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JUSTICE CLIMATE PAST, PRESENT,
AND FUTURE: MODELS OF
STRUCTURE AND EMERGENCE

Deborah E. Rupp, Michael Bashshur and Hui 'Liao

ABSTRACT

This chapter reviews research on multi-level organizational justice. The first
half of the chapter provides the historical context for this issue, discusses
organizational-level antecedents to individual-level justice perceptions (i.e.,
culture and organizational structure), and then focuses on the study of
Justice climate. A summary model depicts the justice climate findings to date
and gives recommendations for future research. The second half of the
chapter discusses the process of justice climate emergence. Pulling from
classical bottom-up and top-down climate emergence models as well as
contemporary justice theory, it outlines a theoretical model whereby indi-
vidual differences and environmental characteristics interact to influence
Justice judgments. Through a process of information sharing, shared and
unigue experiences, and interactions among group members, a justice
climate emerges. The chapter concludes by presenting ideas about how such
a process might be empirically modeled.
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INTRODUCTION

As recently as 2000, reviews of the justice literature were r}otipg the.Virt.u—
ally complete absence of multi-level analyses of organizational justice
(Konovsky, 2000). Only a few multi-level justice studies were in print at that
time, and the justice community knew very little about justice at the unit
level (Ehrhart, 2004). Just five years later, a number of multi-level justice
studies have been published, and many see this multi-level trend as g fruitful
and exciting challenge for the justice community. This chapter seeks to
outline this challenge explicitly, reviewing what we know at present and
outlining ways in which research in this area might procee.d. o

We will begin our journey with a brief overview of the justice htergture,
leading up to what we consider to be significant precursors to the multi- level
justice movement. We then review in detail the multi- level justice literature
to date, which includes both unit-level antecedents to individual-level justice
perceptions (i.e., culture and organizational structure) and. unit-level justice
perceptions (i.e., justice climate) as antecedents of multi-level outcomes.
Next, we discuss the processes by which a justice climate emerges and the
theories particularly pertinent to this phenomenon. The chapter concludes
with an identification of areas that might be fruitful candidates for future
research and presents a theoretical model that might serve as a catalyst for
future hypothesizing about justice climate.

THE HISTORY OF JUSTICE AS AN INDIVIDUAL-
LEVEL CONSTRUCT

Typés of Justice

The topic of workplace justice has risen to become a major area of inquiry
within the organizational sciences (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Scott, 2005;
Cropanzano & Rupp, 2003). For decades, the term jz{s{ice has referred to
employees’ individual perceptions of how fairly they individually feel they are
treated at work (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). Justice has not been treated as an
attitude, motive, or emotion per se, but rather as a class of motivated behavior
(Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001a). That is, employees are said to
experience and respond to events that take place at work, and the sense of
(in)justice that results from these experiences guides their subsequent attitudes

and behaviors. Furthermore, research has shown that justice reactions are
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fueled by a number of motives, including self-interest, relational concerns, and
morality (see Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001b, for a review).

Over the decades, three classes of events have been identified as especially
relevant in this psychological process. The first class includes outcomes such
as pay, promotions, and the like. The perceived fairness of outcomes is
referred to as distributive justice and has its roots in research on equity
theory (Adams, 1965). A second class of events entails the procedures that
are used to arrive at such outcomes. Known as procedural justice, these
fairness judgments were largely described by Thibaut and Walker’s (1975,
1978) control theory, and were advanced with the criteria proposed by
Leventhal (1976, 1980), which included consistency, correctability, lack of
bias, representativeness, and ethicality. A final class of behaviors evaluated
by employees involves the general treatment that employees receive from
those in authority over them. Proposed by Bies and Moag (1986), this type
of justice is referred to as interactional justice. Greenberg (1993a, 1993b)
later proposed a subdivision of interactional justice that includes fairness
judgments made about the information provided about procedures (infor-
mational justice) and the basic interpersonal behaviors directed at the
employee (interpersonal justice).

This classic typology of justice perceptions has served as a conceptual
backbone for the field. Although there has not always been agreement on
the distinctiveness of these constructs (see Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Bies,
2005), empirical research clearly supports a four-factor structure (Colquitt,
2001), and meta-analytic evidence shows that the four types show different
patterns of relationships with both antecedents and consequences (Colquitt,
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001).

The meta-analytic evidence also suggests that the various types of justice
judgments are quite influential in predicting a wide range of important
workplace outcomes (Bartel & Hays, 1999; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt et al., 2001; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002). These include outcomes of
relevance to organizations, such as job performance, citizenship behaviors,
organizational commitment, employee theft, workplace aggression, turno-
ver, and counterproductivity, as well as outcomes of relevance to employees,
such as job satisfaction, health, and stress. Reflecting the broad influence
of employee justice perceptions, the discussion of justice has begun infil-
trating research on selection and staffing (Gilliland, 1993), performance
appraisal (Korsgaard & Roberson, 1995), conflict resolution (Shapiro &
Rosen, 1994), layoffs (Konovsky & Brockner, 1993), sexual harassment
(Adams-Roy & Barling, 1998), discrimination claims (Goldman, 2001),
labor relations (Skarlicki & Latham, 1996), and many other topics within
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to make a difference, with more interactional justice being found among em-
ployees in larger organizations.

Schminke, Cropanzano, and Rupp (2002) extended these findings by con-
sidering the role of organizational structure on three types of justice (distri-
butive, procedural, and interactional) using a sample of employees grouped
into 45 departments across 35 organizations. Their results reaffirmed that
centralization exerted effects on employee justice perceptions. These research-
ers also found main effects for formalization — that is, the extent to which
policies and procedures are well documented by the organization — with more
fairness being perceived in departments with higher levels of formalization.
Lastly, these authors found that many of the main effects were moderated by
the employees’ level within the organization, with a weaker effect of structure
occurring among those employees at higher hierarchical levels. This finding
was interpreted through the lens of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). That
is, the authors posited that employees at higher levels in the organizational
hierarchy are more likely to be engaged in high-quality social exchange
relationships with the organization, and therefore are less influenced by
structure.

Another multi-level study of the influence on organizational structure on
workplace justice was conducted by Ambrose and Schminke (2003). This
time, rather than structure acting as an antecedent to the formation of
justice perceptions, structure moderated reactions to injustice. Taking both
a multifoci and a social exchange perspective, this study, which was con-
ducted in 102 departments of 68 organizations, revealed that interactional
justice predicted supervisory trust most strongly in organic organizations
(i.e., organizations with decentralized, loose, flexible structures), whereas
procedural justice predicted perceived organizational support most strongly
in mechanistic organizations (i.e., organizations characterized by centralized
power, hierarchical communication, uniformity, and formality). Based on
the results of these studies, it appears that policy makers should consider
how the structure and design of workplace environments shape how
organizations and the people in them influence individual employees.

The Evolution of Justice Climate Research

For the purpose of this chapter, the research on organizational and cultural
effects on justice perceptions is very important. Not only does it represent
two lines of multi-level justice research, but, like the research on multifoci
justice described earlier, this research has also served to ‘“‘broaden the
minds” of those trained with a strict “micro” orientation. That is, it has
made us aware of environmental influences in both forming justice
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Judgments and moderating reactions to unfair events. Furthermore, these
multi-level designs required the collection of data from employees who
f:ou!d be clustered in meaningful groups (e.g., teams, departments, organ-
izations). It was only natural that the research community shift its thinking
towarq not only how individuals working within the same team, group, or
organization might have shared perceptions regarding their treatment by
authorities, but also how a climate for justice could emerge within groups
Fhat_ might predict outcomes above and beyond the effects of individual-level
Justice perceptions.

.This shift in thinking was simultaneously spurred by other trends occurring
within the organizational sciences at that time. First, the last decade has
9bs§rved an increase in the use of team-based work systems within organ-
1zations, and as a result, an increase in the amount of research focused on
team ‘settings (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Colquitt et al., 2005; Cropanzano &
Schrnmk.e, 2001; Devine et al., 1999; Konovsky, 2000). Second, multi-level
perspe(.:txves have been very much on the rise, as single-level analyses have been
recogr-uzefi to represent incomplete methods for understanding complex
orggmzaﬂonal phenomena. Organizations are now (correctly) being treated
as integrated systems with individual and organizational characteristics
that interact and combine to shape individual and organizational outcomes
(Kozlgwski & Klein, 2000). Third, contemporary theoretical models of work-
place justice have revealed that justice concerns are not always self-interested
(Folger, Cropanzano, & Goldman, 2005); instead, people also care about the
treatment of others (Colquitt, 2004), and “third-party” Justice effects (i.e.
emotional, attitudinal, or behavioral reactions upon witnessing another beiné
treated unfairly) are far more common than was once thought (Folger &
Cropanzano, 2001).

. Together, these influences have catalyzed the development of a Very ex-
citing new line of inquiry within workplace justice: that of justice climate. The
following sections review the justice climate research to date. The remainder
of the chapter then seeks to integrate these findings into a theoretical model
and makes suggestions for fruitful areas of future research.

Justice Climate

General Justice Climate

To our.knowledge, the first study that took justice beyond individual-level
perceptions was carried out by Mossholder, Bennett, and Martin (1998).
These authors argued for the existence of a “context” for procedural justice.
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This paper was based on the arguments of Tyler and Lind (1992), who
stated that when the organization violates procedural norms with respect to
one employee, this action can easily be seen as a violation to all members of
the work unit. Mossholder et al. further argued that when multiple group
members perceive themselves as being treated in a similar way by author-
ities, “justice perceptions ... may emerge in the aggregate” (1998, p. 132).
This study was influential not only as the first justice climate paper, but also
because Mossholder and colleagues, in setting-up the theoretical justifica-
tion for their hypotheses, brought together past research findings from yet
another area of justice research that has great implications for the study of
justice climate — namely, third-party justice effects (Ambrose, Harland, &
Kulik, 1991; Colquitt, 2004; Folger, Rosenfield, Grove, & Corkran, 1979;
James & Cropanzano, 1994; Miller, Jackson, Mueller, & Schersching, 1987;
Steil, 1983). Collectively, this research has shown that the treatment of oth-
ers often affects one’s own justice judgments.

In their study, Mossholder et al. hypothesized that a climate for proce-
dural justice would emerge within workgroups and that unit-level proce-
dural justice would predict individual-level job attitudes (satisfaction and
commitment). Random coefficients modeling (RCM) (via hierarchical linear
modeling, HLM) was employed on a sample of employees within 53 bank
branches. The authors found support for their predictions, with procedural
justice climate predicting 20% of the variance in job satisfaction (no multi-
level effect was found for commitment).

Naumann and Bennett (2000) extended the Mossholder et al. findings by
placing more emphasis on the definition and measurement of procedural
justice climate as well as the development of justice climate within work-
groups. Pulling from the workgroup climate literature, these researchers
defined procedural justice climate as “a distinct group-level cognition about
how a work group as a whole is treated”” (Naumann & Bennett, 2000, p. 882)
and measured their climate variable via an aggregate of how group members
perceived the group to be treated in terms of procedural justice. They pre-
dicted that group cohesion, demographic similarity among group members,
and the manager’s visibility would increase the likelihood of an emergence of
justice climate; and that procedural justice climate would predict organiza-
tional commitment and helping behavior. Using a sample of employees taken
from 40 bank branches, HLM analyses revealed that cohesion and visibility —
but not demographic similarity — predicted the emergence of procedural
justice climate. As in the work of Mossholder et al., procedural justice climate
did not predict commitment, although it did predict employee-helping
behaviors.
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Ehrhart (2004) expanded the Naumann and Bennett findings by testing a
model whereby procedural justice climate predicted wunit-level helping be-
haviors (organizational citizenship behaviors, OCB). This model proposed
that the relationship between servant leadership and unit-level OCB would be
mediated by procedural justice climate. It was tested using an employee
sample from a grocery store chain. Employees were grouped into one of 249
departments. Using structural equations modeling (SEM), Ehrhart found that
this unit-level model fit the data well. The model was not compared with an
individual-level model, however, hindering our ability to determine the rela-
tif\;e strength of the unit-level effects above and beyond the individual-level
effects.

Justice Climate within Team Settings

Other justice climate research has turned its attention to teams. That is,
rather than simply testing for justice climate effects within departments or
work units, this line of research has considered how a context for procedural
justice emerges within intact teams (e.g., manufacturing teams, project
teams, product development teams). For example, Colquitt, Noe, and
Jackson (2002) conducted a study using 88 semiautonomous teams within 6
automobile parts manufacturing plants. These authors proposed several
hypotheses based on the extant justice theories (e.g., the relational model,
the instrumental model, fairness heuristic theory) linking procedural justice
climate within teams to team performance. Regression analyses revealed
that smaller, more collective teams were shown to possess more favorable
procedural justice climate levels, and procedural justice climate level pos-
itively predicted team performance and negatively predicted team-level ab-
senteeism. This investigation was the first study of its kind to measure both
Justice and performance at the team level of analysis.

Research has continued to explore justice within team settings, although
these studies have not necessarily incorporated multi-level methodology (see
Colquitt et al., 2005, for a comprehensive review of this research). For
example, a study by Colquitt (2004) looked at the consistency between how
team members feel they are personally treated and how they feel their
teammates are treated in terms of procedural justice. Results from both a
student team sample and a laboratory study showed that this consistency
matters. Consistency predicted role performance, especially in interdepend-
ent teams consisting of members who were sensitive to-equity concerns. As
will be discussed later, the target of justice (i.e., the focal “victim” or ref-
erent) is quite relevant both theoretically and psychometrically to the study
of justice climate.
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Organizational-Level Justice Climate

Simons and Roberson (2003) extended the findings of Mossholder et al,
Naumann and Bennett, and Colquitt et al. by expanding their focus to the
organizational level of analysis and considering not only procedural justice
climate, but also interpersonal justice climate within organizations. Using a
very large sample of employees from nearly 100 hotel properties, these authors
used SEM to test a model whereby procedural and interpersonal justice pre-
dicted commitment and satisfaction, which in turn predicted outcomes such as
discretionary service behavior, intent to remain, guest service satisfaction, and
employee turnover.

This model was tested by collapsing the data in three ways: as individual-
level data, as aggregated by department, and as aggregated by organization
(i.e., hotel property). Although this analytical strategy (i.e., using SEM
rather than HLM) did not allow the authors to test for incremental unit-
and organizational-level effects (over and above individual-level effects —
that is, nested models — were not compared), and although the models did
not show exactly parallel prediction of outcomes, for the most part all three
models fit the data quite well. This outcome provides evidence for the
existence of justice climate within both teams and organizations.

Multitype Multifoci Multi-level Justice

To review, the justice climate research supports the existence of both pro-
cedural justice climate and interpersonal justice climate, and these justice
climates predict a wide range of outcomes such as job attitudes, perform-
ance, and citizenship behaviors. Liao and Rupp (2005) sought to further
expand the justice climate research by explicitly integrating the multifoci
justice literature model discussed earlier with that described in the multi-
level justice literature. These authors proposed that a number of justice
climates exist within workgroups surrounding the multiple types and sources
of justice. They argued for the existence of six distinct justice climate var-
iables: organizationally focused procedural, informational, and interpersonal
justice climate, and supervisory-focused procedural, informational, and in-
terpersonal justice climate. ’

Consistent with the multifoci justice literature (Malatesta & Byrne, 1997,
Masterson et al., 2000; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002), Liao and Rupp hy-
pothesized that the organizationally focused justice climate variables would
predict individual-level attitudes and behaviors directed at the organization,
and that the supervisory-focused justice climate variables would predict in-
dividual-level attitudes and behaviors directed at the supervisor. In addition,
their work was among the first multi-level justice studies to incorporate an
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individual difference variable as a moderator. That is, Liao and Rupp pre-
dicted that the effects of multifoci justice climate on multifoci outcomes
would be moderated by individual differences in group members’ justice
orientations (the extent to which they internalize justice as a moral virtue
and pay attention to issues of justice around them).

This model was tested using RCM (via HLM) on a sample of 49 work-
groups taken from 9 different organizations. Results were generally sup-
portive, albeit with many exceptions. In general, organizationally focused
Justice climate (procedural, informational, and interpersonal) was found to
predict commitment to the organization, whereas supervisory-focused jus-
tice climate (procedural, informational, and interpersonal) was found to
predict both commitment to and satisfaction with the supervisor. Organ-
izational citizenship behavior was predicted by organizationally focused
procedural and informational justice climate only.

Liao and Rupp’s work, of course, was only a preliminary study of multi-
level multifoci justice research in that differential hypotheses were not made
for the different types of justice climate, nor for the same type of justice at
multiple levels of analysis. Indeed, we have merely begun to scrape the
surface in terms of understanding the world of justice as it manifests itself at
levels beyond that of individual employees.

Where Do We Go from Here?

The justice literature is, at present, perfectly situated in its evolution to take
ona systematic investigation into the antecedents and consequences of justice
climate. The literature is rich and comprehensive, and some multi-level
investigations have already been embarked upon. At this point, a summary
model serves to illustrate what we know with regard to the multi-level
nomological network that contains justice climate.

Fig. 1 graphically depicts this model. It is nothing more than a summary
of the links between constructs that have been shown thus far in past re-
search. Readers can imagine this figure floating in three-dimensional space,
with the four levels depicted hovering over one another. Individuals are
over-arched by groups, which are over-arched by organizations, which are
over-arched by culture. Indeed, the research to date implies a nomological
net for each level (although the nets are incomplete at some levels). Research
also implies several cross-level effects whereby a variable at one level (e.g.,
justice climate) affects constructs at other levels (e.g., individual-level atti-
tudes and behaviors). Readers will notice that the nomological networks are
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incomplete at some levels. For example, at the individual level of analysis,
we see that there are no foci under distributive justice, and coworker justice
is only listed under procedural justice. This is not to suggest that any foci are
not relevant to-any individual type of justice, but rather, this is all the justice
community has explored thus far.

In addition, the model is grossly overgeneralized in that it simply links
groups of constructs but does not illustrate the specific connections between
specific variables. It does, however, give a sense of where attention has been
directed to date. Indeed, justice considerations have been taken into account
at the individual, group/team, and organizational levels of analysis, and
some attempt has been made to distinguish between types and sources of
justice at each of these levels. Research has also begun to explore the links
between justice climate and outcomes at multiple levels of analysis. Some
attention has been devoted to both the contextual and the individual differ-
ence variables that affect justice climates. Finally, a small amount of re-
search has been conducted that considers culture and personality as
moderators of justice effects. Despite these advances, several untested areas
remain within justice climate’s nomological network. The following sections
outline five areas that are in need of attention as the research on justice
climate moves forward.
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First, more research is needed that explores justice climate from a multifoci
perspective. At present, the multifoci literature is especially well situated to
extend itself theoretically into multi-level investigations. Whereas some in-
itial headway has made here (e.g., Bashshur, Rupp, & Christopher, 2004;
Liao & Rupp, 2005; Ng, Rupp, & Drasgow, 2005), the research undertaken
to date has merely scratched the surface of what could become a much more
comprehensive collection of research propositions. The major need at
present is an investigation of the differential effects of different types and
sources of justice climate at the unit level of analysis (indeed, this type of
research is needed in the general, individual-level multifoci justice literature
as well) and an examination of the differential effects of the justice climate at
different levels of analysis.

This last point — that is, theorizing about how the effects of justice are
different at different levels of analysis — is of particular importance. For
example, Dietz, Robinson, Folger, Baron, and Schulz (2003) were unsuc-
cessful in predicting workplace aggression with procedural justice climate.
Assuming this failure was not due to a Type II error, this finding is actually
quite pertinent to future multi-level justice research, in that it shows that
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justice climate is much more than individual-level justice perceptions aver-
aged up. Rather, justice at different levels of analysis might have both
different antecedents and different outcomes, and future research will need
to further explore both the process of emergence and the construct validity
of multi-level justice.

Boundary Conditions
Second, future multi-level justice research needs to examine the boundary
conditions of justice climate effects. As Hall and Rosenthal (1991, p. 447)
pointed out, “If we want to know how well we are doing in the biological,
psychological, and social sciences, an index that will serve us well is how far
we have advanced in our understanding of the moderator variables of our
field.” Similarly, to advance our understanding of how and when justice
climate influences multi-level outcomes, future research needs to go beyond
assessing its main effects and examine potential moderators of such effects.
The work of Ambrose and Schminke (2003) is especially relevant to an
exploration of situational moderators. These authors found that the effects
of individual-level justice perceptions on organizational trust were moder-
ated by organizational structure. Future research might consider linking the
levels of analysis to an even greater extent and theorizing about how struc-
tural variables, such as the ones explored by these authors might moderate
justice climate effects. In terms of individual differences, the limited studies
along this line show that the effects of justice climate and justice context on
individual attitudes and behaviors are contingent on enduring individual
characteristics such as justice orientation (Liao & Rupp; 2005) and social
value orientation (Liao, Rupp, Ko, Nam, & Bashshur, 2005). Additional
theory-driven efforts might further our understanding of which factors may
constrain or enhance the effects of justice climate. The work of Colquitt,
Judge, Scott, and Shaw (2004) might be a great place to start in extending
this line of research. These authors were among the first to show compelling
results for a set of theoretically derived personality variables (i.e., trust,
morality, risk aversion) as moderators of individual-level justice effects.
Future research looking at moderators of justice climate may want to begin
with these variables in forming hypotheses based on contemporary justice
theories.

The Measurement of Justice Climate

Our third recommendation as research on the antecedents and consequences
of justice climate moves forward is to carefully consider how justice climate is
best operationalized and consequently measured. Using the classic multi-level
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terminology, researchers need to develop composition models. Chan (1998)
specified a number of composition models, which link constructs at different
levels. Direct consensus models are probably the most commonly used models
for aggregation (Chan, 1998). This approach typically focuses on the group
level, but uses aggregations of responses from individuals given some minimal
level of within-group agreement of scores. Mossholder et al. (1998), Simons
and Roberson (2003), Liao and Rupp (2005), and Bashshur et al. (2004) used
this type of composition model to measure justice climate. This approach
involves collecting procedural and/or interactional justice perceptions from
individuals and aggregating these perceptions to the group level. Employees
are asked individually how fairly they feel they themselves are treated (e.g., an
item might read “J am treated with dignity and respect,” to which the em-
ployee responds by indicating his or her level of agreement). After item rat-
ings are averaged to obtain an overall justice rating for each individual
employee, and assuming that there exists sufficient within-group agreement
and between-group dissimilarity, the scores for employees within a team,
department, or organization are then averaged to form a justice climate var-
iable for that unit.

The referent shift approach differs in terms of the referent of interest.
Instead of simply aggregating each group member’s assessment of his or her
treatment into some group-level construct (as is done in the direct consensus
approach), the referent shift approach refers specifically to the treatment
that the group receives. Again, akin to the direct consensus approach, there
is a shared component to the referent shift approach: Some minimal level of
agreement in the perceptions of group members must be observed to say
that a climate exists. This approach, however, results in a new form of the
conceptual construct that is distinct from the original one. For example,
while justice climate using a referent shift approach assesses the justice ex-
periences of the group, the outcome is not the same thing as the surn of each
individual’s treatment within the group. This composition model was used
by Naumann and Bennett (2000), Colquitt et al. (2002), Dietz and
colleagues (2003), and Ehrhart (2004) to measure justice climate.

In an effort to explore the issue of composition model choice in the study
of justice climate, Bashshur et al. (2004) compared the within- and between-
group agreement indices using an array of composition models as well as
general and specific sources of justice (direct consensus, multifoci direct
consensus, referent shift, and multifoci referent shift models). Results in-
dicated that referent shift models led to more agreement within groups and a
better ability to distinguish between groups than did direct consensus mod-
els. In addition, the process of focusing respondents’ attentions on a specific
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source for justice seemed to increase within-group agreement for both direct
consensus and referent shift approaches.

An interesting result of this approach was that it became possible to
observe patterns of agreement levels for each type and source of justice. The
largest increases in average group agreement levels when moving from a
direct consensus approach to a referent shift approach arose when assessing
interpersonal and distributive justice climates (e.g., the average ry, value
jumped from 0.60 to 0.78 when moving from a general direct consensus
model to a general referent shift model). Theoretically, this is an interesting
trend. Equity theory research (Adams, 1965) suggests that it is one’s own
outcome versus some relevant target that is important in assessing distrib-
utive justice — that perceptions of distributive justice are, in fact, relative.
This idea implies that by focusing items intended to measure a group-level
construct (justice climate) at the individual level (as is done with the direct
consensus approach), we are introducing noise into the construct, because
each individual in the group may achieve different outcomes. By forcing all
respondents to focus on the same target (i.e., the group as a whole), the
referent shift approach increases within-group agreement and more accu-
rately assesses the group-level nature of the construct.

The same might be said for the assessment of interpersonal justice climate.
Given that employees in the same group can experience dramatically differ-
ent relationships with their supervisors, the fact that within-group agree-
ment indices were lower in the direct consensus approach as compared to
the referent shift approach should not be surprising. Again, the referent shift
approach forces all respondents to focus on the same level of interest — the
group. An individual may have a negative relationship with his or her su-
pervisor, yet, when asked about how the group as whole is treated, may
respond quite positively.

Given these findings, although direct consensus measures have been used
with some success in the literature (even by us), we do not feel they are
theoretically ideal for measuring justice climate because of the disconnect
between the true referent of interest (the group) and the actual referent
alluded to in the items (the self). Because the referent shift approach uses the
group rather than the individual as the construct’s referent (Chan, 1998;
Chen, Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004), measurement and theory are more closely
linked in that the justice items, although still rated by employees individ-
ually, refer to the experiences of the group as opposed to the experiences of
the individual employee. Given that justice climate researchers are interested
in what group-level justice perceptions are and how they affect. important
outcomes, we find ourselves agreeing with the recent recommendations of
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multi-level researchers (Hofmann & Jones, 2004; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000)
that the referent shift approach, with its explicit focus on the group level, is
the more appropriate approach for measuring climate in general and justice
climate in particular.

Climate Strength

Alternatively called “climate consensus” (Lindell & Brandt, 2000), climate
strength (Chan, 1998) refers to the basic notion that the amount of within-
group agreement should, independently of the mean level of agreement
(Lindell & Brandt, 2000), affect organizational outcomes (or at the very
least moderate the effect of mean levels of climate on outcomes). To date,
the findings have been mixed, with some researchers reporting strong effects
for climate strength (Colquitt et al., 2002) and others reporting no incre-
mental explanatory power for the construct (Lindell & Brandt, 2000).

Part of the problem with assessing the effects of climate strength may lie
in the fact that climate strength is at least partially dependent on mean levels
of climate. As the mean for the group increases, there results a certain
restriction of range such that levels of agreement also increase. This mul-
ticollinearity makes it difficult to partial out the effects of climate strength
from climate level. Although a variety of indices (e.g., Fugg, James,
Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) have been offered to assess climate strength, each
seems to have its own set of problems.

Ostroff, Kinicki, and Tamkins (2003) offer a different approach to as-
sessing climate strength that is independent of many of the problems that
trouble the typical measures of agreement. They discuss three aspects of
climate strength: agreement-based strength, system-based strength, and
alignment-based strength. Agreement-based strength deals with the issues of
climate strength as they have been discussed thus far. It simply assesses the
extent to which group members agree in their perceptions of the environ-
ment. System-based strength and alignment-based strength, however, in-
volve a different focus. System-based strength refers to the extent to which
the climate is pervasive in an organization. An organization is said to pos-
sess high system-based strength when it has strong socialization and training
programs in place and sanctions for behaving in ways not congruent with
the group norms. Alignment-based strength deals with the extent to which
organizational climate is aligned with actual organizational practices. It is
an assessment of the congruence between organizational foci. In situations
characterized by a lack of congruence across foci, the contingencies are
“ambiguously interpreted across individuals ... and do not generate uniform
expectancies concerning the desired behavior” (Ostroff et al., 2003, p- 583).
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Given that we have argued for multiple sources of justice climate, we
extend this idea of alignment-based strength to include the idea that, aside
from an alignment between policies and actual practices, climates from
different sources (for example, a justice climate from supervisors versus a
justice climate from the organization) may be out of alignmeqt. Note that
this approach to strength is independent of mean levels, as it is simply the
amount of alignment that is hypothesized to affect the strength of climate on
outcomes. Groups with misaligned climates are deemed to have inconsistent
climate. However, when all sources (e.g., supervisor, organization) are either
very just or very unjust, then the prediction of outcomes — whether it be in a
positive or a negative direction — will be stronger.

Bashshur et al. (2004) examined this proposition by comparing groups
according to their levels of justice climate. These researchers assessed cli-
mate according to the Naylor, Pritchard, and Iigen (1980) climate model
described later in this chapter. That is, justice climate was assessed based on
the likelihood of punishments or rewards given specific justice behaviors
coming from supervisors versus coworkers. In only 10 of 47 groups in the
sample did participants, on average, report that a negative relationship or
no relationship between supervisor and coworker contingencies. In other
words, in 10 of 47 groups, the same type of behavior was rewarded or
punished by supervisors, but ignored by colleagues. In the remaining
groups, the relationship between supervisor rewards and coworker rewards
was measured as r = 0.70 at the least. In a nonparametric test of the differ-
ences in means on a variety of outcomes, aligned groups were found to have
higher levels of satisfaction with supervision, affective commitment, nor-
mative commitment, and supervisor-rated organizational citizenship than
did nonaligned groups.

This initial test of the effects of alignment strength on climate—outcome
relationships provides some encouraging support for this new approach to
climate strength. While the results are not conclusive (we did not find cir-
cumstances in which one climate was positive while another was negative), it
does represent a tentative step toward a theoretically interesting and new
approach.

Statistically Modeling Multi-level Hypotheses

As the theoretical thinking about justice becomes increasingly multi-level, it
becomes necessary to think critically about the statistical techniques em-
ployed to test hypotheses. Typically, in justice climate resegrch, the. con-
ceptual model is multi-level or cross-level in nature, with predictors
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spanning both the individual level (e.g., individual-level justice perceptions)
and the group level (e.g., group-level justice climate). In addition, the data
are often hierarchical in nature, with employees nested in higher-level units
such as workgroups. Thus observations from the same workgroup may be
interdependent of each other, violating the statistical independence assump-
tion of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. As a result, the OLS es-
timates of standard errors may be biased, and test statistics may not be
valid. To avoid these potential problems, researchers may adopt RCM and
cross-level operator analysis (CLOP). A comparison of the similarities and
differences among these methods can be found in Klein et al. (2000).

For example, HLM is an RCM technique that has been used in extant
multi-level justice research. HLM explicitly accounts for the nested nature of
data and can simultaneously estimate the effects of factors at different levels
on individual-level outcomes while maintaining appropriate levels of anal-
ysis for the predictors (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). HLM can be applied to
test a two-level incremental model of the justice climate effects. In this case,
researchers are interested in the incremental effects of the group-level justice
climate on individual attitudinal and behavioral outcomes after controlling
for individual-level justice perceptions. In the justice climate literature, such
a technique was used in the studies of Mossholder et al. (1998), Naumann
and Bennett (2000), and Liao and Rupp (2005). These studies found an
incremental effect of justice climate on outcomes over and above the effects
of individual-level justice perceptions.

HLM can also be applied to test a cross-level moderation model of the
justice climate effects. In this case, researchers may be interested in whether
the group-level justice climate moderates the relationship between an indi-
vidual-level predictor and an individual-level outcome variable. For example,
Liao and Rupp (2005) detected an interaction between supervisor-focused
procedural justice climate and individual differences in justice orientation on
supervisory-directed commitment and satisfaction. An even more direct
illustration of this type of model was presented by Ng et al. (2005), who found
that the relationship between conscientiousness and contextual performance
(specifically, job dedication and dutifulness) was moderated by organization-
focused justice climate. Interestingly, and in line with this chapter’s discussion
of emergence, no effects were found for individual-level justice—conscien-
tiousness interactions. As such, these results evidence the utility of cross-
level theorizing in organizational behavior. A more detailed discussion of
testing multi-level incremental models and cross-level moderation models
can be found in Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) and Hofmann and Gavin
(1998).
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THE PROCESS OF EMERGENCE

We now turn our attention to the process by which a climate for justice
emerges within workgroups. The following sections present several theories
that offer different perspectives on how such a process might occur. These
perspectives can be divided into two major categories:

e Bottom-up models, which posit processes by which individuals within
workgroups come to develop a shared cognition about how the group as a
whole is treated.

e Top-down models, which posit processes by which the organization im-
poses structures and contingencies on the group, which causes climate to
emerge.

We categorize the various theoretical perspectives as best we can, although —
as is obvious from our writing — many of the perspectives make mention of
both top-down and bottom-up influences.

Bottom-Up Processes of Climate Emergence

Although justice perceptions have their origin at the individual level of anal-
ysis, the collection of individual perceptions within groups may lead to the
formation of a shared, collective cognition or climate. This type of emergence
process has been referred to as bottom-up emergence in multi-level research
(see Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Several theories provide the theoretical un-
derpinnings for the bottom-up emergence of justice climate, including theories
of social information processing (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), socialization
(Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992), and attraction-selection—attrition (ASA)
(Schneider, 1975). Empirical research has provided evidence for the hypo-
thetical processes proposed by each of these perspectives in the formation of
other climate variables (e.g., technical updating climate, Kozlowski & Hults,
1987; innovation climate, Anderson & West, 1998; safety climate, Hofmann
& Stetzer, 1996; and service climate, Schneider, 1990). Below we briefly
describe how each of these perspectives is relevant to the study of justice
climate.

Social Information Processing Theory

Social information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) argues that
individuals use information gathered from others in their direct social con-
texts to form judgments about organizational practices, values, and norms.
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Given that members of the same group are exposed to the same policies,
leaders, and other contextual characteristics (Naumann & Bennett, 2000),
they will possess shared information and form common perceptions regarding
how fairly they are treated by multiple parties within the organization. In
other words, this perspective would argue that because group members are
often. affected by the same procedures, may receive similar outcomes or re-
wards, and may be treated in a similar fashion by supervisors, the organ-
ization, customers, and other parties, a shared evaluation of distributive,
procedural, and interactional justice may form about each of these sources. A
similar phenomenon — that of contagious justice — has been proposed in the
Justice literature. This perspective argues that “the often ambiguous and
emotionally charged nature of justice events compels organizational actors to
engage in social talk and arrive at a shared, socially constructed interpretation
of justice” (Degoey, 2000, p. 51).

Attraction—Selection—Attrition
The ASA perspective (Schneider, 1975) proposes that individuals of similar
characteristics are attracted to, selected into, and retained by the same group.
Consequently, this model implies that over time, a workgroup will consist of
individuals with similar values and perceptions. In the words of Schneider
(1987), “The people make the place.” Rooted in the work of Payne and Pugh
(1976) and Naylor et al.(1980), this intriguing theoretical perspective places
special emphasis on the similarity of individual differences between members
of a workgroup. As individuals with similar backgrounds, values, and inter-
ests are selected into or attracted to the group, homogeneity is said to in-
crease. As homogeneity increases, individuals are expected to perceive the
work environment in a similar manner. While a compelling theory, only
limited support has been found for this model in the general climate literature.

However, pertinent to the present investigation is the question of which
individual differences might group members come to be similar on through an
ASA process, which will lead them to form similar justice perceptions. Whereas
the justice literature has shown that broad personality constructs are generally
not predictive of justice perceptions (Colquitt et al., 2004), a small set of justice-
related individual difference constructs might fit this category, including equity
sensitivity (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987), sensitivity to befallen injustice
(Schmitt, 1996; Schmitt & Dérfel, 1999), justice orientation (Rupp, Byrne, &
Wadlington, 2003; Liao & Rupp, 2005), and morality (Folger et al., 2005;
Rupp, 2003).

Further, Colquitt et al. (2004) showed that the effect of individual-level
justice perceptions on task performance and theft were moderated by
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morality, trust propensity, and risk aversion. An ASA perspective would
argue that perhaps over time, this interaction of personality and indivi_du_al
justice perceptions might influence the emergence of justice climate w1thm
groups. Of course, both the notion of similarity on justice-relevant personality
characteristics predicting justice climate and the idea of a personality x justice
perception interaction affecting justice climate emergence are in need of
empirical testing before strong conclusions can be drawn regarding these ideas.

Socialization

We know from the socialization literature that coworkers are the key agents
in the socialization process, and that a new employee will come to learn, via
interactions with existing members, the procedures dictating how things are
generally carried out and how people are generally treated in their work-
groups (see Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Trice
& Beyer, 1993). Similarly, Kozlowski and Bell (2003) point out that through
social- and work-based interactions among group members, workgroups tend
to develop relatively stable mental models and shared meanings. Conse-
quently, climate formation occurs through a reciprocal process by which the
group influences the individual through socialization, and the individual
atterpts to influence the group, “to accommodate to their unique attributes
and needs” (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003, p. 341). This constitutes a slight diver-
gence from the traditional ASA framework, which would argue that unique
individuals would seek to leave the group. ASA may work to homogenize
the workgroup to some extent, but the socialization process discussed by
Kozlowski and Bell may maintain a group’s climate dynamic as members
seek to exert their influence.

The question then becomes, How would the socialization process affect
the emergence of justice climate? We believe the process would be similar to
that described in our discussion of the social information possessing model,
with a slightly different twist. That is, a socialization perspective, like the
social information processing perspective, would suggest that a climate for
justice would emerge within a workgroup simply because group members
are likely to be recipients of the same experiences (e.g., outcomes, processes,
interpersonal treatment by various sources). However, this approach would
argue that, in addition to climate being influenced by shared experiences,
group members will attempt to exert influence on the climate based on their
unique set of experiences and personality characteristics. Thus, the justice
climate emerges as a result of the shared and unique justice perceptions
experienced by group members.
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Top-Down Processes of Climate Emergence

Many climate researchers have pointed out that individuals do not exist in a
vacuum (James & Jones, 1974; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Just as group
members interact to share perceptions, meanings, and interpretations, which
over time may stabilize around some common view of the organizational
climate, so, too, do top-down processes such as organizational policies,
practices, and procedures influence how climates are formed within groups.
In discussing top-down climate emergence, we will focus on a classic model
of climate, the Naylor et al. (1980) model, which has important implications
for the study of justice climate in particular.

Drawing on earlier work (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970;
James & Jones, 1974; Schneider, 1975), Naylor et al, proposed a mode} of
climate emergence that specifies a role for both the external environment
and the individual in shaping climate perceptions. These researchers argued
that climate exists at three levels: the objective environment (Level 1 cli-
mate), the individual perceptions of that objective environment (Level 2
climate), and the evaluation of the psychological characteristics based on
that objective environment (Level 3 climate). Climate was said to be meas-
urable at any or all of these levels.

Pulling from Campbell et al. (1970), it was argued that psychological
climate (Level 3 climate in their terminology) is based on the individual per-
ceptions of climate contingencies in the environment. Climate contingencies
refer to the pattern in which behaviors relevant to the focal construct are
rewarded and punished in the work environment. Of course, this pattern of
rewards and punishments does not emerge spontaneously. That is, features of
the organization such as structure (e.g., size, centrality) act as antecedents to
the formal policies, which in turn shape the actual policies in the organization,
and eventually the system of rewards and punishments. Indeed, our earlier
discussion of the effect of organizational structure on justice perceptions is
certainly relevant here as well.

Most important to our discussion of justice climate is that, according to
this model, climate at Level 1 and Level 2 are at least partially defined in
terms of specific contingencies. For example, Hulin, Fitzgerald, and
Drasgow (1996) developed a measure of tolerance for sexual harassment
based on the Naylor et al. (1980) model of climate. Their measure of the
contingencies inherent in an organization for sexually harassing behavior
predicted occurrences of sexual harassment as well as work-related psycho-
logical and physical outcomes. Although Naylor et al. preferred to think
about climate as a construct that exists only at the individual level (now
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commonly referred to as psychological climate), as has been amply discussed
through this chapter, subsequent research has demonstrated that, in fact, the
average of the group members’ perceptions, given a certain threshold of
variability and agreement, is useful in predicting both group and individual
behavior and attitudes.

Naylor et al. were not alone in emphasizing the importance of organi-
zational attributes in shaping climate. Payne and Pugh (1976) postulated a
model that placed organizational context and structure as antecedents of
organizational climate. They argued that the purpose, size, and resources of
an organization (the context), in combination with the authority system,
status system, and structure of roles (organizational structure), should drive
the extent to which a climate emerges. For example, an organization that
prides itself on being on the cutting edge and that has a relatively flat
organizational structure should lead to the emergence of a risk-taking
climate. To date, however, this top-down model of climate emergence has
received only modest support (Jones & James, 1979; Payne & Pugh, 1976).

In terms of justice climate, we argue that, although in general justice
climate might emerge through both bottom-up and top-down influences,
differential propositions can be made regarding which type of emergence
process will be more influential in the formation of different types of justice
climate. Recall from this chapter’s historical overview of the justice literature
that multiple types (distributive, procedural, interactional) and sources (or-
ganization, supervisor, coworkers) have been identified as differentially rel-
evant in the prediction~of important outcomes. For example, whereas
procedural and distributive justice climate might emerge via a top-down
process because policies and outcomes are often handed down from above,
interactional justice climate might emerge from the bottom-up as employees
experience interpersonal treatment personally while at the same time
witnessing how others around them, both internal and external to the group,
are treated, creating a venue for shared cognitions to materialize. It is some-
what more difficult to postulate where source-based justice climates might fall
in terms of emergence. The next section devotes further attention to this issue.

Multiple Sources of Climate

Early models of organizational climate emphasized the top-down, leader-
driven nature of climate. As Kozlowski and Doherty (1989) argued, leaders
can act as filters for all of the organizational policies, procedures, and
practices. However, it is important to consider the argument implicit in the
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work of many modern climate researchers (e.g., Anderson & West, 1998;
Kidwell & Bennett, 1993; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003) — namely, that punish-
ment and rewards can come from the workgroup as well. Indeed, the climate
shaped by the workgroup is expected to be more informal than that shaped
by the leader or organization. The rules are not encoded in organizational
policies, but there is a clear understanding of the punishments, such as social
ostracism, and the rewards, such as an invitation to lunch, that exist for
specific behaviors.

As a result, one set of values and beliefs that the organization espouses
may be filtered through the leader, while simultaneously another set of val-
ues or beliefs around the same construct may emerge from within the work-
group. Indeed, Schneider (1975) has long argued that the concept of
organizational climate is not unidimensional. Our work, which provides ev-
idence for distinct justice climate constructs, crossed by type and source/foci,
is based on this notion (Bashshur et al., 2004; Liao & Rupp, 2005). From the
perspective of Naylor et al. (1980), this is actually a reasonable proposition.
If climate predominantly comes from shared perceptions of punishments and
rewards, then it is possible to have two separate climates for the same con-
struct. One behavior may be punished or rewarded by the leadership, while
the same behavior is differentially punished or rewarded by coworkers.

Of course, these two sources of climate need not be incongruent. To the
extent that employees agree with the values or policies of management, these
two influences on climate are likely to be complementary. In contrast, if
conflict exists between employees and management, these sources are likely
to contradict each other. Looking at climate from this multifoci perspective
provides a multitude of interesting, yet untested research questions and
makes for a range of interesting possibilities, not the least of which is the
intriguing idea of interactions among sources of climate. Some work has
already begun that examines how aligned and misaligned sources influence
individual employees’ behavior (e.g., see Bashshur et al., 2004; Ostroff et al.,
2003).

How Does Justice Climate Relate to Other Climates?

Katz and Kahn (1978) define climates as collective beliefs. These beliefs are
transferred to new group members via a combination of socialization proc-
esses interacting with the physical and social environments. As such, climate
is said to develop in a process similar to Schneider’s ASA theory — that is, it
originates from the types of people attracted, selected, and retained by an
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organization. In addition, climate is a product of physical layout, traditions,
history, methods of communication, and so on. Similarly, Schneider defined
climate as the “shared perceptions of employees concerning the practices,
procedures, and kinds of behaviors that get rewarded and supported in a
particular setting” (1990, p. 384). He argued that because multiple climates
can exist simultaneously in the same organization, one must think of climate
as a specific construct with a specific referent. Climates have to be climates
“for something” (e.g., innovation, service).

This early argument that a climate must be “for something” has led to the
proliferation of “climates” noted in the literature. Currently there exist cli-
mates ‘“for’’ constructs ranging from a climate for safety to a climate for top
management, including, it must be admitted, a number of climates for jus-
tice. These “specific climates” (Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003,
p. 605) focus on a rather narrow bandwidth of the climate construct space.
Of course, it is this very specificity that makes them so useful in predicting
outcomes (e.g., climates for safety predict safe behavior; Carr et al., 2003).
The downside of this process is that researchers are left with a “staggering
number” (Parker et al., 2003, p. 391) of climate dimensions to deal with
when trying to assess the influence of the work environment on employees.
Any attempt to synthesize or integrate climate perceptions is hampered by
the sheer numbers of climate dimensions. If for nothing else than to reduce
overlap among constructs and to impose some order on the range of climate
dimensions, it becomes important to place this array of climates into some
sort of taxonomy. Also of interest for the purposes of this chapter is a
determination of where justice climate fits within this cornucopia of cli-
mates. Fortunately, at least three such taxonomies already exist.

Kopelman, Brief, and Guzzo (1990) argue that five dimensions cover the
common aspects of psychological climate (note that at least two of these
three taxonomies focus on psychological climate—individual perceptions, but
there is no reason that these dimensions cannot be said to reside at the
organizational level as well given sufficient agreement among group mem-
bers). These dimensions — means emphasis, goals emphasis, task support,
reward orientation, and socioemotional support — do seem to relate to em-
ployee attitudes and motivations. In addition, as Lindell and Brandt (2000)
point out, the core climates (such as a strong goal emphasis) that emerge
from these functions do not prohibit the emergence of specific climates. The
fact that an organization has a strong goal emphasis alone does not specify
which goal (e.g., safety or service — in other words, which specific climate) is
being emphasized. As such, each specific climate can be classified within a
particular core dimension. However, the rather narrow range of dimensions
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in the Kopelman et al. classification scheme does not seem to capture all
possible manifestations of climate (not even justice climate).

Alternatively, Ostroff (1993) proposed a framework consisting of 12 dimen-
sions of climate with three higher-order facets: affective, cognitive, and instru-
mental. The affective higher-order facet relates to involvement with people and
encompasses the lower-order dimensions of participation, cooperation, warmth,
and social rewards. The cognitive facet relates to the self’s or others’ psycho-
logical involvement in work and encompasses the dimensions of growih,
innovation, autonomy, and intrinsic rewards. Finally, the instrumental facet
relates to task involvement and getting things done; it encompasses the lower-
order dimensions of achievement, hierarchy, structure, and extrinsic rewards.
While some researchers have enjoyed success when using this taxonomy as an
organizing framework (Carr et al., 2003), it is frequently difficult to make a
judgment regarding where a particular specific climate should be assigned. For

_example, justice climate, with its dimensions of interpersonal, informational,

procedural, and distributive justice, could fit into any one of the three higher-
order facets.

Finally, James and colleagues (Jones & James, 1979; James & James, 1989;
James & Mclntyre, 1996) proposed a five-dimensional structure of workplace
perceptions (psychological climate): leader support and facilitation (leader
characteristics); role stress and lack of harmony (role characteristics); job
challenge and autonomy (job characteristics); workgroup cooperation, warmth,
and friendliness (workgroup characteristics); and organization and subsystem
(organizational characteristics). Each of these dimensions includes at least
three lower-order dimensions and seems to be invariant over a large number of
organizations (James & James, 1989; James & Sells, 1981). Further, James and
coauthors have asserted that the correlations they have observed among the
four first-order factors are best explained by some higher-level, general
psychological climate factor, a “PC,.” This general factor is said to reflect the
idea that people respond to their environments based on their perceptions of
the potential benefits or harm to them inherent in that environment (James &
Mclntyre, 1996). This notion echoes the earlier contentions of Schneider
(1990) and Naylor et al. (1980) that climate reflects some assessment of the
rewards and punishments inherent in a system. James simply takes this point,
which initially referred to a specific climate, and applies it to climate in general.

The intuitive appeal of this approach lies in the fact that it clearly links
climate to organizational attributes, much as earlier theories regarding spe-
cific climates tried to link those perceptions to organizational features.
Given the definitions of climate as assessments of organizational contexts,
this approach, as contrasted to the two prior approaches, demonstrates how
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organizational attributes such as job features or leader features translate
into climate dimensions. In addition, given the focus on organizational at-
tributes, this taxonomy is both broad enough and flexible enough to sub-
sume most, if not all, of the specific justice climates currently proposed. For
example, as noted earlier, justice climate can be looked at as coming from a
supervisor, from the organization, or from both. In the James et al. ap-
proach, a climate for justice, if deemed to be coming from the superviser,
would fit within the leader support and facilitation factor; by contrast, a
climate for justice shaped by the organization would fit under the organ-
izational characteristics factor.

In essence, this framework: provides a structure of climate dimensions.
Specific climates, such as a climate for justice, fit within broader climate
dimensions that are based on characteristics of the environment such as
leader support and facilitation. By placing the specific climates such as cli-
mate for justice within a broader taxonomy, we hope to clarify how the
different climates ‘“for something” relate to one another and coexist within
the broader general climate space.

In their discussion of PC,, James and colleagues were concentrating solely on
the level of the individual — on the perceptions of each individual of his or her
environment. Nevertheless, there is no reason that PC, and its four subfacets
should not exist at the organizational or group level. Given enough agreement
within groups, leader support and facilitation, role stress and lack of harmony,
and so on, there should be something that researchers can aggregate to the
group level and examine-for its effects on group and individual attitudes and
behaviors. This endeavor would mean that there may be something we can call
C, — a general higher-order climate. Of course, this work has yet to be done.

Proposing a Model of Justice Climate Emergence

Whereas the extant multi-level justice research has begun to give solid atten-
tion to the antecedents and consequences of justice climate (as noted earlier
in this chapter), far-less emphasis has been placed on the psychological
process by which justice climate emerges. Although the concept of justice
climate is firmly grounded in organizational theories such as social informa-
tional processing (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), attraction—selection—attrition
(Schneider, 1975), and socialization (Louis et al., 1983; Ostroff & Kozlowski,
1992; Trice & Beyer, 1993), future research should test explicitly the emer-
gence of justice climate using longitudinal or experimental designs, and
incorporate factors at the individual level (e.g., individual past justice
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experiences), group level (e.g., group norms), and organizational level (e.g.,
organizational structure) to examine their joint impact on the formation of
Justice context. The work of Naumann and Bennett (2000), which considered
the antecedents of group cohesion and visibility of management; the work of
Ehrhart (2004), which considered servant leadership; the work of Colquitt
et al. (2002), which examined the role of team size and collectivism; and, of
course, the research on organizational structure’s effects on justice percep-
tions (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003) represent positive steps in this direction.

That said, the authors of this chapter have been struggling both with
theoretically laying out a process model for justice climate emergence and
with identifying solid methodological procedures for modeling the emer-
gence process itself. Our first (public) attempt at a theoretical model is
presented in Fig. 2.

This model not only pulls from the bottom-up and top-down theories
of climate emergence presented earlier in this chapter, but also reflects
Cropanzano et al.’s (2001a, 2001b) integrative model of organizational justice.
It integrates two major paradigms through which justice has been explored
over the decades: the evenr paradigm, in which individuals evaluate iso-
lated events, resulting in state-like justice perceptions, and the social entity
paradigm, whereby individuals make more stable judgments about a particular
social entity (e.g., supervisors) across events and situations. Qur model posits
that both individual differences and environmental characteristics affect how
events are perceived by individuals and, over time, influence their social entity
justice judgments. Individuals then come together, bringing along these judg-
ments. Through the processes of information sharing, experience sharing, so-
cialization, and individual influences, these persons collectively form a shared
perception of social entity justice. This same process would occur to form
shared justice perceptions regarding each type (e.g., procedural, interactional)
and source (e.g., supervisor, customers) of justice climate. As explained earlier,
each of these climates may be similar or different depending on the events
leading up to the individual justice judgments and the interactions between
group members over time. Furthermore, these climates might be hierarchically
arranged according to the taxonomic model presented in the last section.

Empirically Modeling Justice Climate Emergence
The emergence of even a single justice climate variable is complex and dy-

namic, making the task of empirically modeling emergence quite a daunting
undertaking. Whereas we do not have a clear answer about how exactly one
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