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a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t

In this study  we  tested  the validity  of  justice  climate  and  peer  justice,  measured  as second-order  con-
structs,  in  a real  work  setting.  First,  we investigated  the appropriateness  of  aggregating  first-order  facets
of justice  climate  and  peer  justice  to work-unit  level  of analysis.  Second,  we  examined  the  construct  valid-
ity of  justice  climate  and  peer justice  as two  different  factor  structures.  Third,  we tested  the  hierarchical
structure  of  justice  climate  and  peer  justice  as second-order  factors.  Finally,  we  examined  the  predictive
validity  of  second-order  factors  justice  climate  and  peer  justice  within  a nomological  network  composed
of  reciprocity  with  the  supervisor  and  reciprocity  with  coworkers.  We  conducted  these  analyses  in  a
sample of  532  employees  nested  in 79  organizations.  Our  results  suggest  the  validity  of justice  climate
and  peer  justice  measured  as second-order  factors.  We  discuss  these  results  and  their  implications  for
organizational  justice  research.

©  2016  Colegio  Oficial  de  Psicólogos  de  Madrid.  Published  by Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  This is  an  open
access  article  under  the  CC  BY-NC-ND  license  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

La  validación  del  clima  de  justicia  y  de  la  justicia  entre  compañeros  en  un
entorno  real  de  trabajo

alabras clave:
lima de justicia
lima de justicia entre compañeros
eciprocidad con el supervisor
eciprocidad con los compañeros de trabajo

r  e  s  u  m  e  n

Este  estudio  examina  la  validez  del clima  de justicia  y clima  de justicia  entre  compañeros  como  construc-
tos de  segundo  orden  en  un contexto  real de  trabajo.  Primero,  se examinó  la agregación  al  nivel  grupal
de  las  facetas  de  primer  orden  de  cada clima.  Segundo,  se  examinó  la  validez  de  constructo  clima  de
justicia  y  clima  de  justicia  entre  compañeros  por  separado.  Tercero,  se analizó  la  estructura  jerárquica  de
ambos climas  como  constructos  de  segundo  orden.  Finalmente,  se  calculó  la  validez  predictiva  de  estos
constructos  de  segundo  orden  en  una  red  nomológica  constituida  por  reciprocidad  con  el  supervisor  y

˜
con los  companeros  de  trabajo.  Estos  análisis  fueron  realizados  con  una  muestra  de  532  trabajadores
agrupados  en  79 organizaciones.  Los resultados  plantean  la  validez  del  clima  de  justicia  y clima  de  jus-
ticia  entre  compañeros  como  factores  de  segundo  orden.  Se  discuten  los  resultados  y sus  implicaciones
para  la  justicia  organizacional.

©  2016  Colegio  Oficial  de  Psicólogos  de  Madrid.  Publicado  por  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  Este  es  un
artı́culo  Open  Access  bajo la licencia  CC  BY-NC-ND  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
As more and more organizations aim to achieve their goals
hrough work groups and teams (e.g., Colquitt, Zapata-Phelan, &
oberson, 2005), the relationships among coworkers have become
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crucial. The nature and complexity of tasks in modern organiza-
tions require well-articulated work units (Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012).
Cooperation among members of work units allows organizations to
better respond to societal and economic demands. Work units that

fail to articulate their internal processes have to deal with negative
consequences, such as social loafing or team conflict, which may
reduce their effectiveness (Kidwell & Bennett, 1993; Shaw et al.,
2011).
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Organizational justice research has a lot to offer in this domain.
o capture the importance that organizations assign to work
nits, organizational justice scholars have developed a line of
esearch called justice climate (e.g., Naumann & Bennett, 2000).
his research has focused on the way coworkers are treated by
n individual or entity outside the group, usually an author-
ty figure (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2005; Ehrhart, 2004; Zhang & Jia,
013). Despite predicting important organizational outcomes—see
hitman, Caleo, Carpenter, Horner, and Bernerth’s (2012) meta-

nalysis—, justice climate neglects the interaction processes that
ake place among members of the same work unit. To capture this
nternal phenomenon, Cropanzano, Li, and James (2007) referred to

hat goes on inside a work unit as intra-unit justice. Cropanzano,
i, and Benson (2011) later relabeled this construct as peer justice.

Due to the importance attributed to justice climate (Whitman
t al., 2012) and the novelty and potential of peer justice (Li &
ropanzano, 2009), Li, Cropanzano, and Bagger (2013) recently
onducted an empirical examination of the factorial structure of
hese constructs. Consistent with the tendency toward an over-
ll approach to justice (e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Ambrose

 Schminke, 2009; Hauenstein, McGonigle, & Flinder, 2001; Lind
 Van den Bos, 2002; Törnblom & Vermunt, 1999), Li et al.

2013) observed that justice climate and peer justice were best
epresented through a hierarchical—second-order—structure that
ombined the first-order facets of these constructs—i.e., distribu-
ive, procedural, and interactional justice. It is important to point
ut that Li and colleagues tested these hierarchical models with a
ample of undergraduate students.

In the present study, we contribute to the justice literature by
eexamining the factorial structure of justice climate and peer jus-
ice reported by Li et al. (2013) using data collected in a formal
ork environment in the service industry. Specifically, we  test

ur model with a sample of employees working in health care
ervices who have direct contact with customers. The main pur-
ose of these organizations is to improve the quality of life of
heir customers. Therefore, cooperation among coworkers is neces-
ary because attending to each customer requires the simultaneous
nvolvement of different sets of skills and knowledge. Hence, work-
nit members are compelled to work closely together to fully meet
heir customers’ needs. In other words, the ongoing social inter-
ctions that take place in this context provide an ideal setting in
hich to examine justice climate and peer justice within a formal
ork environment.

In the following sections, we first describe the conceptual basis
nderlying the difference between justice climate and peer jus-
ice. We  then describe the benefits that have motivated scholars to
tudy organizational justice using an overall approach. Finally, we
escribe the specific steps followed to analyze the data.

nit-Level Fairness: Justice Climate and Peer Justice

Justice scholars have identified several sources or foci of fairness
rom which employees can potentially make differential justice
erceptions. This line of inquiry focusing on the perpetrator of
n (in)just act has been referred to as multifoci research (Liao &
upp, 2005). In addition to upper management, multifoci research
as identified further sources of fairness, such as coworkers and
ustomers (Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Lavelle
t al., 2009; Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007). Unit-level research
as built on these findings and distinguished justice climate from
eer justice.
Justice climate has been defined as a shared perception of
he fairness with which the unit is collectively treated by an
uthority figure (Li & Cropanzano, 2009). However, some scholars
ave noted that, during their daily activities, employees not only
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205

perceive the treatment they receive from outside the group (i.e.,
justice climate) (e.g., Cropanzano et al., 2007), but they are also
capable of perceiving the treatment they receive from within the
group (i.e., coworkers) (e.g., Lavelle et al., 2007). Peer justice refers
to the shared perception of the fairness with which coworkers gen-
erally treat one another (Li et al., 2013).

Research on justice climate has been very fruitful, showing that
justice climate is related not only to individual-level attitudes and
behaviors, such as satisfaction, commitment, and helping behaviors
(Liao & Rupp, 2005; Mayer, Nishii, Schneider, & Goldstein, 2007;
Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin, 1998; Naumann & Bennett, 2000;
Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010), but also to unit-level behavior,
such as team performance, team absenteeism, unit-level organi-
zational commitment, turnover intentions, and customer service
orientation (Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Simons & Roberson,
2003; for a meta-analysis see Whitman et al., 2012).

Peer justice, in contrast, is still a novel construct within the orga-
nizational justice literature. Despite its novelty, the facets of peer
justice have been related to team processes and outcomes such as
task performance, team citizenship behaviors (Cropanzano et al.,
2011), and team satisfaction (Li et al., 2013). These studies have
been conducted using data collected from undergraduate students.

Overall Approach to Justice in the Workplace

Research has shown that employees develop fairness per-
ceptions from as many as four justice events (Colquitt, 2001).
Employees judge fairness based on their experiences with resource
distribution (distributive justice), with the processes through which
those resources are allocated (procedural justice),  and with the
quality of social interactions that take place during the allocation
of resources (interactional justice).  Research has further divided
interactional justice into interpersonal justice—i.e., the extent to
which employees are treated with dignity and respect—and infor-
mational justice—i.e., the extent to which the explanations provided
to employees convey information about procedures and outcomes
(Bies & Moag, 1986). Even though these facets are conceptually
distinct (see Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon,
Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001), justice scholars have begun to consider
an overall approach to justice as an alternative to the more tradi-
tional facets perspective (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Choi,
2008; Greenberg, 2001; Hauenstein et al., 2001; Holtz & Harold,
2009; Jones & Martens, 2009; Kim & Leung, 2007; Lind, 2001).

According to Ambrose and Schminke (2007), the overall
approach to organizational justice has several benefits for the
fairness literature. These benefits include a more precise represen-
tation of individuals’ and groups’ justice experiences, in contrast to
solely focusing on the discrete justice facets. The overall approach
also allows scholars to examine the total impact of justice, rather
than the separate effects of its facets. Moreover, an overall approach
to justice provides a more parsimonious way to theorize about the
effects of justice. Ambrose and Schminke further suggested that
these benefits should not be restricted to individual-level research,
and they made a call for research at the unit-level of analysis to
examine the overall approach to justice. These observations are of
great importance to the emerging literature on multifoci climates,
since they allow justice researchers to focus more clearly on the
source of justice (e.g., coworkers). As we  describe in the following
paragraphs, the overall approach to unit-level fairness is consistent
with both empirical evidence and theoretical arguments.

We  first focus on the empirical evidence. In the case of justice cli-

mate, research has been accumulating for more than a decade (e.g.,
Colquitt et al., 2002; Ehrhart, 2004; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Lipponen &
Wisse, 2010; Naumann & Bennett, 2000). Whitman et al. (2012)
recently conducted a meta-analysis to further examine justice
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limate. In spite of showing the value of studying the different
acets of justice, Whitman et al. reported an average correlation
mong the facets of justice climate of .55. Cohen, Cohen, West,
nd Aiken’s (2003) typology of effect sizes suggests that a cor-
elation of .10 is weak, .30 is moderate, and .50 is strong. Based
n this typology, Whitman et al. defended the appropriateness
f an overall approach to justice climate. In fact, Whitman and
olleagues examined the importance of an overall approach to jus-
ice climate through a composite of the facets of justice climate.
he results showed that overall justice climate was  significantly
elated to unit-level effectiveness, attitudes, processes, and per-
ormance, providing important support for the total impact of this
onstruct. Research on peer justice has been much scarcer. Whereas
ropanzano et al. (2011) measured procedural and interpersonal
eer justice and reported a correlation of .74, Li et al. (2013) mea-
ured distributive, procedural, and interpersonal peer justice and
eported an average correlation of .58. Based on Cohen et al.’s (2003)
ypology of effect sizes, and as in the case of justice climate, both
tudies on peer justice reported strong correlations, which is not
urprising to justice scholars. Strong correlations among justice
acets have already been reported (see Colquitt et al., 2001; Colquitt
t al., 2013) and repeatedly discussed at the individual-level of anal-
sis (e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Bies, 2005; Colquitt & Shaw,
005). The extensive research on organizational justice, the large
mount of research on justice climate, and the preliminary research
n peer justice suggest the appropriateness of extending the overall
pproach to peer justice.

We  now turn our attention to the theoretical arguments under-
ying an overall approach to justice climate and peer justice.
airness Heuristic Theory (FHT; Lind, 2001) posits that employees
ace a fundamental social dilemma in the workplace: they do not
ave enough information to know whether they can trust others
ot to exploit them or exclude them from social relationships. To
ope with the little information they have, employees use cogni-
ive shortcuts—heuristics—to assess fairness-related information.
nce a group of employees forms a heuristic judgment of a tar-
et (e.g., the supervisor or coworkers), FHT posits that they will
ely on it as a shortcut to assess subsequent fairness-related events
nvolving the same target. Therefore, fairness heuristic judgments
ct as an overall perception of justice. After forming a heuris-
ic judgment, employees will interpret subsequent information
ased on their previously established overall framework. More

mportantly, FHT posits that heuristics are used within hierarchical
e.g., supervisor-employee) and non-hierarchical (e.g., employee-
mployee) relationships. As described by Lind (2001), “the dual
hreat of exploitation and exclusion upon which much of the the-
ry is based manifests itself very starkly in hierarchical contexts,
ecause of the power differential [justice climate], but it can be

ust as strong in close equal-power relations [peer justice]” (p. 222).
herefore, FHT not only provides the theoretical argumentation for
verall justice judgments, but it does so in a way  that is consistent
ith the overall approach to both justice climate and peer justice.

Taken together, both empirical evidence and theory support
mbrose and Schminke’s (2007) call for research on the overall
pproach to justice at the unit-level of analysis. Directly res-
onding to that call, Li et al. (2013) tested a model where they
perationalized justice climate and peer justice perceptions as
ierarchical—second-order—or composite constructs. That is, the
verall perception of each source of justice—i.e., justice climate and
eer justice—was indicated by the different justice facets. Li et al.
rgued that “justice perceptions can be considered as a two-level
tructure, with the first-level indicators representing the various

imensions of justice, and the second-level representing the overall
erception of justice” (p. 573). Li et al.’s results showed that jus-
ice climate and peer justice were best represented by combining
heir first-order factors (i.e., facets) into two separate second-order
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205 193

factors. Although the Li et al. findings were important, it should be
kept in mind that their data were obtained from a sample of under-
graduate students. As these authors suggested, there is a need for
research to reexamine their findings in a different context. Since
students are not subjected to the labor conditions and processes
directly connected to the day-to-day life of work groups and orga-
nizations the way employees are, in this study we  aim to replicate
Li et al.’s findings with a sample of employees from a formal work
setting and, thus, extend their generalizability.

Examining the Structure of Justice Climate and Peer Justice
in a Non-student Sample

Replicating the hierarchical structures of justice climate and
peer justice observed by Li et al. (2013) represents an important
contribution to the organizational justice literature because evi-
dence suggests that results obtained from student subjects may
differ from those obtained from actual employees (Henrich, Heine,
& Norenzayan, 2010). In this study we will address the replication
of the hierarchical structure of justice climate and peer justice using
a thorough four-step approach.

As Peterson (2001) indicated, student responses tend to be more
homogeneous than non-student responses. This increased homo-
geneity is an important concern when studying organizational
climates such as justice climate and peer justice because it can arti-
ficially inflate within-unit agreement. Thus, as a first step we will
examine the appropriateness of aggregating the first-order facets
of justice climate—i.e., distributive justice climate, procedural jus-
tice climate, interpersonal justice climate, and informational justice
climate—and peer justice—i.e., distributive peer justice, procedural
peer justice, interpersonal peer justice, and informational peer
justice—to the unit level of analysis.

Peterson (2001) also observed that effect sizes derived from
student samples—both direction and magnitude—frequently dif-
fer from those derived from non-student samples. Consequently,
before testing the hierarchical models of justice climate and peer
justice, in a second step we  will examine the construct validity of
justice climate and peer justice as two  different factor structures.
That is, we will examine whether the items in each facet of jus-
tice climate and peer justice measure what they are intended to
measure (Babin, Boles, & Robin, 2000).

In a third step, we will test the hierarchical structure of jus-
tice climate and peer justice reported by Li et al. (2013). That is,
we will explore an additional model in which two second-order
factors (justice climate or peer justice) account for the relation-
ship between their corresponding first-order factors (distributive,
procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice). We  will use
indicators of scale convergence and discriminant validity to exam-
ine all these structures.

Finally, in a fourth step, we  will examine the predictive validity
of justice climate and peer justice—as second-order factors—within
a well-defined nomological network. That is, we will examine
the behavior of justice climate and peer justice when related
to proximal versus distal outcomes. To this end, we  consider
the relationships of justice climate and peer justice with two
measures of employee reciprocity: perceived reciprocity with the
supervisor and perceived reciprocity with coworkers. As a gen-
eral construct, reciprocity is defined as a “continuum ranging
from under-benefitted reciprocity (when the person perceives that
he/she is receiving less than he/she deserves) to balanced reci-
procity (when the person perceives that there is an equilibrium) to

over-benefitted reciprocity (when the person perceives that he/she
is receiving more than he/she deserves)” (Moliner, Martínez-Tur,
Peiró, Ramos, & Cropanzano, 2013, p. 31). Since justice climate
refers to perceptions of fair treatment provided by authorities, we
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xpect that justice climate will present a stronger relationship with
eciprocity with the supervisor than peer justice will. Similarly,
ince peer justice refers to perceptions of fair treatment among
oworkers, we expect that peer justice will present a stronger rela-
ionship with reciprocity with coworkers than justice climate will.

ethod

ample and Procedure

We  surveyed a total of 760 employees from 98 organizations
ffiliated with the Confederation of Organizations for Persons with
ntellectual Disability (FEAPS, Spain). These organizations pertain
o the health care industry and provide services to persons with
ntellectual disability. Each organization is considered as a work
nit of FEAPS. The employees’ main occupations—primary health
are workers, psychologists, social workers, physiotherapists, and
ccupational therapists—were in line with those described as
he most frequent professions in these settings (World Health
rganization, 2007). This study is part of a larger project inves-

igating group processes in this type of organizations. The current
esearch study focuses on validating measures of justice climate
nd peer justice in detail.

Participation was confidential and voluntary. Each organization
andomly chose its employees. Since the core variables of this study
ere based on aggregated measures, we used data only when there
ere at least three employees per work unit. After deleting cases
ith missing data, the final sample consisted of 532 employees
ested in 79 work units. The decrease in sample size was  due to par-
icipants’ incomplete responses and the design requirement to have
t least three responses per work unit to aggregate to the group
evel (see Colquitt et al., 2002; Tracey & Tews, 2005). Work units
anged from 3 to 12 employees (mean = 6.73, SD = 2.20). Employees’
verage age was 35.24 years (SD = 8.76), their average organiza-
ional tenure was 6.91 years (SD = 6.58), 71.06% were women, and
5.73% had earned a university degree—the remaining 44.27% had
ompleted, at least, 10 years of state compulsory education.

easures

Both justice climate and peer justice were assessed using the
eferent shift consensus model (Chan, 1998). Instead of focusing on
he treatment received by each individual (“I am treated.  . .”), the
eferent shift consensus model focuses all respondents on the work
nit as a whole (“We are treated. . .”). According to Bashshur, Rupp,
nd Christopher (2004), this approach leads to more agreement
ithin units and a better ability to distinguish between units than
irect consensus models, which focus on the treatment received by
ach member of the unit.

ustice climate

We  assessed justice climate based on the 20-item scale devel-
ped by Colquitt (2001), using a 7-point Likert scale (ranging from
, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). Four items referred to
istributive justice, 7 items to procedural justice, 4 items to inter-
ersonal justice, and 5 items to informational justice (see the entire
cale in the Appendix).

eer justice

We  assessed peer justice based on the scale developed by Li

nd Cropanzano (2009), using a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from
, strongly disagree, to 5, strongly agree). Considering the impor-
ance attributed to informational justice, we added additional items
eferring to this facet. Not only was this decision consistent with
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205

previous recommendations (see Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Shaw,
2005), but it also allowed us to make peer justice directly com-
parable to the measure of justice climate. The final peer justice
scale contained 16 items. Participants were instructed to focus their
attention on the way  coworkers treat each other. Two items specif-
ically referred to distributive peer justice, 5 items to procedural
peer justice, 4 items to interpersonal peer justice, and 5 items to
informational peer justice (see the entire scale in the Appendix).

Perceived reciprocity

We  assessed perceived reciprocity with the supervisor and
coworkers with two single items traditionally used in the reci-
procity literature (e.g., Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993;
Hatfield, Traupmann, Sprecher, Utne, & Hay, 1985; Moliner et al.,
2013). Employees were requested to consider the relationships
with the supervisors and their coworkers. Then, they had to
endorse the statement that best characterized each relationship.
Five possible answers were presented: (1) ‘I give much more to
my  supervisor/coworkers than I receive in return’; (2) ‘I give more
to my  supervisor/coworkers than I receive in return’; (3) ‘We
both/all provide the same amount to one another’; (4) ‘My  super-
visor/coworkers give(s) me  more than I provide in return’; (5)
‘My  supervisor/coworkers give(s) me  much more than I provide
in return’.

Results

Step 1: Aggregating the Facets of Justice Climate and Peer Justice

In order to examine the appropriateness of working with
aggregated data, we followed two  complementary approaches
indicated by Kozlowski and Klein (2000): a consensus-based
approach (calculation of the average deviation index, ADM(J)) and
a consistency-based approach calculation of the intraclass correla-
tion coefficient, ICC(1). The ADM(J) presents some advantages over
the interrater agreement index (rwg; James, Demaree, & Wolf,
1984). The ADM(J) only requires a priori specification of a null
response range of interrater agreement because it does not require
the modeling of the random or null response distribution. In addi-
tion, the estimates provided by the ADM(J) are in the metric of the
original response scale (González-Romá, Peiró, & Tordera, 2002).
To determine cut-off criteria for the ADM(J), we followed Dunlap,
Burke, and Smith-Crowe (2003), who  recommend cut-off values
of 0.83 for 5-point Likert scales, and 1.17 for 7-point scales. The
ICC(1) represents the influence of group membership on the reli-
ability and degree of group members’ responses (Bliese, 2000). To
examine the adequacy of the ICC values, we  followed LeBreton
and Senter (2008). Additionally, we  computed one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA) to ascertain whether there was between-unit
discrimination among the studied variables (Chan, 1998).

The results of the aggregation analyses are depicted in Table 1.
With the exception of distributive justice climate and distributive
peer justice, all the remaining justice facets—procedural justice
climate, interpersonal justice climate, informational justice cli-
mate, procedural peer justice, interpersonal peer justice, and
informational peer justice—showed sufficient levels of within-unit
agreement and between-unit differentiation. Interestingly, dis-
tributive justice climate and distributive peer justice were the only
facets that failed to show within-unit agreement, as denoted by the
sum of each mean ADM(J) with its corresponding standard deviation.
Because these results prevent us from arguing that a distributive

climate might have emerged, before taking any other action we
decided to further assess the level of agreement using a different
index. To this end, we  computed James et al.’s (1984) rwg index.
Despite the limitations presented by the rwg index, this index is one
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Table  1
Aggregation Indexes and One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs).

ADM(J) ICC(1) ANOVA

Mean SD Cut-off

Distributive justice climate 0.99 0.34 1.17 .31 F(78, 453) = 4.01**

Procedural justice climate 0.83 0.31 1.17 .27 F(78, 453) = 3.56**

Interpersonal justice climate 0.72 0.33 1.17 .20 F(78, 453) = 2.65**

Informational justice climate 0.77 0.32 1.17 .26 F(78, 453) = 3.36**

Distributive peer justice 0.71 0.26 0.83 .12 F(78, 453) = 1.88**

Procedural peer justice 0.55 0.18 0.83 .27 F(78, 453) = 3.54**

Interpersonal peer justice 0.53 0.21 0.83 .37 F(78, 453) = 5.09**

Informational peer justice 0.46 0.16 0.83 .20 F(78, 453) = 2.65**
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ote. ADM(J) = average deviation index; ICC(1) = intraclass correlation coefficient.
** p < .01.

f the most commonly used indicators of within-unit agreement by
nit-level scholars (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Even though the heuristics are arbitrary, unit-level research has
ypically used a cut-off value of .70 for the rwg index (LeBreton

 Senter, 2008). Whereas the average rwg(j) values for procedural
ustice climate, interpersonal justice climate, informational justice
limate, procedural peer justice, interpersonal peer justice, and
nformational peer justice were all above the recommended cut-
ff value (.74, .77, .71, .79, .81, .79, respectively), the average rwg(j)
alues shown by distributive justice climate and distributive peer
ustice were not sufficient to argue for the emergence of these
limates (.51 and .51, respectively). It is important to recall that,
s with the other justice facets, both distributive justice climate
nd distributive peer justice were measured based on the referent-
hift consensus model proposed by Chan (1998). That is, to rate the
tems, each individual employee was asked to focus on the treat-

ent received by the group as a whole. Hence, the referent in these
tems was the group, not the individual. Although distributive jus-
ice is traditionally considered in the justice research, we  decided to
xclude the items referring to distributive justice climate and dis-
ributive peer justice from the following analyses. In the discussion
ection we provide several arguments that may  help to understand
hy unit members did not show sufficient within-unit agreement

n their distributive justice perceptions.
In the following sections, we conduct a series of confirmatory

actor analyses (CFA). Since justice climate and peer justice are
oth, by nature, unit-level phenomena, we ran these analyses using
ggregated data to make sure the level of analysis aligns with the
evel of theory (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

tep 2: First-Order Structures

First-order structure of justice climate. We  first tested a model
hat proposed that justice climate was a three-factor construct
omposed of the facets that showed within-unit agreement and
etween-unit differentiation—procedural justice climate, inter-
ersonal justice climate, and informational justice climate. To
ssess model fit, we computed the following fit indices: the
oot Mean Square Residual (RMSEA)—values smaller than .10

ndicate an acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993)—, Non-
ormed Fit Index (NNFI)—values greater than .95 indicate good
t—, Comparative Fit Index (CFI)—values close to .95 indi-
ate good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999)—, and Standardized Root
ean Square Residual (SRMR)—values greater than .10 indicate
odel rejection (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). Since chi-square

argely depends on sample size (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002;
eade, Johnson, & Braddy, 2008), scholars recommend com-
aring models based on more practical criteria. Cheung and
ensvold (2002) and Widaman (1985), for instance, suggest
hat an improvement in model fit should be supported by a
010 increase in CFI or NNFI (�CFI and �NNFI). Chen (2007)
suggests that a .015 decrease in RMSEA (�RMSEA) or .030 in SRMR
(�SRMR) also supports an improvement in model fit.

The three-factor structure (see Figure 1a) provided a good fit
to the data: �2 = 165.35, df = 101, p < .01; RMSEA = .090; CFI = .983;
NNFI = .980; SRMR = .053. Although all the item-factor loadings
were significant (p < .01), one item referring to interpersonal jus-
tice climate was below the recommended .70 (Shipp, Burns, &
Desmul, 2010). As depicted in Table 2, all the other item-factor
loadings ranged from .79 to .98, suggesting scale convergence
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). We  tested a model without the item
that presented a low item-factor loading, but without observ-
ing an improvement over the model representing all the items
(�2 = 156.21, df = 87, p < .01; RMSEA = .101; 90% CI = 0.075, 0.126;
CFI = .981; NNFI = .977; SRMR = .051; �RMSEA < .015; �CFI < .010;
�NNFI < .010; �SRMR < .030). Therefore, we decided to conserve
the model with all the items. The average variance extracted (AVE)
for each justice climate facet, ranging from .74 to .88, exceeded
the criterion of .50 and was  larger than the square of any corre-
lation between the factors, providing support for the convergent
and discriminant validity of the construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
To further test the adequacy of the three-factor structure, we
compared the three-factor structure to an alternative model repre-
sented by a one-factor structure. The results of the one-factor struc-
ture showed a worse fit to the data than the three-factor structure
(�2 = 850.30, df = 104, p < .01; RMSEA = .303; 90% CI = 0.285, 0.322;
CFI = .806; NNFI = .776; SRMR = .136; �RMSEA < .015; �CFI < .010;
�NNFI < .010; �SRMR < .030), providing additional support for the
three-factor structure of justice climate.

First-order structure of peer justice. As in the case of justice cli-
mate, we first tested a model proposing that peer justice is a
three-factor construct composed of the facets that showed within-
unit agreement and between-unit differentiation—procedural peer
justice, interpersonal peer justice, and informational peer jus-
tice. The fit to the data of the three-factor structure was
satisfactory: �2 = 130.42, df = 74, p < .01; RMSEA = .099; CFI = .984;
NNFI = .981; SRMR = .029. However, we  decided to eliminate two
items—one referring to procedural peer justice and one refer-
ring to informational peer justice—because they presented high
standardized residuals (Kline, 2011). The model with fewer items
(see Figure 1b) presented an improvement over the model
with all the items (�2 = 56.33, df = 51, p > .05; RMSEA = .037;
CFI = .998; NNFI = .997; SRMR = .026; �RMSEA > .015; �CFI > .010;
�NNFI > .010; �SRMR = .003). As depicted in Table 3, all item-factor
loadings were significant (p < .01) and above the recommended .70,
and all the AVE for each factor ranged from .70 to .81, exceeding the
criterion of .50 and providing support for the convergent validity
of the construct. We  then compared the three-factor structure to

an alternative model represented by a one-factor structure. This
general one-factor structure did not show an improvement over
the three-factor structure (�2 = 90.76, df = 54, p < .01; RMSEA = .093;
CFI = .986; NNFI = .983; SRMR = .036; �RMSEA < .015; �CFI < .010;
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Figure 1. Mod

NNFI < .010; �SRMR < .030). Although the three-factor structure
howed a better fit to the data, none of the AVEs of these three
actors was larger than the square of the correlations between
he factors. That is, the AVE did not provide support for the dis-
riminant validity of procedural peer justice, interpersonal peer
ustice, and informational peer justice (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
hus, the lack of sufficient discriminant validity of the first-order
acets of peer justice provides preliminary support for the hierar-
hical structure—overall approach—proposed by Li et al. (2013).

tep 3: Hierarchical Structure of Justice Climate and Peer Justice

Li et al. (2013) observed that justice climate and peer jus-
ice were best represented through a hierarchical structure that

ombined the first-order facets of these constructs. If we  were
o independently test the hierarchical structure of justice cli-

ate and peer justice, we would obtain exactly the same results
s for the three-factor structure. To avoid duplicating results, Li
sted in Step 2.

et al. compared each hierarchical—second-order—model to a first-
order model with the covariance among the factors constrained to
zero. While this procedure is theoretically plausible, the extensive
empirical evidence from previous research suggests that justice fac-
tors are highly correlated (e.g., Whitman et al., 2012). Consequently,
we decided to extend the procedure followed by Li et al. and test
an integrative model of unit-level fairness. That is, we  created two
second-order structures to represent the three underlying facets of
justice for each type of unit-level fairness—justice climate and peer
justice. Thus, in this model the relationship among procedural jus-
tice climate, interpersonal justice climate, and informational justice
climate can be accounted for by the higher level construct of justice
climate, whereas the relationship among procedural peer justice,
interpersonal peer justice, and informational peer justice can be

accounted for by the higher level construct of peer justice (see
Figure 2). The fit for the model was: �2 = 494.31, df = 343, p < .01;
RMSEA = .075; CFI = .980; NNFI = .978; SRMR = .105. Previous stud-
ies, such as the ones conducted by Kim (2005) and Marsh et al.
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Table  2
Standardized Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Loading Estimates.

Means SD Procedural
justice climate

Interpersonal
justice climate

Informational
justice climate

Item 1 5.31 0.89 .88
Item  2 5.15 0.84 .89
Item  3 4.70 0.96 .90
Item  4 5.19 0.98 .90
Item  5 4.97 0.89 .93
Item  6 5.19 0.76 .79
Item  7 5.56 0.79 .89
Item 8 6.04 0.69 .94
Item 9 6.20 0.63 .98
Item 10 6.18 0.64 .96
Item 11 5.39 1.01 .44
Item 12 5.57 0.80 .83
Item  13 5.53 0.86 .95
Item 14 5.54 0.78 .96
Item  15 5.37 0.86 .97
Item  16 5.40 0.86 .96
AVE  .78 .74 .88
Reliability estimates .96 .89 .97

Note. AVE = Average variance extracted. All factor loading estimates were significant (p < .01).

Table 3
Standardized Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Loading Estimates.

Means SD Procedural
peer justice

Interpersonal
peer justice

Informational
peer justice

Item 1 3.89 0.53 .82
Item  3 3.59 0.59 .84
Item  4 3.75 0.55 .91
Item  5 3.62 0.57 .94
Item  6 3.47 0.85 .80
Item 7 4.00 0.53 .73
Item 8 4.04 0.57 .93
Item 9 4.18 0.53 .88
Item 11 3.92 0.50 .85
Item  12 4.13 0.42 .88
Item  13 3.93 0.48 .92
Item  14 3.98 0.44 .94
AVE  .77 .70 .81
Reliability estimates .93 .90 .94

Note. AVE = Average variance extracted. All factor loading estimates were significant (p < .01).

Table 4
Standardized Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Loading Estimates.

Means SD Justice climate Peer justice

Procedural justice climate 5.31 0.89 .75
Interpersonal justice climate 5.15 0.84 .88
Informational justice climate 4.70 0.96 .90
Procedural peer justice 5.19 0.98 .95
Interpersonal peer justice 4.97 0.89 .99
Informational peer justice 5.19 0.76 .95
AVE  .72 .93

N t (p < .
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Reliability estimates 

ote. AVE = Average variance extracted. All factor loading estimates were significan

2004), have demonstrated that SRMR is sensitive to sample size
ecause it decreases as sample size increases (Chen, 2007), sug-
esting that researchers should not be overly critical if it is not quite

099. Based on these recommendations, we argue that the model
howed an acceptable fit to the data. As depicted in Table 4, all the
rst-order factor loadings were significant (p < .01) and above the
ecommended .70. Moreover, the AVE for each second-order fac-
or ranged from .72 to .93, exceeding the criterion of .50 and, thus,
roviding support for the convergent validity of both constructs.

ore importantly, the AVE was larger than the square of the cor-

elation between the second-order factors, providing support for
he discriminant validity between justice climate and peer justice
Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
.97 .97

01).

Even though these findings satisfactorily demonstrate the dis-
tinction between justice climate and peer justice, we  ran an
additional CFA without marking any differences regarding the
two types of unit-level fairness. To this end, we created a
second-order structure—i.e., justice as a whole—, where the six
facets of justice—procedural justice climate, interpersonal jus-
tice climate, informational justice climate, procedural peer justice,
interpersonal peer justice, and informational peer justice—loaded
independently from their source. The difference between mod-

els revealed that the model that considered the two types of
unit-level fairness separately yielded a better fit (�2 = 509.70,
df = 344, p < .01; RMSEA = .079; CFI = .979; NNFI = .976; SRMR = .217;
�RMSEA > .015; �CFI > .010; �NNFI > .010; �SRMR > .030).
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Figure 2. Model tested in Step 3.
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In spite of the high correlations between the justice
acets—procedural justice climate, interpersonal justice climate,
nformational justice climate procedural peer justice, interpersonal
eer justice, and informational peer justice—, Table 5 shows that
he correlations between justice climate and its facets are higher
han the correlations between justice climate and the facets of peer
ustice. The same thing is true for peer justice; the correlations
etween peer justice and its facets are higher than the correlations
etween peer justice and the facets of justice climate.

tep 4: Predictive Validity of Justice Climate and Peer Justice

In order to examine the predictive validity of justice climate and
eer justice, we tested the relationship of these constructs with
wo types of reciprocity, reciprocity with the supervisor and reci-
rocity with coworkers. Whereas justice climate and peer justice
re unit-level constructs, perceived reciprocity with the supervisor
nd with coworkers are individual-level constructs. Thus, to ade-
uately test these cross-level relationships, we used hierarchical

inear modeling (HLM). This methodology allows the simultaneous
xamination of the effects of variables at both the individual and

nit levels (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Due to potential effects
f employees’ gender, organizational tenure, and work-unit size
n relationship quality (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1996; Colquitt et al.,
002; Wayne, Liden, & Sparrowe, 1994), we controlled the effects
of these variables. Moreover, we followed Hofmann and Gavin’s
(1998) recommendations and grand-mean centered all the inde-
pendent variables, and Bliese (2002) suggestion to compute the
variance explained by each set of predictors, 1–(variance with pre-
dictors/variance without predictors).

Before testing the cross-level effect of justice climate and peer
justice, we  examined the degree of between-group variance in
the two  dependent variables. Model 0 (null model) revealed that
16.83% of the variance in reciprocity with the supervisor and 15.02%
of the variance in reciprocity with coworkers resides between
units (�00 = .119, �2 = 1293.88, df = 3, p < .01; �00 = .085, �2 = 1180.76,
df = 3, p < .01, respectively). As Table 6 shows, justice climate had a
significant cross-level relationship with perceived reciprocity with
the supervisor (� = .50, p < .01), even after controlling for gender,
organizational tenure, work-unit size, and peer justice. Peer jus-
tice had no effect on perceived reciprocity with the supervisor.
In contrast, peer justice had a significant cross-level relationship
with perceived reciprocity with coworkers (� = .61, p < .01), even
after controlling for gender, organizational tenure, work-unit size,
and justice climate. Justice climate had no effect on perceived
reciprocity with coworkers. Together, these results support the

predictive validity of justice climate and peer justice, as these con-
structs behave distinctively when related to proximal versus distal
variables such as reciprocity with the supervisor and reciprocity
with coworkers.
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Table  5
Work-unit Level Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Procedural justice climate 5.15 0.79 -
Interpersonal justice climate 5.95 0.61 .65** -
Informational justice climate 5.48 0.78 .65** .76** -
Procedural peer justice 3.71 0.50 .53** .26* .34** -
Interpersonal peer justice 3.92 0.57 .47** .24* .25** .87** -
Informational peer justice 3.99 0.42 .41** .21 .31** .86** .84** -
Justice  climate 5.53 0.65 .87** .89** .91** .37** .37** .36** -
Peer  justice 3.87 0.47 .50** .25* .32** .96** .96** .94** .41** -

Table 6
Results of Random Coefficient Modeling Analyses.

Reciprocity with the supervisor Reciprocity with coworkers

Null model Model 1 Model 2 Null model Model 1 Model 2

Level 1 (n = 532)
Intercept 2.46** (.06) 2.46** (0.06) 2.45** (0.05) 2.94** (0.05) 2.93** (0.06) 2.93** (0.04)
Gender  -.01 (.10) .01 (.09) .06 (.08) .08 (.08)
Organizational tenure -.02 (.01) -.02 (.01) -.02 (.01) -.01 (.01)

Level  2 (n = 79)
Work-unit size .02 (.02) .02 (.02) .02 (.02) .03 (.02)
Justice  climate .50** (.07) -.04 (.06)
Peer  justice .04 (.09) .61** (.08)

Variance explained:
Within-unit variance (�2) .588 .556 .553 .481 .442 .438
Between-unit variance (�00) .119 .119 .036 .085 .085 .035
Within-unit R2 5.44% 5.95% 8.11% 8.94%
Between-unit R2 .00% 69.75% .00% 58.82%
Number of free parameters 3 11 13 3 11 13
Model  deviance (�2) 1293.88 1279.18 1230.84 1180.76 1160.16 1115.88
�df  — 8 2 — 8 2
��2 — 14.70 48.34** — 20.60** 44.28**
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ote. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.
p < .05, **p < .01.

iscussion

In the present study, we reexamined Li et al.’s (2013) hier-
rchical structure of justice climate and peer justice, which
hey originally validated separately for each construct and with
ata from US undergraduate students. To do so, we used data
ollected from health care organizations from Spain. We  simulta-
eously examined the structure of justice climate and peer justice,
onfirming the convergent and discriminant validity of these hier-
rchical constructs (see Figure 2). This study also validated these
easures with data collected within a formal work environment

uch as the one provided by the health care industry. As Li et al.
ound, we observed that justice climate and peer justice can be

odeled as two distinct hierarchical—second-order—constructs.
inally, we also observed that justice climate and peer justice show

 clearly distinctive behavior when related to proximal versus dis-
al variables such as reciprocity with the supervisor and reciprocity
ith coworkers. In the following sections, we discuss these results

n greater detail and their implications for the justice literature.
Aggregating the Facets of Justice Climate and Peer Justice
When working with shared perceptions, an important require-

ent for researchers is to justify that employees who work in the
ame unit report similar levels of the constructs being measured
e.g., justice climate, peer justice), and that units can be differen-
iated based on these same constructs (Chan, 1998; Kozlowski &
lein, 2000). In our sample, we did not observe sufficient levels of
greement on distributive perceptions, even though this facet is

raditionally considered in organizational justice research. In other
ords, whereas individuals within the same work unit reported

imilar perceptions of procedural justice climate, interpersonal jus-
ice climate, informational justice climate, procedural peer justice,
interpersonal peer justice, and informational peer justice, they did
not report similar perceptions of distributive justice climate or dis-
tributive peer justice. Thus, future investigations need to look more
closely at distributive justice to examine whether this facet can be
considered beyond the individual level.

Even though the lack of agreement on distributive justice cli-
mate and distributive peer justice seems to be related to the
distributive facet per se,  rather than to the source of justice, we
believe that these results should be interpreted separately for
justice climate and peer justice. In the following paragraphs, we
provide a series of possible reasons for the lack of within-unit agree-
ment shown by distributive justice climate and distributive peer
justice.

Aggregating distributive justice climate. Social information
processing theory (SIP) argues that employees do not operate in a
vacuum. Instead, individuals use information modeled from others,
which, over time, results in shared perceptions about practices, val-
ues, and norms (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Roberson (2006a, 2006b)
argues that these shared perceptions are reached through a pro-
cess of collective sense-making. As Roberson (2006a) explains, the
social interaction that takes place between unit members may  facil-
itate social comparison and the creation of shared evaluations of
the unit’s treatment. More importantly, Roberson demonstrated
that the more time spent interacting—sense-making—, the higher
the convergence of unit members’ perceptions. That is, “given that
longer interaction times provide additional opportunities for social
influence and comparison, [...], the duration of team sense-making

discussions may  be influential in the development of team justice
climates” (Roberson, 2006a, p. 189).

Based on our results, we argue that the unit members from
our sample may  not have engaged long enough in sense-making
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ctivities about the allocation of resources by authority figures (dis-
ributive justice climate). We  have identified two reasons that may
ave influenced the time individuals spent discussing the distribu-
ion of outcomes. As we describe next, the first reason has to do
ith the nature of distributive justice perceptions. The second rea-

on has to do with a contextual factor of Spanish organizations that
ttend to people with intellectual disabilities.

The first reason involves the two justice facets most frequently
tudied in the fairness literature, distributive and procedural justice
e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). Interestingly, the number of stud-
es that have measured these facets varies greatly depending on the
evel of analysis. Colquitt et al.’s (2013) meta-analysis conducted at
he individual level of analysis found that around 76% of the studies
hat met  their inclusion criteria measured the procedural facet of
ustice, and around 67% measured the distributive facet. However,

hitman et al.’s (2012) meta-analysis conducted with unit-level
ata showed a different pattern. Whereas 92% of the studies that
et  the inclusion criteria for Whitman et al.’s meta-analysis mea-

ured the procedural facet, only 24% measured the distributive facet
f justice. Despite the relative importance attributed to these facets
or each level of analysis, the substantial variation in these percent-
ges, in additional to our results, questions the nature of the level
f distributive justice climate. It is not clear whether distributive
ustice does in fact emerge as a climate per se,  or if it remains as an
ndividual perception. The personality, job role, social status, and
ndividual trajectory of each employee may  influence the way  each
nit member assesses the fairness with which outcomes are allo-
ated (e.g., Bangwayo-Skeete, Rahim, & Zikhali, 2013; Barr, Burns,
iller, & Shaw, 2011; Birnbaum & Stegner, 1979; Cappelen, Hole,

orensen, & Tungodden, 2007; Stouten, Kuppens, & Decoster, 2013).
n fact, self-serving bias research has shown that distributive justice
udgments are often biased (e.g., Konow, 2000; Messick & Sentis,
979; Ross & Sicoly, 1979; Thompson & Loewenstein, 1992). Hence,

t is feasible that biased perceptions of distributive justice may
ffect the social interaction processes that take place when cowork-
rs engage in sense-making activities (e.g., Barr et al., 2011). Due to
he existence of biased perceptions, employees might need more
ime and a clearer understanding of the criteria to appraise the dis-
ribution of resources as just or unjust than they need to appraise
ther facets of justice (e.g., procedural justice climate). In other
ords, the existence of biased perceptions might require a more

horough sense-making process to develop shared perceptions of
istributive justice. Thus, in the case of scholarly research, biased
erceptions of distributive justice might be more detrimental to the
tudy of distributive justice climate than to the study of individual-
evel distributive perceptions. Therefore, it is important for future
esearch to address the emerging nature of unit-level distributive
ustice. To do so, we propose that scholars should not only con-
ider the functional approach to unit-level phenomenon, but also the
tructural approach. Whereas the functional approach emphasizes
he effects of a unit-level construct within an organizational system,
he structural approach posits that unit-level constructs originate
rom individuals and are shaped through a social interaction pro-
ess among members of the same unit (Morgeson & Hofmann,
999). The present study provides an example of the difficulties in
apturing the structural emergence of distributive justice climate.
s mentioned throughout this section, we did not observe sufficient
ithin-unit agreement to justify that a distributive justice climate
ad emerged.

The second reason that may  help to explain why unit members
ay not have engaged long enough in sense-making activities of

istributive justice climate perceptions has to do with a contextual

actor of the organizations that participated in the study, that is,
panish organizations that attend to persons with intellectual dis-
bility. This contextual factor is the existence of specific collective
greements—also known as collective bargaining agreements—that
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205

regulate the activities of Spanish healthcare organizations pro-
viding attention to persons with intellectual disability. These
agreements, which are generally negotiated every five years, deter-
mine employees’ timetables, wages and holidays, among other
practices and norms. This factor seems to promote an equality prin-
ciple among all the stakeholders related to these organizations.
Employees’ benefits—such as increases in salary—are fixed by these
collective agreements, which are unrelated to the exact amount
of effort employees put into their jobs (e.g., Boletín Oficial del
Estado, 2006, June 27). Equality theory (Leung & Bond, 1984), how-
ever, differs from the most common approach to operationalizing
distributive perceptions (e.g., Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Colquitt,
2001), which is the one we used to measure distributive justice cli-
mate in this study. This later theory has been referred to as equity
theory and dictates that employees are compensated—for instance
with a salary increase, a promotion, a newer computer—based
on the size of their contribution—for instance, the number of
work hours, educational degree, experience or skills (Adams, 1963,
1965). In an industry as specific as the one described in this study,
where most of the norms seem to have been formulated based on an
equality principle, employees might be more reluctant to engage in
social interactions to discuss whether the benefits or resources they
receive are fair based on the contributions they make. The social
nature of these organizations might even make the employees
less willing to discuss their distributive justice climate percep-
tions. Consequently, employees from these organizations might
not engage in interactions about the fairness of the outcomes they
receive as much as employees in other sectors would. Therefore,
it is reasonable to expect that each employee will have different
opinions. The lack of collective sense-making would translate into
a low level of agreement within units.

Aggregating distributive peer justice.  Cropanzano et al. (2011) and
Li et al. (2013) both used data from undergraduate students, who
might not have been sufficiently familiar with the full array of work
benefits (e.g., salary, promotions, working hours) that characterize
formal work settings. Furthermore, only Li et al. measured distribu-
tive peer justice. Even though variables from student samples tend
to show higher homogeneity than variables from formal work envi-
ronments (Peterson, 2001), Li et al. reported that distributive peer
justice did not show an rwg index above the typical cut off value of
.70 (LeBreton & Senter, 2008); their rwg index for this variable was
marginal, .66.

Taken together, Li et al. (2013) and the results of the present
study raise a concern originally raised by Ambrose and Schminke
(2007), who questioned the relevance of some of the peer justice
facets. According to these scholars, coworkers sometimes make
allocation decisions (i.e., distributive justice), but most of the time
allocation decisions are not part of their role. Typically, these
decisions depend on the organization and the supervisor. In the
organizations from our sample, the allocation decisions of work
units may  have been limited not only by the organization or the
supervisor, but also by the protocols unit members have to follow
when attending to their customers (i.e., persons with intellectual
disability). If unit allocation decisions were not entirely within the
reach of coworkers, then employees may  have had difficulty in
assessing distributive peer justice, affecting, in turn, the level of
within-unit agreement shown by unit members.

In addition, we argue that in organizations like the ones used in
the present study, instrumental assets are not the only resources
being allocated. In these service organizations, encounters between
employees and customers are characterized by a lengthy duration,
affective implication, and close spatial proximity (Price, Arnould,

& Tierney, 1995). Therefore, the emotional assets being transferred
become more salient. In work units where employees have to work
together while closely attending to persons with intellectual dis-
ability, the allocation of emotional assets within the unit might
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ecome considerably more important than in other service orga-
izations such as hospitals, where encounters with customers (i.e.,
atients) are much briefer and separated in time. How could this
ave influenced the level of agreement of individuals’ distributive
eer justice perceptions? By not considering items referring to the
llocation of socio-emotional assets within the unit, we might have
eft out an important aspect of the phenomenon of distributive peer
ustice climate.

A final remark that may  help to explain the low level of
ithin-unit agreement applies to both distributive peer justice

nd distributive justice climate. As in the case of justice climate,
esearch on distributive justice seems to differ depending on the
evel of interest. Distributive justice has been thoroughly exam-
ned at the individual level of analysis (see Colquitt et al., 2013)
ut, according to Li and Cropanzano (2009), “there is little research
n collective perceptions of distributive justice” (p. 3) (see also
hitman et al., 2012). Regardless of whether the source of jus-

ice is within the unit (peer justice) or outside it (justice climate),
ndividuals might not engage in social interactions about their dis-
ributive perceptions as frequently as they do about other facets of
ustice. Because employees’ compensations represent an important
spect of their distributive perceptions, we draw on the literature
o set an example. US employees, for instance, seem to favor pay
ecrecy (Hrnexf.com, 2001). More importantly, many organizations
end to promote pay secrecy as a way to motivate their employ-
es and reduce workplace conflict (Colella, Paetzold, Zardkoohi, &
esson, 2007). Thus, employees and organizations seem to jointly

einforce a culture where no compensation information is shared.
his “cultural taboo regarding money”, as indicated by Trachtman
1999), may  extend to other benefits and resources employees
eceive in the workplace, such as a new computer or a bigger
ffice. In environments where there is an implicit understanding
mong coworkers not to discuss their compensation, employees
ould probably avoid sharing their individual perceptions about
istributive justice. During social interactions, employees would
ather share their perceptions about other topics with less cultural
urden. Consequently, we believe employees would not engage in
iscussions about the outcomes per se they receive as frequently
s they would engage in discussions about how they perceive that
hese outcomes are allocated (procedural justice), whether they
re treated with respect (interpersonal justice), or whether they
eceive adequate explanations for the outcomes they receive (infor-
ational justice). Future research interested in the emergence

rocess of the different justice facets should further examine this
ine of inquiry.

First-Order Approach Versus Second-Order Approach
Our results showed that in Spanish health care employ-

es, justice climate can be represented as three first-order
onstructs—procedural, interpersonal, and information justice
limate—or as a second-order—hierarchical—construct, so that an
verall perception of justice climate is indicated by the different
ustice facets. The results for peer justice were different. Despite
howing a good fit to the data, the facets of peer justice presented
trong correlations that prevent us from arguing that there is suffi-
ient differentiation among them and, in turn, compel us to reject
he first-order approach. For the second-order approach, however,
he relationship among procedural peer justice, interpersonal peer
ustice, and informational peer justice was accounted for by the
igher-level construct of peer justice. Thus, we believe that among
panish health care employees, peer justice is best represented as

 second-order construct. These results provide useful insights to
he justice literature.
Because our results for justice climate replicate those found by
i et al. (2013), we believe that researchers interested in this con-
truct can operationalize it by using either a first-order approach
where the focus is on the facets of justice climate; see Figure 1a)
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205 201

or a second-order or overall approach (where the focus is on justice
climate as a composite; see Figure 2). As previously suggested by
Li and colleagues, this decision should be guided by theoretical and
pragmatic reasons.

When examining peer justice, researchers should be more care-
ful. Our results do not support the findings by Li et al. (2013) with
undergraduate students (see Figure 1b). They only support the
second-order structure of peer justice (see Figure 2) because the
three-factor structure of peer justice did not show sufficient dis-
criminant validity among its factors. Unit members did not seem
to adequately distinguish between procedural, interpersonal, and
informational peer justice. Despite the lack of discriminant valid-
ity, the three-factor model showed a good fit to the data. These
results might be explained by Rupp and Paddock’s (2010) dynamic
model of justice, which integrates different frameworks to help
understand the development of source-based climates—such as
peer justice or justice climate—over time.

According to Rupp and Paddock’s (2010) dynamic model, during
their daily work employees individually experience justice-related
events in the form of a facet of justice (e.g., interpersonal jus-
tice). This experience is then translated into an emotional reaction
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), which, in turn, triggers a cogni-
tive process that requires the identification of the perpetrator of
the (in)justice (e.g., the supervisor, coworkers, customers) (Lind,
2001). Thus, over time, all justice-related events, whether related
to outcomes, processes, interpersonal treatment, or quality of
information, are categorized into source-based justice perceptions
(e.g., supervisory-based justice, coworker-based justice, customer-
based justice). These source-based justice perceptions are then
aggregated to the work-unit level through a parallel socialization
process, such as the one previously described by social informa-
tion processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). This social process
results in what have been referred to as multifoci justice climates or
source-based justice climates like the ones examined in this study
(justice climate and peer justice). The good fit to the data of the
three-factor structure of peer justice and the lack of discriminant
validity of this model could be two sides of the same coin that might
be explained by the cross-sectional nature of our data.

As depicted by Rupp and Paddock’s (2010) model, as time goes
by, the salience of justice events is transferred to the salience of
the source of justice. Thus, if we were to measure individual per-
ceptions of coworker-based justice in newly formed teams, the
discriminant validity of the facets would be greater than if we were
to measure it in more experienced teams. Based on these argu-
ments, it is possible to conceive the legitimacy of a model showing
good fit to the data and a simultaneous lack of discriminant validity,
as in the three-factor model of peer justice. When measuring shared
perceptions of coworker-based justice—peer justice—with a cross-
sectional design, as in the present study, it is possible to observe
that the facets of peer justice are valid indicators of peer justice
(shown by the good fit to the data). This might occur because the
facets represent the most archaic part of the development of jus-
tice perceptions, the events. That is, all employees experience these
justice events in some way. The simultaneous lack of discriminant
validity of the facets of peer justice might take place because, over
time, the source of justice has become more salient. Therefore, if
we had focused solely on newly formed units, we  would probably
have observed a greater discriminant validity between the facets
of peer justice. Based on Rupp and Paddock’s model, these results
might have been found for peer justice and not justice climate
because employees simply spend much more time interacting with
their coworkers than they do interacting with their supervisors.

Hence, future research on the facets of peer justice should pay spe-
cial attention to the importance of considering the time employees
have already spent working as a unit. This is particularly impor-
tant for scholars interested in organizations that present similar
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haracteristics to the ones used in this study, where employees are
equired to work closely together to fully attend to their customers.

Predictive Validity of Justice Climate and Peer Justice
As a final contribution, we explored the behavior of justice cli-

ate and peer justice within a nomological network that consisted
f reciprocity with the supervisor and reciprocity with cowork-
rs. As expected, justice climate presented a stronger relationship
ith reciprocity with the supervisor than peer justice did. Simi-

arly, peer justice presented a stronger relationship with reciprocity
ith the coworkers than justice climate did. These results suggest

hat employees are not only capable of distinguishing between jus-
ice climate and peer justice, but also that these climates behave
istinctively within their nomological network.

imitations and Strengths

As with any research, the present study presents some lim-
tations. The main limitation of this study has to do with its
ross-sectional nature. As previously discussed, we believe that a
ongitudinal assessment of justice climate and peer justice would
ave allowed us to test whether the factorial structures of these
onstructs vary over time. This represents an important avenue for
uture research.

The nature of the study sample (i.e., organizations for the atten-
ion to persons with intellectual disability) offers an important
dvantage. Since employees are required to work closely together,
he way these organizations attend to their customers facili-
ates the study of unit-level phenomenona. However, this specific
ector also presents some contextual factors—which were thor-
ughly discussed—that might have influenced our results (e.g., the
xistence of collective agreements and the social nature of organi-
ational goals). Despite these factors, the data collected from these
panish organizations was useful for replicating the findings by Li
t al. (2013), which were based on a sample of US undergraduate
tudents.

Despite these limitations, this study provides evidence of the
alidity of justice climate and peer justice as two hierarchical con-
tructs that show the importance of considering different sources
f fairness within the workplace. In addition to the more consoli-
ated research on justice climate, the validation of peer justice as

 second-order construct represents an important contribution, as,
n most service organizations, services are delivered by cowork-
rs working together (e.g., Gilson, Shalley, & Blum, 2001). Thus, in
ddition to justice climate, peer justice offers a key opportunity to
xplore work-unit processes and outcomes.
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ppendix

Distributive justice climate items:
Las ventajas recibidas reflejan el esfuerzo que ponemos en el tra-
bajo / The benefits we receive reflect the effort we put into our
work.
ational Psychology 32 (2016) 191–205

Son adecuadas para el trabajo que realizamos / The benefits we
receive are appropriate for the work we have completed as a work
unit.
Son un fiel reflejo de las contribuciones que realizamos al centro
/ The benefits we receive reflect what we have contributed to the
organization.
Están justificadas, si se tiene en cuenta el trabajo que realizamos
/ The benefits we receive are justified, given our performance as a
work unit.

Procedural justice climate items:

En estos procedimientos expresamos nuestros puntos de vista /
We express our views in the procedures used to achieve our ben-
efits.
Nosotros/as influimos sobre el resultado obtenido con estos pro-
cedimientos / We  have influence over the benefits obtained with
these procedures.
Estos procedimientos se aplican a todos por igual, consistente-
mente / Procedures are applied consistently to all unit members.
Estos procedimientos son no discriminatorios / These procedures
are free of bias.
Estos procedimientos se basan en información certera y precisa /
These procedures are based on accurate information.
Podemos quejarnos del resultado obtenido con estos procedimien-
tos / We  are able to complain about the outcomes obtained with
these procedures.
Estos procedimientos son éticos y morales / These procedures
uphold ethical and moral standards.

Interpersonal justice climate items:

Les trata con amabilidad y cortesía / The supervisor treats work-
unit members in a polite manner.
Les trata con respeto / The supervisor treats work-unit members
with respect.
Les ofrece un trato digno / The supervisor treats work-unit mem-
bers with dignity.
Los comentarios que el/la jefe/a hace de ustedes son impropios o
injustos / The supervisor makes inappropriate or unfair comments
or remarks about work-unit members.

Informational justice climate items:

Es sincero/a en su comunicación con ustedes / The supervisor is
candid when communicating with the work-unit members.
Les explica completamente los procedimientos a seguir en el tra-
bajo / The supervisor explains the procedures thoroughly.
Les ofrece explicaciones razonables con respecto a los proced-
imientos a seguir / The supervisor’s explanations about the
procedures are reasonable
Les informa sobre detalles del trabajo de una manera oportuna
/ The supervisor communicates details about the job in a timely
manner.
Ofrece la información específica que necesita cada uno de ustedes
/ The supervisor tailors his/her communications to the specific
needs of each unit member.

Distributive peer justice items:

Intentamos, como grupo de compañeros/as, que las personas que
aportan más  esfuerzo en su trabajo tengan mayor acceso a estos

beneficios / As a work unit, we try to make sure the people who
make more effort in their job have more access to benefits.
Como grupo de compañeros/as, intentamos que los beneficios
estén distribuidos en relación con la calidad del trabajo que realiza
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cada uno / As a work unit, we try to distribute benefits based on
the quality of work performed by each unit member.

Procedural peer justice items:

Entre nosotros nos comunicamos nuestros puntos de vista y sen-
timientos sobre la manera en que las decisiones se toman en el
grupo de compañeros/as / We  express our views and feelings about
the way decisions are made in the work unit.
Cuando tomamos una decisión dentro del grupo de compañeros/as
lo hacemos evitando discriminaciones entre nosotros / The way  we
make decisions is free from personal bias.
No siempre tenemos en cuenta las opiniones de las distintas per-
sonas del grupo de compañeros/as a la hora de debatir sobre los
procedimientos / When discussing procedures, we  do not always
take into account the views of the different people in the work
unit.
Entre nosotros, como compañeros/as, nos comunicamos con infor-
mación certera y precisa / When discussing procedures, we use
accurate and precise information.
Las decisiones que tomamos entre el grupo de compañeros/as son
coherentes y siguen siempre los mismos criterios / The decisions
we make as a work unit are coherent and always follow the same
criteria.

Interpersonal peer justice items:

Nos criticamos unos a otros, poniendo el acento en los aspectos
negativos / We  put each other down.
Los compañeros/as debatimos y participamos ante los temas que
nos afectan / We  debate the issues that affect us.
Como compañeros/as de trabajo nos ayudamos unos a otros / We
help each other out.
El trato entre nosotros, como grupo de compañeros/as, es respetu-
oso / We  treat each other with respect.

Informational peer justice items:

Dentro del grupo de compañeros/as, nos comunicamos de una
forma respetuosa / Within the work unit, we  communicate with
each other in a respectful manner.
Solemos explicarnos entre nosotros los procedimientos que uti-
lizamos de una manera detallada / In general, we  thoroughly
explain the work-unit procedures we use to each other.
Como grupo de compañeros/as, cuando necesitamos explicarnos
algo entre nosotros, lo hacemos aportando razones y argumentos
/ When we need to explain something within the work unit, we
do so by providing reasons and arguments.
Cuando tenemos que realizar un trabajo, como grupo de
compañeros/as nos comunicamos los detalles del mismo  en el
momento oportuno y necesario / When we need to explain some-
thing within the work unit, we do it in a timely manner and by
providing details.
Como grupo de compañeros/as adaptamos la información que
intercambiamos entre nosotros en función de las necesidades cada
miembro del grupo / Within the work unit, we tailor communica-
tions based on the specific needs of each unit member.
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