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This study explored the relation-
ship between the dimensions of
two social exchange mechanisms
of quality of leader-member ex-
change (LMX) and perceived or-
ganizational justice. Comprehen-
sive multi-dimensional measures of
organizational justice perception
and quality of leader-member ex-
change relationship were used for
the study. In line with recent and
more elaborate measures of orga-
nizational justice, the LMX was
also operationalized as dyadic
and general environment of qual-
ity of leader-member exchange.
The study was a web based sur-
vey of 266 Indian working execu-
tives from diverse set of industries.
The generalizability of comprehen-
sive measures of multi-dimensional
LMX and organizational justice
was supported in the Indian con-
text.
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Introduction

Over the years, considerable inter-
est has been devoted to examining orga-
nizational justice. In spite of “fair treat-
ment” being associated with favourable
work attitudes and higher job perfor-
mance, practical progress in justice lit-
erature has been limited by conceptual
ambiguities on the structure of fairness
perceptions (Cropanzano et al. 2002).
Similarly, quality of leader-member ex-
change literature suggests that LM X
quality isrelated to whether subordinates
are satisfied as productive members of
the organization (Erdogan 2002, Gerstner
& Dayl1997). Most of the earlier
conceptualizations has however treated
LMX as a uni-dimensional construct
(Bhal, Gulati & Ansari 2008). In auni-
dimensional measurement, possibility of
including simultaneously different com-
binations of aspects of workplace like task
focus and social interaction as in “role
theory” (Bales 1958) or for that matter,
material and non-material rewards like
advice, workflow, and friendship as in
“social exchangetheory” isless. Particu-
larly LM X scales have been criticized for
their reliance on narrow samples
(Dienesch & Liden 1986) and the need
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for these to be validated with different
samples and organizations has been
stressed (e.g. Liden & Maslyn 1998). The
first objective therefore of this study isto
assessthe generalizability of multidimen-
sional measures of Liden and Maslyn’s
(1998) LMX-MDM scale and Colquitt’'s
(2001) “organizational justice” scalewith
the Indian sample. These two scales on
both the constructs by far seem to be the
most updated in terms of coverage of dif-
ferent facets of the two constructs.

As the overall quality of supervisor-
subordinate exchangeislikely to haveim-
plications for perceptions of fairness
(Erdogan 2002) rel ationship between these
are explored as second objective. Justice
dimensions however have been found to
relate differently with different attitudinal
and outcome measures. It istherefore pos-
siblethat the dimensions show independent
behaviour (it has been found to bethe case
in “justice” literature); therefore relation-
shipinvolving thesub-dimensionsof thetwo
needs to be tested. The present study
therefore islikely to add incrementally to
the knowhow of the two constructs. In re-
cent years, many studies have tested the
relationship between some of the dimen-
sions or in general between the two con-
structs, but we did not come across any
study which hastested the rel ationship be-
tween the sub-dimensions of the two com-
prehensive measures.

Organizational Justice

Initially works on justice research fo-
cused on decision outcomes, termed asdis-
tributive justice (Adams 1965, Deutsch
1975, Homans 1961, Leventhal 1976). It

pertains to consistency of outcomes with
implicit norms for allocation, such as eg-
uity or equality. This was followed by
works on the justice of the processes that
lead to decision outcomes, termed as pro-
cedural justice (Leventhal 1980,
Leventhal, Karuza& Fry 1980, Thibaut &
Walker 1975). This in turn was followed
by the introduction of interactional jus-
tice, defined astheinterpersonal treatment
people receive as procedures are enacted
(Bies& Moag 1986). It emphasizeson the
importance of truthful ness, respect, propri-
ety and justification as fairness criteria of
interpersonal communication. In practice
these four criteria have been researched
along two dimensions: explanations and
sensitivity (e.g.Greenberg 1990).

Particularly inthe Indian context, even
most of the recently published studieshave
concentrated on three dimensional struc-
ture of justice (e.g., Aggarwal-Gupta &
Kumar 2010, Bhal & Gulati 2006, 2007,
Aryee, Budhwar & Chen 2002). There-
fore, testing for and finding support or oth-
erwise for the four dimensional
operationalization of justiceislikely tolead
to further development of organizational
justiceliteraturein Indian context.

Research Question 1: Does
Colquitt’s (2001) four dimensional mea-
sure of organizational justice empirically
hold true for Indian sample?

Quality of Leader-Member
Exchange

Traditionally, LM X has been treated
asaglobal or uni-dimensional construct
that represents a measure of the general
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quality of the exchange relationship be-
tween a supervisor and a subordinate
(Graen & Scandura1987). Dienesch and
Liden (1986) argued that thereisno clear
theoretical or empirical justification for
thetraditional conceptualization of LM X
as a uni-dimensional construct (also see
Bhal & Gulati 2006). Rather, these re-
searchers maintained that the theoreti-
cal underpinnings of LMX theory (e.g.
role theory, social exchange theory) are
more consistent with amultidimensional
perspective. Liden and Maslyn (1998)
based on a call by Dienesch and Liden
(1986), developed a multidimensional
scale (the LMX-MDM) designed to mea-
sure subordinate LMX perceptions in-
cluding four different exchange ‘ curren-
cies': perceived contribution to the ex-
change (contribution), expressions of
public support (loyalty), mutual affection
(affect), and professional respect.

Specifically in the Indian context,
studies have not yet capitalized on recent
advances on LMX theory. Typical lines
of research in Indian context are by Bhal
and Ansari (1996) and Bhal and Gulati
(2006, 2007). Exception isby Van Dyne,
Kamdar and Joireman (2008). Even Van
Dyne et al. (2008) study does not con-
sider the differential effects of sub-di-
mensions. Going a step further from
Liden & Maslyn’s(1998) model, we have
operationalized LM X as perception of
LMX at dyadic level and at general level
inthe organization, moreinlinewith logic
of justice directed at two levels. A de-
tailed discussion onthe sameisnot in the
scope of thiswork. The proposed factor
structure for LM X therefore is that of
two levels of latent factors, dimension of

dyadic exchange perceptions consisting
of affect and loyalty dimension and di-
mension of general exchange perception
consisting of perceived contribution and
professional respect dimension.

Research Question 2: Do Liden &
Maslyn’'s (1998) aswell asmodified ver-
sion of their four dimensional measure
of quality of LMX empirically hold true
for Indian sample?

LMX quality may influence perceived
procedural justice as organizational pro-
cesses (e.g. performance appraisal) oc-
cur within the context of an ongoing re-
lationship between the leader and the
member. High LM X employees tend to
perceive higher decisioninfluencein gen-
eral (Scandura, Graen & Novak 1986)
on account of better dynamics in terms
of trust, respect, affect, and openness
with the supervisors. Those high in per-
ceived LMX quality therefore may feel
that they have more control over proce-
dures because of their exchange quality
(Erdogan 2002). Therefore, LM X may be
thought of as an antecedent of procedural
justice perceptions (Erdogan 2002).

In high-quality relationships, lead-

ers are less likely to behave in an
authoritarian manner and usetheir
formal authority.

LMX quality isalsolikely toinfluence
interactional justice perceptions. In high-
quality relationships, leaders are less
likely to behave in an authoritarian man-
ner and use their formal authority
(Fairhurst & Chandler 1989). As are-
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sult, if overall exchange quality is high,
subordinates may feel that they are be-
ing treated fairly and respectfully during
the organi zational processes becausethe
supervisors may behave more sensi-
tively. LM X quality islikely to increase
the expectations of employeesfrom their
supervisors. They for example, expect to
hear the news regarding decisions affect-
ing them directly from their leaders
(Mansour-Cole & Scott 1998). Therefore,
high LM X employees may be more sen-
sitive to their rating level and in turn to
the notion of distributive justice as low
ratings may disturb them more than low
LMX employees (Erdogan 2002).

However justice dimensions have
been found to relate differently with
different attitudinal and outcome mea-
sures. For example, interactional jus-
tice has been found to affect individual
level or agent variables (e.g. leader-
member exchange perceptions, satis-
faction with supervisor, and supervisor
ratings of performance) more than pro-
cedural justice. In contrast, procedural
justice has a greater effect on a sys-
tem variable (e.g. trust in management)
(Moye, Masterson & Bartol 1997).
Similarly, distributive justice predicts
less variation in performance and
broader organizational perceptions
(Konovsky & Cropanzano 1991,
Robbins, Summers & Miller 2000,
Sweeney & McFarlin 1993). Also, the
two dimensions of interactional justice
have been shown to have effects inde-
pendent of one another (e.g. Bies,
Shapiro & Cummings 1988, Greenberg,
1993, 1994, Shapiro, Buttner & Barry
1994). Thereforeit is expected that the

four dimensions of justicewill relate dif-
ferently to different phenomena.

Research Question 3: Do the dif-
ferent dimensions of Liden & Maslyn's
(1998) measure of quality of LMX em-
pirically relate similarly to the dimensions
of justice perception?

Sample & Procedure

A convenience sample of working
people was used through a web based
survey. A total of 1000 e-mail based re-
quests for completing the survey were
sent to the targets. The purpose of the
study along with the approximate time
needed to compl ete the survey was com-
municated in the introduction. The re-
spondents were requested in bold letters
to take the survey only when they had
some spare time in their hands. A total
of 275 respondentsfilled in theitems on
quality of LMX and justice perception.
Out of this, atotal of 266 completed re-
sponses were considered for analysis.

M easur es

Leader Member Exchange: Liden
& Maslyn’s (1998) measure of multidi-
mensional LM X has been considered to
measure |eader-member exchange qual-
ity. Dimensions of affect, loyalty, contri-
bution and professional respect included
atotal of 12 items. The items of contri-
bution and professional respect dimen-
sions were modified to reflect the gen-
eralized perception of LM X quality and
not dyadic. Therefore this study included
both interpersonal and organizational
level perceived quality of exchange mea-
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sures. Only subordinates’ responseswere
collected.

Justice Perception: This study mea-
sured justice perception based on Colquitt
(2001) scale. Based on earlier seminal
works, Colquitt (2001) developed a 20
item scal e of organizational justice. The
measure contained 7 items on procedural
justice, 4 items on distributive justice, 4
itemson interpersonal justice, and 5items
oninformational justice.

Demographics. Demographic vari-
ables of age, gender, education level, ten-
ure, and total work-experience have been
considered as control variables for the
purpose of this study.

Descriptive Statistics &
Correlations of Variables

Table 1 presents the means, stan-
dard deviations, and zero-order corre-
lations of all key variables. All the di-
mensions of LMX are significantly and
positively correlated among themselves.
Similar is the case for the dimensions
of justice. Additionally the dimensions
of two constructs are also significantly
and positively correlated.

Discriminant Validity

We began by conducting a series of
CFAs using AMOS 18.0 to examine the
distinctiveness of the multi-item variables
for LMX and Justice in our model. For
LMX model, the distinctiveness of the
four suggested constructs was tested by
contrasting anested model inwhich fac-
tors of affect and loyalty loaded onto in-

terpersonal LM X dimensions while fac-
tors of contribution and professional re-
spect loaded onto General LM X dimen-
sion; the two higher order dimensionsin
turn loading on latent factor of LMX
against four, three, two and one factor
alternative models. The overall model’s
chi-sguare, the GFI (Joreskog & Stérbom
1984), the CFI (Bentler 1990), the TLI
(Tucker & Lewis1973), and the RM SEA
(Browne & Cudeck 1993) were used to
assess model fit. As shown in Table 2,
the fit indexes revealed that the hypoth-
esized model fit the datawell, <2 /DF =
1.746, p < .01 (GFI = .952, NFI = .958,
CFl =.981, TLI =.975, RMSEA =.053),
and considerably better than the alterna-
tive models. The 4 factor alternative
model was constructed by each dimen-
sion of affect, loyalty, contribution and
respect coming from alatent LMX fac-
tor. The 3 factor model was constructed
by including items of affect and loyalty
dimensionsdirectly on asinglefactor and
items of contribution and respect dimen-
sions on two separate dimensions lead-
ing to athree dimensional structure. The
2 factor model was constructed by in-
cluding items of affect and loyalty dimen-
sionsdirectly on asinglefactor and items
of contribution and respect dimensions
directly on another singlefactor. The one
factor model included all items of four
factors directly on a single factor. The
fit indexes of the alternate models estab-
lished the superiority of hypothesized
model. Even the four factor model had
satisfactory indices on most of the fit
measures. Overall, the comparative test
for dimensions of LMX lent support to
Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) and proposed
structure.
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Table 2 Model Fit Statistics of Comparative Models of Leader-Member Exchange Quality

(LMX)
Sl. No. Model CMIN/DF? GFI® NFI¢ TLId CFl® RMSEAf
1 LMX 4 Factors Model - 1.746 .952 .958 .975 .981 .053
Nested (Hypothesized)

2. LMX 4 Factors Model 2.663 .928 .934 .944 .958 .079
3. LMX 3 Factors Model 5.112 .871 .840 .862 .893 125
4, LMX 2 Factors Model 9.196 .750 .759 724 778 176
5. LMX 1 Factor Model 16.746 .594 .554 470 .566 .244
Note: a. CMIN/DF = Chi-square per degree of freedom

b. GFI = Goodness of Fit Index

¢. NFI = Normed Fit Index

d. TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index

e. CFl = Comparative Fit Index

f. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
Table 3 Model Fit Statistics of Comparative Models of Justice
Sl. No. M odel CMIN/DF? GFIP NFI¢ TLIY CFl® RMSEASf
1 Justice 4 factor Model - 2.304 .875 .916 .944 .951 .070

Nested (Hypothesized)

2. Justice 3 factors Model 5.613 795 .662 .800 .824 132
3. Justice 2 factors Model 7.733 .715 .615 .708 741 .159
4, Justice 1 factor Model 12.187 .483 547 516 .567 .205

Note: a. CMIN/DF = Chi-square per degree of freedom

b. GFI = Goodness of Fit Index
c. NFI = Normed Fit Index

d. TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index

e. CFl = Comparative Fit Index

f. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

‘ The comparative test for dimen-

sions of “Justice” lent support to
Colquitt’s (2001) proposed struc-
ture.

Similarly for “ Justice” model, the hy-
pothesized four factor model was con-
trasted against competing models. As
shown in the Table 3, thefit indexes re-
vealed that the hypothesized model fit
the data well, +2/DF = 2.304, p < .01
(GFI = .875, NFI = .916, CFl = .951,

TLI = .944, RMSEA = .070), and con-
siderably better than the alternative
models. The 3 factor alternative model
was constructed by putting items of in-
terpersonal justice and informational jus-
ticeonto asingle factor and distributive
and procedural justice as two separate
factors. The 2 factor model was con-
structed by including items of proce-
dural, interpersonal, and informational
justice as one dimension and distribu-
tive justice as another dimension. The
one factor model included all items of
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four factors directly on a single factor.

The fit indexes of the alternate models

established the superiority of hypoth-

esized model. Overall, the comparative

test for dimensions of “Justice” lent sup-
port to Colquitt’s (2001) proposed struc-
ture.

Table 4 Regression Analyses of Justice Dimensions on Dimensions of Exchange Quality

Procedural

Justice Justice

Distributive

I nformational
Justice

Interactional
Justice

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Control Variables

Age .03 .05 A1
Gender -.03 .05 -.03
Marital Status -.06 -.04 -.02
Educational Level -.13" -.13" =12
Tenure -.07 -.10 -.18"
Total Work .08 .04 -.00
Experience

Independent

Variables

Affect 257

Loyalty 12
Contribution .13
Professional

Respect 21

R? .03 .29 .04
F 1.13 10.44 1.88
“R2? .03 267 .04
“F 1.13 23.45 1.88

12 -.04 -.04 .05 .07
.03 .01 .09 .01 .09
.00 -.00 .00 -.06 -.05
-.127 .06 .06 -.05 -.05
-2 -1F -.16" -12 -.16"
-.03 .21 .20 .04 .02
23 23 30"
.08 .18 .16
.10 -.01 AT
A7 19 137
.22 .03 .25 .02 .29
7.03 1.33 8.51 0.66 10.30
A7 .03 22" .02 27
14.18 1.33 18.73 0.66 2441

Note: *p < .1, **p < .05, ***p <.01.

To test our third research question,
we conducted a two-step hierarchical
multiple regression analysis. First, the
control variables were entered into the
regression equation followed by dimen-
sions of LM X in the second step. Table
4 presentsresults of the hierarchical re-
gression analyses. Regarding relation-
ship of procedural justice with dimen-
sions of LM X, affect (& = .25, p < .01,
Model 2), contribution (& =.13, p<.05,
Model 2), and professional respect (& =
.21, p < .01, Model 2) dimensions are

significantly and positively related with
procedural justice. Affect (A= .23, p <
.01, Model 4) and professional respect
(d= .17, p < .05, Model 4) dimensions
are significantly and positively related
to distributive justice. Therelationships
of interactional and informational justice
dimensions of interpersonal justice with
the dimensions of LMX were tested
separately. Affect (&4 = .23, p < .01,
Model 6), loyalty (&4 = .18, p < .05,
Model 6), and professional respect (a =
.19, p < .01, Model 6) dimensions are
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significantly and positively related toin-
teractional justice. Affect (& =.30, p <
.01, Model 8), loyalty (&4 =.16, p < .05,
Model 8), contribution (4= .11, p< .1,
Model 8) and professional respect (& =
.13, p < .05, Model 8) dimensions are
significantly and positively related toin-
formational justice. Thusin responseto
research question 3, the results of the
study show that the individual dimen-
sions of LMX are differently related
with individual dimensions of justice.

‘ Individual dimensionsof LM X are
differently related with individual

dimensions of justice.

Discussion

Thisstudy tested the factor structures
of four dimensional nested constructs of
LMX and “justice”. Comparative models
for both the structures found support from
the data. The dimensions of LMX were
found to relate differently with the indi-
vidual dimensions of justice. Procedural
justicedid not relate significantly with loy-
alty dimension. Distributivejustice ashas
been the case in general in literature was
expected to relate less with the dimensions
of LMX too. Perhaps for the same rea-
son, the four dimensions cumulatively
could explain only 17% of variancein dis-
tributive justice, the lowest figure among
thefour dimensions of justice (thefigures
are 26%, 22%, and 27% for procedural
justice, interactional justice, and informa-
tional justice respectively) explained by
four dimensions of LMX. It however re-
lated significantly with affect and profes-
sional respect dimensions of LM X. Inter-

actional justice did not relate significantly
with contribution dimension (the relation-
ship was practically non-existent and sur-
prisingly in negative direction). Informa-
tional justicerelated significantly with all
the four justice dimensions; the relation-
ship with contribution dimension however
was small.

Contribution dimension of LMX did
not relate significantly with distributive and
interactional justice. Theresult wasall the
more surprising given earlier finding inthe
Indian context wherein “perceived con-
tribution” was related with interactional
justice (Bhal 2005). Perhaps it is on ac-
count of glight ambiguity in the structure
of interpersonal justice, asits position (is-
sues of overlap with procedural justice
dimension) has been on slightly shaky
empirical foundation and the expected
weak relationship in general with distribu-
tivejustice that the two results were non-
significant. In addition, Loyalty dimension
of LMX had non-significant relationship
with procedural and distributive justice.
Loyalty dimensionismoreinlinewithin-
dividual support from the supervisor
whereas affect dimension talks of liking,
perceived contribution in terms of one's
contribution to task related activities, and
professional respect in terms of knowl-
edge and skill on tasks. Asprocedural and
distributive justice pertain to aspects of
system whereas comparatively interac-
tional and informational justice perceptions
talk more in terms of interpersonal jus-
tice, it islikely that with changes in per-
ception of support, there may be change
in perceived interpersonal justice but sys-
tem level justice perception may beinsen-
sitive to such changes.
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Implications for Research

In the last couple of years, increas-
ing number of empirical studiesinvolv-
ing both LM X and justice has been un-
dertaken. Some of them have beenin the
Indian context too (e.g., Bhal 2005, 2006,
2007). However, we did not come across
any study which tested the differential
effects of dimensions of LM X on differ-
ent dimensions of justice. Particularly, we
did not come across any study which in-
cluded in its design as comprehensive a
model of factor structures of the two
constructs asin this study. The differen-
tial resultsfor different dimensions point
towards the need to consider individual
dimensionsin interpretation of resultsin
studies. Researchers therefore, need to
move beyond the more simplistic usage
of one-dimensional scales. In the use of
multi-dimensional scale, researchersalso
need to take into consideration the nu-
ancesof individual dimensionsapart from
concluding outcomesfrom the aggregated
results of multi-dimensional constructs.

Implications for Practice

Asaleader generally haslimited time
and energy at his/her disposal, he/sheis
unable to give equal attention to all fol-
lowers. The satisfying tendency of the
leader in terms of connecting more with
afew subordinates has possibly negative
consequences for organizationsin terms
of issues of in-group and out-group. Con-
structslike justice in such situations may
play a pivotal role in moulding the per-
ception of individual employees. Those
members who are in out-group of lead-
ersbut have a high sense of fairness may

give more of organizationally desirable
outcomes than those who perceive less
sense of fairness. In the light of the same
argument, it is likely to be relevant and
helpful for managers to not only ensure
that the members are high on perception
regarding different dimensions of LM X
but also perceive sense of fairness in
organizational and managerial practices.

Limitations

The operationalization of LM X could
have been done by measuring the four
dimensionseach directed at both individu-
alsand the organization instead of thetwo
directed at individual s and two at the or-
ganization. In addition, the*“measure” did
not take the supervisor perspective on
quality of exchange. Also, the issues of
common method variance (CMV) need
to be taken care of. It however needs to
be noted that CMV was not aconcernin
this study as observed through factor
structure (not reported in the text).

Future Scope

More research needs to be taken to
test the generalizability of theresults. Not
only the kind of relationship between the
dimensions of the two constructs, but
their interaction in the presence of per-
sonality, attitudinal, and outcome vari-
ables needs to be explored. Particularly,
the unexpected result for contribution di-
mension not relating significantly within-
teractional justice needs to be clarified
through further research on the same.
Study of designsinvolving perceptions of
dyadic and global LM X aswell as super-
visors' and subordinates perceptions of
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therelationship (for exception see Varma,
Srinivas & Stroh 2005) needs to be ex-
plored. Organizations need to ensure that
managers are trained to be sensitive to
feelings of subordinates and how to make
systems and processes in the organiza-
tion more sensitive to sense of fairness at
both system and interpersonal levels.
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