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1 | INTRODUCTION

| Winny Shen? |

D. Ramona Bobocel>® | Amy H. Barron?

Summary

Emerging research demonstrates that female managers who mistreat their subordi-
nates suffer more severe negative consequences than male managers. Researchers
presume this is because women (but not men) are penalized for acting incongruently
with communality prescriptions (i.e., being insufficiently kind). However, integrating
this work with the broader literature on gender and leadership, gendered reactions to
mistreatment could also—or alternatively—be explained by incongruence with high
agency proscriptions (i.e., being too dominant). We model these mechanisms simulta-
neously in a moderated mediation model across three studies, and find that
employees are less trusting of female than male managers because they interpret
interpersonal justice violations from women as incongruent with low agency pre-
scriptions. Our results challenge a prevailing assumption in the mistreatment litera-
ture by revealing that female managers suffer more severe relational consequences
than male managers because their violation of interpersonal justice is construed as
excessively agentic, whereas these behaviors are viewed as similarly contravening
communality for both male and female managers. By directly testing and correctly
specifying the mechanism through which manager gender can shape social exchange
processes in the aftermath of manager mistreatment, our studies have scientific and

practical implications.

KEYWORDS
interpersonal justice violation, manager gender, mistreatment, prescriptive gender stereotypes,
social exchange theory

from their office. You would perceive your manager to have mis-

treated you and lose trust in them as a result. However, would the

Positive exchange relationships between managers and subordinates
are critical at work (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008). Yet these relation-
ships can be damaged when managers are perceived as mistreating
subordinates (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006). Imagine approaching your
manager to discuss why you were passed over for a promotion, only
to have them derogate your job performance and brusquely eject you

relational consequences of such mistreatment be the same if your
manager were a man or a woman?

Prior research suggests that employees rely on prescriptive gender
stereotypes—normative beliefs as to how men and women should act—
to guide their reactions to managerial behaviors (Heilman, 2012). In the
example above, we predict that subordinate trust and future exchanges
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with the manager would be worse if the manager were a woman versus
a man. Although manager characteristics, such as gender, are known to
shape employees' responses to mistreatment, the specific mechanism
underlying these gendered reactions remains equivocal.

Research on gender stereotypes indicates that women are
expected to adhere to multiple standards, including prescribed
communality—for example, being kind and caring—and proscribed
agency—for example, not being dominant and aggressive (Abele &
Wojciszke, 2007; Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Critically, a line of emerg-
ing research on gendered reactions to mistreatment assumes that it is
women's failure to act communally that underlies stronger negative
reactions to their actions relative to their male counterparts
(e.g., Caleo, 2016; Kim et al., 2021; Motro et al., 2021). However, con-
ceptually, such negative reactions could also be due to perceived viola-
tions of agentic proscriptions for women. Indeed, the broader literature

on gender and leadership has traditionally argued that female leaders

who exercise their authority receive more backlash relative to male
leaders due to violation of agency proscriptions (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
In short, scholars do not yet understand the psychological process
underlying gendered reactions to mistreatment enacted by men and
women. Understanding mechanism is crucial in this realm, especially
given increasing attention to one mechanism despite plausible alterna-
tives (Leavitt et al., 2010). Accurately pinpointing the mechanism is also
essential for successful practical intervention. For example, interven-
tions that focus on educating employees about how their expectations
for female managers to be communal may bias their responses to
female as compared to male managers may fail to address the problem.
To this end, we integrate research on gender stereotypes and
social exchange theory by testing a moderated mediation model
wherein manager mistreatment is differentially associated with per-
ceived agentic and communal incongruence, depending on manager

gender, and these violations of stereotypical expectations in turn

TABLE 1

Model tested

Sample source

Measurement
approach

Mistreatment

Incongruence

Outcome

Response scale

Temporal
separation of
constructs in
analysis?

Level of analysis

Study details at a glance.

Study 1

Manager
Gender
(0=male,
1= female)

Leader
Mistreatment

Amazon MTurk

Retrospective of recent event (within

past 3 months)

Degree of interpersonal
justice violation for the
event

Agentic and communal
incongruence for the event

Trust in manager since the event

Five-point Likert scales (six-
point Likert scales used for
two control variables)

No

Ambiguous (one reported
event per manager does
not allow for
disambiguation of
between- vs. within-person
variance; however,
converging results to
Studies 2 and 3 suggest the
recalled event was likely
reflective of the manager's
general behavior)

Study 2

Trustin
Manager

Amazon MTurk

Average over the study
period (of 6 weeks)

Degree of interpersonal
justice violation for that
week (averaged across
6 weeks)

Agentic and communal
incongruence for that week
(averaged across 6 weeks)

Trust in manager that week
(averaged across 6 weeks)

Seven-point Likert scales

No

Between-person (note that a
cross-level model with
manager gender at Level 2
and all other variables
within-person centered at
Level 1 was also examined,
but was not supported; see
SOM for details)

Study 3

Manager
Gender
(0= male,
1=female)

Manager-directed
3

Manager-directed
owB

General retrospective (time period not specified)

Communal
Incongruence

Agentic

Incongruence

.
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Trustin
Manager

Leader
Mistreatment

Prolific

Degree of interpersonal justice violation generally

Degree of agentic and communal incongruence
generally

Degree of trust in manager, OCB, and CWB generally

Seven-point Likert scales

Yes (2-10 day gap between assessment of
mistreatment and stereotype incongruence, and
assessment of trust, OCB, and CWB)

Between-person
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damage key social exchange outcomes. We examine our model within
ongoing manager-subordinate relationships across three field studies
employing diverse methodologies: event recall (Study 1), daily diary
(Study 2), and multi-wave survey (Study 3). Initially, we focus on the
effects of the model on trust, a key indicator of social exchange qual-
ity, but extend the model to additional downstream social exchange
outcomes (i.e., citizenship and counterproductive work behaviors) in
our final study (see Table 1).

Our research contributes to the scholarly literature in several
ways. Most importantly, we provide the first direct—and
simultaneous—test of stereotype incongruence as the mechanism that
underlies gendered reactions to transgressing managers. Moreover,
previewing our findings, results implicate agentic incongruence rather
than communal incongruence. Thus, our research challenges an
increasingly prevalent assumption in the mistreatment literature, sug-
gesting the need for a course correction. Furthermore, as agentic pro-
hibitions and communal prescriptions are reflections of underlying
hostile and benevolent sexist attitudes, respectively, within society
(Glick & Fiske, 2001), understanding the mechanism at play pinpoints
the gendered societal beliefs and systems that serve to sustain these
biases and that need to be eradicated.

Our research also enriches social exchange-based theorizing. Cur-
rently, social exchange theorists presume that employees reciprocate
the treatment they receive from managers in a quid pro quo manner
(Colquitt et al, 2013; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Greco
et al.,, 2019). By this account, employees should be equally distrusting
of male and female managers who violate interpersonal justice norms.
However, our research shows how and why the social exchange pro-
cess is more complex. Employees respond not only to the norm viola-
tion, but also to their manager's gender, which alters how the norm
violation is interpreted due to gender stereotypes.

Finally, our research makes use of ongoing manager-subordinate
relationships (vs. the simulated paradigms often used in extant
research) to move beyond what can happen to uncover what does
happen in the workplace (Mook, 1983). This is important because in
hypothetical vignettes, evaluators have limited information about the
fictitious managers, and may therefore be more reliant on gender ste-
reotypes to judge managerial actions (Landy, 2008). In addition, our
approach allows us to go beyond manager performance evaluations
based on limited information (see Caleo, 2016) to examine relational
outcomes (e.g., trust) that are central to social exchange theory. As
such, our results demonstrate the enduring negative impact that gen-

der stereotypes can have within long-term workplace relationships.

2 | THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
21 | Manager mistreatment and trust
Manager mistreatment can be conceptualized as an overarching con-

struct that captures a range of interpersonal behaviors (verbal, non-
verbal, and physical) that harm others at work (Hershcovis, 2011).
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Although there are distinctions between specific mistreatment con-
structs (e.g., abusive supervision, interpersonal justice violations), prior
research generally shows strong empirical associations, corroborating
similar nomological networks (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006;
Hershcovis, 2011). Additionally, manager mistreatment can be consid-
ered a type of transgression (Shapiro et al., 2011), since such actions
violate norms of respectful interpersonal treatment and civility in the
workplace (Deng et al., 2020).

In the current research, we utilize interpersonal justice violations
as an index of manager mistreatment. Organizational justice scholars
define interpersonal justice as the quality of interpersonal treatment
that decision-makers display when they are making decisions that
affect employees (see Colquitt, 2001). Managers violate interpersonal
justice when they are impolite or disrespectful toward employees dur-
ing decision-making (Bies, 2015; Colquitt et al., 2015). As such, inter-
personal justice violations fall within the broader definition of
mistreatment described above. Nevertheless, interpersonal justice
violations may have particularly strong effects on manager-
subordinate relationships; this is because decision-making situations
make salient the fact that managers control valued resources and pos-
sess power to negatively affect employees' work life. Therefore, inter-
personal justice violations are impactful as employees may feel
particularly vulnerable to exploitation by their managers (Proudfoot &
Lind, 2015).

Research has found that negative acts, such as manager mistreat-
ment, are returned in-kind in line with social exchange principles
(Greco et al., 2019). To assess the relational consequences of leader
mistreatment, we focus on employee trust in their manager. Trust is
conceptualized as the “essence” of a high-quality social exchange
relationship within social exchange theories (e.g., Blau, 1964;
Thibault & Kelley, 1959), and universally recognized as an index of
social exchange relationship quality (Colquitt et al., 2013;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). Trust is defined
as positive expectations about the actions of the target and willing-
ness to be vulnerable to the target's actions (Mayer et al., 1995;
McAllister, 1995). Given the diffuse and risky nature of social
exchange relationships, high-quality exchanges require trusting that
others will fulfill their obligations (Blau, 1964; Thibault &
Kelley, 1959). A lack of trust signals withdrawal from the social
exchange relationship (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Dirks &
Ferrin, 2001). This logic leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Manager mistreatment is negatively
associated with employee trust.

2.2 | Communality prescriptions and the
moderating role of manager gender

Although employees are generally less trusting of managers who mis-
treat them, such reactions may be further shaped by social categoriza-
tion and stereotyping processes (e.g., Caleo, 2016; Marques
et al, 2017; Zapata et al., 2016). Gender is a highly salient social
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category to perceivers, so employees often compare the behaviors of
their managers against standards dictated by prescriptive gender ste-
reotypes (Heilman, 2012). Generally, women are prescribed to exhibit
high communality—that is, concern for the welfare of others, such as
being considerate, kind, and understanding, whereas men are pre-
scribed to exhibit high agency that is, controlling tendencies, such as
being aggressive, dominant, and direct (Abele & Woijciszke, 2007;
Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Moreover, women face a double bind as
they are also expected to withhold agency (e.g., Hentschel et al., 2019;
Zheng et al., 2018), and failures to do so elicit significant backlash
(e.g., Phelan et al., 2008; Rudman & Glick, 2001).

As manager mistreatment is defined by harmful interpersonal
behavior, it overlaps with the content of prescriptive gender stereo-
types. For example, the labels of specific mistreatment constructs
(e.g., abusive supervision and incivility) are often used synonymously
with descriptors of a low communality, such as being inconsiderate or
unkind. Consequently, when faced with manager mistreatment,
employees may interpret their female (vs. male) managers' actions as
insufficiently communal. Indeed, this was the argument put forth—but
not directly tested—by Caleo (2016) when examining differential gen-
dered reactions to managerial interpersonal (in)justice, by Kim et al.
(2021) when examining differential gendered reactions to abusive
supervision, and by Motro et al. (2021) when examining differential
gendered reactions to team member incivility. That is, these authors
argued that women were punished more than men for engaging in
these behaviors because their actions were construed as being insuffi-
ciently nice. To our knowledge, we are the first to empirically test this

increasingly prevalent presumption.

2.3 | Agency proscriptions as an alternative reason
for gendered reactions to mistreatment

Although the preceding argument may very well hold up empirically, it
has not been directly examined. Moreover, the scholarly conversation
in the mistreatment literature has neglected the potential role of
agency proscriptions—behaviors that characterize high agency are
based on dominance and control over others (Abele &
Woijciszke, 2007; Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Further, manager mis-
treatment is arguably a form of workplace aggression
(Hershcovis, 2011). As such, descriptions of interpersonally unjust
behaviors or other forms of mistreatment from managers can be per-
ceived in agentic terms, such as the manager being hostile or domi-
nant. Thus, when their manager mistreats them, subordinates may
especially interpret their female (vs. male) managers' actions as exces-
sively agentic based on proscriptive gender stereotypes.

In contrast to the mistreatment literature, the literature on gender
and leadership has long argued that female leaders often face back-
lash when they are perceived to violate agency, particularly domi-
nance, proscriptions (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Ma et al., 2022). For
example, female leaders face more censure than their male counter-
parts for autocratic leadership (e.g., Eagly et al., 1992), using assertive

communication styles (e.g., Brescoll, 2011), and displaying dominance-

based emotions (e.g., anger; Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). Although this
work implicates agency proscriptions in explaining gendered reactions
to manager mistreatment, it is important to test this assumption
empirically because the two literatures differ in key respects.

First, research on gender and leadership has examined a wider
array of agentic behaviors, many of which are not necessarily injuri-
ous, which differs from the mistreatment literature. Therefore, it is
possible that mistreatment uniquely violates employees' fundamental
needs for positive self-regard (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), in which
case subordinates may tend to react defensively due to self-
enhancement motives (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1996) and perceive such
actions as excessively hostile or agentic for both male and female
leaders. Second, gender and leadership studies generally manipulate
unequivocal agentic behaviors (e.g., clear displays of anger) and mea-
sure leader evaluations, whereas in the case of mistreatment, there
can be ambiguity in the behavior itself in terms of whether it violates
different gendered expectations. This leaves open the possibility that
evaluators may not necessarily interpret mistreatment as an agentic
action, such that other mechanisms (e.g., communality incongruence)
ultimately explain why female (vs. male) leaders who engage in these
behaviors are evaluated more negatively. For both these reasons, it is
possible that communality incongruence does indeed explain the
greater distrust of female managers relative to male managers follow-
ing interpersonal justice violations.

Finally, there is a third reason to test the two mechanisms.
Ambivalent sexism theory (Glick & Fiske, 2001) argues that agency
proscriptions stem from hostile sexist beliefs, whereas communality
prescriptions come from benevolent sexist beliefs. Together, these
beliefs tend to uphold the status quo, but they reflect differential
assumptions about women. Related research (e.g., Barreto &
Doyle, 2022) suggests that hostile sexism and associated behavioral
standards have become less influential over time, given that it is more
overt and implies a negative view of women. In contrast, benevolent
sexism and standards based on it continue to maintain the status quo
because it is more subtle and implies a positive view of women
(e.g., women are warm and kind). Given that much of the gender and
leadership research was conducted when women were less prevalent
in leadership roles (Carli & Eagly, 2016), the greater awareness in soci-
ety of how sexism operates could suggest a weaker role for agentic
incongruence than communal incongruence in explaining gendered
reactions to manager mistreatment.

In summary, female managers who mistreat their subordinates
are more apt to be mistrusted for both violating workplace norms
regarding interpersonal conduct and violating gender role expecta-
tions. Critically, drawing on social role theory (Eagly & Wood, 2012),
the latter could reflect perceived incongruence with gender-based
agentic or communal standards. By contrast, male managers are
not expected to be communal, but are prescribed to be highly agen-
tic (e.g., Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Thus, male managers who
engage in leader mistreatment may suffer some relational penalties
for violating norms of professional behavior, but to a lesser extent
than female managers because they do not violate gender role

expectations.
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Integrating the preceding arguments, we test the following first-

stage moderation hypotheses, which we simultaneously model:

Hypothesis 2a. The relationship between manager mis-
treatment and communal incongruence is moderated by
manager gender, such that it is positive among
employees with female managers but not among those

with male managers.

Hypothesis 2b. The relationship between manager mis-
treatment and agentic incongruence is moderated by
manager gender, such that it is positive among
employees with female managers but not among those

with male managers.

In turn, violation of gendered expectations should explain the differ-
ential effects of manager mistreatment on trust for female (vs. male)
managers. Thus, we test the following moderated mediation hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a. There is a significant conditional indi-
rect effect of manager mistreatment on trust in manager
via perceived communal incongruence, such that it is
negative among employees with female managers but

not among those with male managers.

Hypothesis 3b. There is a significant conditional indi-
rect effect of manager mistreatment on trust in manager
via perceived agentic incongruence, such that it is nega-
tive among employees with female managers but not

among those with male managers.

24 | Downstream behavioral responses

Scholars often categorize social exchange outcomes as relational
(e.g., trust) and behavioral, in which the former mediate the latter
(e.g., Cropanzano & Byrne, 2000). Therefore, although our main
purpose is to examine the role of communality and agency incon-
gruence in explaining why employees are less trusting of female
relative to male managers who mistreat them, we extend our model
(in Study 3) to examine downstream manager-directed behaviors.
Trust is a key index of the quality of one's social exchange relation-
ship (Colquitt et al., 2013; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001), which is posited to
drive downstream exchange behaviors. The greater an employee's
trust in their manager, the greater their confidence that the
manager will behave in a manner that is consistent with the
employee's needs (Robinson, 1996). This belief in the positive inten-
tions of the manager can transform the employee's self-interest into
concern for others (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001), which promotes the
likelihood that the employee will engage in behaviors that help the
manager, and reduces the likelihood of work behaviors that harm
the manager (Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). Consistent with these
arguments, trust has been positively associated with organizational
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citizenship behaviors (e.g., Mayer & Gavin, 2005) and negatively
associated with counterproductive work behaviors (e.g., Thau
et al.,, 2007).

Accordingly, in Study 3, we measured manager-directed organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors (OCBs) and manager-directed counterpro-
ductive work behaviors (CWBs; Dalal, 2005) to examine the
downstream effects of perceived stereotype incongruence and trust
in manager in a serial mediation chain. In other words, employees will
be more apt to interpret the interpersonal justice violations of female
(vs. male) managers as contravening gender-based norms of behaviors
(either agentic or communal), which then leads to lower trust, and in
turn to withholding of OCBs or enactment of CWBs toward their
manager. Therefore, we tested the following:

Hypothesis 4a. There is a significant conditional indirect
effect of manager mistreatment on manager-directed
OCBs via communal incongruence and trust in manager,
such that it is negative among employees with female

managers but not among those with male managers.

Hypothesis 4b. There is a significant conditional indirect
effect of manager mistreatment on manager-directed
OCBs via agentic incongruence and trust in manager,
such that it is negative among employees with female

managers but not among those with male managers.

Hypothesis 5a. There is a significant conditional indirect
effect of manager mistreatment on manager-directed
CWBs via communal incongruence and trust in manager,
such that it is positive among employees with female
managers but not among those with male managers.

Hypothesis 5b. There is a significant conditional indi-
rect effect of manager mistreatment on manager-
directed CWBs via agentic incongruence and trust in
manager, such that it is positive among employees with
female managers but not among those with male

managers.

3 | OVERVIEW OF STUDIES

We conducted three studies to test the mechanisms underlying gen-
dered reactions to manager mistreatment within ongoing manager-
subordinate relationships (see Table 1). In Study 1, we tap into cogni-
tive processes via an event recall methodology whereby participants
recalled a recent interpersonal justice violation by their manager.
However, a single event could be anomalous of managers' typical
behavior. Thus, in Study 2, we conducted a weekly diary study over
6 weeks, in which we averaged the variables to capture a manager's
typical interpersonal justice violation. This manner of aggregation min-
imizes the influence of retrospective biases that plague many person-
level measures of behavior (Gabriel et al., 2019). Finally, in Study
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3, we extend our model to examine whether the differential relational
damage stemming from interpersonal justice violations predicts subor-
dinates' downstream social exchange behaviors, namely, OCBs and
CWBSs toward their manager.*

It is important to note that Study 3 was conducted in the midst of
the COVID-19 pandemic. To facilitate social distancing, many organi-
zations allowed their employees to work from home. This means that
the sample is not directly comparable with the samples in Studies
1 and 2, when work-from-home arrangements were less common.
Moreover, scholars have posited that face-to-face versus virtual com-
munications may shape gendered social interactions differently,
though there is significant disagreement regarding how exactly this
would unfold (for a review, see Fischer, 2011). Some believe that vir-
tual interactions, particularly text-based ones, will mitigate the impact
of gender stereotypes due to fewer visual cues, thereby lowering the
salience of gender. Others argue that the influence of gender stereo-
types will be amplified in virtual interactions, as people may dispro-
portionately attend to gender in these contexts because there are
fewer alternative cues. Still, a third camp posits that rather than uni-
formly strengthening or weakening the impact of gender and associ-
ated stereotypes, the influence of communication medium on this
process will be context-dependent. Given these differing possibilities,
we asked participants to report the proportion of time they typically
spent working in-person during the pandemic, and explored whether
this further moderated our hypothesized relationships in Study 3.

4 | STUDY1

41 | Method

41.1 | Participants and procedure
We recruited full-time working adults in the United States from
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) via TurkPrime (Litman et al., 2017)
who reported experiencing an interpersonal justice violation from their
manager within the past 3 months. After determining eligibility, partici-
pants (N = 314) were asked to recall a recent event in which their
manager violated interpersonal justice rules. Specifically, participants
were first shown the definition of interpersonal justice violations and
then asked to visualize the event, recall their thoughts and feelings
during and after the interaction, and describe the event as accurately
as possible (see SOM for details). Next, participants completed mea-
sures assessing their perceptions of interpersonal justice violation,
agentic and communal incongruence, and trust in their manager.

We excluded 47 participants from the analyses: 44 did not report
an interpersonal justice violation from their manager, and three failed
attention check items (e.g., This is an attention check, please respond

1We also conducted two initial studies testing the hypothesized moderation effect of
manager gender on the relationship between manager mistreatment and trust in manager
(mediators excepted). In both studies (one cross-sectional, N = 455 and one lagged,

N = 354), the negative relationship between interpersonal justice violations and trust in
manager was significantly stronger for female (vs. male) managers. See supplemental online
materials (SOM) for details (i.e., Table S1 and S2, Figure S1).

strongly agree; Meade & Craig, 2012). Thus, the final sample comprised
of 267 participants, who spent a median time of 14.7 min to complete
the study and received $2.50 USD as remuneration. On average, par-
ticipants were 35.1 years of age (SD = 9.6). The majority identified as
female (52.1%) and White (74.2%; 8.2% as Black, 7.1% as Hispanic,
3.7% as East Asian, and 6.8% as other). The majority (64%) reported
having a male manager and knowing their manager, on average, for
3.7 years (SD = 4.0).

41.2 | Measures
In this study, all items explicitly referred to the event recalled by par-
ticipants. (Full scales and all other research materials from the three

studies are presented in the SOM.)

Interpersonal justice violations

We used Colquitt et al.'s (2015) scale to assess employee perceptions
of the extent of interpersonal justice violation during the decision-
making event (4 items; a=.81) on a five-point scale (1=to a very
small extent, 5 = to a very large extent). Sample item: Does [he/she] treat

you in a rude manner?

Agentic and communal incongruence

We adapted items commonly used to measure agentic (five items;
a=.76; dominant, assertive, authoritative, direct, and confident) and
communal (five items; a = .88; considerate, kind, understanding, helpful,
and sympathetic) traits (e.g., Carli et al., 2016; Ramsey, 2017) to cap-
ture the extent to which one's manager's actions deviated from how
they should have acted. Participants responded on five-point bipolar
scales regarding the degree to which their manager should have been
more or less agentic, and more or less communal, during the recalled
event (—2=much less, O=about the same, +2=much more). As
women are expected to refrain from exhibiting agency, we reverse-
scored agentic incongruence such that higher scores represent beliefs
that the manager should have been less agentic. As women are expected
to exhibit high communality, higher scores for communal incongruence

represent beliefs that the manager should have been more communal.

Trust in manager

We used Roberts and O'Reilly's (1974) three-item scale (a¢=.85) to
measure trust in their manager since the event on a five-point scale
(1 =not at all, 5= very much). Sample item: How free do you feel to dis-
cuss with [supervisor name] about the problems and difficulties in your

job without jeopardizing your position or having it held against you later?

Control variables

We controlled for event characteristics to rule out the possibility that
effects are due to participants recalling different types of events for
male versus female managers. Severity: How severe were [supervisor
name's] actions? from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely. Frequency of
such behaviors in the past: Prior to this specific event, how often has

[supervisor name] displayed similar behaviors toward you? from 1 = never
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TABLE 2  Study 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables.

M SD 1 2
1. Participant age 35.1 9.6 —
2. Participant gender® 0.52 0.50 .04 -
3. Manager gender® 0.36 0.48 —.04 .25*
4. Event severity® 3.31 0.95 22* -.03
5. Event history® 2.28 1.09 —.13* .07
6. Event typicality® 2.50 1.17 —.14* .03
7. Event ITJ violation® 324 101 .09 .06
8. Agentic incongruence® 0.50 0.78 .10 13"
9. Communal incongruence® 1.23 0.78 .07 .09
10. Trust in manager® 2.27 0.99 -.07 -.07

-.07 =

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
.08 .15* -
.08 A7* .54* =
—-.03 .59* .25* 26" (.81)
.08 —.02 .03 01 12* (.76)
.00 .07 —.05 .03 .07 .35* (.88)
-.07 —.34% —.20* —.18* —.34* —.30" =& (.92)

Note: N = 267. Scale reliabilities (alphas) are reported on the diagonals. Event severity = severity of manager's actions during the event, Event
history = frequency of manager engaging in similar behaviors in the past, Event typicality = frequency of manager engaging in similar behaviors toward
others, and Event ITJ violation = extent to which managers violated interpersonal justice rules during the event.

2Gender was dummy-coded (0 = male, 1 = female).
bVariables were measured with five-point scales.
“Variables were measured with six-point scales.

*p < .05.

to 6 = very often. Typicality of these behaviors toward others: Prior to
this specific event, how often have you observed your supervisor display-
ing similar behaviors toward others? from 1 = never to 6 = very often as
control variables. We also controlled for participants' own gender.?

41.3 | Dataanalyses

We used a regression-based moderated path-analytic framework
(Edwards & Lambert, 2007) based on maximum likelihood estimation
and centered continuous predictor variables (Cohen et al., 2003).
Conditional indirect effects were generated using a product-
of-coefficients approach (Preacher et al., 2007), with statistical signifi-
cance tested via confidence intervals that were constructed by boot-
strapping estimates 10,000 times (MacKinnon et al, 2007). All
analyses were conducted using the lavaan package (version 0.6-5;
Rosseel, 2012) in R version 3.6.2.

4.2 | Results and discussion

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics and correlations. Supporting
Hypothesis 1, there is a significant negative relationship between the
degree of interpersonal justice violation and trust in managers. Support-
ing Hypothesis 2b, manager gender moderated the relationship between
the degree of interpersonal justice violation and perceptions of agentic
incongruence (b = 0.19, SE = .10, p = .05, 95% Cl [0.004, 0.38]; see
Model 1, Table 3). Simple slopes analysis indicated a significant positive
2|nterpretation of results is consistent when the control variables are excluded. We also
explored whether our hypothesized moderated mediation model was further moderated by
participant gender. Across all three studies, the first-stage moderation on the mediators

(i.e., interpersonal justice violation x manager gender x participant gender on agentic or
communal incongruence) was not statistically significant.

relationship between interpersonal justice violation and agentic incon-
gruence among employees with female managers (b = 0.28, SE = .09,
p < .01, 95% CI [0.08, 0.45]), but not among those with male managers
(b =0.09, SE = .08, p = .26, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.23]; see Figure 1a). Thus,
the more a female manager was recalled as rude, the more the subordi-
nate perceived her actions were incongruent with agentic standards for
women, as she should have acted with less agency. In contrast, results
indicate that manager gender did not moderate the relationship
between the degree of interpersonal justice violation and perceptions
of communal incongruence (b= —0.03, SE=.10, p =.74, 95% Cl
[-0.22, 0.16)), failing to support Hypothesis 2a.

In turn, the conditional indirect effect of the degree of interper-
sonal justice violation on trust in manager via agentic incongruence
was significant among employees with female managers (IDE = —0.07,
SE = .03, 95% CI [-0.15, —0.02]), but not among employees with male
managers (IDE = —0.02, SE = .02, 95% Cl [-0.07, 0.01]). Further, the
indirect effects were significantly different across the two groups
(index of moderated mediation = —0.05, SE = .03, 95% Cl [-0.12,
—0.002]; Hayes, 2015). Together, these results support Hypothesis 3b
but not Hypothesis 3a (given null findings for Hypothesis 2a), indicating
that subordinates view interpersonal justice violations by female

(vs. male) managers as being “too aggressive.”

5 | STUDY 2
51 | Method
5.1.1 | Participants and procedure

Participants were recruited from MTurk (via TurkPrime) through an

eligibility survey where we identified individuals who were adults in
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TABLE 3 Study 1: Regression models for mediators and dependent variable.
Model 1: Model 2:

el Agentic incongruence Communal incongruence

Variable b SE 95% Cl b SE 95% Cl

(Intercept) 0.79** .24 [0.31, 1.26] 1.09** .25 [0.61,1.57]

Participant gender 0.15 .10 [-0.04, 0.34] 0.16 .10 [-0.08, 0.35]

Event severity -0.11f .06 [-0.23,0.01] 0.04 .06 [-0.08, 0.16]

Event history 0.02 .05 [-0.09,0.12] —0.08 .05 [-0.18, 0.02]

Event typicality -0.02 .05 [-0.11,0.07] 0.05 .05 [-0.05, 0.14]

Manager gender 0.09 .10 [-0.11, 0.28] —0.03 .10 [-0.23,0.17]

Event ITJ violation 0.09 .07 [-0.05, 0.22] 0.04 .07 [-0.09, 0.18]

Event ITJ violation x manager gender 0.19* .10 [0.004, 0.38] —0.03 .10 [-0.22,0.16]

Model 3:

Dependent variable Trust in manager

Variable b SE 95% Cl

Direct effects:
(Intercept) 3.93** 28 [3.39, 4.47]
Participant gender —0.001 11 [-0.21, 0.21]
Event severity —0.25** .07 [-0.38, —0.12]
Event history —0.11F .06 [-0.22,0.003]
Event typicality —0.02 .05 [-0.12, 0.08]
Manager gender -0.14 11 [-0.35, 0.08]
Event ITJ violation -0.12 .08 [-0.27,0.03]
Event ITJ violation x manager gender —0.02 A1 [-0.23,0.19]
Agentic incongruence —0.25** .07 [-0.39, —0.11]
Communal incongruence —0.30** .07 [-0.44, —0.16]

Indirect effects:

Event ITJ violation >
Agentic incongruence for male managers -0.02 .02 [-0.07, 0.01]
Agentic incongruence for female managers -0.07* .03 [-0.15, —0.02]
Communal incongruence for male managers —-0.01 .02 [—0.06, 0.03]
Communal incongruence for female managers —0.004 .04 [-0.06, 0.08]

Note: N = 267. Higher scores on the variables reflect more of the construct. Event ITJ violation was mean-centered, and all gender variables were dummy-

coded with O = male and 1 = female.
Abbreviation: ITJ, interpersonal justice.
p < .10, *p < .05, and **p < .01.

the United States working full-time, interacted with their manager at
least 3-4 times per week, were available over the next 6 weeks, and
were not included in our prior studies (N = 1,238). Two days later, eli-
gible recruits were invited to complete a baseline survey where they
provided self and manager demographics (N = 460). Those who com-
pleted the baseline survey were invited to complete the weekly sur-
veys (N = 433).

Participants were sent a weekly survey on Friday for 6 weeks. In
each weekly survey, participants first reported their manager's gender
and race for verification. Then, participants reflected on decision-
making events over the week to report the extent to which their man-
agers committed interpersonal justice violations, and the extent to

which their actions constituted agentic or communal incongruence.

Finally, participants reported their current trust in their manager. At
the end of the final weekly survey, participants also completed probes
about whether they experienced any major job changes
(e.g., manager, duties) during the study.

Given our interest in between-person effects, we only retained
participants who completed at least three weekly surveys
(Bliese, 2000), excluding 45 participants. We excluded four participants
who experienced major job changes during the study, and 41 partici-
pants for failing to complete the final survey as we were unable to
ascertain if they experienced any major job changes during the study.
Also, we excluded 116 participants for data quality issues (n = 50 for
failing attention checks, n = 69 for inconsistent reporting of manager

gender or race). The final sample comprised of 224 participants, who
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FIGURE 1 Interaction between interpersonal justice violations and manager gender on perceived agentic incongruence (Studies 1, 2, and 3).
Note: (a) Study 1 ITJ violation during recalled event x manager gender. (b) Study 2 ITJ violations x manager gender from between-person
analyses. (c) Study 3 ITJ violations x manager gender x % time in-person (proportion of weekly time spent working in-person at the workplace
during the COVID-19 pandemic). ITJ violation, interpersonal justice violation.

TABLE 4 Study 2: Descriptive statistics and correlations among aggregated variables for between-person analyses.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. 1TJ violations 1.37 0.76 (.93)
2. Agentic incongrum—znceb —0.04 0.55 21 (.81)
3. Communal incongruence® 0.39 0.58 46* .06 (.92)
4. Trust in manager® 5.21 1.29 —.62* —.29* —42* (.97)
5. Participant gender? 0.45 0.50 .00 .15 —.06 -.10 -
6. Manager gender? 0.42 0.40 .02 —.09 .04 .01 -.37* =
7. Participant age 35.1 10.0 -.05 .07 .03 .04 -.06 -.01 -

Note: N = 224. All continuous variables are mean scores averaged across 6 weeks of data collection (one survey per week). Scale reliabilities (alphas) are
reported on the diagonals.

Abbreviation: ITJ, interpersonal justice.

2Gender was dummy coded (0 = male, 1 = female).

bVariables measured with seven-point scales.

*p < .05.

completed 1,239 out of 1,344 weekly surveys (92% response rate; identified as male (54.9%) and White (76.3%; 7.5% as Black, 7.1% as
mean surveys = 5.5), spent a median time of 31.46 min to complete all Hispanic, 3.6% as East Asian, 2.2% as South Asian, and 3.3% as other).
the study activities, and received up to $12.00 USD as remuneration. The majority (57.6%) had a male manager with whom they worked, on

Participants were, on average, 35.1 years old (SD = 10.0). Most average, for 3 years (SD = 4.8).
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5.1.2 | Measures

Our predictor and mediator measures were the same as those
employed in Study 1, but asked participants to reflect on what
occurred over the past week and used seven-point Likert scales (see
Table 1). Measures of interpersonal justice violations (a=.90-.95),
agentic incongruence (a¢=.73-.85), and communal incongruence
(a=.91-.94) were generally reliable. For trust, we switched to the
more commonly used Yang et al. (2009) measure and asked partici-
pants to report their current levels of trust in their manager
(1 =strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; a=.96-.97). Sample item:
I'm sure | could openly communicate my feelings to my supervisor.

5.1.3 | Data analyses

We used the same analytic approach as Study 1 and focused on the
between-person level of analysis. There was meaningful between-
person variance (ICC,) for all study variables: 68% for interpersonal

justice violations, 53% for agentic incongruence, 49% for communal
incongruence, and 87% for trust in manager. ICC, values indicate that
participants' responses to our focal measures were relatively consis-
tent across measurement periods (range = .81-.97; see Table S3 in
the SOM for details). Thus, we aggregated all weekly variables by
computing the mean of each variable across all available data points
for each participant. We also examined our predictions at the within-
person level of analysis, but found no evidence of a cross-level moder-
ating effect of manager gender on the within-person relationship
between interpersonal justice violations and trust in manager, sug-
gesting that the bias in reactions reflects a person-based phenomenon
(see Tables S4 and S5 in the SOM for details).

5.2 | Results and discussion

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics and between-person correla-
tions. Supporting Hypothesis 1, we found a significant negative rela-
tionship between mean interpersonal justice violations and mean trust

TABLE 5 Study 2: Regression models for between-person analyses.
Model 1: Model 2:

V— Agentic incongruence Communal incongruence

Variable b SE 95% Cl b SE 95% Cl

(Intercept) -0.13* .05 [-0.22, —0.03] 0.42** .05 [0.32,0.52]

Participant gender 0.13 .08 [-0.02, 0.28] —-0.07 .07 [-0.21, 0.08]

Manager gender 0.06 .08 [-0.09,0.21] -0.01 .08 [-0.16,0.14]

ITJ violations 0.03 .07 [-0.09, 0.16] 0.36** .07 [0.23,0.49]

ITJ violations x manager gender 0.24** .09 [0.06, 0.42] —0.02 .09 [-0.20, 0.16]

Model 3:

Dependent Variable Trust in manager

Variable b SE 95% Cl

Direct effects:
(Intercept) 5.43** A1 [5.22, 5.65]
Participant gender —0.25" 14 [-0.52, 0.03]
Manager gender 0.05 .14 [-0.22,0.33]
ITJ violations —0.78** 13 [-1.04, —0.53]
ITJ violations x manager gender -0.13 17 [-0.47,0.20]
Agentic incongruence —0.35** 12 [-0.59, —0.11]
Communal incongruence —0.40** .13 [-0.65, —0.16]

Indirect effects:

ITJ violations >
Agentic incongruence for male managers -0.01 .02 [-0.06, 0.03]
Agentic incongruence for female managers -0.10* .04 [-0.18, —0.02]
Communal incongruence for male managers —0.14* .05 [-0.25, —0.04]
Communal incongruence for female managers —0.14* .05 [-0.23, —0.04]

Note: N = 224. All continuous variables are mean scores averaged across 6 weeks of data collection (one survey per week). ITJ violations variable was
mean-centered, and all gender variables were dummy-coded with O = male and 1 = female.

Abbreviation: ITJ, interpersonal justice.
p < .10, *p < .05, and **p < .01.
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in manager. Supporting Hypothesis 2b, manager gender moderated the
relationship between mean interpersonal justice violations and mean
agentic incongruence (b =0.24, SE =.09, p =.01, 95% Cl [0.06,
0.42], see Model 1, Table 5). Simple slope analysis revealed a signifi-
cant positive relationship between mean interpersonal justice viola-
tions and mean agentic incongruence among employees with female
managers (b = 0.27, SE = .06, p < .01, 95% CI [0.15, 0.40]), but not
among employees with male managers (b = 0.03, SE = .07, p = .60,
95% Cl [-0.09, 0.16]; see Figure 1b). Thus, the more a female man-
ager was generally perceived as disrespectful across decision-making
events, the more her subordinate believed that she should
have generally acted with less agency. In contrast, manager gender
did not moderate the relationship between mean interpersonal
justice violations and mean communal incongruence (b = —0.02,
SE=.09, p=.81, 95% Cl [-0.20, 0.16]), again failing to support
Hypothesis 2a.

In turn, the conditional indirect effect of interpersonal justice vio-
lations on trust in manager via agentic incongruence was significant
among employees with female managers (IDE = —0.10, SE = .04, 95%
Cl [-0.18, —0.02]), but not among those with male managers
(IDE = —0.01, SE = .02, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.03]). Although the 95% con-
fidence interval around this index does include zero (index of moder-
ated mediation = —0.08, SE = .07, 95% CI [-0.30, 0.01]), this index is
significant when we use the more liberal 90% confidence interval cri-
teria, a common practice in the literature (e.g., Lennard et al., 2019).
Overall, results are consistent with Study 1, further providing support
for Hypothesis 3b, but not Hypothesis 3a.

6 | STUDY3

61 | Method

6.1.1 | Participants and procedure

We used Prolific (www.prolific.co; Palan & Schitter, 2018) to recruit
full-time working adults in the United States who report to a direct
manager. Recruits first completed a screening questionnaire to deter-
mine eligibility. Our data were collected in December 2020, during
the COVID-19 pandemic. As mentioned previously, we anticipated
that participants' work arrangements and interactions with their man-
agers would be drastically altered relative to participants in Studies
1 and 2. Therefore, we asked participants the proportion of time (0-
100%) they typically spent working in-person per week at their work-
place during the pandemic and explored its influence on our hypothe-
sized effects.

Eligible participants (N = 482) were invited to complete a three-
wave study whereby each survey was available for 2 days, followed
by a 2-day gap before the next survey became available. In the first
survey (Time 1), participants provided demographic information about
themselves and their managers, and were randomly assigned to report
on either: (a) perceptions of interpersonal justice violations and ste-

reotype incongruence or (b) perceptions of incivility and abusive

WILEY- | n

supervision from their managers.® Consistent with the prior studies,
we yoked interpersonal justice violations and stereotype incongru-
ence, so participants could report how their managers “should have
acted” during decision-making events. In the second survey (Time 2),
participants verified the demographics of their managers and com-
pleted the other set of measures ([a] or [b] above). This process was
used to minimize common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003)
and survey order effects due to conceptual overlap between the focal
constructs. In the final survey (Time 3), participants verified the demo-
graphics of their managers again and completed measures of trust in
manager, OCBs, and CWBs. In total, 404 participants completed all
three surveys (83.8% retention rate).

We excluded 72 participants from analyses based on data quality
issues (n =26 for failing attention checks; n =46 for inconsistent
reporting of manager gender or race). The final sample comprised of
332 participants, who spent a median time of 13.45 min to complete all
surveys, and were remunerated up to £4.00 GBP.* Participants were, on
average, 35.1 years of age (SD = 9.3). Most identified as male (59.5%)
and White (80.7%; 8.1% as East Asian, 6.0% as Hispanic, 2.4% as South
Asian, 1.8% as Black, and the rest as other). Most participants (63.1%)
had a male manager whom they worked with, on average, for 4.0 years
(SD = 4.3). On average, participants were spending 37.4% of their time
working in-person during the COVID-19 pandemic (SD = 43.3).

6.1.2 | Measures
Our focal measures were the same as in Study 2, albeit referencing
general person-level perceptions instead of weekly perceptions. These

measures were highly reliable (see Table 4).

Manager-directed OCB and CWB

We adapted Dalal et al.'s (2009) measures to assess how frequently
participants generally engaged in OCBs (six items; a=.89; sample
item: | spoke highly about my supervisor to others) and CWBs (six items;
a=.84; sample item: | tried to harm my supervisor) toward their man-

ager on a seven-point scale (1 = almost never, 7 = almost always).

6.1.3 | Dataanalyses

We used the same analytic approach as earlier but with two differ-

ences: (1) We include work arrangement (i.e., proportion of time

3We included perceptions of leader incivility and abusive supervision to explore whether
manager gender also moderated their effects on trust in manager. Generally, we observed
the same moderating effects of manager gender on trust in manager for interpersonal justice
violations, abusive supervision, and leader incivility among employees working in-person
during the pandemic. However, results for those working remotely during the pandemic
diverged somewhat across the three constructs; see SOM for details. Additionally, due to
space constraints in our surveys, and because interpersonal justice violations were the focus
of this research, we did not examine the mediators underlying these effects for leader
incivility and abusive supervision. Thus, we do not discuss these variables further in-text.
“Prolific is based in the United Kingdom, so renumeration is processed by the platform in
British sterling pounds. All renumeration adhered to Prolific's guidelines for fair and ethical
compensation.
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TABLE 6 Study 3: Descriptive statistics and correlations among variables.
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Participant age 35.1 9.3 -
2. Participant gender® 040 049 -04 -
3. Manager gender® 037 048 -.05 26* -
4. % in-person time 037 043 .06 .00 .04 -
5.1TJ violations 146 092 .02 —-.08 —.06 .09 (.90)
6. Agentic -0.20 0.84 .01 .05 .05 -.08 .09 (.83)
incongruence
7. Communal 0.59 0.95 .004 .10 .06 14 24 19" (.94)
incongruence
8. Trust in manager 545 124 —-.08 -01 —-04 —.15* —49* 20 —.13* (.96)
9. Manager-directed 494 1.20 .01 .02 .00 -.10 -.19*  -.10 .02 57 (.89)
OCB
10. Manager-directed 1.70 0.80 .03 -.04 —.05 .14 61 —04 14 51 -—24* (84)
CWB
11. Manager incivility 1.67 094 .06 -.06 —-.05 16" .81* .03 25% —-58* -.30* 62° (92)
12. Abusive 135 071 .06 -.03 —.06 12* .84* .08 23* —.55% 24 .62* .84*  (.96)
supervision

Note: N = 332. Scale reliabilities (alphas) are reported on the diagonals. % time in-person = proportion of weekly work time spent working in-person

during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Abbreviations: CWBs, counterproductive work behaviors; ITJ, interpersonal justice; OCBs, organizational citizenship behaviors.
2Gender was dummy-coded (0 = male, 1 = female). All continuous variables were measured with seven-point scales.

*p < .05.

working in-person during the COVID-19 pandemic) as an additional
moderator, as there is significant ambiguity in the literature regarding
whether and how gender stereotypes may be differentially salient
when employees are interacting more virtually with managers
(Fischer, 2011); and (2) we include manager-directed OCBs and
CWABs as downstream outcomes of trust in manager in a serial medi-
ation chain. We conduct our analyses using the full sample
(i.e., including all workers across all work arrangements, N = 332),
such that the resulting models produce estimates for the full range of
the percent of time in-person continuum. However, instead of graph-
ing simple slopes at the conventional +/—1 SD, we depict simple
slopes at the minimum and maximum values because they reflect the
most common work arrangements in our sample (i.e., 50% of partici-
pants report spending 0% of time in-person, and 26% of participants
report spending 100% of time in-person).”> We focus on the results
for employees working 100% in-person, as these individuals should
be the most comparable to participants sampled in our prior
studies where data was collected pre-pandemic, but report results
for those working 0% in-person (or 100% remotely) in supplemental

analyses.

SWe also conducted the focal analyses on the truncated sample (i.e., only those working
100% in-person, n = 86). We still observe a significant interpersonal justice

violation x manager gender interaction on agentic incongruence as theorized (and again not
on communal incongruence). The indirect effects in the full moderated mediation model (via
agentic incongruence) did not reach statistical significance in this reduced sample, likely due
to low power. Thus, regardless of whether we analyze the full sample or truncated sample,
Study 3 continues to implicate agentic incongruence as central to subordinates'
interpretation of and reactions to manager mistreatment.

6.2 | Results and discussion
Table 6 presents descriptive statistics and correlations for Study
3. We again found a significant negative relationship between inter-
personal justice violation and trust in manager, supporting Hypothesis
1. In support of Hypothesis 2b (adding work arrangement as noted
above), we found a significant three-way interaction between work
arrangement, manager gender, and interpersonal justice violation on
perceived agentic incongruence (b = 1.28, SE = .16, p < .01, 95% CI
[0.73, 1.83]; see Model 1, Table 7). Simple slopes analysis shows that
among employees working in-person during the pandemic, the rela-
tionship between interpersonal justice violations and agentic incon-
gruence was positive and significant among those with female
managers (b = 0.42, SE = .18, p = .02, 95% Cl [0.07, 0.77]), but nega-
tive and significant among those with male managers (b = —0.45,
SE = .12, p < .01, 95% CI [-0.68, —0.22]; see left panel of Figure 1c).
Thus, the more a female manager was generally disrespectful during
decision-making processes in a face-to-face context, the more subor-
dinates believed that she should have acted with less agency. How-
ever, the more a male manager did the same, the more subordinates
believed that he should have acted with more agency. Given that we
did not observe the latter effect in our prior studies, we speculate that
it could be due to conditions of the pandemic; for example, autocratic
leaders are seen as more acceptable under conditions of uncertainty
(Schoel et al., 2011).

Consequently, the conditional indirect effect of interpersonal jus-
tice violations on trust in manager via agentic incongruence was nega-

tive and significant among those with female managers (IDE = —0.07,
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TABLE 7 Study 3: Regression models for mediators and dependent variables.
Model 1: Model 2:
. Agentic incongruence Communal incongruence
Mediators
Variable b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% Cl
(Intercept) —0.24** .06 [-0.36, —0.12] 0.50** .07 [0.36,0.63]
Participant gender 0.09 .09 [-0.09, 0.27] 0.22* .10 [0.01, 0.42]
Manager gender -0.14 13 [-0.39, 0.11] 0.10 14 [-0.17,0.38]
% time in-person -0.32** 12 [-0.55, —0.09] 0.27* .13 [0.01, 0.53]
ITJ violations 0.07 .06 [-0.04, 0.18] 0.28** .06 [0.15, 0.40]
ITJ violations x manager gender 0.08 A1 [-0.13, 0.30] -0.12 12 [-0.36, 0.12]
ITJ violations x % time in-person —0.83** 16 [-1.14, —0.52] —0.56** .18 [-0.91, —-0.21]
% time in-person x manager gender 0.36* 17 [0.02, 0.69] -0.12 19 [-0.50, 0.25]
ITJ violations x manager gender x % time in-person 1.28** 16 [0.73, 1.83] 0.31 31 [-0.30, 0.92]
Model 3:
Trust in manager
Dependent Variable
Variable b SE 95% ClI
Direct effects:
(Intercept) 5.44** 11 [5.23, 5.65]
Participant gender —0.09 12 [-0.32, 0.15]
Manager gender —0.06 12 [-0.30, 0.17]
% time in-person 0.12 13 [-0.15, 0.38]
ITJ violations —0.65** .07 [-0.79, —0.50]
ITJ violations x manager gender -0.03 14 [-0.31, 0.24]
ITJ violations x % time in-person 0.48* 22 [0.05, 0.90]
Manager gender x % time in-person —0.82** 24 [-1.30, —0.34]
ITJ violations x manager gender x % time in-person —-1.28** .37 [-2.00, —0.56]
Agentic incongruence -0.16* .07 [-0.30, —0.01]
Communal incongruence —-0.02 .07 [-0.14, 0.11]
Indirect effects:
ITJ violations x 0% time in-person (i.e., working remotely) >
Agentic incongruence for male managers —0.06* .04 [-0.16, —0.01]
Agentic incongruence for female managers 0.003 .03 [-0.05, 0.05]
Communal incongruence for male managers -0.01 .05 [-0.10, 0.08]
Communal incongruence for female managers —0.004 .03 [—0.08, 0.05]
ITJ violations x 100% time in-person (i.e., working in-person) =
Agentic incongruence for male managers 0.07* .04 [0.01, 0.20]
Agentic incongruence for female managers -0.07* .05 [-0.21, —0.005]
Communal incongruence for male managers 0.001 .02 [-0.04, 0.07]
Communal incongruence for female managers 0.000 .03 [-0.05, 0.06]

Note: N = 332. % time in-person = proportion of weekly work time spent working in-person at the workplace during the COVID-19 pandemic, with
low = 0% and high = 100%. All continuous variables were mean-centered, and all gender variables were dummy-coded with O = male and 1 = female.

Abbreviation: ITJ, interpersonal justice.
*p < .10, *p < .05, and **p < .01.

SE = .05, 95% Cl [-0.21, —0.005]), replicating Studies 1 and 2, and
supporting Hypothesis 3b. Among those with male managers, this con-
ditional indirect effect was positive and significant (IDE = 0.07,
SE = .04, 95% Cl [0.01, 0.20]). Last, in contrast to the findings for

agentic incongruence, there was no significant three-way interaction
between work arrangement, manager gender, and interpersonal jus-
tice violation on perceived communal incongruence (b= —0.12,
SE =.19, p=.74, 95% Cl [-0.50, 0.25]), once again failing to
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TABLE 8 Study 3: Regression model for downstream behavioral outcomes (manager-directed OCBs and CWBs).
Model 4: Model 5:

S5 Manager-directed OCBs Manager-directed CWBs

Variable b SE 95% Cl b SE 95% ClI

Direct effects:
(Intercept) 0.931 49 [-0.03, 1.90] 2.38** .34 [1.72, 3.04]
Participant gender 0.08 A1 [-0.15, 0.30] -0.04 .08 [-0.19,0.11]
Manager gender 0.09f .05 [-0.01, 0.20] 0.06 .04 [-0.02.0.13]
% time in-person 0.09 13 [-0.15, 0.34] 0.24** .08 [0.07, 0.40]
ITJ violations 0.04 .05 [-0.06, 0.14] 0.11** .03 [0.04,0.17]
ITJ violations x manager gender 0.28* 13 [0.03, 0.53] 0.22** .09 [0.05, 0.39]
ITJ violations x % time in-person —0.39" .20 [-0.78, 0.004] 0.38** 14 [0.12, 0.65]
Manager gender x % time in-person -0.11 17 [-0.44, 0.23] -0.18 11 [-0.40, 0.04]
ITJ violations x manager gender x % time in-person 0.42 .35 [-0.57, 1.10] —0.44% .23 [-0.89, 0.02]
Agentic incongruence 0.04 .05 [-0.06, 0.14] 0.11* .03 [0.04,0.17]
Communal incongruence 0.09t .05 [-0.01, 0.20] 0.06 .04 [-0.02, 0.13]
Trust in manager 0.62** .05 [0.52,0.72] —0.26** .03 [-0.33, —0.19]

Indirect effects:

ITJ violations x 0% time in-person (i.e., working remotely) x male managers =
Agentic incongruence - trust in manager —0.04* .02 [-0.10, —0.003] 0.02* .01 [0.002, 0.04]
Communal incongruence = trust in manager —0.005 .03 [-0.07, 0.04] 0.002 .01 [-0.02, 0.03]

ITJ violations x 0% time in-person (i.e., working remotely) x female managers >
Agentic incongruence - trust in manager 0.002 .02 [—0.03, 0.04] —0.001 .01 [-0.01, 0.01]
Communal incongruence = trust in manager —0.002 .02 [-0.06, 0.03] 0.001 .01 [-0.01, 0.02]

ITJ violations x 100% time in-person (i.e., working in-person) x male managers =
Agentic incongruence = trust in manager® 0.04* .03 [0.004, 0.12] —0.02* .01 [-0.05, —0.002]
Communal incongruence = trust in manager! 0.001 .02 [-0.02, 0.04] 0.000 .01 [-0.02, 0.01]

ITJ violations x 100% time in-person (i.e., working in-person) x female managers >
Agentic incongruence - trust in manager® —0.04* .03 [-0.13, —0.002] 0.02* 0.01 [0.001, 0.05]
Communal incongruence = trust in manager! 0.000 .02 [-0.04, 0.03] 0.000 .01 [-0.01, 0.01]

Note: N = 332. % time in-person = proportion of weekly work time spent working in-person at the workplace during the COVID-19 pandemic, with
low = 0% and high = 100%. All continuous variables were mean-centered, and all gender variables were dummy-coded with O = male and 1 = female.
Abbreviations: CWBs, counterproductive workplace behaviors; ITJ, interpersonal justice; OCBs, organizational citizenship behaviors.

p < .10, *p < .05, and **p < .01.

support Hypothesis 2a, and therefore necessarily failing to support
Hypothesis 3a.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 predicted that downstream, diminished trust
should predict manager-directed OCBs and CWBs. Given the lack of
support for the mediating role of communal incongruence, we focused
these analyses on conditional indirect effects on manager-directed
OCBs and CWBs sequentially via agentic incongruence and trust in
manager (see Table 8). Supporting Hypothesis 4b, among those work-
ing in-person during the pandemic, the conditional indirect effect of
interpersonal justice violations on manager-directed OCBs via agentic
incongruence, and in turn trust in manager, was negative and signifi-
cant among those with female managers (IDE = —0.04, SE = .03, 95%
Cl [-0.13, —0.002]), but was positive and significant among those
with male managers (IDE = 0.04, SE = .03, 95% Cl [0.004, 0.12]). A

similar pattern of results was found for manager-directed CWBs,
albeit positive and significant among those with female managers
(IDE = 0.02, SE = .01, 95% CI [0.001, 0.05]), and negative and signifi-
cant among those with male managers (IDE = —0.02 SE = .01, 95% Cl
[-0.05, —0.002]). This supports Hypothesis 5b. Thus, our results show
that diminished trust due to gendered reactions to leader mistreat-

ment are associated with workers' reciprocation behaviors.

6.2.1 | Supplemental analyses
When decomposing the three-way interaction between proportion
of time working in-person, manager gender, and interpersonal jus-

tice violation on perceived agentic incongruence, simple slopes
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analysis indicated that, for those working 0% in-person (or 100%
remotely), the relationship between interpersonal justice violations
and perceived agentic incongruence was positive and significant
among those with male managers (b = 0.38, SE = .08, p < .01, 95%
Cl [0.22, 0.54]), but was not significant among those with female
managers (b = —0.02, SE = .13, p = .88, 95% Cl [-0.26, 0.23]; see
right panel of Figure 1c). These results suggest that the more a male
manager was generally rude during decision-making events amidst
remote work, the more subordinates believed that he should have
acted with less agency. This effect is unexpected, given that men
are typically encouraged to exhibit high agency (e.g., Prentice &
Carranza, 2002).

Among employees working completely remotely, the conditional
indirect effect of interpersonal justice violations on trust in manager
via agentic incongruence was not significant among those with
female managers (IDE = 0.003, SE = .03, 95% ClI [-0.05, 0.05]), but
was negative and significant among those with male managers
(IDE = —0.6, SE = .04, 95% CI [-0.16, —0.005]). Downstream, dimin-
ished trust should influence manager-directed OCBs and CWBs (see
Table 8). The conditional indirect effect of interpersonal justice viola-
tions via agentic incongruence and then trust in manager on OCBs
was not significant for employees with female managers
(IDE = 0.002, SE = .02, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.04]), but was negative and
significant for those with male managers (IDE = —0.04, SE = .02,
95% Cl [-0.10, —0.003]). Similarly, the conditional indirect effect of
interpersonal justice violations via agentic incongruence and then
trust in manager on CWBs was not significant for employees with
female managers (IDE = —0.001, SE = .01, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.01]), but
was positive and significant for those with male managers
(IDE = 0.02, SE = .01, 95% CI [0.002, 0.04]). Thus, not only do subor-
dinates who are working remotely believe that male managers who
acted rudely during decision-making events should have behaved
with less agency, but they also tend to exhibit diminished trust
toward these managers as a result, which in turn contributed to
fewer OCBs and more CWBs directed toward these managers. We
discuss these unexpected findings for male managers in the remote
work context in the General Discussion.

7 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

Across three studies, we found that employees are less trusting of
female relative to male managers who mistreat them because female
managers are uniquely perceived as exhibiting excessive agency. Hav-
ing said that, in Studies 2 and 3, we also observe that interpersonal
justice violations are positively associated with perceived communal
incongruence regardless of manager gender, which is negatively
related to trust in manager. Thus, although employees may generally
desire their manager to be “nicer” when they violate interpersonal jus-
tice, it does not explain why female managers suffer more severe rela-
tional damage than their male counterparts.

Additionally, this bias in reactions appears to reflect a person- or

entity-based phenomenon, as in Study 2 employees did not seem to

WILEY- s

be differentially reactive to fluctuations in interpersonal justice viola-
tions from female compared to male managers.® The lack of within-
manager gender effects is also consistent with research suggesting
that gender stereotypes are based on traits. Specifically, evaluators
seem to primarily penalize women who consistently display
stereotype-incongruent behavioral tendencies, rather than women
behaviors

who display isolated

(Biernat, 2018).

stereotype-incongruent

7.1 | Theoretical implications

Our research makes several theoretical contributions to the literature.
First, to our knowledge, we are the first to systematically test the role
of two stereotype-based mechanisms, and in doing so we correct a
growing misconception in the mistreatment literature that female
managers who mistreat employees are penalized more harshly than
male managers due to a perceived communality deficit. Instead, our
research reveals that such differential reactions are due to percep-
tions of excessive agency. Hence, our work reflects a critical form of
theory pruning, whereby certain theoretical possibilities are made less
possible in explaining the current phenomenon, which serves to con-
tribute to theoretical progress and refinement (Leavitt et al., 2010).
Further, by simultaneously modeling multiple potential pathways, our
research is rigorous and reduces the possibility of specious
(or spurious) mediation (Fischer et al., 2017).

Although gendered reactions to interpersonal justice violations
are not explained by communality incongruence, we found evidence
(in two of three studies) that interpersonal justice violations are asso-
ciated with perceived communality incongruence regardless of man-
ager gender. Functionally, this indicates that female managers must
navigate additional challenges compared to male managers in that
their enactment of interpersonal justice is judged against both com-
munal prescriptions and agentic proscriptions, in line with the
broader literature on the double-bind that women leaders face more
generally (e.g., Hentschel et al., 2019; Zheng et al., 2018). By con-
trast, male managers who violate interpersonal justice norms appear
to be only negatively evaluated against communality standards. As
prior research on gender stereotypes indicates that men are generally
not prescribed to be communal (e.g., Prentice & Carranza, 2002), this
suggests that an expectation of “niceness” may primarily stem from
the managerial role, perhaps being especially salient during decision-
making when employees feel vulnerable. In fact, meta-analytic
research has found that, over time, leadership positions are increas-
ingly seen as overlapping with and requiring more relational qualities
(Koenig et al., 2011).

Second, our research has implications for expanding social
exchange-based theorizing, which argues that employees reciprocate
the treatment they receive in a quid pro quo fashion (Cropanzano &

SWe note that in Study 1, because we only assessed one event per manager, we could not
decompose between- versus within-manager variance. However, convergence of findings to
Study 2 between-person results and Study 3 results suggest that the recalled events were
likely reflective of the manager's general behavior.
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Mitchell, 2005). This principle has long been invoked to explain why
employees react negatively to mistreatment, such as when managers
violate justice norms (Colquitt et al., 2013). However, it has also led
to a predominant focus in the literature on the actions themselves
rather than on how the actions are construed by recipients. For
example, organizational justice scholars have long studied the effects
of different types of norm violations, such as violations of procedural,
distributive, and interpersonal justice norms, with the general
assumption that violations are interpreted relatively uniformly by
recipients. Our research reveals that the reciprocation process is not
only rooted in managers' actions, but is also contextualized by man-
ager gender due to gender stereotypes that alter how the norm viola-
tions are interpreted. In this way, it adds to growing calls to consider
how the social identity of actors, observers, and recipients can con-
textualize evaluators' moral judgments (e.g., Hester & Gray, 2020).
Relatedly, it also reinforces calls for more person-centric research
(e.g., Guo et al., 2011; Rupp et al., 2017) to understand employees'
in-situ subjective experiences following mistreatment, which shape
their mental representations of events and people, and their down-
stream reactions.

Third, our research made use of ongoing manager-subordinate
relationships, demonstrating that women managers are perceived as
overly agentic and therefore more distrusted than their male coun-
terparts when they violate interpersonal justice norms, even within
long-term relationships in which employees have individuating infor-
mation about their manager. It may be helpful to consider this finding
within a broader context. Ambivalent sexism theory (Glick &
Fiske, 2001) offers that agentic proscriptions, and benevolent pre-
scriptions, for women reflect hostile and benevolent ideologies,
respectively, that stem from common societal beliefs regarding gen-
der roles. For example, patriarchal systems contribute to beliefs
involving dominative paternalism (i.e., men legitimately should have
more power than women), as well as protective paternalism
(i.e., women deserve protection by men). Together, these differential
gender-based standards reinforce the existing social hierarchy
between men and women—women who are agentic are punished,
whereas women who are communal are rewarded. Thus, our results
suggest that female (vs. male) leaders who violate interpersonal jus-
tice rules are more likely to be seen as poor exchange partners
because they challenge the status quo by not conforming to societal
norms regarding their “appropriate” gender roles by acting with
agency. As a result, these women are likely to be subject to hostile

attitudes and treatment from others.

7.2 | Practical implications

Our work also has important practical implications for the workplace.
Broadly, our ability to detect these gendered effects indicates that
modern organizations continue to be patriarchal systems where
men's greater power is seen as legitimate, such that behaviors that
reflect agency among women continue to be penalized. This is even

more concerning given the increased societal awareness of how

sexism operates (Barreto & Doyle, 2022), which might imply that the
problem no longer exists. Rather, our findings indicate limited societal
progress in dismantling existing gendered systems of oppression and
underscore the need for continued change efforts. By taking this
more expansive view, our work suggests that to effect change in
gender relations at work, what may be essential is system-level inter-
ventions that disrupt ingrained and problematic beliefs that contrib-
ute to sexist ideologies, such as gender differentiation (Glick &
Fiske, 2001), and move people toward recognizing gender similarities
or fluidity.

More specifically, an erroneous assumption that insufficient
communality serves as the explanatory mechanism of gendered
reactions to managers' mistreatment can be problematic. Such
messages may lead women to attempt to overcome this unequal
backlash by enhancing others' perceptions of their communality
either indirectly (e.g., by highlighting their motherhood status) or
directly via communal behaviors. However, such attempts are likely
to be insufficient in leveling the playing field among male and female
managers, as they do not operate on the actual mechanism underly-
ing the problem, and may ironically open women up to experiencing
other biases. For example, highlighting one's status as a mother could
cause women to incur motherhood penalties, such as lower wages
(Correll et al., 2007).

Instead, some scholars argue that it may better serve female
leaders to adopt a paradox mindset, seeking creative ways to simul-
taneously enhance perceptions of their agency and communion,
rather than a dilemma mindset, which sees the two characteristics as
at odds (Zheng et al., 2018). Indeed, a recent study of female execu-
tives indicates that they employ several strategies to manage this
paradox, including sequencing (i.e., asking for input and then deci-
sively deciding) and complementing (i.e., demonstrating agency and
communion toward different aspects of a situation in a cohesive
manner; Zheng et al., 2018). Our findings suggest that female man-
agers may similarly benefit from adopting a paradox mindset during
decision-making processes or when explaining their actions, as their
behaviors are likely to be evaluated against both agency proscrip-
tions and communality prescriptions. For example, a female manager
could communicate to their subordinates that their brusque behavior
during decision-making (i.e., agentic action) is motivated by commu-
nal concerns, such as their desire to reduce subordinates' anxiety by
informing all of them about decisions affecting them as soon and
directly as possible.

Finally, in our studies, employees reported that female managers
commit similar or lower levels of interpersonal justice violations than
male managers. This converges with prior findings whereby manager
gender (e.g., Mayer et al., 2007) and manager-subordinate gender
similarity (e.g., Carter et al., 2014) are typically not associated with
interpersonal justice. The lack of a main effect of gender also aligns
with what is often found for other forms of transgressions (e.g., Kim
et al.,, 2021; Motro et al., 2021; Shapiro et al., 2011). From a practi-
cal standpoint, this form of backlash is particularly insidious as the
bias against female managers is evident only when examining the

consequences of leader mistreatment. Thus, in organizations that
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incorporate employee ratings of manager trust in their performance
assessments, our results suggest that female managers will be at a
career disadvantage. We acknowledge that the effects we have
uncovered are not large. Yet prior computer simulations demon-
strate that even small gender-based disparities (e.g., those that
explain 1% of the variance in outcomes) can accumulate over time
and across individuals to meaningfully and practically impact the
gender composition of those who reach the upper echelons of orga-
nizations (Martell et al., 1996). Ultimately, although it is unaccept-
able for any manager to mistreat their subordinates, female
managers should not experience more backlash or penalties than
their male peers by virtue of being women. Analogously, male man-
agers should not be given a pass for mistreatment due to their

gender.

7.3 | Limitations and future directions

Our findings are qualified by a few limitations. First, although we
employed different study designs to triangulate our results (Cook &
Campbell, 1979), all our studies utilized self-report data from one
source. However, given the subjective nature of the focal constructs,
we believe self-report is a valid approach. Further, given our main
interest in interaction effects, common method variance is unlikely to
have a significant impact on our observed results (Siemsen
et al., 2010). Nevertheless, to overcome this limitation, future
research could employ multi-source designs, such as collecting other
reports of employee trust or behaviors.

Second, our samples are all drawn from online panel data. Man-
agement scholars have expressed several concerns when using this
type of data for survey research, including representativeness, inat-
tentiveness, and false representation (Porter et al, 2019; Walter
et al., 2019). Samples drawn from online panel sources are non-
representative of the general US population in several ways; specifi-
cally, they tend to be more diverse, younger, more highly educated,
and earn lower pay (Walter et al., 2019). To the extent that these fac-
tors may impact the relationships of interest in this study, this could
serve to bias results.

Interestingly, emerging research suggests that concerns of
greater inattentiveness may not be borne out empirically
(e.g., Walter et al., 2019). Moreover, in each of our studies, we fol-
lowed recommended practices to ensure data integrity
(i.e., inattentive responding checks; Landers & Behrend, 2015). It is
often assumed that participants from online panels are financially
motivated and may engage in false representation to access studies
and earn payment (e.g., reporting they are employed when they are
not). Several features of our studies help to guard against false rep-
resentation by participants; namely, our use of pre-screen surveys,
which included filler questions, made it difficult for participants to
guess exactly what population we were seeking. We also required
participants to verify their manager's demographics across surveys
to minimize misrepresentation; that is, participants who misrepre-

sent themselves merely for financial gain would likely be

participating in large numbers of studies quickly and unlikely to
remember exactly how they responded to each survey. Nonetheless,
replication of our findings in the future using samples where false
representation is unlikely would bolster confidence in our findings
(e.g., organizational samples where HR provides contact information
for workers).

Third, we acknowledge that average levels of interpersonal justice
violations were generally low across our studies.” Although arguably
good for participants, this creates statistical challenges. In particular,
regression analysis linearly extrapolates effects observed at lower
levels to higher levels, but this may not accurately reflect what occurs
(Fischer et al., 2021). For example, it is possible that our observed
moderating effects at lower levels of interpersonal justice violations
do not hold at higher levels of interpersonal justice violations. This
could occur because there is less room for interpretation for more
egregious rude behaviors, such that managers of both genders are
equally spurned by subordinates as a result.

Scholars have offered two remedies for this issue: sampling con-
texts in which this phenomenon occurs at higher rates or creating
these more extreme environments in the lab (Fischer et al., 2021). To
some extent, we attempted the former in Study 1 by only sampling
workers who reported that they could recall a recent incident of inter-
personal justice violation by their manager. Indeed, mean levels of
interpersonal justice violations are higher in that study (M = 3.24,
SD = 1.01 on a five-point Likert scale). Although reassuring, it would
be beneficial for future research to replicate our findings in samples
(e.g., racial minority workers) or contexts (e.g., healthcare) where base
rates of mistreatment tend to be higher. We did not pursue an experi-
mental paradigm because our primary focus was to test our hypothe-
ses within ongoing manager-subordinate relationships, which can be
difficult to simulate in the lab. However, future research may desire to
do so to observe what happens at more extreme levels of
mistreatment.

Although imposed upon us by circumstances beyond our control,
one finding that requires future attention is the influence of work
arrangements on our findings. Namely, our pattern of results for those
who were working completely remotely during the COVID-19 pan-

demic was virtually the opposite of those who were working

7We conducted additional analyses to examine the robustness of our results. First, to address
the issue of non-normality, we corrected for skewness by log-transforming interpersonal
justice violations and re-ran our analyses. For all three studies, the results remained
consistent with those presented in-text. Second, to assess whether there were influential
data points, we removed cases 2.5 SDs from the mean of interpersonal justice violations and
re-ran our analyses. Generally, the pattern of results remained consistent but were somewhat
weaker for the conditional indirect effects, which could be due in part to lower statistical
power (i.e., conditional indirect effects of interpersonal justice violations on trust in manager
via agentic incongruence for female managers in Studies 2 and 3, as well as the downstream
models to OCBs and CWBs for female managers in Study 3, were significant only when using
the more liberal 90% confidence interval criteria). Yet, it is important to note that the
majority of scholars believe that outliers should only be removed if there is a reason to
consider them invalid (e.g., Orr et al., 1991). The cases in our research all passed our data
screening procedures, suggesting that they are unlikely to be errors. Further, in Study 2, the
measure of interpersonal justice violations is an average of the manager's behaviors over

6 weeks—reflecting a consistent perception of extremity by their subordinate. Thus, we
contend that the preponderance of evidence indicates that these extreme cases likely
represent a small number of (unlucky) participants who truly believe that their manager is
very rude, and that our analyses in-text are the more valid set of results.
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completely in-person. Remote employees were less trusting of unfair
male (but not female) managers due to perceiving such managers to
be excessively agentic. Interestingly, research has found that workers
cited leadership behaviors that showed understanding and care as
most needed for managing employees working from home during the
pandemic, and almost never mentioned aggressiveness and competi-
tiveness (Eichenauer et al, 2022). Although this suggests that
employees may generally see no place for agency in the virtual envi-
ronment, leading to the negative consequences experienced by male
managers who are seen as rude and disrespectful, it raises the ques-
tion of why female managers were not similarly censured.

We speculate that perhaps employees were more likely to make
external (vs. internal) attributions regarding interpersonal justice
violations for a female (vs. male) manager in the remote work
(vs. in-person) context during the pandemic. During the pandemic,
employees working remotely (vs. in-person) may have had a unique
window into the non-work lives of their managers like never before
(i.e., literally seeing into their home environment). Indeed, emerging
research indicates that people pay attention to video backgrounds
when making evaluations (e.g., parenthood cues, Roulin et al., 2023).
Additionally, research indicates that women (vs. men) were dispro-
portionately responsible for unpaid labor or home responsibilities
during the pandemic (e.g., Shockley et al., 2021). To the extent that
this was common knowledge, it could contribute to employees
interpreting their female managers' interpersonal justice violations as
due to extra stresses of their circumstances rather than due to a
stable or internal disposition that may lead to stronger perceptions of
stereotype incongruence. We encourage future research to test this
possibility, as well as to disentangle to what extent our results are
unique to working from home during a pandemic versus applicable to
working from home generally.

74 | Conclusion

Manager mistreatment can damage relationships between managers
and their subordinates. In the current research, we elucidate the
mechanism that give rise to gendered reactions to manager mistreat-
ment, demonstrating that the relational consequences of interpersonal
justice violations are exacerbated for female as compared to male
managers because employees perceive such violations to be incongru-
ent with the stereotypical expectation that women, but not men,
should refrain from exhibiting high levels of agency. Thus, our work
substantiates that—and explains why—gender stereotypes exert signif-
icant negative effects within long-term workplace relationships and

contribute to insidious biases experienced by female managers.
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