonal justice; InfoJ = informational justitB? =

average incremental variance explained by adding focal variable as a predictor to subset modé&lkaf sizeber of other
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predictors in thesubset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative importance in predicting cfitesed on average
incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribatiniance explaineof each

predictoracross all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).

Table X Deminance analysis for leader behaviors and leader- and organization-focused justiceipggob satisfaction

Criterion: Job satisfaction
Task Relational Change PJ-Ldr PJ-Org DJ-Ldr DJ-Org 1J InfoJ

Subset
Subset modelf) models AR® Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR® Rank AR? Rank AR? Rank AR® Rank AR® Rank AR? Rank

k =0 average/(null) 9 .05 9 21 4 .23 2 21 4 .22 3 .28 1 A7 7 A7 7 21
k =1 average 36 .01 9 .07 4 .08 2 .07 5 .07 3 14 1 .05 7 .04 8 .06
k =2 average 84 .02 7 .04 3 .05 2 .04 4 .03 5 .10 1 .02 8 .02 9 .03
k = 3 average 126 .04 3 .03 4 .04 2 .02 5 .01 6 .10 1 .01 8 .01 9 .01
k =4 average 126 .06 2 .04 4 .04 3 .02 5 .01 6 .10 1 .01 8 .00 9 .01
k =5 average 84 .08 2 .05 3 .04 4 .02 5 .01 6 A1 1 .01 7 .00 9 .00
k =6 average 36 A1 2 .07 3 .05 4 .02 5 .02 6 A2 1 .01 7 .00 8 .00
k =7 average 9 14 1 .09 3 .07 4 .03 6 .04 5 14 2 .01 7 .01 8 .01
k = 8 average 1 .20 1 A3 3 .10 4 .04 6 .06 5 A7 2 .01 9 .02 8 .02
Overall average .08 4 .08 2 .08 3 .05 6 .05 5 .14 1 .03 8 .03 9 .04
Model R* .58

Notes:P3Ldr= leadeffocused procedural justicB;}Org = organizatioffocused procedural justice; ik = leadeffocused
distributive-justice; Ddrg = organizatiorfocused distributive justicéJ = interpersonal justice; InfoJ = informational justitB’ =
average incremental variance explained by adding focal variable as a predictor to subset modélkef siz@ber of other
predictors in the subset model. Rank = rank order of predictor in terms of relative importance in preditiog(bdisecon average
incremental variance explained, AR?). Overall average represents the averaged additional contribati@niance explainedf each

predictoracross all subset model sizes (i.e., average of all conditional values).
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Table XlsSummary ofesults for hypotheses and research questions

Hypothesis/iResearch Question Result

H1(a): Task‘leader behaviors will exhibit a strangesitive relationship with leadéocused procedural justice Supported

perceptions than change leader behaviors.

H1(b): Relational leader behaviors will exhibit aosiger positive relationship with leadircused procedural justice Not supported
perceptionstthan change leader behaviors.

H2(a): Task leader behaviors will exhibit a strangesitive relationship witlorganizatioafocused procedural justice Not supported
perceptions.than change leader behaviors.

H2(b): Relational leader behaviors will exhibit sosiger positive relationship with organizatitotused procedural Supported
justice perceptions than change leadshraviors.

H3(a): Task leader behaviors will exhibit a strongesitive relationship with leadéocused distributive justice Supported
perceptions.than relational leader behaviors.

H3(b): Change‘leader behaviors will exhibit a sgrempositive relationship with lead&rcused distributive justice Not supported
perceptions than relational leader behaviors.

H4(a): Task leader behaviors will exhibit a stronger positilaiomship with organizatiofiocused distributive justice Not supported
perceptions:than relational leader behaviors.

H4(b): Changefleader behaviors will exhibit a stronger pogiéilaionship with organizatiefocused distributive Supported
justice perceptions than relational leader behaviors.

H5(a): Relational leader behaviors will exhibit ebpager positive relationship with interpersonatiges perceptions Supported

than task leader behaviors.
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H5(b): Relational leader behaviors will exhibit eosimer positive relationship with interpersonaligsiperceptions
than will change leader behaviors.

H6(a): Change leader behaviors will exhibit a sgempositive relationship with informational jugtiperceptions
than will ejithertask leader behaviors.

H6(b): Change leader behaviors will exhio stronger positive relationship with informatad justice perceptions
than will relational leader behaviors.

RQ1: Whenm considered simultaneously, what unique contributioreaded behaviors and justice dimensions mak
explaining variane in LMX, and what is the relative important oésle contributions?

RQ2(a): When considered simultaneously, what unique contitautio leader behaviors and justice dimensions
make to explainingariance in task performance, and what is the relative importdricese contributions?
RQ2(b): When considered simultaneously, what unique contribudiotesader behaviors and justice dimension

make to explaining variance in job satisfactiord arnat is the relative importance of these contiiing?

Not supported

Supported

Supported

Relational leader behaviors exhibi
conditional dominance
Task & change leader behaviors
exhibit general dominance
Leaderfocused distributive justice

exhibits general dominance

Notes:H =thypothesis; RQ = research question.
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