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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL
JUSTICE, MORAL IDENTITY, CWB, AND PERCEIVED
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT

Nakip, Melisa
MA, Psychology
Advisor: Assist. Prof. (PhD) Evrim Giileryiiz
July 2024

Active and passive CWB behaviors show significant differences in terms of urgency,
intensity, and risk. Therefore, it is important to address and examine CWB behaviors
as active and passive. In the literature, no study has been found examining the
moderating effect of moral identity internalization and perceived organizational
support on the relationship between perceived organizational justice and active-
passive CWBO/CWBI. The aim of this study is to investigate the moderating effect of
moral identity internalization and perceived organizational support on the relationship
between organizational justice and active-passive CWBO/CWBI. In the study, which
sampled 402 full-time employees, a negative relationship was observed between
perceived distributive, procedural justice and active-passive CWBO, and between
perceived interactional justice and active-passive CWBI. Additionally, high moral
identity internalization was found to have a buffering effect on the relationship
between perceived distributive justice and passive CWBO, and the relationship
between perceived interactional justice and active CWBI. However, perceived
organizational support did not show a moderating effect on the relationship between
perceived organizational justice and active-passive CWBO/CWBI. All findings were
discussed in detail. This study contributes to the literature by introducing a Turkish
adapted version of the active-passive CWBO/CWBI scale and presenting the findings
on the antecedent variables with which this variable is related. Furthermore, based on
the research findings, recommendations are provided to managers and human

resources professionals.






Keywords: perceived organizational justice, distributive justice, procedural justice,
interactional justice, moral identity internalization, active-passive

counterproductive work behavior (CWB), perceived organizational

support.
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ALGILANAN ORGUTSEL ADALET, AHLAK KIMLIiK, CWB VE
ALGILANAN ORGUTSEL DESTEK ARASINDAKI ILISK1

Nakip, Melisa
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji
Danisman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Evrim Giileryiiz
Temmuz 2024

Aktif ve pasif CWB davraniglar1 aciliyet, yogunluk ve risk agisindan Onemli
farkliliklar gosterir. Bu nedenle, CWB davraniglarinin aktif ve pasif olarak ele almasi
ve incelemesi Onemlidir. Literatiirde, algilanan Orgiitsel adalet ve aktif-pasif
CWBO/CWBI arasindaki iligkide ahlaki kimlik igsellestirmesinin ve algilanan
oOrgiitsel destegin diizenleyici etkisini inceleyen c¢aligmaya rastlanmamistir. Bu
caligmanin amaci, algilanan orgiitsel adalet ve aktif-pasif CWBO/CWBI arasindaki
iliskide ahlaki kimlik igsellestirmesinin ve algilanan Orgiitsel destegin diizenleyici
etkisini incelemektir. Orneklemini 402 tam zamanl ¢alisanin olusturdugu arastirmada,
algilanan dagitimsal adalet ve prosediirel adalet ile aktif-pasif CWBO arasinda,
algilanan etkilesimli adalet ile aktif-pasif CWBI arasinda negatif bir iliski oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, yiiksek ahlaki kimlik igsellestirmesinin algilanan dagitimsal
adalet ile pasif CWBO arasindaki iliskide ve algilanan etkilesimli adalet ile aktif
CWBI arasindaki iliskide tampon etki gosterdigi bulunmustur. Ancak, algilanan
orgiitsel destek, algilanan orgiitsel adalet ile aktif-pasif CWBO/CWBI arasindaki
iliskide bir diizenleyici etki gostermemistir. Tiim bulgular ayrintili olarak tartisilmistir.
Bu calisma, aktif-pasif CWBO/CWBI 6l¢eginin Tiirk¢e versiyonunu uyarlayarak ve
bu degiskenin iligkili oldugu onciil degiskenlerle ilgili bulgular1 sunarak literatiire
katkida bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, arastirma bulgularina dayali olarak yoneticilere ve

insan kaynaklar1 uzmanlarina oneriler sunulmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: algilanan orgiitsel adalet, dagitimsal adalet, prosediirel adalet,
etkilesimsel adalet, ahlaki kimlik igsellestirmesi, aktif-pasif tiretkenlik karsiti is
davrams1 (UKID), algilanan orgiitsel destek
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Employees can occasionally stray from their expected job performance, showing
attitudes and behaviors that don't align with the organization's goals, potentially
disrupting its functioning. Counterproductive work behaviors are actions intentionally
performed by workers that violate corporate norms and values, leading to adverse
consequences (Polatci et al., 2014). The term counterproductive work behavior, which
has many definitions in the literature, was initially coined by Hollinger (1986) as
"Deviant Behaviors". Spector and Fox (2005) defined unproductive workplace
conduct as deliberate acts that injure or aim to injure the company or persons working
there, such as coworkers, supervisors, or clients. Sackett and DeVore (2001) offer a
broader definition, characterizing deliberate behaviors of a company person that go
opposed to the organization's lawful interests as unproductive work conduct. In
addition, there are three crucial criteria for categorizing a behavior as
counterproductive work behavior (Sackett & DeVore, 2002). The first criterion
emphasizes that the focus should be on the behavior itself rather than its outcomes.
Not every counterproductive behavior necessarily leads to harmful results; thus, the
potential for harm, regardless of actual consequences, is crucial in identifying
counterproductive behaviors. Secondly, these behaviors typically exhibit traits such as
being illegal, immoral, or deviant. In other words, being immoral is another criterion
for defining it as counterproductive work. Lastly and most importantly, these
behaviors are voluntary, meaning individuals engage in them willingly (Sackett and
DeVore, 2002). The literature on counterproductive work behaviors has focused on
several issues related to the precursors, outcomes, and dimensions of this behaviors
(Gruys & Sacket, 2003; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Lian et al., 2014; Robinson & Bennett,
1995; Spector et al., 2006; Yuan et al., 2018). Classifications were used in the initial
studies to comprehend the complexity of unproductive work behavior (Spector et al.,
2006). According to Bennett and Robinson (2000), researchers have concentrated on
distinguishing whether counterproductive work behavior is organizational or
interpersonal. Crucial perspectives were obtained from systematic reviews that

demonstrated notable distinctions between organizational and relational



counterproductive work behavior (Berry et al., 2007). Nevertheless, research
published on the subject indicates that diversity in substance appears to be of greater
significance than differences in aims, as deviant workplace behaviors vary in both the
goal and the substance of specific actions (Marcus et al., 2016). In recent years, Evans
and colleagues (2023) have introduced a novel classification scheme for
counterproductive work behaviors, categorizing them as follows: CWBI: active and
passive, and CWBO: active and passive. Active deviant workplace behaviors
encompass activity that is focused on motion that detriment legitimate interests,
disregarding regulations regarding organizational and employee conduct. Conversely,
passive CWBs undermine the organization without being effective; they breach
regulations regarding employee obligations by abstaining from action. In essence, one
involves proactive behaviors while the other involves passive behaviors. According to
Cuddy et al. (2007), the disparity between them lies in the urgency, severity, and
danger characteristics. In addition, based on Theory of Rational Choice (Becker,
1968), offenders evaluate the potential harm to others and opt for actions that minimize
their own risk while achieving desired objectives. Consequently, active CWB involves
overt actions with a direct risk of harm, whereas passive CWB is indirect and covert,

carrying a reduced risk (Evans et al., 2023).

The concept justice of organization pertains to the way in which workers view and
react to fairness within the company (Greenberg, 1987; Ployhart & Ryan, 1997). The
theory of social interchange, that contends that workers react with unproductive work
actions to inequitable and unequal behavior by the company, has been used in the
majority of studies to examine the relationship between low organizational fairness
and unproductive work actions (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001). Workers who believe that
company processes are unfair may try to make things fair by punishing individuals
who are considered to be at fault (Aquino et al., 2006). Organizational injustice
constitutes a moral transgression as it violates moral and societal norms, triggering
unfavorable ethical feelings and responses (Folger & Skarlicki, 2005). These adverse
ethical sentiments can fuel counterproductive work behaviors as a kind of payback to
restore communal and ethical balance (O'Reilly & Aquino, 2011). On the other hand,
some people use CWB to respond destructively to organizational injustice, whereas

others do not (Wu et al., 2016).



People's moral identities are the moral aspect of their communal identities and a
powerful source of ethical drive that directs ethical conduct (Hardy & Carlo, 2005).
According to Lapsley and Lasky (2001), "chronically available, readily primed, and
easily activated schemas for processing social information" are present in people with
moral identities. Moral character is thus a self-regulating process that pushes humans
to act morally to preserve their integrity (Blasi, 2004). Additionally, even in situations
when the company gains, an ethical character might thwart immoral supportive
conduct actions (Matherne & Litchfield, 2012). Cheating, theft, and sabotage are
universally condemned actions that disrupt societal and organizational norms,
violating moral standards (Kidwell & Kochanowski, 2005). According to Ilies et al.
(2013), individuals often experience considerable moral shame upon realizing their
involvement in counterproductive work behaviors and being informed of its deviation
from societal norms. Consequently, people with a strong ethical character struggle to
justify counterproductive work behaviors as ethically acceptable and are thus less
inclined to participate in such behaviors. Furthermore, studies show that ethical
character reduces the effect of organizational injustice on unproductive work actions.
For example, Skarlicki and colleagues (2008) found that when faced with relational
injustice, client service workers who had a strong moral character shown less client
sabotaging than those who had a weak ethical identity. Greenbaum et al. (2013) found
that workers with strong moral character didn't mistreat clients to get even with bosses.
Moreover, Wu and colleagues (2016) discovered that ethical character moderates the
association between unproductive workplace actions and work exhaustion and that
among people with low ethical character but not high ethical identities, there was a
significant indirect effect of organizational justice on counterproductive work
behaviors through workplace exhaustion. Lastly, Mingzheng and colleagues (2014)
discovered that moral identity acted as a protective factor, buffering the association
between institutional unfairness and and unproductive work actions among Chinese
government employees. Upon review of the literature, it is apparent that there is a lack
of studies that investigate the correlation between active-passive CWB and perceived
organizational justice while also investigating how moral identity influences this

association in a moderation way.

The degree to which workers feel their employer appreciates their efforts is concerned

about their welfare and attends to their socioemotional needs is known as POS, or



perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Three processes help
understand how POS affects employee behavior (Baran et al., 2012). First, according
to the reciprocity norm, workers and the company ought to have a mutual connection.
When a worker receives substantial backing from the company, they feel obligated to
reciprocate by exhibiting favorable attitudes and actions. Secondly, POS provides
employees with socio-emotional satisfaction. Psychological requirements like respect,
validation, and belonging provide organizational commitment and the formation of
social identity. It also helps to reduce stress and increase the well-being of every
employee. Third, POS also means that the organization is ready to reward employees
(Abas et al., 2015). According to earlier studies, POS promotes emotions of
responsibility, confidence in the company, workplace engagement, commitment to the
company, corporate citizenship in behavior at work, and responsibility orientations
(AlKerdawy, 2014; Karavardar, 2014; Kurtessis et al., 2015). Prior studies have
primarily examined the association between POS and favorable outcomes, but it has
also been linked to unfavorable attitudes and actions. According to research by
Vatankhah and colleagues (2017), POS mediated the association between flight
attendants' unproductive work actions and exceptionally well work behaviors. Bal
(2020) discovered that in government personnel, the association between POS and
unproductive work actions was mediated by company cynicism. Lastly, Liu et al.
(2011) discovered that the association between characteristics of personality and
unproductive work actions was modareted by POS. It appears that the moderating
effect of perceived organizational support in the association between perceived
organizational justice and active-passive CWB has not been examined in prior

research.

Upon reviewing the literature, correlation was observed among counterproductive
work behavior, perceived organizational justice, moral identity, and perceived
organizational support. Despite existing studies on these relationships, it has been
noted that counterproductive work behavior has not been examined as active and
passive in this relationship pattern in both domestic and international studies.
Additionally, no Turkish adaptation study of the active-passive counterproductive
work behavior scale has been found in the literature. In this context, it is crucial to
categorize counterproductive work behavior as active and passive and explore its

relationship with other variables, which would significantly contribute to the literature.



Investigating the correlation between active-passive CWB and perceived
organizational justice, as well as examining the moderating role of moral identity and
perceived organizational support in this context, holds paramount importance. By the
classification of active-passive counterproductive work behavior in research, we can
effectively identify risk factors associated with counterproductive work behavior and
mitigate negative outcomes. Furthermore, by categorizing counterproductive work
behavior into active and passive forms, which inflict substantial harm on individuals

and organizations, future studies can be enriched and facilitate comparisons of results.






CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This section comprises theoretical explanations of the fundamental concepts
underlying the subject of the research, as well as research conducted both domestically

and internationally.

2.1. What is CWB?

In the literature, unproductive work actions —such as unkindness—are investigated
under rather diverse headings (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), deviance (Hollinger,
1986; Robinson & Bennet, 1995), antisocial conduct (Kalyva, 2011; Giacalone &
Greenberg, 1997), vengeance (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), delinquent (Hogan &
Hogan, 1989), abusing (Keashly et al., 1994), and organizational aggression (Spector
1975; Baron & Neuman, 1996). For the first time in history, Spector and Fox (1999)
used the "counterproductive" term to express organizational harmful behavior. Since
then, scholars have attempted to describe this behavior and the term CWB has been
used extensively in the academic field. Workplace activities that intentionally and
consistently cause harm to the company and its members are referred to as
unproductive workplace actions (Le Roy et al., 2012). Sackett and DeVore (2009)
described counterproductive work behavior as an organizational member behaving in
a way that goes against the company's genuine interests. Similar to the definitions
above, Spector and Fox (2005) defined counterproductive work behaviors as conscious
actions that harm or are done with this intention to the company or other individuals
inside the company (colleagues, managers, customers). Besides this, unproductive
work actions are characterized as actions that cause a decrease in organizational
efficiency by having a direct impact on the goals and tasks of the company, negatively
affecting all its personnel and procedures (Mann et al., 2012; Klotz & Buckley, 2013).
What is generally understood from the definitions is that counterproductive work
behaviors harm the organization by reducing the productivity of employees or
affecting their duties and characteristics (Le Roy et al., 2012). Examples of
counterproductive work behavior include; intentional actions such as aggression, theft,

etc., and passive actions such as consciously not complying with the rules and



principles, not doing the job properly, and unexcused absence (Penney & Spector,

2005; Sacket & DeVore, 2009).

Three fundamental characteristics must be present for a behavior to be classified as

unproductive in accordance with Marcus and Schuler's (2004) criteria. These are:

1. Voluntary Action: The behavior must be performed at the individual's own

will.

2. Potential for Harm: Even if the behavior doesn't lead to undesirable outcomes,

it should possess the capacity to damage the company or other individuals.
3. Legal Violation: Such behavior should violate the laws or regulations.

Besides this, Goode (2008) argued that four conditions need to be met for a negative

behavior to be considered counterproductive. These conditions are stated as follows:
1. A task or rule must be violated in the presence of an employee.
2. The relevant employee should react to or assess this violation.
3. This response is generally negative.

4. A situation related to deviant behavior must emerge (as cited in Ayazlar &

Giizel, 2013).

Additionally, there is a common point emphasized in these behaviors, and that is that
the behaviors are intentional. Therefore, Spector and Fox (2005) report that among the
most crucial characteristics of unproductive work conduct is that it is done consciously
to cause harm. Another recurring theme is that, even though CWB may not have
directly hurt the establishment or its constituents, these actions still run the danger of
doing so. Lastly, CWB can be categorized as unproductive work actions aimed at the

company and unproductive work actions aimed at the staff (Fox et al., 2001).

2.1.1. CWB Types

It can be observed that researchers in the literature have divided counterproductive
work behavior into distinct yet non-contradictory subcategories. While some
researchers address counterproductive work behavior individually, others examine it
categorically (Kanten & Kanten, 2016). For example, Gruys (2000) proposed that there
are 66 distinct counterproductive work behaviors, which he organized into 11

categories. These include theft and related activities, damage to property, improper use



of knowledge, improper use of time and assets, non-compliance with workplace health
and safety regulations, low attendance (absenteeism), poor quality work, use of
alcoholic or illicit substances, not appropriate either verbally or physically behavior,

and improper use of knowledge.

Keashly et al. (1994) define workplace misbehavior (behavior without physical
contact, verbal or use of words) as counterproductive work behavior. These types of
behavior include: criticizing individuals (on matters not related to work), showing
anger by shouting, swearing-name-calling, gossiping-slandering, attempting to
inappropriately assert authority, discrimination-acting unfairly, etc. (Keashly et al.,
1994). Moretti (1986) lists the kind of undesirable, unproductive actions that result in
significant financial harm in organizations as follows: theft, sabotage, damage, waste,
alcohol or drug use. Pearson and colleagues (2005) categorized counterproductive
work behaviors under specific headings. Under deviant behavior, aggressive and
uncivil, norm-violating behaviors are included. The "physical violence" category
includes behaviors characterized by aggression and violence. Moderate to high levels
of violence, whether physical or non-physical, consistently exhibited aggressive
behaviors, are defined as harassment. Acts of non-physical yet persistent aggressive
behavior falling between moderate and low levels of violence are referred to as

bullying.

On the other hand, behaviors that are not done unconsciously or to cause direct harm
are called discourteous behavior and the severity of these behaviors is low (Pearson et
al., 2005). Neuman and Baron (1998) have discussed that counterproductive work
behaviors can manifest as revenge, rudeness, psychological harassment, deviant
behavior, misuse, deviation from productivity, cynicism, psychological intimidation,
workplace violence, and organizational aggression. Table 2.1, for the most part,
provides a summary of counterproductive work behaviors that are commonly utilized

in the literature.



Table 2.1. Types of Counterproductive Work Behavior

CWB Types Examples

To harm others Abuse, Physical and Emotional Abuse, Threatening, Bad Criticism,
Insulting, Belittling, Ignoring, Preventing Individual from Working,
Aggressive Behaviors, Gossip, Discrimination, Social Pressure,
Psychological Violence, Racism, Retaliation, Sexual Harassment, etc.

To swaddle Sabotaging, Damaging Property, Destroying Machinery and Goods,
Stopping/Slowing Production, etc.

Production deviance Pretending to Do, Misusing Information, Time, and Resources, Poor
Work Quality, Waste, etc.

Retreat Isolation, Absenteeism, Being Late for Work, Leaving Promptly, and
Having More Time off Than Necessary

Stealing Theft, Corruption, Bribery, etc.

Others Non-compliance with Occupational Health and Safety Rules,
Alcohol/Drug Use, Distrust, etc.

Sources: Concepts in the table were compiled from Hollinger and Clark (1982),
Robinson and Bennett (1995), Baron and Neuman (1996), Giacalone and Greenberg
(1997), Gruys (2000), Kaukianien et al. (2001), Keashly (2001), Bies and Tripp
(2005), Kelloway (2010), Pearson et al. (2005).

2.1.2. Dimensions of CWB

Generally, counterproductive work behaviors are divided into different dimensions.
Hollinger and Clark (1983) first studied counterproductive work behaviors, which
were divided into two headings: property deviance (ownership) and production
deviance (Akkaya, 2019; Giiltac & Erigiic, 2019; Ocel, 2010). Behaviors such as theft,
bribery, misuse, and destruction of organizational property are at the dimension of
property deviance; behaviors such as poor performance, absenteeism, violation of
work rules, carelessness, using substances or drinking at work, etc. are included in the

manufacturing deviation dimension (Hollinger & Clark, 1983; Hollinger, 1986).

Bennett and Robinson (1995), inspired by Hollinger and Clark's classification, created
a typology of deviant behaviors within the organization (4p’s typology).
Counterproductive work behavior was examined from two-dimensional "individual

(interpersonal)” and "organizational” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Individual
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(interpersonal) and organizational counterproductive work behaviors each consist of
two separate subheadings. To the categories of property and production deviation, two
more subgroups have been added: political deviation and personal aggressiveness.

Figure 2.1. displays the typology of deviant behaviors within the organization (4p's

typology).
Organizational
Production deviance Property deviance
Leaving work early » Damaging institutional equipment
Taking long breaks *  Taking bribe
Working slowly on purpose * Not telling the truth about working hours
Wasting resources * Stealing belongings from the institution
Insignificant a 3¢ RFA ¢
Political deviation Personal aggressiveness
* Favoritism *  Sexual abuse
* Gossiping in the organization *  Verbal abuse
Slandering colleagues *  Using swear words
Wasting time on useless things * Stealing from other employees
Unfair competition * Endangering co-workers
Blaming co -workers
Interpersonal

Figure 2.1. Typology of Counterproductive Work Behaviors
Source: Robinson & Bennett (1995)

Figure 2.1. as can be seen, counterproductive work behaviors have a multifaceted axis
with organization-individual (interpersonal) and significant-insignificant dimensions.
Deviant behaviors that are against the institution and are insignificant are behaviors
that production deviance. Behaviors like quitting job promptly, having extended
breaks, doing work slowly on purpose, wasting resources, etc. are examples of
manufacturing deviation. Against the institution, significant behavior is defined as
property deviance. Some of the behaviors that property deviance are taking bribes and
stealing belongings from the institution. The political deviation dimension is on the
interpersonal and insignificant axis, it includes behaviors such as favouritism, wasting
time on useless things, blaming co-workers, etc. On the other hand, personal
aggressiveness is on the interpersonal and significant axis and comprises thieving from
other workers, using profanity, sex abuse, hurtful remarks, and putting coworkers in
danger (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). The 4p typology is the foundation for numerous

researches, including those on tyranning, virtual laziness, workplace fierceness , and
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CWB (Blanchard & Henle, 2008; Fox et al., 2001; Kelloway et al., 2006; LaVan &
Martin, 2008).

Determining the behavior aim is another way to expose the dimensions of CWB.
Organizations are targeted by production and property deviance, leading to the
perception that CWBO is aimed at the organization (Fox & Spector, 2005). In contrast,
it is possible to see CWBI as the result of personal aggressiveness and political
deviance, both of which target specific members of the corporation (Bennett &
Robinson, 2000; Fox et al., 2001). For instance, putting little effort into work and
knowingly wasting company material falls into the CWBO dimension while making
fun of co-workers and swearing at co-workers falls into the CWBI dimension. Despite
a moderate correlation, these two dimensions are indicative of distinct aspects within

CWB (Bennett & Robinson, 2000).

Gruys (2000) revealed that there are 87 different CWBs and grouped them under 11
categories in her study titled "The Organizational Dimensions of Disruptive Worker
Activity". The 11 fundamental categories consist of stealing and associated activities,
damaging assets, handling knowledge improperly, wasting precious time and assets,
acting in a way that is unacceptable for the safety of the workplace, being absent,
producing subpar work (slow, sloppy work), abusing substances or drinking, acting
inappropriately verbally or physically, and engaging in inappropriate behavior. In a
subsequent study, Fox et al. (2001) compiled a thorough inventory of 64 CWB
behaviors by consolidating multiple sources. Ultimately, they categorized CWB into
five distinct groups. The initial group was labelled as abuse, encompassing aggressive
and destructive actions toward fellow individuals. Examples of behaviors in this group
include threatening, ignoring, humiliating, or engaging in psychological or physical
violence against a colleague (Yavuzsan, 2020). The second category referred to
product deviation, which is the act of deliberately doing a job wrong, doing it slowly,
and violating rules. Following this, there were categories for sabotage and theft. Theft
(stealing), defined as a social violation or ethical violation, is the seizure of goods and
money belonging to other employees or the organization (Dogrudéz and Ozdemir,
2018). Sabotage is deliberately causing harm to the organization. Deliberately
damaging organization-owned property causes high financial losses to companies. It
may occur in cases of powerlessness and a low perceived justice. Avoidance of work,

being late for work, or absenteeism are included in the last category. Spector and
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colleagues (2006) describe this category as withdrawal and include behaviors such as

not actively participating in company actions.

Also, it is possible to classify unproductive work actions by degree of severity. Some
counterproductive work behaviors are more severe than others. For instance, when it
comes to punishment, verbal aggressiveness is considered less severe than physical
aggressiveness (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). The last classification method separates

counterproductive work behaviors into active and passive (Conlon et al., 2005).

2.1.2.1. Active- Passive CWB
Spector and colleagues (2006), the stress emotion model's (S-E model) creators,
classified counterproductive work behavior into two categories by their S-E model:
active and passive, in addition to the well-known organizational and interpersonal
classification (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Action-oriented behaviors in which the
employee violates business rules and harms the legitimate interests of the company are
active behaviors (Evans et al., 2023). Besides this, active behaviors are directly and
target oriented. Examples of these behaviors include abuse and sabotage. Often
hostility and the need to respond to company mistreatment motivate active
counterproductive work behavior (Baka, 2018). Inaction is the foundation of passive,
counterproductive work behaviors. By disobeying the regulations, the employee
causes damage to the company. Passive behavior, in contrast to active behavior, can
express not only the need for revenge but also the need to save and keep resources in
stressful situations (Krisher et al., 2010). The passive actions could represent an
attempt to reduce tense circumstances and prevent tension in the future. This
supposition aligns well with the Resource Conservation Theory (Hobfoll, 1989),
which is predicated on the idea that during extended periods of stress, people tend to
protect their resources, including time, energy, and social capital. Therefore, among
the ways employees save resources at work are by cutting back on working hours,
being absent, or arriving late to work regularly (Baka, 2019). Directness, intensity, and
risk factors are the fundamental differences between passive and active CWB actions
(Cuddy et al., 2007). The difference among the active-passive of behavior has been of
interest to several subfields of psychology, including psychological sociology (Ayduk
et al., 2001; Cuddy et al., 2007) and psychology of children (Renken et al., 1989). In
addition, the S-E model (Spector & Fox, 2005) states that individuals take part in

counterproductive work behavior to "feel good" about their job (Shoss et al., 2016),
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avoid/minimize stress (Fox & Spector, 2006), or exact revenge on coworkers or the

organization (Jones, 2009).

The five negative behaviors that the S-E model categorizes as unproductive work
behavior within the organization are misappropriation, undermine, stealing,
production declination, and retreat (Spector & Fox, 2005). Undermine and abuse are
common examples of active CWB driven by a desire for revenge. Due to the need to
protect one's assets, retreat is the most common type of passive CWB (Spector et al.,

2006).

2.1.3. Antecedents of CWB

If employers are aware of the root causes of their workers' counterproductive work
actions, they may be able to prevent such conduct from occurring. Therefore,
numerous scholars have concentrated their efforts on elucidating the precursors to
Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) (Ambrose et al., 2002; Colbert et al., 2004;
Henle, 2005; Marcus & Schuler, 2004; Martinko et al., 2002). Upon scrutinizing the
existing literature, it becomes evident that a multitude of factors contribute to the
propensity of employees to engage in counterproductive behaviors. One of the most
well-known antecedent classifications accepted in the literature belongs to Spector and
Fox (2002). According to researchers, there are two types of antecedents that cause
counterproductive work behavior: personal antecedents and environmental
antecedents. Personal antecedents encompass internal variables, including personality
traits and attitudes, whereas environmental antecedents comprise such as
organizational culture and job characteristics. Environmental factors are significant
indicators of CWB, according to some investigations (Penney & Spector, 2005; Fox
et al., 2001). Essential indicators of such actions have additionally been shown to be
individual factors (Bowling & Eschleman, 2010). The Stressor-Emotion Concept and
the Conservation of Resources Framework have been used extensively in scholarly

works to help understand the factors that result in CWB.

The Stress-Emotion Model (Spector, 1998) explores the dynamics of company actions
and the relationship between work-related stress and company actions. Furthermore,
this framework highlights how important feelings are in the relationship among stress
and organizational behavior. It posits that counterproductive work behaviors are

essentially a response to occupational stress (see Figure 2.2). Stress, identified as an
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environmental precursor, acts as a trigger for negative emotions (Spector, 1998). As
an instance, the literature review identifies interpersonal disagreement, constitutional
restrictions, position differences and position ambiguity as workplace stresses (Kahn
et al.,, 1964). In light of this paradigm, people observe and evaluate contextual
conditions; there is a relationship between disappointment and contextual conditions
(Lazarus, 1991). When individuals assess the contextual circumstances, they
determine whether a given situation qualifies as a stressor. If, during this evaluation,
the situation is acknowledged as a stressor, it elicits negative emotions, thereby serving
as a trigger for alterations in an individual's psychological state and behavior
(Cartwright & Cooper, 1997; Spector, 1998). For instance, such changes might
manifest as a reduction in job satisfaction (psychological), alterations in physiological
states such as headaches or changes in blood pressure (physical), actions like bullying
a colleague or resigning from the position (behavioral). In addition, these changes are
likely to create strain in the individual (strain is the outcome of stress) and are
associated with employee well-being (Spector & Goh, 2001). According to this model,
both dimensions of counterproductive work behavior (CWBO and CWBI) are
behavioral strains. Emotions have a significant role in the S-E Model as reactions to
stressful conditions (Lazarus, 1991; Lovallo, 2010). They act as a mediating element
in the connection among tension and stressful situations at work. For instance, those
who feel good about themselves are more unlikely to participate in unproductive work
actions compared to others who experience negative emotional states under the same

environmental conditions.

The perception of control is a significant predictor of counterproductive work behavior
(Allen & Greenberger, 1980; Storms and Spector, 1987). For instance, if an employee
has a lower perception of control over a situation, he/she experiences at work, his/her
participation in CWB is higher, compared to another employee in the same situation

but with a higher perception of control.
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Perceived Control

N

— | Perceived Stressor | ——| Negative Emotion |—— CWB

Environmental
Stressor

Figure 2.2. The Stressor- Emotion Model. From a Control Theory of the Job Stress
Process

Source: Spector, P. E. (1998). In C. L. Cooper (Ed.), Theories of organizational stress
(pp. 153-169). Manchester, UK: Oxford University Press.

The conceptual framework of Resource Conservation is a further significant theory
concerning deviant actions. COR recognizes an association between CWB and
occupational tension, which is consistent with the tension and feeling approach.
However, the underlying mechanism posited by COR Theory diverges from that
suggested by the Stress-Emotion Model. Hobfoll (2001) contends that the main cause
of this process is the loss of resources, this hypothesis has been offered as a
comprehensive explanation of stress. According to the COR theory, people have a
desire to safeguard possessions or minimize their expenses as soon as are faced with
environmental dangers (Hobfoll, 1989). In essence, as delineated by Hobfoll (2001),
the fundamental tenet of the theory is as follows: to acquire resources, safeguard
resources, and enhance resources. According to the paradigm, protecting assets is
necessary to achieve success and enjoyment. Assets are described as things,
characteristics, situations, and types of energies which are appreciated by persons
(Hobfoll, 1989). Self-worth, learned resourcefulness, financial standing, and work
situation are examples of resources that individuals possess (Parry, 1986; Rosenbaum
& Smira, 1986; Rosenberg, 1965; Worden & Sobel, 1978). Individuals aim to create
surpluses of resources to mitigate the risk of future resource depletion under stressful
circumstances. The presence of resource abundance or the prevention of resource
depletion can significantly influence the behavior of individuals. As a result,
individuals might turn to unproductive methods as a response to these circumstances.
Numerous empirical investigations have demonstrated that resource loss in the

workplace can lead to increased strain among individuals. Thus, there is recommended
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that staff members engage with all components of unproductive behavior as a way to

protect their resources and themselves from potential dangers (Coleman et al., 2008).

Numerous classifications for the factors are revealed by an examination of the
available research that influence CWB. Marcus and Schuler (2004) term the factors
leading to CWB as the "four-dimensional determinants model". In this classification,
both individual and situational factors are analysed with respect to control and
motivation. Based on this model, the precursors to counterproductive work behavior
are categorized into four distinct classifications: dispositional factors, internal control
(pertaining to the individual), triggers, and opportunities (relating to situational
aspects). While motivation propels individuals towards engaging in counterproductive
work behavior, control acts as a deterrent against such behavior by facilitating the
internalization of social norms and encouraging consideration of the actions'

repercussions (Marcus & Schuler, 2004). You can see the model in Figure 2.3.

Motivation
Disposition 203B3ff4
Individual attributes that prompt engagement in External incidents that may trigger
counterproductive behavior by rendering the counterproductive behavior in response.

consequences or the action itself more appealing.

Individual Situational

Internal Control v o2ty

o Situations or perceptions that facilitate the effort to engage in
All personal characteristics that deter the
. counterproductive work behavior by making it easier to achieve
occurrence of counterproductive work
. desired outcomes or by making possible negative consequences
behaviors.
more bearable for the individual.

Control

Figure 2.3. Determinants of Counterproductive Work Behaviors

Source: Marcus, B., & Schuler, H. (2004). Antecedents of counterproductive behavior
at work: A general perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 647-
660.

Hussain and colleagues (2014) note that experiences of humiliation, insult, invasion of
personal space, reprimand, unsuitable facial expressions, and similar forms of hostile

verbal or nonverbal behavior can prompt employees to partake in counterproductive
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work behaviors, driven by the negative emotions these actions elicit. Organizational
justice, classified as An further predecessor of unproductive work actions (Hussain et
al., 2014). A study has revealed that the connection between counterproductive work
behaviors and burnout is stronger by the presence of organizational justice (Wu et al.,
2016). Michel and colleagues (2016) stated that unethical organizational environments

and norms cause CWB by triggering the feeling of retaliation.

Martinko et al. (2002) proposed that individual and situational factors, through
cognitive processing, result in emotions like guilt/shame or anger/discomfort, which
in turn prompt engagement in unproductive actions. The framework has been created

using causal thinking theory as a foundation. You can see the model in Figure 2.4.

Situational variables

Cognitive Processing
- - .

Imbalance Perceptions | Counterproductive

Attributions Behaviors

Individual Differences

Figure 2.4. The Paradigm of Counterproductive Behavior

Source: Douglas, S. C., & Martinko, M. J. (2001). Exploring the role of individual
differences in the prediction of workplace aggression. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86(4), 547-555.

According to Robinson and Greenberg (1998), one of the main components of the
antecedents of CWB is individual variables. Personal factors include personality,
demographic characteristics and tendencies that a person is prone to. It was found that
personal traits characteristics including compatibility, feeling balance, and
conscientiousness lower unproductive job actions involvement (Cullen and Sackett,
2003). On the other hand, it has been revealed that people with narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy personality traits have a greater inclined to
participate in CWB behavior (Palmer et al., 2017). In addition, Secer and Secer (2007)
indicated that emotions categorized under personal tendencies, including anxiety,

hostility, anger, and similar feelings the causes of CWB.

The importance of interpersonal factors has been revealed by many studies in the field.

If the socio-cultural characteristics of an employee are not similar to other employees
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in the organization, interpersonal conflict will occur over time, which may cause CWB
(Liao et al., 2004). Another study revealed that job satisfaction, feelings of hostility,
and perceptions of interpersonal injustice are among the factors that influence CWB
(Judge et al., 2006). While interpersonal factors hold significance, organizational
factors also emerge as a crucial element influencing outcomes (Fox et al., 2001). The
constancy of people's personality structures and characteristics can help predict how
they will react to various situations. For example, an individual with a highly
competitive personality, regardless of the work environment or the challenges faced,
will continue to exhibit behaviors that reflect their competitive nature. However, for
individuals without a dominant negative personality trait, generalizing about how they
will respond to situations becomes more difficult. Predicting how these individuals
will react to the challenges they face is more complex. Even so, individuals who are
generally positive, adaptable, and responsible may still exhibit harmful behaviors they
would not normally condone, especially when under stress or in an effort to protect

their resources (such as energy, time, motivation).

2.1.4. Outcomes of CWB

The outcomes of CWB have garnered significant interest in scholarly research.
Investigations have revealed that CWB detrimentally affects both employees and
organizations, in terms of both tangible and intangible aspects. Research has found
that 74.8% of participants expressed a strong intention to resign, and 66% reported
suffering from headaches, abdominal pain, and chest pain over the past five years (Fox
& Stallworth, 2004).In organizations where counterproductive work behavior is
prevalent, employees suffer from diminished self-esteem and reduced self-efficacy
(Duffy et al., 2006; Low et al., 2007), heightened feelings of anger (Aquino et al.,
2004), increased instances of depression and elevated anxiety along with significant
stress levels (Berry et al., 2012). Moreover, Sandgren and Torpman (2018) observed
that in environments where counterproductive work behaviors are manifested, there is
a notable decline in employee performance, a reduction in communication and
information sharing among workgroups, and a deterioration in the overall well-being
of employees within the workplace. Also, the adverse outcomes of CWB include
heightened stress levels, a notable decline in job satisfaction, and a heightened

propensity towards resignation (Berry et al., 2012).
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2.2. Definition of Perceived Organizational Justice

Recently, the notion of organizational justice has garnered significant attention from
researchers within the fields of personnel resources supervisors, business conduct, and
the psychology of organizations (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). While the genesis
of the justice concept within organizations is based on the work that Adams in the
sixties, comprehensive explorations of the concept did not emerge until the 90s

(Charash & Spector, 2001).

As the interaction between the employee and the company intensified, the importance
of equitable utilization of organizational resources and the distribution of gains came
to the forefront, leading to the emergence of the idea of fairness within institutions
(Isbasi, 2001). The idea of fairness within the institution, was first introduced by
Greenberg in 1987 (Beugré, 1998), broadly reflects the fairness of managers in their
decision-making and practices (Cemaloglu, 2016). Greenberg (1990b) characterized
institutions fairness as the opinions of workers about the equity of procedures and
decisions made within the organization, and the influence of these perceptions on the
employees. Atalay (2010) defined organizational justice as the perception of
employees that the procedures used in the distribution of gains are fair. According to
a different understanding, organizational justice refers to the equity of choices made
by managers on the distribution of advantages like salaries and advancements inside

the company (Dailey & Kirk, 1992).

Iscan and Naktiyok (2004) assert that organizational justice encompasses the
promotion and sustenance of equitable and ethical practices and dealings within an
organization. Isik and colleagues (2012) note that employees anticipate the uniform
application of company policies to all personnel, equitable remuneration for
comparable work, and equal access to social benefits for every member of the
workforce. Yet, the attention of employees extends beyond merely the outcomes and
their comparisons with colleagues, to include the organizational regulations, how these

regulations are enforced, and the interactions among individuals (Isik et al., 2012).

The concept of corporate fairness clarifies the meaning that equity inside an
organization. It embodies the employees' perceptions of fairness at their workplaces

and how these perceptions influence various outcomes for the organizations. Iscan and
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Sayin (2010) identified the belief of workers in a company regarding justice as a

critical determinant for job satisfaction and the organization's efficient operation.

The literature frequently couples the notion of organizational justice with the concept
of perception. Greenberg (1990b) articulates that organizational justice pertains to the
perception of fairness within organizations. Greenberg (1990b) emphasizes that the
essence of this concept is rooted in perception, highlighting that it concerns not the
actual equality of the attention that staff members receive from the organization, but
rather how fair employees perceive the organization to be towards them. In essence, o
fairness in the workplace is primarily focused on the views of the workers of the
fairness process rather than the actual fairness of practices within the organization.
This means that under identical circumstances, one employee might perceive the
organization as fair, while another might not. This can be attributed to the significant
impact that perception has on behavior. Ozdevecioglu (2004) proposed that
perceptions are interpreted by employees, evolve into beliefs over time, and
subsequently influence behaviors. Karriker and Williams (2009) have noted that
within the organizational process, employees' perceptions of events, practices,
decisions made, and treatments meted out to them lead to self-assessment. This
evaluation process, in turn, culminates in the formation of either a positive or negative
attitude towards the organization. When employees perceive organizational justice
positively, their likelihood of participating in actions that support the organization
tends to rise. On the flip side, negative perceptions may lead to an increased likelihood

of engaging in actions that could harm the organization.

The basis of fairness in organizations idea is rooted in "Relative Deprivation" by
Stouffer, "Distributive Justice" by Homans, and "Equity Theory" by Adams (Yavuz,
2010). In reviewing the literature on organizational justice, it becomes apparent that
this concept is primarily associated with Adams' Equity Theory. Adams, in his
research for a company in 1960, concentrated on identifying potential sources of
perceived inequality among employees, with a particular focus on salary and external
factors. He highlighted that if an individual perceives a discrepancy between their own
input-output ratio and that of a colleague performing a similar role, they experience a
sense of injustice, underscoring that such perceptions are subjective. Adams
demonstrated that employees assess their own rewards in comparison to those received

by their peers. Should an employee sense an imbalance of justice, they are likely to
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decrease their performance as a means to rectify this perceived injustice (Sabuncuoglu

& Tz, 2008; Eren, 2008).

2.2.1. Dimensions of Organizational Justice

In the literature, the three aspects that constitute fairness in organizations are
fairness in distribution, fairness in procedure, and interactional fairness (Cropanzano
& Stein, 2009). Based on the concepts of the theory of social trade,
distribution fairness addresses the fair distribution of resources and rewards.
Procedural justice, introduced by Thibaut and Walker (1975), emphasizes the
significant of employee participation in procedural processes, including rights to voice
opinions and engage in decision-making. The idea of fairness through interaction was
created by Bies and Moag (1986), includes facets like rationality, integrity, respect,
and courtesy, and it addresses how justice is perceived in the interactions and

expectations between individuals (Arslantiirk and Sahan, 2012).

2.2.1.1. Distributive Justice
Distributive justice argues that people who are alike should be treated equally and
those who are alike should receive disparate treatment based on morality and
objectively defined traits. From another perspective, it concerns the perception of
fairness in outcomes or rewards, including tasks, commodities, services, opportunities,
sanctions/incentives, positions, rankings, salaries, advancements, etc. (Ozmen et al.,
2007). The fundamental principle of distribution of fairness refers to people's
perception that they are receiving a fair portion of the resources distributed
(Ozdevecioglu, 2003). Demirel and Seckin (2011) addressed the outcomes of
organizational decisions, noting that distributive justice focuses on how the staff views
the company's equality and the fairness of receiving the anticipated outcome in
exchange for the extra values they contribute to the company. Distributive justice
deals with the distribution of advantages or rewards that some employees get but others
do not. It ties back to the reality that the dispersal of outcomes can vary among
employees in organizations where equal treatment is not provided to all. Employees
are primarily concerned with obtaining their equitable portion. While it might seem
just for the top performer to get a promotion, it might not be seen as equitable, for
instance, if getting a higher position is the result of political bargaining with company

leaders (Cropanzano et al., 2007).
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Theories offering a conceptual framework for distributive justice encompass Adams'
Equity Theory and Leventhal's Justice Judgment Theory (Poyraz et al., 2009). Equity
Theory, introduced by Adams in 1965, has significantly shaped the understanding of
institutional fairness, particularly impacting the dimension of distribution of fairness
to a great extent. In line with the Concept of Equity (Adams, 1965) equality is
associated with the fairness of the way earnings are distributed in a give-and-take
relationship that involves at least two parties. Distributive justice represents the
optimal level of reward an employee ought to receive for the contributions made to the
organization through their personal efforts. Investigations have revealed that
employees not fully rewarded for their labor demonstrate less dedication to the
organization than those who receive complete compensation for their efforts (Dogan,
2002). Kocel (2011) states that an individual's career achievements and satisfaction at
work correlate with the sense of equality or inequality they perceive within the
organization. Equity theory posits that an individual evaluates his or her own
contributions and rewards against those of others. If these comparisons reveal an
imbalance, the employee concludes that an inequity exists (Ozalp and Kirel, 2010).

Adams formulated the comparisons of individuals as follows (Eren, 2008).

Awards given to the person X Awards given to the person Y

—

Inputs submitted by the person X Inputs submitted by the person Y

Figure 2.5. Adams' Formula of the Comparisons of Individuals (Eren, 2008).

Eren (2008) notes that an individual, perceiving the balance to be tipped against them,
seeks methods to augment their own rewards to alleviate the discomfort of
dissatisfaction. In situations where increased effort is not feasible, they decrease the
contributions they make to the organization. Karabay (2004) mentioned that the
efficiency of the party facing the imbalance will diminish. Employees sensing inequity
employ six distinct strategies to tilt the situation in their favor, as outlined below

(Adams, 1963).
1. Trying to modify their contributions or the degree of their involvement,

2. Taking actions to alter the rewards, by cognitively misrepresenting the efforts and

rewards,

3. Altering their perceptions regarding the rewards,
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4. Interfering with the rewards and contributions achieved by others,
5. Moving away from the environment or the physical setting,

6. Shifting the benchmark, or the reference individual or group, for making

comparisons.

Leventhal (1976) presented the Fairness Judging Framework, an essential theory of
equitable distribution of wealth. This model delineates a connection between the
incomes to be reaped through integrating various distribution mechanisms. Leventhal
(1976) posited that a manager or organization aiming to distribute rewards in line with
the equity (proportional to contribution) principle seeks to enhance its long-term
effectiveness. This inclination towards equitable distribution is rooted in the
anticipation that aligning rewards with contributions will foster elevated motivation

and performance.

In his examination of justice perceptions, Deutsch (1985) concentrated on how
resources were distributed within organizations. Deutsch identified seven elements
that influence employees' views on distributive justice, listed as follows: distribution
outcome, authority in distribution, distribution timing, fundamental value of the
distribution, establishment of distribution principles and rules, procedures for

distribution, and the method of decision-making.

Leventhal's and Adams' theories, while concentrating on obtainments, fell short in
elucidating the decision-making processes leading to those obtainments. The manner
in which distribution decisions are executed holds as much significance as the nature
of the distribution itself from a justice standpoint. It is here that the notion of

procedural justice becomes crucial (Greenberg et al., 1997; Folger et al., 1986).

2.2.1.2. Procedural Justice
While the concept of institutional fairness originally centered on distributive justice,
since the 1980s, its emphasis has transitioned towards procedural justice (Keskin et
al., 2008). Fairness in procedures pertains to the impartiality of the procedures, or the
methods employed in decision-making (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Konovsky (2000)
revealed that procedural justice concerns how rewards are allocated. Dilek (2004)
articulated that procedural justice involves the methods and criteria utilized to decide
the benefits workers get for their contributions, the operation of the decision-making

mechanism in the allocation of rewards, and employees' perceptions of the fairness of
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these procedures. Colquitt and Chertkoff (2002) defined fairness of process as the
uniform application of organizational processes across all employees, encompassing
equitable salary distribution, involvement in taking choices, and the spreading of
knowledge. Moorman (1991) proposed that the perception of fairness among
employees regarding the procedures used in outcome evaluations is linked to
procedural justice. Gains are not merely fortuitous; they result from specific processes
or procedures. Employees often ponder questions related to the evaluation of their
performance, the making of promotion decisions, salary increments, or the criteria for
personnel selection. They scrutinize the fairness of these procedures that impact them
(Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Contrary to the outcome-focused nature of
distributive justice, procedural justice is concerned with the fairness of the decision-
making process. Essentially, it deals with how equitable the methods, processes, and
policies are perceived to be in deciding matters like salary, advancements, economic
prospects, employment conditions, and the assessment of work performance (Atalay,

2010).

In organizations, while fairness in procedure is concerned with responses to the
processes used to determine these pay decisions, distribution fairness is primarily
concerned with responses to decisions about employees' compensation. If the decision-
making procedures are not viewed as fair, it impacts the perception of whether the
outcomes are fair (Folger, 1987). When employees believe that the method used to
arrive at decisions 1is justice, their likelihood of viewing the outcomes as fair,
regardless of whether those outcomes are unfavourable. Employees tend to see
processes where they have right to participate as more equitable than those where they
lack involvement, even when the outcomes are not in their favor (Ozmen et al., 2007).
The theory positing that organizational decisions hinge on principles like trust, ethics,
and morality suggests that employees view transactions as fair when they believe they
have a say in the procedures. This phenomenon is known as the justice procedure

impact or the effect of being able to speak (Demirel & Seckin, 2011).

In their 1975 research comparing different legal systems, Thibaut and Walker
demonstrated that employees resistant to organizational decision-making processes are
prepared to relinquish control over decision-making as long as they are allowed to
participate in the process control stage. Thibaut and Walker (1975) termed this

phenomenon the Self-Interest Model. Essentially, individuals try to have control over
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decisions in the process because they are interested in the gains they will achieve. In
summary, the approach emphasizes how crucial each person's control over the process
as a means to secure desired outcomes. Shortly thereafter, Leventhal introduced six
criteria with the Procedure Preference Model, underscoring that procedural justice
involves more than simply having a voice in the process (Cropanzano & Greenberg,
1997; Icerli, 2010). These are: rule of consistency, rule of avoiding prejudice, rule of
correctness, rule of rectifiability, rule of being able to legation, rule of ethical
adherence. The rule of consistency dictates that distribution decision-making
processes remain uniform and independent of individual factors or timing variations.
The rule of avoiding prejudice mandates that managers refrain from personal biases
during distribution decisions, ensuring objectivity and impartiality. The rule of
correctness requires that distribution criteria rely on precise and reliable information.
The rule of rectifiability ensures that decisions can be rectified in response to
objections arising from previous decisions. The ule of being able to legation entails the
opportunity for individuals involved in the distribution phase to express their views
through representatives. Finally, the rule of ethical adherence stipulates that

procedures adhere to ethical values.

Voice

All relevant
parties are, or at
least have the
opportunity to
be, heard.

Impartiality

Correctability

The decision
maker has no
personal stake or
interest in the
decision
outcome.

A decision can
be corrected if it
somehow rests
on the wrong
premises.

Procedural
Fairness

Consistency
Allocative
procedures are

consistent across
individuals and

over time.

Accuracy

The decision is
based accurately
on all available
information.

Neutrality
Representation
of relevant
parties is
balanced without
any part
enjoying special
status.

Figure 2.6. Procedural Fairness Criteria.

Note. The specified standards are based on research conducted by Blader and Tyler (2003), Colquitt
(2001), Tyler (1990), and Leventhal (1980).

26



2.2.1.3. Interactional Justice
The idea of interactional fairness, a key component of perceived fairness within
organizations, was initially introduced by Bies and Moag in 1986 (as cited in Irak,
2004). Some scholars consider fairness that interacts to be a separate concept from
process fairness, some perceive that to be extent of process fairness. Those who regard
it as a subset of procedural justice contend that procedural justice comprises two facets:

structural (formal) and social (interactional) aspects (Cropanzano & Folger, 2001).

How employees perceive fairness is influenced by their treatment throughout the
distribution process as much as the process justice employed, and the quantity and
attribute of their rewards at the conclusion of the process (Bies, 2001). Within
organizations, employees anticipate equitable treatment from management. However,
when they observe a lack of respect in communication with higher-ups, a sense of
injustice begins to emerge. Beugré (2002) suggests that interactional fairness involves
displaying behaviors characterized by courtesy, respect, and honesty in internal
communication of an organization. Colquitt and colleagues (2001) argue that
interactional justice pertains to the caliber of emotional and social backing an

individual garners from their interactions with others.

Bies (2001) surveyed applicants to ascertain their preferences regarding managerial
treatment during the job application procedures. Drawing from these responses, Bies
and Moag (1986) established fundamental principles influencing the perception of
fairness in interpersonal communication. The fundamental tenets of interactional
justice encompass accuracy, transparency, suitability, and esteem. The principle of
accuracy dictates that managers must conduct themselves with honesty, sincerity, and
transparency when executing decisions, refraining from any form of deception towards
their employees. Transparency principle involves openly communicating to employees
the repercussions of decisions made and furnishing them with the requisite amount of
information. Within the principle of suitability towards employees, managers should
refrain from posing inappropriate questions and exhibiting prejudice. Politeness,
respectfulness, and the avoidance of rudeness by managers towards employees are
encapsulated within the principle of esteem (Colquitt et al., 2005). Colquitt and
colleagues (2005) additionally proposed six suggestions aimed at assisting supervisors
in enhancing employees' perception of organizational justice in a positive manner. The

suggested measures include actively seeking and considering employees' opinions,
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steering clear of biases, maintaining consistency in rule application, providing timely
and necessary feedback, informing pertinent individuals of decision outcomes, and

treating employees with courtesy and respect.

According to Greenberg (1993), the two components of interactional fairness are the
justice of information and interpersonal equity. While justice based on information is
making sure that workers are apprised of the true nature of the organization's resource
allocation, interpersonal equality deals with how decision-makers handle their
subordinates. Moreover, Greenberg (1990b) posited that the perception of procedural
justice is socially determined based on information. Providing explanations for
decisions taken to employees positively influences their perception of justice (Isbasi,

2001).

People place significance on their relationships because these connections shape and
define their identities and values. When the other party behaves fairly, it signifies
respect and sincerity toward the individual, satisfying their sense of self-worth and
identity. Interactional justice, cultivated through such interactions within
organizations, is gaining greater importance (Yilmaz, 2004). As evident, employees
are concerned with both the equitable processes in resource distribution within the

organization and the conduct of managers along with the quality of communication.

While interactional justice is closely tied to communication quality, it predominantly
entails the proper and respectful treatment of workers by those responsible for resource
allocation within the organization. To positively influence employees' perceptions of
organizational justice, it's crucial to solicit their opinions, provide constructive
feedback, and interact with courtesy. Such fair communication practices can bolster

employees' perceptions of organizational justice.

2.2.2. Relationship between Perceived Organizational Justice and CWB

Employees may act negatively toward the company and its employees as a result of
their beliefs that the distribution method, the company's resource allocation, and the
connections that have been built are unjust. Kwak (2006) unveiled that employees who
perceive injustice within the institution strive to alleviate the unhappiness they feel by
resorting to disruptive behavior. This is linked to their endeavor to rectify inequality
and restore equilibrium. During this process, the connection between organizational

injustice and counterproductive work behavior starts to surface (Karaeminogullari,
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2006). Beugré (2005) mentioned that employees display aggressive behavior in
response to perceived injustice; however, these behaviors evolve gradually over time
rather than occurring instantly. Beugré (2005) elucidated the developmental phases of
aggressive behavior stemming from perceived injustice by encapsulating them within
a cognitive model. Through this model, individuals inquire "what," "who," and "how"
to determine the target of their behavior. The "what" question addresses the nature and
extent of the perceived injustice, the "who" question identifies the perpetrator of the
injustice and who should be held accountable, and the "how" question outlines the
method of retaliation, namely, the type of aggressive behavior to be employed. The
model has three stages: the evaluation stage, the attribution of responsibility stage, and
the decision-making stage. In his subsequent research, Beugré (2005) extended his
three-stage cognitive model and contended that aggressive behaviors could stem not
only from perceived injustice but also from factors including negative affect, social
motives, dysphoric (pessimistic) thoughts, perceived repertoire of injustice, and the

fallacy of attributing enemies.

Workers who believe there is less organizational fairness might be more likely to act
in an counterproductive work behavior, as was previously mentioned. One of the
primary underlying factors is their desire to offset the turmoil caused by feelings of
injustice. Beliefs regarding unfair treatment by the organization and superiors can
result in negative behaviors such as job dissatisfaction, absenteeism, and reluctance to
assume responsibility (Karaeminogullari, 2006). Research in this domain has
extensively examined the correlation between perceived institutional fairness and

counterproductive job behaviors.

Even though a great deal of research in this area has shown that justice in the workplace
and unproductive work actions are related (Demir, 2011; Bahri et al., 2013), most of
them have identified a strong inverse connection between the impression of company
fairness and unproductive work actions (Al-A’wasa, 2018; Le Roy et al., 2012;
Ozdevecioglu, 2003). LeRoy et al. (2012) investigated the correlation between
employees' perceived interactional justice and unproductive job actions in their cross-
national research encompassing Italy, France, and Turkey. They found that adverse
feelings and lower levels of believed justice in interactions were important predictors
of unproductive job actions. The research additionally examined at the relationship

among actively counterproductive job actions, low viewed relational fairness, and
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rage. It was proposed that fear mediates the association between passive,
counterproductive job habits and lower observed fairness in information. In Ansari and
colleagues’s study (2013), it was discovered that employees' perception of low
distributive justice significantly impacted CWB, with organizational constraints
identified as a contributing factor that intensifies CWB behaviors. Oge et al. (2015)
observed a strong relationship among the unproductive work actions sub-components
and what is believed fairness in organizations dimensions in a study involving 198
public employees. Saleem and Gopinath (2015) identified a significant mediating
effect of stress on the association between organizational justice and CWB. They
further observed that each of the three fairness in the workplace aspects had an indirect
impact on work stress, deviations in production, and withdrawal behaviors. In Al-
A'wasa's (2018) study involving 269 employees, it was revealed that a moderately
adverse connection was found among institutional justice sub-dimensions and CWB
sub-dimensions. Moreover, the organizational justice sub-dimensions were found to
exert a significant medium-level effect on CWB. Likewise, a study by O’Neill and
colleagues (2011) suggests that When workers observe injustice, they typically
respond by engaging in CWB.

As a matter of fact, while some research have established a strong correlation among
the aspects of fairness in organizations and CWB, other studies have not. According
to Devonish and Greenidge's (2010) study suggests that fairness of distribution (DJ),
process fairness (PJ), and fairness of interactional (IJ) have a significant negative
impact on CWB. However, Brimecombe (2012) found that DJ, PJ, and 1J were
negatively related to CWB but insignificantly so.

In Ormeci's (2013) research, It has been found that when fairness in organizations is
viewed more favorably, employees' commitment increases, and their propensity to
engage in counterproductive work behavior decreases. Karaeminogullart (2006),
despite the significant relationships observed between organizational justice sub-
dimensions and counterproductive work behaviors, it was noted that these sub-
dimensions alone are inadequate in explaining such behaviors. Consequently, the
study suggested that certain variables, such as organizational prohibitions, sense of
morality, and performance evaluation criteria, may negatively impact this relationship.
Demir et al. (2018) uncovered that each sub-dimension of fairness of institutional

(distribution, process, interactional) exhibited important relationships with the neglect,
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stealing, and disengagement sub-aspects of the CWB, as well as with the overall CWB.
However, The researchers observed no noteworthy correlation between the sabotage
sub- aspect of CWB and the institutional fairness sub-aspects. Polatc1 and Ozcalik
(2015) investigated how CWB was affected by the emotionality and impression of
fairness in the workplace. Their results showed that CWB had no significant link with
distributive justice and positive emotionality, but was adversely connected with
interactional and judicial processes and favorably linked to negative emotionality.
Additionally, they observed that distributive justice, although it didn't directly
influence CWB, strongly and negatively affected negative emotionality.
Consequently, employees burdened with negative emotionality were inclined to
exhibit CWB. Interactional views and procedures of fairness have a direct and

detrimental impact on CWB.

2.3. Moral Identity

Moral identity does not entail a compulsory dedication to any particular group. Hence,
in a conceptual sense, it is not defined by ethnic, religious, sexual, or political
attributes; rather, it is attempted to be elucidated through the individual's moral
qualities (Yilmaz & Yilmaz, 2015). The importance one places on moral principles,
moral goals, and moral virtues is correlated with one's ethical character (Hardy, 2006).
Ethical character is the self-conception built around a series of ethical actions (Aquino

& Reed, 2003).

Blasi (1984, 1993, 2004) proposed that within the model of moral identity, there are
three critical elements bridging moral judgment and action. The first component
involves whether an individual perceives themselves as responsible for an event before
engaging in moral behavior. For instance, noticing a house on fire, feeling accountable,
and then reporting it to the fire department. Alternatively, encountering an injured
puppy on the road in need of assistance is another scenario where one. Secondly, the
responsibility felt during the act must be internalized as part of one's self-concept. For
instance, upon encountering an injured dog in need of help on the road and feeling
accountable, it matters whether this sense of responsibility is driven by an internal
orientation or performed for the observation of others. Should not only feel responsible
but also act upon that responsibility to be a good person. Thirdly, it is crucial to

maintain intrinsic consistency in executing moral behaviors, ensuring that one's actions
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are aligned with their true self. Morality transcends mere cognitive constructs such as
schemas, reasoning, and mental representations. By incorporating internal intentions,

the cognitive aspect of morality is enriched and deepened.

‘ I:E:I @ I:I -

Figure 2.7. Formulation of Blasi's Moral Identity Theory

In Blasi's (1984) model, an individual's moral values are considered central to their
personality, occupying a pivotal position. Blasi (1984) argues that the role of ethical
identity in crucial and motivating function in the manifestation of moral ethical action.
Variations in moral behaviors are not attributed to differences in moral reasoning, but

rather to the diversification of moral desires (Hardy & Carlo, 2005).

According to an alternative description, moral identity constitutes a psychological
structure that integrates universal values and moral standards, facilitating a more
harmonious alignment among ethical principles and actions (Aquino & Reed, 2002;
Hardy & Carlo, 2005). Aquino and colleagues (2009) describe it as the cognitive
schemas through which individuals perceive their moral traits. The significance of
moral identity becomes evident here, as the most dominant among these cognitive

schemas influences individuals' emotions, thoughts, and actions (Aquino et al., 2007).

Self-discipline, intrinsic motivation, and cognitive frameworks that direct a person
towards ethical behavior constitute the sub-components of moral identity. Within this
framework, composed of such sub-dimensions, the individual conducts themselves in
a moral manner. Ersoy (2018) characterizes moral identity as the cognitive and
psychological construct that influences an individual to engage in actions deemed good
or bad. What is crucial in discussing moral identity is whether moral or non-moral
values occupy a more central position in an individual's personality (Shao et al., 2008,

as cited in Coskun, 2017).

According to Aquino and Reed (2002), ethical character could lay the groundwork for
social identity, emphasizing that a person's beliefs, culture, attitudes, and behaviors

play a significant role in shaping moral identity. Likewise, Hardy (2006) suggests that
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individuals whose moral identities are anchored in trust and truthfulness possess more
robust moral identities. Consequently, when characteristics such as trust, honesty, and
truthfulness form part of their identities, individuals encounter greater responsibilities.
Hardy (2006) further indicated that the formation of people's moral identity is in
harmony with their goals, ambitions, and desires. As a result, people exhibit actions

consistent with their ethical identities.

2.3.1. Dimensions of Moral Identity

Dimensions of Moral Identity

Internalization Symbolization

- Social environment effects
Characteristic effects

Figure 2.8. Dimensions of Moral Identity (Aquino & Reed, 2002).

Internalization and symbolization are two essential components of ethical self-image
(Aquino & Reed, 2002). Internalization refers to the process whereby behaviors that
reflect ethical characteristics become firmly ingrained in a person's personality. The
moral frameworks that an individual constructs in their mind through this process of
internalization are firmly embraced as a part of their moral identity. The internalization
dimension is related to how a person defines his/her self. Symbolization relates to
behaviors that project an individual's personality and moral traits to their surroundings.
Through symbolization, characteristics of moral identity are exhibited within society
and manifested to others through actions (Shao et al., 2008). In short, whereas the
symbolization dimension of moral identity is connected to how other people view the
person, the internalizing aspect is tied to way a person views himself/herself (Yilmaz
& Yilmaz, 2015). Additionally, these dimensions of moral identity act as the driving
force for the moral actions an individual will engage in (Gleen et al., 2010). Within
this framework, while the internalization of moral identity offers significant

motivation for ethical behavior, it can also manifest independently of the level of
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symbolization. Individuals with a deeply internalized moral identity behave in
alignment with their absorbed moral objectives, principles, and values, even when they
are not under observation. The symbolization of moral identity can likewise serve as a
significant motivational factor for ethical conduct. Nonetheless, the extent to which
moral identity is symbolized can be influenced by the degree of its internalization

(Y1lmaz & Yilmaz, 2015).

The dimension of symbolization is significantly influenced by the surrounding
environment, whereas the dimension of internalization is less susceptible to
environmental factors (Reed & Aquino, 2003). Winterich and colleagues (2013)
propose that social reinforcement impacts both the parts of moral identity related to
internalizing and symbolism. Their results indicate social reinforcement exerts its
greatest influence when internalization is low and symbolization is high, and it has no

impact when the level of internalization is high.

The sub-aspects of ethical character, internalizing and symbolism, manifest distinct
traits. An individual may still participate in moral actions by elevating the level of
symbolization to secure a position within social circles, even if their level of
internalization is minimal. While projecting their moral identities, individuals
frequently operate under the influence of their ethnic and political surroundings
(Coskun, 2017). Consequently, when an individual partakes in moral or immoral
conduct, the influence extends beyond their moral identity to include both personal

and environmental factors.

2.3.3. Relationship between Moral Identity and CWB

Individuals possessing moral identity harbor schemas that are consistently present
within them, prepared and active for processing social data with ease (Lapsley &
Lasky, 2001). Therefore, ethical character acts as a system of self-control that compels
people to act morally in order to maintain their consistency (Blasi, 2004). In other
words, ethical character serves as the driving force behind ethical conduct (Winterich

etal., 2013).

Several studies in the literature offer insights into the connection among ethical
character and unethical behavior. Identity in morality and unethical action have
adverse associations, both at personal (Greenbaum et al., 2013) and entity degrees

(Mayer et al., 2012). Reynolds and Ceranic (2007) found an adverse association among
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workers' ethical identities and unproductive work actions, like failing to report fellow
workers breaking corporate policies and procedures or fabricating an illness to excuse
oneself from work. Furthermore, ethical character has the potential to diminish
unethical behaviors that benefit the company. Matherne and Litchfield (2012) found
evidence that when a person's ethical character is relatively lower, those with higher
degrees of affective organizational dedication are more likely to engage in immoral
action that benefits the organization. Additionally, leaders characterized by a strong
moral identity embrace ethical leadership practices, thereby reducing the likelihood of
unethical behavior within their units and minimizing conflicts in unit relationships
(Mayer et al., 2012). After engaging in immoral behavior, individuals experience
moral disengagement, such as restructuring to escape distress and reduce harm to their
moral self-concept (Detert et al., 2008). Ethical retreat serves as the driving force of
unethical organizational behavior. Ethical retreat is not a common way for people with
strong ethical identities to rationalize their immoral actions (Moore et al., 2012).
Studies indicate a robust correlation between moral disengagement and unethical

behavior within organizations (Moore, 2012; Zhao, 2022; Wang, 2017).

According to Ilies et al. (2013), people often feel more morally guilty when they
become aware of their unproductive work behavior and are told that this type of
behavior is not acceptable. Skarlicki et al. (2008), sales agents with strong ethical
identities respond to relational unfairness by sabotaging consumers less frequently
than representatives who have weak ethical identification. Employees characterized
by high moral identity refrain from engaging in counterproductive work behavior as a
means of retaliating against supervisors for their mistreatment of customers
(Greenbaum et al., 2013). Wu and colleagues (2016) conducted a study involving 210
public servants in China. Their research showed that ethical identification moderated
the association among unproductive work actions and job burnout, suggesting that
those with lower ethical identities are at greater risk to participate in unproductive job

actions.

2.4. Perceived Organizational Support

Organizational backing holds significance within organizational research, as it
elucidates the correlation between employee conduct and their attitudes and actions

towards the organization (Zagenczyk, 2006). Eisenberger and colleagues (1986) are
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the theorists credited with pioneering the notion of view institutional assistance in
literature. According to Eisenberger et al. (1986)'s Organizational Support Theory,
employee views on their workplace are shaped by the extent to which they feel that
the company appreciates their work and is concerned about their welfare. The
argument suggests that workers are able to recognize the beneficial effects of the
organization's practices and policies. In other words, workers evaluate the actions of
the organization's principal actors toward them and deduce the true motives for these
actions. Employees are likely to demonstrate high levels of performance and
dedication to the company in reaction to realizing the benefits of organizational
activities (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). The theory also suggests that workers who
feel strongly supported by the organization are more likely to act in ways that advance

the interests of the company (Eisenberger et al., 1986).

POS is characterized by workers' overall beliefs that their involvement to the
organization is valued, their social and emotional needs are fulfilled, and their well-
being is regarded with importance by the company (Eisenberger et al., 1986).
According to Jain et al. (2013), POS can also be described as "...the the company's
acceptance of a worker's socio-emotional requires, attempts, dedication, and loyalties".
Supportive organizations take pride in their employees, ensure fair compensation, and
consider their needs attentively (Jain et al., 2013). According to Ozdevecioglu (2003),
POS is about employees feel supported by their organizations in all circumstances and
a feeling sense of security within the institution. According to Iplik et al. (2014), POS
is characterized by superiors demonstrating behaviors such as respect, praise, and
approval, which are perceived as rewards and socio-emotional needs, in
acknowledgment of the efforts of subordinates. According to Eisenberger and
colleagues (2001), both material resources (such as salaries, bonuses, and amenities)
and non-monetary sources (like acceptance, confidence, and assistance) play a role in

shaping employees' perception of organizational support.

Levinson (1965) posits that individuals within an organization tend to
anthropomorphize their workplace, leading to a stronger bond and sense of affinity
when employee is rewarded or appreciated for their endeavors. Silbert (2005)
suggested that employees establish a psychological connection with the organizations
they are part of, leading to mutual expectations and the development of the reciprocity

principle in fulfilling their needs. Essentially, employees assert that when they sense
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institutional assistance, they are greater inclined to embrace the company and align
their actions with its goals. POS provides employees with the guarantee that the
corporation will acknowledge and honor their contributions (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002). POS boosts employees' confidence in the organization's commitment to
fulfilling its obligations. George et al. (1993) define POS as the assurance that
employees will receive the necessary support from organization to manage stress while
being effective in their work, while Shaffera et al. (2001) describes POS as the
confidence employees hold in the organization's continued loyalty towards them,
alongside the benefits they acquire due to their allegiance to the organization,

facilitating their retention within the company.

The idea of social exchange (Blau, 1964) states that workers endeavor to reciprocate
the support they receive by exerting greater effort and dedication in their work (Turunc
& Celik, 2010). This employee-employer relationship entails numerous obligations
stemming from the exchange of both tangible and emotional assets. There is feeling
and motivation hardship when a manager does not fulfill these responsibilities
(Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). When employees feel undervalued and perceive
that their socio-emotional needs are neglected, their perception of organizational
support diminishes, weakening the obligations they uphold in line with the reciprocity
principle. Consequently, in such circumstances, employees may further weaken their
connections by absenteeism and may exhibit behaviors such as seeking alternative

employment or considering retirement (Eisenberger et al., 1997).

POS is based on theories such as the theory of Institutional Assistance (Eisenberger et
al., 1986), the theory of Reciprocal (Gouldner, 1960), and the theory of Social
Interchange (Blau, 1964).

2.4.1. Perceived Organizational Support and Counterproductive Work

Behavior

Hobfoll (1989) asserted that individuals can obtain resources from the environment
that serve their personal goals. Employees perceive various forms of material and
moral support in the workplace as resources that contribute to their objectives.
According to Armeli et al. (1998), employees' social-emotional may therefore be met

by viewed the organization as supportive.
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Employees may feel motivated to take positive actions within the organization to
maintain the resources they receive as support and possibly even enhance them further
(Riggle et al., 2009; Rofcanin et al., 2018). Workplace resources play a significant
role in attaining business objectives and mitigating physiological and psychological
costs. Workplace resources have a part in aiding the accomplishment of job objectives
and minimizing physiological and psychological expenses (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001).
Eisenberger and colleagues (1997) proposed that there is a positive correlation
between worker assessments of high levels of company backing and increased
diligence, innovation, and good behaviors. When workers feel they are receiving less
assistance from the company, they may put in fewer energies at work because they
believe there won't be enough resources available to them or other options (Hobfoll,
2002). To protect their remaining assets, like tolerance and power, employees may also

turn to acting negatively (Hochwarter et al., 2007).

The behavior of employees can be understood through three mechanisms that are
influenced by the perceived support from the company (Baran et al., 2012). Initially,
the principle of reciprocity serves as the foundation. When an organization offers
significant support to its employees, there is a sense of obligation for the workers to
exhibit good attitudes and actions in return toward the organization. In contrast, when
perceived institutional support is low, there is a tendency to react with unfavorable
attitudes and actions. Furthermore, the perception of support from the organization
encourages dedication to the company and satisfies interpersonal emotional
requirements (such acceptance, self-worth, and belonging), which help in the
development of social identity. Furthermore, addressing socio-emotional needs
alleviates stress and enhances employees' well-being. Although previous studies
primarily focus on the positive results of the organization's backing that is viewed (e.g.,
AlKerdawy, 2014; Karavardar, 2014; Kurtessis et al., 2017), it is connected to
unfavorable attitudes and actions as well. For example, Rhoades and Eisenberger
(2002) highlighted a negative correlation between POS, and stress, disengagement,
desire to depart, and employee breaking from job in their meta-analysis. In a similar
vein, Shusha (2013) discovered that POS has a detrimental effect on withdrawal as
well as intentions. There is limited study on the association among POS and
unproductive work actions, however, the evidence points to a negative correlation

between both factors (Jacobs et al., 2013; Liao et al., 2004; Liu & Ding, 2012).
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Joy and Balu (2016), in their study involving employees in the software industry,
discovered a notable adverse association among POS and CWB. Specifically, they
observed a strong negative correlation among POS and the extents of production
deviation and property deviation within CWB. However, they noted that POS didn’t
seem to have a negative effect on the dimensions of political deviance and personal
aggression within CWB. Abas and colleagues (2015) conducted a study involving 660
public officials employed in Malaysian ministries and they found that POS exerted a
substantial adverse effect on both CWBO and CWBI.
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CHAPTER 3: FEATURES OF THE RESEARCH

The literature review indicates a correlation between CWB and perceived
organizational justice. However, it appears that not every individual who perceives
organizational injustice exhibits counterproductive work behavior. In this context,
moral identity and perceived organizational support may play a moderating role in this
relationship. While existing studies have examined the relationships among CWB,
perceived organizational justice, moral identity, and perceived organizational support,
a significant gap remains in the exploration of both active and passive forms of
counterproductive work behavior within this framework. This aspect has not been
adequately addressed in either national or international research contexts.
Additionally, there is a notable absence of Turkish adaptation studies for the active-
passive CWB scale in the current literature. Therefore, it is essential to differentiate
between active and passive forms of counterproductive work behavior and investigate
their relationships with other relevant variables. Such an approach would provide
valuable contributions to the field. Analyzing the relationship between active and
passive CWB and perceived organizational justice, along with examining the
moderating effects of moral identity and perceived organizational support, is of critical
importance. By categorizing counterproductive work behavior into active and passive
types, we can more effectively identify risk factors and mitigate potential negative
outcomes. This classification will enhance future research and facilitate comparative
analyses of findings, ultimately improving our understanding of the impact of
counterproductive work behavior on individuals and organizations. In this context, this

section offers a detailed of the research's purpose, significance, and hypotheses.

3.1. The Purpose of The Research

The primary aim of the research is to examine the association among
counterproductive work behaviors and perceived organizational justice, while also
determining the moderating roles of moral identity and POS in this association.

Additionally, another purpose is to adapt the scale of counterproductive work
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behaviors into Turkish and contribute these adaptations to the existing publications

available in the area.

3.2. The Significance of The Research

No research has been found in the literature that addresses the association among CWB
and perceived organizational justice, additionally the moderating effects of moral
identity and POS in this relationship. Therefore, the results obtained from this research
are anticipated to make a substantial contribution to the publications in the field and

shed light on future research endeavors.

3.3. Hypotheses

Hla: There is a negative relationship between perceived distributive justice and active

counterproductive work behavior organization.

HIb: There is a negative relationship between perceived distributive justice and

passive counterproductive work behavior organization.

H2a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
distributive justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice

on active counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H2b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
distributive justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H3a: There is negative relationship between perceived procedural justice and active

counterproductive work behavior organization.

H3b: There is negative relationship between perceived procedural justice and passive

counterproductive work behavior organization.

H4a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
procedural justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice

on active counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.
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H4b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
procedural justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H5a: There is negative relationship between perceived interactional justice and active

counterproductive work behavior individual.

H5b: There is negative relationship between perceived interactional justice and passive

counterproductive work behavior individual.

Hé6a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
interactional justice and active counterproductive work behavior individual as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice

on active counterproductive work behavior individual decreases.

H6b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived
interactional justice and passive counterproductive work behavior individual as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior individual decreases.

You can see the model of study in figure 3.1.

Moral Identity Internalization

Perceived Organizational Counterproductive Work
Justice Behaviour

Figure 3.1. Conceptual Diagram of a Simple Moderation in which the Effect of
Perceived Organizational Justice on the Counterproductive Work
Behavior is Influenced or Dependent on a Moral Identity Internalization

H7a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived
distributive justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as
perceived organizational support increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice

on active counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H7b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived

distributive justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as
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perceived organizational support increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H8a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived
procedural justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as
perceived organisational support increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice

on active counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H8b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived
procedural justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as
perceived organisational support increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior organization decreases.

H9a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived
interactional justice and active counterproductive work behavior individual as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice

on active counterproductive work behavior individual decreases.

H9b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived
interactional justice and passive counterproductive work behavior individual as
internalization of moral identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice

on passive counterproductive work behavior individual decreases.

You can see the second model of study in figure 3.2.

Perceived Organizational
Support

Perceived Organizational Counterproductive Work
Justice Behaviour

Figure 3.2. Conceptual Diagram of a Simple Moderation in which the Effect of
Perceived Organizational Justice on the Counterproductive Work
Behavior is Influenced or Dependent on a Perceived Organizational
Support
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CHAPTER 4: METHOD

In this chapter of the study, information regarding the research model, population and

sample, tools for gathering and analyzing data are offered.

4.1. Research Model

The study was carried out utilizing a quantitative approach, and a correlational survey
model, one of the general survey models, was employed. Studies aiming to determine
the change between two or more variables, as well as the degree and direction of this

change, use the correlational survey model (Karasar, 2011).

4.2. Population and Sample

The population of the research consists of adults working full-time in Turkey, while
the sample comprises 402 adults working full-time in Turkey. The sample of the
research consist of employees working full-time between the ages of 22-64. For the
study, we estimated a small effect (d) of .2, which required a total sample size of at
least 395 to attain 95% power of detecting any effect with using Gpower 3.1.
Considering possible data losses, reached 412 people. Outliers were removed, and data
from 402 people were included in the analysis. Data of 402 (F: 205 M:197) people
were included in the analysis. The participants' average age was 32.82 years (SD:
9.35), their average tenure in their current position was 5.09 years (SD: 6.41), and their

total average tenure was 9.31 years (SD: 9.26).

4.3. Measures

The data for the research were gathered via the Socio-Demographic Question Form,
the Counterproductive Work Behavior, Perceived Organizational Justice Scale, the

Moral Identity Scale and the Perceived Organizational Support.

4.3.1. Socio-demographic Questionnaire

The socio-demographic question form prepared by the researchers includes personal

information about the participants such as age, gender, marital status, educational
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level, duration of employment at the current institution, position at the organization,

sector, work experience, and teamwork status.

4.3.2. Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale

In this investigation, the CWB scale created by Evans et al. (2023) was used. Active
CWRBI, passive CWBI, active CWBO, and passive CWBO are its four aspects. It is a
S-point Likert style measure (I=not at all consistent, 2=slightly consistent,
3=moderately consistent, 4=mostly consistent, 5=completely consistent). According
to EFA results, factor loadings of the retained items ranged from .43 to .90. The scale

consists of 19 items and is a 7-point Likert type.

Turkish adaptation was carried out in this study. The Turkish version of the scale
consists of 17 items. The Cronbach's Alpha values for the subdimensions were found
as follows: the active CWBO sub-dimension with 6 items has a value of was found
0.81, the passive CWBI sub-dimension with 4 items has a value of was found 0.75, the
active CWBI sub-dimension with 4 items has a value of was found 0.76, and the

passive CWBO sub-dimension with 3 items has a value of was found 0.73.

4.3.3. Perceived Organizational Justice Scale

Colquitt (2001) created the scale, it contains 20 items and consists of five sub-
dimensions: seven items are transformational, four items are procedural, four items are
interpersonal, and five items are created to measure the informational justice
dimension. It is a 5-point Likert style measure (1=Does not reflect at all, 5=Completely
reflects). Four separate scores are obtained from the scale and these scores belong to

each sub-dimension.

Karabay (2004) adapted the scale into Turkish and determined that it has a three sub-
dimensional structure. Unlike the original, interpersonal, and informational justice
were seen as a single dimension in the Turkish version and measured interactional
justice. Karabay (2004) reported that the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency
coefficient of the procedural fairness aspects consisting of 7 items was .89, distributive
justice dimension consisting of four items was .89, and the interactional justice

dimension consisting of 9 items was .95.
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For this study, the Cronbach Alpha coefficients of the perceived organizational justice
sub- aspects were found as follows; procedural justice .93, distributive .91 and

interactional justice .96.

4.3.4. Moral Identity Scale

In the study, the Moral Identity Scale was created by Aquino and Reed (2002) and
adapted into Turkish by Yilmaz and Yilmaz (2015) were used to measure moral
identity. As a consequence of the exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis applied
in Yilmaz and Yilmaz's (2015) scale adaptation, the scale's initial configuration was
preserved. Two sub-factors of the scale are internalization and symbolization. There
are 5 statements in each factor and the scale is a 7-point Likert type (1 = I strongly
disagree, 7 = I strongly agree). As a consequence of the adaptation research, it was
established that the Turkish version of the scale had both construct and congruent
validity. The Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency coefficient of internalization and

symbolization was .77, .76, respectively (Yilmaz & Yilmaz, 2015).

The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient in this research for the symbolization sub-dimension
of moral identity was found to be .91. The item-total correlation coefficients for two
items (items 4 and 7) in the moral identity internalization subscale were less than 0.30,
leading to their removal. Following the removal of these two items, the Cronbach's

Alpha coefficient for the moral identity internalization subscale was found to be .82.

4.3.5. Perceived Organizational Support Scale

The scale consisting of thirty-six items was created by Eisenberger et al. (1986). It is
a 5-point Likert style measure (1 = I strongly disagree, 5 = I strongly agree). High
scores indicate a high perception of organizational support. Scale items were placed
into a single factor as a consequence of factor analysis, explaining 48.3 of the total
variances. The scale's Cronbach Alpha coefficient was discovered to be following the
reliability analysis .97 (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Stassen and Ursel (2009) created the
scale's abbreviated form. Turunc and Celik (2010) transformed it into Turkish. The
scale consists of 10 statements in total and the 6th and 9th statements in the scale are
reverse scored. The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the measure was found to be .88 by

Turunc and Celik (2010).
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For this study, the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for measure was found to be .93 after
removing items 6 and 9. These items were removed because their item-total correlation

values were less than .30.

4.4. Procedure

For the validity and reliability studies of the CWB measure, the measure was first
translated into Turkish by proposing multiple equivalent statements for each item.
These translations were then evaluated by a panel of four judges, all of whom have
PhD in Psychology by selecting the expressions on which most of the judges agreed,

the Turkish version of the scale was prepared.

The sample of the research consists of adults who are working full-time job.
Participants were reached using a convenience sampling method, and participants in
research was entirely voluntary. Attendees were accessed online via a link to a Google
Form containing the survey, or through the paper-and-pencil method. In addition,
changing the order of the scales three different variations of the online survey were
created. Initially, participants were given an informed consent form. Subsequently, the
voluntary participants were requested to respond to an inquiry that contained the
Socio-Demographic Question Form, the Counterproductive Work Behavior, the
Perceived Organizational Justice, the Moral Identity, and the Perceived Organizational
Support. Finally, attendees were made aware of the goal of the study. The entire

process took approximately the attendees have 15 minutes to finish.

Before proceeding with the analyses, the data were tested to ensure they met the
assumptions of normality, linearity, and homogeneity of sample group variances.
Including univariate (participants who fell outside the +-3.29 z score) and multivariate
outliers, missing data, and participants who did not fit the sample criteria 10
participants were identified. After excluding these participants, analyses were

conducted with the data from the remaining 402 participants.

4.5. Analysis

An exploratory factor analysis of the CWB scale was conducted for the Turkish
adaptation of the CWB scale, and the reliability of all scales was tested. The sample's
demographic features were revealed by the application of descriptive statistical

analysis. Additionally, to investigate the connections among all the variables,

48



correlation analysis was performed. Simple linear regression analyses were conducted
to test the hypotheses. In addition, the proposed models were tested using Process

Macro analysis (Model 1). SPSS 25 was used for all of the analyses.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS

This section presents the findings from the statistical analyses applied to the data
collected to achieve the research objectives are presented. First, the demographic
features of sample will be provided. Following this, the results of the exploratory factor
analysis of the active-passive CWB scale, the outcomes of the correlation analysis
between variables, linear analysis of regression, and the analysis findings of the
proposed model to elucidate the association among active-passive CWB, POJ, and

POS is presented.
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Table 5.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Variable N Percent
Age 22-29 21 52.5
30-39 90 22.4
40-49 78 19.4
50-64 23 5.7
Gender Female 205 51
Male 197 49
Education Level Literate 2 0.5
Primary school 2 0.5
Middle school 9 2.2
High school 61 15.1
Associate degree 59 14.6
Bachelor degree 203 50.6
Master or PhD 66 16.4
Marital Status Married 169 41.9
Single 234 58.1
Tenure in current position <1 year 61 14.9
1-5 year 221 55
6-10 56 14
11-20 52 12.7
>20 12 34
Total tenure <1 year 19 14.6
1-5 year 189 46.9
6-10 56 13.8
11-20 81 20.1
>20 57 4.6
Sector Private sector 228 56.7
Partially privatized, 24 6
Partially public institution
State agency 150 37.3
Working with group Yes 360 89.5
No 42 10.5
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5.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis Result for CWB Scale

Principal component analysis (PCA) was performed to reveal the factor structure of
the Counterproductive Work Behavior Scale. For this, oblique rotation (Direct
Oblimin) was used. The reason for using the direct oblimin method is that the factors
are considered dependent (related). First, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample
adequacy value was found .85 and the sample size showed that it was sufficient for
PCA. This value is considered sufficient by Field (2009) when it is over .50 and is
classified in the "excellent" category between 0.80-0.90. In addition, as a result of the
Barlett Test was found as x 2 (402) =3289.83 p <.001, this finding means that there

are significant intercorrelations between items.

Table 5.2. KMO and Barlett's Test for 19 Item

KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser -Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .85

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx Chi-Square 3289.83
df 171
sig. .000

As a result of PCA, it was determined that the scale consisting of 19 items. Four
components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and these 4 factors explained
59.05% of the total variance. It is understood from the breaks in the scree plot that the
scale has four factors. In addition, the first of the sub-dimensions explains 32,98 % of
the variance and the second is 10,43 %, the third explains 9,02 % and the fourth is

explains 6,62%.

53



Table 5.3. Sample: Means, Standard Deviations, Participation Rates, and Factor
Loadings for CWB Items

Items M SD ACWBO PCWBI ACWBI PCWBO
1.Isyerinde biriyle dalga gegtigim olur. 1.75 .94 743
2 Isyerinde birine kiric1 bir sey 1.53 .73 873
sOyledigim olur.

3.Isyerindeki birine kiifrettigim olur. 1.22 .56 .540
4 Isyerindeki birine kars1 kaba 1.45 .70 .833
davrandigim olur.

5. Birisi bana bir sey dediginde cevap 1.90 .91 521
vermedigim olur.

6.Isyerinde birinin ihtiyac1 oldugunda 1.63 .94 762

destek vermedigim olur.

7.Bir is arkadasima isi i¢in ihtiyag 1.29 .70 .824

duydugu bilgiyi vermedigim olur.

8.Isyerimde ise yeni baslayan birine 1.25 .70 .873

destek vermedigim olur.

9. Is masraflarimda harcadigim paradan 1.08 .37 .698

daha fazlasini geri almak igin bir

makbuzda degisiklik yaptigim olur.

10.Yetkili olmayan birisiyle sirketin gizli 1.12 .46 .813

bilgilerini paylastigim olur.

11.Calisma ortamimu kirlettigim olur. 1.35 .68 .534 .534
12.Sirketimin malzemesini/malzemelerini  1.14 .45 .636

bilerek bosa harcadigim olur.

13.1simi kasith olarak yanlis yaptigim 1.09 41 .713
olur.
14.Sirketime ait ait para, mal veya 1.11 .45 .557 531 443

malzemeleri izinsiz alip kendi 6zel

islerimde kullandigim olur.

15.Islerin bitirilmesi gerektiginde yavas 1.31 .66 .726
hareket ettigim olur.

16.Caligmadigim halde ¢alistyor gibi 1.33 .71 .664
goriinmek i¢in igimi gereginden fazla

uzattigim olur.

17.Isyerimde zamanimin gogunu 1.33 .68 .516 476 .686
caligmaktan ¢ok hayal kurarak gecirdigim

olur.

18.Isimi yapmak igin gaba gostermedigim  1.33 .75 532 .689
olur.

19.1syerinde giiniimii sik1 bir sekilde 1.69 091 .801

caligarak gecirmedigim olur.

Note. Principal component analysis (PCA) with Oblique Rotation. N = 402. Responses ranged from 1 =
never 2 = rarely 3 = sometimes 4 = generally 5 = always. b Italicized numbers indicate dominant factor
loadings. ACWBO= active counter productive work behavior organization, PCWBI= passive
counterproductive work behavior interpersonal, ACWBI= active counterproductive work behavior
interpersonal, PCWBO = passive counterproductive work behavior organization.

When we look at the Rotated Component Matrix table, we see that some items are
found in more than one factors at the same time. The difference between the
component values of the factors in which items 11 and 14 are included is less than

0.10, therefore these items removed from the scale.
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The 17 components with oblique rotation (direct oblimin) were subjected to a principal
component analysis (PCA). The four components that met Kaiser's criteria of 1 had
eigenvalues that explained 61.331 % of the variation. In addition, the first of the sub-
dimensions explains 32,845 % of the variance, the second is 11,081 %, the third
explains 10,04 % and fourth explains 7,365%. The scree plot graph shows quite clearly
that there are four factors of scale. The first sub-aspect is made up of of 6 items
(9,10,12,13,15,16), the second sub-aspect is made up of 4 items (5,6,7,8), the third
sub-aspect is made up of 4 items (1,2,3,4) and fourth sub-aspect is made up of 3 items
(17,18,19). Factor loads were determined as the lowest .42. Since factor loadings of
.40 and above are considered ideal (Field, 2009), it can be said that the items make
significant contributions to the factors. Although the items generally align with the
factors in the initial measure, items 15 and 16, based on our analyses, are placed in the
active CWBO factor instead of the passive CWBO factor. The names of the factors in
order are as follows: active CWBO (9,10,12,13,15,16), passive CWBI (5,6,7,8), active
CWBI (1,2,3,4), and passive CWBO (17,18,19).

The value of Cronbach's Alpha for the first sub-aspect (active CWBO) was found to
be 0.81, with a mean of 7.07 (SD = 2.54). The second sub-dimension (passive CWBI)
had a value of Cronbach's Alpha of 0.75 and a mean of 6.06 (SD = 2.46). For the third
sub-dimension (active CWBI), the value of Cronbach's Alpha was 0.76 and the mean
was 5.95 (SD = 2.27). Lastly, the fourth sub-dimension (passive CWBO) had a value
of Cronbach's Alpha 0.73 and a mean of 3.36 (SD = 1.89).
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Table 5.4. Factor Loads and Item - Total Correlations

Items Factor Load Item —
_ Total Correlations
1.Isyerinde biriyle dalga gectigim olur. 176 .567
2.Isyerinde birine kirici bir sey sdyledigim olur. .886 704
3.Isyerindeki birine kiifrettigim olur. 551 .387
4.Isyerindeki birine kars1 kaba davrandigim olur. .830 .646
5.Birisi bana bir sey dediginde cevap vermedigim olur. 422 394
6.1syerinde birinin ihtiyaci oldugunda destek vermedigim olur. 721 .626
7.Bir is arkadagima isi i¢in ihtiya¢ duydugu bilgiyi vermedigim olur.  .841 .56
8.Isyerimde ise yeni baslayan birine destek vermedigim olur. 911 .646
9. Is masraflarimda harcadigim paradan daha fazlasini geri almak i¢in  .737 479

bir makbuzda degisiklik yaptigim olur.

10.Yetkili olmayan birisiyle sirketin gizli bilgilerini paylagtigim olur.  .836 .615
12.Sirketimin malzemesini/malzemelerini bilerek bosa harcadigim 510 561
olur.

13.Isimi kasith olarak yanlis yaptigim olur. .680 .587
15 Islerin bitirilmesi gerektiginde yavas hareket ettigim olur. .626 .637
16.Calismadigim halde ¢alisiyor gibi goriinmek i¢in isimi gereginden  .549 .636

fazla uzattigim olur.

17 Isyerimde zamanimin ¢ogunu ¢alismaktan ¢ok hayal kurarak 573 .538
gecirdigim olur.

18.1simi yapmak icin ¢aba gostermedigim olur. .607 .539

19.1syerinde giiniimii siki bir sekilde ¢alisarak gegirmedigim olur. .801 .617

Note.The translated versions of the items into Turkish are presented in the table.

5.2 Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Scores and Correlations

Between the Scales of The Research

The mean and standard deviations of the scores obtained from the measuring
instruments employed in the study, the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency
coefficients of the measures and the correlations among the scores obtained from the
measures are given in the table below. Upon examining the Cronbach’s Alpha

coefficients of the scales, it is observed that the values range between .73 and .96.
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When examining the correlations of demographic variables, it was found that age is
significantly related to gender, marital status, educational status, tenure in current
position, total tenure, sector and passive CWBI; gender is significantly related to
tenure in current position, total tenure, active CWBI and moral identity symbolization
; marital status is significantly related to educational status, tenure in current position,
total tenure, sector and passive CWBI; educational status is significantly related to
total tenure, sector, working with group and moral identity internalization; tenure in
current position is significantly related to total tenure, sector, passive CWBI, POS,
perceived fairness of procedural, and perceived fairness of interactional ; total tenure
is significantly related to sector and passive CWBI; sector is significantly related to
passive CWBI, organizational support, and perceived procedural justice; working with

group is significantly related to active CWBI and moral identity internalization.

When looking at the correlations between scale scores, it is seen that all relationships,
except for the association of passive CWBI with internalizing and symbolism of ethical
identity are of statistical significance. The highest correlation among the scales of the
study is observed among ethical identity internalizing and ethical identity symbolism
(r = .67, p <.01). The lowest correlation among the study's scales is found between
passive CWBO and moral identity internalization; active CWBO and moral identity

symbolization (» =-.15, p <.01) (table 5.5).
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Table 5.5. Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach Alpha Scores and Correlations between Scales of the Study

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1. Age 1.00
2. Gender 178%* 1.00
3. Marital Status -61%* -.08 1.00
4. Education Status -23%% -.01 28%* 1.00
5. Tenure in Current Position 12 16%* -46%* -.08 1.00
6. Total Tenure 88** 23%* -.55%%* - 27%* JT1RE 1.00
7. Sector 17 -.04 - 14%* 2% 25%* 2% 1.00
8. Working with Group .025 -.01 -.08 -.14%* .04 -.02 .09 1.00
9. Passive CWBI 21%* .08 - 21%* -.07 A7HE A9k 13%* .02 1.00
10. Active CWBI .06 J5%* .01 .06 .09 .07 .08 - 13% 0 29%* 1.00
11. Passive CWBO .03 .08 .05 .07 .1 .00 -.01 -05  35%k 35k 1.00
12. Active CWBO .04 -.02 -.01 -.05 .03 -.01 -.03 -07  40%k  38%*  58%* 1.00
13. Perceived Organizational Support -.05 .02 .05 -.01 - 11* .02 S 14%% 022 - 19%* 2%k D5 -.32%* 1.00
14. Moral Identity Internalization .03 -.09 1 A1* -.01 .04 .04 - 13* -.04 S24%F 5% 17*x 0 34%% 0 1.00
15. Moral Identity Symbolization -.00 -.10%* .00 -.04 -.04 .055 -.02 -.08 .008 S22%F LRk 5%k 36%k 67FF  1.00
16. Perceived Interactional Justice -1 .03 .05 .09 - 11* .02 -.03 .03 S2¥EF L L25¥F L 19%x 33k o5%k 4Dk 37 1.00
17. Perceived Procedural Justice -1 .01 .04 .02 - 16%* -05  -14% -1 S25%%F Ok L22%F L De¥* S5k 3RFk 41 55%*F 0 1.00
18. Perceived Distributive Justice .04 .02 -.02 -1 -.03 .05 .06 005 - 17Fx - 17FF 0 J23%% 0 _1e%* 55k 30%k 28%*  53¥*  51%*  1.00
Mean 32.82 1.49 1.58 5.6 5.09 9.31 1.81 1.10 6.1 5.95 436 7.07 2744 17.17 2383 3236 2146 1252
Standard Deviation (SS) 9.35 .50 .49 1.08 6.41 9.26 .95 .30 245 2.27 1.89 225 838 446 840 10.18 798 465
Cronbach Alfa - - - - - - - - 75 .76 .81 73 93 .82 91 .96 93 91

Note. N=402 ,*p <.05 (two tailed). ** p <.01 (two tailed)
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5.3. Simple Linear Regression Analyses

5.3.1. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Distributive Justice and Active

CWBO

Perceived distributive justice significantly and negatively predicts active CWBO (b =
-.08, p =.002). A decrease in perceived distributive justice increases active CWBO by
.08 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived distributive justice explains 2.5% of

the increase in active CWBO (R? =.025). Thus, Hla was supported.

Table 5.6. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Active CWBO by Perceived
Distributive Justice

Variable b SE 95%CI t )4
LL UL
Constant 8.031 .32 7.403 8.660  25.134 001
Perceived Distributive Justice -.08 024 -123 -.029 -3.194  .002
R? .025
N: 402

5.3.2. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Distributive Justice and Passive

CWBO

Perceived distributive justice significantly and negatively predicts passive CWBO (b
=-.09, p=.001). A decrease in perceived distributive justice increases passive CWBO
by .09 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived distributive justice explains 5.1%

of the increase in passive CWBO (R?=.051). Thus, HIb was supported.

Table 5.7. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Passive CWBO by Perceived
Distributive Justice

Variable B SE 95%CI t )4
LL UL
Constant 5505 265 < 4.984 6.026 20.771 .001
Perceived Distributive Justice -.09 .02 -.131 -.053 -4.625 .001
R? .051
N: 402
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5.3.3. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Procedural Justice and Active
CWBO

Perceived fairness of procedural significantly and negatively predicts active CWBO
(b=-.07,p=.001). A decrease in perceived procedural justice increases active CWBO
by .07 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived procedural justice explains 6.9 %

of the increase in active CWBO (R? =.069). Thus, H3a was supported.

Table 5.8. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Active CWBO by Perceived
Procedural Justice

Variable b SE 95%CI t p
LL UL
Constant 8.671 313 8.056 9.286 27.717 .001
Perceived Procedural Justice -.07 .014 -.101 -.048 -5.443 .001
R? .069
N: 402

5.3.4. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Procedural Justice and Passive
CWBO

Perceived fairness of procedural significantly and negatively predicts passive CWBO
(b = -.05, p = .001). A decrease in perceived procedural justice increases passive
CWBO by .05 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived procedural justice
explains 4.7 % of the increase in passive CWBO (R?=.047). Thus, H3b was supported.

Table 5.9. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Passive CWBO by Perceived
Procedural Justice

Variable b SE 95%CI t )4
LL UL
Constant 5461 266  4.9375.984 20.519 .001
Perceived Procedural Justice -.05 012 -.074-.029 -4.427 001
R? .047
N: 402

5.3.5. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Interactional Justice and Active

CWBI

Perceived interactional justice significantly and negatively predicts active CWBI (b =

-.06, p =.001). A decrease in perceived interactional justice increases active CWBI by
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.06 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived interactional justice explains 6.2%

of the increase in active CWBI (R? = .062). Thus, H5a was supported.

Table 5.10. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Active CWBI by Perceived
Interactional Justice

Variable b SE 95%CI t P
LL UL
Constant 7.753 368 7.0318.476 21.096  .001
Perceived Interactional Justice -.06 011  -.077-.034 -5.141 .001
R2 .062
N: 402

5.3.6. Regression Analysis Between Perceived Interactional Justice and Passive
CWBI

Perceived interactional justice significantly and negatively predicts passive CWBI (b
=-.05,p=.001). A decrease in perceived interactional justice increases passive CWBI
by .05 units. Additionally, the decrease in perceived interactional justice explains 3.8%

of the increase in passive CWBI (R? =.038). Thus, H5b was supported.

Table 5.11. Regression Analysis of the Prediction of Passive CWBI by Perceived
Interactional Justice

Variable b SE 95%CI t p
LL UL
Constant 7.591 .403 6.798 8.383 18.840 .001
Perceived Interactional Justice -.05 .012 -.071 -.024 -3.969 .001
R? .038
N: 402

5.4. Analysis Results of the Proposed Model

To test the hypotheses whether moral identity and POS moderate the association

among POJ and CWB, Process Macro (Model 1) analyses were conducted.

5.4.1. Moderation Analysis for Moral Identity

Table 5.12, table 5.13, table 5.14, table 5.15, table 5.16 and table 5.17 show the
outcomes of performing the moderation analysis hypotheses for H2a, H2b, H4a, H4b,

Hé6a and H6b, specifically the moderation impact of internalizing ethical character.
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5.4.1.1. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived distributive justice and active cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -0.01, 95% CI [-.0158, 0.0056], = -.9373, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived distributive justice and active

CWBO is not moderated by moral identity internalization. H2a was not supported.

Table 5.12. Linear Model of Predictors of Active CWBO

b SE B t p
Constant 7.11 12 61.54 .0001
Distributive Justice (DJ) -0.05 .03 -2.15 .0318
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) -.08 .03 -2.78 .0057
DJ X MI -.01 .01 -.94 3492

5.4.1.2. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived distributive justice and passive cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated a significant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is significantly, b = -.02, 95% CI [-.0242, -.0067, = -3.46, p<.05, showing
that the association among the perceived distribution fairness and passive CWBO is

regulated by moral identity internalization.

Table 5.13. Linear Model of Predictors of Passive CWBO

b SE B t p
Constant 4.45 .09 46.90 .0001
Distributive Justice (DJ) -.07 .02 -3.54 .0004
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) -.07 .02 -3.12 .0019
DJ X MI -.02 .01 -3.46 .0006

When moral identity internalization low, there is a non-significant adverse association
among POS and passive CWBO, b=-.004, 95% CI [-0.0635, 0.0550], =-.1404,
p=.8884. At the mean value of moral identity internalization, there is a significant
adverse association among perceived distributive justice and passive CWBO, b=-.07,
95% CI [-0.1136, -0.325], =-3.5447, p=0.0004. Perception distributive fairness is
significantly inversely correlated with passive CWBO when moral character
internalizing is high as well, b=-.1322, 95% CI [-.1819, -.0824], =-5.2199, p=.0001.

Moral identity internalization plays a moderator role among perception distributive
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fairness and passive CWBO as moral identity internalization increases, the impact of

perception distributive fairness on passive CWBO decreases. H2b was supported.

Multiple Line Mean of Passive CWBO by Perceived Distributive Justice by Moral Identity Internalization

Moral Identity

Internalization
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Perceived Distributive Justice

Figure 5.1. Moderating Role of Moral Identity in the Relationship between Perceived
Distributive Justice and Passive CWBO

5.4.1.3. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived procedural justice and active cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = 0.00, 95% CI [-.0043, 0.0092], = .7172, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived procedural justice and active

CWBO is not moderated by moral identity internalization. H4a was not supported.

Table 5.14. Linear Model of Predictors of Active CWBO

b SE B t p
Constant 7.04 12 59.68 .0001
Procedural Justice (PJ) -.07 .02 -4.48 .0000
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) -.03 .03 -1.00 3168
PJ X MI -.00 .00 =72 4737

5.4.1.4. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived procedural justice and passive cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the

interplay is non-significant, b = -.01, 95% CI [-.0114, 0.0000], = -1.9511, p>.05,
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demonstrating that an association among the perceived procedural justice and passive

CWBO is not moderated by moral identity internalization. H4b was not supported.

Table 5.15. Linear Model of Predictors of Passive CWBO

b SE B t p
Constant 4.43 .10 44.33 .0001
Procedural Justice (PJ) -.04 .01 -3.03 .0026
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) -.06 .03 -2.28 .0233
PJ X MI -.01 .00 -1.95 .0517

5.4.1.5. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived interactional justice and active cwbi

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -.01, 95% CI [-.0097, -.0009, = -2.3451, p<.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived interactional justice and active

CWBI is moderated by moral identity internalization.

Table 5.16. Linear Model of Predictors of Active CWBI

b SE B t P
Constant 6.05 12 51.97 .0001
Interactional Justice (1J) -.04 .01 -3.37 .0008
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) -.12 .03 -3.83 .0001
IJ X MI -.01 .00 -2.35 .0195

When moral identity internalization is low, there is a non-significant adverse
relationship among perception of interactional fairness and active CWBI, 5=-.02, 95%
CI [-0.047, 0.0148], =-.1.0242, p=3064. The average value of moral identity
internalization, the association between is significantly unfavorable perceived
interactional justice and active CWBI, b=.-.04, 95% CI [-0.0628, -0.0165], =-3.3651,
p=0.0008. When moral identity internalizing high, there is a significant inverse
association among perception of interactional fairness and active CWBI, b=-.06, 95%
CI [-.0881, -.0316], =-4.1677, p=.0001. Moral identity internalization plays a
moderator role among perception of interactional fairness and active CWBI as moral
identity internalization increases, the impact of perception of interactions fairness on

active CWBI decreases. H6a was supported.
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Multiple Line Mean of Active CWBI by Perceived Interactional Justice by Moral Identity Internalization
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Figure 5.2. Moderating Role of Moral Identity in the Relationship between Perceived
Interactional Justice and Active CWBI

5.4.1.6. Moderating role of moral identity internalization in the relationship
between perceived interactional justice and passive cwbi

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = .01, 95% CI [-.0045, 0.0054], = .1903, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived interactional justice and

passive CWBI is not moderated by moral identity internalization. H6b was not

supported.
Table 5.17. Linear model of predictors of Passive CWBI
b SE B t P)
Constant 6.06 13 46.65 .0001
Interactional Justice (1J) -.05 .01 -3.99 .0001
Moral Identity Internalization (MII) .03 .04 .89 3701
X MI .01 .00 .19 .8492

5.4.2. Moderation Analysis for Perceived Organizational Support

Table 5.18, table 5.19, table 5.20, table 5.21, table 5.22 and table 5.23 show the results
of the moderation analysis testing hypotheses for H7a, H7b, H8a, H8b, H9a and H9b

particularly the moderating impact of moral identity internalization.
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5.4.2.1. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived distributive justice and active cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -0.00, 95% CI [-.0088, 0.0013], = -1.4730, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived distributive justice and active

CWBO is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H7a was not

supported.
Table 5.18. Linecar Model of Predictors of Active CWBO
b SE B t P
Constant 7.16 12 59.63 .0001
Distributive Justice (DJ) .02 .03 .57 .5660
Organizational Support (OS) -.09 .02 -6.12 .0000
DI X OS -.00 .00 -1.17 1415

5.4.2.2. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived distributive justice and passive cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -0.00, 95% CI [-.0067, 0.0019], = -1.0976, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived distributive justice and passive

CWBO is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H7b was not

supported.
Table 5.19. Linear Model of Predictors of Passive CWBO
b SE B t p
Constant 4.41 .10 42.93 .0001
Distributive Justice (DJ) -.05 .02 -2.07 .0391
Organizational Support (OS) -.05 .01 -3.37 .0008
DJ X OS -.00 .00 -1.1 2731

5.4.2.3. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived procedural justice and active cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, & =.00, 95% CI [-.0031, 0.0030], = -.0278, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived procedural justice and active
CWBO is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H8a was not

supported.
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Table 5.20. Linear Model of Predictors of Active CWBO

b SE B t p
Constant 7.08 12 58.57 .0001
Procedural Justice (PJ) -.03 .02 -2.13 .0336
Organizational Support (OS) -.07 .02 -4.38 .0000
PJ X OS -.00 .00 -.03 9778

5.4.2.4. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived procedural justice and passive cwbo

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = .00, 95% CI [-.0013, 0.0040], = 1.0322, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived procedural justice and passive

CWBO is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H8b was not

supported.
Table 5.21. Linear Model of Predictors of Passive CWBO
b SE B t p
Constant 43 11 41.49 .0001
Procedural Justice (PJ) -.03 .01 -1.97 .0492
Organizational Support (OS) -.04 .01 -3.02 .0027
PJ X OS -.00 .00 1.03 3026

5.4.2.5. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived interactional justice and active cwbi

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -.00, 95% CI [-.0038, 0.0009], = -1.2415, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived interactional justice and active

CWRBI is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H9a was not

supported.
Table 5.22. Linear Model of Predictors of Active CWBI
b SE B t p
Constant 6.03 .13 47.24 .0001
Interactional Justice (1J) -.05 .01 -3.45 .0006
Organizational Support (OS) -.02 .02 -1.09 2749
X O0S -.00 .00 -1.24 2152
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5.4.2.6. Moderating role of perceived organizational support in the
relationship between perceived interactional justice and passive cwbi

Moderation is demonstrated by an insignificant interactive impact, and in this case the
interplay is non-significant, b = -0.00, 95% CI [-.0036, 0.0016], = -.7559, p>.05,
demonstrating that an association among the perceived interactional justice and
passive CWBI is not moderated by moral perceived organizational support. H9b was

not supported.

Table 5.23. Linear Model of Predictors of Passive CWBI

b SE B t p
Constant 6.12 .14 43.75 .0001
Interactional Justice (1J) -.03 .02 -2.11 .0354
Organizational Support (OS) -.03 .02 -1.64 1021
1JXOS -.00 .00 -.76 4502

5.5. Confirmed and Unconfirmed Hypotheses of the Research

The table created to provide an overview of which hypotheses were confirmed

and which were not is presented below.
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Table 5.24. Table of Confirmed and Unconfirmed Hypotheses of the Research

Hla: There is a negative relationship between perceived distributive justice and active
counterproductive work behavior organization.

Hla was
supported.

Hl1b: There is a negative relationship between perceived distributive justice and passive
counterproductive work behavior organization.

Hl1b was
supported.

H2a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived distributive
justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice on active counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H2a was not
supported.

H2b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived distributive
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H2b was
supported.

H3a: There is negative relationship between perceived procedural justice and active
counterproductive work behavior organization.

H3a was
supported.

H3b: There is negative relationship between perceived procedural justice and passive
counterproductive work behavior organization.

H3b was
supported.

H4a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived procedural
justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice on active counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H4a was not
supported.

H4b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived procedural
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H4b was not
supported.

H5a: There is negative relationship between perceived interactional justice and active
counterproductive work behavior individual.

H5a was
supported.

H5b: There is negative relationship between perceived interactional justice and passive
counterproductive work behavior individual.

H5b was
supported.

Hé6a: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived interactional
justice and active counterproductive work behavior individual as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice on active counterproductive work
behavior individual decreases.

H6a was
supported.

H6b: Internalization of moral identity plays a moderator role between perceived interactional
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior individual as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior individual decreases.

H6b was not
supported.

H7a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived distributive
justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as perceived organizational
support increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice on active counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H7a was not
supported.

H7b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived distributive
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as perceived organizational
support increases, the effect of perceived distributive justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H7b was not
supported.

HB8a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived procedural
justice and active counterproductive work behavior organization as perceived organizational
support increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice on active counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H8a was not
supported.

H8b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived procedural
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior organization as perceived organizational
support increases, the effect of perceived procedural justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior organization decreases.

H8b was not
supported.

H9a: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived interactional
justice and active counterproductive work behavior individual as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice on active counterproductive work
behavior individual decreases.

H9a was not
supported.

HO9b: Perceived organizational support plays a moderator role between perceived interactional
justice and passive counterproductive work behavior individual as internalization of moral
identity increases, the effect of perceived interactional justice on passive counterproductive work
behavior individual decreases.

H9b was not
supported.
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL DISCUSSION

In this study, we conducted the Turkish adaptation of the CWB scale (Evans et al.,
2023) and explored the moderating impacts of moral identity and POS on the
association among POJ and active-passive CWBO/CWBI. The study revealed a
negative correlation among perception of distributive/procedural fairness and
counterproductive work behavior organization. Furthermore, it demonstrated an
adverse association among perception of interactional fairness and unproductive job
actions towards individual. While internalization of moral identity moderated the
association among perception of distributive fairness and passive unproductive job
actions organization, it didn’t have a moderating impact on the association among
perceived distributive justice and active unproductive job actions organization. In
addition, I found that the internalization of moral identity didn’t moderate the
association among perceived procedural justice and active-passive unproductive job
actions towards organization. Furthermore, although the internalizing of moral identity
played a moderator role among perception of interactional fairness and active
unproductive job actions towards individual, this moderating effect was not observed
among perception of interactional fairness and passive unproductive job actions
towards individual. The next section summarizes its results and lendings to the areas,
highlights the research practice inferences, and addresses the research's limits and next

directions.

6.1. The Relationships Between Perceived Organizational Justice, Moral
Identity, Active-Passive CWBI/CWBO, and Perceived Organizational
Support

Research’s results revealed that perceived distributive justice negatively predicts
active CWBO and passive CWBO; perceived procedural justice negatively predicts
active CWBO and passive CWBO; perceived interactional justice negatively predicts
active CWBI and passive CWBI. Although previous studies in the field did not
extensively examine CWBO/CWBI as active and passive, these findings align with

previous research findings (Al-A’wasa, 2018; Le Roy et al., 2012; Ozdevecioglu,

71



2003). LeRoy and colleagues (2012) revealed that diminished levels of perception of
interactional fairness and negative emotions were key predictors of counterproductive
work behaviors in their international study, which included Italy, France, and Turkey.
Besides, they delved into the connections between anger, low perceived interpersonal
justice, and active unproductive job actions. In research by Ansari and colleagues
(2013), it was determined that staff views of low distribution fairness significantly
influenced CWB, with organizational constraints highlighted as a contributing factor
that aggravates these behaviors. Similarly, Oge G. et al. (2015) found a significant
association among perceived institutional fairness aspects and the sub- aspects of
CWB in their research with 198 public employees. Additionally, O'Neill and
colleagues (2011) indicated that workers are inclined to participate in CWB when they
perceive injustice. Devonish and Greenidge's study (2010) showed that DJ, PJ, and 1J
have a significant negative impact on CWB. Moreover, Polatc1 and Ozcalik (2015)
discovered that CWB was negatively associated with both interactional and fairness in

procedures.

Considering the moderation effects observed in the study, it was noted that
internalization of ethical identity moderated the association among perceived
distributive justice and passive CWBO. However, this moderation effect was not
observed in the association among perception of distributive fairness and active
CWBO. Additionally, internalization of moral identity didn’t serve as a moderator
among perception of procedural justice and either active or passive counterproductive
work behavior organization. Similarly, while internalization of moral identity played
a moderating role among perception of interactional fairness and active CWBI, it
didn’t exhibit the same effect in the relationship with passive CWBI. Lastly, none of
the hypotheses related to the moderator role of perception of institutional assistance in
the association among perceived organizational fairness and active-passive
CWBO/CWRBI received support. Although there may not be an exact study on this,
the results are partially compliance with research indicating that moral identity acts as
a moderator in the association among perceived organizational fairness and CWB.
High moral identification levels in Chinese government workers have been found to
reduce the likelihood of CWB, even in the face of institutional unfairness (Mingzheng
et., 2014). In other words, they discovered that the association among institutional

unfairness and unproductive job actions are constrained by high moral identification.
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Wu et al. (2016) discovered that whereas people with strong moral identities did not
experience this effect, people with low moral identities did experience a substantial

impact from perception of institutional fairness on CWB through job fatigue.

Though few studies have identified a negative association between these components,
there is a correlation between unproductive job actions and view of the company's
assistance (Jacobs et al., 2013; Liao et al., 2004; Liu & Ding, 2012). Joy and Blau
(2016) discovered a significant adverse link among the perception of the institutional
assistance and counterproductive work behavior among workers in the programming
sector. Additionally, Abas and colleagues (2015) conducted a study involving 660
public officials employed in Malaysian ministries, revealing that perception of POS
had a notable adverse effect on both CWBO and CWBI. The association among POS
and all sub-aspects of CWB is negative and significant in the study, aligning with the
existing literature. Although POS has been considered as a moderator in studies
involving the dark triad and CWB (Palmer et al., 2017), along with the major five
personality characteristics and CWB (Liu et al., 2011). The moderating impact of POS
on the association among perceived organizational justice and CWB not been

investigated in previous research.

6.2. The Moderation Effect of Moral Identity Internalization

It was mentioned that while internalizing having a moral identity acts as a moderating
element, among perceived distributive justice and passive CWBO, this moderating
effect is not observed for active CWBO. There are differences between active and
passive CWB behaviors in terms of directness, density, and hazard (Cuddy et al.,
2007). Passive counterproductive work behaviors are typically indirect and low-risk,
such as delaying tasks or intentionally underperforming. In contrast, active
counterproductive work behaviors are more overt and directly harmful, such as causing
harm to someone or blatantly violating rules. These behaviors are often associated with
high emotional and psychological costs and require stronger motivation to be carried
out. The internalization of moral identity may not have a sufficiently strong impact on
preventing active counterproductive work behaviors because such actions usually arise
from more complex and multifaceted reasons. Despite their moral identity, people may
turn to these actions when they witness excessive amounts of injustice. Considering

Adams' Principle of Equity (Adams, 1965), equitable is linked to the fairness of the
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distribution of rewards in a reciprocal relationship involving at least two parties. When
there is a high perception of distributive injustice, balancing this inequity may require
a response through active CWBO, even if there is high internalization of moral
identification. The internalization of moral identification enhances individuals'
tendency to act according to ethical standards and avoid passive counterproductive
behaviors. Such behaviors are more likely to conflict with internal moral values,
making it easier for individuals to refrain from low-risk, indirect harmful actions.
Therefore, passive counterproductive behaviors, being low-risk and indirect, are more
effectively reduced by the internalization of moral identification. On the other hand,
Theory of Social Cognitive (Bandura, 2001) asserts that people's actions are influenced
by the interaction between personal factors (beliefs, expectations, moral identity) and
environmental factors (perception of justice, organizational support). The
internalization of moral identification is a personal factor that impacts actions.
However, environmental factors (such as perceived injustice) can modify this effect.
Active counterproductive behaviors, due to their higher risk and direct harm, may not
be sufficiently mitigated by the internalizing of moral identity, since these behaviors

are triggered by stronger environmental and emotional factors.

The internalizing of moral identification didn’t act as a moderating factor between
perceived procedural justice and either active or passive CWBO. Fairness of process
refers to the justice of the procedures and techniques utilized in making choices, as
opposed to distributive justice, which is more involved with results (Lind & Tyler,
1998). According to Konovsky (2000), procedural justice addresses how rewards are
distributed. Essentially, it evaluates how fair the methods, processes, and policies are
perceived in determining matters such as salary, promotions, economic opportunities,
working conditions, and performance evaluations (Atalay, 2010). This phenomenon
can be explained by the Theory of Conservation of Assets (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989), it
asserts that people work to preserve their resources and mitigate resource loss when
facing environmental threats. As outlined by Hobfoll (2001), the core principle of the
theory is to acquire, protect, and enhance resources. As a result, workers may resort to
counterproductive job practices to protect resources and self against imagined dangers
(Coleman et al., 2008). The perceived threat to resources in procedural justice may
exceed what the internalization of moral identity can tolerate because the sense of

injustice regarding decision-making processes can lead to heightened concerns about
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both present and future outcomes. According to Social Exchange Theory (Homans,
1958), individuals expect mutual benefit and fairness in their relationships with
organizations. When procedural justice is perceived as low, individuals may view this
as a violation of these principles, weakening their trust and commitment to the
organization. Although internalizing a moral identity strengthens individuals' ethical
values, it may not completely counterbalance the disappointment felt towards unjust
procedures. Therefore, moral identity may have a limited moderating influence on the
association among procedural justice and unproductive job actions. Lastly, one of the
procedural fairness criteria outlined is ethicality (Tyler, 1990; Colquitt, 2001; Blader
&Tyler, 2003). The rule of ethical adherence requires that procedures align with ethical
standards. With the existence of unethical procedures, the impact of internalized moral

identity may be diminished.

While the internalization of identity in morality acts as a moderating role among
perceived interactional fairness and active CWBI, it does not have the same
moderating effect on passive CWBI. This is the opposite of what is observed with
distributive justice. One the rationale for this distinction could be the distinct nature of
the organizational justice structures and the types of CWB. Beugré (2002) suggests
that interactional fairness involves displaying behaviors characterized by courtesy,
respect, and honesty in internal communication within an organization. Colquitt and
colleagues (2001) argue that interactional justice pertains to the quality of emotional
and social support an individual receives from their interactions with others.
Additionally, people place great importance on their relationships because these
connections shape and define their identities and values. When others behave fairly, it
signifies respect and sincerity towards the individual, satisfying their feeling of self-
esteem and identities (Y1lmaz, 2004). As a result, the internalization of moral identity
attenuates the correlation among perception of interactional fairness and active
unproductive job actions, since behaviors perceived as more harmful, intense, or overt
have the potential to undermine an individual's moral identity. According to the
Reciprocity Principle (Mauss, 1990), overt active CWBI may further damage
relationships and cause more people to suffer relational harm by reducing the
emotional and social support they receive. In this situation, even if an individual has a
high internalization of moral identity, they may still exhibit passive CWBI in response

to perceived interactional justice. Furthermore, passive behavior, unlike active
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behavior, can reflect not only the need for revenge but also the need to conserve and
protect resources in stressful situations (Krisher et al., 2010). These passive actions
might be attempts to reduce tense circumstances and prevent future tension. This aligns
well with the Resource Conservation Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which is based on the
idea that during extended periods of stress, people tend to protect their resources,

including time, energy, and social capital.

6.3. The Moderation Effect of Perceived Organizational Support

There is a lack of a moderation impact of POS on the association among POJ and
active/passive CWBO/CWBI. According to the S-E Framework and the COR stress
arises when there is a threat to resources, and people work to safeguard their current
riches (Spector, 1998). Employees might engage in both dimensions of CWB as a
strategy to safeguard themselves and their resources against impending threats
(Coleman et al., 2008). POS is perceived as a resource, but direct threats or injustices
perceived by employees, especially significant ones, might overshadow the buffering

effect of POS.

6.4. Practical Implications

Given the research's conclusions, managers and human resources professionals ought
to give internalizing moral identification more consideration, and efforts should be
made to encourage the internalizing internalization of moral identification among
employees. For example, this could be achieved through conducting ethical training
programs, fostering an organizational culture that values ethical behavior, and
recognizing employees who demonstrate high ethical standards. By doing so, a work
environment can be created where certain types of CWB are less likely to occur even
when perceived injustice is present. As seen in the results, moral identity only
exhibited a buffering effect on two types of CWB. Therefore, managers and human
resources professionals should act more fairly in distribution, process, and
interactional fairness and reflect this fairness to their employees. Although the
moderation impact of POS was not observed in the findings, organizations should still
pay attention to this concept and strive to increase perceived organizational support as
it provides resources, reduces stress, and indirectly influences behaviors by affecting
employee commitment and satisfaction. Establishing an emotional and social support

network within the organization will be important for this purpose. Lastly,
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organizations should be aware of the differences between active and passive
CWBI/CWBO, understand their impacts, and develop specific strategies accordingly.
In addition to creating a fair working environment, customized interventions should
be designed to address employees' specific complaints to prevent serious harm to the

organization.

6.5. Limitations and Future Directions

Firstly, the research is restricted because of its depending only on self-reported
measures, as individuals may sometimes provide less candid responses due to the
social desirability effect, especially in psychological research. The information
gathered in this study is limited to self-report scales, including the Perceived
Organizational Justice Scale, the Moral Identity Scale, the Perceived Organizational
Support Scale, and data collected from the Counterproductive Behavior Scale.
Secondly, one of the restrictions is the using a cross-sectional methodology;
longitudinal studies could be conducted in the future. Lastly, studies could be carried
out with larger and more specific occupational groups. Nevertheless, our research
illuminates the associations among POJ, moral identity, and POS based on the
categorization of active and passive CWBI/CWBO. In future studies, it may delve
deeper into both active and passive CWBI/CWBO precursors and the various

individual and organizational factors resulting from them.
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